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EDITOR’S PREFACE
THIS translation of Ursinus’ Commentary on the Heidelberg Catechism into English is now offered in digital form. The editor has
taken this occasion to update some of the spelling and grammar
in accordance with current usage. In a few cases material
changes were made in regard to the designation of the priestly
office of Christ as ‘sacerdotal,’ and speaking of the ‘consubstantiation’ of the person of Christ. These and perhaps others reflect
some influence of the Mercersburg viewpoint, though Williard
was of a more conservative bent. George Washington Williard
(1818-1900) was a minister in the Reformed Church in the
United States, Ohio Synod, and the first president of Heidelberg
College in Tiffin, Ohio.
“It is through the urging of the Eureka Classis, Reformed
Church in the United States that this Commentary on the
Heidelberg Catechism is being reissued after years of being out
of print. Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Company, in
making this work once again available, shares in the desire
and prayer that those who read this commentary may gain a
greater knowledge and love for the teachings of the Catechism and may thereby grow in their devotion to the Lord
Jesus Christ and his kingdom as the Spirit of our God grants
them wisdom to understand his message of salvation.”
John W. Nevin wrote the original historical and biographical
Introduction. He, along with Philip Schaff, developed an American version of Schleiermacher’s mediating theology combining
Hegelian and Puseyite speculations. This introduction has been
deleted since it adds nothing of value to the publication. Indeed,
as will be seen in the Proudfit critique in the Appendix, Nevin’s
introduction was but a fly in the perfume. In place of Nevin’s
introduction, a life of Ursinus by Dr. C. B. Hundeshagen has been
provided. Additionally, a biography of David Pareus, the orignal
editor, is also included as are biographical sketches of Williard
and Proudfit. An additional appendix lists the various versions
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and translations of this Commentary. The Bible text is the King
James version, as used by Williard. References to Ursinus’ Works
(Opera) is simply referenced by Ursinus. Vol. I. etc. The version of
the Heidelberg Catechism used is that issued in 2002 by the
Reformed Church in the United States.
Eric D. Bristley
Cottage Grove, Wisconsin
April 2003
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TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE
IN presenting the English reader with a translation of the
Theological Lectures of Dr. Ursinus upon the Heidelberg Catechism, it is presumed no apology is necessary, at least as far as
the German Reformed Church is concerned. Considering the
character of Ursinus, his acknowledged ability, and relations to
the whole Reformed interest it is a matter of great surprise, that
some one has not long since been found to undertake the arduous and difficult task which we have very imperfectly accomplished. Many other works greatly inferior to this, have been
favored with translations, while no pains have been spared to
give them an extensive circulation, and yet no attempt has been
made of late to place these lectures in the hands of the English
reader. And what is stranger still, is the fact that the name of Ursinus himself, whom no one is more worthy of grateful and honorable recollection, is in a great measure unknown. We have,
therefore, been led to undertake the difficult task of translating
these lectures, being fully convinced that we shall in so doing
contribute no little to the dissemination of sound theological
views, and at the same time bring to favorable notice one whose
memory deserves to be held in grateful recollection. The writings of Ursinus are well deserving of a place in every minister’s
library, by the side of the works of Luther, Melancthon, Zwingli,
Calvin, and others of blessed memory, and will not suffer in the
least by a comparison with them.
The old English translation by Parry, made over two hundred
years ago, is not only antiquated and unsuited to the taste of the
modern English reader, but it is also out of print, and not to be
had except by the rarest chance. Few copies are to be found at
the present day. The copy now in our possession, which we constantly consulted in making the present translation, was printed
in the year 1645, and seems to have been gotten up with much
care and expense. We had seen notices of the work, and had for
several years made constant efforts to secure it, but without suc-
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cess, until about two years ago an esteemed {vi} friend placed
in our hands a number of foreign catalogues in which we saw
three copies of the works of Ursinus, one Latin and two English,
advertised. We immediately gave orders to have them imported,
and in this way came into possession of the copies we now have.
The Latin copy from which we have made the present translation, was published in Geneva in the year 1616, and is without
doubt a copy of the best and most complete edition made by Dr.
David Pareus, the intimate friend and disciple of Ursinus. It is in
every respect greatly superior to another Latin copy, the use of
which we secured from the Rev. Dr. Hendron of the Presbyterian
church, after having made very considerable progress in the
work of translation. This last copy was published in the year
1585, and is probably a copy of one of the earliest editions of
the works of Ursinus, of which notice is taken in the excellent
“Introduction” from the pen of Dr. Nevin, which will be read
with much interest and throw much light upon the life and character of the author of these Lectures.1
Great pains have been taken with the translation so as to render
it as complete as possible. In every instance we have been careful to give the exact sense of the author, so that the translation is
as literal as it could well be, without being slavishly bound to the
text, the style of which we found in a number of instances to be
of such a peculiar character as to require some liberty on the
part of the translator. Yet with all the care that has been taken, a
number of errors will no doubt make their appearance, in reference to which we ask the indulgence of the reader. The work has
been gotten out under many disadvantages, the translation having been made while attending to our regular pastoral duties in
the congregation which we have been called to serve in this city.
1.

This “Introduction” has not been included in the present eBook
version.
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The old English translation contains considerable matter which
is not to be found in either of the Latin copies now in our possession. We have in several instances taken the liberty of inserting short extracts, changing the style, and construction of many
of the sentences so as to adapt it to the taste of the modern
reader. Whenever this is done it is marked by the word
“addenda.”
It is not deemed necessary to say any thing in reference to the
merits of these lectures. All who have any acquaintance with the
character of Ursinus, and of the important position which he
occupied in the church in the sixteenth century—the time of the
glorious Reformation—can have but one opinion respecting
their merits. We may add, however, that a number of important
testimonies might readily be furnished; but we prefer rather to
let the Book speak for itself, having {vii} the assurance that
none can peruse its pages with proper care without being
instructed and profited.
These lectures present a complete exposition of all the leading
doctrines of the Christian religion in a most concise and simple
form, adapted not only to those who are accustomed to read and
think, but also to a very great extent to the common reader. Nor
is this done in an outward, mechanical manner, but it introduces
us at once into the inmost sanctuary of religion, which all are
made to feel is not a mere form or notion, or doctrine, but life
and power, springing from Christ, “the Way, the Truth and the
Life.”
To the German Reformed Church these lectures should possess
much interest. No work could well be published at this time,
which should be in greater demand. It may indeed, be said to
meet a want which has been extensively felt in our church, not
only by the ministry, but also by the laity. Many persons have
often asked for some work which would give a complete and
faithful exposition of the doctrines contained in our excellent
summary of faith—the Heidelberg Catechism. Such a work has
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been greatly needed for years past, and cannot fail to accomplish a number of important and desirable ends. And as Ursinus
was the chief compiler of this symbol, he must always be
regarded as the most authoritative expounder of the doctrines
which it contains. Great exertions should, therefore, be made to
have his Commentary placed in every family belonging to our
Reformed Zion.
But while these Lectures possess a peculiar interest to the German Reformed Church, it should not for a moment be supposed
that they have merely a denominational interest, which may be
said to be true of many works. They are like the excellent symbol of which they profess to give a complete and faithful exposition, truly catholic and general. Nor could the book well be
otherwise if true to itself. A faithful exposition of the Apostles’
creed, the Decalogue and Lord’s Prayer, which enter so largely
into the Heidelberg Catechism, cannot fail to be of general interest to all those who love and pray for the prosperity and coming
of Christ’s kingdom. May we not therefore, fondly anticipate a
rapid and extensive circulation of the book in the different
branches of the Christian Church.
We do not of course intend to be understood as giving an
unqualified approval of every view and sentiment contained in
these lectures. It is sufficient to say that they are, as a whole,
truly orthodox, and well adapted to promote the cause of truth
and godliness. They are characterized throughout by earnestness and independence of thought. The {viii} writer every
where speaks as one who feels the force and importance of the
views which he presents. It should also be borne in mind that
the value of a book does not consist in its agreement and harmony with the views and opinions generally received and entertained, which may be said to be true of many works which after
all do not possess any great value, containing nothing more than
a repetition of what has been often said in a more impressive
manner. Such, however, is not the chief recommendation of the
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book which we here present to the Christian public: for while it
may be said to be in harmony with the doctrines which have
been held by the church from the very beginning, it is at the
same time earnest, deep, and independent, and well calculated
at every point to awaken thought and enquiry.
Conscious of having labored hard and diligently to give a good
and faithful translation of these lectures, we now commit them
to the public, not without much diffidence, with all the imperfections attending the present translation, with the hope and
prayer that they may accomplish the objects we have had in
view, and that the reputation of the lectures themselves may be
made to suffer no injury from the form in which they now
appear.
George W. Williard
Columbus, Ohio, Sept. 1851
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ZACHARIAS URSINUS
AND THE HEIDELBERG CATECHISM
BY DR. C. B. HUNDESHAGEN2
TWO periods are plainly visible in the Reformation in Germany:
one when the great religious movement rose under the personal
guidance of its first leaders, when with full hands they scattered
abroad the blessed seeds of gospel truth; the other, when the
first generation had been called home from their labors, and a
second took up their work, guarding the Lord’s ripening harvest,
weeding out all foreign growths, and plucking up each growing
tare—in a word, the period of the compacting of the evangelical
communion into denominations with their various confessions
of faith. To this period belongs Ursinus. A member of the
reformed church of Germany, he is perhaps the most renowned
and honored of all her theologians in the many countries in
which the reformed church has taken root. To him chiefly we
owe that most popular catechism and book of instruction, the
Heidelberg Catechism, which, accepted by reformed people
everywhere, has now entered upon its fourth century of usefulness.
Zacharias Bär,3 born July 18, 1534, was the son of respectable
although not wealthy parents. His father, Andreas Bär, was at the
time of his son’s birth a deacon of the Mary Magdalene church
2. Instead of the original “Introduction” by John W. Nevin, the
present editor has provided a sketch taken from Lives of the
Leaders of Our Church Universal, edited by Dr. Ferdinand Piper
and Henry Mitchell MacCracken. Philadelphia: Presbyterian
Board of Publication, p. 300-308, and written by Dr. C. B. Hundeshagen, church councilor and professor of theology in
Heidelberg. This essay has been revised somewhat for inclusion
here.
3. Ursinus is Latin for “bear.”
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of Breslau. Latter he became ecclesiastical inspector and teacher
of theology in the Elizabeth school of Breslau. His mother, Anna
Roth, was of noble descent. Young Bär early showed great talents, which were carefully fostered by his father and teachers.
When hardly sixteen (1550), he was advanced enough in learning to be sent to Wittenberg University. Such hopes of his future
were excited by his school testimonials that the council and
merchant guild of his native town resolved to help him with a
yearly stipend.
He spent nearly seven years in Wittenberg, interrupted in his
third year by the plague, which along with the condition of political affairs made his return to Breslau seem advisable. It was now
the last decade of the labors of Philip Melanchthon, which had
blessed so many thousands of youths by teaching the gospel at
this center of the Reformation. It was also the time when the
peace of the church was disturbed by the intense controversies
between the various disciples of Luther and with the followers of
Calvin over the doctrine of the Supper and the person of Christ.
Melanchthon’s last days were greatly saddened by the spiteful,
abusive spirit of the zealots for the extreme tenets of Luther.4
Young Bär had been reared in Breslau in the Melanchthon views.
He attached himself closely to his revered teacher and was loved
by him as a father. He was permitted to accompany Melanchthon to Worms (1557), to attend a church conference. After its
close the promising youth was enabled by the help of generous
relatives to travel for purposes of study. He chose to travel by
way of Heidelberg and Strassburg to Basel and Zurich, from
there to Lausanne and Geneva, and then by way of Lyons and
Orleans to Paris. Returning to Wittenberg in September of 1558,
he visited Tübingen, Ulm, and Nurnberg.
4. [These men were known as the Gnesio-Lutherans, or ‘original’
Lutherans.]
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Melanchthon’s powerful recommendations secured him everywhere an excellent reception. Calvin was then living, as were
other founders and leaders of the reformed church. Ursinus (to
use now his learned title) made the personal acquaintance of
nearly all of them, and won their profound esteem and love.
Calvin made him a present of his works, recording in them, with
his own hand, his regard for the young man, with his good
wishes. The journey was of great use to Ursinus. In Paris he
increased his knowledge of Hebrew, acquired facility with
French, and obtained a deeper insight into the state of the
church in the various countries and districts which he visited.
Throughout his life he maintained the acquaintances he had
formed during this year, and this with important ramifications.
Meanwhile, his friends in Breslau had been striving to obtain an
appointment at his home town for their scholar. An appointment as teacher in the Elizabeth Gymnasium was secured for
him upon his return to Wittenberg. He accepted it from love and
gratitude, yet with a heavy heart, for the strife between the parties of Luther and Melanchthon was so hot there that he doubted
his ability to maintain a public neutrality in the midst of it. His
convictions, too, which were ripened by travel, inclined to a
decided adoption of the views of the Zurich theologians and
Calvin. Though at one with Melanchthon in his love of peace,
and thoroughly attached to the good man to the end, he could
not approve his master’s wavering between the views of Luther
and Calvin, and refraining from an open expression of his opinions. Thus Ursinus was soon identified by some in Breslau as a
Calvinist. He replied to his assailants in an able production, yet
he longed to leave a position which had now grown painful. A
few days after the death of Melanchthon he received permission
to leave. The best testimonials were given him, and the desire
was expressed that he would soon accept some other position in
his native city.
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His surrender of office was a sacrifice cheerfully made to his
deep convictions. When asked by his uncle Roth where he
would go, he frankly replied, “I will leave my fatherland, and
that cheerfully, since it does not allow the confession of a faith
which I cannot conscientiously give up. If Philip, my best
beloved teacher, were living, I would go to none save him. Now
that he is dead, I will go to the men of Zurich, who, though little
thought of here, have a renown in other churches which our
preachers can never destroy. They are pious, learned, and great
men, with whom I am determined to spend the remainder of my
days. For the rest God will provide.”
He did as he had said. Without tarrying in Wittenberg, where
some would gladly have made him one of their number, he hastened to Zurich where he arrived October 3, 1560. Here he
renewed his intimacy with the pastors and theologians of that
city, especially with Heinrich Bullinger and Peter Martyr Vermigli. To the latter he felt especially drawn, and counted himself
fortunate in enjoying his “heavenly instruction.” Ursinus prized
the privilege allowed to him in Zurich of freely speaking his convictions and holding communion with men of like belief. Yet for
all this, his love for his home was no less ardent. He wrote from
Zurich: “If our people would consent to my teaching, openly and
officially, the doctrines of the Swiss churches on the sacraments,
divine providence and election, free will and church traditions,
and would maintain church discipline, I could soon show them
with what burning zeal my heart is filled for my fatherland.” Yet
the hope of his Breslau friends that he would return was never
realized. Soon a wider and more fruitful field of labor opened to
him among the Reformed churches of the Palatinate.
At that time Otto Henry, elector of the Palatinate, was dying (February 12, 1559). He was succeeded by Frederick III, duke of Simmern. In him were found the noblest princely qualities, and
above all the fear of God. He had promoted reform in his little
dukedom, as decidedly as Otto in his electorate. Otto stood by
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the Lutheran views as held by Melanchthon. Frederick became a
decided Calvinist. Following the rule adopted by the German
Reichstag (1555), that each prince should decide the religion of
his state, Frederick strove to give the Calvinistic confession, to
which he honestly adhered, the predominance. The faculty of
theology in Heidelberg was designed to aid him in this effort.
It was Frederick’s great desire to attract the revered Peter Martyr
Vermigli to Heidelberg from Zurich. But Vermigli, pleading his
old age, recommended young Ursinus in his place. Thus in his
twenty-seventh year Ursinus became one of the pillars of the
Reformed church in the Palatinate. The renown of Ursinus and
his associates went far beyond the limits of the university, for
Heidelberg became the ‘Geneva’ of the German Reformed
Church. Ever since it has been counted a stronghold of the
reformed faith.
Ursinus’s chief work in Heidelberg was to be superintendent of
Sapienz College, a preachers’ seminary, which was designed to
be a home to the students of theology, and yet a part of the university. It had been founded by Otto Henry to supply the call for
preachers in his territory. Even in his days, several men who professed the reformed theology were placed in the university,
among them Peter Boquin, a fugitive French Calvinist, who
became professor of theology. Otto’s court preacher, Michael
Diller, also held to the reformed faith.
It was Frederick, however, who first thought of making the university and theological faculty decidedly Calvinist. Taking the
advice of the Zurich and Geneva divines, he added to Boquin,
Emmauel Tremellius and Caspar Olevianus, who had been a
pupil of Calvin. The celebrated Jerome Zanchius joined them in
1568. Frederick enlarged the college to accommodate seventy
students, and placed it under the consistory.
To conduct the training of so many candidates was no slight task
for young Ursinus. He was called to lecture not only upon theology, but also on preaching and catechizing. Even general lessons
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in philosophy were undertaken by him when required. He
received the degree of doctor in August 28, 1562, and was
installed in the chair of dogmatics, which had been held for a
time by Olevianus. After six years he resigned this to Jerome
Zanchius, on account of his other pressing duties. Only in the
establishment and organization of the churches in the Palatinate
he took less share than his friend Olevianus. Olevianus was
especially adapted for practical church business, for establishing
a new order of public worship and a church consistory. The latter, composed of ministers and elders, was to exercise authority
in school and church matters. Olevianus was thereby released
from university duties, made a member of the consistory, and
given a place as preacher in Heidelberg.
Ursinus’ lectures at the college demanded from him thorough,
conscientious preparation. Furthermore, there were scholarly
works to be written due to the theological ferment of the times.
A multitude of special duties was devolved upon him by the
elector. Whenever Frederick wanted a scholarly presentation of
the Calvinistic faith, he made Ursinus his spokesman, champion, and critic. Of all Ursinus’s works of this kind, none was so
important as his share in composing the Heidelberg Catechism.
Frederick found in the beginning of his reign that the catechetical instruction of youth in his dominions was sadly neglected, or
at least left to the pleasure of each individual pastor. He found
need of a positive and uniform training in the Christian faith,
and of a catechism which should state the chief Christian doctrines clearly amid comprehensively. Thus not only would the
young and unlearned be better cared for, but preachers and
school-masters would have a definite guide and rule to go by in
their instructions, and would not be left to inculcate any new
doctrine that entered their heads, with little Scriptural support.
Ursinus and Olevianus were commissioned by the elector for
this work, and entered upon it with all the zeal and affection
which such a work required. They first studied conscientiously
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the excellent catechisms already existing in the reformed
church, and especially those by Calvin and John á Lasco. From
this material Ursinus made drafts of two catechisms, a larger
and a shorter, both in Latin. These were designed to serve as an
introduction to a work for the people, and to set forth the doctrines which it should present. They served the purpose. These
drafts by Ursinus were rendered into German by him and his
associate, and after a great many changes, were published in
what is now known as the Heidelberg Catechism.
In the clear, concise German style, we may see the part taken by
Olevianus, also, in the arrangement so much admired, in the
division into three parts, and the simple Biblical construction.
The two men each displayed their peculiar merits in the composition of the catechism. A careful study of it will show that
besides being a text-book for youth, it was designed to be a brief
compendium of theology, a kind of confession of faith for the
church of the Palatinate. Many points are therefore more fully
treated in it than in other catechisms of the time period which
were meant simply for youth. It not only transcends the needs
of youth in some particulars, but in the doctrines of salvation
which especially suit the age of childhood it employs expressions which require for their full understanding the riper experience of mature minds.
Yet this exceptional manner of treating subjects was no detriment to the catechism as a manual for youth. Its merit, besides
these things, arose from the simplicity and naturalness of its
divisions: (1.) Of man’s misery (2.) Of man’s redemption (3.) Of
thankfulness. In each division we find a masterly treatment of
details. Under the first head, the ten commandments are not
treated in detail, as was the case in Luther’s catechism, but only
in their summary in Christ’s words (Matthew 22:37-40). In contrast with the picture of a life pleasing to God, to which man is
commanded, is placed the depth of the sinful depravity of man
as he is, in and through Adam (as shown in Question 5, etc.,
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respecting hatred of God, and Question 8, respecting man’s
inability for good, and his natural tendency to evil).
When the heart and the mind has been thus strongly awakened
to a sense of the misery of sin and of the wrath of God, the second part brings the doctrine of redemption, by the God-man,
with an extended explanation of the Apostles’ Creed. Among the
many matchless definitions may be noted those of true faith and
justification (Questions 21 and 60). Question 65 provides a clear
definition of the sacraments as holy signs and seals of God’s
promises in the gospel. Following this, in true Calvinistic terms,
is a treatise on the power of the keys, or church discipline.
The third part of the catechism provides an exposition of the Ten
Commandments and the Lord’s Prayer. While the law was in the
first part set forth as a mirror to man of his sin and misery, so in
the third part it is presented as a guide and rule of Christian life.
Thus the catechism maintains this leading thought of the
reformed system: that the law attains its highest end in its relevance for the lives of grateful believers. Throughout it is maintained that the good works which arise in the fulfilling of the law
are not, as Romanists hold, meritorious, but are only fruits of the
new heart given in regeneration, they are tokens of our gratitude
for our redemption. Finally, under the third part an exposition of
the Lord’s Prayer is provided, as an special inculcation of spiritual worship and thankfulness.
We have then in the Heidelberg Catechism the three heads common to all Christian catechisms, but conceived and arranged in a
manner that demonstrates the genius of the reformed theology.
Of all the passages in it, none is more famous than the answer to
the first question, “What is thy only comfort in life and death?”
and the eightieth question, with its severe condemnation of the
Romish mass as “an accursed idolatry.” The first edition of the
catechism was printed without this expression. But when the
decree of the Council of Trent appeared, the elector was moved
to revise the first edition, and to place this sharp expression,
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which gave offense to the Romanists, which would play quite a
part in the future history of the Palatinate.
The work appeared in 1563, with an order from the consistory
that the Sunday afternoon services should be devoted to its
explanation. Its contents, for this reason, were officially divided
into fifty-two parts, one for each Sunday; and again into ten lessons or sections, to be read every Sunday before the sermon.
Soon the book was translated into Greek, Latin, and Hebrew, as
well as into most of the living European languages. For in all the
Reformed churches, without exception, the “Heidelberger”
received approval and acceptance as a beautiful expression of
the Christian faith. Sermons based on the doctrines of catechism
became popular in other lands, especially in Holland.
This dissemination is easily traceable to the form of the catechism. A theologian of the reformed church, Karl Sudhoff,
rightly says:
“Singular power and unction are diffused over the whole
work. Its fresh, awakening tones address the soul. It is a confident, joyous declaration of Christian assurance of salvation.
The reader’s heart and will are addressed, as well as his
intellect. Clear, popular ideas are beautifully joined with a
deep feeling of devotion, a serious, observing spirit, and glad
assurance. He who has once read his catechism must also see
how indissolubly these great excellences are bound up with
the style, so forcible and dignified, and yet so simple. What
true-hearted, rational, and yet lofty rhetoric is in the answer
to the question, ‘What is thy only comfort in life and death?’
‘That I, with body amid soul, both in life and death, belong
not to myself, but to my faithful Saviour Jesus Christ, who
with his own precious blood has paid the ransom for my sins,
and delivered me from all the power of the devil; and so preserves me that without the will of my heavenly Father not a
hair can fall from my head; yea, that all things must serve to
promote my salvation; and therefore, by his Holy Spirit, He

26

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

also assures me of eternal life, and makes me sincerely willing and ready henceforth to live unto Him.’”5
While the church of the Palatinate was thus cared for in its inner
life, it had no lack of outward conflicts; and in these Ursinus had
his share. The setting up of a Calvinistic church in the electorate
made a great noise inside Germany, and outside as well. From
one side the elector received great praise, from another blame
and sharp attack. His neighbors, duke Christopher of Würtemberg, margrave Charles of Baden, and count palatine Wolfgang
of Zweibrücken, sought untiringly to draw him from the
reformed side.
The question of the Lord’s Supper was again debated. On this,
Ursinus, at the elector’s request, replied to the attacks made on
the Reformed doctrine of the Supper, which was much perverted. This reply, which was one of his most noted works,
appeared (1564) under the title, “A Thorough Investigation of the
Holy Supper of our Lord Jesus Christ, by the Theologians of
Heidelberg University.” The same year the theologians of the
Palatinate and Wittenberg held the renowned conference at
Maulbronn, in the presence of the princes of both parties. In this
assembly, which proved as unsuccessful as unedifying, Ursinus
led the many theologians of his side in opposing Jacob Andreä,
the chancellor of the Lutheran University of Tübingen.6
When in 1573 Andreä reproached the clergy of the Palatinate
with introducing into their belief the abomination of Islam and
the doctrines of the Koran, they replied in 1574 with, A Confession of the Theologians and Clerks of the Church at Heidelberg,
5. The Lives and Writings of Olevianus and Ursinus, (Elberfeld,
1857).
6. [This university became in the following centuries the hotbed
of liberal Protestantism, and the base of the philosophy of
Hegel which sought to reconstruct the Bible according to evolutionism.]
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upon the one true God in three Persons upon the two Natures in
the one Person of Christ, and upon the Holy Communion of our
Lord Jesus Christ. These doctrines were treated with masterful
skill and sagacity, while at the close is a short abstract of the
Reformed doctrine of the Supper. Ursinus had a large share in
this work; and, indeed, by some the whole is ascribed to him.
To such attacks on the church of the Palatinate from without
were added fightings within. The true Calvinism of the Heidelberg Catechism is seen in its views (Questions 82–85) on the
necessity of a presbytery for discipline, and especially for
excluding unworthy persons from the sacrament. The advice of
Calvin on this great question had been sought by Olevianus. It
was the serious purpose of the elector to introduce Presbyterian
government into his dominions. But the carrying out of the plan,
in the midst of the union of church and state, involved great difficulties.
The Reformed churches in German Switzerland, founded as
they were under the care and favor of the state, had, like the
Lutheran churches of Germany, adopted principles and customs
in reference to the church and state very different from those of
the churches of France and Holland, which grew up in face of
political oppression and persecution. The latter were used neither to expect help from the state, nor to suffer its intermeddling. They aimed at independence from the state in their
church government, and conceived of nothing so important as a
strict discipline over their members, not by the state, but by the
church’s own officers.
The diversity of views already seen in Switzerland was now
experienced in the Palatinate. Regulations in harmony with the
catechism were sought by Olevianus and the Calvinists from
other countries. On the other hand, the exercise of discipline by
the church was stoutly opposed by a party led by Thomas Erastus, professor of medicine, a native of Switzerland. He defended
the customs of German Switzerland. The details of the conflict
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(1568) need not be repeated. Suffice it to say that it involved the
deep question of state church and free church, which has since
so often agitated the reformed communion.
Ursinus, as a native of Germany, it was hoped by Erastus, would
take his side of the latter. The hope was vain; Ursinus stood by
the reformed doctrine as found in the catechism. He was not the
man, after his sacrifice in youth of an honorable career in Breslau for sake of conscience, and production in manhood of able
books on the subject, to take back all his words and actions. He
bravely declared, “If not a village or a city can do without discipline, without statutes and penalties, neither can the church, the
home of the living God, do without church government and discipline, though these are to be very different from civil enactments.” Nothing moved Ursinus from this conviction: neither
the outcry against Olevianus as the “Hierarch,” nor the cutting
remarks upon the “foreigners,” nor the disfavor with which he,
as well as Olevianus and the foreigners, was regarded by the
Heidelbergers who disliked discipline, as well as by the scholars,
courtiers, and officials, who sided with Erastus, and who, as
might be expected, from the state of the case, included some of
doubtful, or, as was proved later, of loose character. So little was
Erastus able to measure Ursinus’s faithfulness to his conviction
and strength of character that he charged the latter with acting
like a “madman.”
Ursinus’s disposition was, in fact, timid, and gentle. The ceaseless theological disputes wore heavy on his heart. He was especially pained by the Maulbronn conference. He withdrew as
much as possible from all further controversies, and focused primarily on his student labors. Here his work was out of proportion to his scanty support, for, besides the teaching and
government, the business interests of the college were on his
shoulders. His strength eventually gave way. Sleeplessness and
pain attacked him. His noble mind was darkened by an excess of
melancholy. He longed to leave the Sapienz College, which he
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called his “tread-mill” and “torture-chamber,” to find some more
quiet position. A call from Berne (1571) to enter the theological
faculty of Lausanne seemed to promise the desired repose. But
his resignation was twice refused by the elector, and he would
not go against his prince’s will. He yielded himself to the situation. Some alleviation of his work, as well as increase of his salary was promised. He had never entered marriage by reason of
his lack of health. He now, at forty, formed a happy union with
Margaretha Trautwein, in whom he found a faithful wife and
loving support. They had one son.
At last the storms he had long foreseen broke over his head. The
dying elector Frederick (October 26, 1576) was succeeded by his
son, Louis the Sixth. The new ruler was a zealous Lutheran, and
not disposed to respect or tolerate the institutions promoted by
his father. He only thought of how he could revolutionize them
in favor of his own party. With relentless severity, he set to work
to execute his purpose. All the entreaties of the clergy, the university, the council and guilds of Heidelberg, to be permitted the
free exercise of their religion, were in vain. The churches were
taken from the Reformed, the Reformed consistory was replaced
by a Lutheran one, the theological faculty dispersed, and all
preachers and teachers persecuted, unless they accepted the
Lutheran confession. More than six hundred preachers and
teachers lost their places on account of their confession. Ursinus
gazed with deep sorrow on the destruction of what he had
labored to build with such love and self-denial.
Only one protector was left in all the Palatinate who affirmed
Calvinism—Frederick’s second son, John Casimir, who had a
small dominion on the left bank of the Rhine, including Neustadt. This generous prince gathered, as far as his means allowed,
the scholars whom his brother drove from Heidelberg, and
founded a new academy. Ursinus was one who sought refuge in
Neustadt, and taught (after May, 1578) in the Casimirianum, as it
was called. He carried with him his illness, low spirits, and mel-
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ancholy. Yet he still toiled, preparing an exposition of Isaiah and
a learned commentary on the Heidelberg Catechism. He had to
take up once more the defense of his creed. For at that time
appeared the so-called “Formula of Concord” had been drawn
up by the Lutherans, which was designed not only to resolve an
series of internal disputes but to set a wall between them and
the Reformed. Ursinus undertook the painful task of maintaining against attacks and mutilations the doctrine of the Reformed
in his “Christian Memorial upon the Form of Concord.”
The writing of this pamphlet was Ursinus’s last important public
effort. At the end of the year 1582 his illness returned with new
force. Skillful treatment and tender nursing brought no relief. He
body gave way under his toils, which he continued almost to the
last. He was called away at six o’clock on the evening of March
6, 1583, from the church militant to the church triumphant.
Glowing testimony to his faith and joy in leaving earth was
borne by his colleague and comforter in sickness, Francis Junius.
He was buried in the church of Neustadt. His epitaph says in
simple, truthful words, “A great theologian; a refuter of errors
respecting Christ’s person and his Holy Supper; mighty with
both tongue and pen; a sagacious philosopher, wise man, and
careful instructor of youth.”
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PROLEGOMENA
WITH REFERENCE TO THE CATECHISM OF THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION
WHICH WAS PREPARED FOR, AND TAUGHT IN THE SCHOOLS
AND CHURCHES OF THE PALATINATE

THESE PROLEGOMENA are partly general, such as treat of the
entire doctrine of the Church: and partly special, such as have
respect merely to the Catechism.
The general prolegomena, concerning the doctrine of the
church, may be included in the following questions:
1. What is the doctrine of the church?
2. What are the parts thereof and in what do these parts differ from each
other?
3. Wherein does the doctrine of the Church differ from that of the various
Sects, and from Philosophy, and why these distinctions should be
retained?
4. What are the evidences of the truth and certainty of this doctrine?
5. What are the various methods of teaching and studying this doctrine?

1. WHAT IS THE DOCTRINE OF THE CHURCH?
The doctrine of the church is the entire and uncorrupted doctrine of the law and gospel concerning the true God, together
with his will, works, and worship; divinely revealed, and comprehended in the writings of the prophets and apostles, and confirmed by many miracles and divine testimonies; through which
the Holy Spirit works effectually in the hearts of the elect, and
gathers from the whole human race an everlasting church, in
which God is glorified, both in this, and in the life to come.
This doctrine is the chief and most expressive mark of the true
church, which God designs to be visible in the world, and to be
separated from the rest of mankind, according to these declarations of scripture: “Keep yourselves from idols.” “Come out from
among them, and be separate.” “If there come any unto you and
bring not this doctrine, receive him not into your houses, neither
bid him God speed.” “Be holy, touch no unclean thing, you that
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bear the vessels of the Lord. Come out of her, my people, that
you be not partakers of her sins, and that you receive not of her
plagues.” (1 John 5:21; 2 Cor. 6:17; 2 John 10, Isa. 52:11; Rev.
18:4)
God wills that his church be separate and distinct from the
world, for the following considerations: first, on account of his
own glory; for, as {2} he himself will not be joined with idols
and devils, so he will not have his truth confounded with falsehood, and his church with her enemies, the children of the devil;
but will have them carefully distinguished and separated. It
would be reproachful to God to suppose that he would have and
acknowledge as his children, such as persecute him; yea, it
would be blasphemy to make God the author of false doctrine,
and the defender of the wicked; for “what concord has Christ
with Beliel.” (2 Cor. 6:14) Secondly, on account of the consolation
and salvation of his people; for it is necessary that the church
should be visible in the world, that the elect, scattered abroad
among the whole human race, may know with what society
they ought to unite themselves, and that, being gathered into the
church, they may enjoy this sure comfort, that they are members of that family in which God delights, and which has the
promises of everlasting life. For it is the will of God that all those
who are to be saved, should be gathered into the church in this
life. Out of the church there is no salvation.
How the church may be known, and what are the marks by
which it may be distinguished from the various sects, will be
shown when we come to speak regularly upon the subject of the
church. We may, however, here say, that there are three marks
by which the church is known: Purity of doctrine, the proper use
of the sacraments, and obedience to God according to all the
parts of this doctrine, whether of faith or practice. And if it be
here objected, that great vices have often made their appearance
in the church, we would reply that these are not defended and
adhered to by the church, as by the various sects. Yea, the
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church is the first to censure and condemn them. Hence, if there
are faults in the church, these are disapproved of and removed.
As long the church remains this state of things will continue.
2. WHAT ARE THE PARTS OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE
CHURCH, AND IN WHAT DO THEY DIFFER
FROM EACH OTHER?
The doctrine of the church consists of two parts: the Law, and
the Gospel; in which we have comprehended the sum and substance of the sacred Scriptures. The law is called the Decalogue,
and the gospel is the doctrine concerning Christ the mediator,
and the free remission of sins, through faith. This division of the
doctrine of the church is established by these plain and forcible
arguments.
1. The whole doctrine comprised in the sacred writings, is either
concerning the nature of God, his will, his works, or sin, which
is the proper work of men and devils. But all these subjects are
fully set forth and taught, either in the law, or in the gospel, or in
both. Therefore, the law and gospel are the chief and general
divisions of the holy scriptures, and comprise the entire doctrine
comprehended therein.
2. Christ himself makes this division of the doctrine which he
will have preached in his name, when he says, “Thus it is written, and thus it behoved Christ to suffer, and to rise from the
dead the third day; and that repentance and remission of sins
should be preached in his name.” (Luke 24:46, 47) But this
embraces the entire substance of the law and gospel.
3. The writings of the prophets and apostles, comprise the Old
and New Testaments, or the covenant between God and man. It
is, therefore, necessary {3} that the principal parts of the covenant should be contained and explained in these writings, and
that they should declare what God promises and grants unto us,
viz.: his favor, remission of sins, righteousness, and eternal life;
and also what he, in return, requires from us: which is faith and
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obedience. These, now, are the things which are taught in the
law and gospel.
4. Christ is the substance and ground of the entire Scriptures.
But the doctrine contained in the law and gospel is necessary to
lead us to a knowledge of Christ and his benefits: for the law is
our schoolmaster, to bring us to Christ, constraining us to fly to
him, and showing us what that righteousness is, which he has
wrought out, and now offers unto us. But the gospel, professedly, treats of the person, office, and benefits of Christ.
Therefore we have, in the law and gospel, the whole of the Scriptures, comprehending the doctrine revealed from heaven for our
salvation.
The principal differences between these two parts of the doctrine
of the church, consist in these three things:
1. In the subject, or general character of the doctrine, peculiar to
each. The law prescribes and enjoins what is to be done, and forbids what ought to be avoided: while the gospel announces the
free remission of sin, through and for the sake of Christ.
2. In the manner of the revelation peculiar to each. The law is
known from nature; the gospel is divinely revealed.
3. In the promises which they make to man. The law promises life
upon the condition of perfect obedience; the gospel, on the condition of faith in Christ and the commencement of new obedience. Hereafter, however, more will be said upon this subject in
the proper place.
3. IN WHAT DOES THE DOCTRINE OF THE CHURCH
DIFFER FROM THAT OF OTHER RELIGIONS, AND FROM
PHILOSOPHY: AND WHY THESE DISTINCTIONS SHOULD
BE RETAINED?7
The doctrine of the church differs from that of all other religions, in four respects.
First: The doctrine of the church has God for its author, by
whom it was delivered, through the prophets and apostles, while
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the various religious systems of sects have been invented by
men, through the suggestion of the devil.
Secondly: The doctrine of the church alone, has such divine testimony in confirmation of its truth, as is sure and infallible, and
which is calculated to quiet the conscience, and convict all the
various sects of error.
Thirdly: In the church the law of God is retained entire and
uncorrupted, while in other systems of religion it is narrowed
down and basely corrupted; for the advocates of these false religions entirely reject the doctrine of the first table, concerning
the knowledge and worship of the true God, either setting forth
some other God besides him who has revealed himself to the
church by his word and works, and seeking a knowledge of God,
not in his Son, but out of him, or worshipping him otherwise
than he has commanded in his word. And not only so, but they
7. [Cornelius Van Til says, “Non-christian thinkers have for centuries usurped the term philosophy. They claimed to be the only
ones that followed the facts and operated by principles of reason. They pretended and still pretend to do that which every
honest man who opens his eyes and uses his intellect ought to
do. As a matter of fact on any but the Christian, and more specifically the Calvinist, view facts are meaningless and reason
operates in a vacuum. On any but the Christian basis man,
using this reason, is a product of Chance and the facts which he
supposedly orders by the “law of contradiction” are also products of Chance. Why should a “law of contradictions” resting on
Chance be better than a revolving door moving nothing out of
nowhere into no place? Only on the presupposition that the
self-contained God of Scripture controls all things, can man
know himself or anything else. But on this presupposition the
whole of his experience makes good sense. Thus a truly Christian philosophy is the only possible philosophy. Other philosophies are or should be called such by courtesy. Those who
crucify reason while worshipping it; those who kill the facts as
they gather them, ought not really to be called philosophers.”
(Christian Philosophy, 1956) —EDB]
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are also equally ignorant of the inward and spiritual obedience
of the secoud table; and whatever truth and excellence there is
in these systems of religion, it is nothing more than a part of the
precepts of the second table, in relation to the external deportment of the life, and the civil duties which men owe to each
other.
Fourthly: It is only in the church that the {4} gospel of Christ is
fully taught, and rightly understood; for the various sects, such
as the Ethnics, the Philosophers, Jews, and Turks, are either
entirely ignorant of it, and thus reject it, or else they add to their
errors what little they have culled from the doctrine of the apostles; the use of which, however, they do not properly apprehend
nor understand; as is true of the Arians, Papists, Anabaptists, and
all other heretics; some of whom hold errors concerning the
person, and others concerning the office of Christ, the mediator.
These great distinctions prove that the doctrine of the church
alone should be taught and held fast to, while the doctrines and
religious systems of the sects which oppose the truth, should be
rejected and shunned, as the perversions and wicked devices of
the devil; according as it is said, “Beware of false prophets.” And,
“Keep yourselves from idols.” (Matt. 7:15, 1 John 5:21)
It is, however, different with Philosophy. True philosophy,
although it also differs very much from the doctrine of the
church, yet, it does not array itself against it, nor is it a wicked
fabrication, and device of Satan, as is true of the false doctrines
of the Sects; but it contains truth, and is, as it were, a certain ray
of the wisdom of God, impressed upon the mind of man in his
creation. It is a doctrine that has respect to God and his creatures, and many other things that are good and profitable to
mankind, and has been drawn out from the light of nature, and
from principles in themselves clear and evident, and reduced to
a system by wise and earnest men. It follows, therefore, that it is
not only lawful, but also profitable, for Christians to devote
themselves to the study of philosophy; while, on the other hand,
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it is not proper for them to devote themselves to the study of the
various doctrines of the sects; because these are all to be
detested and avoided, as the wicked devices of the devil.
Philosophy and the doctrine of the church differ, especially in
the following respects.
First: They differ in their principles. Philosophy is altogether
natural, and is constructed and based upon principles deduced
from nature. And, although there are many things in the doctrine of the church, which may be known from nature, yet the
chief and principal part of it, which is the gospel, is so far
beyond and above nature, that, unless the Son of God had
revealed it unto us from the bosom of the Father, no wisdom of
men or of angels could have discovered it.
Secondly: They differ in their subjects. For, while the doctrine of
the church comprehends the true sense and meaning of the law
and gospel, philosophy is entirely ignorant of the gospel, omits
the most important parts of the law, and explains very obscurely
and imperfectly, those parts which it embraces in relation to
civil duties, and the external deportment of the life, gathered
from some few precepts of the Decalogue. And not only so, but
philosophy also teaches some of the arts and sciences, which
are useful and profitable; such as Logic, Natural Philosophy, and
Mathematics, which we do not find in the doctrine of the
church, but which, nevertheless, have an important influence
upon the interests of society, when taught and understood.
Thirdly: They differ in their effects. The doctrine of the church
alone traces all the evils and miseries which are incident to man
to their true source, which is to be found in the fall and disobedience of our first parents in Paradise. It, moreover, ministers true
and solid comfort to the conscience, pointing out the way by
which we may escape the miseries of sin and death, and, at the
same time, assures us of everlasting life, through {5} our Lord
Jesus Christ. But philosophy is ignorant of the true cause of all
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our evils, and can neither bestow nor direct us to that comfort
which can satisfy the desires of the human heart.
There are, however, certain comforts which are common, both
to philosophy and theology; among which, we may mention the
doctrine of the providence of God, the necessity of obeying the
law, a good conscience, the excellence of virtue, the ultimate
designs which virtue proposes, the examples of others, the hope
of reward, and a comparison of the different events and circumstances of life. But those greater and more precious comforts by
which the soul is sustained and supported when exposed to the
dreadful evils of sin and death, are peculiar to the church, and
consist in the free remission of sin, by and for the sake of Christ,
the grace and presence of God under these evils, together with
final deliverance and eternal life.
But, although true philosophy be insufficient to meet the full
demands of our moral nature, and, although it may be imperfect, as compared with theology, yet it does not oppose, and
array itself against the doctrine of the church, as though it were
hostile to it. Hence, whatever erroneous sentiments, such as are
in plain opposition to the truth of God’s word, are found in the
writings of the different philosophers, and which are brought
forward, by heretics, for the purpose of controverting and overthrowing the true sense of the Scriptures, these are either not
philosophical, being nothing more than the subtle devices of
human ingenuity, and the very ulcers of true philosophy, as the
opinion of Aristotle concerning the creation of the world, and
that of Epicurus concerning the immortality of the soul, etc., or
they are indeed philosophical, but inappropriately applied to
theology.
These distinctions between the doctrine of the church and that
of other religions, and of philosophy also, should be observed
and maintained, for these reasons.
First: That all the glory which properly belongs to God may be
attributed to him, which cannot be done unless we acknowledge
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and confess whatever he will have us to believe concerning himself and his will, and unless we add nothing to these revelations
which he has been pleased to make of himself. For God cannot
be joined with idols, neither can his truth be mingled with the
lies and falsehood of Satan, without casting the greatest
reproach upon his name.
Secondly: That we may not endanger our salvation, which might
occur if we were to be deceived, and embrace philosophy or the
teaching of some one of the sects, for the true religion.
Thirdly: That our faith and comfort may be increased, by seeing
the superior excellence of the doctrine of the church to the
teachings of all other systems of religion; and how many things
are found in the religion of the Bible, which are wholly wanting
in all others; and why it is that only those who confess and hold
to the teachings of the word of God are saved, while all the various sects, with their adherents, are condemned and rejected of
God.
Finally: That we may separate ourselves from the Epicureans
and Academics, who either despise everything like godliness, or
so pervert it as to suppose that every man who professes some
form of religion will be saved, thus interpreting the declaration
of the apostle where he says, “The just shall live by his faith.”
(Rom. 1:17) Now, as far as it respects these Epicureans, they are
not worthy of being refuted; and as for the Academics, they evidently wrest the declaration {6} of the Apostle from its proper
signification, and may, therefore, easily be refuted; for the pronoun his never signifies that faith which any man may imagine,
or frame for himself, but it signifies the true Catholic faith,
peculiar to every one that has embraced the gospel of Christ;
and thus it opposes the faith of every other man, even though it
be true; and also the doctrine of justification by works. Hence,
the true sense of this passage of Scripture is, The just man is justified, not by the works of the law, but only by faith in Christ,
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and that by his own peculiar faith, and not by the faith of
another man.
4. WHAT ARE THE EVIDENCES BY WHICH THE TRUTH OF
THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION, OR THE DOCTRINE OF THE
CHURCH IS CONFIRMED?
There are a great number of arguments which go to establish the
truth and certainty of the teachings of the church, some of
which convince the conscience; as is the case with the first XIII,
which we here subjoin, while those which follow, incline and
convert the heart. These arguments we shall present in the following order:
1. The purity and perfection of the Law. It is not possible that that
religion should be true and divine, which either invents and tolerates idols, or approves of those forms of wickedness which are
in plain opposition to the law of God and the judgment of sound
reason. Now all the different forms of religion, except that which
has been revealed in the sacred Scriptures, and which is received
and acknowledged by the church, evidently do this. For all of
them, (as has already been said) either entirely abrogate the first
table of the Decalogue, which has respect to the one true God
and his worship, or they shamefully corrupt it; while they, at the
same time, retain only a small part of the second table, relating
to external propriety, and civil duties. It is only the church that
retains both tables of the Decalogue entire and uncorrupted,
according to the Scriptures. Hence, it is only the doctrine of the
church that is true and divine.
2. The same may be argued from the gospel, which points out
the only way of escape and deliverance from sin and death; for,
most assuredly, that doctrine and religion is true and divine
which reveals a method of deliverance from these great evils,
without doing any violence to the justice of God, and which
administers solid comfort to the conscience, in relation to everlasting life. Now, as the doctrine of the church is the only system
of religious truth that has ever discovered and proclaimed a way
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of deliverance from the evils of sin and death, which alone
affords real and substantial comfort to the conscience, it must be
true and divine.
3. The great antiquity of this doctrine affords evidence of its
truth; for no other system of religious truth besides that which
we have delivered in the Holy Scriptures, can trace its origin to
God, and prove its certain and continual descent from the beginning of the world. All the various histories of the world unite
their testimony with that of sacred history, in affirming that all
other religions took their origin subsequent to this, and are new
in comparison with it. Inasmuch, therefore, as the most ancient
religion challenges the highest regard, and has the strongest evidence of truth, (for men ordinarily receive and regard the first
religion as having come immediately from God,) it follows that
the doctrine of the church alone is true and divine. {7}
4. The miracles by which God confirmed the truth of this doctrine, from the beginning of the world, bear testimony to its
divine character; which miracles the devil cannot imitate, even
as far as it has respect to their external appearance such as the
raising of the dead, making the sun stand still and go backward,
the dividing of the sea and rivers, making the barren fruitful, and
others of a similar character, all of which bear the strongest testimony to the truth and divine character of this doctrine, inasmuch as they were wrought by God, (who could not bear such
testimony to what is false) for the confirmation of those things
which were spoken by the prophets and apostles.
5. The prophecies and predictions, of which there are very many,
both in the old and new Testament, that have received a most
complete and exact fulfilment, establish in the most satisfactory
and conclusive manner the divine character of the teachings of
the church, inasmuch as no one but God can utter such declarations.
6. The harmony of the different parts of the doctrine of the
church, is an evidence of its truth. That doctrine which contra-

PROLEGOMENA

43

dicts itself can neither be true, nor from God, since truth is in
perfect harmony with itself, and God cannot contradict himself.
And as all other religions, except that which is taught in the writings of the prophets and apostles, differ very much from and
among each other, even in points which are regarded chief and
fundamental, this alone, which harmonizes so fully and perfectly in all its various parts, must be true and from God.
7. The acknowledgement of the superior excellence of the Christian religion by its enemies, may be urged as an argument in
favor of its truth. The devil himself was constrained to confess,
“You are Christ, the Son of God.” (Luke 4:41) Other enemies have
also been repeatedly induced to bear testimony to the superior
excellence of the teachings of the church. Yea, it may be said
that whatever goodness and truth may be found in other religions, the same is also contained in the religion of the Bible, only
much more clearly and fully; and it may very easily be shown
that they have borrowed these things from the teachings of the
church, and that they have commingled them with their own
inventions, as the devil himself is accustomed, as an imitator of
God, to unite certain truths with his falsehoods, that he may thus
the more easily deceive men. Therefore, those things which the
various Sects have in common with the teachings of the church
are not to be opposed, because they have borrowed them from
us; but those things which are in opposition to the doctrine of
the church may easily be refuted, since they are nothing more
than the inventions of men.
8. The malignity of Satan, and his various emissaries, against the
doctrine of the church is an evidence of its truth: for most assuredly that religion is true and from God, which the devil and
wicked men, with one mind and purpose, despise and endeavor
to destroy. Truth generally calls forth opposition from the
wicked, and the devil, we are told, was a murderer from the
beginning, and abode not in the truth. Now, it is manifestly true
that the world and Satan do not hate and impugn any other doc-

44

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

trine so violently as that of the church, which results from this,
that it reproves them more sharply, calls their errors in question,
exposes their fallacies and frauds, and more severely condemns
all their idols and vices, than the various Sects which connive at
these things, and even, in many instances, {3} defend them.
“The world hateth me because I testify of it, that the works
thereof are evil.” “If you were of the world, the world would love
his own; but because you are not of the world, therefore it
hateth you.” (John 7:15, 19)
9. The wonderful protection and preservation of this doctrine,
notwithstanding the malice and rage of Satan and other enemies, is a proof of its truth; for, since no other religion has been
so fiercely and constantly assailed by tyrants and heretics as that
of the church, which God has, notwithstanding, wonderfully
protected against the rage of its enemies and the gates of hell, so
that it alone remains to the present time, to the astonishment of
the world, while other religions, in the meanwhile, have degenerated and disappeared from the earth, with little or no opposition; we may, therefore, safely conclude that the doctrine of the
church is approved of and cared for on the part of God, or else
he would never have extended to it the protection which he has.
10. The punishments and various judgments which God has, at
different times, inflicted upon the enemies of the church,
declare the divine character of her teachings; for that religion is
doubtless from God, against which no one can array himself
with impunity, which may be said to be true, as all history testifies, of that system of religion delivered in the writings of the
prophets and apostles. And, although the wicked may often
prosper in the world, and the church seem to be trodden under
foot, yet, this does not come to pass, as the final issue of these
events abundantly testifies, and as the Scriptures everywhere
teach, by mere chance, or because God has greater pleasure in
the wicked than in the church; for the church is always preserved, even amidst the greatest persecutions, and at length

PROLEGOMENA

45

obtains deliverance from her most violent opposers, while, on
the other hand, the short season of prosperity and triumph of
cruel tyrants and wicked men is followed by a most awful
destruction. Nor is the force of this argument weakened because
all the persecutors of the church are not, in this life, punished in
the same tragical manner, as Antiochus, Herod, and others; for
while God, for the most part, avenges himself upon his enemies
in this life, he declares plainly enough, by these judgments, what
he will have us think of others of a similar character who are not
thus severely punished, viz.: that he regards them as his enemies, and will cast them into everlasting punishment unless
they repent and seek his favor.
11. The testimony and constancy of martyrs who testified in the
midst of the most excrutiating pains that they did truly believe
as they taught that they were most firmly persuaded in their
hearts of the truth of the doctrine which they professed, and
that they drew from it that comfort which they had preached
unto others, that they were indeed the sons of God for the sake
of Christ, and that God had a care for them, even in the midst of
death, may be regarded as an evidence of the truth of the Christian religion; because God, by sustaining and supporting them
with the precious consolations of the gospel, declared that he
approved of the doctrines on account of which they were thus
called to suffer.
12. The piety and holiness of those who wrote the Holy Scriptures, and professed the doctrine contained therein, is a strong
confirmation of its truth; for that religion which makes men
holy and acceptable to God must itself necessarily be holy and
divine. Now, as the patriarchs, prophets, apostles, and others
who have, as well as those who now sincerely embrace {9} and
believe this doctrine, greatly excel the adherents of other religions in virtue and practical piety, as every one may most clearly
see who will but make a proper comparison, we may reasonably
conclude that the teachings of the church have stronger and
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more satisfactory evidences of truth and certainty than those of
any other system of religion that has ever been devised.
13. The candor and honesty which those whom the Holy Spirit
employed in committing this doctrine to writing, in speaking of
and condemning their own faults, as well as those of others,
may be urged as an argument in favor of the truth of what they
wrote.
Lastly, we may mention in confirmation of the truth of this doctrine, the testimony of the Holy Spirit, by whose inspiration the
Scriptures were given. By this testimony we mean a strong and
lively faith, and a firm persuasion, wrought in the hearts of the
faithful by the Holy Spirit, that the Scriptures are the word of
God, and that God will be gracious to us according to what is
affirmed in the Scriptures, which faith is followed by love to God
and a calling upon his name with an assured hope of obtaining
every thing that is necessary for our comfort here and in the
world to come, everlasting life. This assurance and abiding consolation of the godly does not rest upon the testimony of man,
nor of any other creature, but upon that of God, and is the
proper effect of the Holy Spirit. As such it is experienced by all
those who truly believe, in whom it is also strengthened and
confirmed by the same Spirit, through the reading, hearing, and
study of the doctrine delivered by the prophets and apostles.
Hence, it is chiefly by the testimony of the Holy Spirit that all
those who are converted to Christ are confirmed in the truth of
this heavenly doctrine, and have it sealed upon their hearts. This
argument being also applicable to the unregenerate, does not
only convince their consciences of thetruth and authority of the
holy Scriptures, but it also moves and inclines their hearts to
assent to this doctrine and to receive it as the truth of God. This
argument, therefore, is the most important of all those which we
have advanced; for, unless those which precede this be accompanied with the inward testimony of the Holy Spirit, they only
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convince the conscience and stop the mouths of gainsayers, but
do not move or incline the heart.
5. WHAT ARE THE VARIOUS METHODS OF TEACHING
AND LEARNING THE DOCTRINE OF THE CHURCH?
The method of teaching and studying Theology is three-fold.
The first is the system of catechetical instruction, or that
method which comprises a brief summary and simple exposition of the principal doctrines of the Christian religion, which is
called catechising. This method is of the greatest importance to
all, because it is equally necessary for all, the learned as well as
the unlearned, to know what constitutes the foundation of true
religion.
The second method is the consideration and discussion of subjects of a general and more difficult character, or the Common
Places, as they are called, which contain a more lengthy explanation of every single point, and of difficult questions with their
definitions, divisions, and arguments. This method belongs
more appropriately to theological schools, and is necessary:
First, that those who are educated in these schools, and who
may afterwards be called to teach in the church, may more easily and fully understand the whole system of theology; for, it is
in other things, so it is also in the study of Divinity, our knowledge of it is obtained slowly and with great difficulty; yea, our
knowledge of it must necessarily remain confused and imperfect unless every separate part of this doctrine be taught in some
systematic form, so as to be perceived and understood by the
mind. Secondly, that those who are students of theology may,
when they are called to act as teachers in the church, be able to
present clearly and systematically the substance of the entire
doctrine of God’s word. To do this it is necessary that they themselves should first have a complete system, or framework, as it
were, of this doctrine in their own mind. Thirdly, it is necessary,
for the purpose of discovering and determining the true and natural interpretation of the Scriptures, which requires a clear and
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full knowledge of every part of the doctrine of the church, in
order that this interpretation may be in accordance with the
analogy of faith, so that the Scriptures may be made to harmonize throughout. Lastly, it is necessary for the purpose of
enabling us to form a proper decision in regard to the controversies of the church, which are various, difficult, and dangerous,
lest we be drawn from the truth into error and falsehood.
The third method of the study of theology is the careful and diligent reading of the Scriptures or sacred text. This is the highest
method in the study of the doctrine of the church. To attain this,
the two former methods are to be studied, that we may be well
prepared for the reading, understanding, and exposition of the
holy Scriptures. For as the doctrine of the catechism and Common Places are taken out of the Scriptures, and are directed by
them as their rule, so they again lead us, as it were, by the hand
to the Scriptures. The catechism of which we shall speak in
these lectures, belongs to the first method of the study of theology.
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SPECIAL PROLEGOMENA
WITH REFERENCE TO THE CATECHISM
THE special prolegomena with reference to catechizing, are five:
1. What is catechizing, or the system of catechization?
2. Has it always been practiced in the church, or what is its origin?
3. What are the principal parts thereof?
4. Why is it necessary?
5. What is its design?

1. WHAT IS CATECHISATION?
The Greek word kathchsiV is derived from kathcew, as kathcismoV is from kathcizw. Both words, according to their common signification, mean to sound, to resound, to instruct by
word of mouth, and to repeat the sayings of another. Kathcew
more properly, however, signifies to teach {11} the first principles and rudiments of some particular doctrine. As applied to
the doctrine of the church, and as understood when thus used, it
means to teach the first principles of the Christian religion, in
which sense it occurs in Luke 1:4; Acts 18:25; Gal. 6:6, etc.
Hence, catechisation in its most general and comprehensive
sense, means the first brief and elementary instruction which is
given by word of mouth in relation to the rudiments of any particular doctrine; but, as used by the church, it signifies a system
of instruction relating to the first principles of the Christian religion, designed for the ignorant and unlearned.
The system of catechising, therefore, includes a short, simple,
and plain exposition and rehearsal of the Christian doctrine,
deduced from the writings of the prophets and apostles, and
arranged in the form of questions and answers, adapted to the
capacity and comprehension of the ignorant and unlearned; or
it is a brief summary of the doctrine of the prophets and apostles, communicated orally to such as are unlearned, which they
again are required to repeat.
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In the primitive church, those who learned the catechism were
called Catechumens; by which it was meant that they were
already in the church, and were instructed in the first principles
of the Christian religion. There were two classes of these Catechumens. The first were those of adult age, who were converts
to Christianity from the Jews and Gentiles, but were not as yet
baptized. Persons of this description were first instructed in the
catechism, after which they were baptized and admitted to the
Lord’s Supper. Such a catechumen was Augustine after his conversion to Christianity from Manicheism, and wrote many books
while he was a Catechumen, and before he was baptized by
Ambrose. Ambrose was also a Catechumen of this sort when he
was chosen Bishop, the urgent necessity of which arose from
the peculiar state and condition of the church of Milan, upon
which the Arians were making inroads. Under other and ordinary circumstances the apostle Paul forbids a novice or Catechumen to be chosen to the office of a Bishop. (1 Tim. 8:6) The
neofutoi, spoken of by Paul, were those Catechumens who
were not yet, or very lately had been baptized; for the Greek
word, which in our translation is rendered a novice, according to
its literal signification means a new plant; that is, a new hearer
and disciple of the church. The other class of Catechumens
included the small children of the church, or the children of
Christian parents. These children, very soon after their birth,
were baptized, being regarded as members of the church, and
after they had grown a little older they were instructed in the
catechism, which having learned, they were confirmed by the
laying on of hands and were dismissed from the class of
Catechumens, and were then permitted, with those of riper
years, to celebrate the Lord’s Supper. Those who are desirous of
seeing more in regard to these Catechumens, are referred to the
Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius, the tenth book, and latter part
of the fourth chapter. Those who taught the catechism, or
instructed these Catechumens, were called Catechists.
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2. WHAT IS THE ORIGIN OF CATECHISATION,
AND HAS IT ALWAYS BEEN PRACTICED IN THE CHURCH?
The same thing may be said of the origin of catechisation which
is said of the whole economy or service of the church, that it
was instituted by God himself, and has always been practiced in
the church. For, since {12} from the very beginning of the world
God has been the God, not only of those of adult age, but also of
those of young and tender years, according to the covenant
which he made with Abraham, saying, “I will be a God unto you
and your seed after you; “(Gen. 17:7) he has also ordained that
both classes should be instructed in the doctrine of salvation
according to their capacity; the adults by the public voice of the
ministry, and the children by being catechised in the family and
school. As it respects the institution designed for the instruction
of adults, the case is clear and admits of no doubt.
Touching the catechisation of children in the Jewish church, the
Old Testament abounds in many explicit commands. In the 12th
and 13th chapters of Exodus, God commands the Jews to give
particular instruction to their children and families in relation to
the institution and benefits of the Passover. In the fourth chapter
of the book of Deut., he enjoins it upon parents to repeat to their
children the entire history of the law which he had given them.
In the sixth chapter of the same book, he requires that the doctrine of the unity of God, and of perfect love to him should be
inculcated and impressed upon the minds of their children; and
in the eleventh he commands them to explain the Decalogue to
their children. Hence, under the Old Testament dispensation,
children were taught in the family by their parents, and in the
schools by the teachers of religion, the principal things contained in the prophets, viz.: such as respects God, the law, the
promise of the gospel, the use of the sacraments, and sacrifices,
which were types of the Messiah that was to come, and of the
benefits which he was to purchase; for there can be no doubt
but that the schools of the prophets Elijah, Elisha, etc., were

52

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

established for this very purpose. It was also with this design
that God delivered his law in the short and condensed form in
which it is. “You shall love the Lord your God with all your
heart,” etc., “and your neighbor as yourself.” So also as it
respects the gospel; it was briefly comprehended in the promises, “The seed of the woman shall bruise the serpent’s head;”
“And in your seed shall all the nations be blessed.” They had,
likewise, sacrifices, prayers, and other things which God
required Abraham and his posterity to teach their children and
families. Hence it is that this doctrine is presented in such a
plain and simple form as to meet the capacity of children and
such as are unlearned.
In the New Testament we are told that Christ laid his hands upon
little children and blessed them, and coirinianded that they
should be brought unto him. Hence he says, in Mark 10:14, “Suffer the little children to come unto me, and forbid them not, for
of such is the kingdom of God.” That the catechisation of children was diligently attended to in the times of the apostles, is
evident from the example of Timothy, of whom it is said that he
knew the holy Scriptures from a little child; and from what is
said in the epistle to the Hebrews, where mention is made of
some of the principal heads included in the catechism of the
apostles, such as repentance from dead works, and of faith
towards God, of the doctrine of baptism, and of laying on of
hands, and of resurrection from the dead, and of eternal judgment, which the apostle terms milk for babes. These and similar
points of doctrine were required from the Catechumens of adult
age at the time of their baptism, and of children at the time of
their confirmation by the laying on of hands. Hence, the apostle
calls them the doctrine of {13} baptism and laying on of hands.
So likewise the Fathers wrote short summaries of doctrine, some
fragments of which may still be seen in the Papal church. Eusebius writes of Origen, that he restored the custom of catechizing
in Alexandria, which had been suffered to grow out of use dur-
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ing the times of persecution. Socrates writes thus in relation to
the system of catechising in the primitive church: “Our form of
catechising,” says he, “is in accordance with the mode which we
have received from the Bishops who have preceded us, and according as we were taught when we laid the foundation of faith and
were baptized, and according as we have learned from the Scriptures,” etc. Pope Gregory caused images and idols to be placed in
the churches, that they might serve as books for the laity and
children. After this period the doctrine of the church, through
the negligence of the bishops and the subtlety of the Romish
priests, became gradually more and more corrupt, and the custom of catechising grew more and more into disuse, until at
length it was changed into the ridiculous ceremony which to
this day they call confirmation. So much concerning the origin
and practice of catechisation in the church.
3. WHAT ARE THE PARTS OR PRINCIPAL HEADS OF
THE DOCTRINE OF THE CATECHISM?
The chief and most important parts of the first principles of the
doctrine of the church, as appears from the passage just quoted
from the Epistle to the Hebrews, are repentance and faith in
Christ, which we may regard as synonymous with the law and
gospel. Hence, the catechism in its primary and most general
sense, may be divided as the doctrine of the church, into the law
and gospel. It does not differ from the doctrine of the church as it
respects the subject and matter of which it treats, but only in the
form and manner in which these things are presented, just as
strong meat designed for adults, to which the doctrine of the
church may be compared, does not differ in essence from the
milk and meat prepared for children, to which the catechism is
compared by Paul in the passage already referred to. These two
parts are termed, by the great mass of men, the Decalogue and
the Apostles’ creed; because the Decalogue comprehends the
substance of the law, and the Apostles’ creed that of the gospel.
Another distinction made by this same class of persons is that of
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the doctrine of faith and works, or the doctrine of those things
which are to be believed and those which are to be done.
There are others who divide the catechism into these three
parts; considering, in the first place, the doctrine respecting God,
then the doctrine respecting his will, and lastly that respecting
his works, which they distinguish as the works of creation, preservation, and redemption. But all these different parts are
treated of either in the law or the gospel, or in both, so that this
division may easily be reduced to the former.
There are others, again, who make the catechism consist of five
different parts; the Decalogue, the Apostles’ Creed, Baptism, the
Lord’s Supper, and Prayer; of which, the Decalogue was delivered immediately by God himself, while the other parts were
delivered mediately, either through the manifestation of the Son
of God in the flesh, as is true of the Lord’s Prayer, Baptism, and
the Eucharist, or through the ministry of the apostles, as is true
of the Apostles’ Creed. But all these different parts may also be
{14} reduced to the two general heads noticed in the first division. The Decalogue contains the substance of the law, the Apostles’ Creed that of the gospel; the sacraments are parts of the
gospel, and may, therefore, be embraced in it as far as they are
seals of the grace which it promises, but as far as they are testimonies of our obedience to God, they have the nature of sacrifices and pertain to the law, while prayer, in like manner, may be
referred to the law, being a part of the worship of God.
The catechism of which we shall speak in these lectures consists
of three parts. The first treats of the misery of man, the second
of his deliverance from this misery, and the third of gratitude,
which division does not, in reality, differ from the above,
because all the parts which are there specified are embraced in
these three general heads. The Decalogue belongs to the first
part, in as far as it is the mirror through which we are brought to
see ourselves, and thus led to a knowledge of our sins and misery, and to the third part in as far as it is the rule of true thankful-

SPECIAL PROLEGOMENA

55

ness and of a Christian life. The Apostles’ Creed is embraced in
the second part inasmuch as it unfolds the way of deliverence
from sins. The sacraments, belonging to the doctrine of faith and
being the seals that are attached thereto, belong in like manner
to this second part of the catechism, which treats of deliveranee
from the misery of man. And prayer, being the chief part of spiritual worship and of thankfulness, may, with great propriety, be
referred to the third general part.
4. WHY IS IT NECESSARY TO INTRODUCE
AND TEACH THE CATECHISM IN THE CHURCH?
This necessity may be urged,
1. Because it is the command of God: “You shall teach them to
your children,” etc. (Deut. 11:19)
2. Because of the divine glory which demands that God be not
only rightly known and worshipped by those of adult age, but
also by children, according as it is said, “Out of the mouth of
babes and sucklings have you ordained strength.” (Ps. 8:2)
3. On account of our comfort and salvation; for without a true
knowledge of God and his Son Jesus Christ, no one that has
attained to years of discretion and understanding can be saved,
or have any sure comfort that he is accepted in the sight of God.
Hence it is said, “This is life eternal that they might know you,
the only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom you have sent.” And
again, “Without faith it is impossible to please God.” (John 17:3;
Heb. 11:6) And not only so, but no one believes on him of whom
he knows nothing, or has not heard; for, “How shall they believe
in him of whom they have not heard?” “So then faith cometh by
hearing, and hearing by the word of God.” (Rom. 10:14, 17) It is
necessary, therefore, for all those who will be saved, to lay hold
of, and embrace the doctrine of Christ, which is the chief and
fundamental doctrine of the gospel. But, in order that this may
be done, there must be instructions imparted to this effect, and

56

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

of necessity, some brief and simple form of doctrine, suited and
adapted to the young, and such as are unlearned.
4. For the preservation of society and the church. All past history
proves that religion and the worship of God, the exercise and
practice of {15} piety, honesty, justice, and truth, are of the
greatest importance to the well-being and perpetuation of the
church and of the commonwealth. But it is in vain that we look
for these things among barbarous nations, since they have never
been known to produce the fruits of piety and virtue. Hence,
there is a necessity that we should be trained to the practice of
these things from our earliest years; because the heart of man is
depraved and evil from his youth; yea, such is the corruption of
our nature, that unless we early commence the work of reformation and moral training, wand too late apply a remedy when,
through long delay, the evil principles auch inclinations of the
heart have become so strengthened and confirmed, as to bid
defiance to the restraints we may then wish to impose upon
them. I we are not correctly instructed in our childhood out of
the sacred Scriptures concerning God and his will, and do not
then commence the practice of piety, it is with great difficulty, if
ever, we are drawn away from these errors which are, as it were,
born in us, or which we have imbibed from our youth, and that
we are led to abandon the vices in which we have been brought
up, and to which we have been accustomed. If, therefore, the
church and state are to be preserved from degeneracy and final
destruction, it is of the utmost importance that this depravity of
our nature should, in due time, be met with proper restraints,
and be subdued.
5. There is a necessity that all persons should be made
acquainted with the rule and standard according to which we
are to judge and decide, in relation to the various opinions and
dogmas of men, that we may not be led into error, and be
seduced thereby, according to the commandment which is given
in relation to this subject, “Beware of false prophets.” ‘‘Prove all
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things.” “Try the spirits whether they are of God.” (Matt. 7:15; 1
Thess. 5:21; 1 John 4:1) But the law and the Apostle’s creed,
which are the chief parts of the catechism, constitute the rule
and standard according to which we are to judge of the opinions
of men, from which we may see the great importance of a familiar acquaintance with them.
6. Those who have properly studied and learned the Catechism,
are generally better prepared to understand and appreciate the
sermons which they hear from time to time, inasmuch as they
can easily refer and reduce those things which they hear out of
the word of God, to the different heads of the catechism to
which they appropriately belong, while, on the other hand,
those who have not enjoyed this preparatory training, hear sermons, for the most part, with but little profit to themselves.
7. The importance of catechisation may be urged in view of its
peculiar adaptedness to those learners who are of weak and
uncultivated minds, who require instruction in a short, plain,
and perspicuous manner, as we have it in the catechism, and
would not, on account of their youth and weakness of capacity,
be able to understand it, if presented in a lengthy and more difficult form.
8. It is also necessary, for the purpose of distinguishing and separating the youths, and such as are unlearned, from schismatics
and profane heathen, which can most effectually be done by a
judicious course of catechetical instruction.
Lastly. A knowledge of the catechism is especially important for
those who are to act as teachers, because they ought to have a
more intimate acquaintance with the doctrine of the church
than others, as well on account {16} of their calling, that they
may one day be able to instruct others, as on account of the
many facilities which they have for obtaining a knowledge of
this doctrine, which it becomes them diligently to improve, that
they may, like Timothy, become well acquainted with the Holy
Scriptures, and “be good ministers of Jesus Christ, nourished up
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in the words of faith, and of a good doctrine, whereunto they
have attained.” (1 Tim. 4:6)
To these considerations, which clearly show the importance of
catechisation, we may add many others of great weight, especially with the great mass of mankind, such as the arguments
which may be drawn from the end of our creation, and from the
prolongation and preservation of our lives from childhood to
youth, and from youth to manhood, etc. We might also speak of
the excellence of the object of the doctrine of the catechism,
which is the highest good, even God himself, and might show
the effect of such a course of instruction, which is a knowledge
of this highest good, and a participation therein, which is something vastly more important and desirable than all the treasures
of this world. This is that pearl of great price hidden in the field
of the church, concerning which Christ speaks in Matt. 13, 44,
and on account of which Christians in former times suffered
martyrdom, with their little children. We may here refer to the
example of Origen, of which we have an account in the sixth
book and third chapter of the Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius.
So the fourth book and sixteenth chapter of the history of Theodoret may be read to the same purpose. But if we are ignorant
of the doctrine and glory of Christ, who from among us would
be willing to suffer on their account? And how can it be otherwise but that we will be ignorant of these things, unless we are
taught and instructed in them from our childhood? A neglect of
the catechism is, therefore, one of the chief causes why there are
so many at the present day tossed about by every wind of doctrine, and why so many fall from Christ to Anti-christ.
5. WHAT IS THE DESIGN OF THE CATECHISM, AND OF
THE DOCTRINE OF THE CHURCH?
The design of the doctrine of the catechism is our comfort and
salvation. Our salvation consists in the enjoyment of the highest
good. Our comfort comprises the assurance and confident
expectation of the full and perfect enjoyment of this highest
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good, in the life to come, with a beginning and foretaste of it
already, in this life. This highest good is that which makes all
those truly blessed who are in the enjoyment of it, while those
who have it not are miserable and wretched. What this only
comfort is, to which it is the design of the catechism to lead us,
will be explained in the first question, to which we now proceed,
without making any further introductory remarks.
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LORD’S DAY 1
QUESTION 1.
1. What is your only comfort in life and in death?
A. That I, with body and soul, both in life and in death, am
not my own, but belong to my faithful Savior Jesus Christ,
who with His precious blood has fully satisfied for all my
sins, and redeemed me from all the power of the devil;
and so preserves me, that without the will of my Father
in heaven not a hair can fall from my head; yea, that all
things must work together for my salvation. Wherefore,
by His Holy Spirit, He also assures me of eternal life, and
makes me heartily willing and ready henceforth to live
unto Him.
EXPOSITION:
The question of comfort is placed, and treated first, because it
embodies the design and substance of the catechism. The design
is, that we may be led to the attainment of sure and solid comfort, both in life and death. On this account, all divine truth has
been revealed by God, and is especially to be studied by us. The
substance of this comfort consists in this, that we are ingrafted
into Christ by faith, that through him we are reconciled to, and
beloved of God, that thus he may care for and save us eternally.
Concerning this comfort, we must enquire:
1. What is it?
2. In how many parts does it consist?
3. Why is it alone solid and sure?
4. Why is it necessary?
5. How many things are necessary for its attainment?

1. WHAT IS COMFORT?
Comfort is that which results from a certain process of reasoning, in which we oppose something good to something evil, that
by a proper consideration of this good, we may mitigate our
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grief, and patiently endure {18} the evil. The good therefore,
which we oppose to the evil, must necessarily be great, and certain, in proportion to the magnitude of the evil with which it is
contrasted. And as consolation is here to be sought against the
greatest evil, which is sin, and eternal death, it is not possible
that any thing short of the highest good, can be a sufficient remedy for it. Without the word of God, however, to direct and reveal
the truth, there are almost as many opinions entertained as to
what this highest good is, as there are men. The Epicureans
place it in sensual pleasure; the Stoics in a proper regulation and
moderation of the affections, or in the habit of virtue; the Platonists in ideas; the Peripatetics in the exercise of virtue; while
the ordinary class of men place it in honors, riches, and pleasure. But all these things are transitory, and are either lost
already in life, or they are at best interrupted and left behind in
the hour of death. But the highest good after which we seek
never fades away no, not in death. It is true, indeed, that the
honor of virtue is immortal, and, as the Poet says, survives men’s
funerals; but it is rather with others than with ourselves. And it
has well been said by a certain one, that virtues cannot be considered the highest good, since we have them witnesses of our calamities. Hypocrites, both within and without the church, as Jews,
Pharisees and Mohammedans, seek a remedy against death in
their own merits, in outward forms and ceremonies. The Papists
do the same thing. But mere external rites can neither cleanse
nor quiet the consciences of men; nor will God be mocked with
such offerings.
Therefore, although philosophy, and all the various sects,
enquire after and promise such a good as that which affords
solid comfort to man, both in life and death, yet they neither
have, nor can bestow, that which is necessary to meet the
demands of our moral nature. it is only the doctrine of the
church that presents such a good, and that imparts a comfort
that quiets, and satisfies the conscience; for it alone uncovers
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the fountain of all the miseries to which the human race is subject, and reveals the only way of escape through Christ. This,
therefore, is that Christian comfort, spoken of in this question of
the catechism, which is an only and solid comfort, both in life
and death—a comfort consisting in the assurance of the free
remission of sin, and of reconciliation with God, by and on
account of Christ, and a certain expectation of eternal life,
impressed upon the heart by the holy Spirit through the gospel,
so that we have no doubt but that we are the property of Christ,
and are beloved of God for his sake, and saved forever, according
to the declaration of the Apostle Paul: “Who shall separate us
from the love of Christ? Shall tribulation, or distress,” etc. (Rom.
8:35)
2. OF HOW MANY PARTS DOES THIS COMFORT CONSIST?
This comfort consists of six parts:
1. Our reconciliation with God through Christ, so that we are no
longer the enemies, but the sons of God; neither are we our own,
but we belong to Christ. (1 Cor. 7:23)
2. The manner of our reconciliation with God through the blood
of Christ, that is, through his passion, death, and satisfaction for
our sins. (1 Pet. 1:18; 1 John 1:7) {19}
3. Deliverance from the miseries of sin and death. Christ does
not only reconcile us to God, but he also delivers us from the
power of the devil; so that sin, death, and Satan have no power
over us. (Heb. 2:14; 1 John 3:8)
4. The constant preservation of our reconciliation, deliverance,
and whatever other benefits Christ has once purchased for us.
We are his property; therefore, he watches over us as his own, so
that not so much as a hair can fall from our heads without the
will of our heavenly Father. Our safety does not lie in our own
hands, or strength; for if it did, we should lose it a thousand
times every moment.
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5. The turning of all our evils into good. The righteous are,
indeed, afflicted in this life, yea they are put to death, and are as
sheep for the slaughter; yet these things do not injure them, but
rather contribute to their salvation, because God turns all things
to their advantage, as it is said: “All things work together for good
to them that love God.” (Rom. 8:27)
6. Our full persuasion and assurance of all these great benefits,
and of eternal life. This assurance is obtained, in the first place,
from the testimony of the Holy Spirit working in us true faith,
and conversion, bearing witness with our spirits that we are the
sons of God, and that these blessings truly pertain to us; because
“he is the earnest of our inheritance;” and secondly, from the
effects of true faith, which we perceive to be in us; such as true
penitence, and a firm purpose to believe God and obey all his
commandments; for we are assured of having true faith when
we have an earnest desire of obeying God; and by faith we are
persuaded of the love of God and eternal salvation. This is the
foundation of all the other parts of this consolation which we
have specified, and without which every other comfort is transient and unsatisfying amid the temptations of life. The substance of our comfort therefore is briefly this: That we are
Christ’s, and through him reconciled to the Father, that we may
be beloved of him and saved, the Holy Spirit and eternal life
being given unto us.
3. WHY IS THIS COMFORT ALONE SOLID?
That this comfort alone is solid, is evident, first, because it alone
never fails—no, not in death; for “whether we live, or die, we are
the Lord’s;” and “who shall separate us from the love of Christ?”
(Rom. 14:8; 8:85) And, secondly, because it alone remains
unshaken, and sustains us under all the temptations of Satan,
who often thus assails the Christian:
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1. You are a sinner. To this, comfort replies—Christ has satisfied
for my sins, and redeemed me with his own precious blood, so
that I am no longer my own, but belong to him.
2. But you are a child of wrath and an enemy of God. Answer: I
am, indeed, such by nature, and before my reconciliation; but I
have been reconciled to God, and received into his favor through
Christ.
3. But you shall surely die. Answer: Christ has redeemed me
from the power of death, and I know that through him I shall
come forth from death unto eternal life.
4. But many evils, in the mean time, befall the righteous.
Answer: But our Lord defends and preserves us under them, and
makes them work together for our good. {20}
5. But what if you fall from the grace of Christ? For you may sin,
and faint, for it is a long and difficult road to Heaven. Answer:
Christ has not only merited and conferred his benefits upon me,
but he also continually preserves me in them, and grants me
perseverance, that I may neither faint nor fall from his grace.
6. But what if his grace does not extend to you, and you are not
of the number of those who are the Lord’s? Answer: But I know
that grace does extend to me, and that I am Christ’s; because the
Holy Spirit bears witness with my spirit that I am a child of God;
and because I have true faith, for the promise is general, extending to all them that believe.
7. But what if you have not true faith? Answer: I know that I
have true faith from the effects thereof; because I have a conscience at peace with God, and an earnest desire and will to
believe and obey the Lord.
8. But your faith is weak, and your conversion imperfect.
Answer: Yet it is nevertheless true and unfeigned, and I have the
blessed assurance that “to him that has shall be given.” “Lord, I
believe, help mine unbelief.” (Luke 19:26; Mark 9:24)
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In this most severe and dangerous conflict, which all the children of God experience, Christian consolation remains immoveable, and at length concludes: therefore Christ, with all his
benefits, pertains even to me.
4. WHY IS THIS COMFORT NECESSARY?
From what has been said, it is clearly manifest that this comfort
is necessary for us; First, on account of our salvation, that we
may neither faint nor despair under our temptations, and the
conflict in which we are all called to engage, as Christians. And
secondly, it is necessary on account of praising and worshipping
God; for if we would glorify God in this, and in a future life, (for
which we were created) we must be delivered from sin and
death; and not rush into desperation, but be sustained, even to
the end, with sure consolation.
5. HOW MANY THINGS ARE NECESSARY FOR THE
ATTAINMENT OF THIS COMFORT?
This proposition is considered in the following question of the
catechism, to which we refer the reader.

QUESTION 2.
2. How many things are necessary for you to know, that you
in this comfort may live and die happily?
A. Three things: first, the greatness of my sin and misery.
Second, how I am redeemed from all my sins and misery.
Third, how I am to be thankful to God for such
redemption.
EXPOSITION:
This question contains the statement and division of the whole
catechism and at the same time accords with the division of the
Scriptures into the Law and Gospel, and with the differences of
these parts, as they have already been explained. {21}
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1. A knowledge of our misery is necessary for our comfort, not
that it of itself administers any consolation, or is any part of it,
(for of itself it rather alarms than comforts) but it is necessary:
First, because it excites in us the desire of deliverance, just as a
knowledge of disease awakens a desire of medicine on the part
of the sick. Where there is no knowledge of our misery, there is
no deliverance sought, just as the man who is ignorant of his
disease never inquires after the physician. Now if we do not
desire deliverance, we do not seek it; and if we do not seek it we
will never obtain it, because God gives it only to those who seek,
and knock, as it is said—”To him that knocks, it shall be
opened.” “Ask, and it shall be given unto you.” “Blessed are they
which do hunger and thirst after righteousness.” “Come unto me
all you that labor and are heavy laden.” “I dwell with him that is
of a contrite and humble spirit.” (Matt. 7:6; 5:6; 11:28; Isaiah
57:15) That now which is necessary for the purpose of exciting
in us a desire of deliverance, is also necessary for our comfort.
But a knowledge of our misery is necessary for the purpose of
creating in us the desire of deliverance. Therefore it is necessary
for our consolation; not, indeed, as being in its own nature the
cause, but as a motive, without which we would not seek it; for
in itself it terrifies, yet this terror is advantageous when it leads
to the exercise of faith.
Secondly, that we may be thankful to God for our deliverance. We
should be ungrateful if we did not know the greatness of the evil,
from which we have been delivered; because, in this case, we
could not correctly estimate the magnitude of the blessing, and
so would not obtain deliverance, since this is granted only to
such as are thankful.
Thirdly, because without the knowledge of our sinfulness and
misery, we cannot hear the gospel with profit; for unless, by the
preaching of the law as touching sin and the wrath of God, a
preparation be made for the proclamation of grace, a carnal
security follows, and our comfort becomes unstable. Sure conso-
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lation cannot stand in connection with carnal security. Hence it
is manifest that we must commence with the preaching of the
law, after the example of the Prophets and Apostles, that men
may thus be cast down from the conceit of their own righteousness, and may obtain a knowledge of themselves, and be led to
true repentance. Unless this be done, men will become, through
the preaching of grace, more careless and obstinate, and pearls
will be cast before swine to be trodden under foot.
2. A knowledge of our deliverance is necessary for our comfort:
First, that we may not despair. A knowledge of our misery would
lead us to despair, did not a way of deliverance present itself to
us.
Secondly, that we may desire this deliverance. An unknown good
is not desired; because what we have no knowledge of, we cannot desire. If we be ignorant, therefore, of the benefit of our
deliverance, we will not long after it, and of course will not
obtain it. Yea, if it were even offered to us, or we were to fall
upon it, we would not embrace it.
Thirdly, that it may comfort us. A good that is not known, cannot
impart any comfort.
Fourthly, that we may not devise another method of deliverance,
or embrace one invented by others, and thereby cast a reproach
upon the name of God, and endanger our salvation. {22}
Fifthly, that we may receive it by faith; but faith cannot be without knowledge. Deliverance is also obtained by faith alone.
Lastly, that we may be thankful to God; for as we do not desire
an unknown good, so we neither appreciate nor feel thankful for
it. But the benefit of deliverance is not given to the ungrateful.
God is pleased to confer it only upon those in whom it produces
its proper effect, which is gratitude. For these reasons, a knowledge of our deliverance, what it is, in what manner and by
whom it is effected, and bestowed, etc., is necessarily required,
that we may enjoy true and solid comfort. This knowledge is
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obtained from the gospel, as heard, read, and apprehended by
faith; because it alone promises deliverance to those that believe
in Christ.
3. A knowledge of gratitude is necessary to our comfort:
First, because God is pleased to grant deliverance only to the
thankful. It is only in such that his purpose is realized, which is
his glory and gratitude on our part. Gratitude is, therefore, the
principal end, and design of our deliverance. “For this purpose
the Son of God was manifested, that he might destroy the works
of the devil.” “He has adopted us to the praise of the glory of his
grace.” (1 John 3:8; Eph. 1:4)
Secondly, that we may return such gratitude as is acceptable to
God, who will not have us to be grateful under any other form
than that which he has prescribed in his word. True gratitude is,
therefore, not to be rendered according to our own notion, but is
to be learned from the Word of God.
Thirdly, that we may know that whatever duties we perform
towards God and our neighbor, are not meritorious, but are a
declaration of our thankfulness; for that which we do from gratitude, we acknowledge we have not deserved.
Lastly, that our faith and comfort may be increased; or, that by
this gratitude, we may assure ourselves of our deliverance, as we
are made acquainted with the causes of things from their
effects. Those who are grateful, acknowledge and profess that
they are certain of the good which they have received. We may
learn what true gratitude is, in general, from the gospel, because
it requires faith and repentance in order that we may be saved,
as it is said, “Repent, and believe the gospel, for the kingdom of
Heaven is at hand.” (Mark 1:15) In the law, however, it is taught
particularly, because it distinctly declares what works, and what
manner of obedience is pleasing to God. We must, therefore,
necessarily treat of thankfulness in the catechism.
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Objection: It is not necessary to teach that which follows of its
own accord. Gratitude naturally follows a knowledge of our misery and deliverance. Therefore there is no necessity that it
should be taught. Answer. There is here an incorrect course of
reasoning, in supposing that to be true generally, which is so
only in part; for it is not a just inference that because gratitude
follows a knowledge of our deliverance from misery, that the
manner of it must also necessarily follow. We are, therefore, to
learn from the Holy Scriptures, the nature of true gratitude, and
the manner in which it should be expressed, so as to be pleasing
and acceptable to God. Again; the major proposition is not universally true; for that also which follows of its own accord, may
be taught for the purpose of increasing our knowledge and confirming us therein. And it is in this way, that is, through the revelation and knowledge of his Word, that God awakens, increases,
and confirms in us, true gratitude. {23}
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PART I.
MAN’S MISERY

Lord’s Day 2
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LORD’S DAY 2
QUESTION 3.
3. From where do you know your misery?
A. From the Law of God.
EXPOSITION:
In this division of the catechism which treats of the misery of
man, we are to consider principally the subject of sin, together
with the effects or punishment of sin. Other subjects of a subordinate nature are connected with this, such as the creation of
man, the image of God in man, the fall and first sin of man, original sin, the liberty of the will, and afflictions. In regard to our
misery, we must consider in general, what it is, whence, and
how it may be known!
The term misery is more comprehensive in its signification than
that of sin, for it embraces the evil both of guilt and punishment.
The evil of guilt is all sin; the evil of punishment is all affliction,
torment, and destruction of our rational nature, as well as all
subsequent sins also, by which those are punished that go
before; as the numbering of the children of Israel, for instance,
by David, was a sin, and at the same time the punishment of a
preceding sin, viz.: that of adultery and murder, with which he
was chargeable, so that it included the evil both of guilt and punishment. The misery of man, therefore, is his wretched condition since the fall, consisting of these two great evils: first, that
human nature is depraved, sinful, and alienated from God, and
secondly, that, on account of this depravity, mankind are
exposed to eternal condemnation, and deserve to be rejected of
God.
The knowledge of this our misery is derived out of the law of
God; for, “through the law is the knowledge of sin.” (Rom. 3:20)
The language of the law is, “Cursed be he that confirmeth not all
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the words of the law, to do them.” (Deut. 27:26) The two following questions of the catechism teach us how the law makes us
acquainted with our misery.

QUESTION 4.
4. What does the Law of God require of us?
A. Christ teaches us in sum, Matthew 22: “Thou shalt love
the Lord, thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul,
and with all thy mind, and with all thy strength. This is
the first and great commandment; and the second is like
unto it: Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself. On these
two commandments hang all the law and the prophets.”
EXPOSITION:
Christ rehearses the substance of the law in Matt. 22:37, and in
Luke 10:27, from Deut. 6:5, and Lev. 19:8. He explains what is
meant by that declaration: “Cursed be he that confirms not all
the words of this law to do them;” that is, he who does not love
God with all his heart, with all his soul, with all his mind, and
with all his strength, and his neighbor as himself. These several
parts must be explained more fully. {24}
You shall love the Lord your God. To love God with the whole
heart, is, upon a due acknowledgment of his infinite goodness,
reverently to regard and esteem him as our highest good, to love
him supremely, to rejoice and trust in him alone, and to prefer
his glory to all other things, so that there may not be in us the
least thought, inclination, or desire for anything that might be
displeasing to him; yea, rather to be willing to suffer the loss of
all things that may be dear to us, or to endure the heaviest
calamity, than that we should be separated from communion
with him, or offend him in the smallest matter, and lastly, to
direct all this to the end that he alone may be glorified by us.
The Lord your God. As if he would say, you shall love that God
who is your Lord and your. God, who has revealed himself unto
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you, who confers his benefits upon you, and to whose service
you are bound. There is here an opposition of the true God to
false gods.
With all your heart. By the heart we are to understand the affections, desires, and inclinations. When God, therefore, requires
our whole heart, he desires that he alone should be loved above
everything else; that our whole heart should be stayed on him,
and not that a part should be given to him and a part to another.
In short, he wills that we make nothing equal to him, much less
that we should prefer any thing to him; or that we should be
willing to share only a part of his love. To love God thus, is what
the Scripture calls “walking before God with a perfect heart;” the
opposite of which is not to walk before God with a perfect heart,
which is to halt, and not to surrender the whole person to him.
Objection: God alone is to be loved. Therefore, our neighbors,
parents and kindred are not to be loved. Answer: This argument
is false, because it proceeds from a denial of the manner, to that
of the thing itself. God alone is to be loved supremely, and above
every thing else; that is, in such a manner that there may be
nothing at all which we either prefer or put upon an equality
with him, and which we are not heartily willing to part with for
his sake. But we ought to love our neighbors, parents, and others,
not supremely, nor above every thing else, nor in such a manner
that we would rather offend God than our parents; but in subordination to and on account of God, and not above him.
With all your soul. The soul signifies that part of our being which
wills, together with the exercise of the will, as if he would say,
you shall love with your whole will and purpose.
With all your mind. The mind signifies the understanding, or that
which perceives; as if he would say, as much as you know of
God, so much shall you love him—you shall bend all your
thoughts that you may know God truly and perfectly, and so
shall you also love him. We can love God only as far as we know
him. We now love him imperfectly, because we know him only
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in part. But in the life to come we shall know him perfectly, and
shall, therefore, love him perfectly; for “that which is in part
shall be done away.” (1 Cor. 13:10)
With all your strength. This embraces all actions, and exercises,
at the same time, both external and internal; that they may be in
accordance with the law of God.
This is the first and greatest commandment. The love of God is
called the first commandment, because all the others proceed
from this, as their source. It is the impelling, the efficient, and
final cause of obedience to all {25} the other commandments
of God. For we love our neighbor because we love God, and that
we may manifest our love to God in the love which we cherish
towards our neighbor. It is called the greatest commandment 1.
Because the object upon which it is immediately directed is the
greatest, even God himself. 2. Because it is the end to which all
the other commandments look; for our entire obedience is
designed to show forth our love to God, and to honor his name.
3. Because it is the principal worship of God, which the ceremonial law subserved, and to which it gave place. The Pharisees
extolled the ceremonial law and worship above the moral; while
Christ, on the other hand, calls love the greatest commandment,
and gives precedence to the moral law and worship, because
whatever was instituted under the ceremonial system was on
account of love, and was designed to give place to it.
Objection: The love of God is the greatest commandment.
Therefore it is greater than faith, and hence justifies rather than
faith. Answer: Love is here to be understood as including the
entire obedience which we owe to God, in which faith is
included, which justifies, not of itself as a virtue, but correlatively, as it apprehends and appropriates the merits of Christ.
But the love which is opposed to faith, and which in particular is
so called, does not justify, because the application of the righteousness of Christ is not made by love, but by faith alone; yea,
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love springs from faith; for faith is the cause of all the other virtues.
The second is like it: you shall love your neighbor as yourself. To
love your neighbor as yourself, is in view of your love to God; or
because you love God, do well unto your neighbor according to
all the commandments of the Lord; or will and do to your neighbor those things which you will that he should do to you. Now
every man is our neighbor.
It is called the second commandment: 1. Because it embodies the
substance of the second table, or those duties which are performed directly towards our neighbor. If you love your neighbor
as yourself, you will neither murder, nor injure him. 2. Because
the love which we cherish towards our neighbor must arise out
of the love of God; it is, therefore, naturally subsequent to it.
It is said to be like unto the first in three respects: 1. In the kind of
worship which it requires, which is moral or spiritual. This is no
less required and sanctioned in the second table than in the first,
for it every where opposes itself to a mere formal worship. 2. In
the kind of punishment which it threatens against the transgressor, which is an eternal punishment; for God inflicts this, as well
for the violation of one table, as for that of the other. 3. In the
connection which holds between the two tables; for neither one
can be maintained without the other.
It is also unlike the first: 1. In the object which it immediately
respects, which in the first is God, in the second our neighbor. 2.
In the order of cause and effect. The love which we cherish
towards our neighbor originates in the love which we have to
God; but not the contrary. 3. In the degree of love. We must love
God supremely. But the love which we have for our neighbor
must not be above every thing else, nor stronger than that which
we have for God; but only as we love ourselves.
From what has now been said, it is easy to return an answer to
the objection sometimes made: The second commandment is
like unto the first. Therefore the first is not the greatest; or, there-
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fore our neighbor is {26} to be regarded as equal with God, and
is to be worshipped in like manner. To this we reply, that the second is like unto the first, not absolutely, and in every point of
view, but only in certain respects; and unlike it in the particulars
already specified.
On these two commandments hang the whole Law, and the Prophets; that is, the entire doctrine of the Law and the Prophets, is
reduced to these two heads; and all obedience to the law, inculcated by Moses and the Prophets, arises from love to God and
love to our neighbor.
Objection: But there are also many promises of the Gospel in the
Prophets. Therefore it would seem that the doctrine of the
Prophets is not properly restricted to these two commandments.
Answer: Christ speaks of the doctrine of the law, and not of the
promises of the gospel, which is evident from the question of
the Pharisee, who asked him which was the greatest commandment, and not, which was the principal promise in the law.

QUESTION 5.
5. Can you keep all this perfectly?
A. No, for I am prone by nature to hate God and my
neighbor.
EXPOSITION:
This question, in connection with the preceding, teaches us that
our misery, (of which there are two parts) may be known out of
the law in two ways. First, by a comparison of ourselves with the
law; and second, by an application of the curse of the law to ourselves.
The comparing of ourselves with the law, or of the law with ourselves, is a consideration of that purity which the law requires,
and whether it be in us. This comparison clearly proves that we
are not what the law requires; for it demands perfect love to
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God, while there is nothing in us but aversion and hatred to him.
The law, again, demands perfect love toward our neighbor; but
in us there is enmity to our neighbor. It is in this manner, therefore, that we obtain a knowledge of the first part of our misery,
which includes our depravity, of which the Scriptures in many
places convict us. (Rom. 8:7; Eph. 2:3; Titus 3:3, etc.)
The application of the curse of the law to ourselves is made by a
practical syllogism, of which the major proposition is the voice
of the law:
Cursed is every one that continues not in all things which are written in the book of the law to do them. Conscience supplies and
affirms in us the minor proposition: I have not continued in all
things written, etc. The conclusion is the approbation of the sentence of the law: I am condemned. Conscience dictates to every
man such a syllogism as this; yea, it is nothing else than such a
practical syllogism formed in the mind, whose major proposition is the law of God; the minor, is the knowledge of what we
have done, contrary to the law; and the conclusion, is the approbation of the sentence of the law, condemning us on account of
sin—which approbation will be followed by grief and despair,
unless the consolation of the gospel is brought nigh unto us, and
we obtain the remission of sins for the sake of the Son of God,
our Mediator. It is in this way that we obtain a knowledge of our
sinful state and exposure to eternal condemnation, which is the
second part of our misery; for by this argument, all are {27}
convinced of sin. The law binds all to obedience, and if this is
not performed, to eternal punishment and condemnation. But
no one renders this obedience. Therefore, the law binds all men
to eternal condemnation.
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LORD’S DAY 3
QUESTION 6.
6. Did God create man thus, wicked and perverse?
A. No, but God created man good, and after His own image,
that is, in righteousness and true holiness; that he might
rightly know God his Creator, heartily love Him, and live
with Him in eternal blessedness, to praise and glorify
Him.
EXPOSITION:
Having established the proposition that human nature is
depraved, or sinful, we must now enquire, did God create man
thus? and if not, with what nature did he create him? and
whence does this depravity of human nature proceed? The subject of the creation of man, therefore, and of the image of God in
man, belongs properly to this place.
It is also proper that we should here contrast the misery of man
with his original excellence: first, that the cause and origin of
our misery being known, we may not impute it unto God; and
secondly, that the greatness of our misery may be the more
clearly seen. In proportion as this is done, will the original excellence of man become apparent; just as the benefit of deliverance
becomes the more precious in the same proportion in which we
are brought to apprehend the magnitude of the evil from which
we have been rescued.
THE CREATION OF MAN
The questions to be discussed, in connection with the creation
of man, are the following:
1. What was the state or condition in which God originally created man?
2. For what end did he create him?
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1. WHAT WAS THE STATE IN WHICH GOD
ORIGINALLY CREATED MAN?
This question is proposed almost for the same reasons for which
the whole subject itself is considered, viz.: 1. That it may be
manifest, in the first place, that God created man without sin,
and is therefore not the author of sin, or of our corruption and
misery. 2. That we may see from what a height of dignity, to
what a depth of misery we have fallen by sin, that we may thus
acknowledge the mercy of God, who has deigned to extricate
and deliver us from this wretchedness. 3. That we may
acknowledge the greatness of the benefits which we have
received, and our unworthiness of being made the recipients of
such favors. 4. That we may the more earnestly desire, and seek
in Christ, the recovery of that dignity and happiness which we
have lost. 5. That we may be thankful to God for this restoration.
{28} As touching the state and condition in which God originally created man, we are here taught, in the answer to this sixth
question, that God created man good, and in his own image, etc.,
which it is necessary for us to expound somewhat more largely.
Man was created by God on the sixth day of the creation of the
world. His body. was made of the dust of the ground, immortal if
he continued in righteousness, but mortal if he fell; for mortality
followed sin as a punishment. His soul was made out of nothing.
It was immediately breathed into him by the Almighty. It was,
therefore, rational, spiritual, and immortal. “And God breathed
into his nostrils the breath of life, and man became a living
soul.” (Gen. 2:27) He created, and united the soul and the body,
so as to constitute, by this union, one person, performing such
internal and external functions and actions as are peculiar to
human nature, and which are just, holy, and pleasing to God.
Man was also created in the image of God; by which we mean
that he was created perfectly good, wise, just, holy, happy, and
lord of all other creatures. Concerning this image of God, in
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which man was at first created, more will be said a little further
on.
2. FOR WHAT END DID GOD CREATE MAN?
To this the catechism answers: “That he might rightly know God
his Creator, heartily love him, and live with him in eternal happiness, to glorify and praise him.” The glory of God is, therefore, the
chief and ultimate end for which man was created. It was for
this purpose that God created rational and intelligent beings,
such as angels and men, that knowing him, they might praise
him forever. Hence, man was created principally for the glory of
God; that is, for professing and calling upon his holy name, for
praise and thanksgiving, for love and obedience, which consists
in a proper discharge of the duties which we owe to God and our
fellow-men. For the glory of God comprehends all these things.
Objection: But the heavens, and earth, and other creatures are
also said to glorify God. Therefore this was not the end for which
man was created. Answer: When creatures destitute of reason
are said to praise and glorify God it is not that they acknowledge
or celebrate his praise, but because they furnish the matter and
occasion of glorifying God, which belongs properly to intelligent
creatures. Angels and men, by the contemplation of these works
of God, discern his wisdom, goodness, and power, and are thus
stirred up to magnify and praise his name. To glorify God, therefore, is the work of creatures possessed of reason and understanding, and if there were not beings of this description to
discern the order and arrangement which is manifest in nature,
unintelligent creation could no more be said to praise God than
if it had no existence. Hence, we are to regard those declarations
in the book of the Psalm, in which the heavens, sea, earth, etc.,
are said to praise God, as figurative expressions, in which the
inspired writer attributes to things, void of reason, that which
belongs properly to intelligent creatures.
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2. There are other reasons for which man was created, subordinate to the glory of God. His knowledge, for instance, contributes
to his glory, in as much as he cannot be glorified if he is not
known. It is, moreover, {29} the proper work of man to know
and glorify God; for eternal life consists in this, as it is said: “This
is eternal life, that they might know you, the only true God.”
(John 17:3)
3. The happiness and blessedness of man, which consists in the
enjoyment of God and heavenly blessings, is subordinate or next
in order to the knowledge of God; for his goodness, mercy, and
power are manifest from these.
Objection: But the felicity and happiness of man, his knowledge,
and glorifying of God, are properties or conditions with and in
which he was created; that is, they are a part of the image of God
and of the proper form of man. Therefore, they are not the ends
for which man was created, and belong more properly to the
first question, which we have already considered, than to this
second, which treats of the end of our creation. Answer: They
are a part of the proper form and end of man, but in a different
respect; for God made man such a being, that, being blessed and
happy, he might rightly know and glorify him; and he created
him for this end, that he might henceforth and forever be known
and praised by him, and that he might continually communicate
himself to man. Man was, therefore, created happy, knowing
God aright, and glorifying him, which was the form he received
in his creation; and, at the same time, he was created for this end
that he might forever remain such. It is, therefore, correct to
include both these things in speaking upon this subject; because
man was created such a being, and for such an end. The first
refers to the question what, in respect to the beginning; the
other, to the question for what, in respect to his continuance and
perseverance therein. So in Eph. 4. 24, righteousness and true
holiness, which constitute the form and very being of the new
man, are said to be the end of the same. Nor is it absurd that the
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same thing should be declared the form and end in a different
respect; for that which is the form in respect to the creature, is
declared the end in respect to the purpose of the Creator.
The fourth end, for which man was created, is the manifestation,
or declaration, of the mercy of God in the salvation of the elect,
and of his justice in the punishment of the reprobate. This is
subordinate to the knowledge and enjoyment of God; for in
order that he may be known and communicate himself unto us,
it is necessary that he should make a revelation of himself.
The fifth is the preservation of society in the human race, which,
again, is subordinate to the manifestation of God; for if men did
not exist, God could not have those to whom he might reveal
himself. “I will declare your name unto my brethren.” (Psalm
22:23)
The sixth, is a mutual participation in the duties, kindness, and
benefits which we owe to each other; which, again, contributes
to the preservation of society; for it is necessary to the continuance of the human race, that peace and mutual intercourse exist
amongst men.
This first creation of man is to be carefully compared with the
misery of mankind, and with our departure from the end for
which we were created; that by this means, also, we may know
the greatness of our misery. For our knowledge of the greatness
of the evil into which we have fallen, will be in the same degree
in which we are brought to apprehend the superior excellence
of the good which we have lost. This brings us to consider what
the image of God was, in which man was created. {30}
OF THE IMAGE OF GOD IN MAN
Concerning this, we are chiefly to enquire:
1. What is it, and what are the parts thereof?
2. To what extent is it lost, and what remains in man?
3. How may it be restored?
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1. WHAT IS IT, AND WHAT ARE THE PARTS THEREOF?
The image of God in man, is a mind rightly knowing the nature,
will, and works of God; a will freely obeying God; and a correspondence of all the inclinations, desires, and actions, with the
divine will; in a word, it is the spiritual and immortal nature of
the soul, and the purity and integrity of the whole man; a perfect blessedness and joy, together with the dignity and majesty
of man, in which he excels and rules over all other creatures.
The image of God, therefore, comprehends: 1. The spiritual and
immortal substance of the soul, together with the power of
knowing and willing. 2. All our natural notions and conceptions
of God, and of his will and works. 3. Just and holy actions, inclinations, and volitions, which is the same as perfect righteousness and holiness in the will, heart, and external actions. 4.
Felicity, happiness, and glory, with the greatest delight in God,
connected, at the same time, with an abundance of all good
things, without any misery or corruption. 5. The dominion of
man over all creatures, fish, fowls, and other living things. In all
these respects, our rational nature resembles, in some degree,
the Creator; just as the image resembles the archetype; yet we
can never be equal with God. Paul calls the image of God “righteousness and true holiness,” (Eph. 4:24) because these constitute the principal parts of it; yet he does not exclude wisdom
and knowledge, but rather presupposes them; for no one can
worship God if he does not know him. Neither does the Apostle,
in this passage, exclude happiness and glory; for this, according
to the order of divine justice, follows righteousness and true
holiness. And wherever righteousness and true holiness are
found, there is an absence of all evil, whether of guilt or punishment. This righteousness and true holiness, in which, according
to the Apostle, the image of God consists, may also be taken for
the same thing; or they may be so distinguished, that righteousness may be considered as referring to such outward and inward
actions and motions as are in harmony with the law of God, and
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a mind judging correctly; while holiness may be understood as
referring to the qualities of these actions, etc.
Objection: Perfect wisdom and righteousness are peculiar to
God alone, nor is there any creature in whom they are found; for
the wisdom of all creatures, even of the holy angels, may and
does increase. How, then, could the image of God in man
embrace perfect righteousness and wisdom? Answer: That
which is here called perfect wisdom, does not mean such a wisdom as is ignorant of nothing, but such as is perfect according to
the being in whom it is found, or which is such as the Creator
designed should be in the creature, and which is sufficient for
the happiness of the creature; as, for instance, the wisdom and
felicity of the angels is perfect, because {31} it is such as God
designed and willed; and yet something may be continually
added unto it, or else it would be infinite. So man was perfectly
righteous, because he was conformable to God in all things
which were required of him; and yet he was not equal with God,
nor was his righteousness perfect in that degree in which God is
righteous; but because there was nothing wanting to that perfection in which God created him; which he desired should be in
him; and which was sufficient for the happiness of the creature.
There is, therefore, an ambiguity in the word perfection. And it is
in the sense just explained, that man is said, in the Scriptures, to
be the image of God, or that he was made after his likeness.
When Christ, however, is called the image of God, it is in a far
different sense, which is evident: 1. In respect to his divine
nature, in which he is the image of the eternal Father, being coeternal, consubstantial, and equal with the Father in essential
properties and works, and as being that person through whom
the Father reveals himself, in creating and preserving all things,
but especially in the salvation of those whom he has chosen
unto everlasting life. And he is called the image, not of himself,
nor of the Holy Spirit, but of the Father; because he is eternally
begotten, not of himself, nor of the Holy Spirit, but of the Father.
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2. In respect to his human nature, in which he is the image of
God, created indeed, yet transcending infinitely angels and men,
both in the degree and number of gifts, such as wisdom, justice,
power, and glory; and, at the same time, resembling, in a peculiar manner, the Father, in doctrine, virtues, and actions, as he
himself said to one of his disciples, “He that has seen me, has
seen the Father.” (John 14:9)
But angels and men are said to be the image of God, as well in
respect to the Son and Holy Spirit, as in respect to the Father,
where it is said, “Let us make man in our image, after our likeness.” (Gen. 1:26) This is not to be understood, however, of any
likeness or equality of essence, but merely of certain properties
which have a resemblance to the Godhead, not in degree or
essence, but in kind and imitation; for there are some things in
angels and men which bear a certain analogy and correspondence with what we find in God, who comprehends, in
himself, all that is truly good. Those things, on the other hand,
concerning the image of God in man, which were formerly discussed, and denied by the Anthropomorphites, and recently by
Osiander, may be found in Ursinus Vol. I. pages 154, 155.
2. TO WHAT EXTENT IS IT LOST,
AND WHAT REMAINS IN MAN?
Such, now, was the image of God in which man was originally
created, and which was apparent in him before the fall. But after
the fall, main lost this glorious image of God, on account of sin,
and became transformed into the hateful image of Satan. There
were, however, some remains and sparks of the image of God
still left in man, after his fall, and which even yet continue in
those who are unregenerated, of which we may mention the following:
1. The incorporeal, rational, and immortal substance of the soul,
together with its powers, of which we would merely make men-
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tion of the liberty of the will, so that whatever man wills, he
wills freely.
2. There are, in the understanding, many notions and conceptions of God, of nature, and of the distinction which exists
between things proper and {32} improper, which constitute the
principles of the arts and sciences.
3. There are some traces and remains of moral virtues, and some
ability of regulating the external deportment of the life.
4. The enjoyment of many temporal blessings.
5. A certain dominion over other creatures. Man did not wholly
lose his dominion over the various creatures which were put in
subjection to him; for many of them still remain subject to him,
so that he has the power of governing and using them for his
own benefit. These vestiges and remains of the image of God in
man, although they are greatly obscured and marred by sin, are,
nevertheless, still preserved in us to a certain extent; and that for
these ends: 1. That they may be a testimony of the mercy and
goodness of God towards us, unworthy as we are. 2. That God
may make use of them in restoring his image in us. 3. That the
wicked may be without excuse.
But those things which we have lost of the image of God are by
far the greatest and most important benefits; of which we may
mention the following: 1. The true, perfect, and saving knowledge of God, and of the divine will. 2. Correct views of the works
of God, together with light and knowledge in the understanding;
in the place of which we now have ignorance, blindness, and
darkness. 3. The regulation and government of all the inclinations, desires, and actions; and a conformity with the law of God
in the will, heart, and external parts; instead of which there is
now a dreadful disorder and depravity of the inclinations and
motions of the heart and will, from which all actual sin proceeds. 4. True and perfect dominion over the various creatures
of God; for those beasts which at first feared man, now oppose,
injure, and He in wait for him; while the ground, which was
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cursed for his sake, brings forth thorns and briers. 5. The right of
using those things which God granted, not to his enemies, but to
his children. 6. The happiness of this and of a future life; in the
place of which we now have temporal and eternal death, with
every conceivable calamity.
Objection: The heathen were distinguished for many virtues,
and performed works of great renown. Therefore it would seem
that the image of God was not destroyed in them. Answer: The
excellent virtues and deeds of renown, which are found among
heathen nations, belong, indeed, to the vestiges or remains of
the image of God, still preserved in the nature of man; but there
is so much wanting, to constitute that true and perfect image of
God, which was at first apparent in man, that these virtues are
only certain shadows of external propriety, without the obedience of the heart to God, whom they neither know nor worship.
Therefore, these works do not please God, since they do not proceed from a proper knowledge of him, and are not done with the
intention of glorifying him.
3. HOW THE IMAGE OF GOD MAY BE RESTORED IN US
The restoration of this image of God in man, is effected by him
alone, who first conferred it upon man; for he who gives life, and
restores it when lost, is the same being. God the Father, restores
this image through the Son; because he has “made him unto us
wisdom, righteousness, sanctification, and redemption.” (1 Cor.
1:30) The Son, through the Holy Spirit, “changes us into the
same image, from glory unto glory, {33} as by the Spirit of the
Lord.” (2 Cor. 3:18) And the Holy Spirit carries forward and completes what is begun by the Word, and the use of the Sacraments. “The gospel is the power of God unto salvation.” (Rom.
1:16) This restoration, however, of the image of God in man, is
effected in such a manner, that it is only begun, in this life, in
such as believe, and is confirmed and carried forward in them,
even to the end of life, as it concerns the soul—but as it concerns the whole man, it will be consummated in the resurrec-
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tion of the body. We are, therefore, to consider who is the author,
and what is the order, and manner in which this restoration is
effected?

QUESTION 7.
7. From where, then, comes this depraved nature of man?
A. From the fall and disobedience of our first parents, Adam
and Eve, in Paradise, whereby our nature became so
corrupt, that we are all conceived and born in sin.
EXPOSITION:
Here we are to take into consideration, in the first place, the fall
and first sin of man, from which the depravity of human nature
proceeds; and secondly, we are to consider the subject of sin in
general, and especially original sin.
OF THE FALL, AND FIRST SIN OF MAN
In relation to this, we must enquire:
1. What was the sin of our first parents?
2. What were the causes of it?
3. What were the effects of it?
4. Why God permitted it?

1. WHAT WAS THE SIN OF OUR FIRST PARENTS?
The fall, or first sin of man, was the disobedience of our first
parents, Adam and Eve, in Paradise; or the eating of the forbidden fruit: “Of every tree in the garden you may freely eat; but of
the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, you shall not eat of it;
for in the day that you eat thereof, you shall surely die.” (Gen.
2:16, 17) Man, by the instigation of the devil, violated this command of God; and from this, has proceeded our depravity and
misery.
But is the plucking of an apple such a great and heinous
offence? It is indeed a most aggravated offence; because there
are many horrid sins connected with it, such as: 1. Pride, ambi-
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tion, and an admiration of self. Man, not satisfied with his own
dignity, and with the condition in which he was placed, desired
to be equal with God. This, God charged upon him, when he
said, “Behold, the man is become as one of us, to know good and
evil.” (Gen. 3:22) 2. Unbelief; for he charged a lie upon God, who
had said, “You shall surely die.” The devil denied this, by saying,
“You shall not surely die;” and accused God of envy, saying, “But
God doth know that in the day you eat thereof, then your eyes
shall {34} be opened, and you shall be as gods, knowing good
and evil.” (Gen. 3:5) Adam believed the devil rather than God,
and ate of the forbidden fruit; nor did he believe that any punishment would overtake him. But not to believe God, and to
believe the devil, is to regard God as though he were no God—
yea, it is to substitute the devil in the place of God. This was a sin
that was horrible beyond measure. 3. Contempt and disobedience
to God; which appears in the fact that he ate of the fruit contrary
to the command of God. 4. Ingratitude for benefits received. He
was created in the image of God, and for the enjoyment of eternal life; for which benefit he made this return, that He harkened
to the devil more than to God. 5. Unnaturalness, and the want of
love to posterity. Miserable man that he was! He did not think
that as he had received these gifts for himself and his posterity,
so he would also, by sinning, lose them for himself and his posterity. 6. Apostasy, or a manifest falling away from God to the
devil, whom he believed and obeyed, rather than God; and
whom he set up in the place of God, separating himself from
God. He did not ask of God those things which he was to receive;
but, by the advice of the devil, he wished to obtain equality with
God. The fall of man, therefore, was no trifling, nor single
offence; but it was a sin manifold and horrible in its nature, on
account of which God justly rejected him, with all of his posterity.
Hence, we may easily return an answer to the objection: No just
judge inflicts a great punishment on account of a small offence.
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God is a just judge. Therefore, He ought not to have punished so
severely, in our first parents, the eating of an apple. Answer: It
was not, however, a small offence as we have already shown; but
a most aggravated sin—comprehending pride, ingratitude, apostasy, etc. Hence, God justly inflicted a severe punishment, on
account of this act of disobedience. And if it be still further
objected, that God ought to have spared the posterity of Adam,
in as much as he himself has declared, “The son shall not bear
the iniquity of the father;” (Ezek. 18:20) we would reply, that this
is true only where the son is not a partaker of the wickedness of
the father; but we are all partakers of the sin of Adam.
2. WHAT WERE THE CAUSES OF THE FIRST SIN?
The first sin of man had its origin, not in God, but was brought
about by the instigation of the devil, and the free will of man.
The devil tempted man to fall away from God; and man, yielding
to this temptation, willingly separated himself from God. And
although God left man to himself in this temptation, yet He is
not the cause of the fall, the sin, or the destruction of man;
because, in this desertion, he neither designed, nor accomplished any of these things. He merely put man upon trial, to
show that he is entirely unable to do, or to retain aught that is
good, if he is not preserved and controlled by the Holy Spirit;
and with this, his trial, God, in his just judgment, permitted the
sin of man to concur.
The wisdom of man reasons and concludes differently, as is evident from the objection which we often hear: He who withdraws, in the time of temptation, that grace, without which it is
not possible to prevent a fall, is the cause of the fall. But God
withdrew, from man, his grace, in the trial through which he was
called to pass, so that man could not but fall. {35} Therefore,
God was the cause of the fall of man. Answer: The major proposition is true only of him who withholds grace, when he is obligated not to withdraw it; who takes it from him who is desirous
of it, and does not willfully reject it; and who withholds it out of
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malice. But it is not true of him who is not bound to preserve the
grace which he at first gave; and who does not withdraw it from
him who desires it, but only from him who is willing for him so
to do, and who, of his own account, rejects the grace that is proffered him; and who does not, therefore, withhold it because he
envies the sinner righteousness and eternal life; but that he may
make a trial of him to whom he has imparted his grace. He who
thus forsakes any one, is not the cause of sin, even though it necessarily follows this desertion and withdrawal of grace. And in as
much as God withheld his grace from man in the time of his
temptation, not in the first, but in the last manner just described,
he is not the cause of his sin and destruction; but man alone is
guilty for willfully rejecting the grace of God.
It is again objected, by men of carnal minds: He who wills to
tempt any one, when he certainly knows that he will fall, if he be
tempted, wills the sin of him who falls. God willed that man
should be tempted by the devil, when he knew that he would
certainly fall; for if he had not willed it, man could not have
been tempted. Therefore, God is the cause of the fall. Answer:
We deny the major, if it be understood in its naked and simple
form; for he is not the cause of sin, who wills that he who may
fall should be tempted for the purpose of being put upon trial,
and for the manifestation of the weakness of the creature, which
was the sense in which God tempted man. But the devil tempting man, with the design that he might sin, and separate himself
from God; and man, of his own free will, yielding to this temptation, in opposition to the command of God; they are both the
cause of sin, of which we shall speak more hereafter.
3. WHAT ARE THE EFFECTS OF THE FIRST SIN?
The effects of the first sin are: 1. Exposure to death, and the
privation and destruction of the image of God in our first parents. 2. Original sin in their posterity, which includes exposures
to eternal death, and a depravity and aversion of our whole
nature to God. 3. All actual sins, which proceed from original sin;
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for that which is the cause of a cause, is also the cause of the
effect. The first sin is the cause of original sin, and this of actual
sins. 4. All the various evils which are inflicted upon men as
punishments for sin. The first sin, therefore, is the cause of all
other sins, and of the punishments which are inflicted upon the
children of men. But whether it is in accordance with the justice
of God to punish posterity for the sins of their parents, will be
hereafter explained, when we come to treat the subject of original sin.
4. WHY DID GOD PERMIT SIN?
God had the power of preserving man from falling, if he had
willed so to do; but he permitted him to fall, that is, he did not
grant him the grace of resisting the temptation of the devil, for
these two reasons: First, that he might furnish an exhibition of
the weakness of the creature, when left to himself, and not preserved in original righteousness by his Creator; {36} and secondly, that by this occasion, God might display his goodness,
mercy, and grace, in saving, through Christ, all them that believe;
and manifest his justice and power in punishing the wicked and
reprobate for their sins, as it is said, “God has concluded them all
in unbelief, that he might have mercy upon all, and that every
mouth might be stopped.” “What if God, willing to show his
wrath, and to make his power known, endured with much longsuffering, the vessels of wrath fitted to destruction; and that he
might make known the riches of his glory on the vessels of
mercy, which he had afore prepared unto glory.” (Rom. 11:32;
9:22)
OF SIN IN GENERAL
The questions which are usually discussed, in relation to sin in
general, are chiefly the following:
1. From what does it appear that sin is in the world, and also in us?
2. What is sin?
3. How many kinds of sin are there?
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4. What is the origin of sin, or the causes of it?
5. What are the effects of sin?

1. FROM WHAT DOES IT APPEAR THAT SIN IS IN THE
WORLD, AND THAT IT IS ALSO IN US?
That sin is in the world, and also in us, may be proven by a variety of arguments. First, God declares that we are all guilty of sin,
which declaration ought especially to be believed, in as much as
God is the searcher of the heart, and an eye-witness to all our
actions. (Gen. 6:5; 18:21; Jer. 17:9; Rom. 1:21; 3:10; 7:18; Ps. 14
and 53; Isaiah 59) Secondly, the law of God recognizes sin, as we
have already shown, in our exposition of the third and fifth
questions of the Catechism, where these declarations of the law
were referred to: “By the law is the knowledge of sin.” “The law
works wrath; for where no law is, there is no transgression.”
“The law entered that the offence might abound.” “I had not
known sin, but by the law.” (Rom. 3:20; 4:15; 5:20; 7:7) Thirdly,
conscience convinces, and convicts us of sin; for God even apart
from his written law, has preserved in us certain general principles of the natural law, sufficient to accuse and condemn us.
“Because that which may be known of God is manifest in them.”
“For when the Gentiles, which have not the law, do by nature the
things contained in the law, these not having the law, are a law
unto themselves; which show the work of the law written in
their hearts, their consciences also bearing Witness, and their
thoughts, the meanwhile accusing, or else excusing, one
another.” (Rom. 1:19; 2:13-14) Fourthly, punishments and death
to which all men are subject; yea, our cemeteries, grave-yards,
and places of execution, are all so many sermons upon the evil
of sin; because God being just never inflicts punishment upon
any of his creatures unless it be for sin, according to what the
Scriptures say: “Death passed upon all men, for that all have
sinned.” “The wages of sin is death.” “Cursed is every one that
confirms not all the words of this law, to do them.” (Rom. 5:12;
6:23; Deut. 27:26) {37}
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The benefit of this question is: 1. That we may have matter for
constant humiliation and penitence. 2. That we may turn away
from, and not be ensnared by the errors and corruptions of the
Anabaptists and Libertines, who deny that they have any sin, in
contradiction to the express declaration of the word of God,
which affirms that, “If we say that we have no sin we deceive
ourselves.” (John 1:8) And also in contradiction to all experience;
for they themselves frequently do many things which God in his
law declares to be sins, but which they affirm, although most
falsely, to be the workings of the Holy Spirit. They also live in
misery, being subject to disease and death, no less than others,
which, if they were not sinners, would certainly be in opposition
to the rule, and law, Where there is no sin, there death is not.
Does any one ask, whether we may not also obtain a knowledge
of sin from the gospel, since the gospel, in exhorting us to seek
for righteousness, not in ourselves, but out of ourselves in Christ,
declares us sinners? We reply, that the gospel does indeed pronounce us sinners, but not in particular as the law does; neither
does it avowedly teach what, and how manifold sin is, what it
deserves, etc., which is the proper work of the law; but it does
this in general by presupposing what the law affirms, just as an
inferior science assumes certain principles which are taken
from another that is higher, and superior to it. After the law has
convinced us that we are sinners, the gospel takes this principle
as established, and concludes that in as much as we are sinners
in ourselves, we must, therefore, seek righteousness out of ourselves, in Christ, if we would be saved.
We may, therefore, conclude from these five considerations, that
we are all sinners in the sight of God: From the testimony of God
himself—from the law of God in particular—from the gospel in
general—from the sense of conscience, and from the various
punishments which God, being just, would not inflict upon us, if
we had not sinned.
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2. WHAT IS SIN?
Sin is the transgression of the law, or whatever is in opposition
thereto, whether it be the want of righteousness (defectus), or an
inclination, or action contrary to the divine law, and so offending God, and subjecting the creature to his eternal wrath, unless
forgiveness be obtained for the sake of the Son of God, our Mediator. Its general nature is a lack of righteousness, or an inclination, or action not in accordance with the law of God. To speak
more properly, however, it may be said that the want of righteousness is this general nature of sin, while inclinations and
actions are rather the matter of sin. The difference, or formal
character of sin, is opposition to the law, which the Apostle John
calls the transgression of the law. The property, which necessarily
attaches itself to sin, is the sinner’s guiltiness, which is a desert
of punishment, temporal and eternal, according to the order of
divine justice. Sin has, therefore, what is usually termed a double
form, or a two-fold nature, which may be said to consist in opposition to the law, and guilt; or it may be regarded as including
two sides, the former of which is opposition to the law, and the
latter desert of punishment. The accidental condition of sin is
thus expressed, unless forgiveness be obtained, etc., for it is not
according to the nature of sin, but by an accident, that those
who believe in Christ are not punished with {38} eternal death;
because sin is not imputed to them, but graciously remitted for
Christ’s sake.
This want of righteousness, which is comprehended in sin,
includes, as it respects the mind, ignorance and doubt with
regard to God and his will; and as it respects the heart, it
includes a want of love to God and our neighbor, a want of
delight in God and an ardent desire and purpose to obey all his
commandments; together with an omission of such actions as
the law of God requires from us. Disordered inclinations consist
in a stubbornness of the heart, and an unwillingness to comply
with the law of God, and the judgment of the mind, as it respects
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actions which are proper and improper; together with a depravity and propensity of nature to do those things which God forbids, which evil is called concupiscence.
That this want of righteousness and these disordered inclinations are sins, and condemned of God, may be proven: First,
from the law of God, which expressly condemns all these things,
when it declares, “Cursed be he that confirmeth not all the
words of this law, to do them”; and “You shall not covet.” (Deut.
27:26; Ex. 20:17) The law also requires of men the opposite gifts
and exercises, such as perfect knowledge and love to God and
our neighbor, saying: “You shall love the Lord your God with all
your heart, etc.” “This is life eternal, that they might know you
the only true God, etc.” “You shall have no other gods before
me.” (Deut. 6:5; John 17:3; Ex. 20:3) Secondly, the same thing is
proven by the many testimonies of Scripture which condemn
and speak of these evils as sins, as when it is said: “Every imagination of the thoughts of man’s heart was only evil continually.”
“The heart is deceitful above all things and desperately wicked.”
“I had not known lust, (that is, I had not known it to be sin)
except the law had said, You shall not covet.” (Gen. 6:8; Jer. 17:9;
Rom. 7:7) See also John 3:5; 1 Cor. 2:14; 15:28. Thirdly, by the
punishment and death of infants, who, although they neither do
good, nor evil, and sin not after the similitude of Adam’s transgression, nevertheless have sin, on account of which death
reigns in them. This is that ignorance of and aversion to God of
which we have already spoken.
Objection 1: That which we do not will, as well as that which we
cannot avoid, is no sin. But we do not will this want of righteousness, neither can we prevent disordered inclinations from arising within us. Therefore, they are no sins. Answer: The major
proposition is true in a civil court, but not in the judgment of
God, before whom whatever is in opposition to his law, whether
it can be avoided or not, is sin, and as such deserves punishment. The Scriptures clearly teach these two things, that the
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wisdom of the flesh cannot be subject to the law of God, and
that all those who are not subject thereto, stand exposed to the
curse of the law.
Objection 2: Nature is good. Our inclinations and desires are
natural. Therefore, they are good. Answer: Nature is, indeed,
good, if we look upon it as it came from the hands of God, and
before it became corrupted by sin; for all things which God
made, he declared to be very good. (Gen. 1:31) And even now,
nature is good as to its substance, and as it was made of God; but
not as to its qualities, and as it has become corrupted.
Objection 3: Punishments are no sins. Disordered inclinations
and a want of righteousness are punishments of the first sin of
man. Therefore, they are no sins. Answer: The major proposition is true in a civil court, but not {39} in the judgment of God,
who often punishes sin with sin, as the Apostle Paul most
clearly shows in Rom. 1:27; 2 Thess. 4:11 . God has power also to
deprive his creatures of his spirit, which power none of his
creatures possess.
3. HOW MANY KINDS OF SIN ARE THERE?
There are five principal divisions of sin. The first is that of original and actual sin. This distinction is taught in Rom. 5:14; 7:20;
9:11.
Original Sin
Original sin is the guilt of the whole human race, on account of
the fall of our first parents. It consists in a want of the knowledge
of God and of his will in the mind, and of an inclination to obey
God with the heart and will; in the place of which there is an
inclination to those things which the law of God forbids, and an
aversion to those things which it commands, resulting from the
fall of our first parents, Adam and Eve, and from them made to
pass over into all their posterity, thus corrupting our whole
nature, so that all, on account of this depravity, are subject to the
eternal wrath of God; nor can we do anything pleasing to him,
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unless forgiveness be obtained for the sake of the Son of God,
our Mediator, and the Holy Spirit renew our nature. Of this kind
of sin it is said, “Death reigned even over them that had not
sinned after the similitude of Adam’s transgression.” “In sin did
my mother conceive me.” (Rom. 5:14; Ps. 51:7) Original sin comprehends, therefore, these two things: exposure to eternal condemnation on account of the fall of our first parents, and a
depravity of our entire nature since the fall. Paul includes both,
when he says: “By one man sin entered into the world, and
death by sin, and so death passed upon all, for that all have
sinned.” (Rom. 5:12) The same thing is expressed, although
somewhat more obscurely, in the common definition of original
sin which is generally attributed to Anselm: “Original sin is a
want of original righteousness which ought to be in us.” Original
righteousness was not only a conformity of our nature with the
law of God, but it also included divine acceptance and approbation. In the place of this conformity with the divine law, we now
have depravity; and in the place of this approbation, we have the
displeasure of God, which has followed in consequence of the
fall. The same thing is true of that definition of Hugo: “Original
sin is that which we inherit from our birth, through ignorance in
the understanding, and concupiscence in the flesh.”
In opposition to this doctrine of original sin, the Pelagians formerly believed, and taught, as the Anabaptists do at this day, that
there is no original sin—that posterity are not guilty on account
of the fall of our first parents, and that sin is not derived from
them by propagation; but that every one sins, and contracts guilt
only by imitating the bad examples of others. Augustine refuted
these Pelagians in many books. There are others, who admit that
we are all guilty on account of the fall of our first parents, but
deny that we are born with such depravity as that which
deserves condemnation; for the want of righteousness, and the
propensity to evil which we all have by nature, they contend,
cannot be regarded as sins. {40} We must hold, and maintain, in
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opposition to all these heretics these four propositions: 1. That
the whole human race is subject to the eternal wrath of God on
account of the disobedience of our first parents, Adam and Eve.
2. That we are also, even from the moment of our birth, destitute
of righteousness, and have inclinations contrary to the law of
God. 3. That this want of righteousness, and these inclinations
with which we are born, are sins, and deserve the eternal wrath
of God. 4. That these evils are derived and contracted, not only
by imitation, but by the propagation of the corrupt nature which
we have all, Christ excepted, derived from our first parents.
The first, second, and third propositions have been already sufficiently demonstrated; the fourth is proven:
First, by the testimony of Scripture. “We are all by nature the
children of wrath even as others.” “By the offence of one, judgment came upon all men to condemnation.” “By one man’s disobedience many were made sinners.” “Who can bring a clean
thing out of an unclean?” “I was born in iniquity.” “Except a man
be born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.” (Eph. 2:3; Rom. 5:6, 19; Job 14:4; Ps. 51:7; John 3:
5)
Secondly, infants die, and are to be baptized. Therefore they must
have sin. But they cannot sin by imitation. It remains, therefore,
that it must be born in them, according as it is said: “You were
called a transgressor from the womb.” “The heart of man is evil
from his youth.” (Ish. 48:8; Gen. 8:21) Ambrose says: “Who is just
before God, when an infant but a day old cannot be free from sin?”
Thirdly, everything that is born has the nature of that from
which it has proceeded, as it respects the substance, and accidents of the species to which it belongs. But we are all born of
corrupt and sinful parents; therefore we all, by our birth, inherit,
or become, partakers of their corruption and guilt.
Fourthly, by the death of Christ, who is the second Adam, we
obtain a twofold grace: we mean justification and regeneration.
It follows, therefore, that we must all have derived from the first
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Adam the twofold evil of guilt and corruption of nature, otherwise there had been no necessity for a twofold grace and remedy.
Objection 1: If original sin be transmitted from parents to their
offspring, it must be either through the body, or through the
soul. But it cannot be through the body, because it is destitute of
reason. Nor can it be through the soul, because this is not produced by transmission, or derived from the soul of the parent,
since it is a substance which is spiritual and indivisible; nor is it
created corrupt, since God is not the author of sin. Therefore,
original sin is certainly not transmitted by nature. Answer: We
deny the minor proposition; because the soul, although created
pure and holy by God, may nevertheless contract corruption
from the body into which it is infused, even though it be destitute of reason. Nor is it absurd to say that the corrupt constitution of the body, with its propensity to evil, is an unfit
instrument for the good actions of the soul, and that the soul,
not established in righteousness, may become polluted, and so
fall from its own integrity, so soon as it becomes united with the
body. We also deny the consequence of the above syllogism, for
the reason that the parts which are enumerated in the first proposition are not properly expressed. Original {41} sin is neither
transmitted through the body, nor through the soul, but through
the transgression of our first parents; on account of which, God,
even while he creates the soul, at the same time deprives it of
original righteousness, and such other gifts as he conferred
upon our first parents upon the condition that they should
transmit them to, or lose them for, their posterity, according as
they themselves should retain or lose them. Nor is God, by this
act, unjust, or the cause of sin; for this want of righteousness in
respect to God, who inflicts it on account of the disobedience of
our first parents, is no sin, but a most just punishment; although,
in respect to our first parents, who drew it upon themselves and
their posterity, it is a sin. The fallacy of the above argument will
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now be apparent if we state more fully the major proposition:
original sin is transmitted to posterity either through the body, or
through the soul, or through the transgression of our first parents,
and the desert of this want of righteousness. For just as original
sin came to exist in our first parents on account of their transgression, so it is transmitted to posterity on account of the same.
This is not that small chink, or unimportant subject, about
which the schoolmen disputed so warmly, whether the soul be
transmitted from our parents by generation, and whether it
becomes polluted by its connection with the body; but it is that
wide gate through which original sin flows violently and infects
our nature, as Paul testifies when he says: “By one man’s disobedience many were made sinners. (Rom. 5:19)
To this it is objected: The want of original righteousness is sin.
God has inflicted this, by creating in us a soul destitute of those
gifts which he would have conferred upon Adam had he not
sinned. Therefore he is the author of sin. Answer: There is in
the minor proposition a fallacy of accident. This want of righteousness is sin in respect to Adam and us, since by his, and our
fault we have drawn it upon ourselves, and now eagerly receive
it. That the creature should be destitute of righteousness and of
conformity to God, is repugnant to the law, and is sin. But in
respect to God, it is a most just punishment of disobedience;
which punishment is in harmony with the nature and law of
God.
It is further objected: God ought not to punish the transgression
of Adam with such a punishment as that which he knew would
result in the destruction of the whole nature of man. Answer:
God’s justice must be satisfied, even if the whole world should
perish. It, moreover, was necessary for him to avenge in this
manner the obstinacy of man, from regard to his extreme justice
and truth. An offence committed against the highest good,
deserves the most extreme punishment, which consists in the
eternal destruction of the creature; for God has said “You shall
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surely die.” It is, therefore, of his mercy that he should rescue
any from this general ruin, and save them through Christ.
Objection 2: It is natural that we should desire objects; therefore
these desires are no sins. Answer: Such desires as are directed
upon proper objects, and which God has excited and ordained,
are no sins. But such as are inordinate, and contrary to the law,
are sins. For to desire is not of itself sinful, inasmuch as it of
itself is good, because it is natural; but to desire contrary to the
law is sin.
Objection 3: Original sin is removed, as far as it respects the
saints; therefore they cannot transmit it to their offspring.
Answer: The godly are indeed {42} delivered from original sin
as it respects the guilt thereof, which is remitted unto them
through Christ; but in as far as it respects its formal character
and essence—that is, as an evil opposing itself to the law of
God—it remains. And although those to whom sin is remitted
are at the same time regenerated by the Holy Spirit, yet this
renewal of their nature is not perfect in this life; therefore they
transmit the corrupt nature which they themselves have to their
posterity.
To this it is objected: That which the parents do not possess, they
cannot transmit to their posterity. The guilt of original sin is
taken away from all those parents who have been regenerated.
Therefore, at least, guilt cannot be transmitted. Answer: The
major is to be distinguished. Parents do not transmit to their
children that which they have not by nature; for they are freed
from the guilt of sin, not by nature, but by the grace of Christ. It
is for this reason that they do not transmit to their posterity, by
nature, the righteousness which is imputed unto them by grace;
but they transmit the corruption and condemnation to which
they are by nature subject. And the reason why they transmit
their guilt, and not their righteousness, is this: their children are
born, not according to grace, but according to nature. Nor are we
to conceive of grace and justification as restricted, and transmit-
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ted by carnal propagation, but by the most free election of God.
Jacob and Esau are examples of this, etc. Augustine illustrates
this by two forcible comparisons. The one is that of the grains of
wheat, which, although they are sown after having been separated from their stalk, chaff, beard, and ear, by threshing, still
spring out of the earth again, with all these. This comes to pass
because the threshing and cleaning are not natural to the grain,
but are the work of human industry. The other is that of a circumcised father, who, although he himself has no foreskin, yet
begets a son with one; and this also happens because circumcision was not upon the father by nature, but by the covenant.
Objection 4: If the root or tree be holy, the branches are also
holy; therefore the children of those that are holy are also holy,
and free from original sin. (Rom. 11:16) Answer: There is here
an incorrectness in the use of terms that are ambiguous in their
signification; for holiness, as it is here used, does not signify
freedom from sin, or purity of heart, but that dignity and privilege peculiar to the posterity of Abraham; because God, on
account of the covenant which he made with Abraham, promised that he would at all times dispose some of his seed to do his
will, and would grant unto them true inward holiness; and also
because they had obtained a right and title to his church.
Objection 5: But the children of believers are holy, according to
the declaration of St. Paul, 1 Cor. 7:14. Therefore they have no
original sin. Answer: This is an incorrect conclusion, drawn
from a perversion of the figure of speech that is here employed:
for when it is said they are holy, it does not mean that all the children of the faithful are regenerated, or that they obtain holiness
by carnal propagation; for it is said, in Rom. 9:11, 13, of Jacob
and Esau, that the one was loved and the other was hated before
they were born, or had done good or evil; but it means that the
children of the godly are holy as it respects the external fellowship of the church—that they are considered citizens and members thereof, and as being included in the number of those who
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are called, and sanctified, unless when {43} they come to years
of maturity they bear testimony against themselves by their
impiety and unbelief, and so declare that they have forfeited all
their rights and privileges.
Objection 6: If sin be transmitted to posterity by natural generation, then those who will live at the latest period of the history of
the human race will have to bear the sins of all the previous generations, while those who lived before them will have borne the
sins of only a portion of their ancestry; consequently those who
will live last upon the earth will be the most miserable, which is
absurd and inconsistent with the justice of God. Answer: It
would not be absurd, even if God were to desert, and punish
more heavily, the last of our race: for the greater the number of
sins that are committed, and treasured up by the human race,
the more fiercely does his anger burn, and the more aggravated
are the punishments which he inflicts upon men, according to
what is written: “The iniquity of the Amorites is not yet full.”
“That upon you may come all the righteous blood shed upon the
earth, from the blood of righteous Abel unto the blood of
Zacharias,” etc. (Gen. 15:16; Matt. 22:35) We may also reply, that
although God in his justice permits original sin, or the corruption and guilt of our nature, to pass upon all the posterity of
Adam, yet he, at the same time, of his mercy, sets bounds to this
sin, that posterity may not always suffer punishment for the
actual transgression of their ancestors, nor imitate them; and
that the children of wicked parents may not be evil, or worse
and more miserable than their parents.
Objection 7: But it is said, Ezek. 18:20, that the son shall not
bear the iniquity of the father; therefore it is unjust that posterity
should endure punishment for the sin of Adam. Answer: The
son shall not, indeed, bear the iniquity of the father, nor make
satisfaction for his transgression, if he does not approve of it,
nor imitate it, but condemns and avoids it. But we justly suffer
on account of the sin of Adam: 1. Because all of us approve of,
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and follow his transgression. 2. Because the offence of Adam is
also ours; for we were all in Adam when he sinned, as the Apostle testifies: “We have all sinned in him.” (Rom. 5:12) 3. Because
the entire nature of Adam became guilty; and as we have proceeded from his very substance—being, as it were, a part of
him—we must also necessarily be guilty ourselves. 4. Because
Adam had received the gifts of God upon the condition that he
would also impart them unto us, if he retained them; or lose
them for us also, if he lost them. Hence it is, that when Adam
lost these gifts, he did not merely lose them for himself, but also
for all his posterity.
Objection 8: All sin implies an exercise of the will. But infants
are not capable of such an exercise of the will as is necessary, in
order to the commission of sin. Therefore they cannot be said to
commit sin. Answer: The whole argument is conceded, as far as
it has respect to actual sin, but not as it relates to original sin,
which consists in the depravity of our nature. Again, we deny
what is affirmed in the minor proposition, because infants are
not destitute of the power of willing; for although they may not
be able to will sin as something that is actually done, yet they do
will in inclination.
Objection 9: The corruption and evils of our nature rather
deserve pity than censure and punishment. Aristotle himself
declares: “That no man censures the defects which attach themselves to our nature.” Original sin {44} is a defect and corruption of our nature. Therefore it does not deserve punishment.
Answer: The major proposition is true of such evils as are
brought upon us, not by our negligence or wickedness, as if any
one should be born blind, or become so by disease, or by a
stroke from another. Such an one would indeed deserve to be
pitied, rather than upbraided. But evils which we have all wickedly brought upon ourselves, as is the case with original sin, are
justly deserving of censure, as Aristotle also testifies, when he
adds: “But every one finds fault with such an one as becomes blind
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by excess of wine, or any other wicked action.” So much concerning original sin.
Of Actual Sin, and the remaining distinctions of
Sin, with its causes and effects.
Actual sin includes all those actions which are opposed to the
law of God, whether they be such as have respect to the understanding, will, and heart, or to the external deportment of our
lives, as to think, to will, to follow, and to do that which is evil;
and an omission of those things which the law of God commands, as to be ignorant of, not to will, to shun and omit that
which is good. The division of sin into sins of commission and
omission is properly in place here.
The second division of sin. This distinction has respect to sin as
reigning, and not reigning. By reigning sin we understand that
form of sin to which the sinner makes no resistance through the
grace of the Holy Spirit. He is therefore exposed to everlasting
death, unless he repent and obtain forgiveness through Christ.
Or it includes every sin which is not deplored, and to which the
grace of the Holy Spirit makes no resistance, and on account of
which he in whom it reigns is exposed to everlasting punishment, not only according to the order of divine justice, but also
according to the nature of the thing itself. The following passages of Scripture refer to this distinction of sin: “Let not sin
reign in your mortal bodies.” “He that commit sin,” that is, he
who sins habitually, willfully, and with delight, “is of the devil.”
(Rom. 6:12; 1 John 3:8) It is called reigning sin, because it gratifies, and enslaves those who are the subjects of it, and also
because it holds dominion over the man in whom it reigns, and
exposes him to eternal condemnation. All the sins of men in
their unregenerate state are of this character. There are also
some sins of this description in those who have been regenerated, such as errors in the ground-work of faith, and such
offences as are against the conscience, which, unless they are
repented of, are inconsistent with an assurance of the forgive-
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ness of sins, and true Christian comfort. That those who are
regenerate may be guilty of sin under this form, the lamentable
fall of such holy men as Aaron and David abundantly testifies.
Those objections which are commonly brought against what is
here advanced, may be found in Ursinus vol. I, page 207.
Sin which does not thus reign, is that which the sinner resists by
the grace of the Holy Spirit. It does not, therefore, expose him to
eternal death, because he has repented and found favor through
Christ. Such sins are disordered inclinations and unholy desires,
a want of righteousness, and many sins of ignorance, of omission, and of infirmity, which remain in the godly as long as they
continue in this life; but which they, nevertheless, {45}
acknowledge, deplore, hate, resist, and earnestly pray may be
forgiven them for the sake of Christ, the Mediator, saying, forgive
us our debts. Hence the godly retain their faith and consolation,
notwithstanding they are not free from these sins. “If we say we
have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us.” “It
is no more I that do it, but sin that dwells in me.” “There is no
condemnation to them that are in Christ Jesus, who walk after
the Spirit.” “Who can understand his errors? Cleanse you me
from secret faults.” (1 John 1:8; Rom. 7:18; 8:1; Ps. 19:13)
The common distinction of sin into mortal and venial may be
referred to this division. For although every sin in its own nature
is mortal, by which we mean, that it deserves eternal death, yet
reigning sin may be properly so called, inasmuch as he who perseveres in it will at length be overtaken by destruction. But it
becomes venial sin, that is, it does not call for eternal death,
when it does not reign in the regenerate who resist it by the
grace of God; and this takes place, not because it merits pardon
in itself, or does not deserve punishment, but because it is freely
forgiven those that believe on account of the satisfaction of
Christ, and is not imputed to them unto condemnation, as it is
said: “There is no condemnation to them that are in Christ
Jesus.” (Rom. 8:1) When thus understood, the distinction of mor-
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tal and venial sin may be retained; but not when it is understood
in the sense in which the Romish priests use it, as if that were
mortal sin which deserves eternal death on account of its greatness, and that venial which does not deserve eternal death on
account of its smallness, but merely some temporal punishment. Hence we would prefer, in the place of mortal and venial
sin, the distinction which we have made of sin into reigning, and
not reigning, and that for the following reasons: 1. Because the
terms mortal and venial are ambiguous and obscure. All sins are
mortal in their own nature. The apostle John also calls the sin
against the Holy Spirit mortal, or unto death. 2. Because the
Scriptures do not use these terms, especially venial sin. 3.
Because of the errors of the Papists, who call those sins venial
which are small and do not deserve eternal death, while the
Scriptures declare: “Cursed be he that confirms not all the words
of this law to do them.” “Whosoever shall offend in one point, is
guilty of all.” “The wages of sin is death.” “Whoso shall break
one of these commandments, and shall teach men so, he shall
be called the least in the kingdom of God.” (Deut. 27:26; James
2:10; Rom. 6:23; Matt. 5:19) In a word, every sin in its own
nature is mortal, and deserves eternal death. But it becomes
venial, that is, it does not work eternal death in the regenerate,
because their sins have been freely pardoned for the sake of
Christ.
The third division of sin. There is sin which is against the conscience, and sin which is not against the conscience. Sin against
the conscience is, when any one knowing the will of God does,
with design and purpose, that which is contrary thereto; or it is
that sin which is committed by those who sin knowingly and
willingly, as did David, when he committed the sin of adultery
and murder. Sin not against the conscience is, when any one does
any thing contrary to the law of God, ignorantly or unwillingly;
or it is that which is indeed known to be sin, and deplored by the
sinner, but which he cannot perfectly avoid in this life, as origi-
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nal sin, and many sins of ignorance, of omission, and infirmity.
For we omit many {46} things that are good, and do many that
are evil, being suddenly overcome by infirmity, as Peter was,
when by the force of temptation he denied Christ, knowingly,
indeed, but not willingly. Hence he wept so bitterly, and did not
lose his faith entirely, according to the promise of Christ: “I have
prayed for you, that your faith fail not.” (Luke 22:32) This was
not reigning sin, much less the sin against the Holy Spirit;
because Peter loved Christ no less when he denied him than
when he wept over his sin, although his love did not at the time
show itself an account of his fear, excited by the dangerous circumstances in which he was placed. Such was also the sin
which Paul acknowledged and lamented, when he said: ‘‘The
good, that I would, I do not; but the evil, which I would not, that
I do.” (Rom. 7:19) His blasphemy and persecution of the church
were likewise sins of ignorance, for says he: “I did it ignorantly in
unbelief, and therefore obtained mercy.” (1 Tim. 1:13)
The fourth division of sin. There is sin which is unpardonable—
sin against the Holy Spirit, and unto death: and there is also pardonable sin—sin which is not against the Holy Spirit, nor unto
death. The Scriptures speak of this distinction of sin in Matt.
12:31; Mark 3:29; 1 John 5:16. By unpardonable sin, or the sin
against the Holy Spirit, and unto death, is meant a denial of, and
a willful opposition to, the acknowledged truth of God, in connection with his will and works, concerning which the mind has
been fully enlightened and convinced by the testimony of the
Holy Spirit; all of which proceeds, not from fear or infirmity, but
from a determined hatred to the truth, and from a heart filled
with bitter malice. This sin God punishes with perpetual blindness, so that those who are guilty of it never repent, and consequently obtain no pardon. It is called unpardonable, not because
its greatness exceeds the value of Christ’s merit, but because he
who commits it is punished with total blindness, and does not
receive the gift of repentance. It is a sin of a peculiarly aggra-
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vated nature, and is, therefore, followed by a punishment in
accordance with its character, which punishment is final blindness and impenitency. And where there is no repentance, there
is no forgiveness obtained. “Whosoever speaks against the Holy
Spirit, it shall not be forgiven him, neither in this world, neither
in the world to come.” “But He that shall blaspheme against the
Holy Spirit has never forgiveness, but is in danger of eternal
damnation.” (Matt. 12:32; Mark 3:29)
It is called the sin against the Holy Spirit, not that any one may
commit an offence against the Holy Spirit which is not at the
same time an offence against the Father and the Son, but by a
significant form of speech, inasmuch as it is in an especial manner committed against the Holy Spirit, that is, against his peculiar and immediate office and work, which consists in the
enlightening of the mind.
It is called by the Apostle John a sin unto death, not because it
alone is a mortal sin, and deserves death, but, as has just been
remarked, because it especially merits death, and because those
who are guilty of it will most assuredly die, seeing that they
never repent, or obtain forgiveness. The Apostle John, therefore,
does not desire that we should pray for it; because it is in vain
that we ask God to grant the pardon of it. The Scriptures also
speak of this sin in other places, as in Heb. 6:4-8; 10:26-29; Tit.
3:10, 11. {47}
Certain Rules to be observed in relation to the
Sin against the Holy Spirit.
1. The sin against the Holy Spirit is not found in every wicked
person; but only in those who have been enlightened by the
Holy Spirit, and who have been fully convinced of the truth, as
Saul, Judas, etc.
2. Every sin which is against the Holy Spirit is reigning sin, and a
sin against conscience, but not the reverse. For it may occur that
some one may, either ignorantly, or even knowingly and will-
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ingly, hold certain errors, or violate some of the commandments
of God, from weakness, or torture, or from fear of danger, and
yet not purposely and maliciously impugn the truth, or totally
fall from holiness, and continue in sensuality and a contempt of
all that is sacred; but he may return unto God and repent of his
sin. These forms of sin differ, therefore, as genus and species.
3. The sin against the Holy Spirit is not committed by the elect,
or those who are truly converted. They can never perish; for
Christ safely preserves and saves them. “They shall never perish,
neither shall any man pluck them out of my hands. (John 10:28;
Also, 2 Tim. 2:19; 1 Pet. 1:5; 1 John 5:15) Hence those who sin
against the Holy Spirit were never truly converted and called.
They went out from us, because they were not of us.
4. No one should decide hastily or rashly concerning the sin
against the Holy Spirit; yea, judgment should in no case be
passed upon any one, unless it be a posteriori, for the reason
that we do not know what is in the heart of man. Many things
which are debated in relation to this subject, may be found in
Ursinus vol. 1, page 213, etc.
Sin that is pardonable, or not against the Holy Spirit, is any sin of
which men may repent, and obtain forgiveness.
The fifth division of sin. There is that which is sin per se, and that
which becomes sin by accident. Those things which are sins of
themselves, and in their own nature, are those inclinations,
desires and actions which are contrary to, and forbidden by, the
law of God. Yet they are not sins, in as far as they are mere activities, or in respect to God, who moves all things (for motions, in
as far as they are such, are good in themselves, and from God, in
whom we live, move, and have our being); but in respect to us
they are sins, in as far as they are committed by us contrary to
the law of God; in which sense they are all in, and according to
their own nature sins.
Those things which are sins by accident, are the actions of hypocrites, and such as have not been regenerated, which, although
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they have been prescribed and commanded by God, are nevertheless displeasing to him, inasmuch as they do not proceed
from faith, and a desire to glorify God. The same thing may be
said of indifferent actions, which are performed and attended
with shame. “Whatsoever is not of faith is sin.” “Unto them that
are defiled and unbelieving is nothing pure.” “Without faith it is
impossible to please God.” (Rom. 14:23; Tit. 1:15; Heb. 11:6)
All the virtues, therefore, of the unregenerate, such as the chastity of Scipio, the bravery of Julius Caesar, the fidelity of Romulus, the justice of Aristides, etc., although they are in themselves
good, and commanded by God, yet they are nevertheless sins by
accident, and hateful to God, both because the persons by
whom they are done do not please him, not {48} being in a
state of reconciliation, and also because they are not done in the
manner, nor with the design which God requires; that is, they do
not proceed from faith, and are not done for the glory of God.
These conditions are so necessary in every good work, that
without them our best actions are sinful; as the prayers, the
alms, the sacrifices, etc., of hypocrites and the wicked are sins;
because they do not spring from faith, and are not done out of
regard to the glory of God. “Hypocrites give their alms in the
synagogues, and in the streets, that they may have glory of men.
Verily I say unto you, they have their reward.” “He that killeth an
ox, is as if he slew a man,” etc. (Matt. 6:2; Ish. 66:3)
There is, therefore, a great difference between the virtues of the
regenerate and the unregenerate. For, 1. The good works of the
regenerate proceed from faith, and are pleasing to God; but it is
different with the works of the unregenerate. 2. The regenerate
do all things to the glory of God; the unregenerate and hypocrites act with reference to their own glory. 3. The actions of the
regenerate are connected with a sincere desire to obey God; the
unregenerate and hypocrites exhibit only an outward profession, without inward obedience. Their virtues are, therefore, not
such in reality; they are nothing more than shadows, and faint
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resemblances of that which is truly good. 4. The imperfection of
the works of the regenerate is covered by the satisfaction of
Christ, and the corruption which is still inherent in them is not
imputed unto them, nor is it objected to them that they defile
the gifts of God by their sins; but the virtues of the unregenerate
which are good in themselves, are and remain sins by accident,
and are defiled by many other crimes. 5. The good works of the
unregenerate are honored merely with temporal rewards, and
that not because they are pleasing to God, but that he may thus
invite and encourage them, and others to such honesty and
external deportment as is necessary for the well-being of the
human race; but God accepts the works of the righteous for the
sake of Christ, and graciously crowns them with temporal and
eternal rewards, as it is said: “Godliness is profitable unto all
things, having the promise of the life that now is, and of that
which is to come.” (1 Tim. 4:8) Finally, the unregenerate, by performing works commanded by God, obtain a mitigation of punishment, that they may not with other wicked persons suffer
more grievously in this life; but the righteous do these things,
not only that their sufferings may be alleviated, but also that
they may be entirely freed therefrom.
Objection: Those things which are sins ought not to be done.
The works of the unregenerate, although they are good in the
estimation of men and the civil law, are nevertheless sins. Therefore they ought not to be done. Answer: There is here a fallacy
of accident. The major proposition is true of those things which
are sins in themselves; the minor of those which are sins by
accident. Those things now which are sins in themselves ought
to be strictly avoided; but those which are sins by accident ought
not to be omitted, but amended and performed in the manner
and for the end for which God has commanded.
But this external discipline and conformity to the law is necessary even on the part of those who have not been regenerated. 1.
On account of the command of God. 2. That they may escape

114

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

the punishment which follows the violation of outward propriety. 3. That the peace and well-being of society at large may be
preserved. Lastly, that the way to repentance may not be shut up
by perseverance in a course of open transgression. {49} There
is likewise a great difference between the sins of the regenerate
and the unregenerate. For, as we have already shown, especially
under the second division of this subject, there are many
remains of sin still found in those who have been renewed by
the Holy Spirit; such as original sin, and many actual sins of
ignorance, of omission, and infirmity, which they nevertheless
acknowledge, lament, and strive against, so that they do not lose
a good conscience, nor a sense of the divine forgiveness. There
are also some who fall into errors which oppose the very foundation of their faith, or who sin against conscience, on account
of which they lose the consciousness of their acceptance with
God, and the gifts of the Holy Spirit, who, were they to continue
therein to the end of their lives, would be condemned, and
rejected of God; but they do not perish, for the reason that they
are led to see the error of their ways, and thus brought to repentance.
There is, however, a threefold distinction between the righteous
and the wicked when they sin. 1. God has an eternal purpose to
save all those whom he calls into his service. 2. When the righteous sin they are brought to repentance at some time or other
before the end of life. 3. When those who have been regenerated
fall into sin the seed of their regeneration always remains, which
is sometimes so strong and vigorous as to resist sin to such an
extent that they neither fall into errors that subvert the foundation of their hope, nor into reigning sin; at other times it is less
vigorous and active, so that it may for a time be suppressed by
temptations, yet it will at length authenticate its divine character,
so that none of those who have been truly converted to God will
finally fall away and perish; as we may see in the case of David,
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of Peter, etc. But when the unregenerate sin the case is wholly
different, for none of these things have respect to them.
4. WHAT ARE THE CAUSES OF SIN?
That God is not the cause of sin, is proven, 1. From the testimony of Scripture: “God saw every thing that he had made, and
behold it was very good.” “You are not a God that has pleasure in
wickedness.” (Gen. 1:31; Ps. 5:4) 2. God himself is supremely and
perfectly good and holy, and cannot therefore be the author of
evil. 3. God forbids all manner of sin in his law. 4. God punished
most severely all sin, which he could not consistently do if it had
its origin in him. 5. God would not destroy his own image in
man. From these considerations it is evident that the origin of
sin is not to be attributed to God.
But the proper, and in itself efficient cause of sin, is the will of
devils and men, by which they freely fell from God, and
deprived themselves of his image. “Through envy the devil
brought death into the world.” (Wisdom 2:24) But death is the
punishment of sin. “You are of your father the devil, and the
lusts of your father you will do: he was a murderer from the
beginning, and abode not in the truth, because there is no truth
in him. When he speaks a lie speaks of his own, for he is a liar,
and the father of it.” “he that commits sin is of the devil, for the
devil sins from the beginning. For this purpose the son of God
was manifested, that he might destroy the works of the devil.”
“By one man sin entered into the world.” (John 8:44; 1 John 3:8;
Rom. 5:12) {50} The cause, therefore, of the first sin, or of the
fall of our first parents in Paradise, was the devil tempting and
urging man to sin; and the will of man freely separating itself
from God, and falling in with the suggestions of the tempter.
This fall of Adam is the efficient cause of original sin both in
himself and in his posterity. “By one man’s disobedience many
were made sinners.” The preceding cause of all actual sins in
posterity, is original sin. “It is no more I that do it, but sin that
dwells in me.” ‘‘When lust has conceived, it brings forth sin.”
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(Rom. 7:17; James 1:14) Those objects which entice men to sin
may be regarded as accidental or casual motives. “Sin, taking
occasion by the commandments, wrought in me all manner of
concupiscence.” (Rom. 7:8) The devil and wicked men are the
cause of sin in and of themselves. Preceding actual sins are the
causes of those which follow, for the Scriptures teach that God
punishes sin with sin, and that sins which follow are the punishments of those that precede: “God gave them up to uncleanness,
through the lusts of their own hearts; working that which is
unseemly, and receiving in themselves that recompense of their
error which was meet.” “Therefore God shall send them strong
delusion, that they should believe a lie.” (Rom. 1:24, 27; 2 Thess.
2:11) But as man in his wisdom (so great is his insolence) is
accustomed to frame various arguments, for the purpose of
throwing the cause of sin from himself upon God, and so free
himself from blame, we must speak more fully of the causes of
sin, and refute the vain pretences by which men are wont to justify themselves.
There are some who pretend to find the origin of sin in their
destiny, as revealed by the stars, saying, we have sinned because
we were born under an unlucky planet. Others, when rebuked
for their sins, reply, Not we, but the devil is the cause of the
wicked deeds we have committed. Others, throwing aside all
excuses, cast the blame directly upon God, saying, God willed it
thus; for if he had not willed it, I had not sinned. Others, again,
say, in extenuation of their sins, God was able to prevent me
from doing that which was wrong, and as he did not restrain me,
therefore, he himself is the author of my sin.
With these, and similar pretences, men have often, (for it is no
new thing) sharpened their blasphemous tongues against God.
Our first parents, when they had sinned, and God charged their
crime upon them, endeavored to throw the blame of their
wicked deed from themselves upon others, nor did they honestly confess the truth. Adam threw it, not so much upon his
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wife, as upon God himself. “The woman, said he, whom you
gave to be with me, she gave me of the tree, and I did eat;” as if
he would say, I had not sinned, except you had joined her to me.
(Gen. 3:12) The woman charged the evil deed wholly to the
devil, saying, “The serpent beguiled me, and I did eat.” (Gen.
3:13)
These are the false, impious, and detestable conclusions of
wicked men in regard to the origin of sin, by which great
reproach is cast upon the majesty, truth, and justice of God. Nor
is the nature of man the cause of sin, because God created it
good, according as it is said: “God saw all things which he had
made, and behold it was very good.” (Gen. 1:31) Sin is an adventitious, or accidental quality, which attaches itself to man in consequence of the fall, and not a substantial property; although it
became natural after the fall, and is called so correctly by Augustine, {51} because we are now all born in sin, and are the children of wrath, even as others. But these things must be more
largely considered.
1. Those who would make destiny an excuse for their sins,
define destiny to mean an order, or chain linked together
through eternity, and a certain perpetual necessity of purposes,
and works, according to the counsel of God, or the evil stars
themselves. Now if you ask them, Who made these stars? they
reply, God. Therefore, these men charge their sins upon God. But
such a destiny as this, all the wiser (not to speak of Christian)
philosophers unite in rejecting.
Augustine, in opposing two epistles of the Pelagians to Boniface,
says, “Those who affirm destiny to be the cause of sin, contend
that not only actions and events, but also our wills themselves,
depend upon the position of the stars at the time of every one’s
conception, or birth, which they call constellations. But the
grace of God does not only rise above all the stars and all the
heavens, but also above all the angels.”
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We may conclude our remarks in reference to this vain pretence,
by adducing the word of the Lord, as uttered by the Prophet Jeremiah, chapter 10, verse 2. “Thus says the Lord, Learn not the
way of the heathen, and be not dismayed at the signs of the
heavens, for the heathen are dismayed at them.” That the heathen astrologers should, therefore, call the planet Saturn unmerciful, rigid and cruel; and Venus benignant, favorable, and mild,
is the vanity of vanities; for the stars have no power of doing
good or evil; and hence the crimes of wicked men ought never
to be attributed to them.
2. That the devil is not the sole author of sin, who, when we are
guilty of transgression, should alone bear the blame, and we be
free from censure, is evident from this one consideration, that
he can only suggest and entice men to do that which is evil; but
cannot compel them to commit it. God so restrains the devil, by
his power, that he cannot do what he desires; but only what, and
as much as, God permits. Yea, he has not so much as control
over filthy swine, much less over the most noble souls of men.
He has, indeed, subtlety and great power of persuasion; but God
is more powerful than Satan, and never ceases to suggest good
thoughts to man, nor does he permit the devil to go farther than
is for our good. This we may see in the case of Job, that most
holy man, and also in Paul, and in those words of his: “God is
faithful, who will not suffer you to be tempted above that you
are able.” (1 Cor. 10:13) They reason falsely, therefore, who
attempt to throw the blame of their sins upon the shoulders of
Satan.
3. It remains to be demonstrated that God is not the author of
sin. There are some who argue: God willed it thus, and if he had
not willed it, we had not sinned. Who can resist his power? Again:
When God had the power to prevent us from sinning, and did not,
he is the author of our sins. These are the cavils, the foul slanders, and sophisms of the wicked. God might, indeed, by his
absolute power, prevent evil; but he will not wrong and despoil

Lord’s Day 3

119

his own creature, man, whom he created righteous and holy. He
acts with man in a manner that corresponds with the nature
with which he has endowed him. Hence he proposes laws to
which he attaches rewards and punishments—he commands us
to embrace the good and shun the evil; and that we may do this,
he both grants his grace, without which we can do nothing, and
also encourages our diligence and {52} labor. But if a man come
short of doing what he ought, his sin and negligence are chargeable upon himself, and not upon God, although God had the
power to prevent it, and yet did not. Nor is it proper that God
should prohibit, in any direct manner, the evil deeds of the
wicked, lest by so doing, he should disturb the order which he
has established, and so destroy his own work. Hence, God is not
the author of sin, or of evil.
We shall now give the testimony of the Scriptures in reference to
this subject—refute certain objections, and investigate the origin
of sin.
The Scriptures, in many places, teach that God is not the author
of sin. We can merely refer to a few passages bearing upon this
point. “God made not death, nor has he pleasure in the destruction of the living.” “I desire not the death of the wicked, but that
the wicked turn from his way and live.” “You are not a God that
has pleasure in wickedness, neither shall evil dwell with you.
The foolish shall not stand in your sight.” “God has made man
upright, but they have sought out many inventions.” “Our
unrighteousness commends the righteousness of God.” ‘‘By one
man, sin entered into the world, and death by sin.” “I know that
in me dwells no good thing.” (Wisdom 1:13; Ezek. 18:23; Ps. 5:45; Eccl. 7:29; Rom. 3:5; 5:12; 7:18)
From these express declarations of Scripture, we may safely
conclude, that God is not the author of sin; but that its origin
must he traced to man, the devil being the instigator; yet in such
a manner, that we may say, the devil who became corrupt from
the beginning, deprived man of his original holiness, which,
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however, he could not have done, had not man of his own free
will consented to the evil. Here it is necessary for us to revert to
the fall of our father Adam, whom God created in his own image
by which we mean that he created him good, perfect, holy, just,
and immortal, and furnished him with the most excellent gifts,
so that nothing was wanting to his full and perfect enjoyment.
His understanding was fully enlightened; his will was most free
and holy; he had the power of doing good, or evil; and had the
law which directed him what to do, and what to avoid; for the
Lord said, “You shall not eat of the tree of the knowledge of good
and evil.” (Gen. 2:17) God demanded simple obedience and
faith, that Adam might depend wholly upon him, and that not
constrainedly, as if he were compelled thereto by some necessity; but freely and cheerfully. “God made man from the beginning, and left him in the hand of his counsel, saying, If you will,
you shall keep the commandment, and perform acceptable
faithfulness.” (Eccl. 15:14) When the serpent, therefore, tempted
man, and persuaded him to taste of the forbidden tree, he was
not ignorant that the counsel and device of the serpent was contrary to the command of God; for the Lord had said, “You shall
not eat of it, neither shall you touch it, lest you die.” (Gen. 3:3) It
was, therefore, in the hand of his counsel to eat, or not to eat.
God declared his law, expressly enjoining upon him not to eat,
and endeavored to restrain him from eating by foretelling the
penalty—”Lest you die.” Nor did Satan use any compulsive measures, (which it was not possible for him to do) but probably
advised, and urged man on, until he at length overcame him by
his entreaties; for when the will of the woman inclined to the
word of the devil, her mind receded from the word of God, and
in rejecting his law, she committed an evil deed. Afterwards she
inclined her husband, and drew him along with her, who, by
consenting, became a {58} partaker of her sin. The Scriptures
teach this, where it is said, “And when the woman saw that the
tree was good for food, and that it was pleasant to the eyes, and a
tree to be desired to make one wise, she took of the fruit thereof
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and did eat, and gave also unto her husband with her, and he did
eat.” (Gen. 3:6)
Here we have the beginning of evil, the devil; and that which
moved the will of man, viz.: the false praise and commendation
of the devil, and therefore, a manifest lie; and the pleasant and
attractive appearance of the tree. Hence, Adam and Eve did, of
their own choice and free will, what they did, being deceived by
the hope of obtaining greater and more excellent wisdom,
which the seducer had falsely and deceptively promised.
We conclude, therefore, that sin had its origin, not in God, who
forbids what is evil, but in the devil, and the free choice of man,
which was corrupted through the falsehood of Satan. Hence, the
devil, and the perverted will of man following him, are to be
regarded as the true cause of sin. This evil now flows over from
our first parents, into all their posterity, so that sin does not take
its rise from any other source, than from ourselves, from our
perverted judgment and depraved will, together with the suggestion of the devil. For an evil root, or principle, such as the fall of
our first parents, brings forth of itself, a corrupt and rotten
branch, corresponding with its own nature, which Satan now
also by his fraud and lies, cultivates just as plants; but it is all in
vain that he should so labor, if we do not offer ourselves to him
to be molded according to his will. That is called original sin
which flows from the original fountain, viz.: from our first parents, into all their posterity, by propagation, or generation. We
bring this sin with us in our nature out of our mother’s womb,
when we are born into the world. “I was born in iniquity, and in
sin did my mother conceive me.” (Ps. 51:7) And Christ thus
speaks of the devil: “He was a murderer from the beginning, and
abode not in the truth, because there is no truth in him. When
he speaks a lie, he speaks of his own; for he is a liar, and the
father of it.” (John 8:44)
Objection 1: Satan was created by God; therefore, his malice
must also be from him. Answer: We deny the antecedent. The
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devil was made Satan or an adversary, not by God, for he created
him a good angel; but by voluntary apostasy. Hence, it is said
that he abode not in the truth, from which we may infer that he
must have stood in the truth, prior to his fall.
Objection 2: God created Adam; and, therefore, the sin of Adam.
Answer: There is here a fallacy of accident, in attributing to God
the creation of an accidental and accessory evil, in the place of
that which is good. Sin is not natural; but it is a corruption of the
nature of man, which God created good; for God made man
good; but man, by the instigation of the devil, deprived himself
of the gifts which he had received from God, and corrupted himself.
Objection 3: But the will and power which Adam possessed, was
from God. Therefore, sin, which is committed by this will, must
also be from God. Answer: There is here, again, a fallacy of accident, for the will of Adam was not the cause of sin, in as far as it
was from God; but in as far as it of its own accord inclined to the
word of the devil. God did not give to man the will and power of
doing evil, for He strictly forbade and denounced it in his law.
But Adam abused and perverted the will and power which he
had received from God, in as much as he did not devote them to
the {54} purposes for which they were given. The prodigal son
received money from his father, not that he should waste it in
riotous living, but that he might have as much as would be sufficient for his necessity. Wherefore, when he wickedly squandered that which he had received from his father, and was
reduced to starvation, it was not the fault of the father from
whom he had received it, but it resulted from the abuse of what
he had received.
Objection 4: God made man fallible; nor did he establish him in
the goodness in which he created him. Therefore, it was according to his will that man sinned. Answer: The Scriptures rebuke
and put to silence this frowardness of men wickedly curious,
saying, “Who are you that replies against God.” “Woe unto him
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that strives with his Maker.” (Rom. 9:20; Ish. 45:9) Unless man
had been created fallible, there would have been no praise
attaching itself to his work, or virtue; for he would have been
good from necessity. And what if it had been proper that man
should have been thus created? The very nature of God required
it to be thus. God does not give his glory to any creature. Adam
was a man, and not God. And as God is good, so is he also just.
He does good to men, but he wills that they be obedient and
grateful to him. He bestowed innumerable benefits upon man;
therefore, it was necessary for him to be thankful, obedient, and
subject to God, who has declared, in his law, what would be
pleasing to him, and what would not, saying, “Of the tree of
knowledge of good and evil, you shall not eat, lest you die.”
(Gen. 2:17) As if he would say, you shall have respect to me,
adhere to me, serve and obey me; you shall not ask and seek
rules of good and evil from any one else than from me; you shall
thus show yourself obedient to me.
To this, it is objected: God foreknew the fall of man, which he
might have prevented, if he had not willed it; but he did not prevent it. Therefore, Adam sinned by the will and fault of God.
Answer: An answer has already been returned to this objection;
yet we may remark, in addition to what we have said, that it does
not necessarily follow from the foreknowledge of God, that man
was compelled to fall. A certain wise father did, from some particular signs, foresee that his degenerate son, at some subsequent time, would be thrust through with a sword; nor does his
fore knowledge deceive him; for he is slain for fornication. But
no one believes that he is thus slain because the father foresaw
that he would come to a miserable end; but because he is a fornicator. Ambrose thus speaks of the murder of Cain: “God certainly foreknew to what his rage would lead him when excited
and exasperated; yet he was not on this account urged to the
deed which he perpetrated by the exercise of his own will, as by
a necessity, to sin; because, in his foreknowledge, God cannot be
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deceived.” And Augustine says: “God is a just revenger of those
things of which he is not the wicked perpetrator.”
5. WHAT ARE THE EFFECTS OF SIN?
Having defined and considered what sin is, and whence it proceeds, we are now prepared to investigate the effects which necessarily follow the transgression of the divine law; a knowledge
of which is of great importance to a proper understanding of the
magnitude of the evil of sin. These effects are temporal and eternal punishments; and because God often punishes sins with
sins, subsequent transgressions may be said to be the effects
{55} of preceding sins. (Rom. 1:24; 2 Thess. 2:11; Matt. 13:12)
That this may be the better understood, the following explanations are especially necessary.
1. Original sin, or the depravity of the entire nature of man, or
the destruction of the image of God in man, in the sense in
which we have explained it, is the effect of the fall of our first
parents in Paradise. (Rom. 5:19)
2. All actual sins are the effects of original sin. “It is no more I
that do it, but sin that dwells in me.” (Rom. 7:17)
3. All subsequent actual sins are the effects of preceding ones,
and an increase of them; since, according to the just judgment of
God, men often run from one sin into another, as Paul teaches
concerning the Gentiles, in the first chapter of his Epistle to the
Romans.
4. The sins of other men are also frequently the effects of actual
sins, inasmuch as many persons are made worse through the
reproach and bad examples of others, and are thus enticed and
urged on to sin, as it is said: “Evil communications corrupt good
manners.” (1 Cor. 15:33)
5. An evil conscience, and a fear of the judgment of God, invariably and constantly follow the commission of sin. (Rom. 2:15;
Ish. 57:21)
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6. All the various calamities of this life, together with temporal
death itself, are the effects of sin: because it is on account of sin
that God has inflicted all these things upon the human race,
according to the declaration: “In the day that you eat thereof,
you shall surely die.” (Gen. 2:17)
7. Eternal death is the last and most extreme consequence of
sin, in all those who have not been delivered therefrom by the
death and merit of Christ: “Cursed be he that confirms not all
the words of this law to do them.” “And many of them that sleep
in the dust of the earth, shall awake to shame and everlasting
contempt.” “Depart from me, you cursed, into everlasting fire.”
(Deut. 27:26; Dan. 12:2; Matt. 25:41)
All sins, therefore, whatever may be their character, deserve, in
their own nature, eternal death, which is most plainly affirmed
in these and similar passages of God’s word. “Cursed be he that
confirms,” etc. “Whosoever shall offend in one point, he is guilty
of all.” “You shall by no means come out thence, till you have
paid the uttermost farthing.” (Deut. 27:26; James 2:10; Matt.
5:26)
Yet all sins are not equal. They differ according to certain
degrees, even in the judgment of God; as it is said: “All sins shall
be forgiven unto the sons of men, and blasphemies; but he that
shall blaspheme against the Holy Spirit has never forgiveness.”
“He that delivered me unto you has the greater sin.” Mark 3:28,
29; John 19:11)
So there will also be degrees in the punishments of hell: for the
punishments of the lost will be in proportion to the sins which
they have committed; although, as it respects the duration of
these punishments, all will be eternal. “That servant which
knew his Lord’s will, and did not according to his will, shall be
beaten with many stripes.” “It shall be more tolerable for Tyre
and Sidon at the day of judgment, than for you.” (Luke 12:47;
Matt. 11:22) {56}
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QUESTION 8.
8. But are we so depraved, that we are wholly unapt to any
good and prone to all evil?
A. Yes; unless we are born again by the Spirit of God.
EXPOSITION:
The question of the freedom of the will, or the power of the
human will to obey God, and to do that which is good, is intimately connected with the subject of the misery of man, and
claims our attention next in order. It is also necessary to know
what ability man possessed before the fall, and what he has
since, that, having a correct knowledge of the effects of the first
sin, we may be the more excited to humility, and to an earnest
desire for divine grace and guidance; and also to true gratitude to
God. For this doctrine of the liberty of the will, brings us to a
consideration, not of the ability and excellence of man, but of
his weakness and misery.
OF FREE WILL
The principal question and object, in this discussion, is: Whether
man can now, in the same way in which he separated himself from
God, also return to him by his own strength—accept of the grace
that is offered him by God, and recover for himself the position
which has been lost by sin? And also, whether the will of man be
the chief cause why some are converted, while others continue in
sin; and why, both among the converted and the unconverted,
some are better than others? In a word, whether the will of man be
the cause why men do good or evil, whether in this, or in that
manner?
The Pelagians, and others of a similar character, reply to this
question, That so much grace is given by God, and left by nature,
to all men, that they can of themselves return to God, and obey
him: neither are we to seek for any other cause than the will of
man, as the reason why some receive and retain, while others
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reject and disregard, divine aid in forsaking sin, and do, after this
or that manner, resolve upon and execute their own counsels
and deeds.
The Holy Scriptures, however, teach a wholly different doctrine,
which, as we understand it, is, that no work acceptable and
pleasing to God can be undertaken, and performed by any one,
without regeneration and the special grace of the Holy Spirit;
neither can there be any more or less good in the counsels and
actions of any man, than God of his own free grace chooses to
produce in them; nor can the will of any creature be inclined in
any other direction than that which seems good to the eternal
and gracious counsel of God. And yet all the actions of the created will, both good and bad, are performed freely. That this
may be the better understood, let us inquire:
1. What is freedom of will, or free power of choice?
2. What is the distinction which exists between the liberty which is in
God, and that which is in his rational creatures, angels and men?
3. Is there any freedom of the human will?
4. What kind of freedom of will is there in man; or how many degrees of
free-will are there in man, according to his fourfold state? {57}

1. WHAT IS THE FREEDOM OF THE WILL,
OR FREE POWER OF CHOICE?
The term freedom, or liberty, sometimes signifies a relation,
power or right, be it the ordering or disposing of a person or
thing, made by the will of a certain person, or by nature, for the
purpose of acting with one’s own choice, or from fear according
to just laws, or the order which is in harmony with the nature of
man; for the purpose of enjoying those benefits which are fit
and proper for us, without any prohibition and restraint; and for
the purpose of being relieved from enduring the wants and burdens which are not peculiar to our nature. This may be termed a
freedom from bondage and misery, and is opposed to slavery. So
God is most free, because he is bound to no one: so the Jews and
Romans were free, not being bound by foreign governments and
burdens: so a state, or city is free from tyranny and servitude,
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while in the enjoyment of civil liberty: so we, being justified by
faith, are through Christ freed from the wrath of God, the curse
of the law, and the ceremonies instituted by Moses. But this signification of liberty does not properly belong to this discussion
of the freedom of the will; because it is evident, and admitted by
all, that we are the servants of God, and that the law binds us
either to obedience, or punishment. There are also many things
which our will chooses freely, which it nevertheless has not the
power or ability to perform.
Secondly, freedom is opposed to constraint, and is a quality of
the will, or a natural power of an intelligent creature, concurring
with the will; that is, it is the power of choosing or refusing, of its
own accord, and without any constraint, an object presented by
the understanding, the nature of the will remaining the same,
and being free to choose this or that, or to defer any action it
may see fit, just as a man may be willing to walk, or not to walk.
This is to act upon mature deliberation, which is the method of
acting peculiar to the will.
This freedom of will belongs to God, angels, and men; and,
when considered in relation to them, is called free power of
choice. For that is said to be free which is endowed with this
power, or liberty of willing or not willing, while the power of
choice is the will itself, as it follows or rejects the judgment of the
mind in the choice which it makes; for it comprehends both faculties of the mind, viz.: the judgment and the will.
Free power of choice is therefore the faculty or power of willing or
not willing, of choosing or rejecting an object presented by the
understanding, of its own accord, and without any constraint.
This faculty is called the power of choice in respect to the mind,
which presents objects to the will, to be chosen or rejected; and
it is called free in respect to the will following voluntarily and of
its own accord, without any constraint, the judgment of the
mind. That is called free which is voluntary, and which is
opposed to what is involuntary and constrained, but not to that
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which is necessary; for that which is voluntary may agree and
harmonize with what is necessary, but not with what is involuntary, as God and the holy angels are necessarily good, but not
involuntarily or constrainedly; but most freely, because they have
the beginning and cause of their goodness, which is free will, in
themselves. That is said to be constrained which has only an
external beginning and cause of its own activity, and not, at the
same time, one that is also internal, by which it may move itself
to act in this or in that manner. {58} There is, therefore, such a
difference between what is necessary and constrained, as that
which exists between what is general and particular. Whatever is
constrained is necessary, but not every thing that is necessary is
constrained. Hence there is what is called a double necessity—a
necessity of immutability and of constraint. The former may
exist with what is voluntary, but the latter cannot.
The same distinction also exists between what is free and contingent. Every thing that is free is contingent, but not the opposite.
Therefore that which is free is a species of what is contingent, as
is also that which is fortuitous and casual.
2. WHAT IS THE DISTINCTION WHICH EXISTS BETWEEN
THE LIBERTY WHICH IS IN GOD AND HIS CREATURES,
ANGELS AND MEN?
There are two things common to God and rational creatures as it
respects the liberty of the will. The one is, that God and intelligent creatures act upon deliberation and counsel, that is, they
choose or reject objects by the exercise of the understanding
and will. The other is, that they choose or reject objects by their
own proper and inward activity, without any constraint, which is
the same thing as to say that the will being in its own nature
capacitated to will the opposite of that which it does will, or to
defer acting, inclines of its own accord to that course which it
prefers. (Ps. 104:24; 115:3; Gen. 8:6; Ish. 1:19, 20; Matt. 23:37)
There are three differences between the liberty which belongs to
God and that which belongs to his creatures.
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The first relates to the understanding. God sees and understands
of himself all things in the most perfect manner, from all eternity, without the least ignorance or error of judgment. Creatures,
on the other hand, know nothing of themselves, neither do they
know all things, nor the same things at all times; but only so
much of God, together with his works and will, as he is pleased,
at particular times, to reveal unto them. Hence they are ignorant
of many things, and often err. The following passages of Scripture confirm this distinction which we have made in regard to
the understanding: “Of that day and hour knows no man, no not
the angels of heaven; but my Father only.” “He gives wisdom
unto the wise, and knowledge to them, that know understanding.” “Who has directed the Spirit of the Lord?” “Neither is there
any creature that is not manifest in his sight.” “He enlightens
every man that cometh into the world.” (Matt. 24:36; Dan. 2:21;
Ish. 40:13; Heb. 4. 13; John 1:9)
The second distinction holds in the will. The will of God is neither governed by, nor dependent upon, any thing beyond or out
of itself. The wills of angels and men are indeed the causes of
their own actions; yet they are notwithstanding influenced and
controlled by the secret counsel and providence of God, in the
choice or rejection of objects, whether immediately by God, or
through certain instrumentalities, be they good or evil, which
God sees fit to employ. It is consequently impossible for them to
do any thing contrary to the eternal and immutable counsel of
God. Hence the term autexousion (which means to be absolutely his own, at his own will, and in his own power), by which
the Greek Theologians express {59} free power of choice,
belongs more properly to God, who is perfectly and absolutely
at his own control, not being bound to any one; while the term
ekousion (which means voluntary or free) is more correctly used
in relation to creatures, and is thus applied in the following passages of Scripture: (Phil. 5:14; Heb. 10:26; 1 Pet. 5:2) The various
arguments and testimonies from the word of God, by which this
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distinction is established, will be presented at large when we
come to the consideration of the doctrine of the providence of
God.
That God, however, is indeed the first cause of his counsels,
these and similar declarations of his word plainly affirm: “He
has done whatsoever he has pleased.” “Who doeth according to
his own will in the army of heaven, and among the inhabitants
of the earth.” (Ps. 115:3; Dan. 4:35) That the will and counsels of
creatures depend upon the permission and will of God, may be
proven by the following and similar passages of holy writ: “The
Lord shall send his angel before you,” etc. “Go and gather the
children of Israel together,” etc. “Him being delivered by the
determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God, you have taken,
and by wicked hands have crucified and slain.” “But God has fulfilled those things,” etc. “Herod and Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles and the people of Israel, were gathered together, for to do
whatsoever your hand and your counsel determined before to
be done.” “I know, O Lord, that the way of man is not in himself;
it is not in man that walks to direct his steps.” “The king’s heart
is in the hand of the Lord.” (Gen. 24:7; Ex. 3:16; Acts 2:23; 3:17;
4:27; Jer. 10:23; Prov. 2l:1) The will, therefore, of angels and men,
and all other second causes, are in like manner governed by
God, as they are from him, as their first and chief cause. But the
will of God is ruled by none of his creatures, because as he has
no efficient cause out of himself, so he has no moving or inclining cause; otherwise he would not be God, the first and great
cause of all his works, and creatures would be substituted in the
place of God. God does not constrain and force, but moves and
directs the will of his creatures; in other words, he effectually
inclines the will by presenting objects to the mind, to choose
that which the understanding at the time judges to be good, and
to reject what it conceives to be evil.
The third distinction holds in the understanding and will at the
same time. God, as he knows all things unchangeably, so he has
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also decreed them from everlasting, and wills unchangeably all
things which are done in as far as they are good, and permits
them in as far as they are sins. But as the notions and judgment
which creatures form of things are changeable, so their wills are
also changeable. They will that which before they would not,
and refuse to choose that which they formerly delighted in. And
still further, as all the counsels of God are most good, just and
wise, he never disapproves of them; neither does he correct or
change them, as men often do, when they perceive that they
have unwisely decided upon any thing. These declarations of
Scripture are here in point: “God is not a man, that he should He;
neither the Son of man, that he should repent.” “I am the Lord, I
change not.” “What if God, willing to show his wrath, and to
make his power known, endured with much,” etc. (Num. 23:19;
Mal. 3:6; Rom. 9:22) {60}
Objection 1: He who cannot change his counsel has no free will.
God cannot change his counsel. Therefore his will is not free.
Answer: We reply to the first proposition of this syllogism by
making a distinction: it is not he who cannot change his purpose
that has no liberty of will, but he who cannot change his counsel, being hindered by some external cause, although he might
wish to change it. But God does not change his counsel, neither
can he change it; not, however, on account of any hindrance
arising from some external cause, nor on account of any imperfection of nature or ability, but because he does not will, neither
can he will a change of his counsel, on account of the immutable rectitude of his will, in which no error nor any cause of
change can possibly exist.
Objection 2. That which is governed and ruled by the unchangeable will of God does not act freely. The will of angels and men
acts freely. Therefore it is not ruled, nor bound in the choice
which it makes, by the unchangeable will of God. Answer: It is
necessary here again, in answering the above objection, to make
the following distinction with reference to the major proposi-

Lord’s Day 3

133

tion: He who is so ruled and controlled by the will of God as to
act without any deliberation and choice of his own, does not act
freely; but it is not in this way that God influences the will of
angels and men. he presents objects to the understanding, and
through these effectually moves and inclines the will, so that
although they choose that which God wills, they nevertheless do
it from their own deliberation and choice, and therefore act
freely. Hence creatures may be said to act freely, not when they
disregard every form of government and restraint, but when
they act with deliberation, and when the will chooses or rejects
objects by its own free exercise, even though it may be excited
and controlled by some one else.
Objection 3: If the will, when God changes it, and directed it
upon other objects, cannot resist, it is wholly passive. But this
involves us in error. Therefore the will cannot be thus influenced
and controlled. Answer: The conclusion here drawn is incorrect, in as much as there is not a sufficiently full and distinct
enumeration in the major proposition of those exercises and
actions of which the will is capable; for it may not only resist the
influence which God brings to bear upon it, but it has the ability
also, by its own proper determination, to obey God, and to
assent to the suggestions and influences of his spirit. In doing
this, however, it is not only passive, but also active, and performs
its own actions, although the power of assenting and obeying is
not from itself, but from the grace of the Holy Spirit.
Objection 4: That which resists the will of God is not governed
by it. The will of man opposes and resists God in many things.
Therefore it is not governed by him. Answer: There are here
four terms. The major proposition is true, if it be understood as
including both the secret and revealed will of God; the minor,
however, merely expresses the will of God as expressed or
revealed, for the secret decrees of God’s will are always ratified
and performed in all, even in those who most violently resist the
commandments of God.
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Objection 5: If all the determinations, including even those of
the wicked, are excited and ruled by the will of God, and if many
of these are sinful, then God seems to be the author of sin.
Answer: There is here a fallacy of {61} accident in the minor
proposition, for the determinations of the wicked are sins, not in
as far as they are ordained and proceed from the will of God (for
so far they are good, and agree with the divine law), but in as far
as they are from devils and men, who in acting either do not
know the will of God, or do not perform it with the design that
they may thus obey and glorify God.
3. IS THERE ANY FREEDOM OF THE HUMAN WILL?
That there is in man a certain freedom of will, is proven: 1. From
the fact that man was created in the image of God, of which free
will constituted a part: “Let us make man in our image, after our
likeness.” “God made man in the beginning, and left him in the
hand of his counsel.” (Gen. 1:26; Eccl. 15:14) 2. From the definition of the freedom which belongs to man; for man acts upon
deliberation, freely knowing, and desiring or rejecting this or
that object. If this definition, now, correspond with the nature of
man, the thing which is expressed and defined by it must also
belong to him.
Objection 1: If man be in the possession of freedom of will, the
doctrine of original sin is overthrown; for it is a contradiction to
say that man is not able to obey God, and to affirm, at the same
time, that he has liberty of will. Answer: There is no real opposition in what is here affirmed, because since the fall man has liberty of will only in part, and not such as he had before the fall,
nor to the same degree.
Objection 2: He who has not a will to choose in like manner the
good and the evil, does not possess free-will. But man, since the
fall, has not a will to choose equally the good and the evil.
Therefore he does not possess freedom of will. Answer: We
reject the major proposition, because it contains an incorrect
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definition of liberty; for, according to it, God himself does not
possess any liberty of will.
Objection 3: That which is dependent upon another is not free.
Our will is dependent upon another. Therefore it is not free.
Answer: We reply to the major proposition, by making the following distinction: That which is dependent upon and ruled by
another, and not by itself also, is not free. The will of man, however, is ruled not only by another, but also by itself; for God
influences men in such a manner, that they are not constrained
and carried along involuntarily, but most freely; so that it may be
said that they move themselves. The being or will which is
moved only by itself, belongs to God alone, of whom infinite liberty may more correctly be predicated, than of creatures. In the
mean while, however, it may be sufficient, as far as it respects
the liberty which belongs to man, to affirm, that whatever he
wills, he wills freely, and by his own proper determination.
Objection 4: That which is enslaved is not free. Our power of
choice is enslaved since the fail. Therefore it is not free. Answer:
The whole argument is conceded, if by free we understand that
which has the power of choosing that which is good and pleasing to God: for thus far the will is held in bondage, and can only
will and choose that which is evil. “I am carnal, sold under sin,”
etc. (Rom. 7:14) But if by free we understand voluntary, or deliberative, then the major proposition is false; for it is not the subjection, but the constraint of the will, that takes away its liberty.
{62}
4. WHAT KIND OF LIBERTY OF WILL HAS MAN;
OR HOW MANY DEGREES OF FREE-WILL ARE THERE,
ACCORDING TO MAN’S FOUR-FOLD STATE?
It is still further to be inquired, in the discussion of this subject,
(and this is also necessary, in order that we may arrive at a
proper knowledge of ourselves) What, and how great, was the
liberty of will which man possessed before the fall? Whether
there be any, or none at all, since the fall? And if any, what is it?
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Whether it be restored in us; in what manner, and how far?
Wherefore it is evident that the degrees of free-will may be considered, and distinguished most correctly, according to the fourfold state of man, viz.: as not yet fallen into sin—as fallen—as
regenerated—and as glorified; that is, what kind, and how great,
was the freedom of the human will before the fall? What is this
freedom since the fall, and before regeneration? What is it in
those who are regenerated? And what will it be in the life to
come, in a state of glorification?
The first degree of liberty is that which belonged to man before
the fall. This consisted in a mind enlightened with the perfect
knowledge of God, and a will yielding entire obedience to God
by its own voluntary act and inclination; and yet not so confirmed in this knowledge and obedience, but that it might fall by
its own free exercise, if the appearance of any good were presented for the purpose of deceiving, and effecting a fall;—that is,
the will of man was free to choose good and evil, or it might
freely choose the good, but in such a manner that it might also
choose the evil: it might continue to stand in the good, being
preserved by God, and it might also incline and fall over to the
evil, if forsaken of God. The former is confirmed by a consideration of the perfection of the image of God in which man was
created. The latter is evident from the event itself, and from the
following testimonies of Scripture: “God made man upright, but
they have sought out many inventions.” “God has concluded
them all in unbelief, that he might have mercy upon all.” (Eccl.
7:29; Rom. 11:32) In the last passage just quoted, Paul testifies
that God, with profound wisdom, did not place the first man
beyond the reach of a fall; nor did he give him such a measure of
grace, that he might not be seduced by the temptation of the
devil, and be persuaded to sin; but He permitted him to be
seduced, and to fall into sin and death, that all those who would
be saved from this general ruin might be saved by his mercy
alone. It is also proven by this plain argument: that if nothing
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can be done without the eternal and most wise counsel of God,
then surely the fall of our first parents, least of all, could be
excluded therefrom, inasmuch as God had fully determined,
from the very beginning, what he would have done, as regards
the human race—the most important part of the work of creation. Those things which the wisdom of man is accustomed to
bring forward against what has here been advanced, may be
found in Ursinus vol. I. p. 242, etc.
The second degree of free power of choice is that which belongs
to man as a fallen being, born of corrupt parents, and unregenerated. In this state the will does indeed act freely, but it is disposed and inclined only to that which is evil, and can do nothing
but sin. And the reason is, because the fall was followed by a privation of the knowledge of God, and of all inclinations to obedience; and because this has been succeeded by an ignorance of,
and an aversion to God, from which man cannot be delivered
{63} unless he be regenerated by the Holy Spirit. In short, there
is in man, since the fall, in his unregenerate state, a proneness to
choose only that which is evil. In view of this ignorance and corruption of human nature since the fall, it is said: “Every thought
of man’s heart is evil continually.” “Can the Ethiopian change his
skin, and the leopard his spots,” etc. “Every man from his youth
is given to evil, and their stony hearts cannot become flesh.”
“We were dead in trespasses and in sins; and were by nature the
children of wrath.” “A corrupt tree cannot bring forth good
fruit.” “We are not sufficient of ourselves to think anything as of
ourselves.” (Gen. 6:5; Jer. 13:23; Syr. 17:13; Eph. 2:1, 3; Matt.
7:18; 2 Cor. 3:6) With these explicit testimonies, gathered from
the word of God, every man’s experience fully harmonizes: as
may also be said to be true of the sense of conscience, which
declares that we have no liberty and inclination of will to do that
which is good; but in the place of this, a great proneness to do
that which is evil, so long as we are not regenerated; as it is said:
“Turn me, and I shall be turned.” (Jer. 31:18) It is, therefore,
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clearly evident that the love of God is in no one by nature; and
hence no one, in this state, has a propensity or inclination to
serve God.
Objection 1: There is nothing easier (said Erasmus to Luther) than
to restrain the hand from theft. And still further: Socrates, Aristides, and many others, performed many excellent things, and
were adorned with many virtues; therefore there was in them,
before regeneration, a power of choice that was free to do that
which was good. Answer: This is an imperfect definition of free
power of choice, and of what constitutes a good work; or of liberty to do that which is good, which is the power of rendering
such obedience as is acceptable to God. This the unregenerate
have not. And although they may refrain from theft, as far as the
external act is concerned, yet they are guilty of it as it respects
the desires and tendencies of the heart. And not only so, but this
external propriety itself, of which so much account is made, is to
be attributed to God, who by his providence controls the hearts
even of the wicked, and restrains them from those outbreaks of
sin to which they are naturally inclined. Yet it would be wrong to
conclude from this that it is easy for them to commence that
true internal obedience which is pleasing to God. Such obedience can only be rendered by those who have been regenerated
by the Holy Spirit.
Objection 2: The works which are prescribed and enjoined by
the law are good. The heathen perform many of these works.
Therefore, their works are good, although they have not been
regenerated; and, as a matter of consequence, they must possess
liberty to choose the good. Answer: We reply to this objection
by making the following distinction: the works prescribed and
enjoined by the law are good, considered in themselves; but
they become evil, by an accident, when they are done by those
who are not regenerated; because they are not done in the manner, nor with the design which God requires.
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Objection 3: What God desires us to do, we have the power of
doing. God desires us to do that which contributes to our wellbeing. Therefore, we have the ability, of ourselves, to do that
which is good, and consequently do not need the grace and
influence of the Holy Spirit. Answer: There is in this syllogism,
an incorrect chain of reasoning, arising from the ambiguity
{64} of the word desire. In the major, it is used in its ordinary
and proper sense. But in the minor, it is used improperly; for
God is here said to desire, through a figure of speech, by which
he is represented as being affected after the manner of men.
Hence, there is a different kind of affirmation in the major from
what there is in the minor. God desires in two respects. First, in
respect to his commandments and invitations. Secondly, in
respect to the love which he cherishes towards his creatures,
and the torments of those that perish, but not in respect to the
execution of his justice. Reply. He who invites others to do that
which is good, and rejoice in their well-doing, declares that it is
in their power to do this, and not in the power of him who
invites. But God invites us to do that which is good, and approves
of our conduct when we thus act. Therefore, it is in our power to
do the good. Answer: We deny the minor proposition; because it
is not sufficient for God to invite. It is also necessary that our
wills consent to do the good, which they will not do unless God
incline them.
Objection 4: If we can do nothing but sin before our regeneration, God seems to punish us unjustly. Answer: He who sins of
necessity is punished unjustly, unless he has brought this necessity of sinning upon himself. We are, therefore, justly punished,
because we have brought this necessity of sinning upon ourselves, in our first parents, and follow their example by doing the
same things. Other objections, which are ordinarily brought forward by the advocates of free-will, may be seen in Ursinus vol. I.
page 245.
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The third degree of free power of choice is that which belongs to
a man as regenerated, but not as yet perfected and glorified. In
this state the will uses its liberty, not only for doing that which is
evil, as is true of man before his regeneration, but here the will
does both the good and the evil in part. It does that which is
good, because the Holy Spirit, by his special grace, has renovated
the nature of man through the Word of God—has kindled new
light and knowledge in the understanding, and has awakened in
the heart and will such new desires and inclinations, as are in
harmony with the divine law; and because the holy Spirit effectually inclines the will to do those things which are in accordance with this knowledge, and with these desires and
inclinations. It is in this way that the will recovers both the
power of willing that which is acceptable to God, and the use of
this power, so that it commences to obey God according to these
declarations of his word: “The Lord your God will circumcise
your heart.” “A new heart also will I give you, and a new spirit
will I put within you; and I will take away the stony heart out of
your flesh, and I will give you a heart of flesh.” “Where the Spirit
of the Lord is, there is liberty.” “Whosoever is born of God doth
not commit sin.” (Deut. 30:6; Ex. 36:26; 2 Cor. 3:17; 1 John 3:9)
The reasons, on account of which the will in this third degree
chooses and does in part both the good and the evil, are the following: 1. Because the mind and will of those who are regenerated, are not fully and perfectly renewed in this life. There are
many remains of depravity which cleave to the best of men, as
long as they continue in the flesh, so that the works which they
perform are imperfect, and defiled with sin. “I know that in me,
(that is, in my flesh) dwells no good thing.” (Rom. 7:18) 2.
Because those who are regenerated are not always governed by
the Holy Spirit; but are sometimes forsaken of God for a season,
that he may thus either try, or {65} humble them. Yet although
they are thus left to themselves for a time, they do not finally
perish, for God, in his own time and way, calls them to repentance. “Take not your Holy Spirit from me.” “O Lord, why have
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you made us to err from your ways, and hardened our heart
from your fear. Return, for your servant’s sake.” (Ps. 51:13; Ish.
63:17) In short, after regeneration is begun in man, there is a
proneness to choose partly the good, and partly the evil. There
is a proneness to the good, because the mind and will being illuminated and changed, begin, in some measure, to be turned to
the good, and to commence new obedience. There is a proneness to the evil, because the saints are only imperfectly renewed
in this life—retain many infirmities and evil desires, on account
of original sin, which still cleaves to them. Hence the good
works which they perform are not perfectly good. Those things
which the Anabaptists, and others of a similar character, are
accustomed to bring forward against what is here said of the
imperfection of the holiness and good works of the righteous,
may be seen on the 256th page of the same volume of Ursinus to
which we have before referred, and also in the exposition of the
114th Question of the Catechism.
The fourth degree of free power of choice, is that which belongs
to man after this life, in a state of glorification; or as perfectly
regenerated. In this state, the will of man will be free to choose
only the good, and not the evil. This will be the highest degree,
or the perfect liberty of the human will, when we shall obey God
fully and forever. In this state we shall not only not sin, but we
will abhor it above every thing else; yea, we shall then no longer
be able to sin. In proof of this we may adduce the following reasons:
First, the perfect knowledge of God will then shine in the mind,
while there will be the strongest and most ardent desire of the
will and heart to obey God; so that there will be no room left for
ignorance or doubt, or the least contempt of God. Secondly, in
the life to come, the saints will never be forsaken, but will be
constantly and forever ruled by the Holy Spirit, so that it will not
be possible for them to deviate in the smallest respect from that
which is right. Hence it is said: “They are as the angels of God in
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heaven.” “We shall be like him.” (Matt. 22:30; 1 John 3:3) The
good angels are inclined only to that which is good, because
they are good; just as the bad angels, on the other hand, are
inclined only to that which is evil, because they are evil. But we
shall be like the good angels. Our condition will, therefore, be
one of far greater excellence than that of Adam before the fall.
Adam was, indeed, perfectly conformed to God; but he had the
power to will both the good and the evil; and therefore, with all
his gifts, he had a certain infirmity, viz.: the possibility to fall
from God, and to lose his gifts. He was changeably good. But we
shall not be able to will any thing but the good. Just as the
wicked are inclined and led to do evil only, because they are
wicked; so we shall be inclined to that which is good, and love
and choose it alone, because we shall be unchangeably good.
We shall then be so fully established in righteousness and conformity to God, that it will not be possible for us to fall from him;
yea, it will then be impossible for us to will any thing that is evil,
because we shall be preserved by divine grace in that state of
perfect liberty in which the will will choose the good only.
From these things which we have now said in relation to human
freedom, it is manifestly a foul slander to say that we take away
the liberty of {66} the will. And although those who are
renewed and glorified will not be able to will any thing but the
good, after their glorification; yet their power of choice will then
be free to a much greater extent than it now is; for God, also,
cannot will any thing but the good, and yet he possesses perfect
freedom of will. So on the other hand, we do not take away the
power of choice from the ungodly, or such as are unregenerated,
when we affirm that they are not able to will any thing but that
which is evil; for they will and choose the evil freely—yea, most
freely. Their will is inclined and carried with the greatest impetuosity, to evil only; because they continually retain in their
hearts, hatred to God. Hence, all the works which they perform
of an external moral character, are evil in the sight of God, as we
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have already shown in our remarks upon the doctrine of sin. So
much concerning the free power of choice which belongs to
man.
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LORD’S DAY 4
QUESTION 9.
9. Does not God, then, do injustice to man, by requiring of
him in His law that which he cannot perform?
A. No, for God so made man, that he could perform it; but
man, through the instigation of the devil, by willful
disobedience deprived himself and all his posterity of
this power.
EXPOSITION:
There is here in this portion of the Catechism, an objection on
the part of human reason against what is said in the preceding
question: If man is so corrupt that he cannot do any thing that is
good before his regeneration, then God seems unjustly and in
vain to require from him, in his law, perfect obedience. The
objection may be more fully stated thus: He who requires or
commands that which is impossible, is unjust. God requires of
man in his law perfect obedience, which it is impossible for him
to perform. Therefore, God seems to be unjust. To this objection
we reply as follows: He who requires what is impossible is
unjust, unless he first gave the ability to perform what he
requires; secondly, unless man covet, and has of his own accord
brought this inability upon himself; and, lastly, unless the
requirement, which it is not possible for man to comply with, be
of such a nature as is calculated to lead him to acknowledge, and
deplore his inability. But God, by creating man in his own image,
gave him the ability to render that obedience which he justly
requires from him in his law. Wherefore if man, by his own fault
and free will, cast away this ability with which he was endowed,
and brought himself into a state in which he can no longer render full obedience to the divine law, God has not for this reason
lost his right to exact the obedience which man is in duty bound
to render him. God therefore justly punishes us, because we
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have cast away this good by transgressing his commandments,
and because he threatened punishment in case his law were violated.
Objection 1: But we did not bring this sin upon ourselves.
Answer: Our first parents, when they fell, lost this ability both
for themselves, and all their posterity; just as they also received
it for themselves and their posterity. {67} If a prince were to
give a nobleman a fee and he were to rebel against him, he
would lose it not only for himself, but for his posterity also; and
the prince would do no injustice to his children by not restoring
to them that which was lost by the rebellion of their father. And
if he does restore it, it is because of his goodness and mercy.
Objection 2: He that commands impossibilities, commands in
vain. God commands that which it is impossible for man to perform since the fall. Therefore he commands in vain. Answer: 1:
God does not command in vain, even though we do not perform
what he enjoins upon us, because his commandments have
other ends in view, both as it respects the righteous and the
wicked. The righteous are required to obey the commands of
God, 1. That they may acknowledge their own weakness and
inability. “By the law is the knowledge of sin.” 2. That they may
know what they were before the fall. 3. That they may know
what they ought most especially to ask of God, viz., the renewal
of their nature. 4. That they may understand what Christ has
done in our behalf—that he has made satisfaction for us, and
regenerates us. 5. That we may commence new obedience to
God, because the law teaches us how we ought to act towards
God, in view of the benefits of redemption; and what God, in
return, requires of us.
Obedience is required from the wicked, 1. That the justice of
God may be manifest in their condemnation: because if they
know what they ought to do, and yet do it not, they are justly
condemned. “That servant which knew his Lord’s will, and did
not according to it, shall be beaten with many stripes.” (Luke
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12:47) 2. That external propriety, and discipline may be preserved. 3. That those whom God designs to save may be converted. We reply, in the second place, to the major proposition of
this syllogism by making the following distinction: He who commands impossibilities, does indeed command in vain, unless he
at the same time gives the ability. But God, in commanding the
elect, gives them the power also to obey, and commences obedience in them by the gospel, and ultimately perfects it. Augustine
says: “Lord, give what you command, and command what you
wilt, and you shall not command in vain.” (The Gift of Perseverance, Chapter 10) This impossible demand is, therefore, the
greatest benefit; because it leads us to the attainment of the
power through which we may comply with what is required of
us.

QUESTION 10.
10. Will God allow such disobedience and apostasy to go
unpunished?
A. Certainly not, but He is terribly displeased with our
inborn as well as our actual sins, and will punish them in
just judgment in time and eternity, as he has declared:
“Cursed is everyone that continueth not in all things which
are written in the book of the law, to do them (Deut. 27:26).”
EXPOSITION:
In the exposition of this Question, we must consider the evil of
punishment, which is the other part of the misery of man. In
relation to this we are taught that God punishes sin most
severely, justly, and certainly. He punishes it most severely, that
is, with present and eternal punishment, on {68} account of its
enormity and greatness, because it is an offence against the infinite good. Most justly, because every sin, even the smallest
transgression, is a violation of the law of God; and, therefore,
according to the order of divine justice, deserves eternal punish-
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ment and banishment from God. Most certainly, because God is
true, and does not change the sentence which the law
denounces: “Cursed is he that continues not in all things written
in the book of the law to do them.” (Gal. 3:6)
Objection 1: But the wicked often prosper in this life, and do
many things with impunity. Therefore all sins are not punished.
Answer: They will at length he punished: yea they are even in
this life punished, 1. In the conscience, by whose stings the
wicked are tortured. 2. Also, in those things which they use with
the greatest eagerness and delight; and the less they know, and
acknowledge themselves to be punished, so much the heavier it
is. 3. They are also often afflicted with other grievous punishments. And yet their punishment will be still more dreadful in
the life to come, where it will be everlasting death.
Objection 2: God did not create evil, and death. Therefore he
will not punish sin so severely. Answer: He did not, indeed, create them in the beginning; yet when sin was committed he
inflicted death, in his just judgment, upon sinners, according to
the threatening: “You shall surely die!” (Gen. 2:17) Wherefore it
is likewise said: “Shall there be evil in a city, and the Lord has not
done it?” (Amos 3:6)
Objection 3: If God punish sin with present, and everlasting
punishment, he punishes the same offence twice, and is unjust.
But he is not unjust; neither does he punish the same offence
twice. Therefore he will not punish with present and everlasting
punishment. Answer: We deny the major proposition; for the
punishment which God inflicts upon the wicked in this, and in
the life to come, is but one punishment, although it consists of
several parts. Present punishment is but the beginning of everlasting punishment. Neither is it separate, or complete in itself,
because it is not sufficient to satisfy the justice of God.
Objection 4: Sins which are different in their character are not
punished with an equal punishment. Therefore all sins are not
punished with eternal punishment. Answer: There is more in
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the conclusion than in the premises. This is all that legitimately
follows; therefore all sins are not punished with equal punishment, which is true. But all sins, even the smallest, deserve eternal punishment, because all offend the infinite and eternal
good. Hence all sins are punished equally as to duration, but not
as to the degrees of punishment. Great sins will be punished
eternally, with severe punishment, while smaller ones will be
punished eternally, with lighter punishment.
Objection 5: But if God punish sin with eternal punishment,
then all of us must either perish, or else the justice of God is not
satisfied. Answer: It is true, indeed, that if God were to punish
sin in us, we would all necessarily perish forever. But he does not
punish sin in us with eternal punishment; and yet his justice
does not suffer on this account, because he has made a satisfaction for our sins in Christ, by inflicting upon him a punishment
equivalent to that which is eternal. It is in this way that the Gospel satisfies the demands of the law.
Objection 6: But if God has punished our sins in Christ, he ought
not, if he is just, to inflict further punishment upon us; so that
the afflictions {69} of the righteous in this life are unjust.
Answer: The afflictions of the righteous are not to be regarded
as a punishment or satisfaction for sin; but they are merely the
chastisement of a father, sent for the purpose of humbling them.
Hence it becomes necessary for us, after we shall have given an
exposition of the following question of the catechism, to speak
of afflictions.

QUESTION 11.
11. But is not God also merciful?
A. God is indeed merciful, but He is likewise just; wherefore
His justice requires that sin, which is committed against
the most high majesty of God, be also punished with
extreme, that is, with everlasting punishment both of
body and soul.
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EXPOSITION:
There is here an objection to what is taught in the preceding
question, which affirms, that God punishes every sin with eternal
punishment. The objection is this: It belongs to him, who is in
the highest degree merciful, not to be too rigorous in the
demands of his justice. God is in the highest degree merciful;
therefore he will not exact all that his extreme justice demands,
and so will not punish sin with eternal punishment. To the
major proposition we thus reply: It does indeed belong to him,
who is merciful, to be lenient in his demands, but not so as to
wrong his justice, if he be at the same time extremely just. But
God is exceedingly merciful in such a way, that he is also
exceedingly just. Hence he will exercise his mercy in such a
manner as not to do any violence to his justice. Now, the justice
of God demands that sin, which is committed against his most
high Majesty, be punished with extreme, that is, with everlasting
punishment, both of body and soul, that there may be a proportion between the offence and its punishment. Every crime is
great, and deserving of punishment in proportion to the majesty
of him against whom it is committed. The following objection
demands a passing notice:
Objection: He who rigorously exacts his right, shuts out every
expectation of clemency. God rigorously exacts his right. Therefore with him there is no clemency. Or the objection may be
thus stated: He who does not yield any thing in relation to his
rights, is not merciful, but only just. God does not yield any thing
as it respects his rights, because he punishes every sin with a
punishment that corresponds with its just desert. Answer: We
deny the minor proposition, because God, although he punishes
sin with eternal punishment, does nevertheless yield much as it
respects his right. He exhibits great clemency, for instance,
towards the reprobate, for he defers the punishment which they
deserve, and invites them to repentance by strong and powerful
motives. And as to the punishment which he will inflict upon
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them in the world to come, it will be lighter than they deserved.
So he also exercises great mercy towards the faithful, for he has,
from his mercy alone, without being bound by any law or merit
on our part, given his son, and subjected him to punishment for
our sake. We also deny the major proposition, if applied either to
him who is endowed with such wisdom that he can discover a
method of exercising mercy without violating his justice, or
when applied to him who, while he {70} executes his justice,
does not rejoice in the destruction of man, but would rather that
he be saved. As a judge, when he passes the sentence upon a
robber that he deserves to be put to the torture, and yet does not
take pleasure in his punishment, exhibits great equity and clemency, even though he seems to exact the most rigorous demand
of the law, so God is far more equitable and clement, although,
in his just judgment, he punishes sin, for he does not delight in
the destruction of the wicked, (Ezek. 18:23; 33:11) and has also
shown his mercy and compassion towards us, by laying the punishment which we deserved upon his own Son.
CONCERNING AFFLICTIONS
There are three questions which particularly claim our attention
in regard to afflictions:
1. How many kinds of afflictions are there
2. What are the causes of them?
3. What comforts may be opposed to them?

1. HOW MANY KINDS OF AFFLICTIONS ARE THERE?
There are two kinds of afflictions, such as are temporal and such
as are eternal. Eternal, are those everlasting torments of body
and soul which constitute the final portion of devils, and of the
wicked who in this life are not converted to God. They are called
in the Scriptures, hell, torments, unquenchable fire, a worm that
dieth not, and everlasting death, because they are torments
which will be everlasting, and such as are experienced by the
dying, who, although they are always dying, will never be dead.
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This now will be the character of eternal death, always to die,
and never to be dead; or it will be a continuation of death, with
an infinite increase of hellish agonies and torments. The following are some of the declarations of Scripture which refer to everlasting punishment: “Their worm shall not die, neither shall
their fire be quenched.” “It is better for you to enter into life
maimed, than having two hands to go into hell, into the fire that
never shall be quenched; where the worm dieth not, and the fire
is not quenched.” “Depart from me, you cursed, into everlasting
fire, prepared for the devil and his angels.” “If the righteous
scarcely be saved, where shall the ungodly and the sinner
appear.” (Ish. 66:24; Mark 9:43, 44; Matt. 25:41; 1 Pet. 4:18) The
reason which makes this form of punishment necessary is evident from this: that sin which is committed against God, who is
infinitely good, demands an infinite punishment and satisfaction, which could not be rendered by the afflictions which are
incident merely to this life. This would not satisfy the infinite
and eternal justice of God.
That eternal punishment includes both the soul and body, is
clearly affirmed by Christ himself, when he says: “Fear him
which is able to destroy both soul and body in hell.” (Matt.
10:28) The soul is the fountain of sin; while the body, as a thing
destitute of reason, executes what the soul directs. As the soul
and body are, therefore, both involved in the commission of sin,
the one being the author and the other the instrument, they will
both be included in the punishment thereof. {71} Objection: He
who is most merciful cannot behold the eternal torments of his
creatures, much less inflict them. God’s mercy is infinitely great,
and exceeds our sins; therefore he can neither inflict nor behold
eternal torments in his creatures. Answer: This objection is true
if it refers merely to a being who is infinitely merciful, without
being at the same time infinitely just. But as both of these
attributes meet in the character of God, the objection loses its
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force when applied to him, as we have already shown, in our
remarks upon the 11th Question of the Catechism.
Temporal afflictions, such as sickness, poverty, reproach, calumny, oppression, banishment, wars, and the other miseries of
this life, together with temporal death itself, are common both to
the righteous and the wicked. These afflictions are either punishments, or the cross.
The punishments which are a part of the afflictions of this life,
consist in the destruction and sufferings which are inflicted
upon those who are guilty of sin. These are peculiar to the reprobate, because they are inflicted upon them for the purpose of
making satisfaction to the justice of God. For the law binds all
men either to obedience or punishment.
Objection: But the evils which are inflicted upon the wicked in
this life, are not sufficient to satisfy the justice of God. Answer:
They do not constitute the whole punishment of the wicked.
They are only a part of it, and a beginning of that full satisfaction
which will be exacted from them through all eternity. Just as
every part of the air is called air, so every part of punishment is
called punishment.
There are, however, degrees of punishment. The first degree is
that which pertains to this life; for here already, when conscience chides and reproves, there is a commencement of the
gnawings of the worm which shall never die. The second degree
of punishment is that which is experienced in temporal death,
when the wicked begin to feel the wrath of God, as the soul is
separated from the body and plunged into the place of hopeless
torment. The third degree of punishment is that which will be
inflicted in the last judgment, when the soul and body will be
cast into hell, and everlasting agonies will rush in from every
side, as if in torrents, upon the wicked.
The cross comprises those afflictions which are peculiar to the
godly, which are not properly punishments, because they are
not inflicted for the purpose of making satisfaction to the justice
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of God. There are four kinds of afflictions included in the cross,
and distinguished from each other by their ends.
The first comprises those chastisements which God inflicts
upon the righteous for their sins, but which are inflicted according to his mercy, as a father corrects his son with much gentleness and toleration. They are, therefore, not properly
punishments, but fatherly chastisements, by which the godly are
admonished of their impurity, and of their peculiar sins and
backslidings—are stirred up to repentance, and so brought back
to the path of duty and holiness. Thus David was driven from his
kingdom, and banished, on account of his fall: for peculiar sins
are followed by peculiar and severe chastisements, even in the
saints. These chastisements, however, are not to be regarded as a
recompense for sin; but they are the effects of divine justice,
through which God designs that we and others should be made
acquainted with the rectitude of his character; that he is greatly
displeased with sin, and will punish it with death, not only in
this, but also in the life to come, unless we repent and return to
him. {72} The second form or species of the cross includes the
proofs or trials which are made of the faith, hope, patience, etc.
of the saints, in order that these virtues may be strengthened
and confirmed in them; and also, that their infirmity may be
made manifest to themselves and others. Such was the nature of
Job’s affliction.
The third form of the cross is martyrdom, which includes the
testimony and witness of the saints concerning the doctrine of
the gospel, when they confirm and seal with their blood the
doctrine which they professed, by which they declare that it is
true—that they themselves experience in death the comfort
which they promised to others in their teachings, and that there
remains another life, and another judgment after this life.
The cross, in the last place, includes ransom, or the obedience of
Christ; which is a satisfaction for our sins, and includes the
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entire humiliation of Christ, from the very moment of his conception to his last agony upon the cross.
A Table Of The Afflictions Of Man

1. Temporal:
some of which
belong to:
Afflictions
are:

The wicked, and are
properly punishments
for sins.
The godly: as in
the cross
which includes:

Chastisements
Trials
Martyrdom
Ransom

2. Eternal: which include the
everlasting torments of the damned

2. WHAT ARE THE CAUSES OF AFFLICTIONS?
The causes of the punishments of the wicked are: 1. Sin, which
is the impelling cause. They are made to suffer, that satisfaction
may thus be made by a just punishment for their sins. 2. The justice of God, which is the chief efficient cause which inflicts punishment for sin. 3. The instrumental causes are various: they are
such as angels and men, both good and bad, and other creatures, all of whom are armed against the sinner, and fight under
God’s banner.
The causes of the cross which is peculiar to the godly, are:
1. Sin, which, however, is to be viewed differently in the godly
from what it is in the wicked. The godly are afflicted on account
of sin, not for the purpose of making satisfaction to the justice of
God, but that sin may be acknowledged by them, and removed,
through the cross. They are paternally chastised, that they may
be led to a knowledge of their faults. These chastisements are to
them sermons, and call to repentance. “When we are judged we
are chastened of the Lord, that we should not be condemned
with the world.” “It is good for me that I have been afflicted.”
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God, however, gives loose reigns to the wicked, that they may
rush into destruction. He confers upon them the blessings of
this life, with a short season of repose and rejoicing, because
they are his creatures, that their ingratitude may become apparent, and that he may render them inexcusable. But he corrects
and improves the character of the godly through the cross.
2. That we may learn to hate sin, the devil, and the world. “If you
were of the world, the world would love his own.” “We wrestle
not against flesh and blood, but against principalities and powers.” “Love not the world.” (John 15:19; Eph. 6:12; 1 John 2:15)
{73}
3. That we may be exercised and tried, that thus our faith, hope,
patience, prayer, and obedience, may be strengthened and confirmed; or that we may have matter and occasion for exercising
and proving ourselves, and that our faith, hope, and patience,
may be made manifest both to ourselves and others. When all
things go well, it is an easy thing for us to glory in regard to our
faith; but in adversity, the grace or beauty of virtue becomes
apparent. He that has not been tempted, what knows he? ‘‘Experience worketh hope.” (Rom. 5:4)
4. The peculiar faults and backslidings of the saints. Manasseh
had his peculiar faults; Jehoshaphat had his; and other saints
have other failings and sins peculiar to themselves. Hence the
chastisements by which God shows that he is also displeased
with the sins of the saints, and will avenge them more severely,
unless they repent, are various and different. “That servant
which knew his Lord’s will, and did not according to his will,
shall be beaten with many stripes.” (Luke 12:47)
5. The exhibition and manifestation of the glory of God in the
deliverance of the church, and of the godly. God often brings his
church and people into extreme danger, that the deliverance
which he effects may be the more glorious, as was the case with
the oppression of the children of Israel in Egypt, and their captivity in Babylon, etc. In these instances the deliverance which
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God wrought was truly glorious, and gave evidence of his wisdom in discovering a way of escape where no creature could
hope for it. “The Lord brings down to the grave, and brings up.”
(1 Sam. 2:6)
6. The conformity of the members to Christ, their head in affliction and glory. “If we suffer with him we shall also reign with
him.” “Whom he did foreknow, he also did predestinate to be
conformed to the image of his Son.” “The servant is not greater
than his Lord, nor the disciple above his master.” (2 Tim. 2:12;
Rom. 8:29; Matt. 10:24)
7. That the saints, by their sufferings and death, may bear witness to the truth of the doctrine of the gospel: for when the
faithful endure every form of suffering, and even death itself for
the sake of their profession of Christianity, they give the most
satisfactory testimony that they themselves are fully persuaded
of its truth, and that they cannot from any consideration be
induced to renounce it; and also that it affords them real and
solid consolation, even in death itself, and must therefore necessarily be true. It was foretold to Peter by what death he should glorify God. (John 21:19).
8. The afflictions of the godly are evidences of a judgment to
come and of eternal life. The truth and justice of God both require
that it should at length go well with the righteous, and ill with
the wicked. This however is not fully the case in this life. Therefore there must be another life after this, in which God will render to every one according to his just deserts. “Which is a
manifest token of the righteous judgment of God, that you may
be counted worthy of the kingdom of God, for which you also
suffer.” (2 Thess. 1:5)
Having made these remarks in relation to the afflictions of the
godly, we may easily reply to the objection which the men of the
world are wont to bring against the providence of God. The
church, say they, is oppressed throughout the whole world, and
trodden under foot by all men. Therefore it is not the true
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church, and is not cared for on the part of God. But {74} this,
instead of proving any thing against the church, is rather an
argument in its favor: for if the church were of the world, then
this opposition and persecution would cease, for the world loves
its own. The reasons of the afflictions of the church are therefore manifest; and the end of things will convict and condemn
the world.
3. WHAT ARE THE COMFORTS WHICH WE
MAY OPPOSE TO OUR AFFLICTION?
There are some comforts under afflictions which are peculiar to
the church, while there are others that are common both to the
church and philosophy. The first, in connection with the ninth
and tenth, which we shall now present are peculiar to the
church, while the rest are common both to it, and philosophy;
and yet while it may be said that they are common, it is only as
it respects the outward appearance, and not as it regards the
matter, or substance of the thing spoken of. These comforts we
shall present in the following order:
1. Remission of sin. This is the first in order and lies at the bottom of all the rest: because if we have no assurance of the forgiveness of sin, and reconciliation with God, all the other
comforts are of no account; for we should then always be in
doubt whether the promise of grace belongs to us or not. But if
this comfort be well grounded and fixed, all the others will naturally follow; for if God be our father, we may rest assured that he
will not only not send any thing that will be an injury to us, but
he will also defend us against all the evils of this life. “If God be
for us, who can be against us?” (Rom. 8:31) The reason of all this
is, that where the cause is taken away the effect is also removed.
Therefore where sin is taken away, punishments and death are
also done away with.
2. The will and providence of God, or the necessity of obeying God
both in adversity and prosperity, because he wills and directs all

158

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

things. The reason of this consequence of obedience is not only
because we are not able to resist him, but more especially, 1.
Because he is our Father. 2. Because he is deserving of this obedience from us to such an extent, that we ought to be willing to
endure the greatest evils for his sake. 3. Because the evils which
he sends are fatherly chastisements. This comfort quiets the
mind, inasmuch as it assures us that it is our heavenly Father’s
will that we should suffer these things. “Though he slay me, yet
will I trust in him.” “The Lord gave, and the Lord has taken away;
blessed be the name of the Lord.” (Job 13:15; 1:21) Philosophers
tell us that we ought to endure patiently what we cannot alter
and avoid. They establish a fatal necessity, and then count it
foolish to resist it. But in their calamities they do not submit
themselves to God, nor acknowledge his displeasure, nor endure
adversity with the design of obeying God; but because they cannot avoid these things. This is miserable comfort.
3. The excellence of virtue, or obedience to God, which is true virtue, on account of which the mind should not be cast down
under the cross. The temporal blessings which God confers
upon us are great benefits; but obedience, faith, hope, etc., are
far greater. Therefore it becomes us not to prefer less benefits to
those which are greater, nor to cast away the greater for the sake
of redeeming the loss of those which are less. “He that loveth
{75} father, or mother, more than me, is not worthy of me.”
“Whosoever will save his life shall lose it.” (Matt. 10:37; 16:25)
Philosophers make much account of the dignity of virtue, but it
is with poor grace, inasmuch as they themselves are destitute of
true virtue.
4. A good conscience, which exists only in the godly, who know
that God is at peace with them by, and for the sake of Christ, the
mediator. Now, if God be favorable to us, we cannot but enjoy
tranquility of mind. Philosophers, however, do not comfort their
followers in this manner; for when they are afflicted they ask,
Why doth not good fortune, or prosperity, follow a good con-
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science? And hence they complain and murmur, as Cato and others have done.
5. The final causes, or ends, which are: 1. The glory of God, which
is apparent in our deliverance. 2. Our salvation. “We are chastened of the Lord, that we should not be condemned with the
world.” 3. The conversion of others, together with the enlargement of the church. The apostles rejoiced that they were
counted worthy to suffer shame for the name of Jesus, that thus
others might be converted, and confirmed in the faith. Philosophers tell us, it is a good end, when any one suffers for the purpose of saving his country, and obtaining everlasting glory and
renown. But in the mean time, miserable men! they are led to
ask, What will these things profit us when we die?
6. A comparison of events. It is better to be chastened of the Lord
for a short season, than to live in the greatest abundance, and at
last be driven from God, and be cast into everlasting destruction.
Philosophers, comparing evils with each other, find but little
good arising from this comparison, while they are ignorant of
the chief good, to obtain which we ought to be willing to suffer
all the varied ills of life.
7. The hope of recompense, or of reward, in this and in another
life. “Great is your reward in heaven.” (Matt. 5:12) We know that
there are other blessings in reversion for us, with which the
afflictions of this life are not to be compared. And even in this
life the godly enjoy greater blessings than other men; for they
have peace with God, and all other spiritual gifts. Temporal
blessings, even though they are small as far as it respects the
righteous, yet they are profitable to them. “There is no man that
has left house, or brethren, or sisters,” etc., “but he shall receive
an hundred-fold now in this time, and in the world to come eternal life.” “A little that a righteous man has is better than the
riches of many wicked.” “We glory in tribulations.” (Mark 10:29,
23; Ps. 37:16; Rom. 5:3) The hope of reward may administer
some little comfort to philosophers in light afflictions, but not in
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those which are grievous; because they think it better to be without this reward than to endure great sufferings for the sake of
obtaining it; and also because they regard it as uncertain, small,
and transient.
8. The example of Christ and of his saints. “The servant is not
above his Lord.” (Matt. 10:24) God also desires that we should be
conformed to the image of his Son. We then follow Christ in
reproach, and glory. Gratitude requires this; because Christ died
for our salvation. Holy martyrs have suffered, nor did they perish under their afflictions. We ought not to ask for ourselves a
better lot than theirs, since we are not better than they, but
much worse. They have suffered and have been delivered by
God. Let us therefore look for a similar event, because the {76}
love of God towards his people is unchangeable. “So persecuted
they the prophets, which were before you.” “Resist steadfast in
the faith, knowing that the same afflictions are accomplished in
your brethren that are in the world.” (Matt. 5:12; 1 Pet. 5:9)
9. The presence and help of God in our afflictions. God is present
with us, by his Spirit, strengthening and comforting us under the
cross. He does not permit us to be tempted above that which we
are able to bear; and also, with every temptation, opens a way of
escape, and always proportions our afflictions to our strength,
that we may not be overcome. “We have the first fruits of the
Spirit.” “I will be with him in trouble.” “He shall give you another
comforter, that he may abide with you forever.” “If a man love
me, my Father will love him, and we will come unto him, and
make our abode with him.” “I will not leave you comfortless.”
“Can a woman forget her sucking child, that she should not have
compassion on the son of her womb? Yea, they may forget, yet
will I not forget you.” (Rom. 8:23; Ps. 91:15; John 14:16; 23:18;
Ish. 49:15)
10. Complete and final deliverance, is the crowning point of all
the rest. The first is the chief comfort, and foundation of all the
others; this is the perfection and consummation of all. For as
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there are degrees of punishment, so there are also degrees of
deliverance. The first degree is in this life, where we have the
beginning of eternal life. The second is in temporal death, when
the soul is carried into Abraham’s bosom. The third will be in
the resurrection of the dead, and their glorification, when we
shall be perfectly happy, both in body and soul. “And God shall
wipe away all tears from their eyes.” (Rev. 21:4)
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PART II.
THE DELIVERANCE
OF MAN
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LORD’S DAY 5
QUESTION 12
12. Since then, by the righteous judgment of God, we
deserve temporal and eternal punishment, how may we
escape this punishment and be again received into
favor?
A. God wills that His justice be satisfied; therefore, we must
make full satisfaction to that justice, either by ourselves
or by another.
EXPOSITION:
Having shown, in the first part of the Catechism, that all men are
in a state of eternal condemnation, on account of not having
rendered the obedience which the law of God requires, we are
next led to inquire whether there is, or may be, any way of
escape or deliverance from this state of misery and death? To
this question the catechism answers, that deliverance may be
granted, if satisfaction be made to the law and justice of God, by
a punishment sufficient for the sin that has been committed.
The law binds all, either to obedience, or if this is not rendered,
to punishment; and the performance or payment of either is
perfect righteousness, which God approves of in whomsoever it
is found.
There are two ways of making satisfaction by punishment. The
one is by ourselves. This is the one which the law teaches and
the justice of God requires. “Cursed is every one that continueth
not in all things which are written in the law to do them.” (Gal.
3:10) This is legal.
The other way of making satisfaction is by another. This is the
method which the gospel reveals, and the mercy of God allows.
“What the law could not do, in that it was weak through the
flesh, God, sending his own Son, “God so loved the world, that
he gave his only begotten Son, etc.” (Rom. 8:3; John 3:16) This is
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evangelical. It is not, indeed, taught in the law; but it is no where
condemned, or excluded. Neither is it repugnant to the justice of
God; for if only satisfaction be made on the part of man by a sufficient punishment for his disobedience, the law is satisfied, and
the justice of God permits the party offending to be set at liberty,
and received into favor. This is the sum and substance.
Furthermore, there are two things taught in this question; the
possibility of this deliverance, and how it is effected. That these
things may be better understood, we shall now consider:
1. What the deliverance of man is
2. Whether such a deliverance be possible
3. Whether it be necessary and certain
4. Whether a perfect deliverance may be expected
5. How it is accomplished

{78}

1. WHAT THE DELIVERANCE OF MAN IS
The word deliverance is relative; for every deliverance is from
something to something, as from captivity to liberty. As now all
men, by nature, are the slaves of sin, Satan, and death, we cannot better and more correctly understand what the deliverance
of man is, than by a consideration of what his misery consists in.
The misery of man consists, first, in the loss of righteousness,
and in inbred corruption, or sin; and secondly, in the punishment of sin. His deliverance, therefore, from this misery,
requires, first, the pardon and abolishing of sin, and a restoration of the righteousness lost; and secondly, a release from all
punishment and misery. As therefore, the misery of man consists of two parts—sin and death—so his deliverance consists of
two parts—a deliverance from sin and death. Deliverance from
sin includes the pardon of sin, that it may not be imputed unto
us, and an abolishing of sin by the renewing of our nature, that it
may not reign in us. Deliverance from death, is a deliverance
from despair, and a sense of the wrath of God—from the calamities and miseries of this life; and also from death, both temporal
and spiritual.
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From these things it is easy to perceive what we are to understand by the deliverance of man. It consists in a perfect deliverance from all the miseries of sin and death, which the fall has
entailed upon man, and a full restoration of righteousness, holiness, life, and eternal felicity, through Christ; which is begun in
all the faithful in this life, and will be fully perfected in the life to
come.
2. WHETHER SUCH A DELIVERANCE IS POSSIBLE
That this deliverance of man from the ruins of the fall was possible, may be inferred from a consideration:
1. Of the immense goodness and mercy of God, which would
not suffer the whole human race to perish forever.
2. The infinite wisdom of God would naturally lead us to expect
that he would be able to devise a way by which he might exhibit
his mercy towards the human race, and yet not violate his justice.
3. A consideration of the power of God might lead us to the
conclusion that he who could create man out of nothing after
his own image, could also raise him up from the ruins of the fall,
and deliver him from sin and death. To deny the possibility of
the deliverance of man is, therefore, to deny the goodness, wisdom, and power of God. But in God there is neither wisdom, nor
goodness, nor power wanting; for “the Lord brings down to the
grave and brings up.” “Unto God, the Lord, belong the issues
from death.” “The Lord’s hand is not shortened, that it cannot
save.” (1 Sam. 2:6; Ps. 68:20; Ish. 59:1)
But we must enquire, particularly, Whence do we know this
deliverance to be possible? Whether human reason, without the
word of God, can arrive at this knowledge? And whether Adam,
after his fall, could know or hope for it?
That our deliverance was possible, we now know from the event
itself, and from the gospel, or from that revelation which God
has been pleased to make. Human reason, however, if left to
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itself, could know nothing of this deliverance, or of the manner
in which it could be effected, {79} although it might probably
have conjectured that it was not impossible, (which, by the way,
is very doubtful) in as much as it is not presumable that so glorious a creature as man would be created for eternal misery; or
that God would give a law that could never be fulfilled. These
two arguments are in themselves forcible, but human reason, on
account of its corruption, does not subscribe to them. As, therefore, those who are without the church and ignorant of the gospel, can have no knowledge or hope of deliverance; so Adam,
after the fall, without a special promise and revelation, could
neither know nor hope for it, by the mere exercise of his reason.
When sin was once committed, the mind of man could think of
nothing but the severe justice of God, which does not permit sin
to pass with impunity, and the unchangeable truth of God,
which had declared, “In the day you eatest thereof, you shall
surely die.” (Gen. 3:17) Adam knew full well that it was necessary to make satisfaction to this justice and truth of God, by the
everlasting destruction of the sinner; and hence he could not
hope for any deliverance in his case. He might, indeed, probably
have supposed that deliverance could be effected if satisfaction
could be made in any way, to the justice and truth of God; but he
could neither hope for it nor conceive how, or by whom it could
be accomplished; yea, the angels themselves could never have
devised this method of deliverance, had not God, out of his infinite wisdom and goodness, conceived it and made it known
through the gospel.
But some object to what is here said, as follows: If deliverance
seemed impossible to Adam, on account of the justice and truth
of God, then it must now, also, seem to be impossible; for a violation of the justice and truth of God, cannot take place now any
more than formerly. But the escape of the sinner from punishment would be a violation of these attributes of God. To this we
reply, that if the sinner would escape punishment without a suf-
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ficient satisfaction being made for sin, it would, indeed, be a violation of the justice and truth of God. Had Adam seen a
satisfactory solution of this problem, he would have had reason
to hope for deliverance, especially if he had considered, at the
same time, the nature of God, his infinite goodness, wisdom, and
power, and the end for which he created man; and that it would
not be consistent with the character of God, who is most wise,
good, and powerful, to create a being of such noble powers as
man, to endure everlasting misery; or that he would give such a
law to man, as could never be perfectly obeyed. Yet he could not
entertain any certain hope, for, as we have already remarked,
before the gospel was published, neither he, nor any other creature, was able to see, or contrive a way of escape from punishment, that would be in harmony with the justice of God; nor
could any way of escape ever have been contrived, had not God
revealed it through his Son.
This, now, is the substance of what has been said: Man, being
fallen, could hope for no deliverance from sin and death, before
he heard the joyful promise that the seed of the woman should
bruise the head of the serpent; but yet he ought not, neither
could he simply despair as though it were wholly impossible.
For although he could not conceive any necessary reason from
which he might conclude upon his future deliverance, nor
understand the way in which satisfaction could be made, yet it
does not follow, that if a creature could not discover this, therefore God could not discover it. He ought, therefore, to have
looked away from himself to {30} the wisdom, goodness, and
power of God, and not have despaired, although every thing
seemed to drive him to desperation. Yet if the sound of the gospel had not reached his ear, nothing could have sufficiently
comforted him under the temptations to which he was exposed.
But after the promise was once made known, and he was
brought to understand the method of redemption through
Christ, then he could not only hope for deliverance with cer-
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tainty, but could also resolve all doubts and objections which
might arise, among which we may mention the following:
Objection 1: The justice of God does not permit those who are
deserving of eternal condemnation to go unpunished. We have
all deserved eternal condemnation Therefore, our deliverance is
impossible, on account of the justice of God. Answer: Adam saw
how the first proposition of this syllogism could be answered,
viz.: that the justice of God does not absolve and acquit those
who are deserving of everlasting condemnation, unless satisfaction be made by a punishment corresponding with the
offence.
Objection 2: The justice and truth of God are both violated when
that is not done which the former requires and the latter threatens. But if everlasting punishment and death be not inflicted
upon man, that is not executed which the justice of God
requires, and his truth threatens. Therefore, both are violated if
man be not punished, which is impossible. Answer: Here again,
Adam saw that the minor proposition was true only in case no
punishment at all were inflicted, neither upon the sinner himself nor upon some one else who might offer himself as a substitute in the sinner’s room and stead. But the promise which God
had been pleased to reveal to him, made him acquainted with
the fact that Christ, the seed of the woman, would, as man’s substitute, bruise the serpent’s head.
Objection 3: That which the unchangeable truth and justice of
God demand, is necessary and unchangeable. But the unchangeable truth and justice of God demand that the sinner be cast into
everlasting punishment. Therefore the rejection of the sinner is
necessary and unchangeable. Answer: He also saw an answer to
the principal proposition of this objection, viz.: that that is
unchangeable which the justice of God demands absolutely, and
not that which it requires conditionally; demanding either the
everlasting punishment of the transgressor, or satisfaction
through Christ.

Lord’s Day 5

169

Objection 4: That is impossible which we have not the power of
escaping. We have not the power of escaping sin and death.
Therefore it is impossible for us to escape these evils. Answer:
But here again Adam saw that an escape from these evils was
impossible only in case God neither knew nor would reveal the
way of deliverance, which was unknown to human reason, and
to all created beings, and which they never could have discovered.
These and similar objections Adam was enabled, through the
promise of the seed of the woman bruising the serpent’s head,
to repel and overcome. We however, who live at the present day,
can see, and understand much more clearly, the solution of
these difficulties, than Adam could, inasmuch as we know certainly, from the gospel and the event itself, as well as from our
own consciousness, that the deliverance of man was not only
possible, and would take place at some future time, as Adam
himself saw, but that it is also already accomplished by Christ.
Hence the deliverance of man is, and always was, possible with
God. {81}
3. WHETHER DELIVERANCE IS NECESSARY AND CERTAIN
Although God was not under the least obligation to deliver man
from the misery of sin, but was free to leave all men in death,
and save none; for “Who has first given to him, and it shall be
recompensed unto him again,” (Rom. 11:35); yet it may correctly
be said, that man’s deliverance was and is necessary—understanding by this term not an absolute, but a conditional necessity, as it is called. This is proven:
1. Because God has most freely and unchangeably decreed and
provided it; and it is impossible that he should lie, or be
deceived. “As I live, I have no pleasure in the death of the wicked,
but that,” etc. (Ezek. 18:23)
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2. Because God desires to be praised and glorified forever by
man. “He has made us to the praise of the glory of his grace.”
“Wherefore have you made all men in vain.” (Eph. 1:6; Ps. 89:47)
3. Because God did not in vain send his Son into the world, neither did Christ die in vain. “I came down from heaven; not to do
mine own will, but the will of him that sent me. And this is the
Father’s will, which has sent me, that of all which he has given
me, I should lose nothing,” etc. “I came to call sinners to repentance.” “Who was delivered for our offences, and was raised
again for our justification.” “If righteousness come by the law,
then Christ is dead in vain.” (John 6:38, 39; Matt. 9:13; Rom.
4:25; Gal. 2:21)
4. Because God is more inclined to mercy than to wrath. But in
the punishment of the wicked his wrath is manifested; much
more, therefore, will he manifest his mercy in the salvation of
the righteous.
4. WHETHER A PERFECT DELIVERANCE
MAY BE EXPECTED
This deliverance of man is perfect in this life, as it respects the
commencement of it; but in the life to come, it will be perfect
also as it respects the consummation of it. Now, it is perfect in all
its parts, being a deliverance from the evil both of guilt and of
punishment; then, it will be perfect also in the degrees of it,
when all tears shall be wiped away from our eyes, when the perfect image of God will be restored in us, and God shall be all, and
in all. This is proven:
1. Because God does not deliver us only in part, but saves and
loves perfectly all those whom he saves. “The blood of Jesus
Christ cleanses us from all sin.” (1 John 1:7)
2. Because God will punish the wicked most severely, that they
may by these punishments fully satisfy his justice. He will,
therefore, also perfectly deliver the godly, since he is more
inclined to mercy than wrath. Neither is the benefit of Christ
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more imperfect, or of less force than the sin of Adam. This
would be the case, if he did not deliver us perfectly, because we
have lost all righteousness and salvation in Adam. A perfect
deliverance is, therefore, to be expected, but by degrees, as it has
been shown. In this life it is perfect; in the resurrection it will be
more perfect; and in glorification it will be most perfect. {82}
5. HOW THIS DELIVERANCE IS ACCOMPLISHED
The deliverance of which we have now spoken is accomplished:
1. By a full and sufficient satisfaction for sin. There is such a satisfaction, when the punishment which is inflicted on account of
sin is equivalent to that which is eternal. 2. By abolishing sin,
and renewing our nature, which is done by restoring in us the
righteousness and image of God which we have lost, or by the
perfect regeneration of our nature. Both of these are necessary
to our deliverance.
Satisfaction is necessary, because the mercy of God, as has been
shown, does not violate his justice, which demands satisfaction.
The law binds either to obedience or punishment. But satisfaction cannot be made through obedience, because our past obedience is already impaired, and that which follows cannot make
satisfaction for past offences. We are bound to render exact obedience every moment to the law, as a present debt. Hence, obedience being once impaired, there is no other way of making
satisfaction except by punishment, according to the threatening
“In the day that you eatest thereof, you shall surely die.” (Gen.
2:17) If a sufficient punishment be endured to satisfy the law,
God is reconciled, and deliverance becomes possible.
So, in like manner, the abolishing of sin, and the renewing of our
nature are necessary: because it is only upon the condition that
we cease to offend God by our sins, and are thankful to him for
our reconciliation, that he is willing to accept of this satisfaction.
To be willing that God should receive us into his favor, and yet
not be willing to abandon sin, is to mock God. But it is not possi-
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ble for us to leave off and forsake sin, unless our nature be
renewed. It is in this way, therefore, that the deliverance of man
is made possible.

QUESTION 13
13. Can we ourselves make this satisfaction?
A. Certainly not; on the contrary, we daily increase our
guilt.
EXPOSITION:
Having given an explanation of the manner in which our deliverance is accomplished, we must now inquire by whom this satisfaction, and abolishing of sin can be effected: whether by
ourselves, or by some one else ? And if by some one else,
whether it be by a mere creature? And if not by a mere creature,
by whom, therefore, and by what kind of a mediator? The first of
these questions is answered in this 13th Question of the Catechism. The other two are answered in the 14th and 15th Questions of the Catechism.
We cannot make this satisfaction by and of ourselves, neither by
obedience nor by punishment.
We cannot make it by obedience, because whatever good we perform we owe to God by present obligation. Hence it is impossible for us to satisfy for our past offences by any present
obedience which we may render to the law of God, for we cannot deserve any thing at the hands of God for the present, much
less for the time to come; neither can a double merit, that is to
say, a merit for the present and the future, proceed from one satisfaction. {83}
A more common and popular reason is assigned in the Catechism: because we daily increase our debt. We sin continually,
and in sinning we increase our guilt and the displeasure of God
towards us. Now he who never ceases to offend can never
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appease the party offended, just as a debtor who continually
adds new accounts to former claims can never release himself
from debt.
Neither can we make satisfaction to God for our sins by punishment, because our guilt being infinite, deserves an infinite punishment—one that is eternal, or that is equivalent to everlasting
punishment. Sin being an offence against the highest good,
deserves eternal condemnation, or at least such a temporal punishment as is equivalent to that which is eternal. But we cannot
make satisfaction by a punishment that is eternal, because then
we should never be freed from it. We would always be making
satisfaction to the justice of God, and yet it would never be fully
satisfied. Our satisfaction would never be perfect—it would
never be a complete victory over sin and death, but would continue imperfect to all eternity, as the satisfaction of devils and
wicked spirits. Nor can we make satisfaction by enduring such a
temporal punishment as will be equivalent to that which is eternal, which is necessary in order that death may be overcome.
Such a punishment as this cannot be endured by any mere creature, on account of many imperfections, as we shall presently
show.
As we cannot, therefore, make satisfaction by ourselves, there is
a necessity that this satisfaction should be made by another, if
we would obtain deliverance from our misery.
From this we may readily return an answer to the following
objection, which is sometimes made: We can never satisfy the
law, neither by punishment nor obedience. Therefore the
method of deliverance through satisfaction is of no account.
Answer: It is not of small account; because although we are not
able to make satisfaction through obedience, we are, nevertheless, able to make it through the endurance of a sufficient
punishment, not in ourselves, but in Christ, who has satisfied
the law both by obedience and punishment. Against this the following objections have been urged:
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Objection 1: The law requires our own obedience or punishment; because it is written: “He that does these things shall live
by them.” “Cursed be he that confirms not all the words,” etc.
Answer: The law does indeed require our obedience or punishment, but not exclusively, for it never excludes or condemns the
satisfaction of another in our behalf, although it does not teach
it, and is ignorant of it. But the Gospel reveals and shows this
unto us in Christ.
Objection 2: It is unjust to punish another in the place of the
guilty. Therefore Christ could not be punished in our room and
stead. Answer: It is not inconsistent with the justice of God that
another should be punished in the place of those who are guilty,
if these conditions are present. 1. If he who is punished be innocent. 2. If he be of the same nature with those for whom he
makes satisfaction. 3. If he, of his own accord, offer himself as a
satisfaction. 4. If he himself be able to endure and come forth
from this punishment. This is the reason why men cannot punish one person in the place of another, because they cannot
bring it to pass that the one that suffers should not perish under
the punishment. 5. If he look to, and obtain the end which Christ
had in view, viz.: the glory of God and the salvation of man.

QUESTION 14
14. Can any mere creature make satisfaction for us?
A. None; for first, God will not punish any other creature for
the sin which committed; and further, no mere creature
can sustain the burden of God’s eternal wrath against sin,
and redeem others from it.
EXPOSITION:
The exclusive particle mere is added in this question, that the
negative answer may be true; for it was necessary that a creature
should make satisfaction for the creature’s sin, but not such an
one as was merely or only a creature, because such an one could
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not make the satisfaction which was required, as will appear in
the remarks which we shall now make.
We must, therefore, since satisfaction must be made through
another, enquire, whether this other person may be any creature
besides man; and whether he may be a mere creature. We deny
both propositions. Our reason for denying the first is, because
God will not punish the sin which man has committed in any
other creature. This is in accordance with the order of his justice,
which does not permit one to sin and another to bear the punishment. “The soul that sinneth, it shall die.” (Ezek. 18:20) This
reason proves that no creature, except man could satisfy for
man: yea, God could not be satisfied for the sin of man by the
eternal destruction of heaven and earth, and of the angels themselves, and all other creatures. Our reasons for denying the second proposition are these:
1. Because no creature possesses such power as to be able to
sustain a finite punishment, equivalent to that which is infinite,
for the purpose of making satisfaction for the infinite guilt of
man. A mere creature would be consumed and reduced to nothing, before satisfaction could be made to God in this way: “For
God is a consuming fire.” “If you should mark iniquities, O Lord,
who shall stand?” “For 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.” etc. (Deut. 4:24; Ps. 130:3; Rom. 8:3) This reason
proves that no creature in the whole universe was able to make
satisfaction to God for man’s sin, by punishment, so as to come
forth from the same, which escape was necessary in order to our
deliverance. There could, therefore, in this way, on account of
the weakness of the creature, be no just proportion between sin
and its punishment. 2. Because the punishment of a mere creature could not be a price of sufficient dignity and value for our
redemption. 3. Because a mere creature could not have renewed
and sanctified our nature, nor could such an one have brought it
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to pass that we should no longer sin, all of which it was necessary for our deliverer to accomplish.

QUESTION 15
15. What manner of mediator and redeemer then must we
seek?
A. One who is a true and sinless man, and yet more
powerful than all creatures, that is, one who is at the
same time true God. {85}
EXPOSITION:
Since, then, we are not able of ourselves to make satisfaction to
God for our sins, but must have some other satisfier or mediator
in our place, we must enquire further, What sort of a deliverer
must he be? To this we may reply, that he must of necessity be
merely a creature, or merely God, or both. A mere creature, however, he cannot be, for the reasons already assigned. Merely God
he could not be, because man, and not God, had sinned; and
also because it was necessary for the mediator to suffer and die
for the sins of man. But God, in himself, can neither suffer nor
die. It follows, therefore, that such a mediator is required who is
both God and man. The reasons for this will be assigned in the
questions immediately following.
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LORD’S DAY 6
QUESTION 16
16. Why must He be a true and sinless man?
A. Because the justice of God requires, that the same human
nature which has sinned should make satisfaction for sin;
but no man, being himself a sinner, could satisfy for
others.
EXPOSITION:
It was necessary for our Mediator to be man, and indeed very
man, and perfectly righteous.
First, It was necessary for him to be man. 1. Because it was man
that sinned. It was necessary, therefore, that man should make
satisfaction for sin. “As by one man sin entered into the world,
and death by sin,” etc. “Since by man came death, by man came
also the resurrection of the dead. (Rom. 5:12; 1 Cor. 15:21) 2.
That he might be able to die. It was necessary that he should
make satisfaction for us by his death, and by the shedding of his
blood, because it had been declared, “You shall surely die.”
“Without the shedding of blood there is no remission.” (Gen.
2:17; Heb. 9:22)
Secondly, It was necessary for him to be very man, descending
from the same human nature which had sinned, and not created
out of nothing, or let down from heaven, but subject to all our
infirmities, sin excepted: 1. Because the justice of God required
that the same human nature which had sinned, should likewise
make satisfaction for sin. “The soul that sinneth, it shall die.”
“And in the day that you eatest thereof, you shall surely die.”
(Ezek. 18:20; Gen. 2:17) It was necessary, therefore, that he who
would make satisfaction for man, should himself be very man,
having sprung from the posterity of Adam, which had sinned.
The following passages of scripture are here in point: “Since by
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man came death, by man came also the resurrection of the
dead.” “For there is one God, and one Mediator between God
and man, the man Christ Jesus.” “He took on him the seed of
Abraham; wherefore in all things it was necessary for him to be
made like unto his brethren,” etc. (1 Cor. 15:21: 1 Tim. 2:5. Heb.
2:16, 17) So the Apostle says also, that we are buried with Christ
in baptism, crucified with him, raised with him, etc. (Rom. 6:4.
{86} Col. 2:12) And Augustine, in his book on true religion, says:
“The very same nature was to be assumed, which was to be delivered.” 2. Because the truth of God required it. The prophets, who
spoke as they were moved by the Holy Spirit, often described
our Mediator as one that is poor, weak, despised, etc. The 53d
chap. of the prophecy of Isaiah furnishes us with a striking
instance. 3. On account of our comfort: for if we did not know
him to have sprung from Adam, we could not receive him as the
promised Messiah, and as our brother, since the promise is, “The
seed of the woman shall bruise the serpent’s head.” “In your
seed shall all the nations of the earth be blessed.” (Gen. 3:15;
22:18) The Apostle Paul also says in relation to this: “He that
sanctifieth, and they who are sanctified, are all of one, (that is, of
the same human nature); for which cause he is not ashamed to
call them brethren.” (Heb. 2:11) It was necessary therefore that
he should spring from Adam, in order that he might be our
brother. “Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of flesh
and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same,” etc.
(Heb. 2:14) 4. That he might be a faithful High Priest, able to succor them that are tempted. “Wherefore in all things it was necessary for him to be made like unto his brethren, that he might be
a merciful and faithful High Priest in things pertaining to God, to
make reconciliation for the sins of the people. For in that he
himself has suffered, being tempted, he is able to succor them
that are tempted.” (Heb. 2:17, 18)
Thirdly, It was necessary for him to be a perfectly righteous man,
one that was wholly free from the least stain of original and
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actual sin, that he might deservedly be our Savior, and that his
sacrifice might avail, not for himself, but for us: for if he himself
had been a sinner, he would have had to satisfy for his own sins.
“My righteous servant shall justify many.” “Who did no sin, neither was guile found in his mouth.” “Christ also has once suffered for sin, the just for the unjust, that he might bring us to
God.” (Ish. 53:11; 1 Pet. 2:22; 3:18)
But he who is himself a sinner. If the Mediator himself had been a
sinner he could not have escaped the wrath of God, much less
could he have procured for others the favor of God, and exemption from punishment: neither could the passion, and death of
him, who did not suffer as an innocent man, be a ransom for the
sin of others. Therefore “God has made him to be sin for us, (that
is, a sacrifice for sin) who knew no sin, that we might be made
the righteousness of God in him.” “For such an High Priest
became us, who is holy, harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners, and made higher than the heavens; who needs not daily, as
those high priests, to offer up sacrifice, first for his own sins, and
then for the people’s.” (2 Cor. 5:26; Heb. 7:26, 27)
The man Christ was perfectly righteous, or has fulfilled the law
in four respects. 1. By his own righteousness. Christ alone performed perfect obedience, such as the law requires. 2. By enduring punishment sufficient for our sins. There was a necessity that
this double fulfillment of the law should be in Christ: for unless
his righteousness had been full, and perfect, he could not have
satisfied for the sins of others; and unless he had endured such
punishment as has been described, he could not thereby have
delivered us from everlasting punishment. The former is called
the fulfilling of the law by obedience, by which he himself was
conformable thereto; the latter is the fulfilling of the law by punishment, which he suffered for {87} us, that we might not
remain subject to eternal condemnation. 3. Christ fulfills the law
in us by his Spirit, when he by the same Spirit regenerates us,
and by the law leads us to that obedience which is required from
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us, which is both external and internal, which we commence in
this life, and which we shall perfectly and fully perform in the
life to come. 4. Christ fulfills the law by teaching it, and freeing it
from errors and interpolations, and by restoring its true sense, as
he himself said, “I am not come to destroy the law, but to fulfill
it.” (Matt. 5:17)

QUESTION 17
17. Why must He be at the same time true God?
A. That by the power of His Godhead He might bear in His
manhood the burden of God’s wrath and so obtain for
and restore to us righteousness and life.
EXPOSITION:
It was necessary that our Mediator should not only be a man,
and one that was truly such, and perfectly righteous; but that he
should also be God—the true and mighty God—and not an
imaginary Deity, or one that was adorned with excellent gifts,
above angels and men, as heretics suppose. The reasons for this
are the following:
1. That he might, by the power of his Godhead, sustain, in his
human nature, the infinite wrath of God against sin, and endure
a punishment, which, although it were temporal as it respects its
duration, was nevertheless infinite in greatness, dignity, and
value. If our Mediator had been only a man, and had taken upon
himself the burden of God’s wrath, he would have been crushed
under its weight. It was necessary, therefore, that he should be
possessed of infinite strength, and for this reason be God, that
he might endure an infinite punishment, without sinking into
despair, or being crushed under it.
There was a necessity that the punishment of the Mediator
should be of infinite value, and equivalent to that which is eternal, that there might be a proportion between sin, and the punishment thereof. For there is not one sin amongst all the sins
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committed, from the beginning to the end of the world, so small
that it does not deserve eternal death. Every sin is so exceedingly sinful, that it cannot be expiated by the eternal destruction
of any creature.
It was proper, however, that this punishment should be finite in
respect to time, because it was not necessary that the Mediator
should forever remain under death; but it became him to come
forth from death, that he might accomplish the benefit of our
redemption, that is, that he might perfectly merit, and having
merited, might apply and bestow upon us the salvation which
he purchased in our behalf. It was also required of our Mediator,
both to merit and bestow righteousness, that he might be a perfect Savior in merit, and efficacy. But these things could not have
been accomplished by a mere man, who and of whatever
strength he might have been possessed, if he, nevertheless, had
not the power to come forth from death. It was necessary, therefore, that he who was to save others from death, should overcome death by his own power, and first throw it off from
himself. But this he could not have done had he not been God.
{38}
2. It was necessary that the ransom which the Redeemer paid
should be of infinite value, that it might possess a dignity and
merit sufficient for the redemption of our souls, and that it
might avail in the judgment of God, for the purpose of expiating
our sins, and restoring in us that righteousness and life which
we had lost. Hence it became the person who would make this
satisfaction for us, to be possessed of infinite dignity, that is, to
be God; for the dignity of this satisfaction, on account of which it
might be acceptable to God and of infinite worth, although temporal, consists in two things—in the dignity of the person, and
in the greatness of the punishment.
The dignity of the person who suffered appears in this, that it
was God, the Creator himself, who died for the sins of the world;
which is infinitely more than the destruction of all creatures,
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and avails more than the holiness of all the angels and men.
Hence it is, that the Apostles, when they speak of the sufferings
of Christ, almost always make mention of his Divinity. “God has
purchased the Church with his blood.” “The blood of Jesus
Christ cleanses us from all sin.” “Behold the Lamb of God, which
takes away the sins of the world.” Yea, God himself, in Paradise,
joined together these two: “The seed of the woman shall bruise
your head, and you shall bruise his heel.” (Acts 20:28; 1 John
1:7; John 1:29; Gen. 3:15)
The greatness of the punishment which Christ endured appears
in this, that he sustained the dreadful torments of hell, and the
wrath of God against the sins of the whole world. “The pains of
hell gat hold upon me.” “God is a consuming fire.” “The Lord has
laid upon him the iniquity of us all.” (Ps. 116:3; Deut. 4:24; Ish.
53:10) From this we may perceive why it was, that Christ manifested such signs of distress in the prospect of death, while
many of the martyrs met death with the greatest courage and
composure.
Objection: The perfect fulfillment of the law by obedience might
have been a satisfaction for our sins. But a mere man, had he
only been perfectly righteous, might have fulfilled the law by
obedience. Therefore, a mere man, being perfectly righteous,
might have satisfied for our sins—and hence it was not necessary that our Mediator should be God. Answer: 1. We deny the
major proposition, because it has already been shown that when
obedience was once impaired, it was not possible that the justice
of God could be satisfied for sin, unless by a sufficient punishment on account of the divine threatening, “In the day you eatest thereof, you shall surely die.” (Gen. 2:17) 2. Although we may
grant the minor proposition, that a mere man, by his obedience,
might fulfill the law perfectly, yet this obedience could not be a
satisfaction for the sins of another, because every one is bound
to obey the law. It was necessary, therefore, that the Mediator
should endure a sufficient punishment for us, and for this rea-
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son be armed with divine power; for the devils themselves are
not able to sustain the burden of God’s wrath against sin—much
less could man. If it be objected, that the devils and the wicked
do sustain and are compelled to sustain the eternal wrath of
God, we answer, that they do, indeed, sustain the wrath of God,
but not so as ever to satisfy his justice, and come out of their
punishment; for their punishment will endure forever. But it was
necessary for the Mediator to endure the burden of God’s wrath,
{89} that, having made satisfaction, he might remove it from
himself, and also from us.
3. It was necessary that the Mediator should be God, that he
might reveal the secret will of God concerning the redemption of
mankind, which he could not have done, had he been merely a
man. No creature could ever have known, or discovered, the will
of God concerning our redemption, had not the Son of God
revealed it. “No man has seen God at any time; the only begotten
Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he has declared him.”
(John 1:18)
4. It was necessary for the Mediator to be God, that he might be
able to give the Holy Spirit, gather a church, be present with it,
and bestow and preserve the benefits purchased by his death. It
did not only become him to be made a sacrifice, to throw off
death from himself, and intercede for us with God; but it became
him also to give assurance that we would no more offend God by
our sins. This, however, on account of our corruption, no one
could promise in our behalf, who had not the power of giving
the Holy Spirit, and through him, the power of conforming us to
the image of God. But to give the Holy Spirit, and through him to
regenerate the heart, is peculiar to God alone, whose Spirit he is.
“Whom I will send unto you from the Father.” (John 15:26) Only
he, who is Lord of nature, can reform it.
5. Finally, it was necessary that the Messiah should be “THE
LORD, OUR RIGHTEOUSNESS.” (Jer. 28:6)
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Objection: The party offended cannot be Mediator. Christ is the
Mediator. Therefore, he cannot be the party offended, that is,
God. Answer: The major proposition is true only when the party
offended is such as admits of no personal distinctions; which,
however, is not the case as regards the Godhead.8

QUESTION 18
18. But who now is that Mediator, who is at the same time
true God and a true, sinless man?
A. Our Lord Jesus Christ, who is freely given unto us for
complete redemption and righteousness.
EXPOSITION:
We have now shown what kind of a Mediator it is necessary for
us to have. The next question which claims our attention is, Who
is this Mediator? That this Mediator is Jesus Christ, the Son of
God, manifested in the flesh, is proven by these considerations:
1. It became the Mediator to be very God, as has been shown.
God the Father, however, could not be the Mediator; because he
does not work through himself but through the Son, and the
Holy Spirit. Neither is the Father a messenger; because he is sent
by no one, but himself sends the Mediator. Nor could the Holy
Spirit be the Mediator; because he was to be sent by the Mediator into the hearts of the elect. Therefore, the Son alone is this
Mediator.
2. It was necessary that the Mediator should have that which it
became him to confer upon us. It became him, now, to confer
upon us the right {90} and title of the sons of God, which we
had forfeited; that is, it became him to bring it to pass, that God
might, for his Son’s sake, adopt us as his children. This, however,
Christ alone was able to effect, because he alone had the right
8.

See Ursinus, Opera, Vol. I. p. 120.
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thereof. The Holy Spirit had not this right, because he is not the
Son. Neither did it belong to the Father, for the same reason; and
also because it became him to adopt us among his children,
through the Son. Therefore, the Word, who is the natural Son of
God, is alone our Mediator, in whom, as in the first begotten, we
are adopted as the sons of God, as it is said: “If the Son shall
make you free, you shall be free indeed.” “As many as received
him, to them he gave the power to be called the sons of God.”
“Unto the adoption of children by Jesus Christ.” “He has made us
to be accepted in the Beloved.” (John 8:36; 1:12; Eph. 1:5, 6)
3. The Son, alone, is the Word, the Ambassador of the Father,
and that person who was sent to the human race, to reveal the
will of God, through whom the Father operates and gives the
Holy Spirit; and through whom, also, the second creation is
accomplished; for it is through the Son that we are made new
creatures. The Scriptures, for this reason, every where join the
first and second creation, because the second was to be effected
by the same person through whom the first was made. “All
things were made by the Son.” (John 1:3) The Mediator was also
to be a Messenger, and Peace-maker, between God and us, and to
regenerate us by the Holy Spirit. Therefore, the Son alone is this
Mediator.
4. It belongs to the Mediator to send immediately the Holy Spirit.
But it is the Son alone who thus sends the Holy Spirit. The
Father does, indeed, send the Holy Spirit, but it is through the
Son. The Son sends the Spirit immediately from the Father, as he
himself declares: “Whom I will send unto you from the Father.”
(John 15:26)
5. It became the Mediator to suffer and die. But it was not possible for any of the persons of the Godhead to suffer and die,
except the Son, who assumed our nature. “God was manifested
in the flesh.” “Christ was put to death in the flesh.” (1 Tim. 3:16;
1 Pet. 3:18) Therefore, the Son is the Mediator.

186

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

6. That the Son is the Mediator may be proven by a comparison
of the prophecies of the Old Testament with their fulfillment in
the New Testament.
7. The works and miracles of Christ establish his claims to the
office of Mediator. “The works that I do, bear witness of me, that
the Father has sent me.” “Believe the works.” “When Christ will
come, he will do more miracles than these.” “Go and show John
those things which you do hear and see. The blind receive their
sight,” etc. (John 5:36; 10:38; 7; 31; Matt. 11:4, 5)
8. By these clear testimonies of Scripture: “There is one Mediator between God and man, the man Christ Jesus.” “Christ is
made unto us of God, wisdom, righteousness, sanctification, and
redemption;” that is, he is made unto us a teacher of wisdom, a
justifier, a sanctifier, and a redeemer; which is the same as to say
he is a Mediator and Savior, both by his merit and efficacy; for in
this declaration of the Apostle, the abstract is put for the concrete. (1 Tim. 2:5; 1 Cor. 1:30)
It is here worthy of notice that the Mediator is said to be made
unto us of God; which means that he was appointed and given.
The Mediator {91} ought to have been given by us, and to have
proceeded from us, because we had sinned. But we were not
able to give a Mediator, in as much as we were all the children of
wrath. Therefore, it was necessary that he should be given unto
us of God.
It is also worthy of notice that righteousness and holiness were
one and the same thing in us before the fall, viz.: an inherent
conformity with God and the divine law, as they are now the
same thing in the holy angels. Since the fall, however, they are
not the same thing in us. For, now, Christ is our righteousness;
and our justification consists in the imputation of his righteousness, by which we are accounted just before God. Holiness is the
beginning of our conformity with God, while sanctification is
the carrying forward of this conformity with God, which in this
life is imperfect, but which will be fully perfected in the life to
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come; when righteousness and holiness will again be the same
thing in us, as they are now in the holy angels. The sum and substance of the whole doctrine of the Mediator is contained in
what now follows.
CONCERNING THE MEDIATOR
The doctrine of the Mediator, which is intimately connected
with the glory of God and our comfort, must be carefully considered for the following reasons: 1. That we may acknowledge and
magnify the mercy of God, in that he has given his Son to be our
Mediator, and to be made a sacrifice for our sins. 2. That we may
know God to be just, in as much as he would not, out of his
clemency, pardon sin; but was so greatly displeased therewith
that he would not remit it, except satisfaction were made by the
death of his Son. 3. That we may be assured of eternal life, in
having a Mediator who is both willing and able to grant it unto
us.
4. Because the doctrine of the Mediator is the foundation, and
substance, of the doctrine of the church.
5. On account of heretics, who at all times oppose, with great
bitterness, this doctrine; and that, having a proper knowledge of
it, we may be able to defend it against all their assaults.
The doctrine of the Mediator seems to belong to the article of
justification, because there also the office of the Mediator is
explained. But it is one thing to teach what, and what kind of a
benefit justification is, and how it is received, which is done
when the doctrine of justification is treated of; and it is another
thing to show whose benefit it is, and by whom it is bestowed
upon us, which properly belongs here.
The principal things to be considered in relation to the Mediator,
are the following:
1. What a Mediator is
2. Whether we need a Mediator
3. What his office is
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4. What kind of a Mediator he ought to be
5. Who he is
6. Whether there can be more than one Mediator

{92}

1. WHAT A MEDIATOR IS
A mediator, in general, signifies one who reconciles two parties
that are at variance, by interposing himself and pacifying the
offended party, by entreaty, by satisfaction, and giving security
that the like offence will not again be committed. A mediator, in
the German, is ein schiedmann. To reconcile includes: 1. To intercede for the offender with the offended. 2. To make satisfaction
for the injury done. 3. To promise, and bring it to pass, that the
offending party shall not repeat the offence. 4. To bring the parties at variance together. If any of these conditions are wanting,
there can be no true reconciliation.
But in special, and as here applied to Christ, a Mediator is a person reconciling God, who is angry with sin, and the human race
exposed to eternal death on account of sin, by making satisfaction to divine justice by his death, interceding for the guilty, and
applying, at the same time, his merits through faith to them that
believe, regenerating them by his Holy Spirit, thus bringing it to
pass that they cease from sinning; and finally hearing the groans
and prayers of those that call upon him. Or, a Mediator is a
peace-maker between God and men, appeasing the anger of
God, and restoring men to his favor, by interceding and making
satisfaction for their sins, bringing it to pass that God loves men,
and men love God, so that a constant and eternal peace or agreement is effected between them.
A middle person, and mediator, are different. The former is the
name of the person—the latter the name of the office. Christ is
both. He is a middle person, because in him is the nature of each
party—he has the nature of God and of man. He is a Mediator,
because he reconciles us to God; although he is to a certain
extent a middle person, in the same respect in which he is a
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Mediator; because in him the two extremes, God and man, are
joined together.
Addenda. It is sometimes asked, whether Adam had need of a
Mediator before the fall? To this, answer may be returned
according to the signification which we attach to the term, Mediator. If we mean by it, one through whose mediation, or by
whom God bestows his benefits, and communicates himself to
us, then Adam, even before his fall, had need of a Mediator,
because Christ ever has been the person through whom the
Father creates and quickens all things; for “in him was life,” both
natural and spiritual, “and the life was the light of men.” (John
1:4) But if we understand by a Mediator, one who performs these
and all the other duties which belong to the office, then we reply
that Adam did not need a Mediator before the fall. We must
observe, however, that the Scriptures do not speak of Christ as
being Mediator before the fall of man.
2. WHETHER WE NEED A MEDIATOR WITH GOD
That we need a Mediator is evident—
1. Because the justice of God does not admit of any reconciliation without a return to his favor. An advocate is, therefore, necessary. Neither can we be reconciled to God except intercession
be made in our behalf. An intercessor is, therefore, needed. So,
satisfaction is demanded. Hence there must he one to satisfy.
Then there must be an application of the benefit, for there is a
necessity that it should be received. Hence there {93} must be
some one to apply the benefit of redemption. And, finally, without a removal of sin, and the restoration of the image of God in
us, we will not cease to sin against God. Hence, we need some
one to deliver us from sin, and renew our nature. But of ourselves we are not able to accomplish these things; we cannot
appease God, who is angry; we cannot make ourselves acceptable in his sight, etc. We need, therefore, another person to act
as Mediator for us, who may perform these things in our behalf.
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2. God demanded a Mediator from the party which had committed the offence. As a divine Being, he could not receive satisfaction from himself. His justice made it necessary that the
offending party should make satisfaction, or obtain favor
through such a Mediator as would be able to satisfy perfectly,
and also be most acceptable to God, so as not to be driven from
his presence; and who might, by his influence with God, be able
easily to reconcile us to him by making satisfaction, entreaty
and intercession in our behalf. Such a Mediator, however, we
were entirely unable to find from among ourselves; because we
were all the children of wrath. There was, therefore, a necessity
for some third person to come in as a Mediator, who should be
given of God, and who would be very man, and at the same time
most acceptable to God.
3. It is necessary that those who would obtain deliverance
should make satisfaction to the justice of God, either by themselves, or by another. Those who cannot make this satisfaction
of themselves have need of a Mediator. It is required of us now, if
we would obtain deliverance from sin, to satisfy the justice of
God either by ourselves, or by another. But we are unable to
effect this by ourselves. Hence we have need of a Mediator.
Objection: Where there is but one way of making satisfaction,
no other is to be sought, or proposed. The law acknowledges but
one way, which is, by ourselves. Therefore we must not propose
any other; nor must we say, either by ourselves, or by another.
Answer: The whole is conceded, as it respects the law: for the
law prescribes but one way of making satisfaction, and it is in
vain that we look for another. But yet while this is true as touching the law, it, nevertheless, does not reject every other way. It
does indeed say that satisfaction must be made through ourselves. But it never says, only through ourselves. It does not,
therefore, exclude the method of making satisfaction through
another. And although God did not express this other method in
the law, yet it was comprehended in his secret counsel, and
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afterwards revealed in the gospel. The law does not, therefore,
explain this method, but leaves it to be unfolded by the gospel.
Nor is there in this any conflict, or want of agreement between
the law and the gospel, inasmuch as the law (as has just been
remarked) no where adds the exclusive particle, saying that satisfaction can only be made by ourselves.
4. That we have need of a Mediator with God, may be shown by
many other considerations, of which we may mention the following: 1. The chidings and compunctions of conscience. 2. The
punishments of the wicked. 3. The sacrifices instituted by God,
which referred to, and shadowed forth the perfect sacrifice of
Christ. 4. The sacrifices of the heathen and Papists, with which
they desired to please God, which had their origin in the feeling,
or consciousness of the need of some satisfaction being made in
order to our acceptance with God. {94}
3. WHAT THE OFFICE OF THE MEDIATOR IS
It becomes a Mediator to treat with both parties, the offended
and offending. It was in this way that Christ performed the office
of Mediator, treating with each party.
With God, the offended party, He does these things: 1. He intercedes with the Father for us, and prays that our sin may not be
laid to our charge. 2. He offers himself as a satisfaction in our
behalf. 3. He makes this satisfaction by dying for us, and enduring a punishment sufficient to meet our case, finite indeed as to
time, but infinite in dignity and value. 4. He becomes our surety,
that we shall no more offend God by our sins. Without this suretiship intercession finds no place, not even with men, much less
with God. 5. He at length effects this promise in us by giving us
his Holy Spirit, and everlasting life.
With us, as the offending party, He does these things: 1. He presents himself to us as the messenger of the Father, revealing this,
his will, that he should present himself as our Mediator, and that
the Father accepts of his satisfaction. 2. He makes this satisfac-
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tion, and grants and applies it unto us. 3. He works faith in us, by
giving us the Holy Spirit, that we may embrace, and not reject
this benefit which is offered unto us; because there can be no
reconciliation unless each party consents: “He works in us both
to will, and to do.” (Phil. 2:13) 4. He brings it to pass by the same
Spirit that we leave off sinning and commence a new life. 5. He
preserves us in this state of reconciliation by faith and new obedience, and defends us against the devil, and all enemies, even
against ourselves, lest we fall. 6. Finally, He will raise us up from
the dead, and glorify us, that is, he will perfect the salvation
begun, and the gifts which we lost in Adam, as well as those
which he has merited for us.
All these things Christ does, obtains, and perfects, not only by
his merits, but also by his efficacy. He is, therefore, said to be a
Mediator, both in merit and efficacy; because he does not only
by his sacrifice merit for us, but he also, by virtue of his Spirit,
effectually confers upon us his benefits, which consist in righteousness, and eternal life, according to what is said:
“I lay down my life for the sheep.” “I give unto them eternal life.”
“As the Father has life in himself, so has he given unto the Son to
have life in himself.” “As the Father raises up the dead and
quickens them, so the Son quickens whom he will.” (John 10:15,
28; 5:21, 46)
There are many benefits comprehended in the office of the
Mediator; for God has instituted it for the purpose of bestowing
blessings upon the Church. Paul comprehends these blessings
very briefly in four general terms, when he says, “But of him are
you in Christ Jesus, who, of God, is made unto us wisdom, righteousness, sanctification and redemption.” (1 Cor. 1:30) He is
made unto us wisdom, 1. Because he is the matter and subject of
the wisdom which we possess. “I determined not to know any
thing among you save Jesus Christ, and him crucified.” “We
preach Christ crucified, to the Jews a stumbling block, and to the
Greeks foolishness; but to them which are called, both Jews and
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Greeks, Christ the power of God, and the wisdom of God.” (1 Cor.
2:2; 1:24) 2. Because he is the cause of our wisdom, and that in
three ways; because he brought it from the bosom of the
Father—instituted, and preserves the ministry of the word,
through which he instructs us concerning the will of {95} the
Father, and his office as Mediator; and, finally, because he works
effectually in the hearts of the elect, so that they assent to the
doctrine, and are renewed in the image of God. In a word, Christ
is our wisdom, because he is the subject, the author, and the
medium. He is our righteousness, that is, our justifier. Our righteousness is in him, as in the subject; and he himself gives this
unto us by his merit and efficacy. He is our sanctification, that is,
sanctifier; because he regenerates us, and sanctifies us through
the Holy Spirit. He is our redemption, that is, redeemer; because
he finally delivers us: for the word that is here translated
redemption, does not only signify the price, but also the effect
and consummation of our redemption.
4. WHAT KIND OF A MEDIATOR HE OUGHT TO BE
This question is most wisely connected with the foregoing; for
since it is manifest, that satisfaction must be made—that it must
be made through another, and that it must be with the satisfaction of the Mediator, which has already been described, we must
now enquire, What kind of a Mediator is he?
In answer to this question we would reply, that our Mediator
must be man—very man, deriving his nature from our race, and
retaining it forever—a perfectly righteous man, and very God. In
a word, he must be a person that is theanthropic, having both
natures, the divine and human, in the unity of his person, that
he may truly be a middle person, and mediator between God
and men.
The proofs concerning the person of the Mediator are drawn
from his office; for it was necessary that he should be, and possess all that was included in his office. These proofs have been
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already presented and explained, in the exposition of the 15th,
16th and 17th Questions of the Catechism, to which we refer the
reader.
5. WHO THIS MEDIATOR IS, WHO IN ONE PERSON IS
BOTH GOD AND MAN
The Mediator has thus far been spoken of as the Son of God, our
Lord Jesus Christ, as we have shown in the eighteenth question
of the Catechism.
The sum and substance of what we are to believe in relation to
this subject is this, that the Scriptures attribute at the same time
these three things to Christ, and to him alone:
First, that he is God. “The Word was God.” “All things were made
by him.” “The Church of God, which he has purchased with his
own blood.” “Who was declared to be the Son of God with
power, according to the Spirit of holiness.” “There are three that
bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Spirit,
and these three are one.” (John 1:1; Acts 20:28; Rom. 1. 4; 1 John
5:7) To these declarations of scripture, we may add those which
attribute to Christ divine worship, invocation, hearing of prayer,
and such works as are peculiar to God alone. Those passages
which attribute to Christ the name of Jehovah, are also in point.
(Jer. 23:6; Zach. 2:10; Mal. 3:1) The same thing may in like manner be said of those declarations of Scripture which refer to
Christ, the things spoken of Jehovah in the Old Testament. (Ish.
9:6; John 12:40, etc.) {96}
2. That he is very man. The humanity of Christ is proven by
those declarations of Scripture which affirm that he was man,
the Son of man, the son of David, the son of Abraham, etc. (1
Tim. 2:5; Matt. 1:1; 9:6; 16:13) Also, those which declare that he
was made of the seed of David according to the flesh, that he
had a body of flesh, and came in the flesh. (Rom. 1:3; Col. 1:22;
1 John 4:2) The same thing is also proven by those passages
which attribute to Christ things peculiar to man; as, to grow, to
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eat, to drink, to be ignorant, to be fatigued, to rest, to be circumcised, to be baptized, to weep, to rejoice, etc.
3. That these two natures in Christ constitute one person. Those
declarations of Scripture are here in point, which attribute,
through the communication of properties, to the person of
Christ, those things which are peculiar to the divine, or human
nature. “The Word was made flesh.” “He partook of flesh and
blood.” “Before Abraham was, I am.” “I am with you alway, even
unto the end of the world.” “God has in these last days spoken
unto us by his Son, by whom also he made the world.” “Jesus
Christ is come in the flesh.” “Who is over all, God blessed forever.” “Had they known it, they would not have crucified the
Lord of Glory.” (John 1:14; Heb. 2:14; John 8:38; Matt. 28:20;
Heb. 1:1, 2; 1 John 4:3; Rom. 9:6; 1 Cor. 2:8)
6. WHETHER THERE CAN BE
MORE THAN ONE MEDIATOR
There is but one Mediator between God and man. The reason of
this is, because no one but the Son of God can perform the office
of Mediator; and as there is only one natural Son of God, there
cannot be more than one Mediator.
Objection 1: But the saints also make intercession for us. Therefore, they are also mediators. Answer: There is a great difference
between the intercession of Christ, and that of the saints who
live in the world, and make intercession both for themselves,
and others, even their persecutors and enemies: for the saints
depend upon the merits of Christ in order that their intercessions may avail, while Christ depends upon his own merits.
And still more, Christ alone offered himself a surety, and satisfier, sanctifying himself for us, that is, presenting himself in our
stead before the judgment seat of God, which cannot be said of
the saints.
Objection 2: Where there are many means, there must be more
than one Mediator. But there are many means of our salvation.
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Therefore, there are more mediators than one. Answer: We deny
the major proposition; for the means, and Mediator of salvation,
are not one and the same thing.
OF THE COVENANT OF GOD
It has been shown, that a Mediator is one who reconciles parties
that are at variance, as God and men. This reconciliation is
called in the Scriptures a Covenant, which has particular reference to the Mediator, inasmuch as every mediator is the mediator of some covenant, and the reconciler of two opposing
parties. Hence the doctrine of the Covenant which God made
with man, is closely connected with the doctrine of the Mediator. The principal questions which claim our attention in the
consideration of this subject, are the following: {97}
1. What is this Covenant?
2. Was it possible without a Mediator?
3. Is it one, or more than one?
4. In what do the old and new Covenants agree, and in what do
they differ?
1. WHAT IS THIS COVENANT?
A covenant in general is a mutual contract, or agreement
between two parties, in which the one party binds itself to the
other to accomplish some-thing upon certain conditions, giving
or receiving something, which is accompanied with certain outward signs and symbols, for the purpose of ratifying in the most
solemn manner the contract entered into, and for the sake of
confirming it, that the engagement may be kept inviolate. From
this general definition of a covenant, it is easy to perceive what
we are to understand by the Covenant here spoken of, which we
may define as a mutual promise and agreement, between God
and men, in which God gives assurance to men that he will be
merciful to them, remit their sins, grant unto them a new righteousness, the Holy Spirit, and eternal life by and for the sake of
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his Son, our Mediator. And, on the other side, men bind themselves to God in this covenant that they will exercise repentance
and faith, or that they will receive with a true faith this great
benefit which God offers, and render such obedience as will be
acceptable to him. This mutual engagement between God and
man is confirmed by those outward signs which we call sacraments, which are holy signs, declaring and sealing unto us God’s
good will, and our thankfulness and obedience.
A testament is the last will of a testator, in which he at his death
declares what disposition he wishes to be made of his goods, or
possessions.
In the Scriptures, the terms Covenant and Testament are used in
the same sense, for the purpose of explaining more fully and
clearly the idea of this Covenant of God; for both of them refer to
and express our reconciliation with God, or the mutual agreement between God and men.
This agreement, or reconciliation, is called a Covenant, because
God promises to us certain blessings, and demands from us in
return our obedience, employing also certain solemn ceremonies for the confirmation thereof.
It is called a Testament, because this reconciliation was made by
the interposition of the death of Christ, the testator, that it might
be ratified; or because Christ has obtained this reconciliation by
his death, and left it unto us, as parents, at their decease, leave
their possessions to their children. This reason is adduced by the
apostle Paul, in his Epistle to the Hebrews, where he says: “For
this cause he is the Mediator of the New Testament, that by
means of death, they which are called might receive the promise
of eternal inheritance. For where a testament is, there must also
of necessity be the death of the testator. For a testament is of
force, after men are dead; otherwise it is of no strength at all
while the testator liveth.” (Heb. 9:15, 16, 17) While the testator
lives he has the right to change, to take from, or to add any thing
which he chooses to his will. The Hebrew word Berith, signifies

198

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

only a covenant, and not a testament; while the Greek word
diaqhkh, which is used in the Epistle to the Hebrews, signifies
both a covenant and a testament, from which it is inferred (as
some suppose) that this Epistle was written not in the Hebrew,
but in the Greek language.
Objection: A testament is made by the death of the testator. But
God can not die. Therefore his testament is not ratified; or this
reconciliation can not be called a testament. Answer: We deny
the minor proposition; because God is said to have redeemed
the Church with his own blood. Hence he must have died; but it
was in his human nature, according to the testimony of the
apostle Peter, who says of Christ the testator, who was both God
and man, that he was put to death in the flesh. (1 Pet. 3:18)
2. HOW COULD THIS COVENANT
BETWEEN GOD AND MAN BE MADE?
This covenant could only be made by a Mediator, as may be
inferred from the fact that we, as one of the parties, were not
able to satisfy God for our sins, so as to be restored to his favor.
Yea, such was our miserable condition, that we would not have
accepted of the benefit of redemption had it been purchased by
another. Then God as the other party, could not, on account of
his justice, admit us into his favor without a sufficient satisfaction. We were the enemies of God, and hence there could be no
way of access to him, unless by the intercession of Christ, the
Mediator, as has been fully shown in the remarks which we have
made upon the question—Why was a Mediator necessary? We
may conclude, therefore, that this reconciliation was possible
only by the satisfaction and death of Christ, the Mediator.
3. IS THIS COVENANT ONE, OR MORE?
This covenant is one in substance, but two-fold in circumstances; or it is one as it respects the general conditions upon
which God enters into an engagement with us, and we with him;
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and it is two as it respects the conditions which are less general,
or as some say, as it respects the mode of its administration.
The Covenant is one in substance. 1. Because there is but one
God, one Mediator between God and man, Jesus Christ, one way
of reconciliation, one faith, and one way of salvation for all who
are and have been saved from the beginning. It is a great question, and one that has been much debated, whether the ancient
fathers were saved in a different way from that in which we are
saved, which, unless it be correctly explained, throws much
obscurity and darkness around the gospel. The following passages of Scripture teach us what we are to believe in relation to
this subject: “Jesus Christ, the same yesterday, today, and forever.” “And God gave him to be Head over all things to the
Church.” “From whom the whole body fitly joined together,” etc.
“No man has seen God at any time, the only begotten Son which
is in the bosom of the Father, he has declared him.” “There is
none other name under heaven given whereby we must be
saved.” “No one knows the Father but the Son, and he to whom,”
etc. “No one cometh to the Father but by me.” “I am the Way, the
Truth, and the Life;” he means, I am the way by which even
Adam obtained salvation. “Many kings and prophets desired to
see the things which you see,” etc. “Abraham rejoiced to see my
day, and he saw it, and was glad.” (Heb. 13:8; Eph. 1:22; 4:16;
John 1:18; Acts 4:12; Matt. 11:27; John 14:6; Luke 10:24; John
8:56) All those, therefore, who have been saved, those under the
law {99} as well as those under the gospel, had respect to
Christ, who is the only Mediator, through whom alone they were
reconciled to God and saved. Hence, there is but one covenant.
2. There is but one covenant, because the principal conditions,
which are called the substance of the covenant, are the same
before and since the incarnation of Christ; for in each testament
God promises to those that repent and believe, the remission of
sin; while men bind themselves, on the other hand, to exercise
faith in God, and to repent of their sins.
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But there are said to be two covenants, the old and the new, as it
respects the circumstances and conditions which are less general, which constitute the form, or the mode of administration,
contributing to the principal conditions, in order that the faithful, by their help, may obtain those which are general.
4. IN WHAT DO THE OLD AND THE NEW COVENANT
AGREE, AND IN WHAT DO THEY DIFFER?
Since there is but one covenant, and the Scriptures speak of it as
though it were two, we must consider in what particulars the old
and the new covenants agree and in what they differ.
They agree, 1. In having God as their author and Christ as the
Mediator. But Moses, some say, was the Mediator of the Old covenant. To this we reply, that he was Mediator only as a type of
Christ, who was even then already Mediator, but is now the only
Mediator without any type; for Christ having come in the flesh,
is no longer covered with types.
2. In the promise of grace concerning the remission of sins, and
eternal life granted freely to such as believe by and for the sake
of Christ, which promise was common to those who lived under
the old covenant, as well as to us; although it is now delivered
more clearly, for God promises the same grace to all that believe
in the Mediator. “The seed of the woman shall bruise the serpent’s head.” “I will be a God unto you and your seed.” “He that
believeth on the Son has everlasting life.” “But we believe that
through the grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, we shall be saved
even as they.” (Gen. 3:15; 17:7; John 3:36; Acts 15; 11) We here
speak of the promise of grace in general, and not of the circumstances of grace particularly.
3. In the condition in respect to ourselves. In each covenant, God
requires from men faith and obedience. “Walk before me and be
perfect.” “Repent and believe the gospel.” (Gen. 17:1; Mark 1:15)
The new covenant, therefore, agrees with the old in that which
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relates to the principal conditions, both on the part of God, and
on the part of man.
The two covenants differ, 1. In the promises of temporal blessings.
The old covenant had many special promises in relation to
blessings of a temporal character, such as the promise of the
land of Canaan, which was to be given to the Church—the form
of the ceremonial worship, and of the Mosaic polity, which were
to be preserved in the land even to the time of the Messiah—the
birth of the Messiah from that people, etc. But the new covenant
has no such special promises of temporal blessings, but only
such as are general, because God will preserve his church even
to the end, and will always provide for it a certain resting place.
{100}
2. In the circumstance of the promise of grace. In the old covenant, the faithful were received into the favor of God, on account
of the Messiah that was to come, and the sacrifice which he
would offer; in the new, the same blessing is obtained for the
sake of the Messiah who has already come, and for the sacrifice
which he has already offered in our behalf.
3. In the rites, or signs, which are added to the promise of grace. In
the old covenant the sacraments were various, and painful, such
as circumcision, the Passover, oblations and sacrifices. In the
new, there are only two sacraments—Baptism and the Lord’s
Supper—both of which are simple and significant.
4. In clearness. The old had types and shadows of good things to
come. All was typical, as the priests, sacrifices, etc. Hence every
thing was more obscure and unintelligible. In the new, we have a
fulfillment of all these types, so that every thing is clearer and
better understood, both in regard to the sacraments and the doctrine which is revealed.
5. In the gifts which they confer. In the old, the effusion of the
Holy Spirit was small and limited; in the new, it is large and full.
“I will make a new covenant.” “If the ministration of condemna-

202

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

tion be glory, much more,” etc. “I will pour out my Spirit upon
all flesh.” (Jer. 31:31; 2 Cor. 3:5. Joel 2:28)
6. In duration. The old was to continue only until the coming of
the Messiah; but the new will continue forever. “I will make an
everlasting covenant with them.” (Jer. 32:40)
7. In their obligation. The old bound the people to the whole law,
the moral, ceremonial, and judicial; the new binds us only to the
moral, and to the use of the sacraments of Christ.
8. In their extent. In the old covenant, the church was confined
to the Jewish nation, to which it became all those who would be
saved to unite themselves. In the new, the church is established
among all nations, and is open to all that believe of every nation,
rank, condition, or language.
Remark. The old testament, or covenant, is often used in Scripture by a figure of speech, called synecdoche, (in which a part is
taken for the whole) for the law, with respect to that part which
is especially treated of. For in the old covenant, the law was
enforced more strenuously, and there were many parts of it. The
gospel was also more obscure. The new testament, or covenant,
on the other hand, is for the most part taken for the gospel,
because in the new a great part of the law is abrogated, and the
gospel is here more clearly revealed.

QUESTION 19
19. From where do you know this?
A. From the Holy Gospel: which God Himself first revealed
in Paradise; afterwards proclaimed by the holy Patriarchs
and Prophets, and foreshadowed by the sacrifices and
other ceremonies of the law; and finally fulfilled by His
well-beloved Son.
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EXPOSITION:
This question corresponds with the third question of the Catechism, where it is asked: Whence do you know your misery? Out
of the law of {101} God. So it is here asked: Whence do you know
your deliverance? Out of the gospel. Having, therefore, spoken of
the Mediator, we must now speak of the doctrine which reveals,
describes, and offers him unto us—which doctrine is the Gospel.
After having spoken of the gospel, we must in the next place,
speak of the way in which we are made partakers of the Mediator, and his benefits—which is by faith. First, then, we must
speak of the gospel, which is, with great propriety, made to follow the doctrine of the Mediator, and the covenant, 1. Because
the Mediator is the subject of the gospel, which teaches who and
what kind of a Mediator he is. 2. Because he is the author of the
gospel. It is a part of the office of the Mediator to reveal the gospel, as it is said: “The only begotten which is in the bosom of the
Father, he has declared him.” (John 1:18) 3. Because the gospel is
a part of the covenant; and is often taken for the new covenant.
The principal questions to be discussed, in relation to the gospel,
are the following:
1. What is the gospel?
2. Is it a new doctrine?
3. In what does it differ from the law?
4. What are its effects?
5. From what does it appear that the gospel is true?

1. WHAT IS THE GOSPEL?
The term gospel signifies, 1. A joyful message, or good news. 2.
The sacrifice which is offered to God for this good news. 3. The
reward which is given to him who announces these joyful tidings. Here it signifies the doctrine, or joyful news of Christ manifested in the flesh; as “behold, I bring unto you good tidings of
great joy, for unto you is born this day in the city of David, a Savior, which is Christ the Lord.” (Luke 2:10, 11)
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The words epaggelia and euaggelia are of a somewhat different signification. The former denotes the promise of a mediator
that was to come; the latter is the announcement of a mediator
already come. This distinction, however, is not always observed;
and is rather in the words than in the thing itself; for both
denote the same benefits of the Messiah, so that the distinction
is only in the circumstance of time, and in the manner of his
appearance, as is evident from the following declarations of
Scripture: “Abraham saw my day, and was glad.” “No man
cometh to the Father but by me.” “I am the door, by me if any,”
etc. “God has appointed him head over all things to the church.”
“Jesus Christ, the same yesterday, today, and forever.” (John 8:56;
14:6; 10:7; Eph. 1:22; Heb. 13:8)
The gospel is, therefore, the doctrine which the Son of God, our
Mediator, revealed from heaven in Paradise, immediately after
the fall, and which he brought from the bosom of the Eternal
Father; which promises, and announces, in view of the free
grace and mercy of God, to all those that repent and believe,
deliverance from sin, death, condemnation, and the wrath of
God; which is the same thing as to say that it promises and proclaims the remission of sin, salvation, and eternal life, by and for
the {102} sake of the Son of God, the Mediator; and is that
through which the Holy Spirit works effectually in the hearts of
the faithful, kindling and exciting in them, faith, repentance, and
the beginning of eternal life. Or, we may, in accordance with the
eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth questions of the Catechism, define the gospel to be the doctrine which God revealed
first in Paradise, and afterwards published by the Patriarchs and
Prophets, which he was pleased to represent by the shadows of
sacrifices, and the other ceremonies of the law, and which he
has accomplished by his only begotten Son; teaching that the
Son of God, our Lord Jesus Christ, is made unto us wisdom, righteousness, sanctification, and redemption; which is to say that
he is a perfect Mediator, satisfying for the sins of the human
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race, restoring righteousness and eternal life to all those who by
a true faith are engrafted into him, and embrace his benefits.
The following passages of Scripture confirm this definition
which we have given of the gospel: “This is the will of him that
sent me, that every one which sees the Son, and believeth on
him, may have everlasting life, and I will raise him up at the last
day.” “And that repentance and remission of sin should be
preached in his name, among all nations, beginning at Jerusalem.” “The law was given by Moses, but grace and truth came by
Jesus Christ.” (John 6:41; Luke 24:47; John 1:17)
2. HAS THE GOSPEL ALWAYS BEEN KNOWN IN THE
CHURCH, OR IS IT A NEW DOCTRINE?
The gospel sometimes signifies the doctrine concerning the
promise of grace, and the remission of sins to be granted freely,
on account of the sacrifice of the Messiah, who had not as yet
come in the flesh; and then, again, it signifies the doctrine of the
Messiah as already come. In the latter sense, it has not always
been, but commenced with the New Testament. In the former
sense, however, it has always been in the Church; for immediately after the fall it was revealed in Paradise to our first
parents—afterwards it was published by the Patriarchs, and
Prophets, and was at length fully accomplished, and revealed by
Christ himself. The proofs of this are the following:
1. The testimony of the Apostles. Peter says, “To him gave all the
prophets witness, that through his name, whosoever believeth in
him shall receive remission of sins.” “Of which salvation the
prophets have inquired, and searched diligently.” (Acts 10:43; 1
Pet. 1:10) Paul says of the gospel, “Which he had promised afore
by his prophets.” (Rom. 1:2) Christ himself says, “Had you
believed Moses, you would have believed me, for he wrote of
me.” (John 5:46)
2. The promises and prophecies which relate to the Messiah,
establish the same thing.
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This must, therefore, be carefully noticed, because God will have
us know that there was, and is from the beginning to the end of
the world, only one doctrine, and way of salvation through
Christ, according to what is said, “Jesus Christ the same yesterday, today, and forever.” “I am the Way, the Truth, and the Life;
no man cometh to the Father but by me.” “Moses wrote of me.”
(Heb. 13:8; John 14:6; 5:46) Does any one ask, How Moses wrote
of Christ? We answer, 1. By enumerating the promises which
had respect to the Messiah. “In your {103} seed shall all the
nations of the earth be blessed.” “God shall raise up a prophet,”
etc. “A star shall rise out of Jacob.” “The scepter shall not depart
from Judah until Shiloh come.” (Gen. 12:3; Deut. 10:15; Num.
24:17; Gen. 49:10) 2. He restricted these promises to a certain
family from which the Messiah was to be born; and to which the
promise was afterwards more frequently referred, and spoken
of. 3. The whole Levitical priesthood, and ceremonial worship,
as sacrifices, oblations, the altar, the temple, and other things
which Moses described, all looked forward to Christ. The kings
and kingdom of the Jewish nation were types of Christ, and of
his kingdom. Hence Moses wrote many things of Christ.
Objection 1: Paul declares the gospel was promised through the
prophets; and Peter says that the prophets prophesied of the
grace that should come unto us. Therefore the gospel has not
always been. Answer: We grant that the gospel has not always
been, if we understand by it the doctrine of the promise of grace
as fulfilled through the manifestation of Christ in the flesh, and
as it respects the clearness and evidence of this doctrine; for in
ancient times the gospel was not, but was only promised by the
prophets: 1. As concerning the fulfillment of those things which,
in the Old Testament, were predicted of the Messiah. 2. In regard
to the clearer knowledge of the promise of grace. 3. In respect to
the more copious outpouring of the gifts of the Holy Spirit; that
is, the gospel then was not the announcement of Christ already
come, dead, risen again, and seated at the right hand of the
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Father, as it now is; but it was a preaching of Christ, who would
at some future time come, and accomplish all these things. Nevertheless, there was a gospel, that is, there was a joyful
announcement of the benefits of the Messiah that was to come,
sufficient for the salvation of the ancient fathers, as it is said,
“Abraham saw my day, and rejoiced.” “To him gave all the prophets witness.” “Christ is the end of the law.” (John 8:56; Acts
10:43; Rom. 10:4)
Objection 2: The apostle Paul says, the gospel was the mystery
which was kept secret since the world began, and that in other
ages it was not made known to the sons of men. (Rom. 16:25;
Eph. 3:5) Answer: This objection contains an incorrect division,
inasmuch as it disjoins things which ought not to be separated.
For the apostle adds, in connection with the above, as it is now;
which ought not to be omitted, because it shows that in former
times the gospel was also known, although less clearly, and to
fewer persons, than it now is. The objection is also weak, in
affirming that to be strictly so, which was only declared such in
a certain respect: for it does not follow, that it was then altogether unknown, because it is now more clearly perceived, and
that by many more persons. It was known to the fathers,
although not so clearly as to us. Hence the importance of the
distinction between the words epaggelia and euaggelion, as
above expressed.
Objection 3: The law came by Moses, grace and truth by Jesus
Christ. Therefore the gospel has not always been known.
Answer: Grace and truth did indeed come through Christ, viz.,
in respect to the fulfillment of types, and the full exhibition and
copious application of those things which were formerly promised in the Old Testament. But it does not follow from this, that
the ancient fathers were entirely destitute of this grace: for unto
them also the same grace was applied by, and on account of
Christ, who would subsequently appear in the flesh, although it
was given in smaller measures {104} to them than to us. For,
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whatever grace and true knowledge of God has ever come to
men, has come through Christ, as it is said, “The only begotten
Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he has declared him.”
“No man cometh to the Father, but by me.” “Without me you can
do nothing.” (John 1:18; 14:6; 15:5)
But it is said, the law was by Moses; therefore the gospel was not
by him. Answer: This is so declared, because it was the principal
part of his office to publish the law; yet he also taught the gospel, because he wrote and spoke of Christ, although more
obscurely, as has been shown. But it was the peculiar office of
Christ to publish the gospel, although he at the same time taught
the law, but not principally, as did Moses: for he took away from
the moral law the corruptions and glosses of false teachers he
fulfilled the ceremonial law, and abrogated it, together with the
judicial law.
3. IN WHAT DOES THE GOSPEL DIFFER PROM THE LAW?
The gospel and the law agree in this, that they are both from
God, and that there is something revealed in each concerning
the nature, will, and works of God. There is, however, a very
great difference between them:
1. In the revelations which they contain; or, as it respects the manner in which the revelation peculiar to each is made known. The
law was engraven upon the heart of man in his creation, and is
therefore known to all naturally, although no other revelation
were given. “The Gentiles have the work of the law written in
their hearts.” (Rom. 2:15) The gospel is not known naturally, but
is divinely revealed to the Church alone through Christ, the
Mediator. For no creature could have seen or hoped for that mitigation of the law concerning satisfaction for our sins through
another, if the Son of God had not revealed it. “No man knows
the Father, but the Son, and he to whom the Son will reveal
him.” “Flesh and blood has not revealed it unto you.” “The Son,
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who is in the bosom of the Father, he has declared him.” (Matt.
11:27; 16:17)
2. In the kind of doctrine, or subject peculiar to each. The law
teaches us what we ought to be, and what God requires of us, but
it does not give us the ability to perform it, nor does it point out
the way by which we may avoid what is forbidden. But the gospel teaches us in what manner we may be made such as the law
requires: for it offers unto us the promise of grace, by having the
righteousness of Christ imputed to us through faith, and that in
such a way as if it were properly ours, teaching us that we are
just before God, through the imputation of Christ’s righteousness. The law says, “Pay what you owe.” “Do this, and live.”
(Matt. 18:28; Luke 10:28) The gospel says, “Only believe.” (Mark
5:36)
3. In the promises. The law promises life to those who are righteous in themselves, or on the condition of righteousness, and
perfect obedience. “He that doeth them, shall live in them.” “If
you will enter into life, keep the commandments.” (Lev. 18:5;
Matt. 19:17) The gospel, on the other hand, promises life to
those who are justified by faith in Christ, or on the condition of
the righteousness of Christ, applied unto us by faith. The law
and gospel are, however, not opposed to each other in these
respects: for although the law requires us to keep the commandments if we would enter into life, yet it does not exclude us from
life if another perform these things for us. It does indeed propose a way of satisfaction, {105} which is through ourselves,
but it does not forbid the other, as has been shown.
4. They differ in their effects. The law, without the gospel, is the
letter which kills, and is the ministration of death: “For by the
law is the knowledge of sin.” “The law worketh wrath; and the
letter kills.” (Rom. 3:20; 4:15; 2 Cor. 3:6) The outward preaching,
and simple knowledge of what ought to be done, is known
through the letter: for it declares our duty, and that righteousness which God requires; and, while it neither gives us the abil-
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ity to perform it, nor points out the way through which it may be
attained, it finds fault with, and condemns our righteousness.
But the gospel is the ministration of life, and of the Spirit, that is,
it has the operations of the Spirit united with it, and quickens
those that are dead in sin, because it is through the gospel that
the Holy Spirit works faith and life in the elect. “The gospel is
the power of God unto salvation,” etc. (Rom. 1:16)
Objection: There is no precept, or commandment belonging to
the gospel, but to the law. The preaching of repentance is a precept. Therefore the preaching of repentance does not belong to
the gospel, but to the law. Answer: We deny the major, if it is
taken generally; for this precept is peculiar to the gospel, which
commands us to believe, to embrace the benefits of Christ, and
to commence new obedience, or that righteousness which the
law requires. If it be objected that the law also commands us to
believe in God, we reply that it does this only in general, by
requiring us to give credit to all the divine promises, precepts
and denunciations, and that with a threatening of punishment,
unless we do it. But the gospel commands us expressly and particularly to embrace, by faith, the promise of grace; and also
exhorts us by the Holy Spirit, and by the Word, to walk worthy
of our heavenly calling. This however it does only in general, not
specifying any duty in particular, saying you shall do this, or that,
but it leaves this to the law; as, on the contrary, it does not say in
general, believe all the promises of God, leaving this to the law;
but it says in particular, Believe this promise; fly to Christ, and
your sins shall be forgiven you.
4. WHAT ARE THE PROPER EFFECTS OF THE GOSPEL?
The proper effects of the gospel are:
1. Faith; because “faith cometh by hearing, and hearing by the
word of God.” “The gospel is the ministration of the Spirit.” “The
power of God unto salvation.” (Rom. 10:17; 2 Cor. 3. 8; Rom.
1:16)
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2. Through faith, our entire conversion to God, justification,
regeneration and salvation; for through faith we receive Christ,
with all his benefits.
5. FROM WHAT DOES THE TRUTH OF
THE GOSPEL APPEAR?
The truth of the gospel appears—
1. From the testimony of the Holy Spirit.
2. From the prophecies which were uttered by the prophets.
3. From the fulfillment of these prophecies, which took place
under the New Testament dispensation.
4. From the miracles by which the doctrine of the gospel was
confirmed. {106}
5. By the testimony of the gospel itself; because it alone shows
the way of escape from sin, and ministers solid comfort to the
wounded conscience.
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LORD’S DAY 7
QUESTION 20.
20. Are all men, then, saved by Christ as they have perished
in Adam?
A. No; only such as by true faith are engrafted into Him, and
receive all His benefits.
EXPOSITION:
Having explained the mode of our deliverance through Christ,
we must now inquire carefully who are made partakers of this
deliverance, and in what manner it is effected; whether all, or
only some are made partakers thereof. If none are made partakers of it, it has been accomplished in vain. This twentieth question is, therefore, preparatory to the doctrine of faith, without
which neither the Mediator, nor the preaching of the gospel,
would be of any advantage. At the same time it provides a remedy against carnal security, and furnishes an answer to that base
calumny which makes Christ the minister of sin.
The answer to this question consists of two parts: Salvation
through Christ is not bestowed upon all who perished in Adam;
but only upon those who, by a true faith, are engrafted into
Christ, and receive all his benefits.
The first part of this answer is clearly proven by experience, and
the word of God. “He that believeth not the Son, shall not see
life, but the wrath of God abides on him.” “Not every one that
says unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter into the kingdom of
heaven.” “Except a man be born again, he cannot see the kingdom of God.” (John 3:36, 3:3; Matt. 7:21) The reason why all are
not saved through Christ, is not because of any insufficiency of
merit and grace in him—for the atonement of Christ is for the
sins of the whole world, as it respects the dignity and sufficiency
of the satisfaction which he made—but it arises from unbelief;

Lord’s Day 7

213

because men reject the benefits of Christ offered in the gospel,
and so perish by their own fault, and not because of any insufficiency in the merits of Christ.
The other part of the answer is also evident from the Scriptures.
“As many as received him to them, gave he power to become the
sons of God.” “By his knowledge shall my righteous servant justify many.” (John 1:12; Ish. 53:11) The reason why only those
who believe are saved, is, because they alone lay hold of, and
embrace the benefits of Christ; and because in them alone God
secures the end for which he graciously delivered his Son to
death; for only those that believe know the mercy and grace of
God, and return suitable thanks to him.
The sum of this whole matter is therefore this: that although the
satisfaction of Christ, the mediator for our sins, is perfect, yet all
do not obtain deliverance through it, but only those who believe
the gospel, and apply to themselves the merits of Christ by a
true faith. {107}
Objection 1: Grace exceeds sin. Therefore if all have perished by
the sin of Adam, much more ought all to be saved by the grace of
Christ. Answer: We reply to the antecedent: Grace exceeds sin
as regards the satisfaction, but not as regards the application.
That all are, therefore, not saved through the grace of Christ, is to
be ascribed to the unbelief of those who reject the grace that is
freely offered.
Objection 2: All those ought to be received into favor for whose
offences a sufficient satisfaction has been made. Christ has
made a sufficient satisfaction for the offences of all men. Therefore all ought to be received into favor; and if this is not done,
God is either unjust to men, or else there is something detracted
from the merit of Christ. Answer: The major is true, unless some
condition is added to the satisfaction; as, that only those are
saved through it, who apply it unto themselves by faith. But this
condition is expressly added, where it is said, “God so loved the
world that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever belie-
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veth in him should not perish, but have everlasting life.” (John
3:16)
Objection 3: Adam subjected all to condemnation; but Christ
saves only a portion of the human race. Therefore there is
greater power in the sin of Adam to condemn, than there is in
the satisfaction of Christ to save. Answer: We deny the consequence which is here deduced, because the power, excellence,
and efficacy of the satisfaction of Christ, is not to be estimated
by the multitude, or number of those who are saved through it,
but by the magnitude of the benefit itself: for it is a greater work
to deliver even one, or some from eternal death, than that all
should be made subject to it through sin. Again: that the power
of that efficacy which belongs to the benefit of Christ does not
pass over to all men, just as the power of Adam’s sin reaches all
his posterity, is a fault in men themselves, who do not so apply
the merits of Christ to themselves through faith, as they do the
sin of Adam by birth, and imitation. But the reason why all men
do not believe, nor apply these benefits to themselves, is a
higher, and deeper question—one which does not properly
belong to this place. “God has mercy on whom he will have
mercy, and whom he will, he hardens.” (Rom 9:18) And he will
so reveal his mercy, that he will also exercise his justice.

QUESTION 21. OF FAITH
21. What is true faith?
A. It is not only a certain knowledge, whereby I hold for
truth all that God has revealed to us in His Word; but also
a hearty trust, which the Holy Spirit works in me by the
Gospel, that not only to others, but to me also,
forgiveness of sins, everlasting righteousness and
salvation, are freely given by God, merely of grace, for the
sake of Christ’s merits.
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EXPOSITION:
The subject of faith is introduced next in order: 1. Because it is
the means by which we are made partakers of the Mediator. 2.
Because the preaching of the gospel profits nothing without
faith. In speaking of faith, we must inquire: {108}
1. What is faith?
2. Of how many kinds of faith do the Scriptures speak?
3. In what does faith differ from hope?
4. What are the efficient causes of justifying faith?
5. What are the effects of faith?
6. To whom is it given?

1. WHAT IS FAITH?
The word faith, according to Cicero, is derived from fiendo,
which signifies doing, because that which is declared is performed. It is, according to him, the assurance, and truth of contracts, and of whatever may be spoken, and is the foundation of
justice. According to the common definition, faith is a certain
knowledge of facts, or conclusions, to which we assent on the
testimony of faithful witnesses, whom we may not disbelieve,
whether it be God, or angels, or men, or experience. But since,
according to the most general distinction, there is one kind of
faith in divine, and another in human affairs, we must here
enquire, what is faith in divine things, or what is theological
faith? The definition of faith, therefore, taken generally, must be
given somewhat more exactly, and yet it must be such as to
comprise in it all the different forms of faith spoken of in the
Scriptures.
Faith, in general, of whatever kind mention is made in the Holy
Scriptures, is an assent to, or a certain knowledge of what is
revealed concerning God, his will, works, and grace, in which we
confide upon divine testimony. Or, it is to yield assent to every
word of God delivered to the church, in the law and gospel, on
account of the declaration of God himself.

216

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

Faith is, also, often taken for the doctrine of the church, or for
those things of which the word of God informs us, and which
are necessary to faith, as when it is called the Christian faith, the
Apostolic faith. It is, likewise, often used for the fulfillment of
ancient promises, or for the things themselves, which are
believed; as “Before faith came, we were kept under the law, shut
up unto the faith which should afterwards be revealed.” (Gal.
3:23)
2. OF HOW MANY KINDS OF FAITH DO
THE SCRIPTURES SPEAK?
There are four kinds of faith enumerated in the Holy Scriptures,
viz.: historical, temporary, the faith of working miracles, and justifying or saving faith. The difference which exists between the
different kinds of faith here specified, will appear by giving a
proper definition of each.
Historical faith is to know and believe that every word of God is
true which is divinely delivered and revealed, whether by the
voice, or by oracles, or by visions, or by any other method of revelation by which the divine will is made known unto us, upon
the authority and declaration of God himself. It is called historical because it is merely a knowledge of those things which God
is said to have done, or now does, or will hereafter do. The Scriptures speak of this faith in these places: “If I have all faith so that
I could remove mountains,” which may also be understood of all
the different kinds of faith, except justifying. “The devils believe
and tremble.” “Simon also believed,” viz.: that the doctrine of
Peter was true, yet he had no justifying faith. (1 Cor. 13:2; James
2:19; Acts 8:13) {109}
Temporary faith is an assent to the doctrines of the church,
accompanied with profession and joy, but not with a true and
abiding joy, such as arises from a consciousness that we are the
objects of the divine favor, but from some other cause, whatever
it may be, so that it endures only for a time, and in seasons of
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affliction dies away. Or, it is to assent to the doctrine delivered by
the prophets and apostles, to profess it, to glory in it, and to
rejoice for a time in the knowledge of it; but not on account of
an application of the promise to itself, or on account of a sense
of the grace of God in the heart, but for other causes. This definition is drawn from what Christ says in the explanation of the
parable of the Sower; “He that received the seed into the stony
places, the same is he that hears the word, and anon with joy
receives it; yet has he not root in himself, but endures for a
while, for when tribulation or persecution ariseth because of the
word, by and by he is offended.” (Matt. 13:20, 21) The causes of
this joy are in a manner infinite, and different in different individuals; yet they are all temporary, and when they fade, the faith
that is built upon them, vanishes away. Hypocrites rejoice in
hearing the gospel, either because it is new to them, or because
it seems to calm their minds, while it delivers them from the
burdens which men, by their traditions, have imposed upon
them, as does the doctrine of Christian liberty, justification, etc.;
or, because they seek, under its profession, a cloak for their sins,
and hope to reap rewards and advantages, both public and private, such as riches, honors, glory, etc., which shows itself when
they are called to bear the cross; for then, because they have no
root in themselves, they fall away. But hypocrites do not rejoice
as true believers, from a sense of the grace of God, and from an
application to themselves of the benefits offered in the divine
word, which may be regarded as the cause of true and substantial joy in the faithful—the removal of which single cause is sufficient to make their faith temporary.
This temporary faith differs from historical only in the joy which
accompanies it. Historical faith includes nothing more than
mere knowledge; while this has joy connected with this knowledge; for these time-serving men “receive the word with joy.” The
devils believe, historically, and tremble, but they do not rejoice in
the knowledge which they have; but rather wish it were extin-
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guished; yea, they do not even profess themselves to be followers of this doctrine, although they know it to be true; but hate
and oppose it most bitterly. In men, however, historical faith is
sometimes joined with profession, and sometimes not; for men
often, whatever may be the causes, profess that truth and religion which they hate. Many also who know the doctrine to be
true, still oppose it. “Sie wollten das die Bibel im Rhein
schwimme.” These sin against the Holy Spirit.
Objection: But the devil has often professed Christ. Therefore he
cannot be said to hate this doctrine. Answer: He did not, however, profess Christ from any desire of advancing and promoting
his doctrine, but that he might mingle with it his own falsehoods, and thus cause it to be suspected. It is for this reason that
Christ commands him to keep silent, as Paul also does in Acts
16:18.
The faith of miracles is a special gift of effecting some extraordinary work, or of foretelling some particular event by divine revelation. Or, it is a firm persuasion, produced by some divine
revelation, or peculiar promise in regard to some future miraculous working, which the person desires to {110} accomplish,
and which he foretells. This faith cannot be drawn, simply, out
of the general word of God, unless some special promise or revelation be connected with it. The Apostle speaks of this kind of
faith, when he says, “If I had all faith so that I could remove
mountains,” etc. (1 Cor. 13:2) This declaration may, however, be
understood of all the different kinds of faith, except justifying,
yet it is spoken with special reference to the faith of miracles.
That this is a distinct kind of faith, is proven:
1. From the declaration of Christ. “If you have faith as a grain of
mustard seed, you shall say unto this mountain, Remove hence
to yonder place, and it shall remove,” etc. (Matt. 17:20) Many
holy men also have had strong faith, as Abraham, David, etc.,
and yet they did not remove mountains. Therefore, this species
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of faith is distinct from justifying faith, which all true Christians
possess.
2. Exorcists, as the sons of Sceva, (Acts 19:14) have endeavored
to cast out devils, when they had not the gift or power of accomplishing it, who were afterwards severely punished, when the
evil spirit fell upon them, overcame and wounded them.
3. Simon Magus is said to have believed, and yet he was not able
to work miracles; he, therefore, desired to purchase this gift.
4. The devil has a knowledge of what is historical, and yet he
cannot work miracles; because no one, except the Creator, is
able to change the nature of things.
5. Judas taught, and wrought miracles, as did the other Apostles;
therefore, he had a historical faith, (perhaps also temporary) and
the faith of miracles; and yet he had not that faith which justifies; for Christ said of him, “he is a devil.” (John 6:70)
6. Many shall say unto Christ, “Lord, Lord, have we not in your
name cast out devils?” to whom he will nevertheless reply, “I
never knew you.” (Matt. 7:22)
7. Lastly, the other kinds of faith extend to all things which the
word of God reveals, and requires us to believe. The faith of miracles, however, refers merely to certain works and extraordinary
events. It is, therefore, a distinct kind of faith.
Justifying faith is properly that which is defined in the catechism; according to which definition, the general nature of saving faith consists in knowledge and an assured confidence; for
there can be no faith in a doctrine that is wholly unknown. It is
proper for us, therefore, to obtain a knowledge of that in which
we are to believe, before we exercise faith; from which we may
see the absurdity of the implicit faith of the Papists. The difference, or formal character of saving faith, is the confidence and
application which every one makes to himself, of the free remission of sins by and for the sake of Christ. The property, or peculiar character of this faith, is trust and delight in God, on account
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of this great benefit. The efficient cause of justifying faith is the
Holy Spirit. The instrumental cause is the gospel, in which the
use of the sacraments is also comprehended. The subject of this
faith is the will and heart of man.
Justifying or saving faith differs, therefore, from the other kinds
of faith, because it alone is that assured confidence by which we
apply unto ourselves the merit of Christ, which is done when we
firmly believe that the righteousness of Christ is granted and
imputed unto us, so that we are accounted just in the sight of
God. Confidence is an exercise or motion of the will and heart,
following something good—resting and rejoicing in it. The German has it, “vertrauen, sich ganz und gar darauf verlassen.”
PistiV and pepeismai the former of which means belief, and
the latter to believe, are from pepeismai, which means strongly
persuaded; whence pisteuein, even among profane writers, signifies to wax confident, or to rest upon any thing; as we read in
Phocilides, “Believe not the people, for the multitude is deceitful.”
And in Demosthenes, “You are confident in yourself, etc.
Justifying faith differs from historical, because it always includes
that which is historical. Historical faith is not sufficient for our
justification. The same thing may also be said of the other two
kinds of faith. Justifying faith, again, differs from all other kinds
of faith, in this, that it is by it alone that we obtain righteousness,
and a title to the inheritance of the saints. For if, as the Apostle
says, we are justified by faith, and faith is imputed for righteousness, and by faith is the inheritance, then this faith must be one
of the four kinds of which we have spoken. But it is not historical faith; for then the devils would also be accounted just, and be
heirs of the promise. Neither is it temporary faith; for Christ
rejects this. Nor is it the faith of miracles; for in that case, Judas
would also be an heir. Hence it is by justifying faith alone that
we obtain righteousness, and an inheritance among the saints;
which the Scriptures properly and simply call faith, and which is
also peculiar to the elect.
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No man, however, truly knows what justifying faith is, except he
who believes, or possesses it; as he, who never saw or tasted
honey, knows nothing of its quality or taste, although you may
tell him many things of the sweetness of honey. But the man
who truly believes, experience these things in himself, and is
able, also, to explain them to others.
1. He believes that every thing which the Scriptures contain is
true, and from God.
2. He feels himself constrained firmly to believe and embrace
these things; for if we confess that they are true and from God, it
is proper that we should assent to them.
3. He sees, embraces, and applies particularly, to himself, the
promise of grace, or the free remission of sins, righteousness
and eternal life, by and for the sake of Christ, as it is said: “He
that believes on the Son has everlasting life.” (John 3:36)
4. Having this confidence, he trusts and rejoices in the present
grace of God, and from this he thus concludes in reference to
future good: since God now loves me, and grants unto me such
great blessings, he will also preserve me unto eternal life;
because he is unchangeable, and his gifts are without repentance.
5. Joy arises in the heart, in view of such benefits, which joy is
accompanied with a peace of conscience that passes all understanding.
6. Then he has a will and an earnest desire to obey all the commands of God, without a single exception, and is willing to
endure patiently whatever God may send upon him. The man,
therefore, who possesses a justifying faith, does that which is
required of him, regardless of the opposition of the world, and
the devil. He who truly believes, experiences all these things in
himself; and he who experiences these things in himself, truly
believes. {112}
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3. IN WHAT DOES FAITH DIFFER FROM HOPE?
We must not confound justifying faith with hope, although both
have respect to the same blessing. Faith lays hold of present
good, while hope has respect to that which is future.
Objection: But we believe in everlasting life, which is, nevertheless, something that is future. Therefore, faith also has respect to
future good. Answer: Eternal life is a future good as to its consummation; and, in this respect, we do not simply believe in it,
but hope for it. “For we are saved by hope.” “Now are we the
sons of God, and it doth not yet appear what we shall be.” (Rom.
8:24; 1 John 3:2) But life everlasting is also a present good, in
respect to the will of God, who grants it unto us, and in respect
to the beginning of it even in this life, in which respect it is not
hoped for, but believed, as it is said: “He that believeth on the
Son of God, has everlasting life, and is passed from death unto
life.” “This is life eternal, that they might know you, the only
true God,” etc. (John 5:24; 17:3) By faith, therefore, we are persuaded that those benefits are ours, which we have not as yet,
on account of the promise of God; and by hope, we confidently
look for the full consummation of these things. It is in this sense
that Paul speaks of faith when he says, “Faith is the substance of
things hoped for.” (Heb. 11:1) That is, it is that which makes
those things hoped for, present and real; and is the evidence of
those things which do not appear as it respects their consummation.
There are some who make the following distinction between
faith and hope: faith embraces the promises contained in the
creed concerning things to come; while hope comprehends the
things themselves which are future. This distinction, however, is
less popular, and not as easily understood as the former.
4. WHAT ARE THE CAUSES OF FAITH?
The first and chief efficient cause of historical and temporary
faith, as well as the faith of miracles, is the Holy Spirit, who pro-
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duces these different kinds of faith by his general influence and
operation. It is different, however, as it respects justifying faith,
which the Holy Spirit produces by his special working. “By grace
are you saved, through faith, and that not of yourselves; it is the
gift of God.” (Eph. 2:8)
Objection: The devil has historical faith. Therefore it is wrought
in him by the Holy Spirit. Answer: The faith which is in devils is
indeed produced by the Holy Spirit, but it is by his general working, as we have remarked; and not by his special influence, by
which he works saving faith in the elect, and in them alone. For
whatever knowledge devils and hypocrites possess, God produces in them by his Spirit; but not in such a manner as that he
regenerates, or justifies them, as in the case of the elect; nor in
such a manner that they may acknowledge and praise him as
the author of this gift.
The instrumental cause of faith in general is the word of God,
comprehended in the books of the Old and the New Testament,
in which, beside the Word, there are also many divine works and
miracles contained. The chief and peculiar instrument of justifying faith is the preaching of the gospel. “The gospel is the power
of God unto salvation to every one that {113} believeth.” “Faith
cometh by hearing, and hearing by the word of God.” (Rom.
1:16; 10:17) Justifying faith is, therefore, not ordinarily produced
in adults without the preaching of the gospel.
The cause of that faith which works miracles, is not simply the
word of God, but it requires a special promise, or revelation.
The formal cause of justifying faith is that which is peculiar to
saving faith, which is a certain knowledge of all that God has
revealed, and an assured confidence wrought in the heart.
The object of saving faith is Christ, and the promise of grace.
The subject, or part of man in which it exists, is the understanding, the will, and the heart.
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The end or final cause is, first, the glory of God, or the manifestation of his righteousness, goodness, and mercy; and, secondly,
our salvation.
5. WHAT ARE THE EFFECTS OF FAITH?
The effects of justifying faith are, 1. Our justification before God.
2. Joy and delight in God, with peace of conscience. “Being justified by faith, we have peace with God.” (Rom. 5:1) 3. Conversion,
regeneration, and universal obedience. “Purifying their hearts by
faith.” (Acts 15:9) 4. The consequences which belong to the
effects of faith, such as an increase of temporal and spiritual
gifts, and the reception of these gifts by faith.
The first effect, therefore, of justifying faith, is our justification.
After this has once taken place, all the other benefits which follow faith are made over unto us, which benefits, we believe, are
given unto us by faith, inasmuch as faith is the cause of them.
For that which is the cause of a cause, is also the cause of the
effect. If faith be, therefore, the last cause of our justification, it is
likewise the cause of those things which follow our justification.
“Your faith has made you whole.” (Luke 8:48) In a word, the
effects of faith are justification, and regeneration which is begun
in this life, and will be perfected in the life to come. (Rom. 3:28;
10:10; Acts 13:39)
6. TO WHOM IS FAITH GIVEN?
Justifying faith is peculiar to all the elect, and to them alone: for
it is given to all the elect, and only to them, including even
infants, as it respects an inclination to faith. “No man can come
to me except the Father draw him.” “It is given unto you to know
the mystery of the kingdom of heaven; but to them it is not
given.” “As many as were ordained unto eternal life believed.”
“Whom he did predestinate, them he also called, justified and
glorified.” “Faith is the gift of God.” “But they have not all obeyed
the gospel; for Esaias says, Lord who has believed,” etc., “for all
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men have not faith?” (John 6:44; Matt. 13:11; Acts 3:48; Rom.
8:30; 10:16; Eph. 2:8; 2 Thess. 3:2)
Temporary faith, as well as the faith of miracles, is given to those
who are members of the visible church only, that is, to hypocrites. “Have we not in your name done many wonderful works:
cast out devils?” etc. (Matt. 7:22) The faith of miracles, however,
which was possessed by many in the primitive church, has now
disappeared from the church, inasmuch as the doctrine of the
gospel has been sufficiently confirmed by miracles. {114} Historical faith may be possessed even by those who are out of the
church, and also by devils.
Objection 1: Historical faith is a good work—the devils possess
this faith—therefore they have good works. Answer: We reply to
the major proposition thus: Historical faith is a good work if it be
connected with an application of those things which are known,
and if confidence be at the same time joined with it. And if it be
said, by way of objection, that this faith is the effect of the Spirit
of God, and so of itself a good work, we reply that it is indeed a
good work in itself, but it becomes evil by accident, seeing that
the reprobate do not receive and apply to themselves the things
which they know to be true. Hence the devils are said to tremble,
because they do not apply to themselves what they know of
God; that is, they do not believe that God is to them what they
know him to be from his word, merciful, gracious, etc.
Objection 2: Many infants are included in the number of the
elect, and yet they have no faith. Therefore, all the elect do not
possess faith. Answer: Infants do not, indeed, possess actual
faith, as adults, yet they nevertheless have a power or inclination
to faith which the Holy Spirit works in them according to their
capacity or condition. For, since the Holy Spirit is promised to
infants also, he cannot be inactive in them. Therefore, that
which we have said, that saving faith is granted to all the elect,
remains true.
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We add still further, that faith is necessary for all the elect, and
not only faith, but also a profession of faith in those who have
arrived to years of understanding, and that, 1. On account of the
command of God. “You shall not take the name of the Lord your
God in vain;” therefore you shall reverence and profess it. “He
that confesses me before men, him will I confess before my
Father which is in heaven.” (Ex. 20:7; Matt. 10:32) 2. On account
of the glory of God. “Let your light so shine before men,” etc.
(Matt. 5:16) 3. Because faith is not inactive, but like a fruitful tree,
it manifests itself by profession. 4. On account of our safety. “By
the mouth confession is made unto salvation.” (Rom. 10:10) 5.
That we may bring others to Christ. “When you are converted,
strengthen your brethren.” (Luke 22:32)
We may know that we have faith, 1. From the testimony of the
Holy Spirit, and by the true and unfeigned desire which we have
to embrace and receive the benefits which Christ offers unto us.
He that believes, is conscious of the existence of his faith—as
Paul says, “I know whom I have believed.” “We having the same
spirit of faith, according as it is written, I believed, and therefore
have I spoken; we also believe, and therefore speak.” “He that
believeth on the Son of God, has the witness in himself.” (2 Tim.
1:12; 2 Cor. 4:13; 1 John 5:10) 2. We may know that we have
faith, by the doubts and conflicts which we experience, if we are
of the number of the faithful. 3. From the effect of faith, which is
a sincere purpose, and desire to obey all the commands of God.
Objection 3: Those who may fall and lose the grace of God
before the end of life, cannot be certain of eternal life: because
to be certain of our salvation, and yet not be raised above the
possibility of losing the grace of God, involves a contradiction;
therefore we cannot be certain of our salvation, so that, what
has been said of justifying faith, that it is an assured {115} confidence of righteousness and eternal life, is false. Answer: The
antecedent is true of those who finally fall away; for to be able
thus to fall, is inconsistent with the certainty of salvation; but
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those in whom God once produces true faith, do not finally fall
away.
Reply 1: All those who are weak, may finally fall away. We are all
weak. Therefore we may all come short of the grace of God.
Answer: If the righteous were sustained by their own strength,
they might indeed fall and lose the grace of God, but they are
continually supported by divine grace. “Though he fall, he shall
not be utterly cast down, for the Lord upholdeth him with his
hand.” (Ps. 37:24)
Reply 2: God has no where declared that he will preserve us in
his favor to the end. Answer: Yea he has declared it in the passage just quoted, and in many other places. “I give unto them
eternal life, and they shall never perish, neither shall any man
pluck them out of my hand. My Father which gave them me, is
greater than all, and no man,” etc. “I am persuaded that neither
life nor death, nor angels, nor principalities,” etc., “shall be able
to separate me from the love of God which is in Christ Jesus our
Lord.” (John 10:28, 29; Rom. 8:38)
Reply 3: But it is said, “Let him that thinks he stands, take heed
lest he fall.” (1 Cor. 10:12) Therefore God does not promise perseverance, but makes our salvation dependent upon ourselves,
which is to make it doubtful. Answer: There is here a fallacy in
regarding that a cause which is none; for God, by this exhortation, wishes to nourish, to preserve and perfect the salvation of
believers by urging them to their duty, and not to commit their
perseverance to their own strength and will. Wherefore, if we
now truly believe, we ought certainly to rest assured that God
will also preserve us in time to come; for if he desires that we
should be assured of his present grace, he will also have us certain of that which is still future, for he is unchangeable.
Reply 4: But it is also said in Eccl. 9:1, “No man knows either
love or hatred by all that is before them.” Therefore we cannot
be certain of the present grace of God, and consequently we
cannot determine any thing in reference to that which is still
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future. We reply to the antecedent: 1. No man can indeed know,
or judge with certainty, from second causes, or from events
whether good or evil: for the external condition of men furnishes no safe criterion either of the favor or disapprobation of
God. 2. He may not know it of himself, and yet if God is pleased
to reveal it unto him, he may not be ignorant of it. We may
therefore be ignorant of our salvation, as far as it is dependent
upon second causes, but we may know it in as far as God is
pleased to reveal it unto us by his word and Spirit.
Reply 5: ”But who has known the mind of the Lord?” (Rom.
1:34) Answer: No man indeed knows the mind of the Lord
before it is revealed; but after God has revealed it, we may know
as much as is necessary for our salvation. “We all with open
face, beholding as in a glass, the glory of the Lord, are changed
into the same image from glory unto glory.” (2 Cor. 3:18)
Objection 5: Paul exhorts the Corinthians “not to receive the
grace of God in vain;” and Christ exhorts us to “watch and pray.”
(2 Cor. 6:1; Matt. 26:41) Answer: This, however, is said to prohibit carnal security, and {116} to excite the faithful to watchfulness and prayerfulness, in order that the certainty of their
salvation might be preserved.
Objection 6: Saul fell away finally. He was one of the godly.
Therefore the righteous may finally fall. Answer: Saul was not a
truly pious man, but a hypocrite. Hence we deny the minor
proposition. And if it is said by way of objection that he had the
gifts of the Holy Spirit, we reply that he had only such gifts as
are common both to the godly and ungodly; but he had not the
gift of regeneration and adoption which is peculiar to the godly.
Objection 7: The doctrine of perseverance, and of the certainty
of our salvation, produces security. Answer: It produces by itself
a spiritual security in the elect, and a carnal security in the reprobate by accident.
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QUESTION 22
22. What is then necessary for a Christian to believe?
A. All that is promised us in the Gospel, which the articles
of our catholic, undoubted Christian faith teach us in
sum.
EXPOSITION:
Having spoken of faith, it now follows next in order that we
speak of the object of faith, or enquire what is the sum of those
things which we are to believe. Faith, in general, embraces the
entire Word of God, and assents most fully to it, as is evident
from the definition which we have given of it. Justifying faith,
however, has particular respect to the promises of the gospel, or
the preaching of grace through Christ. The gospel is, therefore,
properly the object of justifying faith. It is for this reason, properly called the doctrine of those things which are to be believed,
as the law is properly the doctrine of those things which are to
be done.
Human traditions, the ordinances of popes, and the decrees of
councils, are therefore excluded from being the object of faith,
for faith cannot rely upon any thing but the Word of God, as an
immoveable foundation. The decrees of men, however, are
uncertain, inasmuch as every man is deceitful and false. God
alone is true, and his word is truth. As it is, therefore, not proper
for Christians to frame or construct for themselves the matter or
contents of faith, so it is not proper for them to embrace what
has been conceived and delivered by others. Christians must
receive and believe the gospel alone, as it is said: “Repent and
believe the gospel.” “That your faith should not stand in the wisdom of men, but in the power of God.” (Mark 1:15; 1 Cor. 2:5)
The sum and substance of the gospel, or of those things which
are to be believed, is the Apostles’ creed, which we here subjoin.
{117}
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QUESTION 23
23. What are these Articles?
A.
I believe in God the Father Almighty, Maker of heaven and
earth.
And in Jesus Christ, His only begotten Son, our Lord: who
was conceived by the Holy Spirit, born of the virgin Mary;
suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, dead and
buried; He descended into hell; the third day He rose
from the dead; He ascended into heaven, and sits at the
right hand of God the Father Almighty; from thence He
shall come to judge the quick and the dead.
I believe in the Holy Spirit; the holy catholic Church; the
communion of saints; the forgiveness of sins; the
resurrection of the body, and the life everlasting.
EXPOSITION:
The term symbol or creed (symbolum) signifies in general a sign
or mark by which one person or thing is distinguished from
another, as a military symbol is a sign which distinguishes allies
from enemies. The German has it: “ein Feidzeichen, oder Losung.”
Or, it (symbola) signifies a collation or bringing together, as to a
feast—”zusammen schiessen”. In the sense of the church, it signifies a brief and summary form of Christian faith, which distinguishes the church and her members from all the various sects.
There are those who suppose that this summary of our Christian
faith, as just recited, is called a symbol, or creed, because it was
collated or formed by the Apostles, each one furnishing a certain
portion of it. This, however, cannot be proven. It is more probable that it was so called because these articles constitute a certain form or rule with which the faith of all orthodox Christians
should agree and conform. It is called apostolic, because it contains the substance of the doctrine of the Apostles, which the
catechumens were required to believe and profess; or because
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the Apostles delivered this sum of Christian doctrine to their disciples, and the church afterwards received it from them. It is
called Catholic, because it is the one faith of all Christians.
We must here inquire, Why were other creeds, as the Nicene, the
Athanasian, the Ephesian, and Chalcedon, formed and received
in the church after the Apostles’ creed? To this we would reply,
that these are not properly other creeds differing in substance
from the Apostles’ creed, but are merely a repetition and clearer
enunciation of its meaning, in which {118} some words are
added, by way of explanation, on account of heretics, who took
advantage of its brevity, and corrupted it. There is, therefore, no
change as it respects the matter or substance of the Apostles’
creed in those of a later date, but merely a difference in the form
in which the doctrines are expressed.
There are other weighty reasons which may have led and compelled the Bishops and teachers of the ancient church to form
and construct these brief formulas of confession, especially
when churches were multiplying, and heresies were springing
up in different places. Among these reasons we may mention
the following: 1. That all the young, as well as those of riper
years, might be able to remember the chief points of Christian
doctrine, as thus briefly summed up and expressed. 2. That all
might constantly have before their eyes the confession and comfort of their faith, knowing what the doctrine was on account of
which they were called to suffer persecution. It was in this way
that God formerly had the substance of the law and promises
expressed and comprehended in a brief form, so that all might
have a certain rule of life and ground of comfort continually in
view. 3. That the faithful might have a certain badge or mark by
which they might then and in all future ages be distinguished
from unbelievers and heretics, who cunningly corrupt the writings of the Prophets and Apostles. This was also a reason on
account of which those confessions were called creeds or symbols. 4. That there might be extant some perpetual rule, short,
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simple, and easily understood by all, according to which every
doctrine and interpretation of Scripture might be tried, that they
might be embraced and believed when agreeing therewith, and
rejected when differing from it.
But although other confessions were formed, the Apostles’ creed
greatly surpasses all others in importance and authority, and
that for the following reasons: 1. Because almost the whole of it
is expressed in the very language of the Scriptures. 2. Because it
is of the greatest antiquity, and was first delivered to the church
by apostolic men, either by the Apostles themselves, or by their
disciples and hearers, and has been regularly transmitted down
to the present time. 3. Because it is the basis and type of all the
other creeds which have been formed by the consent of the
whole church, and approved of by general synods, for the purpose of preventing and refuting the perversions and corruptions
of heretics, by explaining more fully the meaning of the Apostles’ creed.
The truth of the other creeds, however, does not consist in the
authority or in the decrees of men, or of councils, but in their
perpetual agreement with the holy Scriptures, and with the
teachings of the whole church from the time of the Apostles,
retaining and holding fast to the doctrine which they delivered,
and at the same time giving testimony to posterity that they
have received this doctrine from the Apostles and those that
heard them. which agreement is obvious to all those who will
but give the subject a careful consideration. The power to give
new laws concerning the worship of God, or to give new articles
of faith binding the conscience, belongs to no assembly of men
or of angels, but to God alone. We are not to believe God on
account of the testimony of the church, but the church upon the
testimony of God.
These things, in reference to the causes and authority of creeds,
are taken from Admonit. Neustad. de Concordia Bergensi, written
by Ursinus, in the year of our Lord 1581, where theological
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{119} students may obtain a knowledge of things concerning
the truth and authority of ecclesiastical writers, learnedly discussed, from page 117 to 142. A
y short table is here subjoined.
Divine, such as have been written by the Prophets and
Apostles, who were immediately inspired by God. Under
this head we may include the canonical books of the old
and new Testaments. These alone are simply and divinely
inspired as to their words and thoughts and are alone
worthy of credit. They are, therefore, the rule of all other
writings.

The
writings
concerning
the
doctrine of
the church
are either:

Ecclesiastical,
such have
been written
by the Doctors
of the church.
these are
either:

Public,
such as
were
written in
the name
of the
whole
church.
These are
again
divided
into:

Catholic, including the
creeds and confessions
which were written in the
name and with the consent
of the whole orthodox
church, and the name and
with the consent of the
whole orthodox church,
and which were received
and approved of by the
church, such as:
Apostles' Creed
Nicene Creed
Constantinopolitan Creed
Chalcedon Creed
Athanasian Creed.
Particular, including the
confessions of certain
churches and councils as
Catechisms, the Augustian
Confession, etc.

Private, such as were written in the
name and by the private advice of
some one or more persons, as
Common Places, Commentaries, etc.
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LORD’S DAY 8
QUESTION 24.
24. How are these articles divided?
A. Into three parts: the first is of God the Father, and our
creation; the second, of God the Son, and our
redemption; the third, of God the Holy Spirit, and our
sanctification.
EXPOSITION:
There are three principal parts included in the Apostles’ creed:
The first treats of God the Father and our creation;
The second of God the Son, and our redemption;
The third of God the Holy Spirit, and our sanctification.

Objection 1: Creation is here attributed to the Father, redemption to the Son, and sanctification to the Holy Spirit. Therefore
the Son and the Holy Spirit did not create heaven and earth; neither did the Father and the Holy Spirit redeem the human race;
nor do the Father and the Son sanctify the faithful. Answer: We
deny the consequence which is here deduced, because the creed
attributes creation to the Father, redemption to the Son, and
sanctification to the Holy Spirit, not exclusively, or in such a
manner as that these works do not belong to all the persons of
the Godhead. For the Father also redeems us, because “he delivered up his Son for us;” “sent his son into the world, that the
world through him might be saved.” (Rom. 8:32; John 3:17) The
Father also sanctifies us according to what Paul says: “God has
sent the Spirit of his Son into your hearts, crying, Abba, Father.”
“The very God of peace sanctify you wholly.” (Gal. 4:6; 1 Thess.
5:23) So the Son creates us, for “all things were made by him.”
(John 1:3) He also sanctifies us, because “he is made unto us, of
God, sanctification.” (1 Cor. 1:30) He “sanctifies and cleanses the
church with the washing of water, by the word.” (Eph. 5:26) He
gives the Holy Spirit, for he says: “I will send the comforter,” etc.
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“He has shed forth this which you now see and hear.” (Acts.
2:33) The same thing is also to be said of the Holy Spirit, for he
also created the heavens and the earth. “The Spirit of God
moved upon the face of the waters.” “By the word of the Lord
were the heavens made, and all the hosts of them, by the breath
of his mouth”. (Gen. 1:2; Ps. 33:6)
In making this distinction, however, we must not overlook the
distinction and the order of working which is peculiar to the
persons of the Godhead. The work of creation is attributed to the
Father, not exclusively, nor to him alone, but because he is the
fountain of Divinity, and of all divine works, and so of creation;
for he created of himself all things by the Son and Holy Spirit.
Redemption is attributed to the Son, not exclusively, nor to him
alone, but because the Son is that person who immediately performs the work of redemption; for the Son alone was made a
ransom for our sins. It was the Son, and not the Father, or the
Holy Spirit, that purchased us by his death upon the cross. So in
like manner sanctification is attributed to the Holy Spirit, not
exclusively, nor to him alone, but because the Holy Spirit is that
person who immediately sanctifies us, or because it is through
him that our sanctification is immediately effected.
Objection 2: The works which the persons of the Godhead perform out of themselves, that is, such as they perform in reference to creatures, are indivisible, that is, they cannot be
attributed to any one person of the Trinity without respect to the
other persons. Creation, redemption, and sanctification, are
works which are external to the Godhead. Therefore they are
indivisible, and consequently there is no need of this distinction.
Answer: We reply to the major proposition: the works of the
Trinity are indivisible, but not in such a sense as to destroy the
order and manner of working peculiar to each person of the
Godhead. All the persons of the Godhead perform certain works
in reference to creatures, but yet this order is preserved, that the
Father does all things of himself through the Son and Holy
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Spirit; the Son does all things of the Father through the Holy
Spirit; and the Holy Spirit does all things of the Father and the
Son through himself. In this way, therefore, all the persons of the
Godhead create, redeem, and sanctify; the Father mediately
through the Son and Holy Spirit; the Son mediately through the
Holy Spirit; and the Holy Spirit immediately through himself,
but mediately through the Son, as he is the Mediator. But the
works of the Godhead, which are called works ad extra and ad
intra, will be explained under the seventh division of the doctrine concerning God.

QUESTION 25
25. Since there is but one Divine Being, why do you speak of
three persons: Father, Son and Holy Spirit?
A. Because God has so revealed Himself in His Word, that
these three distinct Persons are the one, true, eternal
God.
EXPOSITION:
In this question we have contained the doctrine of the church in
reference to the one true God, and the three persons of the Godhead. The {121} principal questions which claim our attention,
in connection with this subject, are the following:
1. From what does it appear that there is a God?
2. What is the character of that God whom the church acknowledges and
worships, and in what does he differ from heathen idols?
3. Is he but one, and in what sense do the Scriptures call creatures gods.
4. What do the terms Essence, Person, and Trinity signify, and in what do
they differ?
5. Is it proper to retain these names in the church?
6. How many persons of the Godhead are there?
7. How are these persons distinguished from each other?
8. Why is it necessary for the church to hold fast to the doctrine of the
Trinity.
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1. FROM WHAT DOES IT APPEAR THAT
THERE IS A GOD?
That there is a God, is proven by many arguments common both
to philosophy and theology. These arguments we shall present
in the following order:
1. The order and harmony which we observe every where in
nature, gives evidence of the existence of God. There is, as every
one must perceive, a wise arrangement of every part of nature,
and a constant succession of changes and operations, according
to certain laws, which could not exist and be preserved, unless
by some intelligent and almighty being. The Scriptures refer to
this argument, at considerable length, in the following places:
Psalm 8, 19, 104, 135, 136, 147 and 148; Rom. 1, Acts 14 and 17.
2. A rational nature having some cause, cannot exist except it
proceed from some intelligent being, for the reason that a cause
is not of a more inferior character than the effect which it produces. The human mind is endowed with reason, and has some
cause. Therefore it has proceeded from some intelligent being,
which is God. “There is a spirit in man,” etc. “Yet they say, the
Lord shall not see,” etc. “We also are his offspring.” (Job 32:8; Ps.
94:7; Acts 17:28)
3. The conceptions or notions of general principles which are
natural to us, as the difference between things proper and
improper, etc., cannot be the result of mere chance, or proceed
from an irrational nature, but must necessarily be naturally
engraven upon our hearts by some intelligent cause, which is
God. “The Gentiles show the work of the law written in their
hearts,” etc. (Rom. 2:15)
4. From the knowledge or sense which we all have that there is a
God. There is no nation, however barbarous or uncivilized, but
has some notion or system of religion, which presupposes a
belief in some God. “That which may be known of God is manifest in them [that is, in the minds of men], for God has showed it
unto them.” (Rom. 1:19)
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5. The reproofs of conscience, which follow the commission of
sin, and harass the minds of the ungodly, cannot be inflicted by
any one except by an intelligent being—one who can distinguish
between that which is proper and improper—who knows the
thoughts and hearts of men, and who can cause such fears and
forebodings to arise in the minds of the wicked. {122} “Their
worm dies not.” “There is no peace to the wicked.” “God is a
consuming fire.” “They show the work of the law written in their
hearts, their consciences either accusing or excusing them. (Ish.
57:21; Deut. 4:24; Rom. 2:15)
Addenda. These reproofs of conscience, which are common to
all men, may be regarded as a sufficient answer to the objection
that has sometimes been brought against the existence of God,
that it is a mere subtle device, invented and published by philosophers and legislators for the purpose of restraining men from
the commission of crime; for if it be true that it is a mere device,
why is it, we might ask, that these men who seem to have
detected this fraud are most harassed by their consciences on
account of this their blasphemy, as well as for their other crimes.
How, too, we might ask, could the mere assertion of a few individuals be sufficient to persuade all mankind into this belief, and
cause it to be maintained in all succeeding ages? And if, to
weaken the force of this argument, it be asserted that there are
those who neither believe in a God, nor are troubled by their
consciences, we reply, that this, which they imagine, is most
false, for there are none of the wicked who are free from these
compunctions of conscience; for however much they may
despise God and every form of religion, and endeavor to repress
their fears, so much the more are they tormented, and made to
tremble at every mention and approach of God. Hence we often
see those whose lives are for the most part profane and secure,
die in despair when they are oppressed with the judgments of
God.
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6. The rewards of the righteous and punishments of the wicked
as the deluge, the destruction of Sodom by fire, the overthrow of
Pharaoh in the Red Sea, the downfall of flourishing kingdoms,
etc., are evidences of the existence of a God; for these judgments, which are inflicted upon wicked men and nations, testify
that there must be some universal and omnipotent Judge of the
whole world. “God is known by the judgments which he executes.” “Verily he is a God that judges in the earth.” (Ps. 9:16;
58:11)
Addenda. And although the wicked often flourish for a time,
while the godly are oppressed, yet examples which are few in
number do not weaken the general rule with which most events
agree. And if it were even so, that the wicked do not as often suffer punishment as the righteous, yet these very examples,
although few in number, testify that there is a God, and that he is
also displeased with the offences of others who seem not to be
so severely punished. But it is not true of any of the wicked that
they are not punished in this life, for all those who are unconverted are sooner or later overtaken by punishment; yea, they
most generally die in despair, which punishment is more grievous than all others, and is the beginning and testimony of everlasting punishment. And although the punishment of the wicked
in this life is not as great as their sins deserve, yet it nevertheless
has some correspondence with the most tragical crimes of the
ungodly, so that we are taught, by the doctrine of the church,
that the lenity which God here uses towards the wicked, and the
severity which he seems to show to the righteous, do not at all
weaken his providence and justice, but rather declare his goodness, in that he invites the wicked to repentance, while he delays
their punishment, and perfects the salvation of the righteous by
exercising them with crosses and chastisements. {123}
7. A civil compact or commonwealth, governed wisely by just
and wholesome laws, could not possibly be exhibited to men,
except by some intelligent being approving of this order; and as
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devils and wicked men generally hate and oppose this order, it
must of necessity be God who has hitherto preserved it. “By me
kings reign and princes decree justice.” (Prov. 8:15)
8. Heroic enthusiasm, or that wisdom and excellent virtue in
undertaking and accomplishing works surpassing the ordinary
powers of man, as the dexterity and delight of skillful artificers
and of governors in discovering and furthering the arts, and in
devising various counsel; also such greatness of mind in performing deeds of renown, and in managing affairs, as there was
in Achilles, Alexander, Archimedes, Plato, etc., all give evidence
that there must be some superior and omnipotent cause that
excites and urges men on to these things. Of Joshua it is said:
“The Lord himself will go before you, he will be with you.” “The
Lord stirred up the spirit of Cyrus.” “The Spirit of the Lord came
upon him.” (Deut. 31:8; Ezra 1:1; Jud. 14:19)
9. The prediction of future events which could have been foreknown neither by human sagacity, nor by natural causes or
signs, as the prophecies which had respect to the deluge, to the
posterity of Abraham, the coming of the Messiah, etc., are of
necessity known only by being revealed by him who has both
men and the nature of things so completely in his power, that
without his will nothing can be done. He is truly God, who can
thus foretell what is to come to pass. “Show the things that are to
come hereafter, that we may know that you are gods.” (Ish.
41:23)
10. The end and use of things generally are not by mere chance,
nor from a being destitute of reason, but proceed from a cause
that is wise and omnipotent, which is God. All things now are
wisely adapted and ordained to their own peculiar and certain
ends.
11. The order of cause and effect is finite, nor can it come to pass
that the chain or course of efficient causes can be of infinite
extent. There must, therefore, be some first cause which either
mediately or immediately produces and moves the rest, and on
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which all other causes depend; for in every order that is finite
there is something that is first and before every thing else.
2. WHO, AND WHAT IS GOD?
God cannot be defined, for the reason that he is immense, and
because we are ignorant of his essence. We may, however,
describe him to a certain extent from the revelation which he
has been pleased to make of himself; yet in giving a description
of God we must be careful to include in it those attributes, representations and peculiar works, which distinguish him from all
false deities.
God is philosophically described as an eternal mind or intelligence, sufficient in himself to all felicity, the best of beings, and the
cause of good in nature. A theological and more complete
description of God, the one which the church receives, is the following:
God is a spiritual essence, intelligent, eternal, different from
all creatures, incomprehensible, most perfect in himself,
immutable, of immense power, wisdom and goodness; just,
true, pure, merciful, bountiful, most free, hating sin—which
is, the eternal {124} Father, who from eternity begat the Son
in his own image; the Son, who is the co-eternal image of the
Father; and the Holy Spirit, proceeding from the Father and
the Son, as has been divinely revealed by the sure word delivered by the Prophets and Apostles, and divine testimonies;
that the eternal Father, with the Son and Holy Spirit, did create heaven and earth, and all creatures, is present with all
creatures, that he may preserve and rule them by his providence, and produce all good things in them; and that from the
human race, made after his own image, he has chosen and
gathers unto himself an everlasting church, by and/or the
sake of his Son, that by the church this one and true Deity
may, according to the word revealed from heaven, be here
known and praised, and glorified in the life to come; and that
he is the judge of the righteous and the wicked.
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This theological description of God, which the church gives, differs from the philosophical description, 1. In perfection, because
it contains certain things unknown to men by nature, such as the
distinction which exists between the persons of the Godhead,
election, and the gathering of the church through the Son. It also
explains more fully those things which are known from nature.
2. In its effect, inasmuch as men cannot by the mere light of
nature arrive at a true knowledge of God, nor be excited thereby
to holiness or to the love and fear of God.
This same description teaches that the true God, whom the
church worships, may be distinguished from false gods in three
ways: by his attributes, personal distinctions, and works. God has
declared by his works that he is such an one by nature as his
attributes import. He also shows that there are three persons in
one divine essence, since, according to his works, which are
works either of creation, or of redemption, or sanctification, God
has different titles attributed to him, and to each person of the
Godhead there is a peculiar name applied. God, therefore, differs
from idols,
First, by his attributes. Out of the church no attribute of God can
be rightly and fully known. Even his mercy is not properly
known by those who are out of the church, because the Son is
not known, or the doctrine concerning him is corrupted. Nor do
they know his justice, because the wicked do not believe that
God is so greatly offended at sin that any satisfaction was
needed, or that redemption could be effected only by the death
of his Son. Nor can the wisdom of God be known without the
church, because the principal part of it is found in his word,
which the Gentiles had not. The same thing may be said of the
truth of God, because we do not gain a knowledge of his promises from nature; and so of all the divine attributes. The church,
however, attributes to God, in the highest degree, righteousness,
truth, goodness, mercy, loving kindness; which attributes of God
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the various sects are either entirely ignorant of, or, if they have
any knowledge of them, they misrepresent them.
Secondly, by the personal distinctions of the Godhead. The heathen philosophers and sects neither know nor acknowledge that
there are three persons in one divine essence. The church, however, acknowledges and calls upon the Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit, one God, subsisting in three persons, as he has revealed
himself in his word.
Thirdly, by his works. Those who are without the church have no
proper knowledge of the creation and government of all things,
much less have they a correct knowledge of the work of
redemption and sanctification through the Son and Holy Spirit.
The true God is, in these respects, {125} distinguished from
idols. The knowledge of God, which his word reveals to the
church, is also different from that which the heathen have
obtained from the light of nature.
A SHORT EXPLANATION OF THE DESCRIPTION OF GOD,
AS GIVEN BY THE CHURCH
God is an essence, that is, a thing which neither springs from, nor
depends upon any thing else, but exists of and by itself alone,
and is the cause of existence to every thing else. God is for this
reason called Jehovah, as if to say, that he exists from himself,
and causes all other things to exist.
Spiritual
That is, incorporeal, invisible, and imperceptible by the senses;
also, living or existing from himself, and quickening all things
else.
Objection 1: But God has often appeared to men; therefore his
nature cannot be spiritual in the sense just explained. Answer:
God, in these appearances, merely assumed a bodily form for
the time, without exhibiting his proper substance, which no man
has or can see.
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Objection 2: But he was seen face to face. Answer: This, however, does not mean that God was perceptible to the natural eye,
but that there was a clear perception of him by the mind.
Objection 3: But the Scriptures very frequently attribute to God
the various parts and members of the human body. Answer:
These representations of God are to be understood figuratively,
as spoken after the manner of men.
Objection 4: But it is said that man was made in the image of
God. Therefore God cannot be spiritual, as explained above.
Answer: The image of God, in which man was created, consisted not in the shape or form of the body, but in the essence of
the soul, in its powers and integrity.
Intelligent
The human mind, with the notions or general conceptions
which it has, which are from God, proves that he is endowed
with this attribute. “He that planted the ear, shall he not hear?”
(Ps. 94:9)
Eternal
That is, having an existence without beginning or end. “From
everlasting to everlasting you are God.” (Ps. 90:2)
Different from all creatures and things
God is not nature itself, nor matter, nor form, nor any part of
nature, but the efficient cause of all things; neither is his essence
mixed or blended with other things; it is different from and
unlike every thing else.
Objection 1: All things are from God; therefore they cannot be
different from him. Answer: All things are indeed from God, but
only by having been created by him out of nothing.
Objection 2: We are the offspring of God. Answer: But only in
respect to a resemblance of properties, and by creation.
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Objection 3: The saints are born of God. Answer: This is, however, by regeneration by the Holy Spirit.
Objection 4: We are made partakers of the divine nature, according to the apostle Peter. (2 Pet. 1:4) Answer: This means nothing
more than that God dwells in us, and that we have a conformity
with him.
Objection 5: Christ is God, and has a divine body. Answer: But
this is by virtue of the hypostatical union and glorification.
Incomprehensible
God is incomprehensible; 1. As it respects our thoughts or
knowledge of him. 2. In the immensity of his essence. 3. In the
communication of his essence, in number one and the same.
Most perfect in himself
1. Because he alone has all things necessary to perfect felicity, so
that nothing can be added unto him to increase his glory or happiness. 2. Because he has all these things in and from himself.
{126} 3. Because he is also sufficient for the happiness of all
other creatures.
Objection 1: But God is said to have made all things for himself.
Answer: God created all things, not for the purpose of benefiting
himself, but for the purpose of communicating himself to his
creatures.
Objection 2: But God employs his creatures in effecting his
designs. Answer: This he does not from any want or necessity in
the case, but that he may honor his creatures by making them
dispensers of his bounty, and co-workers with himself.
Objection 3: We are bound to worship God. Answer: This we
owe to God, and results in our good.
Objection 4: To whom that is given which is his due, to him
something is added. Answer: This, however, is not true in regard
to that which is due according to the order of justice, and which
contributes to the happiness of the giver.
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Objection 5: God delights in our obedience. Answer: This he
does in as far as our obedience is an object, and not in as far as it
is an efficient cause of joy.
Immutable
God is immutable; 1. In his essence. 2. In his will. 3. As it respects
place, because he is immense.
Objection 1: But God is said to have repented of those things
which he did. Answer: This is spoken figuratively.
Objection 2: God has often promised and threatened things
which he did not perform. Answer: These promises and threatenings were always conditional.
Objection 3: But God changes his precepts, observances, and
works. Answer: He changes them according to his eternal
decree.
Omnipotent
1. God can do all things which he wills to do. 2. He does them by
his will alone, without any difficulty. 3. He does them, having all
things in his own power.
Objection: But there are many things which God cannot do, as
to sin, to He, to contradict himself, etc. Answer: But these things
are indicative of weakness and imperfection.
Of immense wisdom
This shows itself, 1. In seeing and understanding himself, and all
things out of himself, with one view or glance, perfectly and at
all times. 2. In being the cause of all knowledge in angels and
men.
Of immense goodness
1. The nature of God is such as has been revealed in the law and
the gospel. 2. He is the cause and pattern of all goodness in his
creatures. 3. He is the supreme good. 4. He is essentially good.
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Just
God is just; 1. In respect to his general justice, willing and doing
unchangeably those things which he has prescribed in his law.
2. In respect to his particular justice, according to which he distributes unchangeably suitable rewards and punishments. 3. In
that he is the rule and pattern of righteousness in his creatures.
Objection 1: God sends evil upon the righteous and good upon
the wicked. Answer: This, however, will not always be the case:
eventually it shall be well with the righteous and ill with the
wicked.
Objection 2: God does not immediately punish the wicked.
Answer: He defers punishment in their case for various reasons.
Objection 3: It ought never to go ill with the good. Answer: Not
with those who are perfectly good, which is not the case with
any one in this life.
Objection 4: God does certain things contrary to the law.
Answer: He takes away certain things from his general will by
his special, which he has a right to do, as he is bound by no one.
Objection 5: God bestows unequal rewards upon men who are
placed in similar circumstances. Answer: He does not, however,
give to any one his just desert.
True
1. God has a true and certain knowledge of all things. 2. He does
not will or speak things contradictory. 3. He does not dissemble
or {127} deceive. 4. He never changes his mind. 5. Whatever he
says he brings to pass. 6. He enjoins truth and veracity upon all.
Objection 1: But God has foretold things which he did not intend
to bring to pass. Answer: These things were spoken conditionally.
Objection 2: God deceived the prophets. Answer: He, in his just
judgment, delivered them over to the devil, that they should be
deceived.
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Pure
1. His nature is most pure. 2. He loves and commands that which
is pure. 3. He greatly detests and severely punishes all manner of
uncleanness, whether it be internal or external. 3. He distinguishes himself by this notable mark from devils and wicked
spirits. “This is the will of God, even your sanctification, that you
abstain from fornication; that every one of you possess his vessel in sanctification and honor.” “Defile not yourselves in any of
these things, for in all these the nations are defiled.” (1 Thess.
4:3, 4; Lev. 18:24)
Merciful
God’s mercy appears in this: 1. That he wills the salvation of all
men. 2. That he defers punishment, and invites all to repentance. 3. That he accommodates himself to our infirmity. 4. That
he redeems those who are called into his service. 5. That he gave
and delivered up to death his only begotten Son. 6. That he
promises and does all these things most freely out of his mercy.
7. That he confers benefits upon his enemies, and such as are
unworthy of his regard.
Objection 1: But God seems to take pleasure in avenging himself
upon the ungodly. Answer: Only in as far as it is the execution
of his justice.
Objection 2: He refuses mercy to the ungodly. Answer: Only to
such as do not repent.
Objection 3: He does not save all when he has the power.
Answer: God acts thus that he may exhibit his justice with his
mercy.
Objection 4: He does not exercise his mercy without a sufficient
satisfaction. Answer: Yet he has most freely given his Son, that
he might make satisfaction by his death.
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Bountiful
God is said to be bountiful; 1. Because he creates and preserves
all things. 2. Because he confers benefits upon all, even upon the
wicked. 3. Because of the free and boundless love which he
exercises towards his creatures, especially to man. 4. Because of
the love which he cherished towards the church, and in giving
eternal life and glory to his people.
Objection 1: But the Scriptures speak of God as cherishing
anger. Answer: He is angry with sin and depravity, but not with
his creatures.
Objection 2: God often inflicts punishment upon his creatures.
Answer: Only upon such as are impenitent.
Most free
God is most free; 1. From all guilt, misery, obligation, servitude
and constraint. 2. He wills and does most freely and righteously
all things, and wills and does them when and in what manner he
pleases.
Objection 1: Second causes work necessarily, and yet they do
not work without God. Answer: The necessity here spoken of is
a necessity of consequence depending upon the first cause.
Objection 2: But God is unchangeably good. Answer: God is
unchangeably good by a necessity of immutability, and not of
constraint.
Objection 3: But what God has once decreed he wills necessarily. Answer: He wills them immutably, but not constrainedly.
Objection 4: God does not always do what he wills, as, “How
often would I, and you would not.” (Luke 13:33) Answer: These
and similar declarations show what God delights in, but not
what he has fully purposed to do.
Hating sin
That is, God is terribly displeased with sin, and will punish it
temporally and eternally. {128}
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3. FROM WHAT DOES THE UNITY OF GOD APPEAR?
The unity of God is proven, in the first place, by the express testimony of Scripture. “Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God, is one
God.” “See now that I, even I, am he, and there is no God with
me.” “I am the First and the Last, and beside me there is no
God.” “We know that an idol is nothing in the world, and that
there is none other God but one.” “There is one God, and one
Mediator between God and man, the man Christ Jesus.” (Deut.
6:4, 32:39; Ish. 44:6; 1 Cor. 8:4; l Tim. 2:5) See also Deut. 4:35;
Ps. 18:31; Ish. 37:16, 45:21; Hosea 13:4; Mal. 2:10; Mark 12:32;
Rom. 3:20; Gal. 3:20., etc.)
Secondly the unity of God may be proven by many solid arguments, such as the following:
1. There is only one God—the God whom the church worships,
that has been revealed by such undoubted and sure testimonies,
as miracles, prophecies, and such other works as can be accomplished only by a Being that is all-powerful. “And who, as I, shall
call, and shall declare it, and set it in order for me, since I
appointed the ancient people?” “Among the Gods, there is none
like unto you, O Lord; neither are there any works like unto your
works.” (Ish. 44:7; Ps. 86:8)
2. He who alone reigns over all, and governs all things in the
same way, and so possesses supreme power and majesty, cannot
be more than one. But there is no one, beside God, who is so
supreme and great, that no greater can either exist or be conceived of. Therefore, he is God alone, and beside him there can
be no other God. “I am the Lord; that is my name, and my glory
will I not give to another.” “Now unto the King eternal, immortal,
invisible, the only wise God,” etc. “You are worthy, O Lord, to
receive glory, and honor, and power, for you have created all
things.” (Ish. 42:8; 1 Tim. 1:17, Rev. 4:11)
3. He who is perfect in the highest degree, can be only one; for
he who alone has the whole and every part is absolutely perfect.
God, now, is thus perfect, because he is the cause of all that is
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good in nature. Therefore, nothing is more absurd, than to suppose any one to be God, who is not supreme and perfect, in the
highest degree. “O Lord, who is like unto you?” (Ps. 89:8)
4. There cannot be more than one being that is omnipotent, for
if there were many, they would mutually hinder and oppose
each other, and so would not be omnipotent. It is by this argument that the monarchy of the world is ascribed to one God in
the prophecy of Daniel, where it is said, “No one can stay his
band, or resist his will.” (Dan. 4:35)
5. If we suppose many Gods to exist, no one of them would be
able singly and alone, to rule all the rest, and so all would be
imperfect, and not Gods; or else the rest would be at ease and
superfluous. But it is absurd to suppose that God is such an one
as has not sufficient power to govern all things, or who is at ease
and superfluous. Therefore, there is, necessarily, but one God,
who alone is sufficient for all things.
6. There cannot be more than one being that is infinite, or
immense; for if there were more than one, no one would be
everywhere. Hence, there cannot be many Gods, but only one
God, who alone is infinite.
7. There can be but one first cause of all things. God is that first
cause. Therefore, he is one God, excluding all others. {129}
8. The highest good can be only one; for if there were besides
this also another highest good, it would either be greater or less,
or equal to the first. But if it were greater, the first would not be
the highest, and yet it would be God, which would be reproachful to the Deity; if it were less, then this would not be the highest
good, and so would not be God; and if it were equal, then neither
would be the highest good, nor God.
The use, or benefit, of this question is, that seeing there is but
one God, we must not worship or adore any one beside him; neither must we look any where else than to this one God for all
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good things; and be thankful to him alone for what we have
received.
Objection: But the Scriptures declare that there are many gods:
“I have said, you are gods.” “There are gods many, and lords
many.” (Ps. 82:6; 1 Cor. 8:5) Moses is also said to have been made
a god to Pharaoh. (Ex. 7:1) Yea, the devil is called the god of this
world. (2 Cor. 4:4) Answer: The word God is used in a double
sense. Sometimes it signifies him who is God by nature, and has
his being from none, but of and from himself. Such a Being is
the living and true God. Then again it designates one who bears
some resemblance to the true God in dignity, office, etc. Such
persons are, 1. Magistrates and judges, who are called gods on
account of their dignity, and the office which they bear in the
name of God, as it is said, “By me kings reign.” (Prov. 8:15) As
God, therefore, administers his government through magistrates
and judges, as his vicegerents and servants upon the earth, he in
like manner bestows upon them the honor of his own name by
calling them gods, that those under them may know that they
have to deal with God himself, whether they obey or resist the
magistrate, according as it is said, “Whosoever resisteth the
power, resisteth the ordinance of God.” (Rom. 13:2)
2. Angels are also called gods, in view of the dignity and excellence of their nature, power and wisdom, in which they greatly
excel other creatures; and on account of the office which they
exercise by divine appointment in defending the godly and punishing the wicked. “You have made him a little lower than the
gods,” that is, the angels. “Are they not all ministering spirits.”
(Ps. 8:5; Heb. 1:14)
3. The devil is called the god of this world, on account of the
great power which he has over men, and other creatures,
according to the just judgment of God.
4. There are many things which are called gods, in the opinion
of men, who regard and worship certain things and creatures for
gods. So idols are called gods, by imitation. “The gods that have
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not made the heavens and the earth, even they shall perish from
the earth, and from under these heavens.” “Whose god is their
belly.” (Jer. 10:11; Phil. 3:19) But here the question is in reference
to the true God—to him who is God by nature, having his power
from no one else, but from and by himself. Such a being is one
only.
4. WHAT DO THE TERMS ESSENCE, PERSON, AND
TRINITY SIGNIFY, AND IN WHAT DO THEY DIFFER FROM
EACH OTHER?
Essence, from the Greek ousia, signifies, as it is here used, a
thing subsisting by itself—not sustained by another, although it
may be communicated to more. That is said to be communicable, or communicated, which is common, or which may be
communicated to many. That is incommunicable {130} in
which nothing else can participate. The essence of man is
communicable, and common to many men, generically, but not
individually. But the essence of God is communicable individually, because the Deity or nature of God is the same and entire in
all the three persons of the Godhead.
A Person is that which subsists, is individual, living, intelligent,
incommunicable, not sustained in another, nor part of another.
Subsisting, by which we mean that it is not an accident, or a
thought, or a decree, or a vanishing sound, or a created quality
or motion. Individual, that is, not man generically, but individually, as this man. Living, something different from that which is
inanimate, as a stone. Intelligent, not irrational, as the animal,
which although it may have life and feeling, is nevertheless
devoid of personality, incommunicable, it cannot be communicated, as the divine essence, which may be in more than one,
and be common to more than one—personality, however, is
incommunicable. Not sustained by another, because it subsists
by itself; for the human nature of Christ is subsisting, individual,
incommunicable, intelligent, and yet it is no person, because it
is sustained by the Word. So the soul of man subsists by itself, is
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intelligent, and not sustained by another, and yet it is no person,
for the reason that it is a part of another subsisting individual. It
is, therefore, added in the definition, nor part of another.
We may now readily perceive the difference between the
Essence of God, and the Persons, subsisting in the divine
essence. By the term, Essence, we are to understand, in reference
to this subject, that which the eternal Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit are considered, and declared to be, singly and absolutely
in themselves, and which is common to the three. By the term,
Person, however, we are to understand that which the three persons of the Godhead are considered and declared to be individually and relatively, or as compared with each other, and which
they are according to the mode of existence peculiar to each. Or,
we may define Essence as the very being of God—the very, eternal, and only Deity—while the term Person refers to the mode,
or manner, in which the being of God, or the divine essence,
subsists in each of these three. God the Father is that Being who
is of himself, and not from another. The Son is that self-same
Being, or essence, not of himself, but of the Father. The Holy
Spirit is in like manner the self-same Being, not of himself, but
from the Father and the Son. Thus the Being, or divine essence,
of the three persons of the Godhead is one and the same in
number. But to be of himself, or from another—from one, or
from two; that is, to have this one divine essence of himself, or
to have it communicated from another—from one or from two,
expresses the mode of existence which is three-fold and distinct;
to wit, to be of himself, to be begotten or generated, and to proceed; and hence, the three persons which are expressed by the
term, Trinity.
The sum of this distinction between the terms Essence and Person, as applied to God, is this: Essence is absolute and communicable—Person is relative and incommunicable. This may be
illustrated by the following example: It is one thing to be a man,
and another thing to be a father; and yet one and the same is
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both a man and a father; he is a man absolutely and according to
his nature, and he is a father in respect to another, viz.: to his
son. So it is one thing to be God, and another to be the Father, or
Son, or Holy Spirit; and yet one and the same is both God, and
{181} the Father, or the Son, or the Holy Spirit; that in respect to
himself, this in respect to another.
Addenda. The essence of a man who begets another is communicated to him who is begotten, but the person is not communicated; for he that begets does not bring forth himself; but
another distinct from himself. The son, therefore, is not the
father, nor the father the son, although both be real men. So in
like manner the eternal Father has by eternal generation communicated to the Son his essence, but not his person—that is, he
begot not the Father, but the Son; neither is the Father the Son,
or the Son the Father, although each is very God. Yet, although
there is this resemblance, there is at the same time a great difference in the manner in which the divine essence, being infinite,
and the human, being created and finite are communicated to
another, which difference is to be carefully observed; for, first, in
men, in the father and the son, the essence is as distinct as the
persons themselves—the father and the son are not only two
persons, but also two men distinct in essence. But in God, the
persons are distinct, while the essence remains common, and
the same; and therefore, there are not three Gods, but the Son is
the same God in number which is the Father and the Son. Secondly, in persons created, he that begets doth not communicate
his whole essence to him that is begotten, for then he should
cease to be a man, but only a part is made over to him that is
begotten, and made the essence of another individual distinct
from him who begets. But in uncreated persons, he that begets
or inspires, communicates his whole essence to him that is
begotten, or that proceeds; yet so that he who communicates,
retains the same and that whole. The reason of both differences
is, that the essence of man is finite and divisible, while that of
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the Deity is infinite and indivisible. Wherefore, the eternal
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, constitute the one true God; and yet
the Father is not the Son, or the Holy Spirit; neither is the Holy
Spirit the Son; that is, they are one God—not three Gods, but
three persons subsisting in one Godhead.
This distinction of essence and person is, therefore, to be
observed, that the unity of the true God may not be impaired, or
the distinction of persons be taken away, or something else be
understood by the term person, than the truth which God’s word
declares. Therefore these cautions are to be diligently observed:
1. That person, in relation to this subject, never signifies a mere
relation, or office, as the Latins are wont to say, Principis personam tueri, to preserve the person of the prince, as formerly
Sabellius falsely taught; much less does it signify the countenance or visible shape, representing the form or gesture of
another; in which sense a stage-actor may play off the person of
another, as Servetus of late years sported and trifled with the
word person; but it signifies a thing subsisting truly distinct from
others to whom it has a relation and respect, by an incommunicable property; that is, it signifies that which begets, or is begotten, or proceeds and not the office dignity, or rank of him that
begets, or is begotten, or proceeds.
2. That the persons do not constitute something abstracted or
separated from the essence which they have in common, nor
that the essence is any fourth thing separate from the three persons; but each of them is the entire and self-same essence of the
Divinity. But the difference consists in this, that the persons are
each distinct from the other, while the essence is common to the
three. {132}
3. Concerning the word essence, it is also to be observed, that
God or the Deity, or the divine nature, has not the same respect
to persons as matter has to form, for the reason that God is not
compounded of matter and form. We cannot, therefore, correctly say, that the three persons are or consist of one essence.

Lord’s Day 8

257

Neither is it as the whole in respect to the parts, because God is
indivisible; therefore, we cannot correctly say that the person is
a part of the essence, or that the essence consists of three persons; for every person is the whole divine essence. Neither is it
as the general to the particular, because essence is not the genus
of the three persons, nor is person a species of essence. But God
is a more common name, because the essence of the Deity is
common to the three persons, and therefore may be affirmed of
each of them. But the names Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, are not
applied in the same general way, because the persons are truly
distinct, so that we cannot predicate the one of the other. We
may, therefore, correctly say, God or the divine essence is the
Father, is the Son, and is the Holy Spirit; also, the three persons
are one God, or in one God; likewise, they are one and the same
essence, nature, divinity, etc.; and again, that they are of one and
the same essence, nature, etc. Yet, it cannot be properly said,
that they are of one God, because there is no one of these persons that is not himself whole and perfect God. Wherefore the
divine essence is in respect to the persons as that which is communicated in an extraordinary manner is in respect to those
things with which it is common. There is, however, not a similar
or exact example of communication in any thing created.
Trinity, from the Greek triaV, signifies these three persons, distinct in three modes of being, or existing in one essence of the
Deity. But Trinity and triplicity, trinal and triple differ. That is
called triple which is composed of three essences—trinal is that
which is but one in essence, having three modes of being or subsisting. God is, therefore, trinal, but not triple, because he is only
one in essence, but three in persons, existing most simply.
5. IS IT PROPER THAT THE CHURCH SHOULD RETAIN THE
TERMS, ESSENCE, PERSON, AND TRINITY?
Heretics, formerly, already opposed the use of these terms,
because they are not found in the Scriptures. We, however, cor-
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rectly retain the form of speech used by the church in her early
and purer days, by holding fast to these terms:
1. Because, although they are not found in the Scriptures in the
very same syllables, yet words and forms of speech of very close
affinity and similarity, yea, such as certainly signify the same
thing, are found in the Scriptures; as where it is said, for
instance, in Ex. 3:14, “I AM that I AM: he said, thus shall you say,
I AM has sent me unto you.” Again, it cannot be denied that the
name Jehovah corresponds with the word Essence. So the word
Hypostasis is used for person in the Epistle to the Hebrews 1:3,
“Who being the express image of his person.” Neither does the
church call the persons, the Trinity, in any other sense than that
in which John says, “There are three that bear witness in
Heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Spirit.” (1 John 5:7)
2. The object of interpretation requires that the words of Scripture should {133} be expounded to those less learned by other
words signifying the same thing and taken from common use;
otherwise, all interpretation would be taken away, if no words
but such as are found in the Scriptures were used. It is proper,
therefore, that the church should invent and use such forms of
speech as express significantly the sense of Scripture, and her
own understanding of it.
3. Because the frauds and sophisms of heretics, which they
generally attempt to cover with the words of Scripture, are the
more easily discerned and detected, if the same things are
expressed in different words. And it is on account of the brevity
and perspicuity of these words and phrases, that heretics are not
able to conceal their impositions and sophisms. If there were a
full consent or agreement concerning the thing itself; there
would be no difficulty about the use of the words. We abhor a
logomachy or contention about words. Neither is the church at
controversy with heretics and sects merely in regard to words,
but it is concerning this doctrine, that the Eternal Father, Son,
and Holy Spirit are one God; and yet neither is the Father or the
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Son, the Holy Spirit; nor is the Holy Spirit the Father or Son, etc.
Were it not that heretics hold this doctrine in abhorrence, they
would also easily admit the words. But they object to the use of
the words because they do not receive the things expressed and
signified thereby.
From these things we may easily answer this objection: Words
which are not in the Scriptures, are not to be used in the church.
These terms, such as Essence, etc., are not in the Scriptures.
Therefore, they are not to be used. We reply to the major thus:
those things which are not in the Scriptures, neither as to the
words nor as to the sense, are to be rejected. But in relation to
the terms Essence, Person, and Trinity, as far as the things themselves are concerned, they are in the Scriptures, as has been
shown. Again, terms that are not found in the Scriptures must
not be retained, if we are sure the omission of them will not
endanger that which is expressed by them. But heretics seek
nothing else than with the terms to reject the doctrine, or at least
corrupt it.
It is also objected to the use of these terms, that they breed contentions. To this we reply that it does this only by accident, and
with contentious heretics.
6. HOW MANY PERSONS ARE THERE IN
THE GODHEAD?
There are three persons that subsist in the one essence of God,
really distinct by their peculiar properties, the Father, the Son,
and the Holy Spirit. These three are con-substantial and co-eternal—all, and each, being the one true and eternal God.
This is proven, 1. By many express declarations from the Scriptures of the old and new testaments. “The Spirit of God moved
upon the face of the waters.” “God said, let there be light.” “By
the word of the Lord were the heavens made, and all the host of
them by the breath of his mouth.” (Gen. 1:3, 4; Ps. 33:6) The new
testament scriptures furnish the clearest and most satisfactory
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testimony. “Go teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of
the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.” “The Comforter, which is the
Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in my name, [that is,
through and on account of me, ] he shall teach you all {184}
things.” “When the Comforter is come, whom I will send unto
you from the Father, even the Spirit of Truth, which proceedeth
from the Father, he shall testify of me.” “There are three that
bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Spirit,
and these three are one.” “According to his mercy, he saved us,
by the washing of regeneration, and renewing of the Holy Spirit;
which he shed on us abundantly through Jesus Christ.”
“Through him, [Christ, ] we both have access by one Spirit to the
Father.” “The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God,
and the communion of the Holy Spirit, be with you all.” “God
has sent forth the Spirit of his Son into your hearts,” etc. (Matt.
28:19; John 14:26; 15:26; 1 John 5:7; Titus 8:5, 6; Eph. 2:18; 2
Cor. 18:14; Gal. 4:6)
2. Those passages of Scripture prove the same thing, which
attribute to these three, the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, the
name of Jehovah, and of the true God; and also those places in
which certain things are spoken of Jehovah, in the old testament, which in the new, are expressly and without any limitation, referred to the Son and Holy Spirit.
3. Those passages prove the same thing which attribute the
same and the whole divine essence to the three persons of the
Godhead, and teach that the Son is the proper and only begotten
Son of the Father; and that the Holy Spirit is in such a manner
the proper Spirit of the Father and the Son, that he proceeded
from both.
4. This doctrine is still further confirmed by those declarations
of Scripture which ascribe to these three persons of the Godhead
the same attributes and perfections; such as eternity, immensity,
omnipotence, etc.
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5. The same is true in regard to those passages which attribute to
the three persons of the Godhead the same works which are
peculiar to the Deity, viz.: creation, preservation, and government of the world also miracles, and the deliverance and preservation of the church.
6. The same may be said to be true of those passages, which
attribute to the three, equal honor, prayer, and worship, such as
belongs to the true God alone.
From this agreement of the old and new testaments we know
and prove that one God is three persons truly distinct, and that
these three persons are one God. Hence it is also correct to say
that the Father is other from the Son and Holy Spirit; and the
Holy Spirit is other from the Father and the Son. But it is not correct to say that the Father is something else or another thing
from the Son, and that the Son is another thing, and that the
Holy Spirit is another; for to be other signifies merely a distinction of persons; while to be another thing signifies a diversity of essence.
We must now prove, in reference to the three persons of the
Godhead, that they are truly subsistents, against Samosatenus
and Servetus; that they are distinct subsistents or persons,
against Sabellius; that they are equal against, Arius, Eunomius,
and Macedonius; and lastly that they are consubstantial or of the
same essence against the same heretics. Concerning the person
of the Father there is no controversy. And as to the objections
which have been raised against the personality of the Son and
Holy Spirit, we shall hereafter notice them in their proper place.
{135}
7. HOW ARE THE THREE PERSONS OF
THE GODHEAD DISTINGUISHED?
We must here consider, first, what the Scriptures attribute as
common to the three persons of the Godhead, the Father, the
Son, and the Holy Spirit, which three are one God, and yet dis-
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tinct in persons; secondly, what is ascribed to each one singly, as
peculiar to him, and how the persons are distinguished from
each other.
The things that are common to the three persons of the Godhead,
are, 1. All the essential properties of God, which we comprehend
in the single name of Deity, as eternity, immensity, omnipotence,
wisdom, goodness, to have essence from himself, or to be God of
himself. 2. All the external actions or works of the divinity,
which are commonly called ad extra, that is, such as God exercises towards his creatures, and in them or through them, as creation, preservation, the government of the world, the gathering
and preserving of the church, etc.
These persons are distinguished in two ways. 1. By their works, ad
intra. 2. By their works or mode of operating, ad extra. The first
are called the inward works or operations of the divinity,
because the persons have and exercise them one towards the
other. By these internal works or properties, therefore, the persons are first distinguished from each other. For the Father is,
and exists of himself, not from another. The Son is begotten
eternally from the Father, that is, he has his divine essence communicated to him from the Father in a way not to be explained.
The Holy Spirit proceeds eternally from the Father, and the Son,
that is, has the same divine essence communicated to him from
the Father and the Son, in an inexplicable manner.
The proofs of this are the following: “In the beginning was the
Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God.” “We
beheld his glory, the glory as of the only begotten of the Father.”
“The only begotten Son which is in the bosom of the Father, he
has declared him.” “When the Comforter is come, whom I will
send unto you from the Father,” etc. (John 1:1; 14:18; 15:26)
This is, therefore, the order, according to which the persons of
the Godhead exist: the Father is the first person, and, as it were,
the fountain of the divinity of the Son and Holy Spirit, because
the Deity is communicated to him of no one; but he communi-
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cates the Deity to the Son and Holy Spirit. The Son is the second
person, because the Deity is communicated to him of the Father,
by eternal generation. The Holy Spirit is the third person,
because the Deity is communicated to him from the Father and
the Son, by an eternal inspiration or procession. This is the
order in which the persons of the Godhead are spoken of in the
following passages of Scripture: “Go baptize all nations in the
name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.” “There are three that
bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Spirit,
and these three are one.” (Matt. 18:19; 1 John 5:7) And yet the
Father is not prior in time to the Son and Holy Spirit; nor is the
Son before the Holy Spirit, but only in the order of existing; for
no person of the Godhead is before or after the others in time, or
dignity, or degree, but only according to the order in which they
exist. The Father was never without the Son, nor the Son without the Holy Spirit, since the Deity is unchangeable. It is {136}
in this way that God has from everlasting existed in himself, and
has so revealed himself in his word.
Heretics are accustomed to ask, in relation to this subject, what
the eternal generation of the Son is, and what is the procession
of the Holy Spirit, and what the difference between them? And
although we confess that the mode of eternal generation and
procession, together with the formal and natural distinction
between them is inexplicable by man, which all the orthodox
fathers of former times have confessed, yet the Scriptures certainly teach the thing itself, viz.: That generation is a communication of the divine essence, whereby only the second person of
the Deity derives and takes from the first person alone, as a son
from a father, the same essence whole and entire, which the
father has and retains; and that procession is a communication
of the divine essence by which the third person of the Godhead
receives from the Father and the Son, as the spirit from him
whose spirit it is, the same entire essence which the Father and
the Son have and retain.

264

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

Both of these differ from creation, which implies the production
of something out of nothing by the command and will of God;
but to be conceived or begotten, and to proceed or emanate, is to
produce from eternity some other or another person, from the
substance of him who begets, or of him from whom the procession is, in a way that is altogether beyond our comprehension;
yet so that the Son has his subsistence by being begotten, and
the Holy Spirit by proceeding. Thus, therefore, we perceive the
thing itself, or that thus it is, as far as God has seen fit to reveal
this great mystery unto us, although we cannot arrive at the
knowledge why it is so.
Concerning the question so warmly debated by the Greek and
Latin churches, whether the Holy Spirit proceeds from the
Father and the Son, or from the Father only, we shall speak hereafter, when we come to treat the doctrine concerning the Holy
Spirit.
We must also here notice the phrases or forms of speech used in
Scripture, and by the ancient church in reference to the distinction which exists between the persons of the Godhead themselves. Thus, it is correct to say, God begat God, but it is not
correct to say God begat another God, or begat himself. It is correct to say, the Father begat another, but not that he begat
another thing, or another God. It is orthodox to say the Son is
what the Father is, but not that the Son is the same person that
the Father is. It is true to say, that the Son is begotten, and the
Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father; also, the Son is of or from
the Father, and the Holy Spirit is of or from the Father and the
Son; also, whatsoever the Son has, he has from the Father, and
received it by being begotten; and whatsoever the Holy Spirit
has, he has from the Father and the Son, and received it by proceeding; also, the Son and the Holy Spirit have a beginning in
respect to their person, and have their essence communicated
from another; but it is not true to say that they have a beginning
in respect to their essence, or they are essenced, or have their
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essence produced from the Father, or from some other person. It
is orthodox to say, the first person of the Godhead begat the second of his own essence, and the third person proceeded from
the first and second, but not, the divine essence begot a divine
essence, or the person is begotten or proceeded from the
essence. It is proper to say, the divine essence is communicated,
but {137} not to say, the divine essence is begotten or proceeds,
because to be communicated, and to be begotten, are not the
same thing; for, not whatsoever is communicated to the begotten, is begotten, but that is begotten to which the substance of
him that begets is communicated.
There is another distinction between the persons of the Godhead, arising out of the former, which consists in the order in
which the persons of the Godhead operate, ad extra, which
embraces those actions which they exercise out of themselves,
towards their creatures, and in them, and by them. These works
are indeed wrought by the common will and power of the
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, but yet the same order is preserved
among the persons of the Godhead, in working, which there is
as it respects their existence. The Father is the fountain, as of the
person so also of the working, of the Son and Holy Spirit, and
does all things not by any other, that is, not by another working
through him, not by the will of another preventing his, or communicating to him power, or efficacy—but as existing of himself,
so also knowing, working, etc., of himself. But the Son and Holy
Spirit do not work of themselves, but by themselves, that is, the
Son works, the Father’s will going before; the Holy Spirit works,
the will of the Father and of the Son going before. The Father
works by the Son and Holy Spirit, and sends them, but he himself is not sent by them. The Son works through the Holy Spirit,
sends him from the Father into the hearts of those that believe,
but is not himself sent by the Holy Spirit, but of the Father. The
Holy Spirit works and is sent from both the Father and the Son—
not from himself. “All things were made by him.” “The Son can

266

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

do nothing of himself but what he seeth the Father do; for what
things soever he doeth, these also doeth the Son likewise.” “I
proceeded forth and came from God; neither came I of myself.”
“Whom the Father will send in my name.” “Whom I will send
unto you from the Father.” (John 1:3; 5:19; 8:42; 14:26; 15:26)
But when the Son and Holy Spirit are said to be sent, we must
not understand it in the sense of a local motion, or as though it
indicated a change in God himself; but it must be understood of
his eternal will, and decree to accomplish something by the Son
and Holy Spirit; and of the execution and manifestation of his
will through the working of the Son and Holy Spirit. So the Son
says that he was sent into the world by the Father—that he came
down from heaven, and yet that he was in heaven, when he was
upon the earth. So the Holy Spirit, although he existed before,
and dwelt in the Apostles, yet it is said that he was sent upon
them on the day of Pentecost. Each of these persons was, therefore, sent into the world, not because they began to exist where
they did not exist before; but because they accomplished in the
world what was the will of the Father, and showed themselves
present and efficacious according to the will of the Father. Thus
it is said, “God sent forth his Son made of a woman.” “And
because you are sons, God has sent forth the Spirit of his Son
into your hearts, crying, Abba, Father.” (Gal. 4:4, 6)
8. WHY IS IT NECESSARY THAT THE CHURCH SHOULD
HOLD FAST TO THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY
This doctrine of the Trinity should be taught and maintained in
the church: 1. On account of the glory of God, that he may thus be
distinguished {138} from idols, with whom he will not be confounded; and that he may be known and worshipped as such a
one as he has revealed himself to be. 2. On account of our comfort and salvation; for no one is saved without a knowledge of
God the Father. But the Father is not known without the Son. “No
man has seen God at any time; the only begotten Son which is in
the bosom of the Father, he has declared him.” “Whosoever
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denies the Son, the same has not the Father.” (John 1:18; 1 John
2:23) Again, no man is saved without faith in the Son of God, our
Mediator. “This is the true God, and eternal life.” “How then shall
they call on him in whom they have not believed, and how shall
they believe in him of whom they have not heard?” (1 John 5:20;
Rom. 10:14) Likewise, no man is sanctified and saved without a
knowledge of the Holy Spirit; for he who does not receive the
Holy Spirit is not saved, according to the declaration of Scripture, “If any man have not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his.”
(Rom. 8:9) But no one receives the Holy Spirit who is ignorant of
him, according as it is said, “Whom the world cannot receive,
because it sees him not, neither knows him.” (John 14:17)
Wherefore, he who does not know the Holy Spirit cannot be
saved. It is necessary, then, that all who will be saved, should
have a knowledge of the one God, the eternal Father, the co-eternal Son, and the co-eternal Holy Spirit; for unless he is known as
such an one as he has revealed himself, he does not communicate himself unto us, neither can we expect eternal life from
him.
OBJECTIONS OF HERETICS AGAINST
THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY
Objection 1: One essence is not three persons, because that one
should be three, implies a contradiction. Jehovah is one essence.
Therefore, there are not three persons. Answer: The major is
true of a created or finite essence, which cannot be the one
same and whole substance of three persons; but it is not true in
regard to the essence of the Deity, which is infinite, individual,
and most simple. Reply. A most simple essence cannot be the
essence of three persons. God is a most simple essence, as is
admitted in the above answer. Therefore, it cannot be three persons. Answer: The major is true of an essence, a certain part of
which constitutes another person, or which may be multiplied
into a number of persons; but it is false when understood of
such an essence as that which is the same and entire in each sin-
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gle person. The simplicity of such an essence is not in the least
impaired by the number and distinction of the persons.
Objection 2: Where there are three, and one, there are four, distinct things. In God there are three persons and one essence.
Therefore, there are four distinct things in God, which is absurd.
Answer: Where there are three, and one really distinct, there are
four. But in God, the persons are not really distinct from the
essence; for the three persons of the Godhead are one and the
same divine essence. They differ from it, and from each other,
only in the mode of subsisting.
Objection 3: To attach three names to one substance is Sabellianism. The doctrine of the Trinity attributes three names to
one substance. Therefore, it is the heresy of Sabellius. Answer:
There are four terms in this syllogism; for the term, substance, in
the major, either signifies a person, and in the minor an essence,
or else one of the propositions is false. {139}
Objection 4: He who is the whole Deity, beside him there is no
person, in whom the whole Deity is, in a like manner. The Father
is the whole Deity. Therefore, the whole Deity is not in another
person. Answer: We deny the major proposition, because the
same Deity which is entire in the Father, is also entire in the Son,
and Holy Spirit, on account of the immensity of the divine
essence, of which there is neither more nor less in each person,
than in two, or the three.
Objection 5: Those persons to whom distinct operations are
ascribed, must have distinct essences. There are distinct internal
operations ascribed to the Father, Son and Holy Spirit. Therefore,
their essences are distinct. Answer: The major is true of persons
having a finite essence, but false when understood of divine persons.
Objection 6: The divine essence is incarnate. The three persons
are the divine essence. Therefore, the three persons are incarnate, which is not true. Answer: The major speaks nothing of
the divine nature generally, because the divine essence is incar-

Lord’s Day 8

269

nate in the person of the Son alone. We have, therefore, more
particulars, from which nothing can be concluded.
Objection 7: Jehovah, or the true God, is the Trinity. The Father
is Jehovah. Therefore, he is the Trinity—that is, all the three persons. Answer: Here, again, the major declares nothing generally;
for, not whatever is Jehovah is the Trinity. Therefore, nothing can
be inferred from what is here said.
Objection 8: No abstract term signifies substance. Trinity is such
an abstract term. Therefore it signifies no substance. Answer:
The major is false; for Deity, and humanity, are also abstract
terms, and yet they signify substance.
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LORD’S DAY 9
QUESTION 26. OF GOD THE FATHER
26. What do you believe when you say: “I believe in God the
Father Almighty, Maker of heaven and earth”?
A. That the eternal Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who of
nothing made heaven and earth, with all that in them is,
who likewise upholds and governs the same by His
eternal counsel and providence, is for the sake of Christ
His Son my God and my Father; in whom I so trust, as to
have no doubt that He will provide me with all things
necessary for body and soul; and further, that whatever
evil He sends upon me in this vale of tears He will turn to
my good; for He is able to do it, being Almighty God, and
willing also, being a faithful Father.
EXPOSITION:
I believe in God. To believe God and to believe in God, are two
very different things. The first expresses historical faith; the latter, true faith or confidence; for when I say, I believe that God is,
if I speak properly, I believe there is a God, and that he is such an
one as he has revealed himself in his word, viz.: a spiritual
essence, omnipotent, etc., the eternal Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit. When I say, I believe in God, I mean, I believe that he is my
God, that is, whatever he is and has is all for my {140} salvation.
Or, to believe God, speaking properly, is to believe a certain person to be God, according to all his attributes. To believe in God, is
to be persuaded that he will make all things attributed to him
subservient to my salvation, for the sake of his Son.
In God. The name of God is here taken essentially for God the
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; because the phrase I believe, with
the particle in, is referred in the same manner to all the three
persons of the Godhead; for the reason that we do not believe in
the Son and Holy Spirit less than we do in the Father.
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Father. When the name of the Father is opposed to the Son, it is
taken personally, and signifies the first person of the Godhead,
as here in the creed; but when it is opposed to creatures it must
be understood essentially, and signifies the whole divine
essence, as in the Lord’s prayer, Our Father who are in heaven. In
this sense the Son is expressly called by Isaiah, “The everlasting
Father.” (Ish. 9:6) The first person is called the Father: 1. In
respect to Christ, his only begotten Son. 2. In respect to all creatures, as he is the Creator, and Preserver of them all. 3. In respect
to the elect, whom he has adopted as his children, and whom he
has made accepted in his beloved Son.
To believe in God the Father, therefore, is to believe in that God
who is the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ; and to believe that he
is also my Father, and as such has a fatherly affection toward me,
for and on account of Christ, in whom he has adopted me as his
son. In a word, it is to believe: 1. That he is the Father of our Lord
Jesus Christ. 2. That he is a Father to me for Christ’s sake.
Objection 1: I believe in God the Father. Therefore, the Son, and
Holy Spirit are not God, but the Father alone. Answer: This is a
fallacy of composition and division; for the word God is joined
with the Father in such a manner as not to be separated from the
Son and Holy Spirit; a comma should be placed after the words
in God, in this manner—I believe in God, the Father. This is
proven: 1. Because the name God, as it is here used in the creed,
signifies essentially, and embraces the three persons, which are,
as if by apposition, placed in order in the creed—I believe in God,
the Father; and in Jesus Christ his only begotten Son; I believe in
the Holy Spirit. For, I believe in the one true God, who is the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, yet so that the Father is not
the Son, nor the Holy Spirit the Son or the Father. 2. We
expressly profess that we believe in the Son, and Holy Spirit, not
less than in God, the Father. And yet we do not believe in any
one else, except in the one only true God. 3. Many of the Greek
copies read, I believe in one God, to wit, Father, Son, and Holy
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Spirit. As we are, therefore, to believe in the Father, because he is
God, so we are also to believe in the Son and Holy Spirit, because
they are God. The name of God is placed but once in the creed,
because God is only one, but never as if the Father alone were
called God.
Almighty. To believe in God Almighty, is to believe in such a God:
1. Who is able to accomplish whatever he wills, yea even those
things which he does not will, if they are not contrary to his
nature, as he might have delivered Christ from death, but he
would not. 2. Who can accomplish all things by his simple command, and without any difficulty. 3. Who alone has power to do
all things, and is the dispenser of that power {141} which is in
all his creatures. 4. Who is also almighty for my benefit, and can
and will direct and make all things subservient to my salvation.
Objection 2: God cannot lie, die, or undo that which is once
done. Therefore, he cannot do all things. Answer: He can do all
things which are indicative of power. But to lie, to die, etc., is no
sign of power, but of infirmity or want of power. But defects are
in creatures, not in God. Therefore, they are contrary to the
nature of God. Hence, by inverting the order of reasoning, we
thus conclude, God is not able to do or will those things which
are indicative of weakness, and contrary to his nature; therefore,
he is almighty.
Maker of Heaven and Earth. To believe in the Creator, is to
believe: 1. That he is the Creator of all things. 2. That he sustains
and governs by his providence all things which he has created.
3. That he has also created me, and made me a vessel of his
mercy, that I should obtain salvation in Christ; and that he, by his
special providence and grace, will lead me to that salvation
which he confers upon his people. 4. That he has created all
other things for us, that they may contribute to the salvation of
the church, to the praise of his glory. In short, to believe in the
Creator, is to believe that God created me that I might contribute
to his glory, and that he created all other things that they might
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be subservient to my salvation. “All things are yours, and you are
Christ’s, and Christ is God’s,” as if he should say all things are
created for us, and we for God. (1 Cor. 3:22, 23)
OF THE CREATION OF THE WORLD
The doctrine which treats of the works of God is properly placed
next in order after the doctrine concerning God, which is also
the arrangement in the creed. There are five general works of
God: 1. The work of creation, of which we have an account in the
book of Genesis, where we are informed that it was accomplished in six days. 2. The work of preservation, by which God
sustains heaven and earth, and all things which he has created,
so that they do not fall into ruin. 3. The work of government,
whereby, through his great wisdom, he directs and governs all
things in the world. 4. The work of restitution, by which he
repairs, in Christ, all things which are subject to corruption, by
reason of the sin of man.
5. The work of perfection, or completing, in which he brings all
things to their appointed end—but especially does he perfectly
deliver and glorify his church. We shall now speak of the work
of creation, or of the creation of the world, in reference to which
we must enquire:
1. Did God create the world?
2. How did he create it?
3. Wherefore, or for what end, did he create it?

1. DID GOD CREATE THE WORLD?
We must first define and understand what is meant by the terms
here used. To create is to produce something out of nothing. The
term world is used in the Scriptures in four different significations. It means: 1. The structure, or frame, of the whole universe,
comprising heaven, earth, {142} and all things which are in
them. “The world was made by him.” (John 1:10) 2. Worldly concupiscence. 3. The ungodly, or unregenerate, who are in the
world. (John 17:9) 4. Those who are chosen out of the world.
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“That the world may believe that you have sent me.” “God so
loved the world.” (John 17:21; 3:16)
That God created the world, we know: first, from the testimony
of the holy Scripture, as, for instance, from the history of the creation as written by Moses. Also, from other passages of Scripture, and especially the following: “By the word of the Lord were
the heavens made, and all the hosts of them by the breath of his
mouth.” “He spoke, and it was done; he commanded, and it
stood fast.” (Ps. 33:6, 9) There are other places also, in the Psalm,
and elsewhere, where the wonderful works of God are more
largely spoken of, and where the principal parts of the world,
which God created, are dwelt upon, in order that we may, by a
proper consideration of them, be led to trust in God. (Ps. 104,
113, 124, 186, 146) God himself shewed unto Job his marvelous
and inconceivable works, as they appear in the heavens and
earth, in connection with other things which he had created,
that he might declare his justice, power, and providence. (Job 38
and 39)
Secondly, beside the testimony of the Scriptures, there are many
other arguments which prove in the most satisfactory manner,
that the world was created by God; among which we may mention the following: 1. The origin of nations, as given by Moses,
shows this, which account could not have been invented by him,
when there were some remembrances of it still in the minds of
many, which, however, in the course of time became lost. 2. The
novelty of all other histories as compared with the antiquity of
sacred history. 3. The age of man decreasing, shows that there
was at first a greater strength in nature, and that it has decreased
hitherto not without some first cause. 4. The certain course of
time from the beginning of the world, down to the coming of the
Messiah. 5. The constitution and preservation of commonwealths. 6. The order of things in nature, which must, of necessity, have been produced by some intelligent mind—superior to
all things. 7. The excellence of the mind of man and of angels.
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These intelligent beings have a beginning. They must, therefore,
have sprung from some intelligent cause. 8. The natural principles and notions which are engraven upon our hearts. 9. The
chidings, or reproofs of conscience in the ungodly. 10. The ends
of all things wisely ordered. 11. Finally, all the other arguments
which prove that there is a God, prove also that the world was
created by him.
Thirdly, there are, also, philosophical arguments, which go to
prove that the world was created, and that by God, although they
cannot prove when it was created. 1. There is, in nature, no infinite progress of causes and effects; otherwise, nature would
never attain its end. Therefore the world had a beginning. 2. The
world is the first and most excellent of all effects. Therefore, it is
from the first and most excellent cause, which is God.
But there are other questions, as, whether the world was created
by God from all eternity, or in time; that is, whether it be an
effect of equal perpetuity with his own cause, or had it at some
time a beginning, prior to which it had no existence? Also, if
there was a time when the world did not exist, was it necessary
that God should create it? {148} Also, whether it shall endure
forever; and if so, will it remain the same, or will it be changed?
These, and similar questions, cannot be decided by philosophy;
and the reason is because all these things depend upon the will
of the first mover, which is God, who does not act from necessity, but most freely. But the will of God is not known to any
creature, unless God himself reveal it. Hence it is that we find it
in the church alone, while heathen philosophers are ignorant of
it; for they cannot arrive at any knowledge of these things by
reasoning a posteriori, that is, from a continued effect to its
cause. It is true, indeed, that there is a certain cause of these
effects, but it does not follow that these effects were produced
by this cause either at this or that time, or from all eternity,
because a free agent may either act or suspend his action, at
pleasure. The sum of the proof is this: no effect, that is depend-
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ing upon such a cause as acts freely, or contingently, can be
demonstrated by that cause. The creation of the world is such an
effect. Therefore, it cannot be proven by the will of the first
mover, which is God, that it was either created from all eternity,
or that it had its beginning in time.
Whatever arguments philosophers may, therefore, bring against
the creation of the world, it is easy to see that they are not drawn
from true philosophy, but from the imaginations of men, if the
order of the generation and change of things which God established in nature, be distinguished from the creation.
Objection 1: It is absurd (philosophers tell us) to suppose that
God is idle. Answer: It is, indeed, absurd to say that he who governs the world is idle. And if it be further objected to this, that he
could not govern the world when as yet it did not exist, and that
he must, therefore, have been idle before the creation of all
things, we reply by denying the consequence; because, if God
did not, from everlasting, govern the world, yet he was not idle;
for he chose us in Christ before the foundation of the world, and
constructed hell for wicked and curious men, who presumptuously endeavor to pry into the secret counsels of the Most High,
as Augustine wittily answered a certain African, demanding of
him what God did before he created the world; “He made hell,”
said he, “for curious and inquisitive men.”
Objection 2: Every thing which has a beginning, has an end. The
world has no end. Therefore it had no beginning. Answer: The
major is to be distinguished. Every thing that has a beginning
through natural generation has an end; for corruption does not
follow creation, but the generation of one thing out of another,
by the order of nature. And the power of God is certainly sufficient, that he can either preserve in the same state, or change, or
reduce to nothing, as well those things which he formed out of
others, as those which he produced out of nothing.
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2. HOW DID GOD CREATE THE WORLD?
1. God, the Father, created the world through the Son and Holy
Spirit. Of the Son, it is said, “All things were made by him.” (John
1:3) Of the Holy Spirit, it is said, “The Spirit of the Lord moved
upon the face of the waters.” “The Spirit of God has made me.”
(Gen. 1:2; Job 88:4)
2. God created the world most freely, without any constraint.
There {144} was no necessity in the case, but such as resulted
from the decree of his own will, which, although it was eternal
and immutable, was, nevertheless, most free. “For he spoke, and
it was done.” “But our God is in the heavens, he has done whatsoever he pleased.” (Ps. 33:9; 115:3)
8. God made the world by his simple command, word, and will,
without any labor, fatigue, or change of himself, which is the
highest form of working. There are five kinds of operations or
agents: 1. There are natural agents, which operate according to
the force of their own nature, without any intelligence or will;
such is the operation of fire, water, medicinal herbs, precious
stones, etc., the action and operation of which is marked out by
nature. 2. We have other operations, or agencies, which although
they are greatly controlled by nature, are, nevertheless, not without some desire or will of their own, even though the government of reason be wanting. Yet the action of these agents is of
such a nature, that it is oftentimes forced from them against
their will, which may be said to be true of animals. 3. Are the
agencies of men, who act according to their corrupt desires and
inclinations. 4. Are the agencies of good spirits whom we call
angels, who act according to reason, and willingly, as men do,
but who are free from corruption. 5. The highest and most complete kind of operation is that which results from an understanding and will most pure and holy; which is subject to the wisdom
and counsel of no one who is superior; which is, therefore, of all
others, the most free, wise, and good, and which is truly infinite,
such that all other things depend upon it alone. Such is the oper-
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ation or agency of God alone. “He spoke, and it was done; he
commanded and it stood fast.” “God who quickeneth the dead,
and calleth those things which be not as though they were.” (Ps.
33:6, 9; Rom. 4:17)
4. God created all things out of nothing. It was not, therefore,
from any essence of Deity, nor from any pre-existing matter
coequal with himself, from which God created the heavens and
the earth. For if all things were created by God, nothing is
excepted but the Creator himself, so that all other things were
created, not even excluding the matter out of which they were
formed.
Objection: Out of nothing is nothing. Answer: According to the
order of nature, as it is now constituted, it is true, that one thing
is generated or produced from another. It is also true that nothing can be produced out of nothing by men; but what is impossible to man is possible with God. Hence, this proposition, out of
nothing is nothing, is not true when applied to God. Nor is it true
of the first creation, or of the extraordinary working of God, but
only of the order of nature as it is now established. That God created all things out of nothing, should contribute to our comfort;
for if he has created all things out of nothing, he is also able to
preserve us, and to restrain, yea, to bring to naught the counsels
and devices of the wicked.
5. God created all things most wisely, and very good, that is, he
made every thing perfect according to its kind and degree. “All
things were very good.” (Gen. 1:31) Every thing was created free
from deformity and sin, and from evil under every form.
Objection: But death is evil. Answer: God did not create death,
but inflicted it as a just punishment upon the creature, on
account of sin. Reply. But it is said, “God creates evil.” “Shall
there be evil in a city, and the Lord has not done it.” (Ish. 45:7.
Amos 3:6) Answer: These things are spoken of the evil of
punishment and not of guilt. God is the author of punishment,
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because he is the judge of the world; but he is not the author of
sin—he merely permits it. {145}
6. God created the world, not suddenly, nor in a moment of time,
but in six days. “On the seventh day, God ended all his works.”
(Gen. 2:2) But why did not God create all things in a moment of
time, when he had the power to do so? 1. Because he designed
that the creation of matter should be a thing distinct, and manifest from the formation of the bodies of the world, which were
made out of it. 2. Because he would show his power, and freedom, in producing whatever he willed, and that without any natural causes. Hence, he gave light to the world, made the earth
fruitful, and caused plants to grow out of it, before the sun or
moon were created. 3. He wished to give an exhibition of his
goodness and providence in providing for his creatures, and having a regard for them before they were born; to do this, he brings
animals upon the earth, already clothed with plants and pasture,
and introduces man into the world which he had most richly
furnished with every thing necessary to meet his wants, and to
administer to his comfort. 4. God created all things successively,
that we might not sit in idleness, but might have an opportunity
of considering his works, and thus discerning his wisdom, goodness, and power.
7. Lastly, God created the world, not eternally, but at a certain
and definite time; and, therefore, in the beginning of time. “In
the beginning God created the heavens and earth.” (Gen. 1:1)
According to the common reckoning, it is now, counting from
this 1616 of Christ, 5534 years since the creation of the world.
From the creation of the world to the birth of Christ:
According to Melanchthon’s calculation: 3,963 years.
According to Luther’s calculation: 3,960 years.
According to the calculation of Geneva : 3,943 years.
According to the calculation of Beroaldus: 3,929 years.

The world has, therefore, existed,
According to Melancthon: 5,579 years.
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According to Luther: 5,576 years.
According to those of Geneva: 5,559 years.
According to Beroaldus: 5,545 years.

These calculations harmonize sufficiently with each other in the
larger numbers, although some years are either added or wanting in the smaller numbers. According to these four calculations,
made by the most learned men of our times, it will appear, by
comparing them together, that the world was created by God at
least not much over 5,559 or 5,579 years. The world, therefore,
was not created from everlasting, but had a beginning.
3. FOR WHAT END DID GOD CREATE THE WORLD?
The ends for which God created the world are, some general,
and others special and subordinate. {146}
1. The chief and ultimate end for which all things were created,
especially angels and men, is the glory and praise of God. “The
Lord has made all things for himself.” “Bless the Lord, all his
works.” “For of him, and through him, and to him, are all
things.” (Prov. 16:4; Ps. 103:22; Rom. 11:36)
2. The manifestation, knowledge, and contemplation of the
divine wisdom, power and goodness displayed in the creation of
things. For, if God would be praised, it was necessary that he
should create rational intelligences, capable of knowing him;
and that, knowing him, they might praise and honor him. It was,
also, necessary that he should create things destitute of reason,
that they might furnish matter for praise. “The heavens declare
the glory of God, and the firmament sheweth his handy works.”
(Ps. 19:1)
3. The government of the world. God created the world, that he
might by his providence always govern, rule, and preserve it,
and so continually show forth his wonderful works, which he
has performed from the beginning of the world, and which he
now performs, or will hereafter perform; but especially that he
might govern the church, composed of angels and men. This
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end is subservient to the second. “Lift up your eyes on high and
behold who has created these things.” (Ish. 40:26)
4. That he might gather to himself, from the human race, an
everlasting church, which might know and praise him as the
Creator.
5. That all things might contribute to the happiness, comfort and
salvation of men, and especially the elect, and that they may be
to them, each in its own particular sphere, as ministers and
instruments through which God may be praised by them, while
bestowing his blessings upon them. “Subdue the earth, and have
dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowls of the air,
and over every living thing that moveth upon the earth.” “You
made him to have dominion over the works of your hand; you
have put all things under his feet.” “Whether the world, or life,
or death, or things present, or things to come, all are yours.”
(Gen. 1:28; Ps. 8:6; 1 Cor. 3:22) God, therefore, created man, for
himself; and all other things for man, that they might serve him,
and through him might serve God. Hence, when we make creatures occupy the place which belongs to God, we thrust ourselves out of the place which God has assigned unto us.
The use of the doctrine of the creation of the world is: 1. That all
the glory thereof may be attributed to God, and that his wisdom,
power, and goodness, may be known and acknowledged from
the works of creation. 2. That we may withdraw our confidence
from all created things, and place our trust in God alone, the
author and giver of salvation.
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LORD’S DAY 10
QUESTION 27.
27. What do you understand by the Providence of God?
A. The almighty everywhere present power of God, whereby,
as it were by His hand, He still upholds heaven and earth,
with all creatures; and so governs them, that herbs and
grass, rain and drought, fruitful and barren years, meat
and drink, health and sickness, riches and poverty, yea,
all things, come not by chance, but by His fatherly hand.
{147}
EXPOSITION:
Intimately connected with the doctrine of the creation of the
world, is the subject of the providence of God, which is nothing
else than a continuation of the creation; because the government of the world is the preservation of the things created by
God. We are not to imagine, therefore, that the creation of the
world is like the building of a ship, which the architect as soon
as it is completed, commits to the government of some pilot; but
we must hold this as a most certain truth, that as nothing could
ever have existed except by the creating power of God; so it is
impossible that any thing should exist, even for a moment, without his government and preservation. It is for this reason that
the scriptures often join the preservation and continual administration of all things with their creation. Hence we cannot have a
full and correct knowledge of the creation unless we, at the
same time, embrace the doctrine of divine providence, concerning which we must inquire particularly.
1. Is there any providence of God
2. What is it
3. What does it profit us?

Lord’s Day 10

283

The first and second of these propositions are considered under
this question; the third will be considered when we come to
treat the twenty-eighth question of the Catechism.
IS THERE ANY PROVIDENCE OF GOD?
There are three opinions entertained by philosophers respecting
the providence of God: 1. The Epicureans deny that there is any
providence respecting the affairs of mortals, or those things
which are, and are done in the lower parts of the world. 2. The
Stoics have devised and substituted for divine providence, an
absolute necessity of all things and changes existing in the very
nature of things, to which every thing is subject, including even
God himself. This necessity they call fate or destiny. 3. The
Peripatetics suppose that God does indeed behold and know all
things, but does not direct and govern them, but only excites or
keeps up the celestial motions, and through them sends down,
by way of influence, some power or virtue into the lower parts of
nature, while the operations and motions so excited are depending entirely upon matter and the will of man.
In opposition to these errors the church teaches according to the
word of God, that nothing exists, or comes to pass in the whole
world, unless by the certain and definite, but nevertheless most
free and good counsel of God.
There are two kinds of proofs by which we may establish the
doctrine of the providence of God: these are testimonies from
scripture, and the force of arguments.
The testimony which the scriptures furnish in support of this
doctrine is contained in such passages as the following: “He
giveth to all life, and breath, and all things.” “In him we live, and
move, and have our being.” {148} “Are not two sparrows sold
for a farthing? and one of them shall not fall to the ground without your Father. But the very hairs of your head are numbered.”
“God worketh all things after the counsel of his own will.” (Acts
17:25, 28; Matt. 10:29, 30; Eph. 1:11) There are also many simi-
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lar testimonies of scripture which prove the general and particular providence of God; for there is scarcely any doctrine more
frequently and diligently inculcated than that of divine providence. As a single instance, God reasons in the book of Jeremiah,
27:5, 6, from the general to the particular: that is from the thing
itself to the example. “I have made the earth, the man and the
beasts that are upon the ground, and have given it unto whom it
seemeth meet unto me.” And he immediately adds the particular, “now have I given all these lands into the hands of Nebuchadnezzar, the king of Babylon, my servant.”
The arguments which establish a divine providence are of two
kinds. Some are a posteriori, which include such as are drawn
from the effects or works of God: others are a priori, that is such
as are drawn from the nature and attributes of God. Both may be
clearly demonstrated, and are common to philosophy and theology, unless that the attributes and works of God are better and
more fully understood by the church than by philosophy. The
arguments, however, which are drawn from the divine works are
more obvious; for it is through the arguments a posteriori that
we arrive at and obtain a knowledge of those which are a priori.
ARGUMENTS IN PROOF OF THE PROVIDENCE OF GOD,
DRAWN FROM HIS WORKS
1. Order cannot proceed from a brutish or irrational cause: for
where there is order, there must also be some one that orders
and directs. In the nature of things there is order; there is a most
judicious arrangement of every part of nature, and a succession
of changes and seasons, contributing to the preservation and
continuation of the whole. Therefore, this order exists, and is
preserved by some intelligent mind; and seeing that it is most
wisely constituted, there is a necessity that he who has thus
arranged all things, and who governs them by his providence,
must be most wise. “He telleth the number of the stars; he calleth them all by name.” (Ps. 147:4).
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2. Man, who is as it were a little world, is ruled by a mind and
understanding; much more, therefore, is the world governed by
divine providence. “He who planted the ear, shall he not hear.”
(Ps. 94:9.)
3. The natural law, the knowledge of general principles natural
to men, the difference between things honest and base,
engraven upon our hearts, teach that there is a providence: for
he who has engraven upon the heart of man a rule or law, for
the regulation of the life, has a regard to the actions of men. God
now has engraven such a rule upon the heart of man, and
desires us to live in conformity thereto. Therefore he must also
govern the lives, actions and events of his creatures. “The Gentiles show the work of the law written in their hearts,” etc. (Rom.
2:15) Plautus says, “There is verily a God, who sees and hears
what we do;” and Homer says, “God has an upright eye.”
4. The reproofs of conscience, which follow the commission of
sin on the part of the wicked, prove that there must be a God
who knows the secrets of men, punishes their sins, avenges
himself upon their wickedness, and {149} who causes such
inward fears and forebodings to arise in the mind. “Their conscience at the same time bearing witness, and their thoughts, the
mean while accusing or else excusing one another.” “For the
wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness
and unrighteousness of men.” (Rom. 2:15; 1:18)
5. The rewards and punishments which follow the actions of
men, testify that there must be some executioner of the laws of
nature. There are more pleasant and favorable events accompanying the lives of those who live in moderation, even though
they be without the church, than is the case with those who live
in profligacy and sensual indulgence; for atrocious crimes are
generally followed with severe punishment. Therefore there
must be some judge who notices the actions of men, and
rewards them accordingly. “The righteous shall rejoice when he
seeth the vengeance; he shall wash his feet in the blood of the
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wicked; so that a man shall say, verily there is a reward for the
righteous: verily he is a God that judgeth in the earth.” “He that
chasteneth the heathen shall not he correct.” (Ps. 58:10, 11;
94:10.)
6. A great part of the providence of God consists in the establishment, preservation and transfer of kingdoms and empires.
These things, however, could not take place if there were no
God. “By me kings reign and princes decree justice.” “That the
living may know that the Most High ruleth in the kingdoms of
men, and giveth it to whomsoever he will.” (Prov. 8:15; Dan. 4.
25) Cicero says: “Commonwealths are governed far more by the
aid and power of God, than by the reason and counsel of men.”
There is always a greater number of the wicked than of the
good, and more who wish the authority of the law subverted
than maintained. Yet civil order is preserved; and republics and
kingdoms are perpetuated. Therefore there must be some one
greater than all devils, tyrants and wicked men, who always preserves this order against their rage.
7. The excellent virtues, exploits and success of heroes surpassing the ordinary capacity of man, the singular gifts and excellence of artificers which God has conferred upon certain
individuals, for the general good and for the preservation of
human society, etc., testify that there is a God who has a care for
the human race. For these are things which are far greater than
any that can proceed from that which is merely sensual; and
possess too great an excellence to be merely the acquirements
of human industry. There is, therefore, a God who, when he
wishes to accomplish great things for the safety of the human
race, raises up men endowed with heroic virtues, inventors of
arts and counsels; and princes that are brave, good and prudent;
and other instruments adapted to the accomplishment of his
purposes. And when he wishes to punish men for their sins, he
takes away the same instrument which he raised up for their
safety. “The Lord stirred up the spirit of Cyrus.” “The Lord doth
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take away the mighty man and the man of war, the judge and the
prophet.” “He giveth wisdom to the wise,” etc. (Ezra 1:1; Ish. 3:2;
Dan. 2:21)
8. A providence may be inferred from prophecy and the prediction of events. He is God who can declare to men things that are
yet future, and who cannot be deceived in his predictions.
Therefore he does not only foresee future events, but also directs
them that they come to pass, either by his effecting or permitting them: so that he has a regard for human affairs, and governs
the world by his providence. “Has he spoken, and {150} shall he
not make it good.” (Num. 23:19) Cicero says, “They are no gods
that do not declare things to come.”
9. All things in the world are directed to certain ends and constantly tend to these ends. Therefore, there is some being most
wise and powerful, who constantly directs all things by his providence, and brings each one to its appointed end. “Man liveth
not by bread alone, but by every word that proceedeth out of the
mouth of God. (Deut. 8:3)
ARGUMENTS DRAWN FROM THE NATURE AND
ATTRIBUTES OF GOD
1. There is a God. Therefore there is a providence. This is as truly
said as to say, no God, no providence: for to suppose a God who
does not rule the world, is to deny God. Yea, to suppose God to
exist and not to govern the world, is in direct opposition to his
nature; for the world can no more exist without God than it
could be created without him.
2. God is so powerful that it is not possible that anything can be
done which he does not simply wish; neither can it be done in a
manner different from what he desires; but whatever is done
must necessarily be done according to his will and direction.
Therefore those things which are daily done, are accomplished
according to the will of Almighty God, and so by his providence.
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3. It belongs to a wise governor not to permit any thing to be
done in his kingdom without his will and certain counsel. God is
most wise and can be present with all things. Therefore nothing
is done in the world without his providence.
4. God is most just, and at the same time the judge of the world.
Therefore, he himself bestows rewards upon the good, and
inflicts punishment upon the wicked.
5. God is most good; but he who is most good is also most
communicable. Therefore, as God created the world from his
infinite goodness, that he might communicate himself to it, so in
like manner he preserves, administers and governs the world
which he created by the same goodness.
6. The ends of all things are good, and ordained of God. Therefore the means also, which are necessary for the attainment of
these ends, are appointed by God from everlasting, either absolutely or according to something else.
7. God is the first cause of all things. Therefore all second causes
are dependent upon him.
8. An unchangeable foreknowledge depends on an immutable
cause. God foreknows all things unchangeably from everlasting.
Therefore he foreknows from an immutable cause, which is his
eternal counsel and decree. The sum of all is this: God is
almighty, most wise, just and good: therefore he ordained and
created nothing without some special end and purpose; neither
does he cease to guide and direct his works to the ends for
which he has ordained them; nor does he suffer those things to
be accomplished by chance, which he made and ordained for
the manifestation of his own glory. “These things have you done,
and I kept silence; you thoughtest that I was altogether such a
one as yourself,” etc. “Has God forgotten to be gracious?” “My
counsel shall stand, and I will do all my pleasure.” (Ps. 50:21;
77:9; Ish. 46:10) {151}

Lord’s Day 10

289

2. WHAT IS THE PROVIDENCE OF GOD?
Foreknowledge, providence and predestination differ from each
other. By foreknowledge we understand the knowledge of God,
by which he foreknew, from all eternity, not only what he himself would do, but also what others would do by his permission,
viz.: that they would sin. Providence and predestination, although
they include only those things which God himself will do, yet
they differ in this, that providence extends to all the things and
works of God, while predestination properly has respect only to
rational creatures. Predestination is therefore the most wise,
eternal and immutable decree of God, by which he appointed
and destined every man, before he was created, to his certain
use and end, as will hereafter be more clearly shown. But providence is the eternal, most free, immutable, wise, just and good
counsel of God, according to which he effects all good things in his
creatures; permits also evil things to be done, and directs all, both
good and evil, to his own glory and the salvation of his people.
EXPLANATION AND CONFIRMATION OF
THIS DEFINITION
Counsel. Divine providence is called in the Scriptures the counsel of God. “The counsel of the Lord standeth forever.” “My
counsel shall stand.” “God willing to show the immutability of
his counsel.” (Ps. 32:11; Ish. 46:10; Heb. 6:17; Also Ish. 14:26;
19:17; 28:29; Jer. 32:19, etc.) From these declarations it is evident that by the term providence we are to understand not only
the knowledge of things present and future, but also the decree
or will and effectual working of God; for the term counsel comprehends an understanding or foreknowledge of things which
are to be done, or which are yet future, with the causes on
account of which they are or are not to be done; and also a will
determining something from certain causes. Providence therefore, is not the bare fore-sight or foreknowledge of God, but it
also includes the will of God, just as pronoia which we translate
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providence, signifies with the Greeks, both a knowledge and care
of things.
Eternal. Because, as there can be no ignorance nor increase of
knowledge, nor any change of will in God, there is a necessity
that he must have known and decreed all things from everlasting. “The Lord possessed me in the beginning of his ways.”
“Declaring the end from the beginning, and from ancient times
the things that are not yet done.” “He has chosen us in Christ
before the foundation of the world.” “We speak the wisdom of
God, which he has ordained before the world.” (Prov. 8:22; Ish.
46:10; Eph. 1:4; 1 Cor. 2:7)
Most free. Because he has so decreed from everlasting, as was
pleasing to himself, according to his immense wisdom and
goodness; when he had full power to have arranged his counsel
otherwise, or even to have omitted it, or to have accomplished
things differently from what he determined to do by his counsel.
“He has done whatsoever he pleased.” “As the clay is in the potter’s hands, so are you in my hands.” (Ps. 115:3, Jer. 18:6)
Unchangeable. Because neither error nor change can occur with
God; but what he has once decreed from everlasting, that being
most good and just he wills everlastingly, and at length brings to
pass. “I am the Lord, {152} I change not.” “The strength of Israel
will not lie nor repent.” (Mal. 3:6;1 Sam. 15:29; Also Num. 23:19;
Job 23:13; Ps. 83; 11; Prov. 19:21)
Most wise. This is evident from the wonderful course of events,
and things in the world. “With him is strength and wisdom.” “O
the depth of the riches, both of the wisdom and knowledge of
God.” (Job 12, 16; Rom. 11:33; Also 1 Sam. 16:7; 1 Kings 8:39;
Job 36:23; Ps. 83:15, 119:2-6, etc.)
Most just. Because the will of God is the fountain and pattern of
justice. “There is no iniquity with the Lord our God, nor respect
of persons.” (2 Chron. 19:7; Also Neh. 9:33; Job 9:2; Ps. 36:7;
119:137; Dan. 9:7, 14)
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According to which he effects all good things. This is added that
we may know that the counsel of God is not inactive, but efficacious, as Christ declared, “My Father works hitherto, and I
work.” (John 5:17)
The working of God is twofold general and special. The general
working of God is that by which he sustains and governs all
things, especially the human race. The special is that by which
he, in this life, commences the salvation of his people, and perfects it in the life to come. It is said in reference to both, “God is
the Savior of all men, especially of those that believe.” “As many
as are led by the Spirit of God, they are the Sons of God.” “The
eyes of the Lord are upon the righteous,” etc. (1 Tim. 4:10; Rom.
8:14; Ps. 34:15) God works in both ways, either immediately or
mediately. He works immediately when he does what he wills
independent of means, or in a manner different from the order
which he has established in nature; as when he supports life in a
miraculous manner. He works mediately when he produces
through creatures, or second cause, those effects for which they
are adapted according to the established order of nature, and for
which they were made, as when he sustains us by food and
heals us of disease by medicine. “Let them take a lump of figs
and lay it for a plaster upon the bile, and he shall recover.” (Ish.
38:21) It is in this way that God reveals himself and his will unto
us through the Scriptures as read and preached. “They have
Moses and the prophets, let them hear them.” (Luke 16:29)
This mediate operation or working of God is effected sometimes
through good instruments, including such as are natural as well
as voluntary; and sometimes through such instruments as are
evil and sinful; yet in such a way that what God effects in and
through them, is always most holy, just and good: for the goodness of the works of God does not depend upon the instruments,
but upon his bounty, wisdom and righteousness. That God
works through good instruments, is generally admitted by the
godly. There is, however, a diversity of sentiment as it respects
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instruments that are evil and wicked. But if we would not deny
that the trials and chastisements of the righteous, as well as the
punishments of the wicked, which are accomplished through
the wicked, are just and proceed from the will and power of God;
and unless we also deny that the virtues and actions of the
wicked which have contributed to the well-being of the human
race, are the gifts of God; we must admit that God does also execute his just and holy judgments and works by instruments that
are evil and sinful. It was thus that he sent Joseph into Egypt,
through his wicked brothers and the Midianites, blessed Israel
through the false prophet Balaam, tempted the people {153}
through false prophets, vexed Saul through Satan, punished
David through Absalom and the blasphemies of Shemei, chastised Solomon by the sedition of Jeroboam, tried Job by Satan,
carried Judah and Jerusalem into captivity by the hands of Nebuchadnezzar, etc.
He effects all good things. This he does in such a manner that no
creature, great or small, can either exist, or move, or do, or suffer anything without his will and counsel: for by things that are
good, we are to understand the quantities, qualities and motions
of things, as well as their sub-stance, because all things have
been created by God; and are, therefore, necessarily included in
his providence.
Permits evil things also to be done. Evil is twofold—the evil of
guilt, which is all sin, and the evil of punishment, which
includes every affliction, destruction or vexation which God
inflicts upon his rational creatures on account of sin. We have an
example of evil under both of its forms in Jer. 18:8. ”If that
nation against whom I have pronounced turn from their evil, I
will repent of the evil I thought to do unto them.”
The evil of punishment is from God, the author and executioner
thereof, not only in as far as it is a certain action or motion, but
also in as far as it is the destruction or affliction of the wicked.
This is proven, 1. Because God is the chief and efficient cause of
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every thing that is good. Every punishment now has the nature
of moral good, because it is the declaration and execution of
divine justice. Therefore God is the author of punishment. 2. God
is the judge of the world, and the vindicator of his own glory,
and desires to be acknowledged as such. Therefore he is the
author of rewards and punishments. 3. Because the Scriptures
every where, with one voice, refer the punishments of the
wicked, as well as the chastisements, trials and martyrdoms of
the saints, to the efficacious will of God. “I, the Lord make peace
and create evil.” “Shall there be evil (that of punishment) in the
city, and the Lord has not done it.” “Rather fear him who is able
to destroy both soul and body in hell.” (Ish. 45:7; Amos 8:6; Matt.
10:28)
The evils of guilt as far as they are such, that is, sins, have not the
nature of that which is good. Hence God does not will them, neither does he tempt men to perform them, nor does he effect
them or contribute thereto; but he permits devils and men to do
them, or does not prohibit them from committing them when
he has the power to do so. Therefore these things do indeed also
fall under the providence of God, but not as if they were done by
him, but only permitted. The word permit is therefore not to be
rejected, seeing that it is sometimes used in the scriptures.
“Therefore suffered I you not to touch her.” “But God suffered
him not to touch me.” “He suffered no man to do them wrong.”
“Who in times past suffered all nations to walk in their own
way.” (Gen. 20:6; 81:7; Ps. 105:14; Acts 14:16) But we must have
a correct understanding of the word lest we detract from God a
considerable portion of the government of the world, and of
human affairs. For this permission is not an indifferent contemplation or suspension of the providence and working of God as it
respects the actions of the wicked, by which it comes to pass
that these actions do not depend so much upon some first
cause, as upon the will of the creatures acting; but it is a withdrawal of divine grace by which God (while he accomplishes the
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decrees of his will through rational creatures) either does not
make known to the creature acting what he {154} himself
wishes to be done, or he does not incline the will of the creature
to render obedience, and to perform what is agreeable to his
will. Yet he, nevertheless, in the meanwhile, controls and influences the creature so deserted and sinning as to accomplish
what he has purposed.
He directs all things, both good and evil. All things, including
those that are past from the creation of the world—those that
are present, and those that are to come, even to all eternity.
“Remember the former things of old: for I am God, and there is
none else: I am God and there is none like me.” (Ish. 46:9, 10)
To his own glory: that is, to the acknowledgement of his divine
justice, power, wisdom, mercy and goodness.
And to the salvation of his people: that is, to the life, joy,
righteousness, glory and eternal happiness of the church. To
these ends, viz.: to the glory of God and the salvation of the
church, all the works and counsels of God ought, without controversy, to be referred, because all of them give evidence of the
glory of God, and of his concern for the church. “The heavens
declare the glory of God,” etc. “For my name sake will I defer
mine anger.” “We know that all things work together for good to
them that love God.” “Neither has this man sinned, nor his parents, but that the glory of God should be made manifest in him.”
(Ps. 19:1; Ish. 48:9; Rom. 8:28; John 9:3)
We have now given a short explanation of the definition which
we have given of the Providence of God, from which the following question naturally arises: Is it a providence that includes all
things; or, in other words, does it extend to every thing? The
answer to this question is evident, which is, that all things, even
the smallest, fall within the providence of God, so that whatever
is done, whether it be good or bad, comes to pass not by chance,
but by the eternal counsel of God, producing it if it be good, and
permitting it if it be evil. But as there are some who are ignorant
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A table of those things which fall under the providence of God.

1. Angels

1. Irrational,
of which kind
some are,

1. All things
generally,
which
providence
is called
universal,
or general.
1. Every
single
creature

2.
Rational,
such are,
2. Each
thing
particularly,
which
providence
is called
particular
or special.
The things
which are
specially
directed
are,

2. Men

The whole
world is
governed
by the
providence
of God; and
in the whole
world,

2. Every
single
event,

1. Living
2. Without Life

1. Good angels
working freely
and willingly that
which is good.
2. Bad angels
working freely
and willingly that
which is evil

1. Good men, doing
freely and willingly
that which is good.
2. Bad men, doing
freely and willingly
that which is evil

1. Casual,

1. Good
2. Evil

2. Contingent,

1. Good
2. Evil

3. Necessary,

1. Good
2. Evil

of this doctrine, while there are others who speak against it in
various ways, and so cast reproach upon it, we must explain it
more fully, and show that it is in perfect harmony with the
teachings of God’s word.
The testimonies which prove that all things are embraced in the
providence of God, are partly general, such as teach that all
things and events generally, are subject to the providence of
God; and partly special, such as prove that God directs and governs specially each particular thing. The former asserts and
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establishes a general, the latter a special providence. Those testimonies which are special have reference either to creatures or to
the events which are daily occurring. As it respects creatures,
they are either such as are irrational, whether animate or inanimate; or they are rational and voluntary agents doing that which
is good or evil. As it respects events, they are contingent, or
casual or necessary: for those things which occur are either
casual and fortuitous, but only as far as we are concerned who
are ignorant of their true causes; or they are contingent in
respect to their causes which work contingently; or necessary in
respect to those causes which work necessarily in nature. In
respect to God however, there is nothing that is casual or contingent; but all things are necessary, although it be in a different
manner as it respects good and evil actions. {155}
It is proper that we should here append to each separate part or
division of the above table, certain clear and satisfactory proofs,
so as to leave no doubt upon the mind of any one respecting the
truth of what is affirmed.
1. The general providence of God is established by the following
testimonies taken from the word of God. “He doeth all things
according to the counsel of his own will.” “He gives to all life,
and breath, and all things.” “Has he said and shall he not do it; or
has he spoken and shall he not make it good.” “You have made
heaven, and earth, and all things that are therein, the seas and
all that are therein, and you preserves them all.” “I form the light
and create darkness; I make peace and create evil. I the Lord do
all these things.” (Eph. 1:11; Acts 17:25; Num. 23:19; Neh. 9:6;
Ish. 45:7)
2. The history of Joseph furnishes a remarkable proof of a special providence in regard to rational creatures. “It was not you
that sent me hither, but God.” “You thought evil against me, but
God meant it unto good.” (Gen. 45:8; 50:20) The history of Pharaoh as recorded in the book of Exodus, establishes the same
thing. “Who has made man’s mouth? or who makes the dumb,
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or deaf, or the seeing, or the blind? have not I the Lord?” “And
the Lord said unto Joshua, Be not afraid because of them, for tomorrow about this time will I deliver them all up slain before
Israel.” “The Lord has said unto Shimei, Curse David.” “And the
Lord said, Who shall persuade Ahab, etc. And he said, You shall
persuade him, and prevail also.” “The king’s heart is in the hand
of the Lord, as the rivers of water; he turns it whithersoever he
will.” “The Lord turned the heart of the king of Assyria unto
them.” (Ex. 4:11; Josh. 11:6; 2 Sam. 16:10; 1 Kings 22:20; Prov.
21:1; Ezra 6:22) The Lord also calls the king of the Assyrians,
“the rod of his anger,” and adds, “When the Lord has performed
his whole work upon Mount Zion, and on Jerusalem, I will punish the fruit of the stout heart of the king of Assyria, and the
glory of his high looks.” “Who is he that says, and it cometh to
pass, when the Lord commands it not.” “He does according to
his will in the army of heaven, and among the inhabitants of the
earth; and none can stay his hand, or say unto him, What are
you doing?” “Herod and Pilate with the Gentiles and the people
of Israel were gathered together for to do whatsoever your hand
and your counsel determined to be done.” (Ish. 10:6, 12; Lam.
3:37; Dan. 4:35; Acts 4:27, 28)
3. As it respects the providence of God over irrational creatures,
be they living or destitute of life, the following proofs may be
adduced: “He {156} keeps all the bones of the righteous; not
one of them is broken.” “And God remembered Noah and every
living thing, and all the cattle that was with him in the ark, and
God made a wind to pass over the earth and the waters
assuaged.” “He gives to the beast his food, and to the young
ravens which cry.” “Your heavenly Father feeds the fowls of the
air,” etc. (Ps. 44:20; Gen. 8:1; Ps. 147:9; Matt. 6:20; See also the
37th chapter of the book of Job, and the 104th Psalm)
4. Of things fortuitous and casual it is said, “And if a man lie not
in wait, but God deliver him into his hands, then I will appoint
you a place whither he shall flee.” “Are not two sparrows sold for
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a farthing? and one of them shall not fall on the ground without
your Father. But the very hairs of your head are all numbered.”
“The Lord gave and the Lord has taken away, blessed be the
name of the Lord.” “The lot is cast into the lap, but the whole
disposing thereof is of the Lord.” (Ex. 21:13; Matt. 10:29, 30; Job
1:21; Prov. 16:33)
5. Of necessary events, the necessity of which depends, either
upon the counsel of God, revealed through his word, we may
adduce the following testimony: “These things were done that
the Scriptures should be fulfilled, A bone of him shall not be
broken.” “Thus it is written, and thus it was necessary for Christ
to suffer, and to rise again from the dead on the third day.” “It
must be that offences will come.” “If it were possible they would
deceive the very elect.” “My sheep shall never perish, neither
shall any pluck them out of my hands.” (John 19:36; Luke 24:36;
Matt. 24:24; John 10:28) Or if the necessity of these events
depend on the order divinely established in nature, or on natural
causes, operating by a natural necessity, we may in this case,
adduce the following testimonies:
“He causes the bud to spring forth. He brings the dew, the frost
and the ice. He brings forth Mazzaroth in his season; guides Arcturus and the motions of heaven,” etc. “God thunders marvelously with his voice; he says to the snow, Be on the earth;
likewise to the small rain, and to the great rain of his strength.
Out of the south cometh the whirlwind, and cold out of the
north.” “He waters the hills from his chambers; the earth is satisfied with the fruit of your works. He causes the grass to grow for
the cattle, and herb for the service of man,” etc. (Job 28:27, 32;
37:5-10; Ps. 104:13-15)
The Scriptures furnish almost an infinite number of testimonies
of a similar character, which prove that the providence of God
embraces all things and every single event. These, however, are
sufficient for our present purpose; for it is clearly evident from
what has now been said, that all things, the evil as well as the
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good, the small as well as the great, are directed and governed
by the providence of God; yet in such a way that those things
which are good are done not only according to, but also by
divine providence, as the cause, that is by God willing, commanding and effecting them; while those that are evil, as far as
they are evil, are not done by, but according to divine providence, that is, not by God willing, commanding, effecting or furthering them; but by permitting them, and directing them to
their appointed ends.
The arguments by which we demonstrate that the providence of
God embraces all and every single thing, are very nearly the
same as those by which we prove that there is a providence.
1. Nothing can be done without the will of him who is all-powerful. {157} Therefore it is impossible that any thing can be done
when God does not simply will it, seeing he is all-powerful. But
whatever is done must be done either by God simply willing it,
or it must be according to his will.
2. It. belongs to a wise governor not to permit any thing, which
he has in his power, to be done without his will and counsel; and
the wiser he is, the more extensive will his government be. But
the wisdom of God is infinite, and all things are in his power,
according to Ish. 40:27. Therefore nothing is done in the whole
world which God does not will and decree.
3. All things have certain ends, which are truly good. But all
good things are from God, who wills and directs them. Therefore
he wills and directs the ends of things. But he who wills the
ends, wills also the means for the attainment of these ends.
Hence God wills the means, and these simply if they are good, or
in a certain manner or respect if they are evil. Seeing therefore
that all things which are and are done, are either ends or means
for the attainment of these ends, it follows that God, must will
and govern all things.
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4. There is some first cause which does not depend on any thing
else; but which is the ground of all other things. God is this first
cause. Therefore all second causes depend upon the will of God.
5. God foreknew all things unchangeably from everlasting,
because he can neither be deceived nor err in his foreknowledge. Therefore the foreknowledge of God is a certain and infallible knowledge of all things, so that all things come to pass just
as God foreknew they would, and that because he foreknew
them; for his foreknowledge does not depend upon things created, but upon himself. Hence all events depend upon, and proceed immutably from the foreknowledge of God.
6. All good things are from God as the first cause. All things
made and established in nature, as substance, desires, actions,
etc., as far as they are merely such, are good. Therefore they are
from God, and are accomplished by his providence.
A REFUTATION OF CERTAIN OBJECTIONS
AGAINST THE PROVIDENCE OF GOD
The first objection respects the confusion,
or disorders in nature.
Those things which are in a state of confusion are not governed
by God, because he is not the author of confusion. There is
much confusion in the world. Therefore either nothing, or at
least all things are not governed by divine providence. Answer:
1. While there are many things in a state of confusion, there are
nevertheless, many things that are wisely ordered and regulated,
as the motions of the heavenly bodies, the preservation of the
different races of men, and of the different species of animals,
the preservation of commonwealths, the punishment of the
wicked, etc. Hence it cannot be concluded universally, that nothing is governed by God. 2. As it respects those things which are
deranged or confused, it merely follows that this confusion
which attaches itself to these things by the malice of devils and
men, is not from God. There is, therefore, here also more in the
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conclusion than in the premises. 3. We reply to the major proposition, that those things which are deranged are not governed by
God in as far as this derangement itself is concerned; yet they
are governed by him in as far {158} as there is any order discerned in the midst of this derangement. And there is nothing
which is, or which occurs, in the world that is so deranged as to
leave no marks of the order of divine wisdom, power and justice;
for in the midst of the greatest confusion this order may always
be clearly discerned. There was, for instance, great confusion as
far as the wills and actions of men were concerned, in the death
of the Son of God, who was crucified by the Jews; the same thing
may be said of the selling of Joseph in Egypt, of the sedition of
Absalom, etc., but yet there was at the same time the greatest
order, as far as the will and counsel of God was concerned, who
delivered his Son to death for our sins, sent Joseph into Egypt,
punished David and Absalom, etc. In this way there can be in the
same event confusion and order, only in a different respect. It
follows therefore, that things confused are not from God, neither
are they governed by him in as far as they are deranged and sinful; but in as far as they agree with the order of divine wisdom
and justice they both are, and are governed by God.
To this it is objected: that which opposes the will of God is not
ruled by God. The will of devils and men is opposed to the will of
God. Therefore it is not ruled by God. Answer: There are here
four terms in this syllogism; for the major is true of both the
secret and revealed will of God, while the minor is true of the
will of God only as revealed and made known.
The second objection against the providence of
God is in reference to the cause of sin.
All actions and desires or motions are from God. Many actions
are sinful. Therefore sin is from God, and as a matter of consequence the doctrine of a universal providence makes God the
author of sin. Answer: There is a fallacy of the accident in the
minor proportion; for the actions of the wicked are sins, not (per
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se) in themselves, in as far as they are actions; but by an accident
on account of the want of righteousness, and of the perversity of
the will of the ungodly, who do not observe this so as to follow
in the action the will of God. For this want of righteousness, and
perversity is an accident of the will and action of the creature,
which God designs to be effected by the corrupt will.
Objection 1: But many actions are in their own nature sins.
Therefore they are also sins in themselves. Answer: We grant
the whole argument as it respects actions prohibited by God,
and committed by creatures contrary to the will of God; in so far
they are sinful; but not in as far as God wills them, or commands
them to be done. For in respect to the divine will exciting or producing them, they are always most just judgment of God; nor are
they without manifest contempt of God under the name of sin,
so that they may be comprehended under their class. Hence the
antecedent is false.
Objection 2: He who wills an action which is sinful in itself,
wills also the sin. God wills actions which are sinful in themselves, as the selling of Joseph in Egypt, the sedition of Absalom,
the lying of false prophets, the cruelty of the Assyrians, the crucifixion of Christ, etc. Therefore he wills sin. Answer: The major
is true of him who wills an action which is sinful in respect to
his will, or who wills an action with the same end with which he
does who sins; but not of him who wills and performs a work
which is sinful in respect to the will of another, or who wills a
certain thing with a different end, and that good, seeing that it is
in harmony with the nature and law of God. But the actions of
the Assyrians and those of other sinners which God {159} efficaciously willed, are sins, not in respect to the will of God, but in
respect to the will of man sinning; for God willed all those things
with the best end, while men, on the other hand, willed them
with the worst. That this answer may be the better understood,
and be made to rebut with greater force these cavils, this general
rule is to be observed, the truth of which is manifest as well in
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theology as in moral and natural philosophy: When there are
many causes of one and the same effect, some good and others
evil, that effect in respect to the good causes, is good, while in
respect to the evil it is evil and sinful; and good causes are in themselves the causes of good, but by an accident they become the
causes of effects which are evil and sinful, or of the sin which is in
the effect on account of a certain sinful cause; and on the contrary,
sinful causes are in themselves the causes of evil, but by an accident they become they cause of the good, which is in the effect. It is
universally true that efficient and final causes make a difference
in actions. It is for this reason that the same action, as for
instance, the selling of Joseph into Egypt was a most wicked
affair in respect to his brothers, and at the same time good in
respect to God on account of different, efficient and final causes.
And just as the good work of God cannot be referred to the
brothers of Joseph, so their wicked deed cannot be ascribed to
God.
Objection 3: That which cannot be done, God absolutely forbidding it, may nevertheless be done when God wills it. Sin, in as
far as it is sin, cannot be committed when God does not
expressly will it, for the reason that he is omnipotent. Therefore
sin must be committed by God willing it. Answer: We deny the
consequence, because the major proposition is defective; it does
not contain all that should be enumerated. This is wanting, or
when he permits it: for sin may be committed when God does
not simply will it, but willingly permits it. Or we may say there is
an ambiguity in the phrase not willing it, which sometimes
means to disapprove of, and prevent at the same time, in which
sense it is impossible that any thing should be done when God
does not will it, otherwise he would not be omnipotent; and
then again it signifies only to disapprove of, and not to prevent,
but to permit. In this sense sins may be committed when God
does not will them, that is, when he does not approve of them;
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but yet does not so restrain the wicked as to prevent their commission.
Objection 4: The want of righteousness in man is from God.
This want of righteousness is sin. Therefore sin is from God.
Answer: There are four terms in this syllogism, for in the major
proposition, the want of righteousness signifies the desertion
and withdrawal of grace actively, which is a most just punishment of the creature sinning, and is thus from God; while in the
minor it is to be understood passively, signifying a want of that
righteousness which we ought to possess, which, when it is willingly contracted and received by men, and exists in them contrary to the law of God, is sin which is neither wrought nor
desired by God. Briefly: this want of righteousness is from God in
as far as it is a punishment; and it is not from him in as far as it is
sin, or opposition to the law in the creature.
Objection 5: Sinners are governed by God. The actions of sinners are sins. Therefore sins are from God. Answer: There is
more in the conclusion than in the premises: for this is all that
follows legitimately: therefore sins are ruled by God, which is
true in as far as they are merely desires and actions, and are
directed to the glory of God. There is also a fallacy {160} of accident in the minor; for actions are sins in as far as they are done
by bad men contrary to the law, and not in as far as God influences men to perform them. They are, and become evil, therefore, not from themselves, but from an accident, which is the
corruption of him who performs them, just as pure water
becomes muddy and filthy by flowing through an impure channel, or as the best wine coming out of a good vessel, becomes
sour by being put into an impure vessel, according to what
Horace says,” Unless the vessel be clean, that which you put
therein, sours;” or as the riding of a good horseman is halting if
the horse be lame. In all these and similar examples, those
things which are good in themselves are corrupted by an accident, so that we have the commission of what is called a fallacy
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of the accident, in as much as it proceeds from the thing itself to
that which concurs with it by an accident in this manner: the
governing of a lame horse is plainly a halting. The horseman
wills and effects the governing of the lame horse. Therefore he
wills and works the halting. Or the selling of Joseph by his brothers was a sin. God willed this selling. Therefore he willed the sin.
Objection 6: God is the author of those things which are done by
divine providence. All evils result from divine providence. Therefore God is the author of them. Answer: We grant the whole
argument as it respects the evil of punishment; but as touching
the evil of guilt the major must be distinguished in the following
manner: those things which are done by the providence of God
effecting them, or in such a way that they result from it as an
efficient cause, God is the author of them; but not of those
which result from the providence of God only by permission, or
which God permits, determines and directs to the best ends, as is
true of the evil of guilt or crime. For the evils of guilt or sins in as
far as they are such, have not the nature or consideration of
good, as may be said to be true of the evil of punishment. Hence
God does not will those things which are sins, neither does he
approve of them, nor produce them, nor further or desire them,
but merely permits them to be done, or does not prevent their
commission, partly that he may exercise his justice in those who
deserve to be punished, and partly that he may exhibit his
mercy in forgiving others. “The scripture has concluded all
under sin that the promise by faith of Jesus Christ, might be
given to them that believe.” “Even for this purpose have I raised
you up, that I might show forth my power in you.” (Gal. 3:22;
Rom. 9:17) It is for this reason declared in the definition of the
doctrine of divine providence, that God permits evil to be done.
But this permission as we have already shown, includes the
withdrawal of divine grace by which God, 1. Does not make
known to man his will, that he might act according thereto. 2.
He does not incline the will of man to obey and honor him, and
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to act in accordance with his will as revealed. “If a dreamer of
dreams shall arise among you, you shall not hearken unto him,
for the Lord your God proves you.” “The Lord moved David
against Israel to say, Go and number Israel and Judah. (Deut.
13:1, 3; 2 Sam. 24:1) Why did he afterwards punish David? That
he might be led to repentance. 3. He nevertheless influences and
controls those who are thus deserted, so as to accomplish
through them his just judgments for God accomplishes good
things through evil instruments, no less than through those
which are good. For as the work of God is not made better by the
excellence of the instrument, so neither is it made worse by the
{161} evil character of the instrument. God wills actions that
are evil, but only in as far as they are punishments of the
wicked. All good things are from God. All punishments are just
and good. Therefore they are from God, according as it is said:
“Shall there be evil in the city, and the Lord has not done it.”
(Amos 3:6) This is to be understood of the evil of punishment.
The apostle James says in reference to the evil of guilt, “Let no
man when he is tempted (that is when he is enticed to evil) say
that he is tempted of God.” (James 1:13) Only the evil of punishment, therefore, is from God, such as the chastisements and
martyrdom of the saints, which he himself wills and effects.
“Now therefore be not grieved nor angry with yourselves that
you sold me hither; for God did send me before you to preserve
your life.” (Gen. 45:5) But God did not will death. Answer: He did
not will it in as far as it is a torment and destruction of the creature, but he willed in as far as it is a punishment of sin, and the
execution of his judgment. “Notwithstanding they hearkened
not to the voice of their father, because the Lord would slay
them.” (2 Sam. 2:25).
The third objection is in respect
to contradictory wills.
He who, in his secret counsel, wills and prohibits by his law the
same work, in him there are contradictory wills. But in God there
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are no contradictory wills. Therefore he does not, by his secret
determination, will those things which he prohibits in his law, as
robbery, murder, lust, theft, etc. Answer: 1. We grant the whole
argument in as far as these things are done by creatures contrary
to the law, and are sins. In this sense God neither wills nor
approves of them, but only in as far as they are certain motions
and punishments of the wicked. 2. We must make a distinction
in reference to the major proposition; for it is contradictory to
say he wills and forbids the same work in the same respect, and
with the same end. God wills and forbids the same things, but in
a different respect, and with a different end. He willed, for
instance, the selling of Joseph in as far as it was the occasion of
his elevation, the preservation of the family of Jacob and the fulfillment of the prophecies concerning the bondage of the seed
of Abraham in Egypt. But in as far as he was sent away by the
hatred of his brethren, he did not will it, but denounced and
condemned it as horrible fratricide. And so of the other examples we have adduced.
The fourth objection relates to liberty
and contingency.
That which is done by the immutable decree of God cannot be
done contingently and freely, but necessarily. But many things
are done contingently and freely. Therefore many things are not
done by the immutable decree and providence of God, or else
liberty and contingency are taken away. Answer 1. We reply to
the major: that which is done by the unchangeable decree of
God cannot be done contingently, viz.: in respect to the first
cause, or in respect to the same immutable divine decree: yet it
may be done contingently in respect to a second and last cause
working contingently or freely. For contingency is the order
between a changeable cause and its effect: just as necessity is
the order between a necessary cause and its effect. Hence the
cause must be of the same character as the effect. But the same
effect may proceed from a changeable and necessary cause in
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different respects, as is the case with all things which God does
through his creatures; of which both God and his creatures are
the {162} cause. Thus in respect to God there is an unchangeable order between cause and effect; but in respect to creatures,
there is a changeable order between the cause and the same
effect. Hence in regard to God it is necessary, but in regard to the
creature it is contingent in the same effect. Therefore it is not
absurd that the same effect should be said to be necessary and
contingent in respect to different causes, that is, in respect to an
unchangeable first cause acting necessarily, and in respect to a
changeable second cause acting contingently. 2. We also deny
what is said in the major, that that is not done, or may be done
freely which is done by the immutable decree of God. For it is
not immutability, but constraint; or it is not the necessity of
unchangeableness, but that of constraint which take away liberty. God is unchangeably and necessarily good, and yet he is at
the same time most freely good: the devils are unchangeably
and necessarily evil; and yet they are evil, and do that which is
evil with the greatest freedom of the will.
The fifth objection relates to
the uselessness of means.
It is in vain that means are employed for the purpose of hindering or advancing those things which are done by the unchangeable will and providence of God; such are the counsels,
commands, doctrines, exhortations, promises and threatenings
of God; the labors, endeavors, prayers, etc., of the saints. But
these means are not employed in vain, because they are commanded by God. Therefore all things are not done by the
unchangeable counsel and providence of God. Answer 1: We
deny the major, because the first and principal cause being considered, it is not necessary that that which is secondary and
instrumental should be taken away; nor the contrary. The reason
is because God decreed also to employ means and second
causes for the purpose of accomplishing the ends and effects
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determined upon by himself, and he shows us in his word, and
in the order of nature that he wills to use them, and commands
us to do the same. Therefore, it is not in vain that the sun daily
rises and sets; nor is it in vain that fields are sown, or watered
with showers, or that our bodies are refreshed with food,
although God creates light and darkness, causes the corn to
spring up from the earth, and is the life and length of our days.
So also, it is not in vain that men are taught, and that they
should study to conform their lives to certain habits or doctrines, although the actions and events that promote our wellbeing proceed from God only. Therefore means are to be
employed; 1. That we may render obedience to God, who has
ordained both the ends and the means for the attainment of
these ends, and has prescribed them unto us; otherwise we
tempt God at our peril. 2. That we may obtain the good things
promised unto us. 3. That we may retain a good conscience,
even though we do not always obtain the things desired and
expected in the use of these means.
2. It is also a fallacy to declare that to be true generally, which is
true only in a certain respect; for even where there is nothing
accomplished by means, they are nevertheless profitable in this
respect, that they render the wicked inexcusable.
The sixth objection has respect to
rewards and punishments.
Those things which are necessary do not merit rewards or punishments. All good works merit rewards, while evil works merit
punishment. Therefore good and evil works do not occur necessarily, but changeably. {163} Answer: 1. We grant the whole in
relation to second causes, from which many things proceed
changeably, and which therefore produce changeable effects.
2. We deny what is affirmed in the minor, that good works merit
rewards with God, although they may be rewarded among men,
as it is said of Abraham, “If he were justified by works he has
whereof to glory but not before God.” (Rom. 4:2) 3. We deny the
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major proposition if it be understood of evil works generally; for
that evil works merit punishment, the depravity and corrupt will
of man is a sufficient testimony, whether they be necessarily
done or not. Aristotle himself, when treating this subject in his
Ethics, affirms that the inebriate ought not to be excused if he
sin from intoxication, and that men are deservedly punished
and reprehended for vices, whether of the body or of the mind,
of which they themselves are the cause, although they may not
be able to avoid or leave them off because they have brought
these things upon themselves, of their own accord.

QUESTION 28.
28. What does it profit us to know that God created, and by
His providence upholds all things?
A. That we may be patient in adversity; thankful in
prosperity; and for what is future, have good confidence
in our faithful God and Father, that no creature shall
separate us from His love; since all creatures are so in His
hand, that without His will they cannot so much as move.
EXPOSITION:
It is necessary that the doctrine of the creation of all things, and
of the providence of God should be known, and held:
1. On account of the glory of God: for those that deny the creation
and providence of God, deny also his attributes; and in doing
this they neither magnify nor praise God, but deny him. Therefore the doctrine of providence should be known that we may
attribute unto God the glory of the power, wisdom, goodness
and justice which appears in creating, preserving and governing
all things.
2. On account of our consolation and salvation, that we may by
this means be led, in the first place, to exercise patience in
adversity; for whatever comes to pass is by the will and counsel
of God, and is profitable for us, that we ought patiently to bear.
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But all things, even those that are evil, happen by the counsel
and will of God, and are profitable unto us. Therefore we ought
to bear these patiently, and in all things consider and recognize
the fatherly will of God towards us. Secondly, that in prosperity
we may be thankful to God for the benefits received: for from
whom we receive all good things, temporal as well as spiritual,
great as well as small, to him we ought to be grateful. Now it is
from God, the author of all good gifts, that we have all that we
enjoy. Therefore we ought to be thankful to him, that is, we
ought to acknowledge and celebrate his benefits. For gratitude
bases itself upon the will and justice of God; and so consists in
acknowledging and celebrating his benefits towards us, and in
making suitable returns for the same. Thirdly, that we may entertain a good hope in regard to all things which may hereafter
befall us. so as to rest fully assured that {164} if God by his
providence has so far delivered us out of past evils, he will also
in future make all things subservient to our salvation, and never
so desert us that we perish. In short, the ends of the doctrine of
divine providence are: the glory of God patience in adversity
thankfulness in prosperity, and hope in regard to future things.
From these things it appears that the whole truth of religion, and
the very foundation of piety would be overthrown if the providence of God, as it has been defined and explained, be not maintained: because, 1. We would not be patient in adversity if we did
not know that these things are sent upon us from God our
Father. 2. We would not be grateful for the benefits which we
receive if we did not know that they are given to us from above.
3. We would not have a good and certain hope in relation to
future things if we were not fully persuaded that the will of God,
in regard to our salvation, and that of all his people, is unchangeable.
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LORD’S DAY 11
QUESTION 29.
29. Why is the Son of God called “Jesus,” that is, Savior?
A. Because He saves us from our sins; and no salvation is to
be either sought or found in any other.
EXPOSITION:
The second part of the Creed, which now follows, treats of the
mediator. The doctrine of the mediator consists of two parts: the
one has respect to the person of the mediator; the other to his
office. These two articles are concerning his person; and in Jesus
Christ his only begotten son, our Lord, who was conceived by the
Holy Spirit, born of the Virgin Mary. The four following articles
which bring us down to the article of the Holy Spirit, treat of the
office of the mediator. The office of the mediator consists of two
parts: his humiliation or merit; and his glorification or efficacy.
Now as it respects his humiliation, Christ is meritorious; as it
respects his glorification, he is efficacious. The fourth article
treats of his humiliation: Suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, dead and buried; he descended into hell. The fifth and sixth
treat of his glorification: The third day he arose from the dead;
ascended into heaven; sits at the right hand of God the Father
Almighty. The seventh which refers to his coming to judge the
world, respects the consummation of his glory, when God will
be all in all.
It appears from what has now been said with what great wisdom
the articles of the Creed were written, and how well they are
arranged in reference to the question of the mediator. The
humiliation which is the first part of his office, has these grades:
he suffered, was crucified, dead, buried, and descended into hell.
We descend gradually from one degree to another until we reach
the lowest point of his humiliation, which is found in the {165}
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article of his descent into hell. The other part of his office, which
is his glorification, ascends gradually from the glory which is
less to that which is greater until it reaches its highest point, in
his exaltation at the right hand of God. The same order and wisdom appear in the first part of the Creed, and also in the third
where we have enumerated in the most beautiful order and succession, the benefits which Christ purchased and applies unto
us by the Holy Spirit, and which is, as it were, the fruit of the
preceding articles. The office of Christ differs from his benefits
as cause and effect, or as antecedent and consequent. The benefits are the things them-selves which Christ has purchased for
us, and which he bestows upon us, such as remission of sins,
everlasting righteousness, and salvation. His office is the obtaining and bestowment of these things.
And in Jesus: that is, I believe in Jesus Christ. The words, I believe,
are to be repeated, because as we believe in God, the Father, so
we also believe in the Son of God, according to what is written:
“You believe in God, believe also in me.” “Believe me that I am in
the Father, and the Father in me.” “I and my Father are one.”
“This is the word of God that you believe on him whom he has
sent.” “He that believeth on the Son has everlasting life.” “That
all men should honor the Son as they honor the Father.” (John
14:1; 14:11; 10:30; 6:29; 3:36; 5:23) This is a sure and wellgrounded argument in support of the true Divinity of the Son;
for faith under this form is worship due to God alone.
Touching the name Jesus, which we are here to consider, we
must not merely enquire into the etymology of it, what it
imports, but we must consider more especially the office of the
mediator, which is signified therein. The word Jesus (in Greek
ihsouV, and in Hebrew Jehoscuah or Jeschuah) signifies a Savior,
or the author of salvation, which God himself ascribes to the
mediator in the new Testament. The true etymology or import of
the word was given by the angel when he said, “his name shall
be called Jesus, for he shall save his people from their sins.”
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(Matt. 1:21) The Son of God is, therefore, called Jesus, the Savior
in respect to his office, because he is our mediator, and saves
and delivers us from the evil both of guilt and punishment; and
that truly, because he is an only and perfect Savior. The salvation
which he offers is righteousness and eternal life. This is inferred
from the name itself, because he has not the name without the
thing, but on account of the office.
Objection: But many others have also had the name of Jesus, as
Joshua, the leader of the children of Israel, etc. Therefore nothing can be inferred and argued from the name itself. Answer:
Others have had this name because they were typical Saviors,
foreshadowing the true Savior. And if it is objected that the parents of Joshua, when they gave this name to their infant son,
could not have expected that future deliverance would have
been brought to Israel through him, we reply that God knew it,
and directed their wills in so naming the child. The difference,
however, between other Saviors and this Jesus is great. 1. Others
had this name given them fortuitously by the will of men, but
this Jesus was so called by the angel. 2. Others were typical; this
Jesus is the appointed and true Savior. 3. God merely conferred
temporal blessings upon his people through other deliverers;
this Jesus frees us not only from bodily and temporal evils, but
also from the evils both of guilt and punishment. 4. Other deliverers were only instruments and ministers through whom God
bestowed these temporal {166} blessings; this Jesus is the
author not only of all the good things which respect the body
and this life, but also of those which respect the soul and the life
to come.
The Son of God is, therefore, called Jesus by way of pre-eminence to indicate thereby that he is the true Savior. This is evident,
1. Because he saves us from the double evil of guilt and punishment. That he saves us from the evil of guilt is testified by the
angel who said, “he shall save his people from their sins.” That
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he frees us from the evil of punishment may be inferred from
the fact, that if sin be taken away, punishment, which is the
effect of sin, must also be taken away: for if the cause be
removed the effect must also be removed. The people whom
Jesus saves are all those that believe, and those only. He is the
Savior only of such as believe, because it is only in them that his
end is obtained. He established a church in the world to gather
and save men; but upon this condition, that they apprehend the
benefits which he offers, and are thankful to him for them.
2. Because he is an only Savior. For as our mediator is only one,
so Jesus must also be our only Savior, according to what is
declared in many places of Scripture: “There is none other name
under heaven given among men whereby we must be saved.”
“He that believeth not is condemned already, because he has not
believed in the name of the only begotten Son of God.” “God has
given unto us eternal life, and this life is in his Son.” “For there is
one God and one Mediator between God and men, the man
Christ Jesus.” “I, even I am the Lord, and beside me there is no
Savior.” (Acts 4:12; John 3:18; 1 John 5:11; 1 Tim. 2:5; Ish. 43:11)
Objection: The Father and the Holy Spirit also save us. Therefore
the Son is not an only Savior. Answer: It is true that all the persons of the Godhead are engaged in the work of our salvation,
but there is a distinction as to the manner in which they save us.
The Father saves us through the Son as the fountain of salvation.
The Holy Spirit saves us as being the immediate agent or accomplisher of our regeneration. The Son saves us by his merit, as
being the only Savior, paying a ransom for us, giving the Holy
Spirit, regenerating and raising us up unto eternal life. The efficacy of our salvation is therefore common to the three persons
of the Godhead; but the manner is peculiar to the Son. Again,
the Son is called the only Savior in opposition to all creatures.
He, therefore, excludes all creatures, but not the Father, or the
Holy Spirit, as it is said, “No man knows the things of God, but
the Spirit of God;” (1 Cor. 2:11) from which we are not to infer
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that the Father and the Son do not know themselves, for the
Spirit is here compared with creatures, and not with the Father
and the Son.
3. He is a Savior in two respects, by his merit and efficacy. He
saves us by his merit or satisfaction, because by his obedience,
suffering, death and intercession, he has merited for us remission of sins, reconciliation with God, the Holy Spirit, salvation
and eternal life. “He is the propitiation for our sins, and not for
ours only, but for the sins of the whole world,” that is, for the
sins of all sorts of men, of whatever age, rank, or place they may
be. “The blood of Jesus Christ his Son, cleanses us from all sin.”
“Whom God has set forth to be a propitiation through faith in his
blood, to declare his righteousness for the remission of sins that
are {167} past.” “Through the obedience of one, many were
made righteous.” “The Lord has laid upon him the iniquity of us
all.” (1 John 2:2, 1:7; Rom. 3:25, 5:19; Ish. 53:5) He also saves us
by his efficacy, because he has not only, by his merits, obtained
for us remission of sins, righteousness and that life which we
had lost, but he also grants and applies unto us the whole benefit of redemption by virtue of his Spirit through faith. For what
he has merited by his death he does not retain to himself alone;
but confers upon us. He did not purchase salvation and eternal
life (which he had) for himself, but for us, as our mediator.
Therefore he reveals unto us the will of the Father, institutes and
preserves the ministry, through this he gives the Holy Spirit and
converts men, collects a church, bestows all good things necessary for this life, defends his church against all her enemies,
finally raises up in the last day to eternal life, all those that
believe in him, and delivers them from all evils, while he casts
all his and their enemies into everlasting punishment. To accomplish all these things is the work of the true God, who alone is
almighty. In short, his efficacy regenerates us by his word and
Spirit in this life, and preserves those that are renewed, lest they
fall again, and at length raises them unto eternal life. These pas-
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sages of scripture speak of this revelation and regeneration. “No
man knows who the Son is but the Father, and who the Father is
but the Son, and he to whomsoever the Son will reveal him.”
“The only begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he
has declared him.” “There is another that shall baptize you with
the Holy Spirit, and with fire.” “I will send the Holy Spirit unto
you from the Father.” “When he ascended up on high, he led
captivity captive, and gave gifts unto men—some pastors, and
teachers, etc. He ascended above all heavens that he might fill all
things.” “The Son of God was manifested that he might destroy
the works of the Devil.” (Matt. 11:27; John 1:18; Matt. 3:11; John
15:26; Eph. 4:8, 10, 11; 1 John 3:8) Concerning the preservation
of them that believe, the following passages may be cited: “Let
not your heart be troubled; you believe in God, believe also in
me,” etc. “I am with you always, even unto the end of the world.”
“I will not leave you comfortless.” “I and the Father will come
unto him, and make our abode with him.” (John 14:1; 18:23;
Matt. 18:20) Of his raising us up unto eternal life, these passages
of Scripture speak: “I will raise him up at the last day.” “No one
shall pluck my sheep out of my hand.” “And I give unto them
eternal life, and they shall never perish.” When he shall have
subjected all things unto himself, he shall present before God a
glorious church, which he has gathered from the beginning to
the end of the world. (John 6:54; 10:28, 29; 1 Cor. 15:28; Eph.
5:27) From what has now been said we may perceive that the
gift of the Holy Spirit is also a part of our salvation, and that this
ought to be accomplished through the mediator; for the Holy
Spirit renovates the heart by abolishing sin, which being abolished, death must also, necessarily, be abolished. It was for this
destruction, or abolishing of sin and death, that Christ came into
the world.
4. He saves us fully, and perfectly, by commencing salvation in
us in this life, and at length consummating it in the life to come.
This he does, because his merit is most perfect, and that for two
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reasons, as has already been explained: first, because he is God.
“God purchased the church with his own blood; (Acts 20:28)
from which it appears that his satisfaction {168} surpasses the
punishment and satisfaction of all the angels; and secondly
because of the greatness of the punishment which he endured
for us. He also saves us in the manner just specified, because the
salvation which he confers upon us is most full, and complete:
“You are complete in him;” (Col. 2:10;) that is, you have all things
which pertain unto everlasting blessedness, and are made the
complete and happy sons of God through and on account of
Jesus Christ: “For it pleased the Father, that in him should all fullness dwell.” “The blood of Jesus Christ, the Son of God cleanses
us from all sin.” “There is no condemnation to them that are in
Christ Jesus.” “But this man, because he continues forever, has
an unchangeable priesthood.” “Wherefore he is able to save
them to the uttermost that come unto God by him.” (Col. 1:19; 1
John 1:7; Rom. 8:1; Heb. 7:24)
The sum of all that has been said concerning the name of Jesus
may be briefly reduced to these questions: 1. Who is he that
saves us? The Son of God is our Jesus, or Savior. 2. Whom does he
save? His people, that is, all and only the elect given to him by
the Father 3. From what evils does he save us? From all sins, and
from the punishment of sin. 4. In what manner does he save us?
In two ways: by his merit and efficacy, and in each way most
perfectly.
Now, therefore, what is the meaning of this article, I believe in
Jesus? It means, 1. I believe that there is a certain Savior of the
human race. 2. I believe that this person, Jesus, born of the Virgin Mary, is this Savior, of whom the Father declared from
Heaven, “This is my beloved Son in whom I am well pleased;
hear him.” (Matt. 8:17) God therefore will have him to be worshipped and honored: “He that honors not the Son, honors not
the Father which has sent him.” (John 5:23) 3. I believe that this
Jesus, by his merit and efficacy, delivers us from all evils, both of

320

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

guilt and punishment, by commencing this salvation in us in
this life, and consummating it in the life to come. 4. I believe that
he is not only the Savior of others, whom he has called into his
service, but that he is also my only and perfect Savior, working
effectually in me here, and carrying on until the day of full
redemption what he has commenced.

Question 30
30. Do such then believe in the only Savior Jesus, who seek
their salvation and welfare from “saints,” themselves, or
anywhere else?
A. No; although they may make their boast of Him, yet in
act they deny the only Savior Jesus. For either Jesus is not
a complete Savior, or they who by true faith receive this
Savior, must have in Him all that is necessary to their
salvation.
EXPOSITION:
This question is proposed on account of those who glory in the
name of Jesus, and yet, at the same time, seek their salvation,
either wholly or in part in some other place without him, in the
merits of the saints, in the indulgences of the Pope, in their own
offerings, works, fastings, prayers, alms, etc., as do the Papists,
the Jesuits, and other hypocrites of a similar {169} cast. We
must therefore enquire, whether these persons believe in Jesus
as the only Savior, or not. It is answered, that they do not believe
in him, but that in very deed they deny him, however much they
may boast of him in words. The substance of this answer is
included in this syllogism, drawn from the description of an
only and perfect Savior: Whosoever is a perfect, and only Savior,
he does not confer salvation with others, nor in part only. Jesus
is a complete and only Savior, as we have shown in the exposition of the former question. Therefore he does not confer salvation in connection with others, nor in part only; but he alone
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confers it entire, and in the most perfect manner. Hence we
justly conclude that all those who seek their salvation wholly or
in part somewhere else, in reality deny him to be an only and
perfect Savior. Or, we may put it in this form: those who seek salvation elsewhere than in Christ, whether in the saints, or in
themselves, etc., do not believe in Jesus as an only Savior. The
Papists and Jesuits, who look upon their works as meritorious,
do this. Therefore they do not believe in Jesus as their only Savior. The minor proposition is acknowledged by them, and as to
the major, it is clearly evident from the description which we
have given of a perfect Savior.
Objection: God desires and commands us to pray for each other.
Therefore to attribute a part of our salvation to the intercession
of the saints does not impeach the office and glory of an only
Savior. Answer: There is a great distinction to be made between
the intercessions of Christ and those of the saints. Christ intercedes for us with the Father, by the efficacy of his own peculiar
dignity and merit; and is heard on account of himself, and
obtains what he asks. The saints pray and intercede mutually for
each other in this life, and the good things which they ask and
obtain for themselves, and others, they seek and obtain, not
upon their own worthiness, but upon the ground of the dignity
and merit of the mediator. Wherefore, inasmuch as the Papists
imagine that the saints obtain favor with God, and certain good
things for others on account of the worthiness of their own merits, they manifestly derogate from the office and glory of Jesus,
and deny him to be an only Savior.
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LORD’S DAY 12
QUESTION 31
31. Why is He called “Christ,” that is, Anointed?
A. Because He is ordained of God the Father, and anointed
with the Holy Spirit, to be our chief Prophet and Teacher,
who fully reveals to us the secret counsel and will of God
concerning our redemption; and our only High Priest,
who by the one sacrifice of His body has redeemed us,
and ever lives to make intercession for us with the
Father; and our eternal King, who governs us by His Word
and Spirit, and defends and preserves us in the
redemption obtained for us.
EXPOSITION:
Jesus is the proper name of the mediator; Christ is, as it were, an
additional appellation; for he is Jesus in such a manner that he is
also the {170} Christ, the promised Savior and Messiah. Both
titles designate his office, yet not with the same clearness; for
while the name Jesus denotes the office of the mediator in a
general way, that of Christ expresses it more fully and distinctly;
for the name Christ expresses the three parts of his office, viz.:
prophetical, priestly, and regal. The name Christ signifies the
anointed. Therefore, he is Jesus the Savior, in such a manner that
he is Christ, or the anointed, having the office of one that is
anointed, which consists of three parts, as has just been
remarked. The reason why these three things are comprehended in the name of Christ, is, because prophets, priests and
kings were anciently anointed, by which was signified both an
ordination to the office, and also a conferring of those gifts
which were necessary for the proper discharge of the duties
thereby imposed. Therefore, we thus conclude: He who is to be a
prophet, priest, and king, and is called the anointed, he is so
called on account of these three offices. Christ was to be a
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prophet, priest and king, and is called the anointed. Therefore,
he is called the anointed, or Christ, on account of these three, so
that these parts of the office of the mediator are expressed in the
one title of the Messiah, the Christ, the Anointed. In discussing
this question of the Catechism, we must enquire:
1. What is meant by the anointing of Christ, seeing the Scriptures no
where speak of his being anointed?
2. What is the prophetical office of Christ?
3. What is the priestly office of Christ?
4. What is the regal office of Christ?

1. WHAT IS THE UNCTION, OR ANOINTING OF CHRIST?
Anointing was a ceremony by which prophets, priests and kings
were confirmed in their office by being anointed either with
common, or with a particular kind of oil. This anointing signified: 1. An ordination, or calling to the office for which they
were thus set apart. 2. It signified the promise and bestowment
of the gifts necessary for the purpose of sustaining those upon
whom the burden of either of these offices was imposed. There
was also an analogy between the sign, or the external anointing,
and the thing signified thereby: because as oil strengthens, invigorates, renovates, and makes firm the dry and feeble members
of the body, and renders them active and fit for the discharge of
their office; so the Holy Spirit enlivens and renews our nature,
unfit of itself for the accomplishment of any thing that is good,
and furnishes it with strength and power to do that which is
agreeable to God, and to discharge properly the duties imposed
upon us in the relations in which we are called to serve him.
Moreover, those who were anointed under the Old Testament
were types of Christ, so that it may be said that their anointing
was only a shadow, and so imperfect. But the anointing of Christ
was perfect. For “in him dwells all the fullness of the Godhead
bodily.” (Col. 2:9) He alone received all the gifts of the Spirit in
the highest number and degree. Another point of difference is
seen in this, that none of those who were anointed under the
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Old Testament received all the gifts—some received more, others
less; but no one received all, neither did all receive them in the
same degree. Christ, however, had all these gifts in the fullest
and {171} highest sense. Therefore, although this anointing was
proper to those of the Old Testament, as well as to Christ, yet it
was real and perfect in no one excepting Christ.
Objection: But we nowhere read of the anointing of Christ in the
Holy Scriptures. Answer: It is true, indeed, that it is no where
said that Christ was anointed ceremoniously; but he was
anointed really and spiritually, that is, he received the thing signified thereby, which was the Holy Spirit. “Therefore God, your
God has anointed you with the oil of gladness above your fellows.” “The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because the Lord has
anointed me.” (Ps. 45:7; Heb. 1: 9; Ish. 61:1) The anointing of
Christ is, therefore, spoken of both in the Old and New Testament. It was necessary for Christ to be, not a typical prophet,
priest and king, but that one which was signified and true, of
whom all the others were but shadows. Hence it was necessary
for him to be anointed, not typically, but really; for it was necessary that there should be an analogy between the office and the
anointing, and, as a matter of consequence, it became necessary
that his anointing should not be sacramental, but spiritual; not
typical, but real.
Christ was, then, anointed, 1. Because he was ordained to the
office of mediator by the will of his Heavenly Father. “I am not
come of myself, but the Father has sent me.” “God has spoken
unto us by his Son, whom he has appointed heir of all things.”
(John 7:28; Heb. 1:1) 2. Because his human nature was endowed
with the gifts of the Holy Spirit without measure; so that he had
all the gifts and graces necessary for restoring, ruling and preserving his church, and for administering the government of the
whole world, and directing it to the glory of God, and the salvation of his people. “For he whom God has sent speaks the words
of God; for God gives not the Spirit by measure unto him.” (John
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8:34) These two parts of the anointing of Christ differ from each
other in this manner, that the conferring of gifts has respect to
the human nature only, while his ordination to the office of
mediator has respect to both natures.
Objection: Hence, an answer is readily furnished to another
objection which we sometimes hear: God cannot be anointed.
Christ is God. Therefore, he could not be anointed. Answer: We
grant the whole if understood of that nature in which Christ is
God, that he cannot be anointed, 1. Because it is impossible for
us to add anything of justice, wisdom and power to the Godhead.
2. Because the Holy Spirit, by whom the anointing was effected,
is the proper Spirit of Christ, no less, than of the Father. Therefore, just as no one can give you your spirit which is in you,
because what you have cannot be given to you; so no one can
give the Holy Spirit to God, because he is in him, from him, is his
proper Spirit, and is given to others by him.
Objection: But if Christ could not be anointed as to his Divinity,
he is then prophet, priest, king and mediator, according to his
humanity only; for he is mediator according to that nature only
which could be anointed. But it was possible for him to be
anointed only as to his humanity. Therefore, he is mediator
according to his humanity alone. The minor proposition is
proven by the definition of anointing, which is to receive gifts.
But he received gifts only as to his human nature. Therefore, it
was in respect to this alone that he was anointed. Answer: We
deny what is here affirmed, because the definition which is
given of anointing is not sufficiently {172} distinct nor full; for
anointing does not merely include the reception of the gifts
which pertain only to the humanity of Christ, but also an ordination to the office of mediator which has respect to both natures.
Therefore, although the humanity of Christ alone could receive
the Holy Spirit, yet it does not follow that his Divinity was
excluded from this anointing, in as far as it was a designation to
the office of mediator. Or we may present the argument clearer
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by considering it negatively: Christ is not mediator according to
the nature in which he is not anointed. He is not anointed as to
his Divinity. Therefore he is not mediator in respect to his Godhead. Answer: There are here four terms. In the major, the
anointing is taken for both parts thereof, or for the whole
anointing—for the designation to the office, and the bestowment
of gifts. In the minor, it is considered only in relation to one part
of the anointing. Therefore, it follows that Christ was anointed
according to each nature, although in a different manner, as has
been shown. Hence, Christ is prophet, priest, king and mediator,
in respect to each nature, which is confirmed in the word of God
by these two fundamental rules:
1. The properties of the one nature of the mediator, are attributed to the whole person in the concrete, according to the communication of properties; but in respect to that nature only to
which they are peculiar, as God is angry, suffered, died, viz.,
according to his humanity. The man Christ is omnipotent, eternal, everywhere, viz., according to his Divinity.
2. The names, also, of the office of mediator, are attributed to the
whole person in respect to both natures, yet preserving the
properties of each nature, and the differences in the works peculiar to each; because, both the divine and human nature,
together with the operations thereof, are necessary to the discharge of the office of mediator. So that each may perform that
which is proper to it, in connection with the other.
Irenaeus says, in relation to this subject, that this anointing is to
be understood as comprehending the three persons of the Godhead: the Father, as the anointer, the Son, as the anointed, and
the Holy Spirit, as the unction, or the anointing.
2. WHAT IS THE PROPHETICAL OFFICE OF CHRIST?
Having considered what we are to understand by the anointing
of Christ, we must now speak briefly of the three-fold office, or
of the three parts of the office of the mediator unto which Christ
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was anointed. And in order that we may have a proper understanding of this subject, we must define what the terms prophet,
priest, and king signify, which may be gathered from the parts of
the office, which these persons severally discharged.
The word prophet comes from the Greek profhmi, which means
to publish things that are to come. In general, a prophet is a person called of God, to declare and explain his will to men concerning things present or future, which otherwise would have
remained unknown, inasmuch as the truths which he reveals
are of such a nature that men, of themselves, could never have
attained a knowledge of them. A prophet is either a minister, or
the head and chief of the prophets, which is Christ. Of those
prophets, which were ministerial, some were of the Old and
some of the New Testament. Among the latter there were some
that were generally, and others specially, so called. {173}
The prophets of the Old Testament were persons immediately
called, and sent of God to his people, that they might reprove
their errors and sins, by threatening punishment upon offenders, and inviting men to repentance; that they might declare and
expound the true doctrine and worship of God, and preserve it
from falsehood and corruption; that they might make known
and illustrate the promise of the Messiah—the benefits of his
kingdom, and might foretell events that were to come, having
the gift of miracles, and other sure and divine testimonies so
that they could not err in the doctrine which they declared; and
at the same time sustaining certain relations to the state, and
performing duties of a civil character.
A prophet of the New Testament specially so called, was a person immediately called of God, and furnished with the gift of
prophecy for the purpose of foreseeing, and foretelling things to
come; such were Paul, Peter, Agabus, etc. Whoever has the gift of
understanding, explaining, and applying the Holy Scriptures to
the edification of the church, and individuals, is a prophet, gen-
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erally, so called. It is in this sense the term is used in l Cor. 14:3,
4, 5, 29.
Christ is the greatest and chief prophet, and was immediately
ordained of God, and sent by him from the very commencement
of the church in Paradise, for the purpose of revealing the will of
God to the human race; instituting the ministry of the word and
the sacraments, and at length manifesting himself in the flesh,
and proving by his divine teaching and works that he is the eternal and con-substantial Son of the Father, the author of the doctrine of the gospel, giving through it the Holy Spirit, kindling
faith in the hearts of men, sending apostles, and collecting to
himself a church from the human family in which he may be
obeyed, invoked and worshipped.
The prophetical office of Christ is, therefore, 1. To reveal God and
his whole will to angels and men, which could only be made
known through the Son, and by a special revelation. “He who is
in the bosom of the Father, he has declared him.” “I speak to the
world those things which I have heard of my Father. (John 1:18;
8:26) It was also the office of Christ to proclaim the law, and to
keep it free from the errors and corruptions of men. 2. To institute and preserve the ministry of the gospel; to raise up and send
forth prophets, apostles, teachers, and other ministers of the
church; to confer on them the gift of prophecy, and furnish
them with the gifts necessary to their calling. “And he gave some
apostles, and some prophets, and some evangelists,” etc. “Therefore said the wisdom of God, I will send them prophets, and
apostles,” etc. “For I will give you a mouth, and wisdom which
all your adversaries shall not be able to gainsay, nor resist.” “The
Spirit of Christ spoke through the prophets.” (Eph. 4:11; Luke
11:49; 21:15; 1 Pet. 1:11) 3. It pertains to the prophetical office of
Christ that he should be efficacious through his ministry, in the
hearts of those that hear, to teach them internally by his Spirit,
to illuminate their minds, and move their hearts to faith and
obedience by the gospel. “He shall baptize you with the Holy
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Spirit, and with fire.” “Then opened he their understandings,
that they might understand the scriptures.” “Christ gave himself
for the church that he might sanctify and cleanse it with the
washing of water by the word.” “And they went forth, and
preached everywhere, the Lord working with them, and confirming {174} the word with signs following.” “The Lord opened
the heart of Lydia, that she attended unto the things spoken by
Paul.” “The Lord gave testimony unto the word of his grace.”
(Matt. 3:11; Luke 24:45; Eph. 5:26; Mark 16:20; Acts 16:14; 14:8)
To sum up the whole in a few words, the prophetical office of
Christ consists of three parts: To reveal the will of the Father; to
institute a ministry, and to teach internally, or effectually
through the ministry. These three things Christ has performed
from the very commencement of the church, and will perform
even to the end of the world, and that by his authority, power
and efficacy. Hence, Christ is called the Word, not only in respect
to the Father, by whom he was begotten when beholding himself
in contemplation, and considering the image of himself, not
vanishing away, but subsisting, con-substantial, and co-eternal
with the Father himself; but also in respect to us, because he is
the person that spoke to the fathers, and brought forth the living
word, or gospel from the bosom of the Father.
Hence it is apparent from what has now been said, what is the
difference between Christ and other prophets, and why he is
called the greatest teacher, and prophet, and so the chief of all
prophets. 1. Christ is the Son of God, and Lord of all; the other
prophets were only men, and servants of Christ. 2. Christ
brought forth and uttered the word immediately from the Father
to men; other prophets and apostles are called and sent by
Christ. 3. The prophetical wisdom of Christ is infinite; for even
according to his humanity, he excelled all others in every gift. 4.
Christ is the fountain of all truth, and the author of the ministry:
other prophets merely proclaim and reveal what they receive
from Christ. Hence Christ is said to have spoken through the
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prophets. Neither does he reveal his doctrine to the prophets
alone, but to all the godly. Hence it is said, “of his fullness have
we all received,” etc. (John 1:16) 5. Christ preaches effectually
through his own external ministry, and that of those whom he
calls into his service, by virtue of the Holy Spirit operating upon
the hearts of men: other prophets are the instruments which
Christ employs, and are coworkers together with him. 6. The
doctrine of Christ is clearer and more complete than that of
Moses and all the other prophets. 7. Christ had authority of himself; others have their authority from Christ. We believe Christ
when he speaks on account of himself, but we believe others
because Christ speaks in them.
3. WHAT IS THE PRIESTLY OFFICE OF CHRIST?
A priest in general is a person appointed of God, for the purpose
of offering oblations and sacrifices, for interceding and teaching
others. We may distinguish between those who serve in the
capacity of priests, by speaking of them as typical and real. A
typical priest is a person ordained of God to offer typical sacrifices, to make intercessions for himself and others, and to teach
the people concerning the will of God, and the Messiah to come.
Such were all the priests of the Old Testament, among whom
there was one that was the greatest, usually called the High
Priest; the others were inferior. It was peculiar to the High Priest:
1. That he alone entered once every year into the sanctuary, or
most holy place, and that with blood which he offered for himself, and the people, burning incense and making intercession.
2. He had a more splendid and gorgeous apparel {175} than the
others. 3. He was placed over the rest. 4. He offered sacrifice, and
made intercession for himself and the people. 5. He was to be
consulted in matters or questions that were doubtful, weighty
and obscure, and returned to the people the answer which God
directed him to give. All the rest were inferior, whose office it
was to offer sacrifices, to teach the doctrine of the law, and the
promises pertaining to the Messiah, and to intercede for them-
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selves and others. Wherefore, although all the priests of the old
Testament were types of Christ, yet the typical character of the
High Priest was the most notable of them all, because in him
there were many things that represented Christ, the true and
great High Priest of the Church.
Objection: But if prophets and priest both teach, they do not differ from each other. Answer: They did indeed both teach the
people, yet they were variously distinguished. Prophets were
raised up immediately by God, from any tribe, while the priests
were mediately ordained from the single tribe of Levi. Prophets
taught extraordinarily, while the priests had the ordinary ministry. The prophets received their doctrine immediately from God,
while the priests learned it out of the law. The prophets had
divine testimonies so that they could not err; the priests could
err in doctrine, and often did err in their instructions, and were
reproved by the prophets.
The signified and true priest is Christ, the Son of God, who was
immediately ordained by the Father, and anointed by the Holy
Spirit to this office, that, having assumed human nature, he
might reveal the secret will and counsel of God to us, and offer
himself a propitiatory sacrifice for us, interceding in our behalf
and applying his sacrifice unto us, having the promise that he is
always certainly heard in behalf of all those for whom he intercedes, and obtains for them the remission of sins; and finally
through the ministers of the word and the Holy Spirit, collects,
illuminates and sanctifies his church.
There are, therefore, four principal parts of the priestly office of
Christ: 1. To teach men, and that in a different manner from all
others, who are called to act as priests; for he does not merely
speak to the ear by his word, but effectually inclines the heart by
his Holy Spirit. 2. To offer himself a sacrifice for the sins of the
world. 3. To make continual intercession and prayer for us to the
Father, that he may receive us into his favor on account of his
intercession and will, and on account of the perpetual efficacy
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of his sacrifice; and to have the promise of being heard in reference to those things which he asks. 4. To apply his sacrifice unto
those for whom he intercedes, which is to receive into favor
those that believe, and to bring it to pass that the Father may
receive them, and that faith may be wrought in their hearts, by
which the merits of Christ may be made over to them, so that
they are regenerated by the Holy Spirit unto everlasting life.
From what has now been said we may easily perceive the difference between Christ and other priests. 1. The latter teach only
with the external voice; Christ teaches also by the inward and
efficacious working of the Holy Spirit. 2. Other priests do not
make continual intercession, nor do they always obtain those
things for which they pray. 3. They do not apply their own benefits to others. 4. They do not offer themselves a sacrifice for others; all of which things belong to Christ alone. {176}
4. WHAT IS THE KINGDOM OR
REGAL OFFICE OF CHRIST?
A king is a person ordained of God, that he may rule over a certain people, according to just laws, that he may have power to
reward the good and punish the evil, and that he may defend his
subjects, not having any one superior or above him. The King of
Kings is Christ, who was immediately ordained of God, that he
might govern, by his word and Spirit, the church which he purchased with his own blood, and defend her against all her enemies, whom he will cast into everlasting punishment, while he
will reward his people with eternal life.
The kingly office of Christ is therefore: 1. To rule the church by
his word and Spirit, which he does in such a manner that he
does not only show us what he would have accomplished in us,
but also so inclines and affects the heart by his Spirit, that we
are led to do the same. 2. He preserves and defends us against
our enemies, both external and internal, which he does by protecting us by his almighty power, arming us against our foes,
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that we may by his Spirit, be furnished with every weapon necessary for resisting and overcoming them. 3. To bestow upon his
church gifts and glory; and finally, to liberate her from all evils;
to control and overcome all his enemies by his power, and at
length, having fully subdued them, to cast them into inconceivable misery and wretchedness.

QUESTION 32.
32. But why are you called a Christian?
A. Because by faith I am a member of Christ, and thus a
partaker of His anointing; in order that I also may confess
His name; may present myself a living sacrifice of
thankfulness to Him; and may with free conscience fight
against sin and the devil in this life, and hereafter, in
eternity, reign with Him over all creatures.
EXPOSITION:
In this question we are to consider the dignity and communion
of Christians with Christ their head, together with the offices
which they sustain as members of Christ. The name Christian
was first given to the disciples of Christ at Antioch, in the time of
the Apostles. Prior to this they were called Brethren and Disciples. The name Christian is derived from Christ, and denotes one
who is a disciple of Christ—one who follows his doctrine and
life, and who, being engrafted into Christ, has communion with
him. There are two kinds of Christians; some that are only
apparently such, and others that are really and truly such. Those
who are Christians merely in appearance are those who have
been baptized, and who are in the company of those who are
called, and profess the Christian faith; but are without conversion, being nothing more than hypocrites and dissemblers, of
whom it is said: “Many are called, but few are chosen.” “Not
every one that says, Lord, Lord, shall enter into the kingdom of
heaven,” etc. (Matt. 20:16; 7:22) Those are true Christians who
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are not only baptized and profess the doctrine of Christ, but who
are also possessed of a true faith, and declare this by the fruits of
repentance; or, they are those who are members of Christ by a
true faith, and are made partakers of his anointing. All true
{177} Christians are such also in appearance, because it is said,
“Let your light so shine before men that they may see your good
work, and glorify your Father which is in heaven.” “Show me
your faith by your works.” (Matt. 5:16; James 2:18) But it is not
true, on the other hand, that all who are apparently Christians
are also such in reality; because it will be said of many, “I never
knew you.” (Matt. 7:23)
We are here to speak only of such as are true Christians; and we
must enquire, Why are we called Christians, that is, anointed?
The reasons of this are two: because we are members of Christ
by faith, and are made partakers of his anointing; that is, we are
called Christians, because we have communicated unto us the
person, office and dignity of Christ.
To be a member of Christ is to be engrafted into him, and to be
united to him by the same Holy Spirit dwelling in him and in us,
and by this Spirit to be made a possessor of such righteousness
and life as is in Christ; and to be made acceptable to God on
account of the righteousness of Christ imputed unto us by faith,
in as much as this righteousness is imperfect in this life. Of this
our communion with Christ, the following passages of Scripture
speak. “We being many are one body in Christ.” “Know you not
that your bodies are the members of Christ.” “He that is joined to
the Lord is one Spirit.” “We may grow up into him in all things,
which is the head, even Christ.” (Rom. 12:5; 1 Cor. 6:15; 12:12;
Eph. 4:15)
The relation, which holds between the head and the members of
the same body, is a most fit and striking illustration of the close
and indissoluble union between Christ and us. For, first, just as
the members of the body have one and the same head, by
means of which they are joined together by sinews and fleshy
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ligaments, and from which life and motion are communicated
through the whole body; and just as all the outward and inward
senses are seated in the head, from which the whole body and
every single member draws its proper life; and as from the head
alone life is communicated to every member, and not from one
member to another, so long as they remained joined with the
head and with each other; so Christ is the living head from
whom the Holy Spirit is made to pass over into every member,
and not from one member to another; from whom all the members are made to draw their life, and by whom they are ruled as
long as they remain united to him by the Spirit dwelling in him
and us, and that through faith by which we become the members of Christ; for it is through faith that we receive the Spirit,
through whom this union is effected. But the members are
united with each other and among themselves by mutual love,
which cannot be wanting if we are joined to the head; for the
connection of the head with the body is the cause of the union
which exist among the members themselves.
Secondly; just as in the human body there are various gifts, and
as the members perform different offices, and yet but one life
animates and moves them all, so in the church, which is but one
body, there are various gifts and offices, and only one Spirit, by
whose benefit and help each individual member performs his
appropriate office.
Thirdly; just as the head is placed highest, and is, therefore,
deserving of the greatest honor, and is the fountain of all life, so
Christ has the highest place in the church, because in him the
Spirit is without measure, and from his fullness we receive all
the good gifts which we enjoy; but in {178} Christians who are
the members of Christ there is only a certain measure of gifts,
which is made over to them from Christ their only head. Wherefore it is plain that the Pope of Rome lies, when he declares himself to be the head of the church.
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Christ is our head, in three respects: 1. In respect to the perfection
of his person, because he is God and man, excelling all creatures
in gifts, even as far as his human nature is concerned. “In him
dwells all the fullness of the Godhead bodily, and you are complete in him.” (Col. 2:9) He alone gives the Holy Spirit, as it is
said, “he it is that shall baptize you with the Holy Spirit.” (Matt.
3:11) 2. In the dignity and order, glory and majesty with which he
declares himself to be king, Lord, and heir of all things. For, just
as God created all things through him, so he has made him heir
of all things, and the ruler of his house. 3. In respect to his office.
He is the redeemer and sanctifier of the church—is present with
every member thereof—rules, governs, quickens, nourishes and
confirms them so that they remain united to him and the rest of
the members, just as the head governs and animates the whole
body.
We are also members of Christ, in three respects: 1. Because, by
faith and the Holy Spirit we are joined to him, and, also, united
among ourselves just as the members are connected with the
head and with each other. The joining together of the members
of Christ with each other and among themselves, is no less necessary for the safety of the church, than the conjunction of the
whole body with Christ the head; for if you separate the hand
from the arm, you thereby separate it also from the body, so that
it can no longer have any life: “That Christ may dwell in your
hearts by faith.” (Eph. 3:17) 2. Because we are quickened and
governed by Christ, and draw from him, as the fountain, all good
things, so that unless we continue in him we have no life in us,
as the members cut off from the body can retain no life in themselves. “If a man abide not in me he is cast forth as a branch, and
is withered.” (John 15:6) 3. Because as in the body there are different powers and functions belonging to the members, so there
are different gifts and offices pertaining to the members of the
church of Christ; and as all the actions of the different parts of
the body contribute to its preservation, so all the members of
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Christ ought to refer whatever they do to the preservation and
benefit of the church, which is the body of Christ. “Fort as we
have many members in one body, and all members have not the
same office, so we being many are one body in Christ, and every
one members one of another.” “But the manifestation of the
Spirit is given to every man to profit withal.” (Rom. 12:4; 1 Cor.
12:7)
Having now explained what it is to be a member of Christ, and
in what manner we are his members, it will be more clearly seen
what it is to be a partaker of the anointing of Christ. Anointing
signifies a communion of the gifts and office of Christ; or it is a
participation in all the gifts of Christ, and consists in the participation of his kingly, priestly and prophetical office. To be a partaker of the anointing of Christ is, therefore, 1. To be a partaker
of the Holy Spirit and of his gifts, for the Spirit of Christ is not
idle or inactive in us, but works the same in us that he does in
Christ, unless that Christ alone has more gifts than all of us, and
these also in a greater or higher degree. 2. That Christ communicates his prophetical, priestly and kingly office unto us. {179}
The prophetical dignity which is in Christians, is an understanding, acknowledgement and confession of the true doctrine of
God necessary for our salvation. Or, our prophetical office is, 1.
Rightly to know God and his will. 2. That every one in his place
and degree profess the same, being correctly understood, faithfully, boldly and constantly, that God may thereby be celebrated,
and his truth revealed in its living force and power. “Whosoever
shall confess me before men, him will I also confess before my
Father which is in heaven.” (Matt. 10:32)
The office of a priest is to teach, to intercede, and to offer sacrifice. Our priesthood, therefore, is: 1. To teach others; that is, to
show and communicate to them the knowledge of the true God.
“When you are converted, strengthen your brethren.” (Luke
22:32) 2. To call upon God, having a correct knowledge of him. 3.
To render proper gratitude, worship and obedience to God, or to
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offer sacrifices of thanksgiving, pleasing, and acceptable unto
God, being sanctified by the sacrifice of Christ, which includes,
1. That we offer ourselves by mortifying our old man, and giving
our members as instruments of righteousness unto God. 2. Our
prayers. “Let us offer the sacrifice of praise to God continually,
that is, the fruit of our lips, giving thanks to his name.” (Heb.
13:15) 3. Our alms. “Your prayers, and your alms are come up
for a memorial before God.” (Acts 10:4) 4. Confession of the gospel. “Ministering the gospel of God, that the offering up of the
gentiles might be acceptable.” (Rom. 15:16) 5. Cheerful and
patient endurance of the cross, and all the various calamities
which God sends upon us. “Yea, and if I be offered upon the sacrifice, and service of your faith, I joy, and rejoice with you all.”
“For I am now ready to be offered, and the time of my departure
is at hand.” (Phil. 2:17; 2 Tim. 4:6)
Furthermore, Christ communicates his priestly office unto us, 1.
By accomplishing and bringing it to pass that we offer the above
named sacrifices of thanksgiving. 2. By causing them to be
acceptable and pleasing to God.
The sacrifice of Christ, therefore, differs from ours in the same
way in which it differs from the sacrifices of the priests of old. 1.
Christ offered up a Sacrifice of thanksgiving and propitiation, at
the same time, we offer only sacrifices of thanksgiving. The
priests of old also offered up sacrifices of thanksgiving, because
these belong to the whole church, even from the beginning to
the end of the world. The sacrifices, moreover, which they
offered, were only typical, which is no longer the case, since all
types and shadows have been done away with by Christ, who
offered, not a typical sacrifice, but one that was real—the one
which was signified by all the sacrifices of the Old Testament;
and this he did, because he was not a typical priest, but the true
and great High Priest of the church, to whom all the others
looked. 2. The sacrifice of Christ was perfect; ours is imperfect,
and defiled with many sins. 3. The sacrifice of Christ is meritori-
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ous in itself, and avails before God on account of itself; our sacrifices mean nothing, and are pleasing to God only for the sake of
the sacrifice of Christ.
The kingly office of Christians, is, 1. To oppose and overcome,
through faith, the devil, the world, and all enemies. 2. Having
subdued all our enemies, to obtain at length through the same
faith, eternal life and glory. “Come you blessed of my Father,
inherit the kingdom prepared for you {180} from the foundation of the world.” (Matt. 25:34) We are, therefore, kings. 1.
Because we are lords over all creatures in Christ; for, says the
apostle, “all things are yours.” (Cor. 3:21) 2. Because we conquer
all our enemies through faith in Christ, “who gives us the victory.” “This is the victory that overcomes the world, even our
faith.” (1 Cor. 15:57; 1 John, 5:4)
The kingship of Christ, however, differs from that of Christians,
in this: 1. The kingdom of Christ is hereditary, for he is the natural Son of God, while we are the sons of God by adoption. “But
Christ as a Son over his own house.” “God has spoken unto us by
Christ, whom he has appointed heir of all things. (Heb. 3:6; 1:2)
2. He alone is king over all creatures, and especially over the
church; but we are kings and lords, not of angels and the church,
but only of other creatures. Heaven, earth, and therefore all
things shall serve us, for we shall be crowned with glory, majesty
and the greatest excellence of gifts, so that we shall condemn
devils and wicked men, by cheerfully submitting and yielding to
the judgment of God in passing sentence of condemnation upon
them. Hence we are kings, not over the church, but over all
remaining creatures; but Christ rules with full right, not only
over the whole church, but also over all creatures. “You shall sit
upon twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes of Israel.” “Do
you not know that the saints shall judge the world.” (Matt. 19:28;
1 Cor. 6:2) 3. Christ conquers his enemies by his own power, but
we overcome our foes in and through him—by his grace and
assistance. “Be of good comfort, I have overcome the world.”
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(John 16:33) 4. Christ rules the world by the scepter of his word
and Spirit, swaying our hearts and restoring in us his image
which was lost. This is peculiar to Christ alone; for we are
unable to give the Holy Spirit, being nothing more than ministers and administrators of the outward word and rites, as John
the Baptist said, “I indeed baptize you with water unto repentance, but he that cometh after me is mightier than I, and shall
baptize you with the Holy Spirit, and with fire.” “Who then is
Paul, and who is Apollos, but ministers by whom you believed,
even as the Lord gave to every man.” (Matt. 3:11; 1 Cor. 3:5)
The use and importance of this doctrine is great. 1. For consolation, because we are through faith engrafted into Christ as members to the head, that we may be continually sustained,
governed and quickened by him; and because he makes us
prophets, priests and kings unto God and his Father, by making
us partakers of his anointing. This is truly an unspeakable dignity conferred upon Christians. 2. For admonition and exhortation; for since we are all prophets and teachers of God, we ought
continually to celebrate and praise him; since we are priests, we
ought to offer ourselves wholly to God, as living sacrifices of
praise and thanksgiving; and since we are kings it becomes us to
fight manfully against sin, the world, and the devil, that we may
reign with Christ. {181}
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LORD’S DAY 13
QUESTION 33.
33. Why is He called God’s “only begotten Son,” since we
also are the children of God?
A. Because Christ alone is the eternal, natural Son of God;
but we are the children of God by adoption, through
grace, for His sake.
EXPOSITION:
The Deity of the Son of God is taught in this question, and it is
now proper for us to consider it more fully. But here an objection arises out of the manner in which the above question is
framed, which it may be well to notice: He who is the only
begotten Son has no brethren; but Christ has brethren; for we
also are the sons of God: therefore he is not the only begotten
Son of God. To this we reply, by making a distinction as to the
manner in which Christ and we are the sons of God; for there is
a difference in this respect, which it is well for us to keep in view
while treating this subject. Christ is the only begotten, the natural, proper and eternal Son of God; but we are the sons of God,
adopted of the Father by grace for the sake of Christ.
That these things may be manifest, we must explain in a few
words, who are called sons, and in how many ways this title is
used: then consider, who are, and who are called the sons of
God.
They are, and are called sons who are either born sons, or are
adopted as such.
They are born sons who begin at one and the same time both to
be and to be sons. These are either sons born from parents, or
through grace. Sons born from parents are properly called natural sons, to whom the essence and nature of their parents is
communicated, and that either wholly or in part. Now the
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essence and nature of our parents, of whom we were born, is
communicated to us in part; but the divine essence is communicated from the Father to Christ wholly according to his Divinity.
As we are, therefore, the natural sons of our parents, so Christ is
according to his divine nature the natural and only Son of God,
of the same essence and nature with the Father, out of whose
substance he was begotten from everlasting, in a manner altogether beyond our comprehension. “As the Father has life in
himself, so also has he given to the Son to have life in himself.”
(John 5:26) The Father has, therefore, communicated to him the
life by which he himself lives by himself, and by which he
quickens all creatures, which life is that one and eternal Deity by
whom all things are.
They are sons by grace, who at one and the same time began to
be, and to be the sons of God. That they are sons results, either
from the grace of creation, or from the grace of conception by
the Holy Spirit and union with the Word.
The Angels and Adam before the fall are Sons of God by the
grace of creation; because God created them that he might have
them for sons, and that they on the other hand might acknowledge and praise him as their gracious Father. These are, indeed,
improperly called sons born by grace, but yet they are such in as
far as they began, at one and the same time, to exist and to be
sons. {182} Christ alone according to his human nature is the
Son of God, by the grace of conception by the Holy Spirit, and of
union with the Word; because, according to this, he was the Son
of God by grace, even from the very moment in which he began
to be man and to be born; and that because, by virtue of the Holy
Spirit, he alone was from the substance of the Virgin, pure from
all stain or corruption, and was personally united with the Word.
They are adopted sons who do not begin at one and the same
time to be, and to be sons; but who were already before they
were adopted, or who had an existence before their adoption as
sons. They have been made sons by law and the will of him who
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has adopted them, and given them the right and title of sons, so
that they occupy the same place as if they were natural sons. So
Adam, after his fall, and all those who are regenerated, are the
adopted sons of God, received into favor with him on account of
his natural Son, Jesus Christ. All these were the children of wrath
before they were adopted into the family and church of Christ.
From what has now been said, it is plain, as well how we are the
sons of God, which is by adoption, as how Christ is the only
begotten Son of God, viz., in two ways. First, according to his
Divinity, because as touching this he was begotten from everlasting from the substance of the Father; “and we beheld his glory,
the glory as of the only begotten of the Father.” (John 1:14) And,
secondly, according to his humanity in some sort, because even
in relation to this, he was born after such a manner as no one
else ever was, from a pure and chaste Virgin by the power of the
Holy Spirit.
Christ is also called the first begotten, 1. According to his Divinity in respect both to time and dignity. 2. According to his
humanity, in respect to dignity alone, and that on account of the
miraculous and peculiar manner of his conception, and on
account of the gifts by which he excels all others, angels and
men. It was the right of the first begotten to have a double portion of the inheritance, while each of the rest had only a single
portion. The reason of this was on account of the office which
he, as the first-begotten, filled; for he was placed over the rest
and ruled them. “Christ is the first born of every creature: who is
the beginning, the first born from the dead, that in all things he
might have the pre-eminence.” (Col. 1:15, 18)
Christ is also called God’s own Son, because he was begotten
and not adopted; “Who spared not his own Son.” (Rom. 8:32)
There are also forms of speech which it becomes us to observe
carefully in speaking of the filiation of Christ and us. Christ is
called the natural Son of God according to his Divinity, because
he was begotten from everlasting from the Father. But according
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to his humanity he is not so called; but is called the Son of God
by grace, and that not the grace of adoption, but of conception
by the Holy Spirit, and of union with the Word. The reason why
Christ is not, according to his humanity, the natural Son of God,
is, because he is not begotten from the essence of the Father,
according to his humanity. And the reason why he is not the
adopted Son of God in respect to his humanity, is, because he
was not made a Son of no son, but because in the very moment
in which he began to be, he began also to be a Son. Angels are
called the natural sons of God, but it is by the grace of creation,
as man also was before his fall. Those who are regenerated in
this life are called the sons of God, not by the grace of {183}
creation, but of adoption. Grace, therefore, in respect to adoption, is as the general to the particular; for there are three or four
degrees, or as it were, species, of grace, viz.: that of creation, of
conception by the Holy Spirit, of union with the Word, and of
adoption, as appears from what we have said.
From these rearks and the distinction we have made between
those who are the children of God, the answer to the above
named objection is apparent: He who has brethren is not the
only begotten. Christ has brethren. Therefore he is not the only
begotten. In answering this objection, the major must be more
clearly distinguished: He that has brethren, that is, of the same
generation and nature, is not the only begotten. But those who
sustain the relation of brethren to Christ are not of the same
generation and nature, for they are not begotten of the substance of the Father, but are only adopted of him by grace.
How then, it may be asked, are we the brethren of Christ? We
reply that our brotherhood or fraternity with Christ consists in
these four things: 1. In the similitude and likeness of human
nature, and because we are born from Adam, the common
father of all. 2. In his fraternal love towards us. 3. In our conformity with Christ, which consists in perfect righteousness and
blessedness. 4. In the consummation of his benefits.
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A table of the Sons of God
1. Of parents,
who are
properly called
natural sons,
to whom is
communicated
the essence of
their parents,

1. Wholly: as the divine
essence of the Father is wholly
communicated to Christ
according to his Divinity.
2. In Part: as the essence of
our parents is communicated
to us only in part.

1. Born,

Angels
1. Of creation as,
2. Of God
through
the grace,

The sons
of God are,

2. Adopted

Adam
before the
fall

2. Of conception by the Holy
Spirit and union with the Word,
as Christ according to his human
nature

1. Of God,
2. Of men,
etc.

As Adam after the fall
As all the regenerate

Another table of those who are the Sons of God

Of the
Sons of
God,

1. One is nature,
viz.: the Word of
the Eternal
Father
2. All others are
by the grace,

1. Of creation, as Angels and Adam
before the fall,
2. Of conception by the Holy Spirit,
and of union with the Word, as Christ
according to his human nature
3. Of adoption, as Adam after the fall,
and all the regenerate.

Objection 2: He who has a generation unlike that of other sons
is said in respect thereof, to be the only begotten. Christ according to his humanity has a generation different from that of other
sons, because he alone was conceived by the Holy Spirit and
born of a Virgin. Therefore Christ is called the only begotten
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according to his humanity, in respect to this generation from the
Virgin, and not on account of his eternal generation from the
Father, according to his Divinity. Answer: The major is true only
of him who has a generation different from the whole race, that
is, both in nature and in the mode of generation. But Christ
according to his humanity has a generation different from us,
not according to his nature, but only according to the mode of
his generation; for according to his humanity he is consubstantial with us, having a human nature the same with ours in kind:
the difference is only as to the miraculous manner in which he
was conceived and born of the Virgin. Therefore, although he is
the only begotten in respect to {184} this generation, yet in
Scripture and in the Creed he is called the only begotten Son of
God, not according to his human, but according to his divine
nature. Now according to his human nature, Christ has brethren;
but according to his divine nature he has no brethren, because
he was begotten from everlasting from the essence of the Father.
Of no one else is it said “the Father has given to him to have life
in himself,” and that “in him dwells all the fullness of the Godhead bodily.” Therefore he is expressly called the only begotten
of the Father, and not of his mother. The phrase only begotten
properly respects his nature and essence, and not his miraculous conception; and it signifies one that is begotten alone and
not one that is begotten in an extraordinary manner.
Objection: Every son is either natural or adopted. Christ, according to his humanity, is not the natural Son of God. Therefore, he
is adopted. Answer: The major of this syllogism is not sufficiently specific and clear, for there are sons of God by grace, as
the angels, who are not sons by adoption, as we have already
shown.
Hence we are now, in view of what has been said, led to ask
what is meant by this article, I believe in Jesus Christ, the only
begotten Son of God? It means, 1. That I believe that Jesus is the
only begotten Son of God; that is, the natural and proper Son,
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not having any brethren, begotten of the substance of the Father
from everlasting, very God of very God. But this is not enough;
for even the devils believe this, and tremble. Therefore, this is to
be added, 2. I believe that he is the only begotten Son of God for
me, and my salvation in particular: Or, I believe that he is the
Son of God, that he may make me a son by adoption, and communicate to me and all the elect, the right and dignity of the
sons of God, as it is said, “We beheld his glory, the glory as of the
only begotten of the Father.” “This is my beloved Son in whom I
am well pleased.” “He has made us accepted in the Beloved.”
(John 1:14, 12; Matt. 3:17; Eph. 1:6)
OF THE DIVINITY OF CHRIST
The doctrine concerning the only begotten Son of God is the
foundation of our salvation, and has been variously corrupted
and opposed by heretics, in different periods of the church. It is
important, therefore, that we should here more fully explain and
establish this doctrine. There are four things, which are especially to be considered in relation to the Divinity of Christ, the
Son of God:
1. Whether Christ, beside his soul and body, is, and has been a subsistent
or person.
2. Whether he is a person a distinct from the Father and the Holy Spirit.
3. Whether he be equal with the Father and the Holy Spirit.
4. Whether he be consubstantial, that is, of one and the same substance
with both.

There are, therefore, just as many principal propositions to be
demonstrated against different heretics: {185}
1. That Christ, born of the Virgin, besides his soul and body, is a person.
2. That he is a person, distinct from the Father and the Holy Spirit.
3. That he is equal to both.
4. That he is of one and the same essence, or consubstantial.

There are two ways of collecting arguments out of the Scriptures
in favor of the Divinity of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. The
one is when the arguments are gathered according to the order
of the books of the Bible; this is the most laborious and lengthy
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method. The other, which is the shortest and easiest mode,
because it assists the memory, and therefore the one which we
shall follow, is, according to certain classes or sorts of arguments, under which those testimonies of scripture that properly
belong to them are arranged.
1. THE SON OF GOD, THE WORD, IS AND HAS BEEN A
SUBSISTENCE, OR PERSON, BEFORE AND BESIDES THE
FLESH WHICH HE ASSUMED
This proposition is to be proven against ancient and modern
heretics, as Ebion, Cerinthus, Samosatenus, Photinus, Servetus,
and others. The different classes of arguments by which we
prove the hypostasis, or personal existence of the Word, before
and besides the flesh which he assumed, may be reduced to
eight or nine:
1. To the first class belong those passages of Scripture which
expressly teach and distinguish two natures in Christ, and which
affirm of the Word that he was made man, was manifested in
the flesh, assumed our nature, etc., as, “The Word was made of
flesh.” “He took of him the seed of Abraham.” “God was manifested in the flesh.” “Every spirit that confesses not that Jesus
Christ is come in the flesh, is not of God.” “No man has
ascended up to heaven, but he that came down from heaven,
even the Son of man which is in heaven.” “To this end was I
born, and for this came I into the world.” “Forasmuch then as
the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself
likewise took part of the same.” “Before Abraham was I am.”
(John 1:14; Heb. 2:16; 1 Tim. 3:16; 1 John 4:3; John 3:13; 18:37;
Heb. 2; 14; John 8:58) There is, therefore, one nature which
appeared in the flesh, assumed our nature, descended from
heaven, and came into the world, was made a partaker of flesh
and blood, and was before Abraham. And there is also another
nature which was assumed, in which he came and in which he
appeared; for assuming and being assumed are not the same.
Therefore, inasmuch as the Word assumed human nature, he
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must of necessity be different from it, and must have had an
existence before that which he took upon him, and into which
he was not changed, but has a subsistence or hypostasis different and distinct from the flesh which he assumed. The argument
is after this sort: He that assumes, is before that which is
assumed. The Word, or Son, is said to have taken upon him our
nature, and to have been made flesh. Therefore, he was before
that which he assumed.
All those testimonies of the word of God, which distinguish the
Word, who assumed our nature from that which he took upon
himself, are here in point: “Concerning his Son, Jesus Christ,
which was made of the seed of David according to the flesh, but
declared to be the Son of God with {186} power according to
the Spirit of holiness.” “Of whom as concerning the flesh Christ
came, who is over all, God blessed forevermore.” “Christ was put
to death in the flesh, but quickened by the Spirit.” (Rom. 1:3, 4;
9:5; 1 Pet. 3:18) Therefore, there is something in Christ which is
not of the seed of David, and of the fathers, and which was not
put to death. “Destroy this temple and in three days I will raise it
up.” (John 2:19) Therefore, there is in Christ one nature which is
destroyed, and another which raises up that which is destroyed,
viz., the Word, who is called by John “the only begotten Son.”
(John 1:18)
Objection 1: The Word, by which is meant this preacher Jesus,
was made flesh, that is, a mortal man. Answer: This is a bold
and manifest corruption of the meaning of God’s word. The
Word is said to have been God before he assumed our flesh
(through him all things were made) to have come to his own, to
enlighten every man that cometh into the world, was made
flesh, and has imparted of his fullness to us all. Therefore, this
Word was before all men. He was even before Adam himself,
while Abraham and Moses were illuminated by him, and
received out of his fullness. “I am the living bread which came
down from Heaven.” “Christ went by the Spirit in the days of
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Noah and preached to the spirits that are in prison, which were
disobedient in times past.” (John 6:51; 1 Pet. 3:19) But the
human nature of this preacher Jesus did not descend from
heaven, and was not in the times of Noah.
Objection 2: Christ, man, is called God in the New Testament.
Therefore, those who affirm that there is an invisible nature in
this man, corrupt the Scripture; because, when I affirm that you
are a scholar, I do not mean that a scholar is in you. Answer: 1.
Christ is called by the Apostle the Son of God, according to the
Spirit. The Scriptures declare this man to be God, and that” in
him dwells all the fullness of the Godhead bodily.” Christ says of
himself, “Destroy this body.” And the author of the epistle to the
Hebrews makes mention of the tabernacle of the human nature,
and calls his flesh a veil, viz., of his Divinity: “He suffered in the
flesh.” “The Word was made flesh, and came unto his own.” (1
Pet. 4:1; John 1:14, 11) Therefore, there must be another nature
in the flesh. 2. The Scriptures expressly attribute opposite properties to Christ, which cannot be found in any one at the same
time. They also attribute to him a finite and an infinite nature.
“Before Abraham was, I am.” (John 8:58) Therefore, there is a
necessity that this should be understood of different natures by
the communication of properties, for Christ is never described
as being such a God as is made, or as is efficacious in the hearts
of men on account of his excellent gifts.
2. To the second division of arguments, are to be referred those
declarations of Scripture in which Christ is called the proper Son
of God, because he is not adopted, but begotten from the substance of the Father. “Who spared not his own Son.” (Rom. 8:38)
The Jews exclaimed against Christ in the presence of Pilate, “that
he made himself the Son of God,” viz., the proper and natural
Son; otherwise, they themselves would have been guilty of the
blasphemy of which they accused Christ, since they acknowledged themselves the sons of God. And this is explained more
clearly in another place, where the Jews are said to have desired
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to kill Christ, because he said “that God was his Father, making
himself equal with God;” that is, his proper and peculiar Father,
which is inferred from {187} this, that he claimed for himself
that power of working which is peculiar to God. (John 5:18)
Therefore, we conclude from the words of the Jews, that Christ
called himself the proper and natural Son of God, having the
right of a Son by nature, which others obtain by grace through
him: because, if Christ had only called himself the Son of God,
either by adoption or by grace, the Jews could not have charged
him with blasphemy; for so they would have passed sentence
upon themselves as blasphemers, since they boasted that they
were also the children of God. And further, if this had been a calumny on the part of the Jews, Christ would certainly have
refuted it, or at least repelled it as far as he himself was concerned; but instead of this, he admitted what they said, and
showed by solid reasons that he was truly what he professed to
be. Christ is, therefore, the proper Son of God, and there is necessarily another nature in him besides that which he assumed,
according to which he is the proper Son of God.
Objections of Servetus:
Objection 1: Christ is called the proper Son of God because he
was made by God, just as the church is called the peculiar people of God. Answer: This is a corruption; for the Apostle, in the
passage before cited, opposes the proper Son of God to us and to
Angels, who are not the proper sons of God; for the Angels are
the sons of God by the grace of creation, and we by that of adoption. But Christ alone is the proper and natural Son of God,
because he was begotten from the substance of the Father.
Objection 2: But it is no where said in the Scriptures that Christ
is the natural Son of God. Therefore it is nothing more than an
invention of men. Answer: It is true, indeed, that it is no where
said in the Bible that Christ is the natural Son of God, but there
are expressions used of a similar and equivalent signification,
such as, “God’s own Son,” “the only begotten Son,” etc. And then
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the same conclusion is necessarily arrived at as we have already
shown, by the argument of the Apostle to the Romans, and that
of the Jews in John.
Objection 3: The Word was indeed always in God, but not the
Son. Christ was called the Son in respect to his future filiation or
Sonship in the flesh which he assumed. Therefore he is not the
natural Son of God. Answer: 1. Nay, he was not thus called the
Son of God, for his humanity did not proceed from the substance of the Father. 2. The Word is called such a Son as he to
whom the Father gave to have life in himself. 3. There would
not, according to the above objection, have been a personal
distinction between the Father and the Son, because the Word
according to Servetus was no hypostasis or person. Therefore
the Father would have been without the Son, or would have
been the same with the Son as Sabellius erroneously taught.
3. This class of arguments comprises those declarations of Scripture in which Christ is called the only begotten Son of God. “We
beheld his glory, the glory as of the only begotten of the Father.”
“God so loved the world that he gave his only begotten Son,” etc.
(John 1:14; 3:16) Now Christ is called the only begotten Son
because he has no brethren. But according to his human nature
he has brethren, as it is said, “that it was necessary for him in all
things to be made like unto his brethren.” “For which cause he is
not ashamed to call them brethren.” (Heb. 2:17, 11) Therefore
there is in Christ another nature, according to which he is the
only begotten Son of the Father, and in relation to which he has
no brethren. {188}
Objection: Christ is called the only begotten, because the man
Jesus is the only one born of the Virgin by the Holy Spirit.
Answer: This is a false interpretation of the language of Scripture, for 1. He alone is the only begotten who is from the substance of the Father. 2. Because the generation of the Word from
the Father, and that of Christ from the Virgin, are often distinguished in the Scriptures, as it is said of Wisdom in Prov. 8:25,
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“Before the mountains were settled, before the hills, was I
brought forth,” (or as it is otherwise rendered) begotten. “We
beheld his glory, the glory as of the only begotten of the Father.”
And in Matthew we read that Jesus, who is called Christ, was
born of the Virgin Mary. 3. The only begotten is opposed to
angels and men, because Christ is the Son, not by the grace of
adoption as is true of men, nor by that of creation as is true of
angels, but by nature. Here, however, it is objected on the part of
some, that when it is said, “We beheld his glory,” it means the
glory of the man Jesus; but this is an incorrect reference,
because there is no antecedent to which we can properly refer
the person spoken of, but the Word. The words which precede,
are to be carefully noticed: “The Word was made flesh and dwelt
among us, and we beheld his glory,” that is, the glory of the
Word. If, therefore, the Word is called, and is the only begotten,
then certainly, only begotten, in this passage, does not signify
generation from Mary, but from the Father from everlasting.
4. To this division belong all those testimonies of Scripture in
which the title Son of God is ascribed to Christ as to his divine
nature, even before he was made flesh; as, “Who has established
all the ends of the earth? What is his name? And what is his
Son’s name?” “God has spoken unto us by his Son, by whom
also he made the world.” “God sent not his Son into the world to
condemn the world.” (Prov. 30:4; Heb. 1:2; John 3:17) The Father
sent his Son into the world. But human nature is born into the
world. Therefore the Son was before he was sent into the world.
To this class of arguments we must also refer all those portions
of Scripture which attribute divine works to the Son before his
assumption of humanity, as, “by him were all things created that
are in heaven and that are in earth.” “My Father works hitherto
and I work.” “Whatever things the Father does, these also does
the Son likewise.” (Col. 1:16; John 5:17, 19) But the humanity of
Christ does not accomplish whatever the Father does, nor does it
effect any thing in the same manner in which the Father does,
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even now since it has been assumed, much less from the beginning. Therefore, according to this, the Son did all things from the
beginning according to his divine nature, which is something
different from the flesh which he assumed. “No man knows the
Son but the Father, neither knows any man the Father save the
Son, and he to whomsoever the Son will reveal him.” If the Son
now revealed God the Father to those who lived before he
assumed our nature, he must have existed previously.
Those testimonies, moreover, which expressly attribute to Christ
the name of God according to his divine nature, are here in
place. These are to be diligently collected; because the enemies
of the Divinity of Christ strongly insist that the name of God is
only attributed to him in respect to his human nature. “The
Word was God.” “God was manifested in the flesh.” “For this
purpose the Son of God was manifested that he might destroy
{189} the works of the devil.” Therefore, there is in Christ a
nature which was called the Son of God even before he was
made flesh. Hence heretics cannot say that Christ is only now
called the Son of God, since his miraculous conception by the
Holy Spirit.
5. Under this class of arguments we shall comprise those passages of Scripture which speak of the Word. The Word, concerning which John speaks, was a person apart from and before the
assumption of humanity. The Son is the Word. Therefore the
Son is a person apart from and before the flesh assumed. All the
different parts of the description of the Word in the first chapter
of the gospel of John combine to establish the truth of the major
of the above syllogism. Thus it is said that he was in the beginning of the world and was truly God, that through him all creatures were made, that he was the author of all life and light in
men, that he was in the world from the beginning, even when he
was not known, and acknowledged, etc. Now all these things,
which are proper only of some one that is subsistent, living,
intelligent and operating, being ascribed to the Word, most
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clearly prove that he was a person, and that before the man
Jesus was born of the Virgin. The minor is proven from John
1:14: “We beheld his glory,” (viz., that of the incarnate Word)
“the glory as of the only begotten of the Father.” Likewise, he
who is called the Word is, in the same chapter, called the only
begotten Son existing in the bosom of the Father. And again,
John says that it was through the Word, and Paul says that it was
through the Son that God created all things. Therefore, he who is
called the Word and the Son of God is a person which has existed before Jesus was born, and now dwells personally in the
human nature which he assumed.
6. Under this head we shall consider those declarations of holy
writ, which testify of Christ that he is the Wisdom of God. The
argument is this: the wisdom of God, through which all things
were made, is eternal. The Son is that Wisdom. Therefore the
Son is eternal, and by consequence existed before the assumption of humanity. The major is proven from what is said of Wisdom in Prov. 8:22. “The Lord possessed me in the beginning of
his ways, before his works of old. When there were no depths I
was brought forth.” The minor is thus proven: 1. Wisdom, in the
passage just cited, is said to have been begotten. But to be begotten, when this is spoken of an intelligent nature, is nothing else
than to be a Son. 2. Christ calls himself the wisdom of God.
“Therefore also said the Wisdom of God, I will send them prophets,” etc. (Luke 11:49) 3. Paul also calls Christ the wisdom of God.
“We preach Christ, the power of God and the wisdom of God. (1
Cor. 1:24) 4. The same things are ascribed by Solomon to wisdom which the Scriptures in other places attribute with peculiar
efficacy to the Son, and which are more largely treated of in the
book of Wisdom. Therefore Wisdom is the Son of God.
7. To this class belong those testimonies of Scripture concerning
the office of the Mediator, which is to collect and to preserve the
whole church by his merit and efficacy. That the church might
be fully redeemed it was necessary that there should be a Media-
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tor, on account of whom and through whom it might be gathered and defended. This Mediator is neither the Father nor the
Holy Spirit. Therefore Christ is the Mediator of the whole church
existing already from the beginning of the world. The church of
old was received into favor on account of Christ who was to
come; but {190} this could not have been had he not existed;
for no merit or efficacy can be from one who is not. Wherefore
it is clearly evident that Christ had an existence before his incarnation; for it is not possible that there could have been friendship between God and men without a Mediator already existing.
And hence, as there was a state of reconciliation between God
and the faithful under the Old Testament, there must have been
some Mediator of the church. The Scriptures now teach that
there is only one Mediator between God and man, Jesus Christ,
the same yesterday, today, and forever. Therefore Christ must
have existed before his appearance in the flesh. The same thing
may be inferred from the office of the Mediator, which is not
only to appease the Father by intercession and sacrifice, but also
to confer upon the faithful all those good things which he has
obtained by his power and efficacy, to make known the will of
God to men, to institute a ministry, to collect and preserve the
church, and that wholly. “No man knows the Father but the Son,
and he to whomsoever the Son will reveal him.” Therefore, neither Adam nor any of the faithful of old knew God, except
through the Son, consequently the Son must then have existed.
Those testimonies of Scripture, which speak of the efficacy of
Christ, are to be referred to this division as well as those which
speak of his merit. Thus it is said: “He has put all things under
his feet, and gave him to be head over all things to the church.”
“And are built upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets,
Jesus Christ himself being the chief corner stone.” (Eph. 1:22;
2:20) Christ is, therefore, the foundation, the head, the upholder,
and governor of the church, and hence existed before the
church was. “I am the Way, the Truth, and the Life.” “No man
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cometh to the Father but by me.” “I give unto them eternal life.”
“In him was life, and the life was the light of men.” “He was that
true light, which enlightens every man that cometh into the
world.” “For through him we both have access by one Spirit unto
the Father.” “He gave some apostles, some prophets, and some
pastors and teachers.” (John 14:6, 10:28; 1:4, 9; Eph. 2:18, 4:11)
The apostle Peter says that the Spirit of Christ was in the prophets, foretelling the sufferings that should come unto Christ.
Therefore, Christ revealed the will of God, instituted the ministry, established and governs the church; and in as much as he
has done all this from the very beginning of the church, it is not
to be doubted but that he has always existed. “And this is the
Father’s will which has sent me, that of all which he has given
me, I should lose nothing.” (John 6:89) Therefore he preserves
the church, and so has always been, because the church has
always been preserved.
There is a remarkable testimony in the prophecy of Malachi 8:1.
“Behold, I will send my messenger, and he shall prepare the way
before me; and the Lord, whom you seek shall suddenly come to
his temple, even the messenger of the covenant, whom you
delight in.” This is spoken by Christ himself, through the
prophet, and is confirmed by this argument: He for whom a way
is prepared, is Christ. And he who promises, is the one for whom
the way is prepared. Therefore, he who promises is Christ. The
major is plain; for not the Father, but Christ was expected, and it
was he that came after John the Baptist. The minor is proven
from the text. “Behold, I will send my messenger, and he shall
prepare the {191} way before me.” Therefore Christ was, before
he assumed our nature, because he sent his messenger, John,
and was very God before he was manifested in the flesh; for he
calls it his temple, to which he says he was about to come. No
one but God has a temple built for his worship. Therefore, it is
blasphemy to say that Christ did not exist before he assumed
flesh. Nor is it to be objected because he speaks in the third per-
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son: saying the Lord will come to his temple: for he clearly
shows that it is the Son who is meant by that Lord; I, the Lord,
who sent John before me, and who also am the messenger of the
covenant. Hence, it is possible that the prophet changes the person speaking, and represents the Father speaking in regard to
sending his Son.
8. This class of arguments contains the testimonies in relation to
the angel who appeared to the fathers under the Old Testament,
as the messenger of God. “The angel which redeemed me from
all evil, bless the lads,” etc. (Gen. 48:16) This angel of the Lord, of
whose appearance we have many instances recorded in the Old
Testament, the church has always confessed to have been the
Son of God, and that for three reasons: 1. Because the whole
Scriptures teach that the Son of God is the messenger of the
Father to the church, and that he performs the office of Mediator. “The Lord, whom you seek, shall suddenly come to his temple, even the messenger of the covenant, whom you delight in.”
“Unto the Son he says, your throne, O God, is forever and ever,”
etc. “Jesus Christ, the same yesterday, today, and forever.” (Mal.
3:1; Heb. 1:8, 13:8) 2. Because, what is said by Moses concerning
this angel, is said concerning Christ by Paul, that he was tempted
in the desert by the Israelites. From these, and similar things, we
may present the argument thus: the angel, or messenger of the
Father was before the incarnation. That angel was neither the
Father, nor the Holy Spirit, but the Son, because the Son alone is
the messenger of the Father, and the mediator. Therefore, the
Son was a person subsisting before he took upon him our
nature.
9. In this last division are comprehended all those places in the
Scripture in which Christ is expressly called the true God, by
name and properties. “Of whom, as concerning the flesh, Christ
came, who is over all God blessed forever.” “This is the true God,
and eternal life.” (Rom. 9:5; 1 John 5:20) Here the man Jesus
Christ is expressly called the true God. If, therefore, he is the true
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God, he has always existed; for the one true God is from everlasting. “God was manifested in the flesh.” Here Christ is, without
doubt, called God.
To this class of arguments also properly belong all those testimonies which attribute to Christ the work of creation, miracles,
redemption, regeneration, protection, glorification, and also the
government of the whole world, for which infinite wisdom,
power, knowledge, and omnipresence are necessary, of which
we have already at different times furnished quite a number of
proofs. From these it is evident that not only the name, but also
the properties of the true God, are attributed to the man Christ,
the latter of which furnish the strongest proofs of his proper
Divinity; for, while the titles of the true God which are attributed
to Christ, may, after a certain manner, be expounded metaphorically, the divine properties cannot be so wrested as to lose their
proper weight. And if we fortify ourselves with arguments of this
kind, our adversaries cannot stand, but will be {192} compelled, willing or unwilling, to confess that Christ had an existence before his incarnation.
This proposition being established, that the Son subsisted before
his manifestation in the flesh, we must further enquire, “What
was he, the Creator, or a creature?” Was he a Spirit co-eternal
with God, or created in time? An answer to these questions is
returned in the description of the Word, and of wisdom which is
found in the first chapter of the gospel of John, and in the eighth
chapter of the Proverbs of Solomon.
2. THAT THE SON IS A PERSON REALLY DISTINCT FROM
THE FATHER AND THE HOLY SPIRIT
That the person of the Son is distinct from that of the Father,
must be maintained and taught on account of Noetus, Sabellius,
and their adherents, who affirm that the essence of the Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit, is of the same person, or that the three are
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one person; but that they have different names, as Father, Son,
and Holy Spirit, on account of having different offices.
To prove that the Son is distinct from the Father, not only in
office, but also in his personality, the following arguments are
sufficient:
1. No one is a son of himself, but every son is of a father, who is
distinct from him that is begotten, or else the father and the son
would be the same in the same respect, which is absurd. Therefore, the Word is the Son of the Father, and not the Father himself.
2. The Scriptures teach that there are three distinct persons in
the Godhead. “There are three that bear record in heaven, the
Father, the Word, and the Holy Spirit, and these three are one.”
“And God said let us make man in our own image;” (he did not
say I will make man) “I and my Father are one.” “But the Comforter, which is the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in my
name, he shall teach you all things.” “But when the Comforter is
come, whom I will send unto you from the Father, even the Spirit
of truth, which proceeds from the Father, he shall testify of me.”
“Teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit.” (1 John 5:7; Gen. 1:26; John 10:30; 14:26;
15:26; Matt. 28:19) The Holy Spirit also descended in the shape
of a dove, the Son was baptized in Jordan, and the voice of the
Father was heard from heaven, saying, “This is my beloved Son
in whom I am well pleased.” (Matt., 3:16)
3. There are express testimonies of Scripture, which affirm that
the Father is one, the Son is one, and the Holy Spirit is another.
“There is another that bears witness of me,” viz., the Father
speaking from heaven. “My doctrine is not mine, but his that
sent me.” “The Son can do nothing of himself, but what he sees
the Father do.” “And I will pray the Father, and he shall give you
another Comforter.” (John 5:82, 37; 7:16; 5:19; 14:16)
4. There are distinct attributes ascribed to the different persons
of the Godhead. The Father begat the Son, and the Son is begot-
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ten. The Father sent, and the Son is sent. It is not said of the
Father that he was made flesh, but of the Son alone. The Son,
and not the Father, took upon him the seed of Abraham. The Son
was made a supplicating intercessor, priest, prophet, king, and
mediator, and not the Father. Therefore, the Father and Son are
different. The Father is of himself through {193} the Son: the
Son is not of himself, nor through the Father, but through himself from the Father. Finally, Christ was baptized, and not the
Father, nor the Holy Spirit. Therefore, Christ is distinct from the
Father and the Holy Spirit.
3. THAT THE SON IS EQUAL WITH THE FATHER
AND THE HOLY SPIRIT
That the Son is true God, equal with the Father, and the Holy
Spirit, that he was not made or created before all creature, that
he is not God on account of divine qualities and operations, and
that he is not inferior to the other persons of the Godhead, as
Arius, Eunomius, Samosatenus, Servetus, and other heretics of a
similar character imagine; but that he is by nature God, with the
Father and the Holy Spirit, is proven,
1. By explicit testimonies from the Scriptures. “This is the will of
the Father, that all men should honor the Son as they honor the
Father;” but the Father ought to be honored as the true God, and
not as an imaginary Deity; so therefore the Son is to be honored.
“Whatsoever the Father doeth, the Son does likewise.” “As the
Father has life in himself, so has he given to the Son to have life
in himself.” “Christ is over all God blessed forever.” “This is the
true God and eternal life.” “The second man is the Lord from
heaven.” “All things that he has are mine.” “In him dwells all the
fullness of the Godhead bodily.” “Who being in the form of God,
thought it not robbery to be equal with God.” (John 5:23, 5:19,
5:26; Rom. 9:5; 1 John 5:20; 1 Cor. 15:47; Col. 2:9; Phil. 2:6)
2. He is the true, proper, and natural Son of God, begotten from
the essence of the Father. And if he is begotten from the essence
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of God, the same is, therefore, communicated to him whole and
entire, since the divine essence is infinite, indivisible, and not
communicated in part. Therefore, inasmuch as the Son has the
whole essence communicated to him, he is, for this reason,
equal with the Father, and, consequently, true God.
3. The Scriptures attribute all the essential properties of Deity to
the Son, not less than to the Father, as that he is eternal. “Before
the hills, was I brought forth.” “In the beginning was the Word.”
(Prov. 8:25; John 1:1) He is immense: “No man has ascended up
to heaven, but he that came down from heaven, even the Son of
Man which is in heaven.” “That Christ may dwell in your hearts
by faith.” (John 3:13; Eph. 3:17) He is omnipotent: “What things
the Father doeth, these also doeth the Son likewise.” “According
to the working whereby he is able to subdue all things unto himself.” “Upholding all things by the word by his power.” (John
5:19; Phil. 3:21; Heb. 1:3) His wisdom is immense: “His name
shall be called Counselor.” “No man knows the Son but the
Father; neither knows any man the Father except the Son,” etc.
“But Jesus did not commit himself unto them, and did not need
that any should testify of man, for he knew what was in man.”
“Now are we sure that you know all things.” (Ish. 9:6; John 2:54,
16:30) He is the sanctifier of the church: “Christ also loved the
church, and gave himself for it, that he might sanctify and
cleanse it with the washing of water by the word.” (Eph. 5:25,
26) He is unchangeable: “Heaven and earth shall pass away, but
my words shall not pass away.” (Matt. 24:35) He is the truth
itself, yea the {194} fountain of truth: “Though I bear record of
myself, yet my record is true.” “I am the Way, the Truth, and the
Life.” (John 8:14; 14:6) His mercy is unspeakable: “As Christ also
has loved us, and has given himself for us, an offering and a sacrifice to God.” (Eph. 5:2) He is angry with sin, and punishes even
those sins that are committed in secret: “He that believes not the
Son shall not see life, but the wrath of God abides on him.” “And
said to the rocks and mountains, fall on us, and hide us from the
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face of him that sits upon the throne, and from the wrath of the
Lamb.” (John 3:36; Rev. 6:16) Therefore, the Son is by nature
God, and equal with the Father.
4. The Scriptures, in like manner, attribute all divine works
equally to the Father and the Son. He is the creator of all things,
for it is said in the gospel of John: “All things were made by him.”
He is the preserver and governor of all things: “upholding all
things by the word of his power.” (Heb. 1:3) Then there is attributed to Christ those things which appertain specially to the salvation of the church. He sends prophets, apostles, and other
ministers of the church: “As my Father has sent me, even so send
I you.” “And he gave some prophets, and some apostles, and
some evangelists,” etc. (John 20:21; Eph. 4:11) He furnishes his
ministers with necessary gifts and graces: “I will give you a
mouth, and wisdom, which all your adversaries shall not be able
to gainsay nor resist.” (Luke 21:15) He reveals unto us the doctrine of salvation: “The only begotten which is in the bosom of
the Father, he has declared him.” (John 1:18) He confirms this
doctrine by miracles: “And they went forth, and preached everywhere, the Lord working with them, and confirming the word
with signs following.” (Mark 16:20) He instituted the sacraments:
“For I have received of the Lord that which also I delivered unto
you.” “Baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son,
and of the Holy Spirit.” (1 Cor. 11:23; Matt. 28: 19) He reveals the
future: “I, Jesus have sent mine angel to testify unto you these
things in the churches.” “He shall receive of mine, and show it
unto you.” (Rev. 22:16; John 16:14) He collects the church: “I am
the good shepherd, and know my sheep, and am known of
mine.” “Other sheep also I have, which are not of this fold; them
also I must bring and they shall hear my voice, and there shall
be one fold and one shepherd.” (John 10:14, 16) He illuminates
the understandings of men: “No man knows the Father but the
Son, and he to whom he will reveal him.” “Then opened he their
understandings that they might understand the Scriptures.”
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(Matt. 11:27; Luke 24:45) He regenerates and sanctifies: “This is
he which baptizes with the Holy Spirit.” “Who gave himself for
us, that he might redeem us from all iniquity, and purify unto
himself a peculiar people zealous of good works.” (John 1:33;
Tit. 2:14) He governs the lives and actions of the godly: “Without
me you can do nothing.” “I live, yet not I, but Christ lives in me.”
(John 15:5; Gal. 2:20) He comforts the godly in temptations:
“Come unto me all you that labor and are heavy laden, and I will
give you rest.” “Peace I leave with you, my peace I give unto
you.” (Matt. 11:28; John 14:27) He confirms and defends those
that are converted against the temptations of the devil, and preserves them by a true faith unto the end: “Be of good comfort, I
have overcome the world.” “My sheep shall never perish, neither
shall any pluck them out of my {195} hand.” (John 16:33;
10:28) He hears those that call upon him: “If you shall ask anything in my name, I will do it.” “For this I besought the Lord
thrice, and he said unto me, my grace is sufficient for you.” (John
14:14; 2 Cor. 12:8) He forgives sins, justifies, and adopts us as the
children of God: “The knowledge of my righteous servant shall
justify many.” “That you may know that the Son of Man has
power on earth to forgive sins.” “But as many as received him to
them gave he power to be the sons of God.” (Ish. 53:11; Matt. 9:6;
John 1:12) He gives eternal life and salvation: “I give unto them
eternal life.” “This is the true God and eternal life.” (John 10:28; 1
John 5:20) He will judge the world: “He was ordained of God, to
be the Judge of quick and dead.” “Because he has appointed a
day, in the which he will judge the world in righteousness by
that man whom he has ordained.” (Acts 10:42; 17:32) These
divine works attributed to the Son, differ from the divine properties which are also ascribed to him, as effects differ from their
causes.
5. In the Scriptures, equal and common honor and worship are
also attributed to the Father and the Son; which equality follows
from an equality of essence and operations. Christ is wor-
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shipped by the angels and the church: “Let all the angels of God
worship him.” He himself said: “That all men should honor the
Son, even as they honor the Father.” (Heb. 1:6; John 5:23) Faith
and trust are to be reposed in him: “You believe in God, believe
also in me.” (John 14:1) He is called God absolutely, as the
Father: “This is the true God, and eternal life.” He himself instituted the sacraments in which he is worshipped. He is seated at
the right of God, upon the throne of his Father, and rules with
equal power with the Father. He is adored with equal honor with
the Father by the church triumphant. “Blessing, and honor, and
glory, and power be unto him that sits upon the throne, and unto
the Lamb forever and ever.” (Rev. 5:13) Finally, he is the bridegroom, the husband, the head and king of the church, which is
his house, and temple, etc.
Objection: He who has all things from another, is inferior to him
from whom he has them. The Son has all things from the Father.
Therefore, he is inferior to the Father. Answer: The major is true
only of him who has any thing by the grace of the giver; for he
may not have it, and is, therefore, by nature inferior; but it is not
true of him who has all things by generation, or by nature, as the
Son of God, the Word has all things from the Father. “The Father
has given to the Son to have life in himself as he has life in himself.” “All mine are your, and your are mine.” (John 5:26; 17:10)
Objection 2: He who does whatever he does by the will of
another going before, is inferior to him by whose will he is controlled. The Son acts by the will of the Father going before, and
preventing. Therefore, he is inferior to the Father. Answer: The
order of operating on the part of the persons of the Godhead,
does not take away their equality; for it is thus that God reveals
himself in his word; because the Father does all things through
the Son and Holy Spirit; the Son by the Father, through the
Spirit, etc. Neither is this an order of time, or dignity, or nature,
but only of persons; so that the Son wills and does only such
things as the Father wills and does, and that with the same
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power and authority, which, {196} instead of doing away with
their equality, only establishes it the more fully.
4. THAT THE SON IS CO-ESSENTIAL, OR OF THE SAME
ESSENCE WITH THE FATHER AND THE HOLY SPIRIT
Having established the former propositions, we are now naturally led to prove that the Son is con-substantial; that is, of the
same essence with the Father. Heretics are willing to confess that
the Son is of like substance, or essence with the Father, which is,
indeed, true, but does not express the whole truth in relation to
this subject. Two men are, also, like-substantial, who are, nevertheless, not con-substantial. But the Father and the Son are not
only of similar, but of one, and the same essence, and are one
God; for there is only one divine essence which is the same, and
is wholly in every one of the persons of the Godhead. The Father
is, indeed, one person, and the Son is another; but yet the Father
is not one God, and the Son another God, etc. John says, “that
there are three that bear record in heaven;” they are three persons, but not three Gods that bear witness; “for these three are
one.” Therefore, we declare against Arius, that Christ is not only
like-substantial, but also con-substantial with the Father, having
the same divine essence with the Father, which is confirmed by
the following arguments:
1. Because the Son is called Jehovah, who is only one essence.
And not only is the name, but the properties, also, which belong
to Jehovah alone, are attributed to Christ: “And this is his name
whereby he shall be called, The Lord our righteousness.” “Lo
this is our God; we have waited for him, and he will save us; this
is the Lord.” This expected God and Savior is the Messiah, who,
in the same sense, is called “the desire of all nations.” (Jer. 23:6;
Ish. 25:9; Hag. 1:7)
Those passages of Scripture are here also in place in which the
angel of the Lord is called Jehovah himself; and, also, those
which in the Old Testament are spoken concerning Jehovah, and
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in the new are cited and applied to Christ: “When he ascended
up on high, he led captivity captive, and gave gifts unto men.”
(Ps. 68:18; Eph. 4:8) Jehovah was tempted in the desert; the
same is said of Christ. “And let all the angels of God worship
him.” “And you Lord in the beginning have laid the foundation
of the earth, and the heavens are the works of your hands.” (Ps.
97:7; Heb. 1:6; Ps. 102:26; Heb. 1:10)
2. Because he is called the true God, who is but one, as it is said,
“This is the true God, and eternal life.” “Who is over all God
blessed forever.” (1 John 5:20; Rom. 9:5)
3. Because there is one and the same Spirit of the Father and the
Son, proceeding from, and proper unto both through whom the
Father and the Son work. They are, therefore, not distinct in
essence, but only in persons, otherwise each one would have his
own peculiar Spirit, and that different from the Spirit of the
other.
4. Because Christ is the only begotten and proper Son of the
Father, having his essence communicated to him the same, and
entire, in as much as the Godhead can neither be multiplied or
divided.
From these considerations it is easy to return, an answer to the
sophisms of heretics, especially if we consider the source
whence they proceed; for {197} they either rest their conclusions upon false principles; or they transfer to the Creator those
things which are peculiar to created things; or they attribute to
the Divinity of Christ those things which are spoken of his
human nature; or they confound the office of the mediator with
his nature or person; or they exclude the Son and Holy Spirit
from those things which they ascribe to the Father as the fountain of all the divine works of the Son and Holy Spirit; or they
detract from the Son and Holy Spirit those things by which the
Divinity of the Father is distinguished from creatures and idols;
or, finally, they corrupt the language of Scripture.
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General rules by which an Answer may be
returned to the principal heresies and
objections of heretics.
1. Heretics reason from false principles when they argue that, if
God begat one Son he could have begotten more, and the Son
might have begotten another son, etc. We reply to this objection
by laying down this rule: That we are to judge of God according to
the revelation, which he has made in his word, and not according
to the brain of heretics. Hence, as he has revealed himself in his
word as such an one as could have begotten only one Son, and
has and willed to have only one and not more, we should rest
satisfied with this and not go beyond what he has been pleased
to reveal.
2. They assume many things which are true in relation to things
that are finite, but which are false when they are applied to God
who is infinite, as, for example, when they argue, That three cannot be one: three persons really distinct cannot be one essence:
He that begets and he that is begotten are not the same essence:
an infinite person cannot beget another that is infinite: One
essence cannot be communicated to many: He who communicates his own essence, whole and entire to another, does
not remain what he was, etc. To these and similar objections
often brought forward by those who oppose the doctrine of the
Divinity of the Son and Holy Spirit, we reply, not by simply
denying what they affirm, but by making a distinction according
to this rule: Principles which are true concerning a nature that is
finite, are not to be transferred to the infinite essence of God; for
when this is done they become false.
3. When they argue from things peculiar to the human nature,
as that Christ suffered, died, etc., which things cannot be said of
God; we reply to them by making a distinction between the
natures in Christ, according to this rule: those things which are
proper to the human nature of Christ are not to be transferred to
his divine nature.
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4. When they conclude from those things which are peculiar to
the office of the mediator, that God cannot be sent by God; we
must reply according to the rule of Cyril: Sending and obedience
do not take away or conflict with equality of power, or of essence;
or, inequality of office does not set aside equality of nature, or of
persons. It is in accordance with this rule that we are also to
explain that declaration of Christ: My Father is greater than I;
viz., as it respects the office and human nature of the mediator,
but not as it respects his divine essence. (John 14:28)
5. When they conclude that the Son is not God, or that he is inferior to the Father, because he sometimes in the Scriptures
attributes his own works to the Father, as the fountain of all
divine operations, as in John 14:10, {198} “The Father that
dwells in me, he does the works;” an answer is to be returned
according to this rule: Those things which are attributed to the
Father as the fountain, are not to be considered as belonging to
him exclusively, as though the Son did not participate in them; for
they are communicated to him that he may have them as his own.
For whatever things the Father does, these does the Son likewise.
6. So when they argue from those passages of Scripture in which
the Father is opposed to false deities which make no mention of
the Son, that this omission is a manifest proof that the Son is not
that one God, an answer is easily given according to this rule:
When any thing is attributed to any one of the persons of the Godhead that is opposed to creatures, or false deities, that he may
thereby be distinguished from them, the other persons are not
excluded, but only those things in regard to which a comparison is
made. Or, when one divine person, as the Father, is opposed to
creatures, or idols, and glory and honor are ascribed to him, it
does not follow that the Son and Holy Spirit are not of the same
divine essence with the one thus opposed, and that they do not
possess equal honor and glory: Or, the divine properties, operations and honor are attributed to any one of the persons in such
a manner that they are not removed from the other persons of
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the Godhead, but only from creatures: Or, a superlative or exclusive manner of speaking in regard to one person, does not
exclude the other person of the Godhead; but creatures and false
gods with whom the true God in one or more persons, is
opposed. As, “the Father is greater than all,” that is, all creatures,
and not the Son or Holy Spirit. (John 10:29) “Of that day knows
no one, but the Father only,” that is, no creature. (Matt. 24:36)
Hence an answer is also furnished to the declaration, “that they
might know you, the only true God.” (John 17:3) The Son is not
by this excluded as though he were not truly and properly God,
but idols and false gods with whom the Father, the true God, is
compared, are excluded.
7. Concerning the phrases and language of Scripture which they
corrupt, we are to judge of them according to the circumstances
connected with the passages referred to, and by a comparison of
them with other passages, as, “he shall deliver up the kingdom
to God, even the Father,” (1 Cor. 15:24) in such a manner, doubtless, that he himself might retain it, just as the Father delivered
the kingdom to the Son in such a way that he, nevertheless, did
not lose it. So “the Son does nothing;” (John 5:19) that is, he does
nothing of himself, or without the will of the Father going
before, yet he acts by himself from the Father.
Special rules against the sophisms of heretics
and such as are necessary for
the understanding of Scripture.
1. There is nothing objectionable in the declaration that those
who are equal in nature may be unequal in office.
2. That which the Father has given to the Son that he may retain,
he will never take from him again; but that which has been
given and committed to him for a certain time, he must of necessity resign.
3. A consequence, which is drawn from that which is relative to
that which is absolute, is not of force. {199}
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4. It does not follow that he who has his person from another,
has his essence likewise from another.
5. That which is proper to one nature only, is attributed to the
person in the concrete, but not otherwise than in respect to that
nature to which it is proper.
6. Wisdom is two-fold: there is one kind which is in creatures,
which is the order of things in nature wisely constituted: and
there is another wisdom which is in God, which, when it is
opposed to creatures, is the divine mind itself, or the eternal
decree of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit in relation to this order.
But when this wisdom in God is distinguished from God, then it
is properly taken for the Son of God. The former wisdom is created, the latter uncreated.
7. Whenever one person of the Godhead is opposed in the Scripture to creatures, or false gods, and thus distinguished from
them, the other persons are not thereby excluded, but only creatures with whom there is a comparison of the true God. The
same is to be observed in all exclusive and superlative declarations.
8. When God is named absolutely in the Scriptures, it is always
to be understood as referring to the true God.
9. Whereas the Son and Holy Spirit are from the Father; and
whereas the Father works through the Son and Holy Spirit, and
did not humble himself, as the Son; the Scriptures oftentimes,
and especially in the discourses of Christ, understand by the
name of the Father, also the Son and Holy Spirit.
10. When God is considered absolutely, or by himself, or is
opposed to creatures, the three persons are comprehended; but
when he is opposed to the Son, the first person of the Godhead,
which is the Father, is understood.
11. The Scriptures distinguish the persons when they oppose or
compare them with each other, or when they express their personal properties, by which they restrict to one of the persons of
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the Godhead, the name of God common to them all. But they
embrace and mean all the persons of the Godhead, when they
oppose the true God to creatures, or false gods, or consider him
absolutely according to his nature.
12. The Son is wont to refer to the Father that which he has in
common with him, not making any mention of himself, in as
much as he speaks in the person of the mediator.
13. The Son is said to see, to learn, to hear and to work as from
the Father in respect to both natures, but yet with a just and
proper distinction; for the will of God is made known to his
human understanding by revelation. But his Godhead by itself,
and in his own nature, knows and sees most perfectly from everlasting the will of the Father.
14. If the external operations of the three persons were distinct
they would make distinct essences, because, if when one would
work another should rest, there would be different essences.
15. When God is called the Father of Christ and of the faithful, it
does not follow that he is their, and his Father in the same name.
16. The Father has never been without the Son, nor the Father
and the Son without the Spirit, in as much as the Godhead can
neither be increased, diminished, nor changed. {200}
Certain sophisms of heretics against the eternal
Deity of the Son briefly refuted.
Objection 1: Three persons are not one in essence. Jehovah is
one essence. Therefore there cannot be three persons in the
Godhead. Answer: The major holds true only of things finite
and created; and not of the uncreated, infinite, most simple and
individual essence of the Godhead.
Objection 2: He that has a beginning is not eternal. The Son has
a beginning. Therefore he is not that eternal Jehovah who is the
Father. Answer: That is not eternal which has a beginning of
essence and time; but the Son is said to have had a beginning,
not of essence and time; but only of person or of order and of
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the mode of existing. For he has one and the same essence with
the Father, not in time, but by eternal generation. “Whose goings
forth have been from of old, from everlasting.” “And now, O
Father, glorify you me with your own self, with the glory which I
had with you before the world was.” “As the Father has life in
himself, so has he given to the Son to have life in himself.”
(Micah 5:2; John 17:5; 5:26) If it be further objected, that he who
has a beginning of person or of origin, as the Son has, is not
Jehovah; we reply that if this proposition is understood universally, it is false; for the Scriptures distinctly teach, both that the
Son is Jehovah, and that he was begotten, that is, had an origin
of person from the Father.
Objection 3: Our union with God is a consent of will. The union
of the Son with the Father is of the same character, as it is said,
“that they may be one as we are one.” (John 17:11) Therefore the
union of the Son with the Father is not of essence, but only a
consent and agreement of will. Answer: There is more in the
conclusion than in the premises; for the conclusion is universal
while the minor is specific; for there is besides the consent of
the faithful to the will of God, also another union of the Son with
the Father, viz., of essence; because they are one God. “I and my
Father are one.” “I am in the Father and the Father in me.” “He
that has seen me, has seen the Father.” “Who is the express
image of his person.” (John 10:30; 14:9-10; Heb. 1:3)
Objection 4: Besides him in whom the whole Deity is, there is
not another in whom it is likewise. The whole Deity is in the
Father. Therefore the Godhead is not in the Son. Answer: We
deny the major, because the same essence which is in the Father,
is also entire in the Son and Holy Spirit.
Objection 5: The divine essence is not begotten. But the Son is
begotten. Therefore he is not the same divine essence which the
Father is. Answer: Nothing can be concluded from mere particulars; for the major, when expounded generally, is false, that
whatever is the divine essence is not begotten.
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Objection 6: Where there are distinct operations, at least such as
are internal, there are also distinct essences. There are distinct
internal operations of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit. Therefore
their essences are distinct. Answer: The major is true of persons
having a finite nature; but may be inverted when understood of
persons having an infinite essence; for where there are distinct
operations ad intra, which consist in the communicating of
essence, there it must needs be one and the same, and that the
whole essence, because it is communicated entire to whomsoever it is made over.
Objection 7: Christ is the Son of God according to that nature, in
respect to which {201} he is called the Son in the Scriptures. But
he is called the Son according to his human nature only. Therefore he is the Son of God according to this alone, and consequently is not very God. Answer: The minor is false, because the
Son is said to have descended from heaven, to be in heaven
when his flesh was on earth. The Father is said to have created
all things through the Son. These things are not said of the Son
according to his human nature.
Objection 8: The Son has a head and is less than the Father.
Therefore he is not one and the same essence with the Father.
Answer: The Son has a head in respect to his human nature, and
his office as mediator. These things, however, do not detract any
thing from his Divinity.
Objection 9: The divine essence is incarnate. The Father, Son
and Holy Spirit are the divine essence. Therefore the three are
incarnate. Answer: We deny the consequence; for nothing can
be inferred with certainty from mere particulars. The major cannot be established universally; for not whatever is the divine
essence is incarnate, that is, not every person subsisting in it is
incarnate; or the divine essence is not incarnate in the three persons, but only in one, and that in the person of the Son.
Objection 10: The Father only is the true God, as it is said, John
17:3, “That they might know you, the only true God.” Therefore
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the Son is not the true God. Answer: 1. According to the sixth
general rule, there is here not an opposition of the Father, Son
and Holy Spirit; but of the true God, with idols and creatures.
Therefore the particle only does not exclude the Son and Holy
Spirit from Deity, but only those to whom he is opposed. 2.
There is a fallacy in dividing clauses of mutual coherence and
necessary connection; for it follows in the passage above
referred to, “and Jesus Christ whom you have sent.” Therefore
eternal life also consists in this, that Jesus Christ, sent of the
Father, might likewise be known to be the true God, as it is said,
“This is the true God and eternal life.” 3. There is also a fallacy in
referring the exclusive particle only to the subject you, to which
it does not belong; but to the predicate the true God, which the
article in the Greek plainly shows; for the sense is, that they
might know you, the Father, to be that God, who only is the true
God.
Objection 11: Christ distinguishes himself from the Father by
saying, “my Father is greater than I.” Therefore he is not equal
and consubstantial with the Father. Answer: He separates and
distinguishes himself from the Father, 1. In respect to his human
nature. 2. In respect to the office of mediator. The Father, therefore, is greater than the Son, not as to his essence, in which the
Son is equal with the Father, but as to his office and human
nature. It is resolved in accordance with the fourth general rule.
Objection 12. The mediator between God and man is not God
himself. But the Son is the mediator between God and man.
Therefore he is not God. Answer: The major is false, because it
might follow for the same reason, that the mediator between
God and man is not man.
Reply 1: The major is thus proven: God is not inferior to himself.
The mediator with God is inferior to him. Therefore he is not
God. Answer: The minor is true of the office of Christ, in which
sense he is inferior to God; but it is not true when understood of
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his nature, according to the fourth general rule: Inequality of
office does not take away equality of nature or of persons.
Reply 2: The Son is mediator with Jehovah. But the Son is not
{202} mediator with himself. Therefore he is not Jehovah.
Answer: We remark again that nothing can be inferred from
mere particulars. The major is not general: for the Son is not
mediator with whomsoever is Jehovah; but with the Father.
Reply 3: Then the Son and Holy Spirit are not truly reconciled,
or they are reconciled without a mediator. Answer: We deny the
consequence, because the same will belongs to the three persons. When the Father is appeased the Son and Holy Spirit are
also reconciled.
Reply 4: The Son is mediator with him whom he reconciles. But
the Son does not only reconcile the Father, but also himself.
Therefore he is mediator with himself, which is absurd. Answer:
We reply to the major: That the Son is properly said to be mediator with him whom he so appeases by his satisfaction, that the
decree and purpose of atonement may seem to have originally
sprung from him. But this is the Father alone. Therefore the Son
is not, in this sense, mediator with himself, but with the Father
alone. Again, it is not absurd to say that the Son is mediator
towards or with himself; for it is not absurd that he should carry
on the offices, both of God accepting and of the mediator making reconciliation, but in different respects: the former by reason of his divine nature; the latter by reason of the office of
mediator.
It is proper to compare these objections with those which are
brought forward under the subject of the Trinity. For the same
objections and sophisms which are brought against the divine
essence and the Trinity itself, are brought against each single
person of the Godhead; and those with which one person is
assailed, are the same which are brought against the essence of
God. Besides some objections were there merely proposed
which are here more fully refuted.
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More may be seen on this subject in the first volume of Ursinus,
from page 115 to 125.

QUESTION 34.
34. Why do you call Him “our Lord”?
A. Because, not with silver and gold, but with His precious
blood, He has redeemed and purchased us, body and
soul, from sin and from all the power of the devil, to be
His own.
EXPOSITION:
Two things are here to be considered:
1. In what sense Christ is called Lord.
2. For what causes, and in how many ways he is our Lord.

1. IN WHAT SENSE CHRIST IS CALLED LORD
To be Lord is to have a right over some thing or person. Christ,
therefore, is our Lord and the Lord of all, 1. Because he has
dominion over us, and over all things: he has a care for all
things, keeps and preserves all, and especially those who have
been purchased and redeemed by his blood. 2. Because all
things are subject to him, and we are bound to serve him, in
body and soul, that he may be glorified by us. {203} The name
Lord belongs to both natures of Christ, just as that of Prophet,
Priest and King; for the names of the office, benefits, dignity and
beneficence of Christ towards us are affirmed of his whole person, not by the communication of properties, as the names of
the two natures and attributes of Christ, but properly in respect
to each nature. For both natures of Christ will and secure our
redemption: the human nature paid the price of our redemption
by dying for us, and the divine gives and offers to the Father this
price, and applies it unto us by the Spirit. Christ is, therefore, our
Lord not only in respect to his divine nature, which has created
us, but also in respect to his humanity; for even in as far as he is
man, the person of Christ is Lord over all angels and men.
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2. FOR WHAT CAUSES, AND IN HOW MANY WAYS HE IS
OUR LORD?
Christ is our Lord, not only in one, but in many respects.
1. By right of creation, sustenance and government in its general
character, as well as that which he has in common with the
Father and Holy Spirit. Hence it is said, “all mine are your, and
your are mine.” (John 17:10) The general dominion of Christ is
that which extends itself not only to us, but to all men, even the
wicked and the devils themselves, although not in the same
respect. For 1. He created us to eternal life, but them to destruction. 2. He has a right and power over the wicked and devils, to
make them do what he pleases, so that without his will they cannot so much as move; and if he wills he has power to reduce
them to nothing, as the history which we have in the gospel of
the man possessed with devils, sufficiently testifies. But besides
this right which he likewise has over us, he is also called our
Lord, because he guards us as his own peculiar people, whom he
has purchased with his blood, and sanctifies by his Spirit; and,
furthermore, by this his Spirit, he rules and governs us, and
works in our hearts faith and obedience.
2. By the right of redemption peculiar to himself; because he
alone is the mediator, who has redeemed us by his blood, from
sin and death, delivered us from the power of the devil and set
us apart for himself. The way in which we have been redeemed
is most precious, because it was far greater to redeem us with his
blood than with money. Therefore, the right of possession which
he has over us is also of the strongest character. But, seeing that
he has redeemed us, it is evident that we were slaves. We were
indeed the servants and slaves of the devil, from whose tyranny
Christ has delivered us; hence we are now the servants of Christ;
because, notwithstanding we were by nature his enemies, and
deserving of destruction, he has preserved and redeemed us.
Slaves were first called servi by the Romans, from servando,
which properly means preserved, because, being taken captives

Lord’s Day 13

379

by their enemies, they were preserved, when they might have
been slain. This dominion of Christ over us is special, inasmuch
as it extends only to the church.
Objection: If we have been redeemed from the power of the
devil, the price of our redemption has been given to him; for
from whose power we are redeemed, to him is the ransom due.
But the price of our redemption was not given to Satan. Therefore we have not been redeemed from his power. Answer: The
price of our deliverance is due him from whose power we have
been redeemed, provided he is supreme Lord, and holds a
dominion over {204} us by right. But God alone, and not Satan,
is our Supreme Lord, and holds a dominion over us justly. Therefore the price of our redemption is due to God, and not to the
devil. It is true indeed, that Satan enslaved us by the just judgment of God, on account of sin, taking us by force, and thus
making inroads upon the possessions of another. But Christ, that
strong armed and greater one, having made satisfaction for our
sins, and broken the power of the devil, liberated us from his tyranny. Therefore Christ has redeemed us in respect to God,
because he paid to him our ransom, and in respect to the devil,
he has liberated us, and asserted and secured our freedom.
3. By reason of our preservation Christ is our Lord; because he
defends us even to the end, and keeps us unto eternal life, not
only by preserving our bodies from injuries, but our souls also
from sin. For our preservation must be understood not only concerning our first rescue from the power of the devil, but also
concerning our continual preservation and the consummation
of his benefits. Christ himself speaks of this preservation when
he says, “Those that you gave me I have kept, and none of them
is lost.” “No man shall pluck them out of my hands.” (John
17:12; 10:28) He preserves the wicked unto destruction, and that
merely with a temporal defense.
4. In respect to ordination or appointment; because the Father
ordained the Word, or this person, Christ, to this, that he might
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through him accomplish all things in heaven and on earth. For
Christ is our Lord not only in that he preserves us, having rescued us from the power of the devil and made us the sons of
God; but also because the Father has given us to him, and has
constituted him our Prince, King and Head. “He has appointed
him heir of all things.” “Yours they were and you gave them me.
All that the Father gives me shall come to me.” “And has put all
things under his feet, and gave him to be Head over all things to
the church,” etc. “Him has God exalted with his right hand to be
a Prince and a Savior for to give repentance to Israel,” etc. (Heb.
1:2; John 17:6; 6:37; Eph. 1:22; Acts 5:31) Since Christ, therefore,
is our Lord in a far more excellent manner than others, we are
also much more strongly obligated to render obedience to him;
for he is our Lord in such a manner that he may do with us what
he wills, and has an absolute right over us, which he, however,
uses only for our salvation; for we receive from him more and
infinitely greater benefits than from any one else. Hence we
ought ever to acknowledge the dominion which Christ has over
us, which acknowledgement to be complete, implies 1. A confession of this great benefit, that Christ should condescend to be
our Lord. 2. A confession of our obligation and duty to him,
which may be comprehended in serving, worshipping and loving him.
What, therefore, is the meaning of this article, I believe in Christ,
our Lord? Three things are here to be observed: 1. To believe that
Christ is Lord. This, however, is not sufficient, for we believe also
that the devil is lord; but not of all, nor of us, as we believe Christ
is Lord of us all. 2. To believe that Christ is Lord both of all and of
us. Neither is this all that is necessary for us to believe; for the
devils also believe that Christ is their Lord, as it is plain that he
has a right and authority over them. 3. To believe in Christ as our
Lord; that is, to believe that he is our Lord in such a manner that
we may repose our confidence in him. And this is {205} what
we are especially required to believe.
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When we, therefore, say that we believe in our Lord, we believe,
1. That the Son of God is the Creator of all things, and therefore
has a right over all creatures. “All things that the Father has are
mine.” 2. That he is in a peculiar manner constituted the Lord,
the defender and preserver of the church, because he has
redeemed it with his blood. 3. That the Son of God is also my
Lord, that I am one of his subjects, that I am redeemed by his
blood and continually preserved by him, so that I am bound to
be grateful to him. And, further, that his dominion over me is
such as is calculated to promote my good, and that I am saved
by him as a most precious possession, a peculiar purchase,
secured at the greatest expense.
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LORD’S DAY 14
QUESTION 35.
35. What is the meaning of “conceived by the Holy Spirit,
born of the virgin Mary”?
A. That the eternal Son of God, who is and continues true
and eternal God, took upon Him the very nature of man,
of the flesh and blood of the virgin Mary, by the operation
of the Holy Spirit; so that He also might be the true seed
of David, like unto His brethren in all things, sin
excepted.
EXPOSITION:
The exposition of this question is necessary on account of
ancient and modern heretics, who have denied, and who now
deny, that the flesh of Christ was taken from the substance of the
Virgin. The Eutychians argue: Christ was conceived by the Holy
Spirit; therefore the flesh of Christ was produced from the substance of the Divinity, or from the essence of the Holy Spirit, and
by this means the divine nature was changed into the human.
The fallacy of this argument arises from an incorrect use of a figurative mode of speaking; for the terms by, from, or of the Holy
Spirit do not signify a material, but an efficient cause, the power,
efficacy, virtue, or operation of the Holy Spirit; for it was by the
virtue, or operation of the Holy Spirit that the Son of God was
conceived in the womb of the Virgin, according to the words of
the angel: “The Holy Spirit shall come upon you, and the power
of the Highest shall overshadow you.” (Luke 1:35) Christ is also
called the seed of Abraham, the Son of David. Therefore he took
his flesh from these fathers, and not from the Holy Spirit. As we
are born of God because he made us, so Christ was conceived by
the Holy Spirit; because it was by his virtue and operation that
he was conceived; and not because he was formed from the substance of the Holy Spirit.
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Objection: But if the particle of or by does not signify a material
cause when used of the Holy Spirit, then, in like manner, it cannot signify this when it is said of Christ that he was born of the
Virgin Mary. Answer: The cases are not exactly parallel, for in
relation to the latter article, it was necessary for Christ to be born
of the seed of David; but when it is said he was conceived of, or
by the Holy Spirit, the particle by cannot refer to or signify a
material case, for these reasons: 1. Because, if this were true,
then that which immediately follows, viz., that he was born of
the Virgin Mary, {206} would not be true. 2. Because God is not
susceptible of any change, and therefore, cannot be changed
into flesh. 3. Because the Word assumed flesh, but was not
changed into it.
What, therefore, does the conception of Christ by the Holy Spirit
signify? Three things are comprehended in it.
1. That Christ was miraculously conceived in the womb of the
Virgin, by the immediate action, or operation of the Holy Spirit,
without the seed and substance of man, so that his human
nature was formed from his mother alone, contrary to the order
of things which God has established in nature, as it is said, “The
power of the Highest shall overshadow you.” (Luke 1:35) If it
were here objected, that God has also formed us, we reply, that
we have been formed mediately, and not immediately as Christ
was, from which it is evident that the examples are not the same.
2. The Holy Spirit miraculously sanctified that which was conceived and produced in the womb of the Virgin, so that original
sin did not attach itself to that which was thus formed; for it did
not become the Word, the Son of God, to assume a nature polluted with sin, for the following reasons: 1. That he might be a
pure sacrifice; for it was necessary for him to make satisfaction
for sin. 2. That he might also, by his purity, sanctify others. 3.
That we might know that whatever the Son says is truth; for that
which is born of flesh, which is sinful, and not sanctified, is
flesh, falsehood and vanity.
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Objection: But Christ was born of a mother that was a sinner.
Therefore he himself had sin. Answer: The Holy Spirit knows
best how to distinguish and separate sin from the nature of man;
for sin is not from the nature of man, but was added to it from
the devil.
3. That the hypostatical union of the two natures, the divine and
the human, was formed by the same Holy Spirit, in the womb of
the Virgin, immediately and at the very moment of his conception.
The meaning, therefore, of this article, he was conceived by the
Holy Spirit, is, that the Holy Spirit was the immediate author of
the miraculous conception of the flesh of Christ—that he separated all impurity of original sin from that which was thus conceived, and united the flesh with the Word in a personal union
in the very moment of conception.
He was born of the Virgin Mary. It was necessary for the Messiah
to be born of the Virgin according to the predictions of the
prophets, that he might be a High Priest without sin, and the
type or figure of our spiritual regeneration, which is not of the
will of flesh, but of God. Hence it is added in the Creed, that
Christ was born of the Virgin Mary:
1. That the truth of the human nature assumed by the Son of
God might thus be signified, that is to say, that Christ was conceived by the power of the Holy Spirit, and was born a true man
from the substance of Mary his mother; or, the flesh of Christ,
although miraculously conceived, was nevertheless taken, and
born of the Virgin.
2. That we may know that Christ has descended from the fathers
from whom Mary also was, that is to say, that he was the true
seed of Abraham, being born from his seed, and that he was the
Son of David, being born from the daughter of David, according
to the prophecies and promises.
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3. That we may know that the Scriptures are fulfilled, which
declared, “Behold a Virgin shall conceive and bear a son.” “The
seed of the woman shall bruise the serpent’s head.” (Ish. 7:14;
Gen. 8:15) From this {207} fulfillment of prophecy, by which it
was foretold that Christ should be born of a Virgin of the family
of David, and that by a miraculous conception, which the prophets did in a manner foretell, it is most clearly manifest that this
man Jesus, born of the Virgin, is the promised Messiah, or the
Christ, the redeemer of the human race.
4. That we may know that Christ was sanctified in the womb of
the Virgin, by the power of the Holy Spirit, and is, therefore, pure
and without sin.
5. That we may know that there is an analogy between the nativity of Christ, and the regeneration of the faithful; for the birth of
Christ of the Virgin is a sign of our spiritual regeneration, which
is not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of
man, but of God.

QUESTION 36
36. What benefit do you receive from the holy conception
and birth of Christ?
A. That He is our Mediator, and with His innocence and
perfect holiness covers, in the sight of God, my sin,
wherein I was conceived.
EXPOSITION:
There are two benefits resulting from the holy conception and
nativity of Christ. First, the confirmation of our faith that he is
the mediator; and, secondly, the consolation that we are justified
before God through him. The reason of this arises from the fact,
that he could not be the mediator between God and man, who is
not himself very man, and perfectly righteous, and who is not
united with the Word. It was necessary for the mediator to be, by
nature, true God and man, that he might preserve the salvation
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purchased for us. “For such an High-Priest became us, who is
holy, harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners, and made
higher than the heavens.” (Heb. 7:26)
What, therefore, is the meaning of this article, I believe in Jesus
Christ, who was conceived by the Holy Spirit, born of the Virgin
Mary?
First, I believe that this natural Son of God was made true man in
a miraculous manner, and that he is one Christ having two
natures, the divine and human, joined together by a personal
union, and that he was sanctified by the Holy Spirit from his
mother’s womb.
Secondly, I believe that he is such, true God and true man, and
yet but one Christ, and that he was sanctified from his mother’s
womb, that he might redeem and sanctify me, (which he could
not do unless sanctification and union were effected in him) and
that I have the right of the adoption of the sons of God, for the
sake of this, his Son, conceived and born in the manner just
described.
OF THE TWO NATURES IN CHRIST
The article of the incarnation, or of the two natures in Christ,
and their hypostatical union is next to be considered. The questions which are here to be expounded somewhat largely, are the
following: {208}
1. Are there two natures in the Mediator?
2. Do these natures constitute one or two persons?
3. If but one person, what is the nature of this union?
4. Why was it necessary that the hypostatical union should be constituted?

1. ARE THERE TWO NATURES IN THE MEDIATOR?
That Christ has a divine nature has already been proven. That he
has a human nature was formerly denied by Marcion, and is to
this day denied by the Schwenckfelders,9 who hold that Christ is
a man only in name. It is, therefore, to be proven against heretics, that Christ is a true and natural man, consisting of a body
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and soul, perfectly and truly, and subject to all infirmities, sin
excepted. The proofs of this are:
1. The testimonies of Scripture, which teach that Christ had all
the parts of human nature, and that he was made like unto us in
all things, sin only excepted. “For both he that sanctifieth and
they who are sanctified, are all of one; for which cause he is not
ashamed to call them brethren. Forasmuch then as the children
are partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took
part of the same. For verily he took not on him the nature of
angels; but he took on him the seed of Abraham. Wherefore, in
all things it was necessary for him to be made like unto his
brethren, that he might be a merciful and faithful High Priest in
things pertaining to God, to make reconciliation for the sins of
the people.” “For we have not an High Priest which cannot be
touched with the feeling of our infirmities; but was in all points
tempted like as we are, yet without sin.” (Heb. 2:11-18, and 4:15)
Those passages of Scripture are here likewise in point, in which
our Lord himself confirmed the truth of his human nature after
his resurrection, as when he said to the disciples, “Handle me
and see; for a spirit has not flesh and bones as you see me have,”
etc. (Luke 24:39, 40)
There have been those who have maintained that the Divinity of
Christ was constituted the soul of his body. Thus Apollinarius
taught, that Christ had indeed a true human nature, but that the
Word was united to him in the place of a soul. This heresy is easily refuted by the words of Christ himself, “My soul is exceeding
sorrowful, even unto death.” (Matt. 27:38) The body now cannot
be said to be sorrowful, for it is not susceptible of grief; neither
can sadness be attributed to the Divinity, for this is free from
every passion. “Father, into your hands I commend my spirit,
9. [The followers of Kaspar von Ossig Schwenkfeld (1489-1561), a
mystic during the days of the Reformation whose views were
similar to the Quakers.—EDB]
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and having thus said he gave up the ghost.” (Luke 23:46) The
spirit here signifies the soul, and not the Divinity, because the
Divinity never departed from the human nature. And, again, it is
said by Paul, Heb. 2:17, “It was necessary for him to be made like
unto his brethren.” But without a soul he would not have been
like unto his brethren in all things; for he would not have been a
true man. Hence it is necessary that Christ had a human soul.
2. The same doctrine is also confirmed by the divine promises
and prophecies; for the Messiah was promised to be such an one
as would be the seed of the woman, the seed of Abraham, the
son of David, the son of a Virgin, etc. “The seed of the woman
shall bruise the serpent’s head.” “Behold a Virgin shall conceive
and bear a son.” “The book of the {209} generation of Jesus
Christ, the son of David, the son of Abraham.” “Blessed is the
fruit of your womb.” “Concerning his Son Jesus Christ, who was
made of the seed of David according to the flesh.” (Gen. 3:15;
Ish. 7:14; Matt. 1:1; Luke 1:42; Rom. 1:3) The argument which is
drawn from these declarations made in relation to the Messiah,
is most convincing; for if the humanity which he assumed was
from the seed of Abraham, and of David, then he had a real
human nature.
3. The office of mediator demanded in Christ, our deliverer, a
true human nature taken from ours, which had sinned, and
which was to be redeemed through him, as we have shown in
the former part of this work; for it was necessary for the same
nature which had sinned, to suffer and make satisfaction for sin.
Therefore, inasmuch as our nature sinned, Christ took this upon
himself, and not a nature created out of nothing, or brought
down from heaven, etc. Nor did it merely behoove our mediator
to take upon him our nature, but it was further necessary that he
should retain and keep it forever; because the Father receives us
into his favor only upon the condition that we remain engrafted
into his Son. This consolation, too, that Christ is our brother, that
he bears our nature, and is bone of our bone, and flesh of our
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flesh, is necessary for us continually, even in eternity; for we
should lose this consolation if Christ had not truly taken our
nature, and would not retain it forever. Without this he would
not be our brother.
Objection 1: The flesh of Adam (that is, that which is made over
to his posterity by generation) is sinful. But the flesh of Christ is
not sinful. Therefore it is not of the flesh of Adam. Answer:
There is here a fallacy of accident, in affirming that to be true of
the substance which is true only by an accident. Since the flesh
of Adam is not sinful in itself, but only by an accident, it also follows that the flesh of Christ is, only in respect to that accident,
not the flesh of Adam, but is, according to the substance, the
same flesh of Adam. Hence the argument ought rather to be
changed thus:
The flesh of Adam is true flesh. The flesh of Christ is the flesh of
Adam. Therefore the flesh of Christ is true flesh.
Objection 2: Christ was conceived by the Holy Spirit. Therefore
his flesh was produced and propagated from the substance of
the Holy Spirit, and is for this reason no creature. Answer: We
reply to this as we did to the objection brought forward under
the thirty-fifth Question of the Catechism, that there is a fallacy
in misunderstanding the figure of speech that is employed; inasmuch as the particle by does not signify a material, but an efficient cause.
Objection 3: In God there are not two natures. Christ is God.
Therefore there are not two natures in Christ. Answer: Nothing
can be established by mere particulars: for the major does not
express what is universally true; but what is true only of God,
the Father, and Holy Spirit, and not of the incarnate Son, which
is God manifested in the flesh.
Reply 1: But nothing can be added unto God by reason of his
perfection. The Son is God. Therefore it is not possible to add
human nature to his Divinity. Answer: We grant that nothing
can be added to God by way of perfection, so as to change or
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perfect his essence; but there may be something added to him
by copulation, or union; because he took upon him the seed of
Abraham.
Reply 2: God dwells in light inaccessible. Therefore it is not possible that human nature could ever approach him. Answer: It is
conceded that human {210} nature cannot approach God,
much less become personally united to him, unless he draw,
assume, and unite it with himself.
Reply 3: It is reproachful to God to be a creature. Answer: It
would, indeed, be reproachful to God if he were to be changed
into a creature; but that he should be united with a created
nature, without a change of his own essence, is honorable unto
God, as he, by this means, demonstrates to the whole world, his
infinite wisdom, goodness and power.
2. DO THE TWO NATURES OF CHRIST
CONSTITUTE ONE OR MORE PERSONS?
There are two natures in Christ, whole and distinct; but only one
person. Marcion taught that there were two Christs: the one crucified, the other not: and that the one came to the assistance of
the other upon the cross. But it was necessary for one to be
Christ, because it was necessary that one should be mediator
both by merit and efficacy. Therefore there it must be only one
person.
Objection 1: In whom there are two things, which constitute two
entire persons, in him there are also two persons. In Christ there
are two natures, which constitute two entire persons; for the
Word is a complete person, while body and soul also constitute
a person. Therefore there are two persons in Christ. Answer: We
deny that part of the minor proposition which affirms that body
and soul, in connection with the Word, constitute a person. This
appears to be false, according to the definition which we have
given of person, which does not belong to the human nature
assumed by the Word; for it does not subsist by itself, but is sus-
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tained in, and by another, viz., in and by the Word. It was formed
and assumed by the Word at one and the same time, and never
would have existed, unless it had been assumed by the Word;
nor could it even now exist were it not sustained by the Word. It
is also a part of another, viz., of the mediator. But a person,
according to the definition which we have given, is something
individual, intelligent, subsisting by itself, not sustained by
another, nor part of another. Hence it is evident that the human
nature of Christ is not in, and of itself, a proper person, although
it may be said to belong to the substance of Christ, and to be a
part of him. The Word, however, was and is a person, and yet
has a relation to our nature in as far as he has taken it upon himself. Hence it is correct to say: the person took the nature, and
the nature assumed a nature; but we cannot correctly say, the
person took a person, or the nature took a person; for the
human nature which is in Christ was created in order that it
might be made a part of another, so that we may properly say
that it is a part of another; yet, when we so speak, all imperfections must be carefully excluded. Many, however, refrain
from the use of such language in consequence of the dangers
and abuses to which it may lead. Yet Damascenus (John of Damascus) and others often use this form of speaking.
Objection 2: But, according to this the Word cannot be a person,
because he is a part of the person; and that which is only a part
cannot be a person. Answer: That which is only part of a person
(and such a part that is not of itself a person) is no person; or,
that which is a part of a person, is not that person of which it is a
part. And so it may be said of the Word, if it be properly understood, that he is not the whole person of the mediator, although
he is in, and of himself, a whole and complete person in respect
to the Godhead. {211}
Objection 3: God and man are two persons. Christ is God and
man. Therefore there are two persons in him. Answer: The
major is true if we understand God and man as existing sepa-
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rately, without any union. But Christ is God and man in union.
There is, therefore, here a fallacy of composition and division;
for in the major proposition God and man are taken disjunctively, or as existing separately; and in the minor conjunctively,
or as joined together.
Reply 1: But the Word united to himself a body and soul; and,
therefore, a person. Answer: It is true, indeed, he united these to
himself, but it was by a personal union, so that the body and
soul which Christ took, do not exist by themselves, but in the
person of the Word.
Reply 2: But he united to himself the essential parts of a person,
and therefore he must also have united a person. Answer: This
holds true merely in relation to such parts as subsist by themselves; but the body and soul of Christ do not subsist, nor could
they ever have subsisted, unless in this union.
3. WHAT IS THE UNION WHICH EXISTS BETWEEN THE
TWO NATURES OF CHRIST, AND HOW WAS IT MADE?
The union which exists between the two natures in Christ was
made by the operation of the Holy Spirit in the very conception,
in such a manner that the two natures subsist in the single person of Christ, without confusion, without change, indivisible,
and inseparable, as it is expressed in the Chalcedonian creed. It
is called the hypostatical or personal union, because the two
natures that are different are united in a mysterious manner in
one person, while the essential properties of each nature are
retained whole and entire. It is on account of this union that
Christ is called, and is true God and man in respect to the distinct natures of which he is possessed: he is very God according
to the divine, and very man according to the human nature.
“That holy thing which shall be born of you shall be called the
Son of God.” “In him dwelleth all the fullness of the Godhead
bodily.” “The word was made flesh.” “He took upon him the
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seed of Abraham.” “God was manifested in the flesh.” (Luke
1:35; Col. 2:9; John 1:14; Heb. 2:16; 1 Tim. 8:16)
4. WHY WAS IT NECESSARY THAT THIS HYPOSTATICAL
UNION SHOULD BE EFFECTED?
The reasons which made it necessary that the mediator should
be a true man, and perfectly righteous, and at the same time,
true God, have been presented and explained under the 16th
and 17th Questions of the Catechism, so that it is not necessary
that we should here repeat them. For these reasons it was necessary that a personal union should be effected between the
natures of the mediator, that he might at the same time be very
man and very God, who might be able to restore and merit for us
that righteousness and life which we have lost; for had not these
natures concurred and met together in the person of the Word,
as above described, he could not have accomplished the work of
our redemption. {212}
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LORD’S DAY 15
QUESTION 37
37. What do you understand by the word “suffered”?
A. That all the time He lived on earth, but especially at the
end of His life, He bore, in body and soul, the wrath of
God against the sin of the whole human race; in order
that by His passion, as the only propitiatory sacrifice, He
might redeem our body and soul from everlasting
damnation, and obtain for us the grace of God,
righteousness, and eternal life.
EXPOSITION:
We have, thus far, in our remarks upon the second part of the
Creed, spoken only of the person of the mediator. We shall now
proceed to speak of his office, which is included in the remaining part of the second division of the Creed, which treats of God,
the Son and our redemption. And we shall, in the first place,
speak of the humiliation of Christ, (the first part of his office)
which we have comprehended in the fourth Article: Suffered
under Pontius Pilate; was crucified, dead, and buried: He descended into hell. The passion or suffering of Christ is placed
immediately after his conception and nativity; 1. Because our
entire salvation consists in his passion and death. 2. Because his
whole life was one continued scene of suffering and privation.
There are also many things which may, and ought to be profitably observed, in the history of the life which Christ spent on
earth, written by those who were eyewitnesses of the facts
which they record. For this does not only prove him to be the
promised Messiah, in as much as all the predictions of the
prophets meet, and are fulfilled in him; but it is also a consideration of the humiliation and obedience which he rendered unto
his Father.
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Those things which are to be considered in relation to the suffering of Christ, properly belong here; such as the history of
Christ’s passion, agreeing, as it does, with all that had been foretold concerning it, and the wonderful events with which it was
connected—the causes and benefits of his suffering, and the
example which Christ has furnished us, teaching us that we too
must enter into glory through suffering.
But, for a more complete exposition of this Article, we shall consider more particularly,
1. What we are to understand by the term passion, or what it was that
Christ suffered
2. Whether he suffered according to both natures
3. What the impelling cause of his suffering was
4. What the final causes and fruits of his sufferings were

1. WHAT ARE WE TO UNDERSTAND BY THE PASSION OF
CHRIST, OR WHAT DID CHRIST SUFFER?
By the term passion we are to understand the whole humiliation
of Christ, or the obedience of his whole humiliation, all the miseries, infirmities, griefs, torments and ignominy to which he was
subject, for our sakes, from the moment of his birth even to the
hour of his death, as well in soul as in body. The principal part of
his sorrows and anguish were the torments of soul, in which he
felt and endured the wrath of God against the sins of all {213}
mankind. By the term passion, however, we are to understand
chiefly the closing scene, or last act of his life, in which he suffered extreme torments, both of body and soul, on account of
our sins. “My soul is exceeding sorrowful, even unto death.” “My
God, my God, why have you forsaken me.” “Surely he has borne
our griefs. He was wounded for our transgressions.” “Yet it
pleased the Lord to bruise him.” (Matt. 26:38; 27:46; Ish. 53:4, 5,
10)
What, therefore, did Christ suffer? 1. The privation or destitution
of the highest felicity and joy, together with all those good things
which he might have enjoyed. 2. All the infirmities of our nature,
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sin only excepted: he hungered, he thirsted, was fatigued, was
afflicted with sadness and grief; etc. 3. Extreme want and poverty; “The Son of man has not where to lay his head.” (Matt.
8:20) 4. Infinite injuries, reproaches, calumnies, treacheries,
envyings, slanders, blasphemies, rejections and contempt; “I am
a worm, and no man; and a reproach of many.” “He has no form
or comeliness, and when we shall see him there is no beauty
that we should desire him.” (Ps. 22:6; Is 53:2) 5. The temptations
of the devil; “He was in all points tempted like as we are, yet
without sin.” (Heb. 4:15) 6. The most reproachful and ignominious death, even that of the cross. 7. The keenest and most bitter
anguish of soul, which is doubtless a sense of the wrath of God
against the sins of the whole human race. It was this that caused
him to exclaim, upon the cross, with a loud voice, “My God, my
God, why have you forsaken me?” as if he should say, Why do
you not drive away from me such severe anguish and torments?
Thus we see what, and how greatly Christ has suffered in our
behalf.
But since the divine nature was united to the human, how is it
possible that it was so oppressed and weakened as to break forth
in such exclamations of anguish; and especially so when there
were martyrs who were far more bold and courageous? The
cause of this arises from the difference which there was in the
punishment which Christ endured and that of martyrs. St.
Lawrence, lying on the gridiron, did not experience the dreadful
wrath of God, either against his own, or against the sins of the
human race, the entire punishment of which was inflicted upon
the Son of God, as Isaiah says, he was stricken, and smitten of
God for our sins: We say, then, that St. Lawrence did not feel the
anger of an offended God piercing and wounding him; but felt
that God was reconciled, and at peace with him; neither did he
experience the horrors of death and hell as Christ did, but he
had great consolation, because he suffered on account of confessing the gospel, and was assured that his sins were remitted
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by and for the sake of the Son of God, upon whom they were
laid, according to what is said, “Behold the Lamb of God that
taketh away the sins of the world.” (John 1:29) Hence it is easy to
be accounted for, why St. Lawrence seemed to have more Courage and presence of mind in his martyrdom, than Christ in his
passion; and hence it is also that the human nature of Christ,
although united to the Godhead, was made to sweat drops of
blood in the garden, and to give vent to the mournful lamentation, “My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?” Not that
there was any separation between the natures in Christ; but
because the humanity was for a time forsaken by the Divinity,
the Word being at rest, or quiet, (as Irenaeus says) and not bringing aid and deliverance to the afflicted humanity until a passion
altogether sufficient might be endured and finished. {214}
The satisfaction, therefore, which Christ made, or the suffering
which he endured, differs from the torments of others. 1. In
form. Christ felt and endured, both in body and soul, the entire
wrath of God, which no one else has ever experienced. 2. In the
impelling cause. Christ suffered not for his own sins, but for the
sins of others. 3. In the final cause, or end. The passion of Christ
is the ransom and only propitiatory sacrifice for our sins: the
sufferings of others do not partake of this character, but are
merely punishments, or trials, or attestations to the truth of the
Gospel.
Objection 1: According to the order of divine justice, the innocent ought not to suffer for the guilty: for justice demands the
punishment of the offender. But Christ was an innocent person.
Therefore his punishment is in opposition to the rule of justice;
because, he being innocent, suffered for us, who were guilty.
Answer: We reply to the major proposition, that the innocent
ought not to suffer for the guilty, 1. Unless he willingly offer
himself in the room, and stead of the guilty. 2. Unless he who
thus voluntarily suffers, be able to make a sufficient ransom. 3.
That he may be able to recover himself from these sufferings,
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and not perish under them. 4. That he may be able to bring it to
pass, that those for whom he makes satisfaction, may not in
future offend. 5. And that he be of the same nature with those
for whom satisfaction is made. If such a satisfier as this can be
substituted in the place of the offending, there is nothing in it
that is contrary to the order of divine justice: for thus, both he
who suffers, and those for whom it is endured, are saved. Christ,
now, is such a satisfier; for He has accomplished all these things,
and is not only a man of the same nature with us, but we are
also members of his. And it is on account of this, our union with
Christ our Head, that his punishment is truly ours, and that the
Apostles every where teach, that we all suffered, and died in
Christ: for when the body is afflicted, all the members suffer
with it. This argument, however, will be enlarged, when we
come to speak of the article of the forgiveness of sins. To sum up
the whole: that any one may make satisfaction for others, these
things must be present, and harmonize—it must be a sufficient
satisfaction—it must be voluntary, and satisfy him to whom it is
due; all of which conditions meet, and concur in the satisfaction
of Christ.
Objection 2: There must be a proportion between the satisfaction and the crime. But there is no proper proportion, between
the sufferings of one man, and the sins of an infinite number of
men. How, therefore, can the ransom which Christ alone paid,
correspond with the sins of a vast number of men? Answer: It
can, for these two causes: first, on account of the dignity of his
person; and secondly, on account of the greatness of the punishment which he endured; for he suffered that which we were
bound to suffer to all eternity. His passion, therefore, is equivalent to everlasting punishment, yea it exceeds it; because, that
God should suffer, is more than that all creatures should perish.
This was the greatest miracle, that the Son of God should cry
out, “My God, my God, why have you forsaken me.”
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Reply 1: God cannot suffer and die. Christ suffered and died.
Therefore, he is not God. Answer: We reply to the major proposition—God, that is, the person which is only God, cannot suffer,
or is impassible, according to that in respect to which he is God.
But Christ is not only God, but also man. Or we may concede the
whole argument, if it be rightly understood; {215} for Christ is
not God, in respect to that in which he suffered and died, that is,
in respect to his human nature.
Reply 2: If Christ is not God, according to that which suffered,
then that which is said, that God purchased the church with his
own blood, is false. Answer: This is spoken according to the
communication of properties, or according to the figure of
speech, called synecdoche, which is true only in the concrete.
God, that is, that person which is God and man, purchased the
church with his blood, which he shed in respect to his humanity.
By this communication of properties, we attribute to the whole
person, what is peculiar to one nature, and that in the concrete
only; because the term concrete signifies the person in which
both natures centre, and the property of that nature of which
this is predicated. Hence, there is nothing in the way of our
affirming of the whole person, what is peculiar to one nature,
provided that property reside in the person; while on the contrary, by the term abstract, only the properties of that nature are
predicated of which they are peculiar. Let this, which is spoken
incidentally, suffice.
Objection 3: There is no just proportion between temporal and
eternal punishment. Christ suffered only temporal punishments. Therefore, he could not make satisfaction for eternal
punishments. Answer: There is, indeed, no proportion between
temporal and eternal punishments, if it be in the same subject,
but there may be, in different subjects. The temporal punishment of the Son of God, exceeds in dignity and worth, the eternal punishment of the whole world, for the reasons already
explained.
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Objection 4: If Christ made satisfaction for all, then all ought to
be saved. But all are not saved. Therefore, he did not make a perfect satisfaction. Answer: Christ satisfied for all, as it respects
the sufficiency of the satisfaction which he made, but not as it
respects the application thereof; for he fulfilled the law in a twofold respect. First, by his own righteousness; and secondly, by
making satisfaction for our sins, each of which is most perfect.
But the satisfaction is made ours by an application, which is also
two-fold; the former of which is made by God, when he justifies
us on account of the merit of his Son, and brings it to pass that
we cease from sin; the latter is accomplished by us through
faith. For we apply unto ourselves, the merit of Christ, when by a
true faith, we are fully persuaded that God for the sake of the satisfaction of his Son, remits unto us our sins. Without this application, the satisfaction of Christ is of no benefit to us.
Objection 5: But there were also propitiatory sacrifices under
the law of Moses. Answer: These were not properly expiatory,
but were typical of the sacrifice of Christ, which alone is truly
expiatory: “For it is not possible that the blood of bulls, and of
goats should take away sins.” “The blood of Jesus Christ, his Son,
cleanseth us from all sin.” “He is the propitiation for the sins of
the whole world.” (Heb. 10:4; 1 John 1:7; 2:2)
2. DID CHRIST SUFFER ACCORDING TO BOTH NATURES?
Christ suffered, not according to both natures, nor according to
the Divinity, but according to the human nature only, both in
body and soul; for the divine nature, is immutable, impassible,
immortal, and life itself; and so cannot die. But he suffered in
such a manner, according to his humanity, that by his passion
and death, he satisfied for the sins of men. The {216} divine
nature sustained the humanity, in the sorrows and pains which
were endured, and raised it when dead unto life. “Being put to
death in the flesh, but quickened by the Spirit.” “For Christ also
has once suffered for sins, the just for the unjust, that he might
bring us to God.” “Christ has suffered for us in the flesh.”
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“Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up.” “I am
he that liveth, and was dead, and behold I am alive forevermore.” “I have power to lay down my life, and I have power to
take it up again.” (1 Pet. 2:18; 4:1; John 2:19; Rev. 1:18; John
10:18) These declarations testify that there was in Christ another
nature, besides his flesh, which did not suffer and die. Irenaeus
says,
“As Christ was man, that he might be tempted, so he was the
Word, that He might be glorified; the Word resting in him
truly, that it might be possible for him to be tempted, crucified, and to die, and yet united to his humanity, that he might
thus overcome temptation,” etc.
Objection: But it is said that God purchased the church with his
own blood; and hence the Deity must have suffered. Answer:
This does not follow, because the form of speech is changed.
When it is said God died, this is spoken figuratively by a synecdoche, or by the communication of properties, as we have
already explained. But when it is said, the Deity suffered, this is
spoken without a figure, because the subject is taken in the
abstract. Again, no consequence from the concrete to the
abstract is of any force. The concrete (which is God) signifies the
subject having a form; the abstract (which is Deity) signifies the
naked form, or the nature only. In this doctrine, therefore, the
concrete is the name of the person, and the abstract the name of
the nature. Hence, as this consequence does not follow: Man is
composed of the elements, and is corporeal; therefore, the soul
is composed of the elements, and is corporeal; so also it does
not follow, Christ who is God died; therefore, the Deity of Christ
died.
3. WHAT WAS THE IMPELLING CAUSE OF
THE PASSION OF CHRIST?
The cause which moved God to give his Son for us was: 1. His
love towards the human race. “God so loved the world that he
gave his only begotten Son.” (John 3:16) 2. The compassion of
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God towards those who were fallen in sin and death. “According
to his mercy he saved us.” (Titus 3:5) 3. The desire and purpose
of God to revenge and repair the injury of the devil, who, in contempt and reproach of God, turned us from the Most High, and
spoiled his image in us.
4. WHAT ARE THE FINAL CAUSES,
OR THE FRUIT OF HIS PASSION?
The final causes, and fruits of the passion of Christ are the same,
but in a different respect. In respect to Christ who suffered, they
are the final causes; but in respect to us, they are the fruits. The
principal final causes of the passion of Christ, are the revelation
and manifestation of the love, mercy and justice of God, in that
He did not spare his Son for us; and that his passion might be a
sufficient ransom for our sins, or for our redemption. There are,
therefore, two chief final causes, the glory of God and our salvation. The knowledge of the greatness of sin, pertains to the
former, that we may perceive how great an evil sin is, and what it
deserves. Our justification belongs to the latter, in which we
have comprehended all the {217} benefits, which Christ merited by his death, and which he confers upon us by his coming
forth from death. Hence we know that death is not hurtful to the
godly, and is, therefore, not to be feared.

QUESTION 38
38. Why did He suffer “under Pontius Pilate” as judge?
A. That He, being innocent, might be condemned by the
temporal judge, and thereby deliver us from the severe
judgment of God, to which we are exposed.
EXPOSITION:
Mention is made of Pilate in the passion of Christ: 1. Because
Christ obtained from this judge the testimony of his innocence.
2. That we might know that he, though declared innocent by this
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judge, was nevertheless condemned, and that by a regular judgment. 3. That we might be impressed by the fulfillment of
prophecy. “I will overturn, overturn, overturn it; and it shall be
no more, until he come whose right it is.” “The sceptre shall not
depart from Judah, nor a law-giver from between his feet, until
Shiloh come.” (Ezek. 21:27; Gen. 49:10) The name of Pilate is
then mentioned that we may be fully certain, that Jesus is the
Messiah that was to come; for then already the sceptre was
taken away, because he was condemned by a Roman judge.
But why was it necessary that Christ should suffer under a judge,
and be condemned by the ordinary course of the law?
1. That we may know that he was condemned of God himself;
on account of our sins, and that he has, therefore, made satisfaction to God for us, that we may not be condemned by his severe
judgment, just as he suffered death for us, that we might be
delivered from it. For he who directs, and presides over ordinary
judgments is God himself.
2. That Christ might obtain a testimony of his innocence from
the very judge by whom he was condemned. Therefore it was
not proper that he should have been secretly carried away by
the Jews, nor put to death by a tumult; but when there was a lawful process and trial, and an investigation of all the accusations
brought against him, the Father willed, first, that he should be
examined that his innocence might thus be made to appear. Secondly, that he should be condemned that it might appear, that
he being before declared innocent, was now condemned, not for
his own, but for our crimes; and that thus his unjust sentence to
death might be in the place of our most righteous condemnation. Thirdly, that he should be put to death, as well that the
prophecies might be fulfilled, as that it might be made manifest
that both the Jews and Gentiles were the executioners of this
wicked deed. This circumstance, therefore, in the passion of
Christ is to be carefully considered that we may know that this
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Jesus who was condemned by Pilate is the Messiah, and that we,
through him, are delivered from the severe judgment of God.
Hence we are now led to ask, What is it to believe in Jesus Christ,
who suffered under Pontius Pilate To this we reply, that it does
not merely include a historical faith, but it involves such a belief
in Christ as leads us to confide in his passion. It is therefore to
believe, first, that Christ, from {218} the very moment of his
birth, endured, and sustained miseries of every kind; and that
he, especially at the closing period of his life, suffered under
Pilate the most severe torments both of body and soul, and that
he felt the dreadful wrath of God, in making a satisfaction for the
sins of the whole world, and in appeasing the divine anger
which had been excited by sin. It is also to believe, in the second
place, that he endured all this in my behalf, and has thus satisfied also for my sins by his passion, and merited for me remission of sins, the Holy Spirit, and eternal life.

QUESTION 39
39. Is there anything more in His having been crucified, than
if He had died some other death?
A. Yes: for thereby I am assured, that He took on Himself
the curse which lay upon me; because the death of the
cross was accursed of God.
EXPOSITION:
The death of the cross is an aggravation of the punishment of
Christ, and a confirmation of our faith. For if Christ was crucified, then he has taken upon himself the curse, because the
death of the cross was a figure, or sign of the curse; and not only
so, but he has also endured the curse for us, inasmuch as He was
righteous in himself.
God, therefore, willed that his Son should endure the punishment of such an ignominious death, for these most satisfactory
reasons:
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1. That we may know that the curse which was laid upon him
was due on account of our sins; for the death of the cross was
accursed of God, according to what is written, “Cursed is every
one that hangeth on a tree.” (Deut. 21:23)
2. That the punishment might thus be made the heavier, and
that we may, so much the more, be confirmed in faith, confidently believing that Christ, by his death, has taken upon himself our guilt, and endured the curse in our behalf that he might
deliver us therefrom. Paul teaches this when he says, “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 upon a
tree.” (Gal. 3:13)
3. That we may be excited to greater gratitude, considering what
a detestable thing sin is, inasmuch as it could not be expiated
unless by the most bitter and ignominious death of the only
begotten Son of God.
4. That there might be a correspondence between the truth and
the types. This was necessary in order that we may know that
the types are all fulfilled in Christ. For the ancient sacrifices,
which shadowed forth the sacrifice of Christ, were laid upon the
wood, and before they were burned, they were lifted up on high
by the priest, that it might be signified thereby that Christ should
be lifted up upon the cross, that he might offer himself a holy
sacrifice to the Father in our behalf. The same was adumbrated
in Isaac who was laid upon the wood for the purpose of being
sacrificed by his father. Finally, the brazen serpent, which Moses
set upon a pole in the wilderness, was a type of Christ, as is evident from the application which Christ himself made of it when
he said, “As Moses lifted up the {219} serpent in the wilderness,
even so must the Son of man be lifted up.” “And I, if I be lifted up
from the earth, will draw all men unto me.” (John 3:14; 12:32)
What, therefore, is it to believe in Christ crucified? It is to believe
that Christ was made subject to the curse for me, that he might
deliver me therefrom.
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LORD’S DAY 16
QUESTION 40.
40. Why was it necessary for Christ to suffer death?
A. Because, by reason of the justice and truth of God,
satisfaction for our sins could be made no otherwise than
by the death of the Son of God.
EXPOSITION:
Under this question we are to consider:
1. How Christ is said to have been dead
2. Whether it was necessary that Christ should die
3. For whom he has died

1. HOW CHRIST IS SAID TO HAVE BEEN DEAD
The exposition of this question is necessary on account of heretics who have corrupted the sense of this article. Marcion denied
that Christ did truly die, and affirmed also that the whole dispensation of the word in the flesh, and all those things which
Christ endured for us were imaginary, and that he had only the
appearance of a man, but was not such in reality. Nestorius separated the natures in Christ, and would not admit that the Son of
God was crucified, and died; but said that this was true only of
the man Christ. “Do not exult and glory O you Jew, (said he) you
have not crucified God, but man.” The Ubiquitarians believe that
the human nature of Christ, from the moment of the incarnation, was so endowed with all the properties of Deity, that the
only difference between this and the Godhead of Christ, is that
the former has by accident what the latter has by and of itself.
Hence it is, that they imagine that Christ in his death, yea, when
he was concealed in the womb of the virgin, was not only as to
his Deity, but also as to his body, in heaven, and everywhere.
And this is what they call the form of God, concerning which
Paul speaks in Phil. 2:6.
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1. But in opposition to all these we believe what is affirmed in
the Creed, that Christ was truly dead, and that there was a real
separation between his soul and body, and that of a real local
character, so that his soul and body were not only not together
everywhere, but they were not at the same time in one place; the
soul was not where the body was, and the body was not where
the soul was. “And Jesus when he had cried again with a loud
voice yielded up the ghost.” “And Jesus cried with a loud voice
{220} and gave up the ghost.” “Father into your hands I commend my spirit; and having said thus, he gave up the ghost.”
“And he bowed his head and gave up the ghost.” (Matt. 27:50;
Mark 15:37; Luke 23:46; John 19:30)
Objection: But he gave up the ghost just as virtue, that is, his
Divinity is said to have gone out of him. Answer: There is a difference here which we must observe; for the Divinity while
united with the humanity did, nevertheless, operate beyond and
without it, but the soul departed from the body. The reason of
this difference is, that the Divinity is something uncreated, and
therefore infinite, while the soul is created, and therefore finite.
2. This is also to be added to what has been said, that although
his soul was truly separated from his body, yet the Word did not
desert the soul and body, but remained, notwithstanding personally united to each; so that, in this separation of soul and
body, the two natures in Christ were not disjoined, or severed.
Objection: But if there was no such separation between the
natures of Christ, why did he exclaim, “My God, my God, why
have you forsaken me?” Answer: This cry was extorted from the
suffering Son of God, not on account of any separation of the
two natures, but on account of the delay of help and assistance:
for the two natures in Christ ought not to be disjoined, because it
is written, “God has purchased the church with his own blood.”
(Acts 20:28) And it was necessary that he, who would die for our
sins, should be the Son of God, that there might thus be a sufficient ransom. So it is also clearly manifest, that the union of the
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natures in Christ is no ubiquity: for his soul, being separated
from his body, was not in the sepulcher with his body, and consequently not everywhere; because that which is everywhere
can never be separated. And yet the union of the natures
remained complete even in death, and in the grave.
2. WHETHER IT WAS NECESSARY THAT
CHRIST SHOULD DIE FOR US
It was necessary for Christ, in order that he might make satisfaction, not only to suffer, but also to die:
1. On account of the justice of God. Sin is an evil of such magnitude, that, according to the order of justice, it merits, and
demands, the destruction of the sinner; for the reason, that that
which is an offence against the highest good, can only be expiated by the most severe punishment and extreme destruction of
the sinner, which is by his death according as it is written, “the
wages of sin is death.” (Rom. 6:23) Christ now assumed our
place, and took upon himself the person of those who had
sinned, and deserved death not only eternal, but also temporal;
for we had merited that destruction which consists in a dissolution between the soul and the body, which being once effected,
the body itself is also dissolved, as a house is said to be
destroyed when the parts are separated from each other. It was
necessary, therefore, that the Son of God should die in order that
a sufficient ransom might thus be made, which could not have
been effected by a mere creature.
Objection: But we have merited eternal death; therefore our
souls ought not to be separated from our bodies, that they might
suffer eternal condemnation. Answer: This is not a just conclusion, because nothing more can be properly inferred, than that
it is necessary that our souls and bodies {221} should be again
united that they may suffer eternal death, which will also, at
length, come to pass. Therefore it was necessary that Christ
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should die for us, and that his soul should be separated from his
body.
2. On account of the truth of God. For God had declared that he
would punish sin with destruction, and the death of the transgressor: “In the day you eatest thereof you shall surely die.”
(Gen. 2:17) It was necessary that this threatening of God should
be fulfilled after sin was once committed.
Objection: But Adam did not immediately die. Answer: He did
not, indeed, instantly suffer temporal death, yet he straightway
became mortal, and by degrees died, while he already experienced the beginning of eternal death: “I heard,” said he, “your
voice, and was afraid, because I was naked.” (Gen. 3:10) There
was a fear, and sense of the wrath of God, a struggling with
death, and a loss of all the good gifts which God conferred upon
man. And yet the lenity, and compassion of the gospel was not
wanting; for God had not expressly declared that he should certainly die wholly, and immediately. If this had been wanting he
would have perished forever. The Son of God offered, and
brought in a mitigation, and raised man to a new life, that, notwithstanding he remained subject to temporal death, this was no
longer injurious or fatal to him.
3. On account of the promises made to the fathers, by the prophets, such as that contained in Ish. 53:7, “He is brought as a lamb
to the slaughter, and as a sheep is dumb before her shearers, so
he opened not his mouth;” and also on account of the types and
sacrifices, by which God signified that Christ should die such a
death as would be a sufficient ransom for the sins of the world.
This, now, was the work of no creature; but of the Son of God
alone. Hence it became him to suffer such a painful death in our
behalf.
4. Lastly, Christ himself foretold that his death was necessary.
“For if I go not away the Comforter will not come unto you.” “If I
wash you not, you have no part with me.” “And I, if I be lifted up,
will draw all men unto me.” (John 16:7; 13:8; 12:32) Three

410

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

things, therefore, concur in this question: that it was necessary
to make satisfaction to the justice and truth of God—that this
satisfaction could only be made by death—and that by the death
of the Son of God.
From what has now been said the following conclusions may be
drawn:
1. That sin should especially be avoided by us, inasmuch as it
could not be expiated except by the intervention of the death of
the Son of God. 2. That we ought to be grateful to the Son of God
for this great benefit which he has, out of his great goodness,
conferred upon us. 3. That all our sins, however great, however
many, and grievous they may be, are expiated by the death of
Christ alone.
3. DID CHRIST DIE FOR ALL?
In answering this question we must make a distinction, so as to
harmonize those passages of Scriptures which seem to teach
contradictory doctrines. In some places Christ is said to have
died for all, and for the whole world. “He is the propitiation for
our sins, and not for ours only, but also for the sins of the whole
world.” “That he, by the grace of God, should taste death for
every man.” “We thus judge that if one died for {222} all, then
were all dead; and that he died for all that they which live should
not henceforth live unto themselves, but unto him that died for
them, and rose again.” “Who gave himself a ransom for all,” etc.
(John 2:2; Heb. 2:9; 2 Cor. 5:15; 1 Tim. 2:6) The Scriptures, on the
contrary, affirm in many places, that Christ died, prayed, offered
himself; etc., only for many, for the elect, for his own people, for
the Church, for his sheep, etc. “I pray for them; I pray not for the
world; but for them which you have given me, for they are your,”
that is, the elect alone. “The Son of man came not to be ministered unto, but to minister, and to give his life a ransom for
many.” “I am not sent, but unto the lost sheep of the house of
Israel.” “He shall save his people from their sins.” “This is my
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blood of the New Testament which is shed for many for the
remission of sins.” “Christ was once offered, to bear the sins of
many.” “By his knowledge shall my righteous servant justify
many, for he shall bear their iniquities.” “Christ loved the
Church, and gave himself for it.” (John 17:9; Matt. 20:28; 15:24;
1:21; Heb. 9:28; Ish. 53:11; Eph. 5:25)
What shall we say in view of these seemingly opposite passages
of Scripture? Does the word of God contradict itself? By no
means. But this will be the case, unless these declarations, which
in some places seem to teach that Christ died for all, and in others that he died for a part only, can be reconciled by a proper
and satisfactory distinction, which distinction, or reconciliation,
is two-fold.
There are some who interpret these general declarations of the
whole number of the faithful, or of all that believe; because the
promises of the gospel properly belong to all those that believe,
and because the Scriptures do often restrict them to such as
believe: “Whosoever believes in him shall not perish.” “The righteousness of God, which is by faith of Jesus Christ unto all, and
upon all them that believe.” “That through his name whosoever
believeth in him shall receive remission of sins.” It is in this way
that Ambrose interprets those passages which speak of the
death of Christ as extending to all: “The people of God,” says he,
“have their fullness, and although a large portion of men either
neglect, or reject, the grace of the Savior, yet there is a certain SPECIAL UNIVERSALITY of the elect, and fore-known, separated and
discerned from the generality of all, that a whole world might
seem to be saved out of a whole world; and all men might seem to
be redeemed out of all men,” etc. In this way there is no repugnancy, or contradiction; for all those that believe are the many,
the peculiar people, the Church, the sheep, the elect, etc., for
whom Christ died, and gave himself.
Others reconcile these seemingly contradictory passages of
Scripture by making a distinction between the sufficiency, and
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efficacy of the death of Christ. For there are certain contentious
persons, who deny that these declarations which speak in a general way, are to be restricted to the faithful alone, that is, they
deny that the letter itself, or the simple language of Scripture
does thus limit them, and in proof thereof they bring forward
those passages in which salvation seems to be attributed, not
only to those that believe, but also to hypocrites and apostates,
as it is said: “Denying the Lord which bought them.” And, also,
where it is said that they “have forgotten that they were purged
from their old sins.” (2 Pet. 2:1; 1:9) But it is manifest that declarations of this kind are to be {228} understood either concerning the mere external appearance, and vain glorying of
redemption, or of sanctification; or else of the sufficiency, and
greatness of the merit of Christ. That it may not, therefore, be
necessary for us to contend much with these captious and fastidious persons concerning the restriction of those passages
which speak so generally (although it is most manifest in itself)
and that those places which speak of the redemption of hypocrites may the more easily be reconciled, some prefer (and not
without reason according to my judgment) to interpret those
declarations, which in appearance seem to be contradictory,
partly of the sufficiency, and partly of the application and efficacy of the death of Christ.
They affirm, therefore, that Christ died for all, and that he did
not die for all; but in different respects. He died for all, as touching the sufficiency of the ransom which he paid; and not for all;
but only for the elect, or those that believe, as touching the
application and efficacy thereof. The reason of the former lies in
this, that the atonement of Christ is sufficient for expiating all
the sins of all men, or of the whole world, if only all men will
make application thereof unto themselves by faith. For it cannot
be said to be insufficient, unless we give countenance to that
horrible blasphemy (which God forbid!) that some blame of the
destruction of the ungodly results from a defect in the merit of

Lord’s Day 16

413

the mediator. The reason of the latter is, because all the elect, or
such as believe, and they alone, do apply unto themselves by
faith the merit of Christ’s death, together with the efficacy
thereof, by which they obtain righteousness, and life according
as it is said, “He that believeth on the Son of God, has everlasting
life.” (John 3:36) The rest are excluded from this efficacy of
Christ’s death by their own unbelief, as it is again said, “He that
believes not shall not see life, but the wrath of God abides on
him.” (John 3:36) Those, therefore, whom the Scriptures exclude
from the efficacy of Christ’s death, cannot be said to be included
in the number of those for whom he died as it respects the efficacy of his death, but only as to its sufficiency; because the
death of Christ is also sufficient for their salvation, if they will
but believe; and the only reason of their exclusion arises from
their unbelief.
It is in the same way, that is, by making the same distinction that
we reply to those who ask concerning the purpose of Christ, Did
he will to die for all? For just as he died, so also he willed to die.
Therefore, as he died for all, in respect to the sufficiency of his
ransom; and for the faithful alone in respect to the efficacy of
the same, so also he willed to die for all in general, as touching
the sufficiency of his merit, that is, he willed to merit by his
death, grace, righteousness, and life in the most abundant manner for all; because he would not that any thing should be wanting as far as he and his merits are concerned, so that all the
wicked who perish may be without excuse. But he willed to die
for the elect alone as touching the efficacy of his death, that is,
he would not only sufficiently merit grace and life for them
alone, but also effectually confers these upon them, grants faith,
and the holy Spirit, and brings it to pass that they apply to themselves, by faith, the benefits of his death, and so obtain for themselves the efficacy of his merits.
In this sense it is correctly said that Christ died in a different
manner for believers and unbelievers. Neither is this declaration
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attended with any difficulty or inconvenience, inasmuch as it
harmonizes not only with scripture, but also with experience;
for both testify that the remedy of sin and {224} death is most
sufficiently and abundantly offered in the gospel to all; but that
it is effectually applied, and profitable only to them that believe.
The Scriptures, also, everywhere, restrict the efficacy of redemption to certain persons only, as to Christ’s sheep, to the elect, and
such as believe, while on the other hand it clearly excludes from
the grace of Christ the reprobate and unbelieving as long as they
remain in their unbelief. “What concord has Christ with Belial?
or what part has he that believeth with an infidel?” (2 Cor. 6:15;
See, also, Matt. 20:28; 26:28; Ish. 53:11; John 10:15; Matt. 15:24)
Christ moreover, prayed only for the elect, including those who
were already his disciples, and also such as would afterwards
believe on his name. Hence He says, “I pray not for the world,
but for them which you have given me.” (John 17:9) If, therefore,
Christ would not pray for the world, by which we are to understand such as do not believe, much less would He die for them,
as far as the efficacy of his death is concerned; for it is less to
pray, than to die for any one. There are also two inseparable
parts of the sacrifice of Christ—intercession and death. And if he
himself refuse to extend one part to the ungodly, who is he that
will dare to give the other to them.
Lastly, the orthodox Fathers and Schoolmen, also distinguish
and restrict the above passages of Scripture as we have done;
especially Augustine, Cyril and Prosper. Lombard writes as follows:
“Christ offered himself to God, the Trinity for all men, as it
respects the sufficiency of the price; but only for the elect as
it regards the efficacy thereof, because he effected, and purchased salvation only for those who were predestinated.”
Thomas writes: “The merit of Christ, as to its sufficiency,
extends equally to all, but not as to its efficacy, which happens partly on account of free will, and partly on account of
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the election of God, through which the effects of the merits of
Christ are mercifully bestowed upon some, and withheld
from others according to the just judgment of God.”
Other Schoolmen, also, speak in the same manner, from which
it is evident that Christ died for all in such a way, that the benefits of his death, nevertheless, pertain properly to such as
believe, to whom alone they are also profitable and available.
Objection 1: The promises of the gospel are universal, as
appears from such declarations as invite all men to come to
Christ, that they may have life. Hence it does not merely extend
to such as believe. Answer: The promise is indeed universal in
respect to such as repent and believe; but to extend it to the reprobate, would be blasphemy. “There is,” says Ambrose, as just
quoted, “a certain special universality of the elect, and foreknown,
discerned and distinguished from the entire generality.” This
restriction of the promises to such as believe, is proven from the
plain and explicit form in which they are expressed. “That whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have eternal life.”
“The righteousness of God, which is by the faith of Jesus Christ
unto all, and upon all them that believe.” “Come unto me all you
that labor and are heavy laden.” “Whosoever shall call on the
name of the Lord shall be saved.” “He became the author of eternal salvation unto all that obey him.” And from the words of
Christ: “give not that which is holy unto the dogs, neither cast
you pearls before swine,” etc. (John 3:16; Rom. 3:22; Matt. 11:28;
Acts 2:21; Heb. 5:9; Matt. 7:6)
Objection 2: Christ died for all. Therefore his death does not
merely extend {225} to such as believe. Answer: Christ died for
all as it regards the merit and efficacy of the ransom which he
paid; but only for those that believe as it respects the application
and efficacy of his death; for seeing that the death of Christ is
applied to such alone, and is profitable to them, it is correctly
said to belong properly to them alone, as has been already
shown.
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QUESTION 41
41. Why was He “buried”?
A. To show thereby that He was really dead.
EXPOSITION:
There are many causes on account of which Christ was buried:
1. He would be buried in confirmation of his death, that it might
be manifest that he was truly dead; for not the living, but only
the dead, are buried. Therefore, just as he presented himself
after his resurrection to be seen, handled, etc., that there might
be clear evidence that his body was raised from the dead, so
after his death, he gave himself for the purpose of being felt and
buried, that it might be known that he was a real corpse. There
are some parts of the history of Christ’s death that pertain to
this, as that, when he was dead he was pierced with a spear, was
taken down from the cross, was anointed, was wrapped in linen,
etc.; for these also demonstrate the truth of his death. We are,
therefore, by his burial, assured that he was really dead, and by
this of our certain redemption; for our salvation consists in his
death, the proof of which is his burial.
2. That the last part of his humiliation might be attained; for this
(viz., burial) was a part of the punishment, curse, and ignominy
which we had merited, as it is said, “Unto dust shall you return.”
(Gen. 3:19) A dead body is, indeed, destitute of feeling and
understanding, yet it was ignominious that his body should be
laid in the earth as another corpse. Therefore, as the resurrection of Christ from the grave is a part of his glory, so his burial,
and interment among the dead, by which he was placed in the
same condition with them, is a part of the humiliation and ignominy which he rendered on our account; for he was not unwilling to become a corpse for our sake.
3. He would be buried that we might not be terrified in view of
the grave, but might know that he has sanctified our graves by
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his own burial, so that they are no longer graves to us, but chambers and resting places in which we may quietly and peacefully
repose until we are again raised to life.
4. He was buried that it might be apparent, in view of his resurrection, that he had truly overcome death in his own body, and
that by his own power he had thrown it off from himself; so that
his resurrection was no apparition or imaginary thing, but was a
real resuscitation of a corpse reanimated.
5. That we may be confirmed in the hope of the resurrection, as
we, after his example, shall also be buried, and shall be raised
again by his power; knowing that Christ, our head, has opened
up the way for us from he grave to glory. {226}
6. That we being spiritually dead may rest from sin. “We are buried with him by baptism into death; that 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)
7. That the truth might correspond with the type of Jonah, and
that the prophecies might be fulfilled in relation to the burial of
the Messiah. “You will not leave my soul in hell.” “He made his
grave with the wicked.” (Ps. 16:10; Ish. 53:9)

QUESTION 42
42. Since then Christ died for us, why must we also die?
A. Our death is not a satisfaction for our sin, but only a
dying to sins and entering into eternal life.
EXPOSITION:
Objection: This answer is an explanation to the objection which
we frequently hear made in the following form: He for whom
another has died ought not himself to die, else God would seem
to demand a double satisfaction for one offence. Christ now has
died for us. Therefore, we ought not to die. Answer: It is conceded that we ought not to die for the sake of making satisfac-
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tion; but there are other causes why it becomes necessary for us
to die. We do not die for the purpose of satisfying the justice of
God, but that we may truly receive the benefits purchased by the
death of another, that sin may be abolished, and a passage or
transition be made unto eternal life.
Our temporal death is then not a satisfaction for sin; but it is, 1.
An admonition of the remains of sin in us. 2. An admonition of
the greatness of the evil of sin. 3. An abolishing of the remains of
sin; and, lastly, a passage into eternal life; for the transition of
the faithful to eternal life is effected by temporal death.
Reply: Where the cause is removed, the effect can no longer
remain in force. But the cause of death in us, which is sin, is
taken away. Therefore the effect, which is death, ought also to be
taken away. Answer: The effect is, indeed, taken away when the
cause is wholly removed; but in us the cause of death, which has
respect to the abolishing of sin, is not entirely removed;
although it be taken away as it respects the remission of sin. Or,
we may reply, that sin, as far as it respects the guilt thereof, is
taken away, but not as it respects the matter of sin which is not
yet entirely abolished, but remains in us, to be removed gradually, that we may be required to exercise repentance, and be fervent in prayer, until, in the life to come, we be perfectly freed
from all the remains of sin.

QUESTION 43
43. What further benefit do we receive from the sacrifice and
death of Christ on the cross?
A. That by His power our old man is with Him crucified,
slain and buried; that so the evil lusts of the flesh may no
more reign in us, but that we may offer ourselves unto
Him a sacrifice of thanksgiving. {227}
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EXPOSITION:
This question has respect to the fruits or benefits of Christ’s
death. And here also, as in the passion of Christ, the end and
fruits are to be regarded as the same, only in a different respect:
for the things which Christ proposed to himself as ends, are unto
us the fruits, when we receive or apply them to ourselves. It is,
therefore, manifest that the benefits of Christ’s death comprehend the entire work of our redemption, of which fruits we may
specify the following:
1. Justification, or the remission of sins. The justice of God
demands that the sinner should not be punished twice. And as
he has punished our sins in Christ, he will not, therefore, punish
the same in us. “The blood of Jesus Christ his Son cleanseth us
from all sin,” original as well as actual, and sins of commission
as well as omission. We are, therefore, justified, that is, freed
from the evil both of punishment and of guilt on account of the
death of Christ, which is the cause of this effect.
2. Regeneration, or the renewing of our nature by the Holy Spirit.
Christ, by his death, has merited for us not only the pardon of
sin, but also its removal and the gift of the Holy Spirit. Or, we
may say that he has, by his own death, obtained for us not only
the remission of sin, but the indwelling of God in us. “If I go not
away the Comforter will not come unto you; but if I depart I will
send him unto you.” “And you are complete in him.” “Who is
made unto us righteousness and sanctification.” (John 16:7; Col.
2:10; 1 Cor. 1:30)
But the death of Christ is, in two respects, the efficient cause, as
well of our justification as of our regeneration. 1. In respect to
God: because he, on account of the merit and death of Christ,
remits unto us our sins, grants us the Holy Spirit, and renews in
us his own image. “Being justified by his blood.” “Being reconciled to God by the death of his Son.” “Because you are sons,
God has sent the Spirit of his Son into your hearts, crying, Abba,
Father.” (Rom. 5:9, 10; Gal. 4:6) 2. In respect to us the death of
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Christ is also an efficient cause; because we who believe that
Christ obtained for us righteousness and the Holy Spirit, cannot
be otherwise than grateful to him, and earnestly desire so to live
that we may honor him, which is done by commencing to walk
in newness of life. The application of the death of Christ, and a
proper consideration of it, will not suffer us to remain ungrateful; but will constrain us to love Christ in return, and to render
thanks for such a great and inestimable benefit. Hence we are
not to imagine that we can have remission of sins without regeneration; for no one that is not regenerated can obtain remission
of sins. He, therefore, who boasts of having applied to himself by
faith the death of Christ, and yet has no desire to live a holy and
godly life, that he may so honor the Savior, lies, and gives conclusive evidence that the truth is not in him; for all those who
are justified are willing and ready to do those things which are
pleasing to God. The desire to obey God can never be separated
from an application of the death of Christ, nor can the benefit of
regeneration be experienced without that of justification. All
those that are justified are also regenerated, and all those that
are regenerated are justified.
Objection: The apostle Peter, in his first epistle, 1:3, attributes
our regeneration to the resurrection of Christ. In what manner,
therefore, is it {228} here attributed to his death. Answer: It is
attributed to both: to his death as it respects his merit; for by his
death he has merited regeneration for us: and to his resurrection
as it respects the application of it; for by rising from the dead he
applies regeneration unto us, giving us the Holy Spirit.
3. Eternal life is another fruit of the death of Christ. “God so
loved the world that he gave his only begotten Son, (viz., to
death) that whosoever believes in him should not perish, but
have everlasting life.” “God has given to us eternal life, and this
life is in his Son.” (John 3:16; l John 5:11)
What now is it to believe in Christ, dead? It is to believe that he
has not only suffered the most excruciating pains and torments,
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but also death itself; and that by his death he has obtained for
me remission of sins, reconciliation with God, and by consequence the Holy Spirit also, who commences in me a new life,
that I may again be made the temple of God, and at length attain
unto eternal life, in which God shall forever be praised and magnified by me.

QUESTION 44
44. Why is it added: “He descended into Hell”?
A. That in my greatest temptations I may be assured that
Christ, my Lord, by His inexpressible anguish, pains and
terrors, which He suffered in His soul on the cross and
before, has redeemed me from the anguish and torment
of hell.
EXPOSITION:
There are two things which it is proper for us to consider in relation to this Article of the Creed. The first is: What is its meaning
or sense? And the second, What is its use?
1. WHAT IS THE TRUE SENSE OF THIS ARTICLE OF THE
CREED; OR, WHAT DOES THE DESCENT OF CHRIST INTO
HELL SIGNIFY?
The term hell is used in the Scriptures in three different senses.
1. It is used for the grave. “Then you shall bring down my gray
hairs with sorrow to the grave.” “You will not leave my soul in
hell.” (Gen. 42:38; Ps. 16:10) 2. It is employed to represent the
place of the damned, as in the parable of the rich man and Lazarus. “In hell he lifted up his eyes, being in torments, and seeth
Abraham afar off.” (Luke 16:23) 3. It is employed to signify the
most extreme distress and anguish. “The sorrows of death compassed me, and the pains of hell gat hold upon me.” “The Lord
brings down to the grave, and brings up,” that is, he brings us
into the most extreme pains, from which he afterwards again
delivers us. (Ps. 116:3; 1 Sam. 2:6)
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In this Article the term hell is to be understood according to the
third signification. That it cannot be taken in the sense of the
grave is evident;
1. Because it is already declared in the Creed, he was buried. If
any one affirms that this last article is explanatory of the one
that precedes, he will affirm nothing thereby; because, whenever two declarations, expressing the same thing, are joined
together, in order that the one may explain {229} the other, it is
proper that the last be clearer and more easily understood than
the former. But here it is just the reverse; for to descend into hell
is much more obscure than to be buried. 2. It is not probable, in
such a brief and concise Confession as the Creed, that the same
article would be expressed twice, or that the same thing would
be reiterated in other words. Again, when it is said that Christ
descended into hell, it cannot mean the place of the damned,
which is the second signification of the term as above considered; as is proven from this division: the Divinity did not
descend, because this is, and was everywhere: neither did his
body, because it rested in the grave three days, according to the
type of Jonah; nor did it arise from any other place than the
grave.
Neither did the soul of Christ descend:
1. Because the Scriptures in no place affirm this.
2. Because Christ said in relation to this when dying upon the
cross, “Father into your hands I commend my spirit;” and to the
malefactor, he said, “Today shall you be with me in Paradise.”
(Luke 23:46, 43) The soul of Christ, after his death, was, therefore, in the hands of his Father in Paradise, and not in hell. Neither has the sophism any force, which affirms that he was also
in the hands of his Father in hell, according to the declaration of
the Psalmist, “If I make my bed in hell, behold you are there;”
(Ps. 139:8) that is, He was there also the object of the divine
regard, and was defended that he should not perish: for it is first
said, “Into your hands,” etc., that it might next be declared,
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“Today shall you be with me in Paradise.” But the felicity, and
deliverance here spoken of is not found in hell. The meaning is,
both of us, who now suffer will this day be in Paradise, in the
place of eternal salvation and blessedness, free from all these
tortures. But Paradise is neither hell, nor is it in hell, which is the
place of torment. Hence it is evident that Christ spoke this to the
malefactor, not of his Divinity, but of his soul, which suffered
with his body; for his Divinity was now with the thief; neither
did he suffer, nor was he delivered according to his Divinity, but
according to his soul.
3. If Christ descended into hell, (as to his soul) he descended
either that he might there suffer something, or that he might
deliver the fathers from that place, as the Papists affirm. But he
did not descend for the purpose of suffering any thing, because
when hanging upon the cross he said, “It is finished.” (John
19:30) Neither did he descend to liberate the fathers: 1. Because
he did this by suffering for them on earth. 2. He accomplished
the same by the power, and efficacy of his Godhead from the
very beginning of the world, and not by any local descent of his
body, or soul into hell. 3. The fathers were not in hell; therefore
they could not be liberated from that place. The souls of the just
are in the hands of God, neither do they suffer any pain.
“Between us and you there is a great gulf fixed; so that they
which would pass from hence to you cannot; neither can they
pass to us that would come from thence.” (Luke 16:26) And Lazarus having died was carried by angels into Abraham’s bosom,
and not into Limbus Patrum.
There are some who believe that the soul of Christ descended
into hell after his death, not to suffer, nor to liberate the fathers,
but that he might there make an open display of his victory, and
strike terror into the minds {280} of the devils. But the Scriptures no where affirm that Christ descended into hell for such a
purpose as this.
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Those who hold this view of the subject, and who object to what
we have here said in regard to the descent of Christ into hell,
bring forward the passage in 1 Peter 3:19, as though it were in
opposition to the view which we have presented; “By which also
he went, and preached unto the spirits in prison, which sometime were disobedient,” etc. But the meaning of this passage is
different from what these persons suppose: for the Apostle says,
Christ went, that is, he was sent of the Father to the Church from
the very beginning; by his Spirit, that is by his Divinity; to the
spirits which are now in prison, that is in hell; he preached in time
past, when he hitherto existed, and they were disobedient, viz.,
before the flood: for then, when they were disobedient, he
preached to them being in this condition. But it was in the time
of Noah that they were disobedient. Therefore, it was then that
Christ preached by the fathers, inviting the disobedient to repentance. And still further, although Peter speaks of the descent of
Christ into hell, yet this is not the meaning of those whom we
here oppose, but of the Papists who insist that Christ preached
to the fathers in hell, and delivered them.
They also object by bringing forward another passage from the
same Apostle, who, in another place, says that “the gospel was
preached also to them that are dead.” (1 Pet. 4:6) But to understand this passage as they do, is to lose sight of the figure of
speech that is employed; for the gospel was preached to the
dead, that is, to those who are now dead, or who were dead
when Peter wrote this passage, but who were living at the time
when it was preached to them.
Another passage found in the epistle of Paul to the Eph. 4:9, is
also wrested from its proper signification by those who hold the
above view; where it is said, “that Christ descended into the
lower parts of the earth,” which they understand to mean hell.
But this is also to disregard the figure of speech that is here used;
for the sense of the phrase is, he descended into the lower parts of
the earth, that is, into the earth, which is the lowest part of the
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world; because there is here not an opposition of one part of the
earth to another, but of the earth to heaven, by which the
humiliation of Christ is signified. This is apparent from the
object, and scope of the Apostle, because he here makes a contrast between the highest glory, and the deepest humiliation of
Christ. So Christ ascended into the highest parts of heaven, that
is, in heaven, which is the highest part of the world.
These passages, therefore, establish nothing in relation to the
descent of the soul of Christ into hell, and if they did afford the
strongest proof of it, yet still, as we have already said, the testimony which they furnish would not be in favor of those to
whom we here refer, but in favor of the Papists who teach that
Christ preached in hell, and liberated the fathers. And if the
proofs gathered from these passages cannot remove the difficulties which encumber the views of the Papists in relation to this
subject, much less can they be of any assistance to these persons; for it is certain that it cannot be proven from them, that
Christ descended into hell for the purpose of striking terror into
death and the devil. Yet this view, or opinion, of Christ’s descent
into hell, has nothing of impiety in it, and has been approved of
and held by many of the fathers. Hence it is not proper that
{231} we should contend strenuously with any one in regard to
it. Yet it is certain, notwithstanding, that it cannot be gathered
from the Scriptures, nor established conclusively by solid arguments; while reasons to the contrary are at hand. For after his
death, when he had said it is finished, the soul of Christ rested in
the hands of his Father, to whom he had commended it. And if
he descended into hell for the purpose of triumphing over his
enemies, this article should be the commencement of his glorification. But it is not likely that the glorification of Christ would
take its beginning in hell; for all the preceding articles of the
Creed speak of the degrees of the humiliation of Christ, of which
the lowest and most extreme is his descent into hell, which is
also apparent from the antithesis. Hence we are opposed to this
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view of the subject. Yet, in the mean time, we confess that Christ
struck a great terror and dread in the devils. But this he did by
his death, by which he vanquished the devil, sin, and death, and
without doubt the devil saw that he was entirely disarmed, and
conquered by the death of Christ.
What, therefore, does this descent of Christ into hell signify? 1. It
signifies those extreme torments, pains, and anguish, which
Christ suffered in his soul, such as the damned experience,
partly in this, and partly in the life to come 2. It embraces also
the greatest and most extreme ignominy, which Christ suffered
during the whole period of his passion. That these things are signified, and comprehended in the descent of Christ into hell, the
testimonies of Scripture which we have already cited in this discussion sufficiently teach and affirm. “The pains of hell gat hold
upon me.” “The Lord brings down to the grave and brings up.”
(Ps. 116:3; 1 Sam. 2:6)
That Christ ought to have suffered, and that he did endure these
things is also proven by this same testimony of David: “The
pains of hell gat hold upon rue,” which is spoken of Christ in the
person of David. There are also other portions of Scripture
which bear similar testimony, as “It pleased the Lord to bruise
him; he has put him to grief.” “My soul is sorrowful even to
death.” (Ish. 53:10; Matt. 26:28) The sorrows and pains which he
endured in the garden, when he sweat drops of blood, also demonstrate the same thing: because “the Lord laid upon him the
iniquity of us all.” (Ish. 53:6) And still more he cried out upon
the cross, “My God, my God, why have you forsaken me.” (Matt.
27:46) The same thing is proven by these arguments:
1. Christ was to redeem not only our bodies, but also our souls.
Therefore it was necessary for him to suffer not only in body,
but also in soul.
2. It was necessary for Christ to deliver us from the anguish and
pains of hell. Therefore it became him to experience these. And
this he did either before or after his death. That it was not after
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his death, the Papists themselves confess. Therefore it was
before his death. Neither was it in his body that he endured
these things; for the sufferings of his body were only external.
Therefore he suffered them in his soul.
3. It is proper that the severe torments and anguish of soul,
(which were the heaviest part of his sufferings) should not be
unnoticed in the Creed. But they would not be mentioned if this
article of the descent of Christ into hell did not refer to them; for
the preceding articles speak only of the external sufferings of
the body, which Christ suffered from without. There is, therefore, no doubt but that the sufferings of his soul are more particularly signified by this article. {232}
This is the true descent of Christ into hell. Therefore we are to
hold and defend in opposition to the Papists, that which is certain, viz., that Christ descended into hell in the manner, and
sense in which we have here explained. Should any one, however, be able to defend, and establish the fact that he descended
in a different sense, it is well. As for me, I cannot.
Objection 1: The articles of the Creed ought to be understood in
their proper and natural sense, and without admitting any figure. Answer: This is true if the articles, when taken in their
proper signification, do not conflict with other portions of Scripture. But this article of Christ’s descent into hell when thus interpreted, is, in many ways, opposed to the declaration of Jesus
upon the cross, it is finished; for if he finished, and consummated every part of our redemption upon the cross, then there
was no cause left why he should descend into hell, the place of
the damned.
Objection 2: The torments and horrors of soul which Christ
experienced preceded his burial. But his descent into hell follows it. Therefore it cannot refer to, and designate the anguish of
soul which Christ endured. Answer: There is here a fallacy in
the minor proposition, in making that a cause which is not
designed as such; for the descent into hell in the Creed follows
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the burial of Christ, not because it was accomplished after his
burial; but because it is an explanation of what precedes concerning his passion, death and burial, lest something should be
detracted from these; as if it said, he did not only suffer in
body—he did not only die a bodily death and was not only buried; but he also suffered in soul the most extreme torments, and
hellish agonies such as all the ungodly shall forever endure. The
chief, and heaviest part of the sufferings of Christ is, therefore,
correctly placed last, according to the order in the Creed; for it
proceeds from the pains of the body to those of the soul, and
from the sufferings which are visible to those that are invisible,
as it were from the lighter to the heavier.
2. WHAT ARE THE FRUITS OF
CHRIST’S DESCENT INTO HELL?
Christ descended into hell: 1. That we might not descend thither,
and that he might deliver us from the eternal anguish and torments of hell. 2. That he might carry us with himself to heaven.
Therefore to believe in Christ, who descended into hell, is to
believe that he sustained for us, in his own soul, hellish agonies
and pains, and that extreme ignominy which awaits the ungodly
in hell, that we might never descend thither, nor be compelled to
suffer the pains and torments, which all the devils and reprobate
will forever suffer in hell; but that on the contrary, we might
rather ascend with him to heaven, and there with him enjoy the
greatest felicity and glory to all eternity. This is the fruit, and
benefit of this article of Christ’s descent into hell. {283}
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LORD’S DAY 17
QUESTION 45
45. What benefit do we receive from the “resurrection” of
Christ?
A. First, by His resurrection He has overcome death, that He
might make us partakers of the righteousness which by
His death He has obtained for us. Secondly, we also are
now by His power raised up to a new life. Thirdly, the
resurrection of Christ is to us a sure pledge of our blessed
resurrection.
EXPOSITION:
We have thus far spoken of the humiliation of Christ which
reached its last point in the article of his descent into hell. We
must now speak of his glorification, which began with his resurrection from the dead on the third day. The humiliation of the
mediator was not to continue forever. It was sufficient that he
should once suffer, and die. But the efficacy and power of Christ,
in preserving the blessings which flow from his humiliation, will
endure forever.
There are two things which particularly claim our attention in
treating upon the article of the resurrection of Christ—its history
and benefits. In considering the history of the resurrection of
Christ it becomes us to enquire, 1. Who was it that rose from the
dead? It was Christ, the God-man, who rose in the same body in
which he died. This the Word never laid aside. 2. In what manner
did he rise? He, who was truly dead, revived, recalling his soul to
his body, and came forth gloriously from the sepulcher in which
his body was laid on the third day, according to the Scriptures;
and that by his Father’s, as well as by his own peculiar strength
and power, we mean, the power not of his humanity, but of his
Divinity. For he was raised by the Father through himself; inasmuch as the Father works through the Son. 3. What are the evi-
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dences of his resurrection? The evidences of the resurrection of
Christ are such as these:
that he showed himself openly to many women and disciples;
that the angel testified to it, etc. The benefits of the resurrection
of Christ are enumerated in the Question of the Catechism now
under consideration, which we must explain more fully; and in
doing this, the following questions claim our particular attention:
1. Did Christ rise from the dead?
2. How did he rise?
3. For what purpose did he rise?
4. What are the benefits, or fruits of his resurrection?

1. DID CHRIST RISE FROM THE DEAD?
Infidels believe that Christ died. but do not believe that he rose
from the dead. That Christ, however, did rise from the dead is
proven by the testimony of angels, women, evangelists, apostles,
and other saints, who saw him, felt him, and conversed with
him after his resurrection. And even if the Apostles had not seen
Christ after his resurrection, we ought still to believe them on
account of their divine authority. {234}
2. HOW DID CHRIST RISE?
The following circumstances explain the manner of the resurrection of Christ:
1. Christ did truly rise, that is, his soul did truly return to his
body, from which it was separated by death, and He did truly
come forth from the sepulcher in which his body was laid, notwithstanding the vigilance of the guards; yea, he even struck
them with amazement and wonder.
2. He rose the same person, the same Jesus Christ, very God and
very man, which had died; He rose according to the nature in
which he had suffered, which was his human nature, his true
human nature, the very same which it was in essence and properties, not deified, but glorified, having laid aside all the infirmi-
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ties to which it was subject. “Behold my hands and my feet, it is
I myself; handle me, and see; for a spirit hath not flesh and
bones, as you see me have.” (Luke 24:39) And truly nothing different from that which had died, could rise again. The very same
body, therefore, which had fallen a victim to death rose again;
and it is this which affords us such great comfort. For it was necessary that he should be one, and the same mediator, who would
merit for us those blessings which we had lost by sin, and who
would restore them unto us, by applying them to each one singly. Yea, had not the flesh of Christ risen, ours could not rise.
3. He rose by his own power, that is, he vanquished death,
throwing it from himself, quickened his dead body, reunited it
with his soul, and restored to himself a blessed, heavenly, and
glorious life, and that by his own divine virtue and power.
“Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up.” “I have
power to lay down my life, and I have power to take it again.” “As
the Father raiseth up the dead, and quickens them, even so the
Son quickens whom he will.” (John 2:19; 10:18; 5:21)
Objection: But Christ was raised by the Father; for it is said, “If
the Spirit of Him that raised up Jesus from the dead, dwell in
you,” etc. (Rom. 8:11) Therefore Christ did not raise himself.
Answer: The Father raised the Son through the Son himself, not
as through an instrument, but as through another person of the
same essence with himself, and of infinite power, through
whom the Father ordinarily works. The Son was raised by the
Father through himself; he himself raised himself by his Spirit.
“For whatever things the Father does, these also the Son does
likewise.”
4. He rose on the third day in the manner just described: 1.
Because the Scriptures which contain all the predictions and
types relating to the Messiah, declare that He would rise on the
third day; as the type of Jonah, etc. 2. Because it was proper that
his body should rise free from corruption; and yet not so soon
after his death as to leave any doubt that he was truly dead. It is

432

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

for this reason that He rose on the third day, and not on the first.
The circumstance of his rising on the third day is, therefore,
added in the Creed that the truth might correspond with the
type, and that we might know that Jesus is the Messiah promised
to the fathers, because he rose from the dead on the third day.
{235}
3. FOR WHAT PURPOSE DID CHRIST RISE?
Christ rose:
1. For his own glory and for that of his Father. “Declared to be
the Son of God, by the resurrection from the dead.” “Father, glorify your Son, that your Son also may glorify you.” (Rom. 1:4;
John 17:1) The glory of the Son is the glory of the Father.
2. On account of the prophecies which had been uttered in relation to the death, and resurrection of Christ. “You will not leave
my soul in hell, nor suffer your holy One to see corruption.”
“When you shall make his soul an offering for sin, He shall see
his seed; he shall see of the travail of his soul, and shall be satisfied.” “No sign shall be given to it, but the sign of the prophet,
Jonas; for as Jonas was three days and three nights in the whale’s
belly, so shall the Son of Man be three days and three nights in
the heart of the earth.” “For as yet they knew not the Scripture,
that he must rise again from the dead.” (Ps. 16:10; Acts 2:27; Ish.
53:10, 11; Matt. 12:39; John 20:9) In view now of these and other
prophecies, it was necessary that Christ should die, and rise
again, that the Scriptures might be fulfilled: “How then shall the
Scriptures be fulfilled that thus it must be;” (Matt. 26:54) viz., on
account of the unchangeable decree of God which he has
revealed in the Scriptures, of which it is said in the Acts of the
Apostles, 4:27, 28, “Of a truth, against your holy child Jesus,
whom you have anointed, both Herod and Pontius Pilate, with
the Gentiles, and the people of Israel were gathered together; for
to do whatsoever your hand, and your counsel determined
before to be done.” The predictions which Christ uttered in rela-
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tion to his death and resurrection, may also be here appropriately cited. “And they shall kill him, and the third day he shall be
raised again.” “Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise
it up.” (Matt. 17:23; John 2:19)
3. On account of the dignity, and power of the person that rose.
It was in view of this, that the Apostle Peter declares that it was
not possible that Christ should be held under the power of
death: 1. Because he was the beloved, and only begotten Son of
God. “The Father loveth the Son, and hath given all things into
his hands.” “God so loved the world that he gave his only begotten Son.” (John 3:35, 16) 2. Because Christ is true God, the
author and fountain of life. “I am the Resurrection, and the Life.”
“The Father has given to the Son to have life in himself.” “For as
the Father raiseth up the dead, and quickeneth them, even so
the Son quickeneth whom he will.” “I give unto them eternal
life.” (John 11:25; 5:21, 26; 10:28) If Christ now was to give life to
men it is absurd to suppose that he should remain under the
power of death and not rise. 3. Christ was in himself a righteous
man, and has by his death satisfied for our sins which were
imputed unto him. But where there is no sin, there death does
not any longer reign. “For by one offering, he has perfected forever them that are sanctified.” “For in that he died, he died unto
sin once; but in that he liveth, he liveth unto God.” (Heb. 10:14;
Rom. 6:10)
4. Christ arose that he might carry on the office of mediator,
which he could not have done had he remained under death. 1.
It became the mediator, who was true God and man, to reign
eternally. “Your throne, O God, is forever and ever; the sceptre of
your kingdom is a right sceptre.” “I will establish the throne of
his kingdom forever. I will be his {236} Father, and he shall he
my Son.” “Once have I sworn by my holiness, that I will not lie
unto David. His seed shall endure forever, and his throne as the
sun before me. It shall be established forever, as the moon, and
as a faithful witness in heaven.” “They shall be my people, and I
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will be their God; and David, my servant, shall be king over them
forever.” ‘‘And the kingdom, and dominion, and the greatness of
the kingdom under the whole heaven, shall be given to the people of the saints of the Most High, whose kingdom is an everlasting kingdom, and all dominions shall serve and obey him.” “Of
the increase of his government and peace there shall be no
end.” “And of his kingdom there shall be no end.” (Ps. 45:6; 2
Sam. 7:13, 14; Ps. 89:36, 37, 38; Ezek. 37:23; Dan. 7:27; Ish. 9:7;
Luke 1:33) It was necessary, therefore, that the human nature
which was made of the seed of David should rise from the dead
and reign. 2. It was necessary that the mediator, who is our
brother and very man, should continually make intercessions
for us, and appear before God in our behalf as an everlasting
priest. “You are a Priest forever after the order of Melchisedek.”
“It is Christ that died, yea. rather that is risen again, who is even
at the right hand of God, who also maketh intercession for us.”
(Ps. 110:4; Rom. 8:34) 3. It was necessary for the mediator, who
is true man, to be mediator both by merit and efficacy. It was not
sufficient for him merely to die. It became him also, by his
power, to confer upon the church, and upon all of us, the benefits which he had purchased for us by his death. These benefits
are righteousness, the Holy Spirit and eternal life and glory. For
it belonged to the office of the mediator both to merit and to
confer these blessings. But if he had remained under the power
of death, and had not risen from the dead, he could not have
conferred these gifts upon us, because then he would have had
no existence, and hence could have effected nothing in our
behalf. It is for this reason also, that these blessings are deposited in Christ by the Godhead, that he should make us partakers
of them: “And of his fullness have all we received, and grace for
grace.” (John 1:16) Nor can it seem strange that Christ should
bestow upon us the same blessings which he has, by his death,
obtained from the Godhead for us: for a man may obtain a certain thing from some one, and may also confer it upon another.
A certain one, for instance, may intercede in behalf of another,

Lord’s Day 17

435

with a Prince, for a gift of a thousand crowns. The Prince may
grant the request for the sake of him who intercedes, and may
also confer the gift upon him that he may bestow it upon him
for whom intercession has been made. In this case he obtains
the gift from the Prince and confers it at the same time. So it is in
relation to Christ—although he could have conferred his benefits upon us by the power of his Godhead, through which he
regenerates and justifies us; yet as God has decreed to raise the
dead by man, (for by man came also the resurrection of the
dead) and to judge the world by man, so he also determined to
bestow these same gifts by the man Jesus, that he might be and
continue mediator, very God and very man. It was on this
account also necessary that Christ should forever remain our
brother, and our Head; and that we, on the other hand, being
engrafted into him by a true faith, might always continue his
members. “Abide in me and I in you.” (John 5:4) Our salvation
has its foundation in the seed of David, as it is said, “My servant
David shall feed them forever.” (Ezek. 34:23) But if his human
nature had remained under the power {237} of death, he would
neither have been our brother, nor would we have been his
members.
Objection: But Christ, under the Old Testament, before his incarnation, conferred without his human nature upon the fathers
the very same blessings which he now under the New Testament
bestows upon us; and was mediator no less before he assumed
our nature, than he is now since he has taken it upon himself.
Therefore it was not necessary that Christ should, for this cause,
become man and die. Answer: But it would not have been possible for Christ to have done the things which he did under the
Old Testament unless he had subsequently become man, and
unless he would also remain such forever. Nor could he now do
these things if he had not risen from the dead, or if he would not
forever retain our nature which he has assumed. “The Father
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has given him authority to execute judgment also, because he is
the Son of man.” (John 5:27)
5. Christ rose for our salvation, and that in three respects: 1. For
our justification. “Who was delivered for our offences, and was
raised again for our justification.” (Rom. 4:25) The resurrection
of the mediator was necessary for our justification, first, because
his satisfaction would not have been perfect without it, nor
would the punishment which he endured in that case have been
finite. And without such a satisfaction and punishment it was
not possible that we could have been freed from everlasting
death, from which it became the mediator to deliver us in such a
manner as to overcome it entirely in us. But in order that he
might vanquish death in us it was necessary that he should first
overcome it in himself, and so fulfill that which had been predicted: “Death is swallowed up in victory.” “O death where is
your sting? O grave where is your victory.” (Hos. 16:14; 1 Cor.
15:55) By so doing he confounded his enemies who had reviled
him when hanging upon the cross, saying, “He saved others,
himself he cannot save.” (Matt. 27:42) And still further: if he had
not conquered death, he could not have bestowed upon us the
benefits which he had merited for us by his death. It belonged to
the office of mediator as we have already shown, both to merit
and bestow benefits. Yea, had he not risen from the dead, we
could not have known that he had satisfied for us; for this would
have been a certain argument that he had not made this satisfaction, but was overcome by death and the burden of sin; because
where death is there is sin; or, if he had made satisfaction for us,
and yet remained under the power of death, it would have been
inconsistent with the justice of God. Hence it was necessary that
Christ should rise again, as well that he might make satisfaction
for us, as that we might also know that he has fully accomplished this, and merited benefits for us; and finally, that he
himself might be able to apply these benefits unto us, or what is
the same thing, that we might be perfectly justified and saved by
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his merits and efficacy. 2. Christ rose for our regeneration. Justification or the remission of sin is not sufficient without regeneration, and a new life. 3. Christ rose for the preservation of the
benefits which he had purchased for us by his death, and that he
might secure our resurrection and glorification. It is in this way
that God has purposed eternally to quicken and glorify us, that
being inserted into the body or humanity of his Son we may be
perpetually borne by it, and draw our life from it. “By man came
death, by man came also the resurrection of the dead.” (1 Cor.
15:21) It was for these reasons necessary that Christ should rise
again, that is, that his soul, which was separated from his body
by death, should again be {238} united therewith; for the resurrection is nothing else than a reunion of the same body with the
same soul.
4. WHAT ARE THE FRUITS OR BENEFITS OF THE
RESURRECTION OF CHRIST?
The questions, for what purpose did Christ rise, and what are the
fruits of his resurrection, are different. For not all the causes of
his resurrection are fruits thereof. The causes of his resurrection
too, are considered in one way and the fruits thereof in another.
And besides, the benefits which Christ has secured for us by his
resurrection are the causes of it in as far as it was necessary, in
order that he might confer these gifts by the power of his resurrection.
The fruits of the resurrection of Christ are, moreover, two-fold,
having respect both to Christ and to us.
As it respects Christ, he was, by his resurrection from the dead,
declared to be the Son of God, the only begotten and natural Son
of God, who is also himself God. (Rom. 1:4) For he revived by his
own power, which is peculiar to God alone. “In him was life.” “As
the Father has life in himself, so has he given to the Son to have
life in himself.” (John 1:4; 5:26) And still further, the human
nature of Christ, by his resurrection, was adorned with heavenly
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gifts, with immortality, and with that glory which becomes the
nature of the Son of God. “That you may know what is the
exceeding greatness of his power to us-ward who believe, according to the working of his mighty power which he wrought in
Christ, when be raised him from the dead and 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 gave him to be Head over all
things to the church.” (Eph. 1:18-23)
The fruits of the resurrection of Christ, which have respect to us,
are various. Speaking in a general way, it may he said that all the
benefits of Christ’s death are also fruits of his resurrection; for
his resurrection secures the effect which his death was designed
to have. Christ by his resurrection applies to us the benefits
which he has merited for us. In this way the benefits of his death
and resurrection are the same, unless it be that they have been
merited for us by his death differently from what they are conferred upon us by his resurrection. It was not necessary that the
act of meriting should continue through the entire period of
both the old and new church. But it was different with the act of
bestowing and applying these benefits. This was to continue forever. And hence it was necessary also that the mediator should
exist in every period of the church, that he might always confer
the blessings which he was once to merit, and which it was not
possible to confer without a mediator. As it respects the church
which existed before the incarnation of Christ, the mediator
bestowed the benefits of his death which had not yet taken
place, by the power and efficacy of his resurrection yet to come;
but now he confers these benefits upon us by the power of his
resurrection as having already taken place.
It now remains for us to specify particularly the principal fruits
which the resurrection of Christ secures unto us.
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1. The resurrection of Christ bears testimony to his merit, that he
has {239} perfectly satisfied for our sins. One single sin
unatoned for, would have kept him under the power of death;
for he was cast into such a prison as to make it entirely impossible for him ever to have escaped thence, except by paying the
very last farthing. But he did come out of this prison. Therefore
he must have paid the uttermost farthing. In view now of this his
merit we have remission of sins, and are justified before God.
The resurrection of Christ also assures us as to the application of
his benefits, which he could not have conferred had he not risen
from the dead; for, as we have already shown, it became the
same mediator, being man, both to merit and bestow gifts, and
for this reason to rise from the dead. In as much, therefore, as he
has risen, we are assured that he has not only merited, but is
also able to bestow upon us the benefits of his death; for, says
the Apostle Paul, “Christ was raised again for our justification,”
that is, to confer and apply unto us his righteousness. (Rom.
4:25)
2. Another benefit resulting to us from the resurrection of Christ,
is the gift of the Holy Spirit, through whom Christ regenerates us
and raises us up unto eternal life. It was necessary for him first
to throw off death from himself, and then from us; and it is necessary for us to be united to him as our Head, that the Holy Spirit
may thus pass over from him into us. Hence he now obtains and
grants unto us, since his resurrection from the dead, the Holy
Spirit, and through him unites us to himself, regenerates and
quickens us. It is true indeed that the godly also in the church of
old were endowed with, and regenerated by the Holy Spirit; yet
the influences of the Spirit were not then enjoyed to the extent
to which they now are under the New Testament, and that by the
power of his resurrection which was then still to come. The Holy
Spirit, by whose virtue alone we are regenerated, could not be
given without the resurrection and ascension of Christ into
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heaven. Hence it is said, “The Holy Spirit was not yet given,
because that Jesus was not yet glorified.” (John 7:39)
3. The resurrection of our bodies is another fruit of the resurrection of Christ. The resurrection of Christ is a pledge of ours, 1.
Because he is our Head, and we are his members. Much of his
glory as our Head depends upon, and results from the glory and
dignity of his members. It is true indeed that Christ would exist
and would be glorious in and by himself, even though his members were to remain under the power of death, yet he would not
be a head, or king, etc., in as much as no one can be a head
without members, nor a king without a kingdom. Christ therefore is head only in respect to his members. 2. If Christ be risen,
he has abolished sin; not, however, his own sin, for he was free
from all manner of sin; but he has abolished sin as it respects us.
And if he has abolished our sin, he has also abolished death; for
in removing the cause he has, at the same time, removed the
effect. “The wages of sin is death.” (Rom. 6:23) And further, if he
has abolished death, and that by a sufficient satisfaction for our
sins, as his resurrection fully testifies, then his resurrection is
most assuredly a certain evidence and pledge of our resurrection, in as much as it is impossible that we should continue in
death since Christ has rendered a full and sufficient satisfaction
in our behalf. 3. As the first Adam received benefits for himself
and all his posterity, and lost these same benefits for all his posterity; so Christ, the second Adam, received life and glory for
himself and us; and will, therefore, also communicate this life
and all his other gifts to us. 4. That the resurrection of Christ is a
pledge of our {240} resurrection, may also be inferred from the
fact that the same Spirit dwells in us which dwelt in Christ, and
will also work the same in us which he wrought in Christ our
head. The Spirit is always the same in whomsoever he dwells.
He does not work effectually in the head, and sleep in the members. Seeing, therefore, that Christ raised himself from the dead
by his Spirit, he will also without doubt raise us. “If the Spirit of
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him that raised up Jesus from the dead, dwell in you, he that
raised up Christ from the dead shall also quicken your mortal
bodies by his Spirit that dwelleth in you.” (Rom. 8:11) 5. Christ is
our brother and will not, therefore, on account of his tender love
and affection, leave us under the power of death, especially if
we take into consideration his power and glory. For if he raised
himself when dead, much more will he be able to raise us, in as
much as he is now alive. And if He had power to raise himself
from the dead when existing in a state of humiliation, much
more can he now raise us, seeing that he reigns gloriously at the
right hand of the Father. There are, however, besides these three,
other fruits which the resurrection of Christ secures unto us,
such as the following:
4. The resurrection of Christ confirms his claims to the Messiahship inasmuch as there is in his resurrection a most complete,
and exact fulfillment of various prophecies.
5. We are assured by the resurrection of Christ, that he now performs the different parts of the office of mediator, that he
applies unto us the benefit of redemption, that he constantly
preserves us in the righteousness which he has made over unto
us, that he commences a new life in us, and thus confirms us as
to the consummation of eternal life, which he could not do, had
he not risen from the dead.
6. Seeing that Christ now lives, and reigns forever, we may be
certain that he will preserve, and defend his Church.
7. The last, though not the least, benefit resulting from the resurrection of Christ, is the consummation of all his benefits, and
the glorification of the Church. It was for this reason that Christ
died, rose again, and has delivered us perfectly from sin, that he
might make us heirs with him in his kingdom and glory. “he is
the First-born from the dead.” “Heirs of God, and joint-heirs with
Christ.” (Col. 1:18; Rom. 8:17) He shall conform us to himself,
because both he and we live by the same Spirit. And this Spirit is
not unlike himself. For “if the Spirit of Him that raised up Jesus
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from the dead, dwell in you, he that raised,” etc. “I will come
again, and receive you unto myself, that where I am there you
may he also.” (Rom. 8:11:John 14:3)
The sum of what we have now said as touching the fruits of the
resurrection of Christ is this, that seeing he has risen from the
dead, it is evident that he is declared to be the Son of God, and
that his humanity is endowed with that glory which becomes
the nature of the Son of God; and also that he bestows upon us
his righteousness, regenerates us by the influence of his Spirit,
and will perfect the new life which he has begun in us, and
make us partakers with himself in his glory, felicity and everlasting life.
Objection 1: The resurrection of Christ, according to what has
been said, can neither be an argument in favor of the resurrection of the wicked, nor the cause of it, inasmuch as they are not
members of Christ. Therefore the wicked will not rise. Answer:
The wicked will not rise on account of the resurrection {241} of
Christ, but for other causes, viz.: on account of the just judgment
of God, for which they will be raised from the dead, that they
may be eternally punished. For there may be in regard to the
same thing many effects, and different causes.
Objection 2: But the things which have been specified, are the
benefits of his death, and cannot, therefore, be regarded as the
fruits of his resurrection. Answer: They are benefits of his death
in as far as he has merited them by his death; and they are the
fruits of his resurrection by the manifestation which he thus
made of them; for he declared by his resurrection that he had
purchased these gifts for us. By his coming forth from the punishment under which he was laid, he declared that he had fully
satisfied for our sins. And they are still further the fruits of his
resurrection by the application which he makes of them, having
risen. He being rich was made poor, and being poor was made
rich again, that we might become rich. (2 Cor. 8:9)
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Objection 3: The cause is before the effect. But the cause of
these benefits which is here said to be the resurrection of Christ,
was not before the justification of the fathers, and the resurrection of the saints under the Old Testament. Therefore the effect,
which comprehends these benefits, cannot be sooner than the
cause itself. Answer: We deny the minor proposition; for while
the cause did not exist as to its completion, yet it did exist in the
counsel of God, and as it respects its efficacy and virtue, even
under the Old Testament dispensation: because even then the
fathers were received into divine favor, and enjoyed, to a certain
extent, the influence of the Holy Spirit and other gifts, for and
through the mediator, who was to come into the world, humble
himself, and be glorified.
What then is the meaning of this article of the Creed: 1 believe in
Christ, who rose from the dead on the third day? It means that I
believe:
1. That Christ did truly recall his soul to his body which was
dead, and quickened it. 2. That he retained a true soul and body;
and that both are now glorified, and free from all infirmity. 3.
That he rose by his own divine virtue and power. 4. That he rose
for the purpose of making us partakers of the righteousness,
holiness, and glorification, which he had purchased for us.
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LORD’S DAY 18
QUESTION 46
46. What do you understand by the words, “He ascended
into Heaven”?
A. That Christ, in sight of His disciples, was taken up from
the earth into heaven; and in our behalf there continues,
until He shall come again to judge the living and the
dead.
EXPOSITION:
The ascension of Christ into heaven is a visible, local and real
translation of his body and soul from earth into that heaven,
which is above all {242} visible heavens at the right hand of
God, in that light which is inaccessible, where he now is, and
remains, and from which he will come to judgment. In this, as in
the article of the resurrection of Christ, there are two things
which chiefly claim our attention—its history and fruits.
In speaking of the history of the ascension of Christ, the following things are to be considered: 1. Who ascended? The very same
person that suffered, and rose again. 2. According to what did he
ascend? According to his human nature. 3. Whither did he
ascend? Up into heaven, above these visible heavens. 4. By what
help, or means? By the peculiar power of his Godhead. 5. For
what purpose did he ascend? That he might be our Head, and
High-Priest in heaven. 6. How did he ascend? Visibly, and while
his disciples were beholding him, by a true, and local elevation
or gradual ascent of his body from earth into heaven.
7. When did he ascend? The fortieth day after his resurrection.
8. From what place did he ascend? From Bethany, at the mount of
Olives. We shall speak of the fruits of his ascension when we
treat upon the forty-ninth Question of the Catechism.
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All the questions which we have here proposed in relation to the
ascension of Christ, may be reduced to the following:
1. Whither did Christ ascend?
2. In what manner?
3. For what purpose?
4. In what does the ascension of Christ differ from ours?
5. What are the fruits of his ascension?

1. WHITHER DID CHRIST ASCEND?
After Christ had given many infallible proofs to his apostles of
his resurrection from the dead, and of his true humanity, he
ascended into heaven, in the sight of his disciples, on the fortieth day after his resurrection, when he was with them in Bethany. The term heaven has, as it is used in the Scriptures, three
significations. It means, first, the air. “Behold the fowls of the
heaven.” (Matt. 6:26) Secondly, it signifies the ethereal region
beyond, including the celestial spheres. “When I consider your
heavens, the work of your fingers, the moon, and the stars,” etc.
“he ascended up far above all heavens,” that is, these visible
heavens. (Ps. 8:3; Eph. 4:10) Thirdly, it means the place of the
blessed, which is that immense, bright, clear, and glorious space
which is without and above this world, and these visible heavens, the abode of God and of the blessed, in which God manifests himself immediately and gloriously to all eternity, and
communicates himself to the blessed angels and men, and
where the seat of our blessedness is prepared with Christ, and
holy spirits. It is in this heaven that God is said to dwell; not that
he is contained, or circumscribed in any place, but because it is
there that he especially manifests, and communicates his glory
to the blessed angels and men. It is called in Scripture the new
world, the new heaven, the heavenly Jerusalem, Paradise, Abraham’s bosom, etc. This heaven is not every where, but above,
amid separate from earth, and hell. “Between us and you there is
a great gulf fixed; so that they which would pass from hence to
you cannot, neither can they pass to us that would come from
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thence.” “The {248} heaven is my throne, and the earth is my
footstool.” (Luke 16:26; Ish. 66:1) It was in this heaven that Elijah
was taken. From this the Holy Spirit came on the day of Pentecost. Paul calls it the third heaven. It is in this third signification
that we are to understand it, when used to express the place to
which Christ ascended.
Christ ascended, therefore, in that heaven which is the abode of
the blessed. This is established by many and express testimonies
from the word of God, such as the devil himself will never, to all
eternity, he able to pervert. “While they beheld he was taken up,
and a cloud received him out of their sight. And while they
looked steadfastly toward heaven as he went up, behold, two
men stood by them in white apparel; which also said, You men
of Galilee, why stand you gazing up into heaven? This same
Jesus, which is taken from you into heaven, shall so come in like
manner as you have seen him go into heaven.” “In my Father’s
house there are many mansions;” (that is, many houses in which
we may dwell amid abide) “I go to prepare a place for you.” “he
was parted from them, and carried up into heaven.” “He was
received up into heaven.” “Stephen saw the heavens opened,
and the Son of man standing on the right hand of God;” that is,
he saw with his bodily eyes, to which was divinely given a new
sight or vision, beyond and through all the visible heavens,
Christ in the same human nature in which he had humbled himself and appeared in the form of a servant. “Seek those things
which are above, where Christ sits on the right hand of God.”
“He ascended far above all heavens.” “We have a great High
Priest that is passed into the heavens.” “Made higher than the
heavens.” “Christ is entered into heaven itself, now to appear in
the presence of God for us.” “Our conversation is in heaven,
from whence also we look for the Savior, the Lord Jesus.” (Acts
1:9, 10, 11; John 14:2; Luke 24:51; Mark 16:19; Acts 7:56; Col.
3:1; Eph. 4:10; Heb. 4:14; 7:26; 9:24; Phil. 3:20)
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Objection: But our conversation, to which reference is made in
the last passage quoted, is on earth. Therefore heaven is on
earth. Answer: Our conversation is in heaven, first in the hope
and certainty which we have of it; and secondly in the beginning
we have of that heavenly life.
In this heaven, therefore, which is the abode of God, and of the
blessed, Christ ascended, and is now there, and will come from
thence to judge the world according to the testimony of the
word of God.
God will have us know to what place Christ has ascended, 1.
That it may be manifest that he continues true man, and did not
vanish away, but remains and will forever remain very man in
heaven. 2. That we may know to what place our thoughts should
be directed, and where we ought to come in our approaches to
him, so as to avoid all forms of idolatry. 3. That we may know
our home, or the house into which Christ will bring us, and in
which we shall dwell with him.
2. IN WHAT MANNER DID CHRIST
ASCEND INTO HEAVEN?
Christ ascended into heaven,
1. According to his human nature. “But me you have not
always.” (Matt. 26:11)
Objection: He who is always in heaven did not ascend thither.
The Son of man was in heaven. Therefore he did not ascend
thither.
Answer. We grant that he who is always in heaven did not
ascend thither according to {244} his divine nature, for this was
already in heaven before his ascension. As when Christ was on
earth, his divine nature did not, for this reason, leave heaven, so
when he is now in heaven, his Divinity does not, for this reason,
depart from us. Cyprian says, “The Lord ascended into heaven, not
where the Word of God had not been before, because he was
always in heaven, and remained in the Father; but where the Word
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made flesh did not sit before.” To this it is objected: that which
descended also ascended. His Divinity descended. Therefore it
also ascended. Answer: The form of speech which is here used
is not to be understood in its proper sense; for when his Divinity
is said to have descended, it means that it manifested itself
locally, where before it had not manifested itself.
2. He ascended locally and bodily, that is, he did truly pass from
one place to another. He removed his human nature from a
lower place to one that is higher, even in heaven, by a transfer or
change that was real and proper; which it would not have been
possible for him to have done, if he had been everywhere in
body. That Christ did indeed ascend locally, is proven by these
declarations of Scripture: “But me you have not always with
you.” “If I go not away the Comforter will not come unto you.” “I
leave the world and go unto the Father.” “What, and if you shall
see the Son of man ascend up where he was before.” “Seek those
things which are above where Christ sits at the right hand of
God.” “Until the day in which he was taken up; and a cloud
received him out of their sight.” (John 12:8; 16:7; 16:28; 5:62;
Col. 3:1; Acts 1:2, 9)
3. Christ ascended into heaven visibly; for the ascent of his body
into heaven was apparent to the sight of his disciples, who were
witnesses of it. “While they beheld, he was taken up.” (Acts 1:9)
He was taken up until they could no longer see him. They
beheld him ascending until a cloud received him out of their
sight.
4. He ascended by his own power, that is to say, of his Godhead,
by which he also rose from the dead. “I ascend unto my Father.”
“I go to prepare a place for you.” “Therefore, being by the right
hand of God exalted.” (John 20:17; 14:3; Acts 2:33)
5. He ascended on the fortieth day after his resurrection. And
does any ask, Wherefore did he ascend on the fortieth day? Why
not sooner, or immediately after his resurrection? We reply, that
he delayed his ascension thus long that he might give us infalli-
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ble proofs of his resurrection, and of the truth of his humanity.
“To whom also he shewed himself alive, after his passion, by
many infallible proofs.” (Acts 1:3) And, also, that he might give
his disciples instruction in relation to his kingdom—recall to
their recollection the things which he had before his death spoken unto them, and add others—and might thins not only establish them, but us also in the truth of his resurrection and
humanity. “Being seen of them forty days, and speaking of the
timings pertaining to the kingdom of God.” (Acts 1:3)
6. He ascended not to return before the day of judgment. “This
same Jesus small so come in like manner as you have seen him
go into heaven.” “I will come again, and receive you unto
myself.” “You do show the Lord’s death until He come.” “Whom
the heavens must receive until the times of restitution of all
things.” (Acts 1:11; John 14:8; 1 Cor. 11:26; Acts 3:21)
Objection 1: There is no place beyond heaven. Therefore the
ascension of {246} Christ is no local translation. Answer:
Beyond heaven there is no natural place, or such as Aristotle
defines to be, superficies continentis cedentis contento; but there
is a metaphysical, supernatural, or heavenly place; but what, or
what manner of place it is, we are not able to understand from
the knowledge which we now have. It is sufficient for us, however, to know and believe that there is such a place, according to
these declarations of Scripture: “I go to prepare a PLACE for you;
I will come again, and receive you to myself, that WHERE I am,
there you may be also.” “And WHITHER I go, you know.” “Father,
I will that they also, whom you have given me, be with me
WHERE I AM.” “He was taken UP.” “Seek those things which are
ABOVE, WHERE Christ sits on the right hand of God.” “Our conversation is in heaven, FROM WHENCE also we look for the Savior, the Lord Jesus.” (John 14:2, 3; 17:24; Acts 1:2; Col. 3:1. Phil.
3:20) These and similar declarations of Scripture teach that the
heaven into which Christ did ascend, and which is above these
visible heavens, is truly a place; for the particles ABOVE,
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WHITHER and WHERE convey the idea of place. Of this place,
however, Aristotle was ignorant, and did not believe in it,
because he was ignorant of the Scriptures.
To this the Ubiquitarians reply; therefore Christ was translated
from a place into that which is no place, and base upon this the
following objection: that which is not in any place is everywhere. Christ is not in any place, because he ascended above
and beyond the visible heavens, beyond which there is no place.
Therefore he is everywhere. Answer: We deny the major proposition, which affirms that to be everywhere which is not in any
place; for if this were true the highest heaven would be everywhere; for it is not in any place; and yet it is not everywhere.
Again, the minor proposition is true of a natural place; for Christ
was taken up where there is no natural place, and is now in no
such a natural place; but it is false if it refer to a metaphysical,
supernatural place, which does indeed contain, but is not itself
contained in any thing by which it is circumscribed. It is in such
a place as this, which is beyond the visible heavens, that Christ
now is, according to the Scriptures. And still more: that the
human nature of Christ is finite and not everywhere, may be
inferred from the fact that it was removed by his ascension from
one place to another, or to that which is no place, if you please,
for it makes but little difference which term we use; for to be
everywhere and change places involves a contradiction. It is for
this reason also that his Godhead, which alone is infinite, eternal
and everywhere, is not said to change places.
But here the Ubiquitarians seek shelter that they may not be
wounded by this weapon, or that their position may not be
refuted by this argument: That which changes its place is not
everywhere. The body of Christ changes its place. Therefore it is
not everywhere. They grant the truth of the principal proposition of this syllogism, taking the words, however, in a sense different from that which is their proper signification, viz., that the
body of Christ is everywhere, after the manner of majesty; and

Lord’s Day 18

451

that it changes its place after the manner of a natural body. But
they do not, by this cavil, avoid the contradiction in which their
position involves them. For when a different phraseology is
employed for the purpose of removing a contradiction, it ought
not to express the same thing as that which is predicated, for if it
does, it is a mere tautology, and a begging of the question; as if I,
imitating them, should say: air is light as it respects the {246}
manner of light; and is dark as touching the manner of darkness.
Again, he is poor after the manner of poverty; and rich after the
manner of riches. According to this form of speech the same
thing is affirmed of the same thing; for the manner of poverty is
nothing different from poverty, and the manner of riches nothing but riches. So now it is with the form of speech which the
Ubiquitarians use in regard to the major proposition of the syllogism now under consideration; it expresses the same thing
with the words which they ought to explain, and hence does not
remove the contradiction. The body of Christ, they affirm, is
everywhere after the manner of majesty. Being asked what they
mean by majesty, they reply, that it is omnipotence and immensity. To say, therefore, that the body of Christ is everywhere as it
respects the manner of majesty, and not as it respects the manner of a natural body, is nothing else, according to their own
meaning of the terms, than that the body of Christ is everywhere
as touching the manner of immensity, and is not everywhere
after the manner of finiteness. By this distinction they imagine
that they remove the contradiction in which they are brought by
their own false position; but it is a poor triumph which they
have achieved. For what is the manner of immensity, but
immensity itself; so that immensity and to be immense are predicated of the same thing. Hence, as it is contradictory to say of
the same thing, that it is everywhere and changes places, or is
not everywhere; so it is also a contradiction to affirm that the
same body is immense and finite; or that immensity and finiteness belong to the same thing; or that the same body is everywhere, or immense as it respects the manner of immensity or
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majesty; and that it is not everywhere, but changes places and is
finite, according to the manner of finiteness, or of a natural
body. That, therefore, which we have already proven is manifest,
that Christ ascended locally. Hence this article is to be understood of a local ascension into heaven.
Objection 2: Opposites should always be explained in the same
manner, so that the opposition may not be lost. The articles, He
ascended into heaven, and He descended into hell, are opposite
to each other. Therefore, as the article of Christ’s descent into
hell is taken figuratively, as expressing the last degree of his
humiliation, so the article of his ascension ought to be understood figuratively, expressing the greatest majesty, and not of
any local motion. Answer: We reply to the major proposition by
making a distinction. Opposites should be explained in the same
manner, unless the explanation thus given conflict with the articles of faith, and with other portions of Scripture. But here there
would be such a conflict; for the Scriptures explain this article as
teaching a local ascension. “He shall so come in like manner as
you have seen him go into heaven.” (Acts 1:11) But the article of
the descent of Christ into hell, the Scripture understands of a
spiritual descent, as we have shown when discoursing upon it.
And not only so, but the analogy of faith requires such an interpretation of each article. Again, we deny the minor proposition;
for these two articles are not opposites: the ascension of Christ
into heaven is not the highest degree of his glory, as his descent
into hell is the last degree of his humiliation. The highest degree
of Christ’s glory is his sitting at the right hand of the Father.
Therefore, we grant the truth of the major proposition if it be
referred to Christ’s sitting at the right hand of God, the Father;
for the article of his descent into hell is the opposite of this. The
Scriptures also interpret figuratively these two articles, of the
descent of Christ into {247} hell, and of his sitting at the right
hand of the Father. Lastly, if the ascension of Christ is to be
understood as placing his two natures upon an equality, all the
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other articles touching his true humanity would be entirely
overthrown.
The two other sophisms of the Ubiquitarians against the true
ascension of Christ, are proposed in the following questions of
the Catechism. The explanation of them will, therefore, be continued, after which the remaining heads, touching the causes
and fruits of his ascension, will be expounded.

QUESTION 47
47. Is not then Christ with us even unto the end of the world,
as He has promised?
A. Christ is true Man and true God: according to His human
nature, He is now not on earth; but according to His
Godhead, majesty, grace, and Spirit, He is at no time
absent from us.
EXPOSITION:
Objection: This question anticipates an objection on the part of
the Ubiquitarians: Christ promised that he would be with us
always, even unto the end of the world. Therefore he did not so
ascend into heaven as to be no longer on earth and everywhere
by his humanity. Answer: There is here more in the conclusion
than legitimately follows from the premises. Christ speaks of his
person, to which he attributes that which belongs with propriety
to the Godhead, just as he also said that he was in heaven before
his ascension. In like manner he said before his passion, when
he as yet conversed with his disciples on earth, “I and my Father
will come unto him, and make our abode with him.” (John
14:23) This he spoke of his Divinity by which he was, and is in
heaven, and everywhere, and by which he is present with us in
the same way in which the Father is. So we might also turn the
argument against them by reasoning thus: “I go away,” said
Christ. “I leave the world.” “Me you have not always.” (John
14:28; 16:28; Matt. 26:11) Therefore he is evidently not with us.
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But this is attributed in an improper sense to his other nature,
his humanity, which remains with us by virtue of that personal
union which exists between the two natures of Christ, his divine
and human, which union consists in the mysterious and wonderful indissoluble joining together of these two natures in one
person, in such a manner that these two natures, thus united,
constitute the essence of the person of Christ; so that one nature
would be destroyed if separated from the other; and yet each
retains its own peculiar properties, which distinguish it from the
other. The explanation which Augustine gives of this subject is
this:
“That which Christ says, Lo, I am with you always, even unto
the end of the world, is fulfilled according to his majesty,
providence and unspeakable grace. But with respect to the
human nature which the Word assumed, according to which
he was born of the Virgin Mary, apprehended by the Jews,
nailed to the cross, taken down from the cross, wrapped in
linen cloth, buried in the sepulcher, and which was seen after
his resurrection, with respect to this his humanity, you shall
not always have him with you. And why? Because, when he
had conversed with his disciples for the space of forty days,
being bodily present with them, and {248} when they had
accompanied him, to see, not to follow him, he ascended into
heaven, and is no longer here. For he is now in heaven, seated
at the right hand of God; and is here as to the presence of his
majesty, which has not departed from us. Or, it may be thus
expressed: Christ is always present with us with respect to his
majesty; but as it regards the presence of his humanity, it was
truly said to his disciples, Me you have not always with you.
The Church enjoyed Christ only a few days as it respects the
presence of his humanity; now it apprehends him only by
faith, and does not see him with the natural eye.” Christ is,
therefore, present with us,
1. By his Spirit and Godhead. 2. By our faith, and the confidence
with which we behold him. 3. By mutual love; because we love
him, and he loves us in such a way as not to forget us. 4. By
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union with his human nature; for it is the same Spirit which is in
us and him, that unites us to him. 5. In the hope of consummation, which is the certain hope of coming to him.

QUESTION 48
48. But are not, in this way, the two natures in Christ separated from one another, if the Manhood be not wherever
the Godhead is?
A. By no means; for since the Godhead is incomprehensible
and everywhere present, it must follow that it is indeed
beyond the bounds of the Manhood, which it has
assumed, but is yet nonetheless in the same also, and
remains personally united to it.
EXPOSITION:
This question contains another argument, or objection, which
the Ubiquitarians are wont to urge. The two natures, say they,
which meet in the person of Christ, are joined by an inseparable
union. Therefore wherever the Godhead of Christ is, there his
humanity must also necessarily be. Answer: These two natures
are joined together in such a way, that the properties of each still
remain distinct. There is, therefore, no change of the one into
the other, which would be the case, if both were infinite, and
every where.
To this answer they oppose the following objections: 1. Where
there are two natures, one of which is not where the other is,
they are separated from each other, and do not remain personally united. In the person of Christ there are two natures which
remain personally united. Therefore, the human nature of Christ
must necessarily be wherever his Godhead is, or else this union
will be destroyed. Answer: The major proposition is true if it be
understood of two natures which are equal, that is, which are
equally finite, or infinite: but it is false if it has reference to two
natures which are not equal, if one, for instance, be finite, and

456

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

the other infinite. For a nature that is finite, cannot be at one and
the same time in many places; but that which is infinite may be
entire in the finite, and at the same time be complete without it;
and this we may regard as being the case in relation to Christ.
His human nature, which is finite, is in but one place; but his
divine nature, which is infinite, is in his human nature, and without it, and for this reason every where.
Objection 2: There must, however, at least, be a separation
between these natures in Christ, where the {249} human nature
is not, although this separation may not be where it is. Answer:
Not at all; because the Godhead is complete, and the same in the
human nature, and without it, according to what Gregory
Nazianzus say, “The Word is in his own temple, and is every
where; but is in an especial manner in his own temple.”
Objection 3: But if the human nature of Christ be not endowed
with divine properties, it follows that there is no difference
between him and the saints; for there can be no difference
between Christ and Peter, unless it be in the equality of his
human with his divine nature. Answer: The antecedent is false,
because there are a variety of distinctions between Christ and
the saints, beside that to which reference is here had.
Objection 4: The difference between Christ and the saints is
either in substance, or in properties and gifts. It is not in substance, because the whole Godhead dwells as well in the saints
as in Christ. Therefore it is in properties and gifts. Answer: We
deny that the difference which holds between Christ and the
saints is either in substance, or in properties and gifts; because
this enumeration is not sufficiently full. There is a third difference, which is not here referred to, which is the mysterious and
personal union of the two natures, the divine and human, which
is in Christ, but not in Peter, or any of the saints. In Christ
dwelleth all the fullness of the Godhead bodily, in such a manner that Christ-man is God, and Christ-God is man; but it cannot
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be said that the Godhead dwells thus in Peter, or in any of the
saints.
Objection 5: But it is said, “God has given him a name which is
above every name.” (Phil. 2:9) Answer: He has given him this
name together with his Godhead, that is to say, by virtue of the
personal union of the two natures which meet in Christ, and not
by virtue of any equaling of these natures. For just as the Godhead is given to Christ, so also are the properties thereof.
The Ubiquitarians, who urge these objections, are guilty of these
three most pestilential errors, or they may, at least, be regarded
as attaching themselves to the views which they hold in relation
to this subject.
1. With Nestorius they separate the natures in Christ, inasmuch
as they substitute for the union of these natures, the equaling, or
the operation, and working of one by the other: for two things,
two spirits and two natures may be equal, or act mutually
through each other, even without a personal union. 2. With
Eutyches they confound and blend these natures, inasmuch as
they make them equal. 3. They take from us the weapons with
which we oppose, and refute the Arian and Sabellian heresies;
for they weaken the proofs of all those portions of Scripture
which attest the Divinity of Christ, by attempting to establish
from them the equality of his human, with his divine nature.
3. FOR WHAT PURPOSE DID
CHRIST ASCEND INTO HEAVEN?
Christ ascended into heaven for his own glory, and for that of his
Father. It was proper, and necessary, that he should have a heavenly kingdom. Hence it was not expedient that he should continue on earth. “he that descended is the same also that
ascended up far above all heavens, that he might fill all things.”
“Wherefore God has also highly exalted him, and given him a
name which is above every name, that every tongue should Confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father.”
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(Eph. 4:10; Phil. 2:9, 11) It also belonged to, and was proper that
Christ {250} who is the Head should be glorified with an excellence, and superiority of gifts above all the members, which
could not have been the case had he remained on earth. And
still further, Christ ascended for our benefit, and that in these
three respects.
1. That he might make intercession for us in heaven. “Who is
even at the right hand of God, who also maketh intercession for
us.” (Rom. 8:34) He intercedes for us, first, by the value of his
sacrifice, already offered in our behalf, which is so great that the
Father ought, on this account, to receive us into favor. Secondly,
by his own will, by which he continually desires, that the Father
would receive us into favor at the sight, and recollection of that
sacrifice which he accomplished in his own body. Thirdly, by the
consent of the Father, approving the will, and desire of the Son,
accepting the value of his sacrifice, as a sufficient satisfaction for
our sins, and together with the Son receiving us into favor. It is
by making intercession for us in this manner that Christ applies
unto us the benefits and merit of his death. And the entire glorification of the mediator, consisting in his resurrection, ascension
and sitting at the right hand of the Father, was necessary in order
that this application might be made unto us. But some one may,
perhaps, be ready to object and say; but Christ interceded for us
already when he was on earth? To this we reply, that the intercession which Christ made on earth had respect to that which
was yet future; for it was made upon the condition, that the
mediator, after he had accomplished his sacrifice on earth,
should forever appear in the sanctuary on high.
2. That we might also ascend, and have assurance thereof. Christ
himself says in the gospel of John, “I go to prepare a place for
you.” “In my Father’s house are many mansions,” that is, places
to abide forever; for he speaks of our continuance there. Christ
ascended; therefore we shall also ascend. This conclusion is
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proper, and forcible; because Christ is the head, and we are the
members; he is also the first-begotten among many brethren.
3. That he might send the Holy Spirit, and by him gather, comfort, and defend his Church, even to the end of the world. Hence
he says, “If I go not away, the Comforter will not come unto
you.” “Which (Holy Spirit) be shed on us abundantly through
Jesus Christ our Lord.” (John 16:7; Tit. 3:6)
Objection: He gave the Holy Spirit both before and after his resurrection. Therefore he did not ascend for the purpose of sending him. Answer. He had, indeed, given the Holy Spirit before
his ascension into heaven, but not in such copious effusions as
on the day of Pentecost. And whatever influences of the Spirit
were given to the church from the beginning of the world, were
given on account of Christ, who was to be manifested in the
flesh, and would then reign in his human nature, and shed on us
abundantly the Holy Spirit. Hence the Holy Spirit, on account of
the decree of God, was not given in such large measures before
the ascension of Christ; because God had determined to effect
both by man glorified. The mission of the Holy Spirit was the
chief part of the glory of Christ. It is therefore said, in John 7:39,
“The Holy Spirit was not yet given,” that is, the wonderful, and
copious sending, or outpouring of the Spirit was not yet given,
“because that Jesus was not yet glorified.” “If I depart I will send
the Comforter unto you.” (John 16:7) This is the reason {251}
why the mission of the Holy Spirit was deferred until after the
ascension of Christ into heaven.
4. IN WHAT DOES THE ASCENSION OF CHRIST
DIFFER FROM OURS?
Christ’s ascension and ours agree, first, in this, that both, he and
we, ascend to the same place. They agree, secondly, in this that
both, he and we, ascend to glory. “Father, I will that they also,
whom you have given me, be with me where I am, that they may
behold my glory.” (John 17:24)
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They differ in the following respect: 1. Christ ascended by his
own peculiar power and virtue. “No man has ascended up to
heaven (that is, by his own peculiar virtue) but the Son of man.”
(John 3:13) Our ascension, on the other hand, will be effected
by, and for the sake of, Christ. “I go to prepare a place for you.” “I
will that they also whom you have given me be with me where I
am.” (John 14:2; 17:24)
2. Christ ascended that he might be head, we shall ascend that
we may be members; he ascended to glory such as is proper for
the head, we shall ascend to glory such as is becoming those
who are members; he ascended that he might sit at the right
hand of the Father, we shall ascend that we may sit upon his
throne and that of his Father, not in the same dignity, but only by
a participation therein. “To him that overcometh will I grant to
sit with me in my throne, even as I also overcame and am set
down with my Father in his throne.” (Rev. 3:21) We shall, therefore, be partakers of his glory, a just proportion being preserved
between the members and the head. 3. The ascension of Christ
is the cause of ours, but not the contrary. 4. Whole Christ
ascended, but not the whole of Christ; because he ascended only
as to his human nature, and not as it respects his divine nature,
which is also on earth. But we shall ascend whole, and the
whole of us; because we have only a finite nature, and that but
one.
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QUESTION 49
49. What benefit do we receive from Christ’s ascension into
heaven?
A. First, that He is our Advocate in the presence of His
Father in heaven. Secondly, that we have our flesh in
heaven, as a sure pledge, that He, as the Head, will also
take us, His members, up to Himself. Thirdly, that He
sends us His Spirit, as an earnest, by whose power we
seek those things which are above, where Christ sits on
the right hand of God, and not things on the earth.
EXPOSITION:
5. WHAT ARE THE FRUITS OF
THE ASCENSION OF CHRIST?
The fruits, or benefits of Christ’s ascension into heaven are
chiefly these three:
1. His intercession with the Father in our behalf. This embraces,
as we have already remarked, the perpetual force and virtue of
the sacrifice of Christ; the divine and human will of Christ which
is favorable to us, by which he desires that we may be received
of the Father for the sake of his sacrifice; and the consent of the
Father, falling in with this will of his Son, {252} and approving
of his satisfaction as a sufficient atonement for our sins. In a
word, it is the will of the Father and the Son, that the sacrifice of
Christ may forever avail in our behalf.
Objection: But intercession was made before the ascension of
Christ; yea, even before his advent. Therefore it is not one of the
fruits of his ascension. Answer: It is true, indeed, that intercession was made before Christ’s entrance into heaven, but it
depended upon that which would be made after his ascension,
that is, it was made with reference to that intercession which
was yet to come, just as it was with every thing that pertained to
the reception of the fathers, into the favor of God from the
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beginning of the world. Again, the intercession which was made
before the ascension of Christ was not such as that which is now
made. The mediator, under the Old Testament, made intercession with reference to the value of his sacrifice yet to be accomplished, and the Father received the saints of old into favor, by
virtue of that sacrifice which was yet to be offered; but now he
receives us for the sake of the satisfaction which Christ has
already made. So also in the church of old sins were remitted,
and the Holy Spirit was given on account of a future sacrifice;
but now in view of this sacrifice already offered. But the value of
the one sacrifice of Christ continues forever, because “by one
offering he has perfected forever them that are sanctified.” (Heb.
10:14) Nor is the fact that Christ no longer offers sacrifices a
proof of the imperfection of his offering. It is rather an argument
in favor of its perfect character; for if he were frequently to offer
sacrifice after the manner of the Levitical priests, this would be
an evidence that he could not by one sacrifice make those perfect who would come to God. But he has by one sacrifice perfected forever them that are sanctified. Hence he now performs
his priestly office, not by offering sacrifices frequently, nor by
meriting favors for us in the same way, but by applying unto us,
through the perpetual and infinite worth and dignity of his one
sacrifice, grace, righteousness and the Holy Spirit, which is certainly something vastly greater, than if he would repeat his sacrifice.
2. Our glorification results from Christ’s ascension into heaven;
for if he who is our head has ascended, we also, who are his
members, shall certainly ascend. Hence, Christ himself said, “I
go to prepare a place for you. And if I go and prepare a place for
you I will come again, and receive you unto myself; that where I
am, there you may be also.” (John 14:2, 3)
Objection: But Elijah and Enoch ascended before Christ. Therefore, the ascension of Christ is not the cause of our ascension.
Answer: They ascended in respect to, and by virtue of Christ’s
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ascension, which was yet future. The ascension and glorification
of Christ are not only the type, but also the cause of our ascension and glorification; for had he not been glorified, we could
not be glorified. The Father has decreed to give us all things
through the Messiah, and has placed all things in his hands. But
how could Christ have given us a kingdom, if he himself, as the
first-begotten, had not first taken possession of it? And in as
much as he has ascended and now reigns there, he will translate
us, who are citizens of his kingdom, to the same place. “Where I
am, there shall also my servant be.” “I will receive you unto
myself; that where I am there you may be also.” (John 12:26;
14:3)
3. The third fruit of the ascension of Christ is the mission of the
Holy Spirit, by whom he gathers, comforts and defends his
church, even to the end of the world. The Holy Spirit was indeed
given also under the law, {253} before the advent and ascension
of Christ; but, as has been remarked, it was in respect to his
ascension and glorification, which were then still future, and
was not only a fruit of it, but also a part of it. And again, since
the glorification of Christ, the Holy Spirit has been given more
copiously, as on the day of Pentecost, which had been foretold
by the prophet Joel; “And it shall come to pass afterwards, that I
will pour out my Spirit upon all flesh,” etc. It is by the efficacy
and influence of this Spirit that we seek those things which are
above, because it is there that our treasure is. and there our
goods, and that because Christ has ascended for the purpose of
making those good things ours, which were there long before.
This is the argument which the Apostle employs in Col. 3:1.
There are other fruits which result from the ascension of Christ,
less important than those which we have specified. They are
such as the following:
4. The ascension of Christ is a proof that remission of sins is
fully granted to all those that believe, in as much as he could not
have sat down upon the throne of God, if he had not endured the
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punishment which our sins required. For where sin is, there
death is also. “He shall reprove the world of righteousness,
because I go to my Father.” (John 16:10)
5. It is a proof that Christ is indeed conqueror of death, sin and
the devil.
6. It is an evidence that we shall never be left destitute of comfort; because it was one great object of Christ’s ascension, that
he might send the Holy Spirit. “If I go not away the Comforter
will not come unto you; but if I depart, I will send him unto
you.” “When he ascended up on high, he led captivity captive,
and gave gifts unto men.” (John 16:7; Eph. 4:8)
7. It is an assurance that Christ will forever defend us, since we
know that he is our ever glorious head, and is exalted above all
principalities and powers.
What then are we to understand by the Article, I believe in Jesus
Christ, who ascended into heaven? It means, I believe, first, that
he did truly, and not merely in show, ascend into heaven, and is
now there, and will be called upon at the right hand of God, until
he shall come from thence to judge the world. And, secondly,
that he has ascended for my sake and your sake, and now
appears in the presence of God, makes intercession for us, sends
us the Holy Spirit, and will at length take us to himself, that we
may be with him where he is, and reign with him in glory.
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LORD’S DAY 19
QUESTION 50.
50. Why is it added: “And sitteth at the right hand of God”?
A. Because Christ ascended into heaven for this end, that He
might there appear as Head of His Church, by whom the
Father governs all things.
EXPOSITION:
To ascend into heaven, and to sit at the right hand of God, are
not the same; because the one may be without the other. This
Article, which {254} refers to Christ’s sitting at the right hand of
God, differs from his ascension into heaven in the three following particulars: 1. The end of the former article is expressed in
this; because it was for this reason that Christ ascended into
heaven, that he might sit at the right hand of God. 2. Christ sits
forever at the right hand of the Father; but he ascended only
once into heaven. 3. The angels ascend, and we shall also
ascend into heaven; but neither they nor we shall sit at the right
hand of the Father. “To which of the angels said he at any time,
Sit on my right hand, until I make your enemies your footstool.”
(Heb. 1:13) Much less has God said this of any man, Christ only
excepted.
Concerning this sitting at the right hand of God, we must consider more particularly:
1. What the right hand of God signifies in the Scriptures
2. What it is to sit at the right hand of God
3. Whether Christ has alway sat at God’s right hand
6. What the fruits of his sitting at the right hand of the Father are

1. WHAT THE RIGHT HAND OF GOD
SIGNIFIES IN THE SCRIPTURES
The right hand, and other members of our body, are attributed
to God in an improper sense. As used in the Scriptures, the

466

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

phrase, right hand of God signifies two things. First, the supreme
power and virtue, or omnipotence of God. “Him has God exalted
with his right hand, to be a Prince and a Savior.” “The right hand
of the Lord doeth valiantly.” “Your right hand, O Lord, has
dashed in pieces the enemy.” (Acts 5:31; Ps. 118:16; Ex. 15:6)
And secondly, supreme dignity and glory, or majesty. It is in this
second sense that we are to understand it as here used.
2. WHAT IT IS TO SIT AT THE RIGHT HAND OF GOD
To sit at the right hand of God is to be a person equal with God in
power and glory, by whom the Father works immediately, and
governs all things. According to the definition which is commonly given to this phrase, it means to reign in equal power and
glory with the Father. This is true of Christ; for he does all things
in the same manner as the Father does, and is endowed with
equal power with the Father, which he also exercises. But the
Son has always reigned in this manner. The same may also be
said of the Holy Spirit, who is nevertheless not said in the Scriptures to sit at the right hand of God, and does not sit there;
because the Father does not govern all things, and especially the
church, by the Holy Spirit; but by the Son. Hence this commonly
received definition is not sufficient and complete. Others confound his sitting with his ascension, and say that they express
the same thing. But we have already specified certain particulars
in which they differ; and it is absurd to suppose that there would
be such a repetition of the same thing in a creed so brief and
condensed.
The phrase, sits at the right hand of God, is borrowed from the
custom of kings and monarchs, who place those whom they
wish to honor at their right hand, and have their own assessors,
to whom they entrust certain departments of the government. It
is in this way that Christ is said to sit {255} at the right hand of
the Father, because the Father will govern and rule immediately
all things, both in heaven and earth, by him. This sitting, therefore, is the supreme dignity and glory which the Father gave to
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Christ after his ascension, or it is the highest exaltation of the
mediator, in his kingdom and priesthood. It is peculiar to Christ;
because he alone is that almighty person and mediator through
whom the Father immediately governs all things, and especially
his church, which he defends against all her enemies. This glory
and sitting of Christ at the right hand of the Father consists in
these four things:
1. In the perfection of his divine nature, or in the equality of the
Word with the Father, which he did not then receive, but always
had. This his Divinity, although it was hid, as it were, and unobserved during the whole of the time of his humiliation, afterwards revealed itself with power and majesty.
2. In the perfection and exaltation of the human nature of Christ,
which excellence consists, first, in the personal union of the
human nature with the Word. “In him dwelleth all the fullness of
the Godhead bodily.” (Col. 2:9) And, secondly, in the excellence
of gifts, such as wisdom, power, glory, majesty, and others which
are far greater and more in number than those which either the
angels or men have received; and by which he also greatly
excels all creatures in heaven or on earth. “Of his fullness have
all we received, and grace for grace.” “For God giveth not the
Spirit by measure unto him.” (John 1:16; 3:34)
3. In the perfection and excellence of the office of mediator, which
is prophetical, priestly and regal, which Christ now, as the glorified head of his church, gloriously executes in heaven in his
human nature. For now he intercedes in glory, grants the Holy
Spirit, and gloriously preserves and defends his church. This
excellence of Christ’s office is his exaltation itself in his kingdom
and priesthood, which is the same as to say, that it is the laying
aside the infirmity of his human nature, and the consummation
of that glory which was due him, as well by reason of his office
as prophet, priest and king, as by that of his person, as God. “All
power is given unto me in heaven and on earth.” (Matt. 28:18)
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4. In the perfection of honor, reverence and worship, which angels
and men ascribe and give unto Christ equally with the Father;
because he is acknowledged, adored and magnified by all as the
Lord and head of all. “Let all the angels of God worship him.” “To
which of the angels said he, Sit on my right hand?” “God has
given him a name which is above every name, that at the name
of Jesus every knee should bow,” etc. (Ps. 9:7; Heb. 1:6, 13; Phil.
2:9) This name, of which the Apostle here speaks, consists in the
excellence of the person and office of Christ, and is a declaration
of both by his visible majesty, that all may acknowledge and be
constrained to confess that he is that king by whom God governs
all things. It was thus that Stephen saw him standing on the right
hand of God, crowned with visible majesty and glory, and
adored him. Christ had, indeed, even before this his exaltation at
the right hand of the Father, certain parts of the excellence of his
person and office, but now he attained the consummation of his
glory.
From what has now been said, we may give a more complete
definition of Christ’s sitting at the right hand of the Father. It is to
have the same and equal power with the Father: to excel all the
angels and men m his {256} human nature, both in the number
and excellence of the gifts which were conferred upon him, and
also in visible glory and majesty: to declare him-self Lord of
angels and men, and so of all things which are created: to rule
immediately, in the name of the Father, his kingdom in heaven,
and the whole world, and especially to govern the church in the
same manner by his power: and, finally, to be acknowledged
and praised by every one as Lord and Head of all. But how and in
what respects Christ is said to be our Head, has already been
explained in the exposition of the thirty-second Question of the
Catechism.
The honor, therefore, which attaches itself to this sitting at the
right hand of God does not belong to the Father, nor the Holy
Spirit, but is peculiar to Christ alone, and is, indeed, the highest
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degree or consummation of the honor which the Son obtained,
and that in respect to both natures, but in a manner peculiar to
each. In respect to his human nature it is a real communication
of heavenly gifts, or perfect glory, which the humanity of Christ
had not before his ascension. But, in relation to his divine
nature, this sitting at the right hand of God does not include any
change of his Divinity; but is merely the laying aside his humiliation, and the manifestation of that glory which he had with the
Father before the foundation of the world, but which he had
concealed during the time of his humiliation; and the right and
title to the free and full possession of that which his Godhead
had laid aside, as it were, in assuming our nature. For as the Godhead humbled itself, so it was again placed at the right hand of
the Father, that is to say, it was gloriously manifested in the flesh.
“And now, O Father, glorify you me with your own self, with the
glory which I had with you before the world was.” (John 17:5)
This exposition which we have now given of this Article of the
Creed, overthrows many objections which have been brought
forward in relation to this subject, of which we may mention the
following:
Objection 1: The Holy Spirit is also equal with the Father. Therefore, we may correctly say that he also sits at the right hand of
the Father. Answer: We deny the conclusion which is here
drawn, because the argument is based upon an incorrect definition; for although the Holy Spirit, as well as the Father, be God,
Lord and Ruler of the church, yet it does not belong to him to sit
at the right hand of the Father, but to Christ alone, because he
assumed human nature, humbled himself, died, rose again,
ascended into heaven and is mediator. Again, the Father works
immediately through Christ alone, but mediately through the
Holy Spirit; for the same order which exists in relation to the
persons of the Godhead, must be preserved in their operation.
The Father does not work by, but of himself, because he is of
none. The Son works by, and not of himself, because he is begot-
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ten of the Father. The Holy Spirit works by himself, but from the
Father and the Son, from whom he proceeded. Therefore, the
Father works immediately by the Son, because he is before the
Holy Spirit, not however in time, but only in the order of existence, or of working; while he works mediately by the Holy
Spirit. It is for this reason that the Son, who is mediator, is correctly said to sit at the right hand of the Father.
Objection 2: Christ was always, even before his ascension, the
glorious Head and King of the church. Therefore his sitting at
the right hand of the Father was before his ascension into
heaven. Answer: We have here, as in the former objection, an
incomplete definition, from which the argument {257} is
deduced. Christ was, indeed, always glorious, but was not always
exalted in the office of mediator, which is to say, in his kingdom
and priesthood. The consummation of his glory, which consists
in the administration of his kingdom, and priesthood in heaven,
commenced with his exaltation at the right hand of the Father.
Objection 3: But Christ says, “To him that overcometh will I
grant to sit with me in my throne,” etc. Therefore we shall also
sit at the right hand of God. Answer: We shall sit with Christ by a
participation in his glory.
We admit also that the throne of the Father and the Son is the
same. Upon this throne many sit; some in higher, others in lower
places; but not in the same dignity. Many counselors may sit
near the king; but the chancellor alone sits at his right hand.
Christ will not give to another the supreme dignity and glory
given him of the Father. {3?} The curiosity of man, which is disposed to pry into every thing, makes it necessary for us to say
something in relation to this question. In speaking upon it, however, we must distinguish as to the natures of Christ, and then as
to time.
First, Christ has always sat at the right hand of the Father as it
respects his Godhead, if we understand this phrase to mean that
he reigns in equal power with the Father, and that he is endowed
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with equal honor and glory; for his divine nature was from everlasting equal to the Father in honor and power. The same thing
is true if we understand the phrase, to sit at the right hand of God
to signify that Christ is the Head of the church; for the Son was
always that person by whom the Father governed all things from
the beginning, as he also created all things by him. In this sense
Christ was placed at the right hand of the Father by his eternal
generation. Secondly, Christ was always at the right hand of God
according to his Divinity, by virtue of his appointment to the
office of mediator which was made from everlasting. This
appointment had respect even to his divine nature from the
beginning. Thirdly, the same may be said of the Godhead of
Christ, from the fact that he commenced to execute, and has
executed the office of mediator from the very beginning of the
world.
But Christ, according to his Divinity, was placed at the right hand
of the Father after his ascension into heaven, in as far as his
Godhead then began to manifest itself gloriously in his human
nature in which it had concealed itself, so to speak, during the
time of his humiliation. For when Christ lived on earth his Godhead had also humbled itself, not, indeed, by becoming weaker,
but only by veiling and not openly manifesting itself. Christ was,
therefore, also as to his divine nature, placed at the right hand of
the Father in this sense, that he then laid down that humility
which he had taken upon himself for our sakes, and made an
open declaration of that glory which he had with the Father
before the foundation of the world, but which he had concealed
during the time of his humiliation; he was exalted, we say, by
manifesting, and not by adding any thing to his Godhead which
it did not before possess, nor by making it more powerful or glorious, nor by declaring it before God, but before men, and by
fully and freely claiming his own right, which his Divinity had,
as it were, given up in assuming our nature. Hence he says. “And
now. O Father, glorify you {258} me with your own self, with
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the glory which I had with you before the world was.” (John
17:5) This glory of which Christ here speaks, he had not with
men. He therefore prays, that as he always had this with the
Father, so he might also manifest it unto men. This, however, is
not to be understood in such a sense as though the Word underwent any change as to his Divinity, but only in the sense in
which we have already explained it.
In reference, however, to his humanity, Christ was then according to this, first placed at the right hand of the Father, when he
ascended into heaven. It was at this time that he obtained his
glorification, when he received that which he had not before.
“Ought not Christ to have suffered these things, and to enter into
his glory.” (Luke 24:26)
Objection 1: He who sits at the right hand of God is everywhere.
Christ sits at the right hand of God. Therefore he is everywhere.
Answer: This may be granted in respect to the person of Christ,
by the communication of properties. But if any one infers the
same thing also in regard to his humanity, there will be more in
the conclusion than in the premises.
Objection 2: The right hand of God is everywhere. The human
nature of Christ is at the right hand of God. Therefore it is everywhere. Answer: We deny the conclusion which is here drawn;
because there are four terms in this syllogism. The right hand of
God, and to sit at his right hand are not the same. The minor
proposition should be thus expressed:
The human nature of Christ is the right hand of God. But if thus
expressed it is not true. Again, the major proposition is not absolutely true; for a part of Christ’s sitting at the right hand of God,
is that visible glory and majesty with which his human nature is
adorned, and with which Stephen saw him crowned in heaven.
This is not everywhere, but only in that place where his body is.
Objection 3: Christ ascended above all heavens that he might fill
all things, that is, with the presence of his humanity. Answer:
This is a false interpretation of the words of the Apostle, Eph.

Lord’s Day 19

473

4:10. He ascended that he might fill all things with his gifts and
graces, but not with his flesh, skin and bones, which would,
indeed, be monstrous and unreasonable, and give the devil occasion to bring the glory of God in derision.
Objection 4: That nature which is endowed with omnipotence is
everywhere. The humanity of Christ is endowed with omnipotence. Therefore it is everywhere. Answer: That nature is,
indeed, everywhere which is endowed with omnipotence, by a
real transfusion or communication of properties, but not that
which is endowed with it by a personal union. There are, however, many things conferred upon the humanity of Christ by real
transfusion, viz., other qualities than those which he had in his
humiliation and upon the cross. For there were far more and
greater gifts conferred upon his human nature after his ascension, than were conferred either upon angels or men. In respect
to this bestowment of these gifts Christ, according to his humanity, was placed at the right hand of God: but according to his
Divinity, he is said to be placed at the right hand of the Father, in
as far as this was glorified, and in as far as he, being taken up
into heaven, manifested the same in his flesh, and has obtained
the perfection of glory, and the highest degree of glorification in
the manner already explained. {259}

QUESTION 51
51. What does this glory of Christ our Head, profit us?
A. First, that by His Holy Spirit He sheds forth heavenly gifts
in us, His members; then, that by His power He defends
and preserves us against all enemies.
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EXPOSITION:
4. WHAT ARE THE FRUITS OF CHRIST’S SITTING AT THE
RIGHT HAND OF THE FATHER?
The fruits of his sitting at the right hand of the Father comprehend all the benefits of the kingdom and priesthood of Christ
glorified. They are such as the following: 1. Intercession for us.
2. The gathering, governing and preservation of the church by
his word and Spirit. 3. The defense of the church against all her
enemies. 4. The rejection and destruction of the enemies of the
church. 5. The glorification of the church, and the removal of all
the infirmities to which it is here subject. These fruits of Christ’s
sitting at the right hand of God, naturally grow out of the office
which he sustains. The benefits of the kingdom of Christ glorified are, that He rules us through the ministry of his word and
Spirit, that he preserves his ministry, gives his church resting
places, makes his word effectual in the conversion of the elect,
raises them up at length from the dead, delivers them from all
their infirmities, glorifies them, wipes all tears from their eyes,
places them upon his throne, and makes them kings and priests
unto his Father. The fruit of the priesthood of Christ glorified is,
that he appears and intercedes prevailingly for us in heaven, so
that the Father does not refuse us any thing on account of the
virtue and force of his intercession. It is in view of this, that we
obtain this precious comfort, that since He who is our king, our
head, our flesh and brother, sits at the right hand of the Father;
therefore he will grant unto us his members every good. He will
grant unto us the Holy Spirit, so that we shall be quickened and
glorified: he will bestow upon us celestial gifts, such as a true
knowledge of God, faith, repentance, and every Christian virtue,
and he will accomplish all this for us, as well on account of the
brotherly love which he cherishes towards us, as from the office
which he sustains as our head. And, because we have such a
High Priest, who is set down at the right hand of the Father,
there is no reason why we should doubt in regard to our salva-
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tion, for he will preserve it safely for us, and at length bestow it
upon us. “Neither shall any man pluck them out of my hands.” “I
will that they also whom you have given me, be with me where I
am.” (John 10:28; 17:24)
What now is the application which it becomes us to make of this
article relating to Christ’s sitting at the right hand of the Father?
It is this: I believe that Christ, possessed of supreme and divine
majesty, intercedes for me and all the elect, and that he applies
to us his sacrifice, that the Father, by and for his sake, may
bestow upon me eternal life; and that he may also rule and
defend me in this life, against the devil and all dangers, and that
he will at length glorify and grant me eternal life.

QUESTION 52
52. What comfort is it to you, that Christ “shall come to
judge the living and the dead”?
A. That in all my sorrows and persecutions, with uplifted
head, I look for the selfsame One, who has before offered
Himself for me to the judgment of God and removed from
me all curse, to come again as Judge from heaven; who
shall cast all His and my enemies into everlasting
condemnation, but shall take me, with all His chosen
ones, to Himself into heavenly joy and glory. {260}
EXPOSITION:
The second coming of Christ, the end of the world and the last
judgment, although they differ somewhat from each other, are,
nevertheless, all comprehended in this Article. We shall treat of
them in common, in as much as they are closely linked together;
yet in such a manner as to give special attention to the final
judgment; because it would be of little account for us to think
and speak of the second coming of Christ, if we did not, at the
same time, consider the end for which he will come.
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The subjects which specially claim our attention in connection
with the final judgment, are the following:
1. Whether there be a future judgment
2. What it is
3. Who the judge will be
4. Whence and whither he will come
5. The manner in which he will come
6. The subjects of this judgment
7. What the character of the sentence, and the execution of this judgment
will be
8. The objects of this judgment
9. When it will take place
10. The reasons why we should expect it
11. The reasons why God has left the time of it uncertain
12. Why it is deferred: and,
13. Whether it may be desired and looked for

1. WILL THERE BE A FUTURE JUDGMENT?
This question is necessary. The Scriptures have also foretold that
there shall come, in the last days, scoffers, who will regard this
article as nothing more than a fable: “Saying, Where is the
promise of his coming? For since the fathers fell asleep, all
things continue as they were from the beginning of the creation,” etc. (2 Pet. 3:4) It is true, indeed, that philosophy cannot
fully and clearly establish the doctrine of the final judgment: nor
does it, on the other hand, contain anything that would conflict
with it. The whole certainty of this doctrine depends upon the
teachings of the church and the oracles of God. And, although
the philosopher, having a faint glimmering of light, might perhaps say, and reason might also decide in the same way, that it
ought to be well with the good and ill with the wicked, and that
it is not probable that man was created merely to be subjected to
the evils and miseries of this life; yet man, having lost the
knowledge of the righteousness, goodness and truth of God,
could not, when left to himself, conclude with any great certainty whether there will be any future judgment, or when it will
be; much less the circumstance with which it will be attended.
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Hence we are forced to rest the truth of this doctrine chiefly
upon {261} the testimony of the Scriptures. The arguments
which philosophy adduces are, indeed, forcible in themselves;
but they cannot be explained or drawn out with any clearness,
unless they are taken in connection with theology, so that their
force is only felt by those who enjoy the advantages of a
supernatural revelation. The proofs which theology, or the doctrine of the gospel, furnishes are such as these:
1. The declarations of Scripture, from the Old and New Testaments, touching this subject clearly and explicitly teach the doctrine of a future judgment. The testimony of Daniel is here in
point: “I saw in the night visions, and behold, one like the Son of
man came with the clouds of heaven, and came to the Ancient
of days, and they brought him near before him. And there was
given him dominion, and glory, and a kingdom, that all people,
nations and languages should serve him: his dominion is an
everlasting dominion, which shall not pass away, and his kingdom that which shall not be destroyed.” And a few verses before
he says: “The Ancient of days did sit, whose garment was white
as snow, and the hair of his head like the pure wool: his throne
was like the fiery flame, and his wheels as burning fire. A fiery
stream issued and came forth from before him: thousand thousands ministered unto him, and ten thousand times ten thousand stood before him: the judgment was set and the books were
opened. The beast was slain, and the body destroyed and given
to the burning flame.” (Dan. 7:13, 14, 9, 10) So also the prophecy
of Enoch, quoted by the Apostle Jude, bears similar testimony:
“Behold the Lord cometh with ten thousand of his saints, to execute judgment upon all, and to convince all that are ungodly
among them of all their ungodly deeds, which they have
ungodly committed, and of all their hard speeches which
ungodly sinners have spoken against him.” (Jude 14, 15) The discourses of Christ are equally explicit upon this point, especially
the 24th and 25th chapters of Matthew. The same may also be
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said of the writings of the Apostles. “He has appointed a day, in
the which he will judge the world in righteousness by that man
whom he has ordained, whereof he has given assurance in that
he raised him from the dead.” “The Lord himself shall descend
from heaven, with a shout, with the voice of the archangel, and
with the trump of God; and 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.” “It is
appointed unto men once to die; but after this the judgment.” “I
saw a great white throne, and him that sat on it, from whose face
the earth and the heavens fled away: and I saw the dead, small
and great, stand before God; and the books were opened, and
another book was opened, which is the book of life; and the
dead were judged out of those things which were written in the
books, according to their works.” (Acts 17:31; 1 Thess. 4:16; Heb.
9:37; Rev. 20:11, 12) Nor does the certainty of a future judgment
merely appear from these and similar explicit declarations of
God’s word; but it is also evident from other portions of Scripture, from which we may deduce these proper and just conclusions:
2. From the decree of God, by which he ordained, and determined with himself from everlasting to raise the dead. This purpose can never be altered as God is unchangeable. A copy, or
transcripts of this decree, may be found in the thirty seventh
chapter of Ezekiel, while Enoch, Elijah and Christ, are examples
of it. {262}
3. From the omnipotence God, by which he is able to accomplish
things which are impossible in the judgment of reason. Christ
uses this argument in refuting the Sadducees. “You do err not
knowing the Scriptures, nor the power of God.” (Matt. 22:29)
4. From the justice of God, which demands that it be well with
the good, and ill with the wicked, and that perfectly. But this
does not come to pass in this life. There must, therefore, be
another life in which God will render full justice to every one. It
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is in this way that Paul comforts himself, and all the godly under
the trials to which we are exposed. “Seeing it is a righteous thing
with God to recompence tribulation to them that trouble you;
and to you who are troubled rest with us, when the Lord Jesus
shall be revealed from heaven with his mighty angels.” “Son,
remember that you, in your life-time received your good things,
and likewise Lazarus evil things, but now he is comforted, and
you are tormented.” (2 Thess. 1:6; Luke 16:25)
5. From the end for which God created the human race. The purpose of God is never thwarted; he always obtains his end. He created man for this purpose, that he might be the temple in which
he would dwell, and that he might communicate joy and blessedness to man. But this does not take place here in this life, neither can it here take place; and as God would not create so
excellent a creature as man for perpetual misery, we may infer
with certainty that there will be a change. God is never disappointed in his purpose, nor will he permit the temple of the Holy
Spirit to be given over to perpetual corruption. This happiness,
too, is a part of the image of God in which man was created; and
as it was destroyed by the devil, God, who is greater than the
devil, will restore it. Therefore it is not only probable, according
to the reasoning of philosophers, but it is also most certain that
man was not created to suffer these evils but for a better end,
which although it is not obtained in this life on account of various hindrances, will, nevertheless, certainly be attained in the
end. The resurrection and happiness of our bodies is also confirmed by this argument; according to what Paul says: “What!
know you not that your body is the temple of the Holy Spirit
which is in you.” (1 Cor. 6:19)
6. From the glory of God. God created man that he might forever
praise and glorify him, which cannot take place without the resurrection and the judgment. All other arguments may be
referred to these.
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2. WHAT THE FINAL JUDGMENT IS
In every judgment amongst men we have the accused, the
accuser, the judge, the case, the trial, the law according to which
a decision is given, the sentence of acquittal or condemnation,
and the execution thereof according to the law. Hence a human
judgment, in general, is the examination of a case by a regular
judge according to just laws, and the passing and execution of
the sentence either by acquitting or punishing the guilty.
From this it is easy to give a definition of the final judgment
which God will execute through Christ. The judge, in this case,
will have no need of accusers or witnesses, inasmuch as he himself will make the works of all manifest, being himself the
searcher of hearts. There will then merely be the judge, the
guilty, the law, the sentence and its execution. The final judgment is, therefore, that judgment which will take place at the
end of {263} the world, when Christ the judge will descend in a
visible manner from heaven in a cloud in the glory and majesty
of his Father and the holy angels, when all men who have lived
from the beginning of the world will be raised, while those who
will then be living shall be suddenly changed, and when all will
stand before the judgment seat of Christ, who will pass sentence
upon all, and who will then cast the wicked with the devils into
everlasting punishment, but will receive the godly to himself,
that they may, with him and the blessed angels, enjoy eternal
felicity and glory in heaven. ‘‘He shall so come in like manner as
you have seen him go into heaven.” (Acts 1:11) Or, we may
define the last judgment in a few words to be the disclosure of
all hearts, and the revelation of all those things which have been
done by men, and a separation between the righteous and the
wicked, which God will execute through Christ, who will pronounce and execute sentence upon all according to the doctrine
of the law and gospel, which will result in the perfect deliverance of the church, and the banishment of the wicked and devils
into everlasting punishment.
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The holy Scriptures corroborate all the different parts of this
definition, as is evident from the passages which we shall here
adduce. 1. There will be a disclosure and revelation of all the
thoughts and actions of men; for the books shall be opened, that
the secrets of the heart may be made manifest. (Rev. 20:12) 2.
There will be a separation between the righteous and the
wicked; for “the judge shall separate them one from another as a
shepherd divides his sheep from the goats; and shall set the
sheep on his right hand, but the goats on the left.” (Matt. 25:31,
33) 3. This separation will be made by God himself; and therefore be most holy and righteous. “Is God unrighteous? For then
how shall he judge the world?” (Rom. 3:6) It will be effected
through Christ: because “the Father has committed all judgment
unto the Son.” “God has appointed a day in the which he will
judge the world by that man,” etc. (John 5:22; Acts 17:31) 4. Sentence will also be pronounced: “Then shall the King say unto
them on his right hand, Come you blessed of my Father, inherit
the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the
world.” To those on his left he shall say, “Depart from me you
cursed, into everlasting fire prepared for the devil and his
angels.” (Matt. 25:34, 41)
5. The execution will be eternal. “And these shall go away into
everlasting punishment; but the righteous into life eternal.” 6.
The righteous and wicked will be judged according to the law
and gospel, which means, that they will be declared righteous or
wicked at the tribunal of Christ. The acquittal of the righteous
will be principally according to the gospel, but will be confirmed
by the law. The condemnation of the wicked, on the other hand,
will be chiefly by the law, and confirmed by the gospel. Sentence will be passed upon the wicked according to their own
merits; but upon the righteous according to the merits of Christ
applied to them by faith, the truth of which will then be made
manifest by their works which shall be brought to light. The
righteous themselves will then also confess that their reward is
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not of merit, but of grace in that which they shall be heard to
say: “When did we see you hungry and fed you? or thirsty and
gave you drink?” (Matt. 25:37) We are by nature all subject to the
wrath of God. Yet we shall by him be pronounced blessed, not,
indeed, in Adam, but in Christ, the blessed seed. It is for this reason that sentence shall be passed upon the righteous according
to the gospel. {264}
Objection: But every one shall receive according to his works.
Therefore sentence will not be passed according to the gospel;
but only according to the law. Answer: It is true, indeed, that
God will render even to the elect according to their works, not,
however, because their works are meritorious, but because they
are the effects of faith. They shall, therefore, receive according to
their works, which are the effects of their faith, that is, they shall
be judged according to their faith, which is the same thing as to
be judged according to the gospel. The judgment now which
Christ will execute will be rather according to the effects of faith,
than according to faith; because he will have it manifest to all
why he thus judges, in order that the wicked may not impugn
his righteousness as though he bestowed eternal life unjustly
upon the faithful. He will prove from the fruits of their faith, that
it was a true faith which they possessed, and that they are the
persons to whom eternal life is due according to the promise. He
will, therefore, exhibit to the wicked the works of the righteous,
and bring them forward as evidences for the purpose of convincing the ungodly that they have applied unto themselves the
merits of Christ. God will also render to the faithful according to
their works, that we may take comfort therefrom in this life, having the assurance that we shall be placed at his right hand.
3. WHO WILL BE THE JUDGE?
The judge will be Christ, the same person who is the mediator.
“The Father has committed all judgment to the Son, and has
given him authority to execute judgment also, because he is the
Son of man.” (John 5:22, 27) By this, however, we are not to
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understand that the Father and the Holy Spirit will have no part
in this judgment, but it is committed to Christ because he will
appear and pronounce the sentence in his human nature. But
when he speaks, God will speak; when he judges, God will judge,
and that not only because he is himself God, but also because
the Father speaks and judges through him. “He was ordained of
God to be the Judge of quick and dead.” “He will judge the world
in righteousness by that man whom he has ordained.” (Acts
10:42; 17:31) This judgment, therefore, will belong to all the persons of the Trinity as it respects their consent and authority; but
to Christ as it respects the visible scene, the announcement and
execution of the sentence; for Christ will in a visible manner
pass and execute sentence upon all. The church will also judge
by giving its approbation to the decision of the judge. It is for this
reason that Christ says that the apostles shall be seated upon
twelve thrones, and that they shall judge the twelve tribes of
Israel. Yea, we also shall approve and subscribe to the sentence
which Christ will then pass.
The following reasons may be assigned for the appointment of
the man Christ as the judge. 1. Because the judgment of men will
require a visible judge; but God is invisible. 2. Because it is the
good pleasure of God that the same mediator, who justified and
saved the church, should also glorify it. “God will judge the
world by that man whom he has ordained.” “They shall see the
Son of man coming in the clouds of heaven with great power
and glory.” “The Father has given him authority to execute judgment also because he is the Son of man.” (Acts 17:31; Matt.
24:30; John 5:27) {265} 3. That we may have this comfort, that
this judge, being our redeemer, our brother and our head, will be
gracious to us, and will not condemn those whom he has purchased with his own blood, and whom he has deigned to constitute his brethren and members. This comfort may be said to
consist, first, in the person of the judge, who is our brother and
our flesh. Then in the promise of the judge, who has declared for
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our consolation: “He that believeth on the Son has everlasting
life;” “and shall not come into condemnation, but is passed from
death unto life.” (John 3:36; 5:24) And lastly, in the end for which
he will come, which is to deliver his Church, and to cast all his
and our enemies into everlasting condemnation. 4. It is proper
that the man Christ should be the judge on account of the justice
of God, which demands that those who have reproached Christ,
and rejected his benefits, should see him whom they have
pierced, and be the more confounded by being compelled to
confront him whom they have so strongly opposed.
Objection: But Christ says that he came not to condemn the
world. How then shall he be the judge? Answer: This he says of
his first coming, which was not to judge, but to save the world.
But in his second coming, of which we here speak, he will be the
judge of the quick and dead.
4. WHENCE, AND WHITHER WILL HE COME?
We expect Christ, our judge, to come from heaven in a cloud. He
will come from the same place to which the disciples saw him
ascend. “The Lord Jesus shall be revealed from heaven with his
mighty angels.” “Hereafter shall you see the Son of man sitting
on the right hand of power, and coming in the clouds of
heaven.” “Our conversation is in heaven; from whence also we
look for the Savior, the Lord Jesus.” (2 Thess. 1:7. Matt. 26:64;
Phil. 3:20) Christ, according to these declarations of Scripture,
will descend in a cloud from heaven, where he sits at the right
hand of God, and not from the air, the sea, or the earth. He will
descend from heaven in a visible manner to this region of the
air, as he ascended into heaven. “He shall so come in like manner as you have seen him go into heaven.” (Acts 1:11) It is necessary that these things should be explained that the church may
know whence to look for her judge and redeemer; for as Christ
will have it known whither he ascended, so he will also have it
known whence he will return, that we may be assured that he
has not laid aside the human nature which he assumed.
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5. IN WHAT MANNER WILL HE COME?
He will come, first, truly, visibly and locally, and not imaginarily,
or apparently. He will descend in the same manner in which he
went up into heaven, which, as we have shown, was visible and
local. “They shall see the Son of man coming in the clouds of
heaven.” (Matt. 24:30) They shall recognize him to be God from
his visible majesty. “They shall look upon him whom they have
pierced.” (Zech. 12:10) Secondly, he will come arrayed in the
glory of his Father, and with divine majesty, with all the holy
angels, with the voice and trump of the archangel, with divine
power to raise the dead, to separate the righteous from the
wicked, to deliver the godly, and to cast the ungodly into everlasting punishment. “The {266} Son of man shall come in the
glory of his Father, with his holy angels.” (Matt. 16:27) which
means that he will come with such glory as belongs to the true
God alone; and glorious in view of the retinue of angels with
which he will be attended. Thirdly, he will come suddenly, when
the wicked will not be looking for him: “for when they shall say,
Peace, and safety then sudden destruction cometh upon them as
a thief in the night.” (1 Thess. 5:3, 4)
6. WHOM WILL HE JUDGE?
He shall judge all men, the living as well as the dead, the righteous as well as the wicked. He shall also judge the bad angels.
Men are called the living or dead in respect to the state which
precedes the judgment. Those who remain and will be alive at
the time of the judgment, are the living, while all the rest are
included in the dead. At the time of the judgment the dead shall
be raised, while the living shall be changed, which change shall,
as far as they are concerned, take the place of death; and so we
shall all stand before the judgment seat of Christ.
Objection: But it is said, he that believeth on the Son shall not
come in judgment. Therefore all will not be judged. Answer: He
that believes on the Son of God shall not come under the judg-
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ment of condemnation; but he shall come under that of acquittal. Hence all shall be judged, understanding the word judgment
in its larger sense, as including the whole scene of the judgment,
or the judgment of condemnation and acquittal at the same
time. The judgment of the fallen angels will consist in the public
declaration and aggravation of the decision already passed upon
them.
7. WHAT THE PROCESS, THE SENTENCE, AND
EXECUTION OF THE FINAL JUDGMENT WILL BE
1. The dead shall be raised by the divine power and virtue of
Christ, and by his human voice calling them forth. “All that are
in the graves shall hear his voice, and shall come forth.” (John
5:28) The living shall be changed; their mortal bodies shall be
made immortal. 2. Christ will gather all, both the righteous and
the wicked, from the four corners of the earth, and cause them
to stand before his judgment seat, through the ministry of the
angels. This he will do, however, not from any necessity, but
with authority; not because he will peed their ministry, but that
he may declare himself Lord of angels and of all creatures, and
because it will contribute to his majesty and glory. 3. The world,
the heavens and earth shall be dissolved by fire: there will be a
change in the present state of things, but no annihilation. 4.
There will be a separation between the righteous and the
wicked, and a sentence passed upon each. The sentence which
will be passed upon the wicked will be principally, as we have
before shown, according to the law, yet in such a way as to be
approved of by the gospel; while that which will be passed upon
the righteous will be chiefly according to the gospel, yet so as to
be sanctioned by the law. The righteous will, therefore, hear
their sentence out of the Gospel, according as they have apprehended the merits of Christ by faith, of which faith their works
will testify. “Come, you blessed, inherit the kingdom prepared
for,” etc. (Matt. 25:34) The wicked, on the other hand, will hear
the terrible sentence of the law: “Depart, you accursed, into
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everlasting fire.” {267} (Matt. 25:41) 5. There will then follow
the perfect glorification of the righteous, and the casting of the
wicked into everlasting torments. Christ will then take the faithful to himself; for said he, “I will come again, and receive you
unto myself.” “We shall be caught up to meet the Lord in the air,
and so shall we ever be with the Lord.” (John 14:3; 1 Thess. 4:17)
But the ungodly shall be cast away with devils, and sentenced to
everlasting punishment.
Objection: But it is said that the unbelieving are condemned
already; and that the prince of this world is judged. Therefore
they are already under sentence of condemnation and will not
again be judged in the final judgment. Answer: The devils and
unbelieving are already condemned, and judged in. the following respects: in the decree of God—in the word of God in as far
as it contains a revelation of his decree in their own consciences,
and as it respects the commencement of their own condemnation. But in the final judgment their condemnation will be made
public, for then there shall be, 1. A manifestation of the judgment of God, that those who perish are justly punished. 2. The
ungodly shall also suffer punishment and torments in the body
which now lies in the grave. 3. Their punishment will be greatly
aggravated, and they will be put under such restraints that they
shall no longer be able to injure the righteous, or to despise God
and cast reproach upon his church. The great gulf fixed between
them and us will effectually prevent them from ever doing us
any harm.
8. WHY WILL THERE BE A JUDGMENT?
The chief cause of this judgment lies in the decree of God. God
has decreed and declared that it shall be. Hence there is a necessity in view of this decree, that it should take place. It is also necessary that God may obtain the end for which he created man,
and be eternally praised by his people that he may declare his
great goodness and mercy towards the faithful, who in this life
suffer various trials and afflictions; and that he may manifest his
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justice and truth in the punishment of the wicked, who here
flourish and prosper; for there is a necessity that it should at
length be well with the righteous, and ill with the wicked both in
body and soul. In a word, the end of the final judgment is, that
God may cast away the wicked and deliver the church, that he
may dwell in us and be all in all.
9. WHEN WILL THIS JUDGMENT TAKE PLACE?
The future judgment will take place at the end of time, or at the
end of the world. The duration of the world consists of three
periods; that before the law; that under the law; and that under
Christ. The period which is under Christ is called the end of the
world, the end of days, the last time, and the last hour, and comprehends that portion of the world’s history included between
the first and second coming of Christ. This period will not be as
long as that from the beginning of the world to the first coming
of Christ; for we are in the last times, and daily see the signs
which were foretold in relation to the judgment. “Little children,
it is the last time; and as you have heard that antichrist shall
come, even now are there many antichrists, whereby we know
that it is the last time.” (1 John 2:18) But the year, the month, the
day, the hour, in which the {268} final judgment will take is
known by no one, not even the angels. Christ himself is ignorant
of it as it respects his humanity, and his office as mediator,
which does not require that he should declare unto us the time
of the judgment. “Of that day and that hour knows no man, no
not the angels which are in heaven, neither the Son, but the
Father.” (Mark 13:32)
10. THE REASONS WHY WE SHOULD CERTAINLY LOOK
FOR THE JUDGMENT
Although we are ignorant of the precise time of the judgment,
yet God will have us assured of the certainty of it, first, on
account of his glory, that we may be able to refute all those who
regard the doctrine of a future judgment as a mere fable, and
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who infer from the apparent confusion which there is in the
world, that God has no concern for it, or if he has, that he is
unjust; for, say they, it ought to be well with the righteous, but it
is not; therefore God is either not able to effect this, or he is not
as good as his promise; or there is no providence. We reply to
this cavil, that in the life to come a different state of things will
succeed that which we now see in this life; for since it is not
here well with the righteous it shall, be well with them hereafter.
Secondly, God will have us know the certainty of a future judgment for our comfort, that we may be assured that hereafter we
shall obtain a deliverance from the miseries of this life. Thirdly,
that we may keep ourselves in the fear of God, and in the proper
discharge of our duties, so that we may be able to stand in the
judgment. “Watch you, therefore, and pray always that you may
be accounted worthy to escape all these things that shall come
to pass, and to stand before the Son of man.” “Seeing then that
all these things shall be dissolved what manner of persons ought
you to be in all holy conversation.” (Luke 21:36; 2 Pet. 3:11)
Fourthly, that the wicked may be stripped of every excuse, in
that they have been so frequently admonished of the importance of being constantly prepared for the coming of the Son of
man, so that they cannot say that they have been taken on surprise.
11. THE REASONS WHY GOD WILL HAVE US IGNORANT
OF THE PRECISE TIME OF THE JUDGMENT
Certain as it is that there will be a future judgment, the precise
time of it is altogether unknown. “Of that day and that hour
knows no man, no not the angels which are in heaven, neither
the Son, but the Father.” (Mark 13:32) The reasons why God will
have the time of the judgment unknown to us are: 1. That he
may exercise our faith, hope and patience, and that we may
believe in him, and persevere in the expectation of the fulfillment of his promise, although we are ignorant of the time when
our deliverance shall take place. 2. That he might restrain our
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curiosity. 3. That he might keep us in his fear, and in the observance of our Christian duties, that so we may not fall into a state
of carnal security, but always be ready inasmuch as we know not
when the Lord will come.
4. That the ungodly may not defer repentance, seeing they are
ignorant of the hour, that so this day may not come upon them
unprepared. “But know this, that if the good man of the house
had known in what watch {269} the thief would come, he
would have watched.” “Watch, therefore, for you know neither
the day nor the hour wherein the Son of man cometh.” “Occupy
till I come.” (Matt. 24:43; 25:13; Luke 19:13)
12. WHY THIS JUDGMENT IS DEFERRED
The Lord defers his coming: 1. That he may exercise the godly in
faith, hope, patience, and prayer:2. That all the elect may be
gathered into the church; for it is on their account, and not on
account of the wicked, that the world is permitted to stand. The
lower orders of creation were made for the children of God. The
wicked use them as thieves and robbers. But when the whole
number of God’s people shall once have been gathered into the
church, then will the end be. God, too, will have his people
brought in by ordinary means; he will have them hear his word,
and through this be converted and born again, the accomplishment of which will require time. 3. That he may afford all time
for repentance, as in the days of Noah, and that this his delay
may render the wicked and disobedient without excuse. “God
endured with much long suffering the vessels of wrath fitted for
destruction.” “Not knowing that the goodness of God leadeth
you to repentance.” (Rom. 9:22; 2:4)
13. WHETHER THE LAST JUDGMENT MAY BE DESIRED
The final judgment should be anxiously looked for, because
there will then be a separation between the righteous and the
wicked, which the godly earnestly desire: for they continually
exclaim with Paul, “Who shall deliver me from the body of this
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death.” “I desire to depart and to be with Christ.” (Rom. 7:24;
Phil. 1:23) The Holy Spirit works this desire in their hearts, so
that they say with the Spirit and the bride, come Lord Jesus; and
let him that heareth say come. The wicked, on the other hand,
fear and tremble at the mention of this judgment. Denn es dienet
ihnen nicht in ihrer Ruhe. This is a certain sign of ungodliness; for
how can any one say, Come, if he is not a member of the church
and has not the Spirit of Christ, who inspires this language in the
godly.
What then does this article mean; I believe in Christ who shall
come to judge the quick and the dead 1? It means, I believe, 1. That
Christ shall certainly come, and that at his second coming there
will be a renewing of heaven and earth. 2. That the very same
Christ shall come who suffered, died, and rose again for us. 3.
That he shall come visibly and gloriously to deliver his church,
of which I am a member. 4. That he shall come to cast the
wicked into everlasting punishment. From these considerations
we obtain strong and solid comfort; for seeing that heaven and
earth shall be made new, we have this confidence that our condition will hereafter be different and better than it now is: seeing
that Christ shall come, we have the assurance that our judge will
be gracious; for it will be the very same person who has merited
for us righteousness, and who is our brother, redeemer and
defender: seeing that he shall come gloriously we believe that he
will pass a righteous sentence, and will have sufficient power to
deliver us: seeing that he shall come to liberate his church we
look for him with joy: seeing that he shall come to cast the
wicked into everlasting {270} punishment, we patiently bear
with their opposition and tyranny; and finally, seeing that he
will deliver the righteous and reject the wicked, he will also
either deliver or reject us; and hence there is a necessity that we
should repent, be thankful, and avoid carnal security, that we
may be included in the number of those whom he will deliver.
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OF GOD
THE HOLY SPIRIT
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LORD’S DAY 20
QUESTION 53
53. What do you believe concerning the “Holy Spirit”?
A. First, that He is co-eternal God with the Father and the
Son. Secondly, that He is also given unto me; makes me
by a true faith partaker of Christ and all His benefits;
comforts me; and shall abide with me forever.
EXPOSITION:
There are six articles included in this part of the Creed. The first
of these treats of the person of the Holy Spirit; the next of the
church, which the Holy Spirit gathers, confirms and preserves;
while the communion of saints, the forgiveness of sins, the resurrection of the body and the life everlasting include the benefits of Christ, which the Holy Spirit confers upon the church.
In speaking of the Holy Spirit there are three things which in
particular claim our attention: these are his person, his office
and his gifts, or operations. For a more complete exposition of
the subject, however, we shall consider in their order the following questions:
1. What does the term Spirit signify?
2. Who and what is the Holy Spirit?
3. What is his office?
4. What, and how manifold are his gifts?
5. Of whom, and why was the Holy Spirit given?
6. To whom, and to what extent is he given?
7. When, and in what manner is he given and received?
8. How may he be retained?
9. Whether, and how may he be lost?
10. Why is He necessary?
11. How may we know that he dwells in us?
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1. WHAT DOES THE TERM SPIRIT SIGNIFY?
The term spirit (from spirando) is sometimes taken for the cause,
and sometimes for the effect. When taken for the cause it means
the being or force that puts anything in motion, and is either
uncreated, or created. It is uncreated in the sense in which God is
essentially and personally a Spirit, that is, incorporeal, indivisible, having a spiritual essence, but no bodily {271} dimensions.
“God is a Spirit.” (John 4:24) Spirit as created is either immaterial, as the angels, both good and bad, human souls, etc. “Who
maketh his angels spirits.” “You takest away their breath, they
die.” (Ps. 104:4, 29) Or it is material, as the wind, vapors, etc.
“The wind bloweth where it listeth.” (John 8:8) When taken for
the effect, or for the motion itself, it signifies, 1. The air which is
moved. 2. The impulse and motion of the air. 3. The wind and
vapors moved in different ways. 4. Spiritual affections, and exercises whether good or bad. It is in this way that we speak of the
spirit of fear, of courage, of revolution, etc. 5. The gifts of the
Holy Spirit. “Quench not the Spirit.” (1 Thess. 6:9) As it is here
used, the term spirit signifies the cause which influences or
moves, which is the third person of the Godhead, who works
effectually in the minds and wills of men.
The third person of the Godhead is called a Spirit, 1. Because he
is a spiritual essence, immaterial and invisible. 2. Because he is
inspired of the Father and the Son, and is the person through
whom the Father and the Son immediately influences the hearts
of the elect, or because he is the immediate agent of divine
works. 3. Because he himself inspires and immediately influences the hearts of the people of God, in view of which he is
called the power of the Highest. 4. Because he is God, equal and
the same with the Father and the Son; and God is a Spirit. He is
called holy: 1. Because he is holy in himself, and in his own
nature. 2. Because he is the sanctifier, who immediately sanctifies and makes holy the people of God. The Father and the Son
sanctify through the Holy Spirit; and, therefore, mediately.
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2. WHO AND WHAT IS THE HOLY SPIRIT?
The Holy Spirit is the third person of the true and only Godhead,
proceeding from the Father and the Son, being co-eternal, coequal and con-substantial with the Father and the Son, and is
sent by both into the hearts of the faithful, that he may sanctify
and fit them for eternal life. That this description or definition
may be established against heretics, the same things must be
proven from the Scriptures concerning the Divinity of the Holy
Spirit which we have already demonstrated in regard to the
Divinity of the Son; viz., that the Holy Spirit is a person that he is
distinct from the Father and the Son—that he is equal with both,
and that he is consubstantial with the Father and the Son. The
following declarations of the Apostle Paul establish all these
propositions: “The things of God knows no man, but the Spirit of
God. Now we have received not the spirit of the world, but the
Spirit which is of God, that we might know the things that are
freely given us of God.” “All these worketh that one and selfsame Spirit, dividing to every man severally as he will.”(l Cor.
2:11, 12; 12:11) But we must proceed to the proof of these several propositions in their order.
I. That the Holy Spirit is a subsistent or person is proven, 1. From
the instances which are recorded of his having appeared in a visible form. “The Holy Spirit descended in a bodily shape, like a
dove upon him.” “And there appeared unto them cloven
tongues, like as of fire, and it sat upon each of them.” (Luke 3:22;
Acts 2:3) But it is not possible for any quality or exercise of the
mind or heart to assume and wear a bodily {272} form; for an
accident does not only not assume any particular form, but it
even requires something else to which it may attach itself, and
in which it may exist. Nor is the air the subject of holiness, godliness, the love of God and other spiritual exercises. 2. That the
Holy Spirit is a per-son is evident from the fact that he is called
God. “Know you not that you are the temple of God, and that the
Spirit of God dwelleth in you.” “Why has Satan filled your heart
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to lie to the Holy Spirit; you have not lied unto men, but unto
God.” (1 Cor. 3:16; Acts 5:3, 4. See also; Ish. 40:7, 13; Acts 28:25;
Eph. 4:4, 30) In whatever sense, therefore, heretics may admit
that the Holy Spirit is called God, this must follow that he is a
subsistent or person, inasmuch as God has a personal existence;
but our piety, goodness, religious exercises and other spiritual
affections cannot be called God. 3. The Holy Spirit is a person,
because he is the author of our baptism, and for the reason that
we are baptized in his name, just a much as in that of the Father
and the Son; that is, by his commands, will and authority. But no
one is ever baptized by the will and authority of a dead thing, or
of something having no existence, or in the name of any gifts;
but by the command of God. 4. That the Holy Spirit is a subsistent may again be inferred from this, that the properties of a
person are continually attributed to him. Thus it is said, that he
teaches, comforts and guides us in all truth; that he distributes
gifts as he will; that he calls and sends apostles, and speaks in
them: “The Holy Spirit shall teach you in the same hour what
you ought to say.” “Separate me Barnabas and Saul.” “They
assayed to go into Bithynia; but the Spirit suffered them not.”
(Luke 12:11; Acts 13:2; 16:7) So it is said that he declares things
to come; that he foretold the death of Simeon, the destruction of
Judas, the traitor, the journey of Peter to Cornelius, the chains
and afflictions by which Paul was detained at Jerusalem, the
apostasy of the last times, the signification of the entrance of the
High Priest into the most holy place, the new covenant, the sufferings of Christ, and the glory that should follow, etc., that he
makes intercession for us with groanings that cannot be uttered,
that he causes us to cry, Abba, Father, that he is tempted by
those who He unto him, and, finally, that he bears witness in
heaven With the Father and the Son. All these things belong to a
person existing, living, willing and acting with design. 5. The
Holy Spirit is also clearly distinguished from the gifts of God,
which is another proof of his personality. “There are diversities
of gifts, but the same Spirit.” “But all these worketh that one and
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self-same Spirit, dividing to every man severally as he will.” (1
Cor. 12:4, 11) These gifts differ, therefore, greatly from the Spirit
himself.
Objection: The gift of God is not a person. The Holy Spirit is
called the gift of God. Therefore he is not a person. Answer: The
first proposition is false if it be taken generally; for the Son was
also given, and is the gift of God, and yet he is a person. But the
Holy Spirit is called a gift on account of his mission; because he
is sent from the Father and the Son. “The Comforter whom I will
send unto you from the Father. (John 15:26) He is such a gift as
affects and secures the rest of his gifts.
II. That the Holy Spirit is distinct from the Father and the Son, is
proven against the Sabellians who affirm that he is the subsistent of the Father: 1. From the fact that he is called the Spirit of
the Father and the Son. But no one is his own spirit, no more
than he is his own father {273} or his own son. Hence the Holy
Spirit being the Spirit of the Father and the Son, is distinct from
both. 2. The Holy Spirit is expressly declared in the Scriptures to
be distinct from the Father and the Son. “I will pray the Father,
and he shall give you another Comforter.” “Whom I will send
unto you from the Father.” “There are three that bear record in
heaven, the Father, tile Word, and the Holy Spirit.” (John 14:16;
15:26; 1 John 5:7) The Holy Spirit is here evidently distinguished
from both the Father and the Son. 3. He is said to be sent by the
Father and the Son, and must, therefore, be another person; for
no one is sent of himself. A person may, indeed, come of his
own accord, and of himself; but no one can send himself.
“Whom I will send unto you from the Father.” “Whom the Father
will send in my name.” (John 15:26; 14:26) 4. Distinct attributes
are ascribed to the Holy Spirit. He alone proceeds from the
Father and the Son; and appeared in the form of a dove, and in
the likeness of fire. Christ was also conceived, not by the Father,
or the Son, but of the Holy Spirit, which is to say by his immediate virtue and power. “The Holy Spirit shall come upon you, and
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the power of the Highest shall overshadow you.” (Luke 1:35)
Hence it is plain that the Holy Spirit is distinct from the Father
and the Son. Heretics being convinced by these arguments from
the word of God, admit that the Holy Spirit is a subsistent, but,
say they, of the Father, and reason in the following manner:
Objection 1: The power of the Father is the Father himself. The
Holy Spirit is called the power of God. Therefore the Holy Spirit
is the Father himself. Answer: There are here four terms,
because in the major proposition the word power is taken for
the nature or power of the Father; but in the minor it means the
person through whom the Father exercises his power. Hence
there is here a sophism.
Objection 2: That which is common to all the persons of the
Godhead ought not to be restricted to one. The word Spirit is
common to the three persons. Therefore it ought not to be
restricted to the third. Answer: We grant the whole argument if
the word Spirit be understood of the essence of the persons of
the Trinity, but not if it be understood of the order of their existence and operation. For he that breathes and the Spirit are different; the one is the person who proceeds, the other is the
person from whom he proceeds; the one is the third person of
the Godhead, the other is the first or second. The Holy Spirit is
called the third person, (not because there is in God any first or
last in point of time, but as touching the order or mode of existence) because he has his essence from the Father and the Son,
from whom he eternally proceeded: as he is also the Spirit of
both. The Son is for a similar reason called the second person,
because he is of the Father. The Father is called the first person
because he is of no one.
III. That the Holy Spirit is equal with the Father and the Son the
following arguments do most conclusively prove. 1. There is
communicated to him the essence of the Father and the Son;
because he proceeded from both, and is the Spirit of both. But
the essence of God includes every thing that is in him; and inas-
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much as this is indivisible it must necessarily be communicated
to him entire, and the same as it is in the Father and the Son; for
just as the spirit which is in man, is of the essence of man, so the
Spirit which is in God is of the essence of God. Hence we {274}
readily perceive what we are to understand by the procession of
the Holy Spirit; it is the communication of the divine essence, by
which the third person of the Godhead received from the Father
and the Son, as of him whose Spirit he is, the same and entire
essence which they possess and retain; just as the generation of
the Son is the communication of the divine essence, by which
the second person of the Godhead received, as the Son from the
Father, the same, and entire essence which the Father has and
retains.
That the Holy Spirit proceeded from the Son also is established
by these considerations. First, because he is also called the Spirit
of the Son. “If any man have not the Spirit of Christ he is none of
his.” “God has sent the Spirit of his Son into your hearts, crying,
Abba, Father.” (Rom. 8:9; Gal. 4:6) He is called the Spirit of the
Son, not because he is given to him of the Father; but because he
proceeds from the essence of the Father and Son alike, inasmuch as the Son is equal and consubstantial with the Father.
Secondly, because the Son gives him in connection with the
Father. “Whom I will send unto you from the Father.” “Receive
you the Holy Spirit.” (John 15:16; 20:22) Thirdly, because the
Holy Spirit receives the wisdom of the Son which he reveals
unto us. “He shall receive of mine and show it unto you.” (John
16:14) Inasmuch now as the Holy Spirit is very God, consubstantial with the Father and the Son, as we shall presently show, he
cannot receive any thing except of him of whose substance he
is. Hence he proceeded also from the substance of the Son.
2. That the Holy Spirit is equal with the Father and the Son is
proven from the fact that all the attributes of the divine essence
are attributed to him. Thus eternity is ascribed to him; because
he existed at the creation of all things, and because God never
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has been without his Spirit. “The Spirit of God moved upon the
face of the waters.” (Gen. 1:2) So of immensity; because he
dwells in all the children of God. “The Spirit of God dwelleth in
you.” (1 Cor. 3:16) So of omnipotence; because he created and
preserves all things in connection with the Father and the Son.
“By the word of the Lord were the heavens made; and all the
host of them by the breath of his mouth.” “All these worketh that
one and the self-same Spirit, dividing to every man severally as
he will.” (Ps. 83:6; 1 Cor. 12:11) So of omniscience: “The Spirit
searcheth all things, yea, the deep things of God.” (1 Cor. 2:10) So
the Scriptures ascribe to the Holy Spirit immense goodness and
holiness, and the production of the same in creatures. “Your
Spirit is good; lead me into the land of uprightness.” “But you are
justified in the name of the Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit of our
God.” (Ps. 143:10; 1 Cor. 6:11) The same may be said of the
attribute of immutability: “This Scripture it must have been fulfilled which the Holy Spirit spoke.” (Acts 1:16) So the Holy Spirit
is said to possess the attribute of truth, yea, to be the fountain of
truth. “When the Comforter is come, even the Spirit of truth.
“The Spirit is Truth.” (John 15:26; 1 John 5:6) Unspeakable goodness is attributed to the Holy Spirit: “The love of God is shed
abroad in our hearts by the Holy Spirit, which is given unto us.”
“Likewise the Spirit also helpeth our infirmities.” (Rom. 5:5;
8:26) The same is true of displeasure against sin. “They rebelled,
and vexed his Holy Spirit.” “Grieve not the Holy Spirit of God
whereby you are {275} sealed.” “How is it that you have agreed
together to tempt the Spirit of the Lord.” “The blasphemy
against the Holy Spirit shall not be forgiven unto men.” (Ish.
63:10; Eph. 4:30; Acts 5:9; Matt. 12:31)
3. The same divine works which are attributed to the Father and
the Son are also ascribed to the Holy Spirit: such as the creation,
the preservation and government of the whole world. “By his
Spirit he has garnished the heavens.” “The Spirit of God has
made me.” (Job 26:18; 33:4) So miracles are ascribed to the Holy
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Spirit: “I cast out devils by the Spirit of God.” “There are diversities of gifts, but the same Spirit.” (Matt. 12:28; 1 Cor. 12:4) The
same is true of those works which belong to the salvation of the
Church: such as the calling and sending of prophets; “The Lord
God and his Spirit has sent me.” “Separate me Barnabas and
Saul.” “Take heed to all the flock over which the Holy Spirit has
made you overseers.” (Ish. 48:6; Acts 18:2; 20:28) The Holy Spirit
confers upon the ministry the gifts which they need for a proper
discharge of their duties: “The Holy Spirit shall teach you what
you ought to say.” “The manifestation of the Spirit is given to
every man to profit withal.” (Luke 12:12; 1 Cor. 12:7) The Holy
Spirit inspired the Prophets and Apostles: “Holy men of God
spoke as they were moved by the Holy Spirit.” (2 Pet. 1:21) The
institution of the sacraments is referred to the Holy Spirit: “Baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the
Holy Spirit.” “The Holy Spirit this signifying that the way into the
holiest of all was not yet made manifest, while as yet,” etc. (Matt.
28:19; Heb. 9:8) The prediction, or the revealing of things to
come, is ascribed to the Holy Spirit: “He will show you things to
come.” “Agabus signified by the Spirit that there should be great
dearth,” etc. “Now the Spirit speaks expressly that in the latter
times, some shall depart from the faith,” etc. (John 16:13; Acts
11:28; 1 Tim. 4:1) The Holy Spirit gathers the Church: “In whom
you also are built together for an habitation of God through the
Spirit: ““By one Spirit are all baptized into one body.” (Eph. 2:22;
1 Cor. 12:13) The Holy Spirit illuminates the mind: “He shall
teach you all things.” “He will guide you into all truth.” “God
gave unto you the Spirit of wisdom and revelation in the knowledge of him.” (John 14:26; 16:13; Eph. 1:17) The Holy Spirit is
the author of regeneration and sanctification: “Except a man be
born of the water and the Spirit. “We are changed into the same
image from glory to glory, even as by the Spirit of the Lord.”
(John 3:5; 2 Cor. 3:18) The Holy Spirit governs and controls the
lives and actions of the godly; “As many as are led by the Spirit
of God, they are the sons of God.” “They were forbidden of the
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Holy Spirit to preach the word in Asia.” (Rom. 8:14; Acts 16:6) It
is the Holy Spirit that comforts in times of temptation: “But the
Comforter which is the Holy Spirit, whom,” etc. “The churches
were edified; and walking in the comfort of the Holy Spirit were
multiplied.” “I will pour upon the house of David the Spirit of
grace and supplication.” (John 14:26; Acts 9:31; Zech. 12:10) The
Holy Spirit strengthens and preserves the godly even to the end
against the power of temptation: “The Spirit of might shall rest
upon him.” “He shall give you another Comforter, that he may
abide with you forever.” “In whom you were sealed with that
Holy Spirit of promise.” (Ish. 11:2; John 14:16; Eph. 1:13) The
Holy {276} Spirit pardons sin, and adopts us in the family of
God: “You have received the Spirit of adoption.” “Where the
Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty.” “You are sanctified, you are
justified in the name of the Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit of our
God.” (Rom. 8:15; 2 Cor. 3:17; 1 Cor. 6:11) The Holy Spirit
bestows life, and eternal salvation: “It is the Spirit that quickeneth.” “If the Spirit of him that raised up Jesus from the dead
dwell in you, he shall also quicken your mortal bodies by his
Spirit that dwelleth in you.” (John 6:63; Rom. 8:11) The Holy
Spirit also passes judgment upon sin: “When he is come he will
reprove the world of sin.” “The blasphemy against the Holy
Spirit shall not be forgiven unto men.” (John 16:8; Matt. 12:31)
4. The Scriptures ascribe the same and equal honor to the Holy
Spirit, which they do to the Father and the Son. But divine honor
and worship can be attributed to no one but to God alone. Hence
the Holy Spirit must be equal with the other persons of the Godhead. “There are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the
Word and the Holy Spirit, and these three are one.” (1 John 5:7)
From this it is plainly evident that the Holy Spirit is the same
true God with the Father and the Son, as is also proven by the
following declaration, “Go, teach all nations baptizing them in
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit;”
(Matt. 28:19) from which we are taught that we are baptized in
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the name, faith, worship and religion of the Holy Spirit equally
with the Father and the Son; and that the Holy Spirit is also the
author of baptism and the ministry. So we are also to believe in
the Holy Spirit and to put our trust in him: “Let not your heart be
troubled: ““I will pray the Father and he shall give you another
Comforter that he may abide with you forever.” (John 14:16) The
sin against the Holy Spirit is not forgiven: therefore sin is committed against him. We are his temples: “You are the temple of
God, and the Spirit of God dwelleth in you.” (1 Cor. 3:16) The
Apostles in their epistles to the different churches wished them
grace and peace from the Holy Spirit: “The communion of the
Holy Spirit be with you all.” (2 Cor. 13:14)
Objection: He who receives from another is not equal with him
who gives. The Holy Spirit receives from the Father and the Son.
Therefore he is not equal with them. Answer: The major proposition is true only in case one receives from another a part, and
not the whole, or in case he receives successively which is not
true as applied to the Holy Spirit. And as to the second proposition of the above syllogism, that the Holy Spirit received of the
Father and the Son his ordination and mission to us, that he
might instruct us immediately, it rather establishes his equality
inasmuch as teaching in this form is a divine work.
Objection 2: He that is sent is not equal to him who sends. The
Holy Spirit is sent of the Father and the Son. Therefore he is not
equal with them. Answer: The first proposition is false, if understood generally; because he that is sent may be equal with him
that sends. Christ was sent of the Father, and is nevertheless
equal with the Father. It is therefore correctly said by Cyril, “That
to be sent, and to yield obedience, do not take away equality.”
4. That the Holy Spirit is consubstantial, which means that he is
one and the same true God with the Father and the Son, is
proven; 1. Because he is the Spirit of the Father and the Son—
proceeds from both {277} —and is the Spirit of God, in God,
and from God. Therefore he has the same and the entire divine
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essence which belongs to the Father and the Son, communicated to him, inasmuch as it is impossible to multiply or divide
the essence of God, or to create another divine essence. 2. There
is but one Jehovah. The Holy Spirit is Jehovah: for the Scriptures
apply to him those things which are spoken of Jehovah, as a
comparison of the following passages will clearly show: Lev.
16:1, 34; and Heb. 9:7-10; Also Lev. 26:11, 12; and 2 Cor. 6:16;
Deut. 9:24, 25; and Ish. 63:10, 11; Also Ps. 95:7; and Heb.
3:7:Also Ish. 6:9; and Acts 28:5.
3. There is but one true God. The Holy Spirit is the true God, not
less than the Father or the Son, because he is Jehovah, and is
often called God in an absolute sense, as when it said of Ananias,
“You have not lied unto men, but unto God.” (Acts 5:4) Hence he
is consubstantial with the Father and the Son.
Objection: Whosoever is of another, is not consubstantial with
him, or is not the same with him from whom he is. The Holy
Spirit is of the Father and the Son. Therefore, he is not consubstantial with them. Answer: The major proposition is true when
used in reference to creatures. There is, however, an ambiguity
in the expression, to be of another. He who is of another in such
a sense as not to have the same, nor the whole essence is not
consubstantial, which, however, is not true of the Holy Spirit.
Hence it merely follows that he is not the same person. By
inverting the argument then we may reply: because he is of the
Father and the Son, he is at the same time consubstantial.
3. WHAT IS THE OFFICE OF THE HOLY SPIRIT?
The office of the Holy Spirit is to produce sanctification in the
people of God. This he performs immediately from the Father
and the Son. It is for this reason that he is called the Spirit of
holiness. The office of the Holy Spirit may be said to embrace
the following things: to instruct, to regenerate, to unite to Christ
and God, to rule, to comfort and strengthen us.
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1. The Holy Spirit enlightens and teaches us that we may know
those things which we ought, and correctly understand them
according to the promise of Christ: “He shall teach you all
things.” “He will guide you into all truth.” (John 14:26; 16:13) It
was in this way that he taught the Apostles on the day of Pentecost, who before were ignorant of the doctrine pertaining to the
death and kingdom of Christ. He produced new light in their
mind, communicated unto them the remarkable knowledge of
tongues, and fulfilled the prophecy of Joel. It is for this reason
that the Holy Spirit is called in Scripture the teacher of truth, the
Spirit of wisdom, revelation, understanding, counsel, knowledge, etc.
2. The Holy Spirit regenerates us, when he creates in our hearts
new feelings, desires and inclinations, or effects in us faith and
repentance. “Except a man be born of the water and of the Spirit
he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.” “I indeed baptize you
with water unto repentance, but he that cometh after me shall
baptize you with the Holy Spirit and with fire.” (John 3:6; Matt.
3:11) This baptism which Christ performs is regeneration itself—
that which was signified by the external baptism of John and
other ministers. {278}
3. He unites us to Christ, that we may be his members and be
quickened by him, and so be made partakers of all his benefits.
“I will pour out my Spirit upon all flesh.” “But you are washed,
but you are sanctified, but you are justified in the name of the
Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit of our God.” “For by one Spirit are
we all baptized into one body.” “And hereby we know that he
abides in us, by the Spirit which he has given us.” “No man can
say that Jesus is the Lord, but by the Holy Spirit. Now there are
diversities of gifts, but the same Spirit.” (Joel 2:28; 1 Cor. 6:11; 12;
13; John 3:24; 1 Cor. 12:3, 4)
4. He rules us. To be ruled by the Holy Spirit is to be guided and
directed by him in all our actions, to be inclined to follow that
which is right and good, and to do those things which love to
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God and our neighbor require, which comprehends all the Christian virtues of the first and second table. “As many as are led by
the Spirit of God, they are the sons of God.” “The Apostles began
to speak with other tongues, as the Spirit gave them utterance.”
(Rom. 8:14; Acts 2:4)
5. The Holy Spirit comforts us in our dangers and afflictions. The
Apostles at first fled and concealed themselves for fear of the
Jews; but when they had received the Holy Spirit, they went
forth publicly, and rejoiced when they were called to suffer, on
account of their profession of the gospel. “He shall give you
another Comforter, that he may abide with you forever.” (John
14:16)
6. The Holy Spirit strengthens and establishes us when weak
and wavering in our faith, and assures us of our salvation, or
what is the same thing, he continues and preserves in us the
benefits of Christ even unto the end. It was in this way that the
Apostles, who at first were timid and filled with many doubts,
were made bold and courageous, which any one may see who
will compare the sermon of Peter on the day of Pentecost with
the conversation of the two disciples on their way to Emmaus:
“We trusted that it had been he, which should have redeemed
Israel,” etc. Christ speaks of this when he says: “Your hearts shall
rejoice, and your joy no man taketh from you.” “He shall abide
with you forever.” (Luke 24:21; John 16:22; 14:16) It is for this
reason that the Holy Spirit is called the Spirit of boldness, and
the earnest of our inheritance.
The Scriptures, in view of these different parts of the office of
the Holy Spirit, ascribe to him various titles. Thus he is called the
Spirit of adoption, because he assures us of the fatherly affection
which God cherishes towards us, and testifies to us the free
goodness and compassion with which the Father embraces us in
his only begotten Son. It is, therefore, through the Spirit that we
are led to exclaim, Abba, Father. (Rom. 8:15, 16) He is called the
seal and earnest of our inheritance, because he assures us of our
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salvation. “Now he which establishes us with you in Christ, and
has anointed us, is God; who has also sealed us, and given the
earnest of the Spirit in our hearts.” “After that you believed, you
were sealed with that Holy Spirit of promise, which is the earnest of our inheritance.” (2 Cor. 1:21; Eph. 1:13, 14) He is called
life, or the Spirit of life; because it is by him that the old man is
mortified and the new man quickened. “For the law of the Spirit
of life in Christ Jesus has made me free from the law of sin and
death.” (Rom. 8:2) He is called Water, (Ish. 44:3) because he
refreshes us when almost overcame by sin, delivers us from its
power and makes us fruitful in works of righteousness. He is
{279} likewise called fire; (Matt. 3:11) because he continually
consumes the lusts and evil passions which burn in our hearts,
and kindles in us love to God and our neighbor. He is called a
fountain of living water; (Rev. 7:17) because it is from him and
through him that all heavenly riches and blessings flow to us. He
is called the Spirit of prayer; because he excites us and teaches
us how to pray: “I will pour upon the house of David and upon
the inhabitants of Jerusalem, the Spirit of grace and of supplication.” ‘‘The Spirit helpeth our infirmities; for we know not what
we should pray for as we ought.” (Zech. 12:10; Rom. 8:26) He is
called the oil of gladness, because he makes us joyful, lively and
strong. “Therefore God, your God has anointed you with the oil
of gladness above your fellows.” (Ps. 45:7) He is called the Comforter; because he works faith in us, delivers us from an evil conscience, purifies our hearts, and comforts us in such a manner
that we even glory in our afflictions. He is called an advocate or
intercessor; because he makes intercession for us with groanings
that cannot be uttered. (Rom. 8:26) And, lastly, he is called the
Spirit of truth, wisdom, understanding, joy, gladness, faith, boldness, grace, etc.
Objection 1: But those things which have now been specified as
being included in the office of the Holy Spirit, belong also to the
Father and the Son. Therefore they are not to be ascribed to the
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Holy Spirit as though they were peculiar to him alone. Answer:
They belong to the Father and the Son mediately; but to the Holy
Spirit immediately.
Objection 2: But Saul and Judas did not obtain the inheritance,
and yet they had the Holy Spirit. Therefore the Holy Spirit is not
the earnest of our inheritance. Answer: They had, indeed, some
of the gifts of the Spirit, but not the Spirit of adoption. And if it
be still further objected that it is the same Spirit, we reply, true;
but then he does not work the same things in all. True, conversion and adoption are wrought in the elect alone. Hence we
must now speak of the gifts of the Holy Spirit, and of their differences.
4. WHAT, AND HOW MANIFOLD ARE
THE GIFTS OF THE HOLY SPIRIT
The gifts of the Holy Spirit may be referred to, and comprehended under the different parts of his office already specified.
They include the illumination of the mind, the gift of tongues,
prophecy, interpretation, miracles, faith, regeneration, prayer,
strength, constancy, etc. These gifts are twofold: such as are
common both to the godly and the ungodly; and such as are
peculiar to the godly alone. The former are again divided into
two classes, the first of which includes those gifts which are
given to particular individuals, and at particular times, such as
the wonderful power of speaking in different languages, the gift
of prophecy, the faith of miracles, etc., which were necessary for
the apostles, and the primitive church, when the gospel was first
to be preached among the different nations of the earth. These
gifts were, therefore, conferred upon them in a miraculous manner. The other class of gifts common both to the godly and the
ungodly, include such as are necessary at all times, and for all
the members of the church. They are such as the gift of tongues,
interpretation, arts, sciences, wisdom, knowledge, eloquence,
and others, which pertain to the perpetuation of the ministry.
These gifts are now given to all the members of Christ, according
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{280} to the necessity of their calling, although not in the
miraculous manner in which they were given to the apostles,
but they are obtained by labor, diligence and study. These gifts,
however, which are peculiar to the godly include all those which
are comprehended in the idea of sanctification and adoption,
such as justifying faith, regeneration, prevailing prayer, love to
God and our neighbor, hope, patience, constancy, and other gifts
pertaining to our salvation. These are given to the elect alone in
their conversion. “Whom the world cannot receive.” “The Spirit
itself bears witness with our spirit, that we are the children of
God, and maketh intercession for us with groanings which cannot be uttered.” (John 14:17; Rom. 8:16 and 26) It is for this reason that he is called the Spirit of adoption.
Objection: But there have been many out of the church who
have had an intimate acquaintance with the sciences, languages,
etc. Therefore these ought not to be enumerated among the gifts
of the Spirit. Answer: These gifts, although they may be found
out of the church, are, nevertheless, the result of the general
working of God, which may exist without a correct knowledge
of him; but in the church they are acknowledged to be the gifts
of the Holy Spirit, because they are regarded as the result of his
mighty working.
All these gifts, as has been remarked, may be appropriately
referred to the different parts of the office of the Holy Spirit. The
knowledge of the languages and sciences may be referred to the
office of teaching; while the miraculous and wonderful gift of
tongues may be comprehended partly in the office of ruling, (for
the apostles spoke as the Holy Spirit gave them utterance) and
partly in that of teaching and establishing. So the gift of prophecy and interpretation belong to the office of teaching; for the
Spirit teaches, as well by illuminating the mind internally, as by
informing it from without through the word. Faith and conversion have reference to that part of the office of the Holy Spirit,
which pertains to our regeneration, and union with Christ. That
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he is the Spirit of prayer, teaching us how to pray, belongs to his
office of guiding and governing us. In the same way all the other
gifts of the Spirit may be referred to some particular parts of his
office.
5. BY WHOM, AND WHY THE HOLY SPIRIT WAS GIVEN
The Father gives the Holy Spirit through the Son, as the following declarations of the word of God sufficiently affirm. “Wait for
the promise of the Father.” “I will pour out my Spirit upon all
flesh.” “I will pray the Father and he shall send you another
Comforter.” “Whom the Father will send in my name.” (Acts 1:4;
2:17; John 14:16 and 26) The Son also gives the Holy Spirit; but
in this order, that he sends him from the Father, from whom he
himself is, and works; in accordance with which it is said:
“Whom I will send unto you from the Father.” “If I depart I will
send him unto you.” “Being by the right. hand of God exalted,
and having received of the Father the promise of the Holy Spirit,
he has shed forth this which you now see and hear.” (John
15:26; 16:7; Acts 2:33) From this we deduce a strong argument
in favor of the Divinity of Christ; for who has any right in the
Spirit of God, and who can give the Spirit, but God? The Holy
Spirit so far from having been sent by the human nature of
Christ formed and sanctified it.
{281} This giving of the Holy Spirit by the Father and the Son,
must be understood in such a manner that both work effectually
through the Spirit, and that he again exerts his influence by the
will of the Father and the Son going before. For the order of
working on the part of the different persons of the Godhead,
which is the same as the order of their existence must he carefully observed. The will of the Father precedes, the will of the
Son comes next, and that of the Holy Spirit follows the will of
both the Father and the Son, yet not in time, but in order.
The reason on account of which God grants us the Holy Spirit, is
to be traced to his good pleasure, called into exercise for the sake
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of the merit and intercession of his Son: “Who 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.” “I will pray the Father, and he shall send you another
Comforter.” (Eph. 1:3, 4; John 14:16) But the Son gives the holy
Spirit unto us, or he is given to us by, and for the sake of the Son,
because he has by his merits secured for us the gift of the Holy
Spirit, and himself confers him upon us by his intercessions.
6. TO WHOM, AND TO WHAT EXTENT
THE HOLY SPIRIT IS GIVEN
The Holy Spirit is said to be given to those who receive his gifts
and acknowledge him. He is, therefore, given differently according to his various gifts. All those who are members of the
church, whether they be true Christians or hypocrites, partake
of his gifts more or less; but yet in a different manner. For the
godly do not only receive those gifts which are common, but
those also which are special and pertain to salvation. They have
not merely a knowledge of the doctrine of God’s word, but have
been regenerated and possess true faith; because the Holy Spirit,
besides kindling in them a knowledge of the will and truth of
God, also regenerates them, and imparts unto them true faith
and conversion. Hence he is given unto them in such a manner
that he produces in them his gifts which are unto their salvation,
and that they may also be able to know from these gifts that the
Spirit dwells in them. Yet he is at the same time given only to
such as seek and are willing to receive him; and for this reason
increased in those who persevere. Hypocrites, on the other
hand, receive nothing more than a mere knowledge of the doctrine of God, and such gifts as are common. “Whom the world
cannot receive, because it seeth him not, neither knows him.”
(John 14:17)
From this it appears what the difference is between the knowledge of tongues, sciences and gifts of a similar character conferred upon the heathen and those which are given to the
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church; for those who among the heathen excelled in the
knowledge of tongues, the arts and other useful things, had
indeed the gifts of God, but not the Holy Spirit, whom none
receive but those who are sanctified by him, and who acknowledge him as the author of all their gifts.
7. WHEN, AND HOW IS THE HOLY SPIRIT
GIVEN AND RECEIVED?
The Holy Spirit is given, as we have already shown, when he
communicates his gifts. And this is done either visibly, which is
the case when he imparts his gifts in connection with certain
outward signs; or invisibly when these are communicated without these signs. {282} He has not always been given visibly, but
only at particular times, and for certain causes; and that more
largely under the New Testament, than formerly under the Old,
according to the prophecy of Joel: “In the last days I will pour
out of my Spirit.” It was in this way that he was given visibly to
the Apostles and others in the primitive church. “And there
appeared unto them, cloven tongues, like as of fire, and it sat
upon each of them.” “The Holy Spirit fell on all them.” “I saw the
Spirit descending from heaven like a dove, and it abode upon
him.” (Acts 2:3; 10:44; John 1:32) These passages must be
explained in such a manner that the sign takes the name of the
thing itself, so that the same thing is affirmed of the thing, which
properly belongs to the sign; because the Holy Spirit bears testimony to his presence and power by the sign which is employed.
So John saw the Spirit descending upon Christ in a bodily shape
like a dove; he saw the form of a dove under which God demonstrated the presence of his Spirit. This, however, must not be
understood of any local motion in God, but of his presence and
working in the church; for the Holy Spirit is present everywhere,
filling heaven and earth. And it is in this sense that the Holy
Spirit is given, sent, poured out, etc., when by his effectual presence, he creates, stirs up and gradually perfects his gifts in the
members of the church. The Holy Spirit always has been and is
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given invisibly to the church, from the very beginning even to
the end of the world; because he spoke through the prophets. “If
any now have not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his.” (Rom.
8:9) Nay, without the Spirit there never had been, nor could be
any church.
The ordinary way in which the Holy Spirit is given is through the
ministry of the word, and the use of the sacraments; and that, in
the first place, by manifesting himself to us through the study of
the doctrine of the gospel, so as to be known by us. It was in this
way that he wrought in the hearts of those who were converted
under the preaching of Peter on the day of Pentecost; and also
upon Cornelius, and those who were present with him when
Peter addressed them. We must not, however, suppose that the
Holy Spirit operates in such a manner through the word and sacraments as to be so tied or bound to them as to make it impossible for him to work in any other form; for he does not convert all
who hear the gospel, and others again are converted in a different way, as Paul, on his way to Damascus, and John the Baptist
was sanctified or furnished with the gifts of the Spirit in his
mother’s womb. Hence, when we say that the Holy Spirit is given
through the ministry of the word and the use of the sacraments,
we speak of adults and of the ordinary way in which he is given,
and of the visible sending of the Spirit, of which it is said:
“God has sent forth the Spirit of his Son into your hearts.” “If any
man have not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his.” (Gal. 4:6;
Rom. 8:9) He is also given, in the second place, by creating a
desire after him in the hearts of the faithful; for he is given to
those that ask and seek. (Luke 61:13) From this we may draw a
strong argument in favor of the Divinity of the Holy Spirit;
because it is peculiar to God alone to work effectually through
the ministry. “Neither is he that planteth any thing, neither is he
that watereth; but God that giveth the increase.” “I indeed baptize you with water unto repentance; but he that cometh after
me shall baptize you with the Holy Spirit, and with fire.” “The
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gospel is the power of God,” because the Spirit works effectually
through it; so the {283} gospel is also called the ministration of
the Spirit. (1 Cor. 8:7; Matt. 3:41; Rom. 1:16; 2 Cor. 3:8)
The Holy Spirit is, moreover, received by faith: “In whom also,
after that you believed, you were sealed with that holy Spirit of
promise.” ‘‘Whom the world cannot receive, because it sees him
not, neither knows him.” (John 14:17)
Objection: But faith is the gift and fruit of the Holy Spirit: “For by
grace are you saved, through faith and that not of yourselves; it
is the gift of God.” “No man can say that Jesus is the Lord, but by
the Holy Spirit.” (Eph. 2:8; 1 Cor. 12:3) How then can he be
received by faith? Answer: The working of the Holy Spirit is
prior to faith in the order of nature: but not in time; because the
reception of the Holy Spirit is the first beginning of faith. But
after faith is once kindled in the heart, the Holy Spirit is more
and more received through it, and so produces other things in
us, as it is said: “Faith which worketh by love.” “Purifying their
h1earts by faith.” (Gal. 5:6; Acts 15:9.
8. HOW MAY THE HOLY SPIRIT BE RETAINED?
The Holy Spirit may be retained very much in the same way, and
by the use of the same means, through which he is given and
received, among which we may mention the following: 1. A diligent attention to the preached word: “And he gave some apostles, and some prophets, etc., for the perfecting of the saints, for
the edifying of the body of Christ, till we all come in the unity of
the faith.” (Eph. 4:11, 12) 2. Serious meditation upon the doctrine of the gospel, and an earnest desire of advancing in the
knowledge thereof. “In his law doth he meditate day and night;
and he shall be like a tree planted by the rivers of water.” “Let
the word of Christ dwell in you richly in all wisdom; teaching
and admonishing one another.” (Ps. 1:2, 3; Col. 3:16) 3. Constant
penitence, and an earnest desire of avoiding those sins which
offend the conscience: “Whosoever has, to him shall be given.”
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“He that is righteous, let him be righteous.” “And grieve not the
Holy Spirit of God, whereby you are sealed unto the day of
redemption.” (Matt. 13:12; Rev. 22:11; Eph. 4:30) Under this
head, we may refer a desire to avoid all evil communications
and occasions to sin; for he that would avoid sin, must also shun
every thing that might entice thereto. 4. Constant and earnest
prayer: “How much more shall your heavenly Father give the
Holy Spirit to them that ask him.” “This kind goeth not out, but
by prayer and fasting.” “Take not your Holy Spirit from me.”
(Luke 11:13; Matt. 17:21; Ps. 51:11) The Christian panoply
described by the apostle Paul may be referred to this division. 5.
The Holy Spirit may be retained by a proper use of the gifts of
God; by devoting them to the glory of God, and the salvation of
our neighbor. “When you are converted, strengthen your brethren.” “Occupy till I come.” “To every one which has shall be
given; and from him that has not, even that he has shall be taken
away from him.” (Luke 22:32; 19:13, 26)
9. WHETHER, AND HOW THE HOLY SPIRIT MAY BE LOST
Hypocrites, and reprobate sinners lose the gifts of the Holy Spirit
totally and finally, by which we mean that the Spirit at length
leaves them so {284} completely that they never recover his
gifts, or enjoy any of his precious influences. It is different, however, with those who have been truly regenerated. They may,
indeed, lose many of his gifts, but they never lose them totally;
for they always retain some, as the example of David fully testifies: “Restore unto me the joys of your salvation.” “Take not your
Holy Spirit from me.” (Ps. 51:11, 12) Nor can they fall away
finally, because they are at length led to see and to repent of
their sins, and backslidings.
Objection: But the Holy Spirit left Saul who was one of the elect.
Therefore he may leave others also. Answer: It was not the Spirit
of regeneration and adoption which forsook Saul, but the spirit
of prophecy, of wisdom, courage, and other gifts of a similar
character with which he was endowed. Neither was he chosen
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unto eternal life, but merely to be king, as Judas was chosen to
the apostleship. It is still further objected: the Spirit of regeneration may also forsake the elect; for David prayed, “Restore unto
me the joys of Your salvation.” To this we reply that the godly
may, and often do lose many of the gifts of the Spirit of regeneration; but they do not lose them wholly: for it cannot possible be
that they should lose every particle of faith, inasmuch as they do
not sin unto death; but from the weakness of the flesh, not being
perfectly renewed in this life. This the apostle John expressly
affirms when he says, “Whosoever is born of God doth not commit sin; for his seed remaineth in him; and he cannot sin,
because he is born of God.” (1 John 3:9) David in his fall, lost the
joy which he had felt in his soul, the purity of his conscience,
and many other gifts which he earnestly prayed might be
restored unto him; but he had not wholly lost the Holy Spirit, or
else he would not have said, “Take not your Holy Spirit from
me,” from which it is plain that he had not wholly lost the Spirit
of God. “A man,” said Bernard, “never remains in the same state;
he either retrogrades or goes forward.” This distinction must be
observed for the purpose of solving the question; how can the
godly be certain of their perseverance and salvation, seeing that
they may lose the Holy Spirit? which is, that they are never
wholly and finally forsaken of the Spirit of God.
There are many ways in which the Holy Spirit may be lost.
These are the opposite of those by which he may be retained. 1.
He may be lost by a contempt of the ministry of the church. 2.
By a neglect of the study of the doctrine of the gospel, and meditation thereon. Paul, therefore, commanded Timothy to stir up
the gift of God which was in him, and also gives instruction as to
the manner in which he might accomplish this, viz., by giving
himself to reading, exhortation and doctrine. 3. By carnal security, by plunging heedlessly into all kinds of wickedness, and by
indulging in such sins as wound the conscience. 4. By a neglect
of prayer. 5. By abusing the gifts of the Holy Spirit, which is done
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when they are not used in such a manner as to promote the
glory of God, and the salvation of our fellow-men. “He that has,
to him shall be given; and he that has not, from him shall be
taken, even that which he has.” (Mark 4:25)
10. WHY THE HOLY SPIRIT IS NECESSARY
The passages of Scripture here cited plainly teach why, and for
what reasons the Holy Spirit is necessary: “Except a man be
born of water and of the {285} Spirit he cannot enter into the
kingdom of God.” “Flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom
of God.” “Not that we are sufficient of ourselves, to think any
thing as of ourselves; but our sufficiency is of God.” “If any man
have not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his.” (John 3:5; 1 Cor.
15:50; 2 Cor. 3:5; Rom. 8:9) Hence we may thus conclude: He is
necessary for our salvation, without whom we cannot think,
much less do any thing that is good, and without whom we cannot be regenerated, know God, obey him, or obtain the inheritance of the kingdom of heaven. But these things cannot be
accomplished in us on account of our blindness, and the corruption of our nature, except by the Holy Spirit. Therefore the Holy
Spirit is necessary for our salvation.
11. HOW WE MAY KNOW THAT
THE HOLY SPIRIT DWELLS IN US
We may know if the Spirit of God dwells in us by his effects, or
gifts, which include a correct knowledge of God, regeneration,
faith, peace of conscience, and the beginning of new obedience
to God. “Being justified by faith we have peace with God.” “The
love of God is shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy Spirit which
is given unto us.” (Rom. 5:1, 5) We may also know if the Holy
Spirit dwells in us, by the testimony which he bears with our
spirit that we are the children of God. So also comfort in the
midst of death, joy in afflictions, a firm purpose to persevere in
faith, unutterable groans and fervent prayers, together with a
sincere profession of Christianity, are most certain evidences
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and indices of the indwelling of the Holy Spirit. “No man can say
that Jesus is the Lord, but by the Holy Spirit.” (1 Cor. 12:3) In a
word, we may know whether the Holy Spirit dwells in us, by our
faith and repentance.
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LORD’S DAY 21
QUESTION 54
54. What do you believe concerning the “Holy Catholic
Church”?
A. That, out of the whole human race, from the beginning to
the end of the world, the Son of God, by His Spirit and
Word, gathers, defends and preserves for Himself unto
everlasting life, a chosen communion, in the unity of the
true faith; and that I am, and forever shall remain, a
living member of the same.
EXPOSITION:
The principal questions in connection with the subject of the
Church, are the following:
1. What is the Church?
2. How manifold is it?
3. What are the marks of the true Church?
4. Why is it called One, Holy, and Catholic?
5. In what does it differ from the State?
6. What is the cause of the difference between the Church and the rest of
mankind?
7. Is there any salvation out of the Church?

{286}

1. WHAT IS THE CHURCH?
The question what is the Church, presupposes its existence; so
that there is no necessity for us to inquire whether there be a
church? We may, however, merely remark, that there always has
been, and ever will be, a church, including a greater or less number of members; because Christ always has been, and always
will be, king, head and priest of the church, as we shall show in
our remarks upon the fourth division of this subject.
The term church signifies the same thing which the Athenians
were wont to express by ekklhsia, from ekkalein to call forth,
which meant among them an assembly of citizens called by the
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voice of a public crier, from the remaining crowd, as it were by
name, and by the hundreds, for the purpose of hearing an oration, or the decision of the Senate in relation to any particular
subject. The apostles, therefore, on account of this similarity
borrowed the word ecclesia for their own purpose, in order that
they might thereby express, in the most intelligent manner, the
idea of the church. For the church is an assemblage of persons
brought together, not by chance, nor in a disorderly manner, but
called out of the kingdom of Satan by the voice of the Lord, and
by the preaching of the gospel for the purpose of hearing, and
embracing, the word of God. The term ecclesia differs, therefore,
from synagogue; for while the latter means any kind of an
assembly, or gathering, however common, and irregularly
brought together, ecclesia, on the other hand, denotes a congregation called together in a particular manner, and for a particular object, which is the character of the congregation of those
who are called of God to a knowledge of the gospel. This congregation of those who are called of God, the Latins also express by
the Greek word ecclesia. The German, Kirche, seems to be
derived from the Greek kuriakh which means the Lord’s house,
or as it is expressed in the German, Gotteshaus.
The Catechism in Answer to the Question under consideration,
defines the church to be that assembly, or congregation of men,
chosen of God from everlasting to eternal life, which the Son of
God, from the beginning to the end of the world, gathers,
defends and preserves to himself, by his Spirit and word, out of
the whole human race, agreeing in true faith, and which he will
at length glorify with eternal life and glory. Such is the definition
of the true church of God of which the Creed properly speaks.
2. HOW MANIFOLD IS THE CHURCH?
The church is either true, or false. When we speak of the church,
however, as false, we do not use the term in a proper, but in an
improper sense; and mean by it every assembly which arrogates
unto itself the name of the Christian Church, but which, instead
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of following it, rather persecutes it. The true church is either triumphant, which even now triumphs with the blessed angels in
heaven, and which will at length obtain a complete triumph
after the resurrection; or militant, which in this world fights
under the banner of Christ against the devil, the flesh and the
world. The church militant is either visible, or invisible. When
spoken of as visible, it means an assembly of persons, who
embrace and profess the entire and uncorrupted doctrine of the
law and gospel, and who use the sacraments {287} according to
the appointment of Christ, and profess obedience to the teachings of God’s word. The visible church consists of many who are
regenerated by the Holy Spirit through the word unto eternal
life, and many also who are hypocrites and unregenerated, but
who nevertheless consent to the doctrine, and conform to the
external rites of the church. Or, the visible church may be
defined to be the assembly of those who assent to the doctrine
of God’s word, among whom there are, however, many dead
members, or such as have not been regenerated. “Not every one
that says unto me Lord, Lord, shall enter into the kingdom of
heaven.” (Matt. 7:21) We may here also appropriately cite the
parable of the wheat and tares, and that of the net, which gathered of every kind, the good and the bad. The invisible church
consists of those who are chosen unto eternal life, who are also
regenerated, and belong to the visible church. It lies concealed
in the visible church, during the whole of the struggle, and conflict which is continually going on in this world between the
kingdom of light and darkness. It is likewise called the church of
the saints. Those who belong to this church never perish; neither are there any hypocrites in it; for it consists only of such as
are chosen unto eternal life, of whom it is said: “No man shall
pluck my sheep out of my hands.” “Nevertheless the foundation
of God standeth sure, having this seal, The Lord knows them that
are his.” (John 10:28; 2 Tim. 2:19) It is called invisible, not that
the men who are in it are invisible, but because the faith and
piety of those who belong to it can neither be seen, nor known,
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except by those who possess it; and also because we cannot
with certainty distinguish the godly from those who are hypocrites in the visible church.
Furthermore, the church, both visible and invisible, is either universal or particular. The universal visible Church consists of all
those who profess the doctrine of God’s word, in whatever part
of the world they may be. The particular visible Church comprehends those who, in any particular place, profess this doctrine.
The visible church is universal in as far as it has respect to the
profession of one faith in Christ, one doctrine and worship; and
it is particular in as far as it has respect to place and diversity of
rites and ceremonies. So also the invisible church is universal,
inasmuch as all the elect of whatever place they may be, and in
whatever time they may have lived, have one faith; and it is particular as in this, or that place, they have the same faith. All the
particular churches are parts of the universal church; and the
different parts of the visible, belong to the universal visible
church; as also the invisible, are parts of the universal invisible
church. And it is of this universal invisible church of which this
article of the Creed properly speaks, saying, I believe in the Holy
Catholic Church. These properties are also attributed with great
propriety to the church, because it is holy, and because it is here
that we find the true communion of the saints with Christ, and
all his members. The difference which exists between the visible
and invisible church is very nearly the same as that which exists
between the whole and a part; for the invisible church is concealed in the visible, as a part in the whole, which is also corroborated by the declaration of the Apostle, where he says, “Whom
he did predestinate, them he also called.” (Rom. 8:30) This calling, however, which God addresses to men is two-fold, inward
and outward. Paul declares that the inward call is made according to the {288} purpose of salvation. The elect are called in
both respects, while hypocrites have nothing more than the
mere external call. It is in respect to this outward call that the
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visible church is termed the church of the called, in which hypocrites are also found; while the invisible is called the church of
the elect.
Objection 1: If the whole is visible, that which is a part thereof is
also visible. Answer: That part is visible, which has respect to
the persons who are called, in as far as they are men, and profess the doctrine of the visible church; but that which pertains to
their piety, or their faith and repentance, is invisible.
Objection 2: According to the foregoing definition those who are
members of the church do not perish. But there are many hypocrites belonging to the church. Therefore either hypocrites will
not perish, or that which is affirmed of those who belong to the
church, is false. Answer: Those who belong to the invisible
church will not perish, and it is of this that the foregoing definition speaks. The minor proposition has reference to the visible
church, in which it is admitted that there are many hypocrites.
Objection 3: The visible church cannot be where the invisible is
not. But the invisible church was not during the reign of the
Papal system. Therefore, neither did the visible church then
exist. Answer: We deny the minor proposition: because there
have always been some, even in the most corrupt period of the
church, who held fast to the fundamental principles of the gospel. The church was oppressed, but not destroyed.
There is also another division of the church, into the church of
the Old and New Testaments. The church of the Old Testament
included those who received the doctrine of Moses and the
Prophets, and professed that they would conform to, and preserve in the Jewish nation the ceremonies of Moses, and that
they would, both among themselves, and among other nations,
believe those things which were signified by these institutions
having reference to the Messiah which was to come. The church
of the New Testament is not thus distinguished, because all
believe in the Messiah already come. It may be defined as the
congregation of those who receive the doctrine of the gospel,
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observe the sacraments instituted by Christ, and believe in him
as the true Messiah.
3. WHAT ARE THE MARKS OF THE TRUE CHURCH?
There are three marks, or signs, by which the true church may
always be known. 1. A profession of the true, pure, and rightly
understood doctrine of the law and the gospel, which is the
same thing as the doctrine of the prophets and the apostles. 2.
The right and proper use of the sacraments. One of the objects of
the sacraments, is to distinguish the true church of God from all
the various sects and heretics. 3. The profession of obedience to
this doctrine, or to the ministry. These three things which are
always found in connection with the true church, are contained
in the declaration of Christ, where he says: “Go you, and teach
all nations baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Spirit.” (Matt. 28:19) It behooves us to hold
fast to these marks for the glory of God, that his enemies may be
distinguished from his children; and also for our salvation, that
we may associate ourselves with the true church. {289}
Objection 1: But there have always been great errors, public and
private, found in the church. Answer: But the true foundation
has always been preserved, upon which some have built gold,
and others straw. Nor has the church ever defended these errors.
Hence the mere fact that errors have been found in the church,
does not conflict with what we have said in regard to the marks
of the true church.
Objection 2: But there have also been great and aggravated sins
committed in many of the churches professing the true doctrine
of God’s word. Therefore obedience is not a mark of the true
church. Answer: But there are many in these same churches,
who do yield, and who strive to yield obedience to the requirements of God’s word; and who confess and acknowledge their
sins, so that these things are not defended, but deplored by the
church. It is also necessary that we should add obedience to the

Lord’s Day 21

525

requirements of God’s word, as one of the marks of the true
church, lest God should be mocked by those who might say that
they receive the doctrine of Christ, and are yet unwilling to live
in accordance with it.
Objection 3: But Heretics and Schismatics also arrogate unto
themselves these marks of the true church. Answer: It is, however, not to be enquired whether they claim them for themselves; but whether they really possess them.
Objection 4. That which is necessary to the existence of the
church is also a mark of it. The ordinary succession of ministers,
is necessary to the existence of the church in the world. Therefore this is also a mark of the true church. Answer: If the ordinary succession here spoken of be understood of the succession
of the ministry in the same true doctrine of the church, and
administration of the sacraments, it is true: for such a succession
does not differ from the marks of the church which we have
specified. But if by ordinary succession be meant a succession in
the same place, whether they teach the same or different doctrines, and if it be regarded as tying or restricting the church to a
certain place, city, region, etc., it is false.
4. WHY THE CHURCH IS CALLED ONE,
HOLY AND CATHOLIC
The Church is one, not because those who are members thereof
dwell together, or because the rites and ceremonies to which
they conform are the same; but on account of their agreement in
doctrine, and faith. It is called holy, because it is sanctified of God
by the blood and Spirit of Christ, that it may be conformable to
him, not in perfection, but by the imputation of Christ’s righteousness, or obedience; and by having the principle of holiness;
because the Holy Spirit renews and delivers the church from the
dregs of sins by degrees, in order that all who belong to it may
commence and practice all the parts of obedience. It is also
called holy, because it is consecrated to a holy and divine use,
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and is separated from the ungodly who are without its pale. The
Church is called, catholic, first in respect to place; because it is
spread over the whole world, and is not tied or restricted to any
particular place, kingdom, or certain succession. The catholicity
of the church, in this respect, commenced at the time of the
Apostles; because prior to this time the church was circumscribed in narrow limits, being confined to the Jewish nation.
Secondly, in respect to men, because the church is gathered from
all classes of men {290} of every nation. Thirdly, in respect to
time, because it will endure throughout every period of the
world: “I will be with you always even to the end of the world;”
and because there is only one true Church of all times, which is
of such a peculiar constitution as to embrace the whole world,
and not to be tied down to any one particular place.
That there is but one church of all times, from the beginning to
the end of the world, there can be no reasonable doubt; for it is
manifest that the church has always existed, even before the
time of Abraham. It is not to be supposed that the family of
Abraham, did not worship God before his calling, and that he
was only after his calling the servant of the most High. For even
before he was called, he held fast to the fundamental principles
of the doctrine of the true God, although they were not clearly
understood, on account of the false notions and superstitions
which were mingled with them. Melchisedek, who was the
priest of the most high God, also lived at the same time. Hence
there were besides, and before Abraham, other worshippers of
the true God, whose priest Melchisedek was. That the church
will always exist is evident from these declarations of Scripture:
“My words shall not depart out of your mouth, nor out of the
mouth of your seed.” “If the night and the day may be changed,
my covenant may also be changed.” “I will he with you always,
even to the end of the world.” (Ish. 5:9, 21; Jer. 33:20; Matt.
28:20) Christ, moreover, always has been, and always will be
king, head and priest of the church. Hence there always has
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been, and ever will be, a church. And hence it is also evident that
the church, both of the Old and the New Testaments, is one and
the same; which is also confirmed by the following article of the
Creed. For Christ is the sanctifier of his church, and is common
to those who have believed on him under each dispensation.
The question of the authority of the church properly belongs
here, and must, therefore, be considered. The Papists say that
the authority of the church is greater than that of the Scriptures,
which is false. For the church did not produce the Scriptures; but
the Scriptures gave birth to the church. They bring forward the
testimony of Augustine against the epistle of Manichaeus, cap. 5,
where he describes the manner in which he was led to embrace
the faith of the Catholic Church. He says that he obeyed the
Catholics when they said, “Believe the gospel.” And in the same
book is contained that declaration of his, so generally known: “I
would not believe the gospel, unless the authority of the Catholic
Church would move me.” It was, therefore, by the testimony of
the church, that he was induced to read the gospel, and to
believe the doctrine which is contained therein. But what then?
Does he promise himself, after he has believed, that he would
have more faith in the church, than in the gospel, if the church
were to propose, or to decide any thing contrary to the gospel, or
which could not be proven from the Scriptures? Augustine
would certainly never have assented to this. Nay, in different
portions of his writings, he denounces anathemas upon those,
who teach any thing different from that which we have received
in the writings of the law and gospel. And in the very same place
to which reference is had above, he declares, that he could not
believe Manichaeus, because he believed the gospel, inasmuch
as he could read nothing in the gospel concerning the apostleship of Manichaeus. Hence traditions lead us to the Scriptures,
and bind us to that voice which speaks in them. {291}
But here it must be observed how honestly the Papists act in this
affair. For wherever the word tradition occurs, they wrest it in a
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very short time from its proper meaning, and add it to their own
traditions, which they cannot prove from the word of God. As
when Paul says, “I delivered unto you that which I received.” (1
Cor. 15:3) They immediately exclaim, do you not read of traditions? I do; but read on a little further to the place, where Paul
explains what those things are, which were delivered unto him:
“I delivered unto you that Christ died for our sins according to
the Scriptures; and that he was buried, and that he rose again
according to the Scriptures.” (1 Cor. 15:3, 4) Here you hear the
traditions of Paul, to be according to the Scriptures. They were
first taken out of the Scriptures of the Old Testament; and then
they were committed to writing by Paul himself. Paul also says
concerning the Lord’s Supper:
“I have received of the Lord, that which I have delivered unto
you.” (1 Cor. 11:23) But this tradition the Apostle himself also
committed to writing, after the Evangelists. The Jesuits in like
manner quote the declaration of Paul in his second epistle to the
Thess., 3:6, where he says, “Withdraw yourselves from every
brother that walketh disorderly, and not after the tradition
which he received of us.” But a little farther on he declares in the
same chapter what tradition he meant, as must be manifest to
every one that will read the passage with care. And yet they will
maintain, that many things are to be believed, which cannot be
proven by the testimony of the Scriptures. They also show the
same effrontery in regard to another declaration of Scripture
recorded in Acts 16:4, where it is said, “They delivered them the
decrees for to keep, that were ordained of the apostles and
elders which were at Jerusalem;” when it is, only a little before,
declared that these decrees were sent down in letters written by
the apostles.
The declaration of the Papists, that the Church does not err, is
true in this sense: 1. The whole church does not err, even though
some members of it, or a certain part of it, may err. 2. The
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church does not err universally, although it may in some particular points of doctrine. 3. It does not err in the foundation.
5. IN WHAT DOES THE CHURCH DIFFER
FROM THE STATE?
The chief differences between the church and the state are the
following: 1. The state is a society which is bound by certain civil
laws for the maintenance of external propriety and order,
according to each table of the Decalogue. The church consists of
those who embrace the gospel, and observe the sacraments
according to divine appointment, and is governed by the Spirit
and word of God, requiring both internal and external obedience. 2. In the church there are always some holy and godly persons, which is not always true of the state. 3. There are many
and different states which are distinguished from each other by
locality, time and laws; neither can he who is a citizen of one
state, be a citizen of another also, or of all others; nor is there
any one universal state of which all others are parts. The church,
however, has been, is, and ever will be, one throughout all periods, and among all nations. It is for this reason called Catholic,
having many parts. 4. The head of the church is one, and in
heaven, Which head is Christ. The different states have many
kings and rulers, {292} and these upon earth. 5. The state has
magisterial authority and power to make laws, to which it
becomes us to yield obedience for conscience sake. The church
is restricted and tied down to the word of God, and has no power
to make new articles of faith. It may, indeed, establish rules of
order and propriety, but without binding the conscience; and
that not with magisterial authority, but with consent. 6. The state
is armed with power to inflict punishment upon obstinate
offenders, and to preserve its laws with the sword. The church
has merely the sword of the word, which consists in the denunciation of the wrath of God against those who are disobedient.
One and the same person, as the prophets and priests of old,
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may sometimes act both in a civil and ecclesiastical capacity.
Hence they ought to be carefully distinguished.
6. WHAT IS THE CAUSE OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN
THE CHURCH AND THE REST OF MANKIND?
There are three classes of men in the world, which differ very
much from each other. There are some, who by their own
avowed declarations, are so entirely alienated from the church
as to deny the necessity of faith and repentance, and are, therefore, the avowed enemies of God and the church. There are others again who are called, but not effectually, as hypocrites, who
make a profession of faith without any true conversion to God.
And finally, there are others who are effectually called, as are the
elect, of which class there is but a comparatively small number,
according to the declaration of Christ: “Many are called, but few
are chosen.” (Matt. 20:16)
What now is the cause of this difference? The efficient cause of
this difference is the election of God, who purposes to gather to
himself in this world a church. The Son of God is the mediate
executor of the will of the Father, while the Holy Spirit is the
immediate executor. The word of God is the instrumental cause:
“God in times past suffered all nations to walk in their own
ways.” “God has mercy, upon whom he will have mercy, and
whom he will be hardeneth.” “All that the Father giveth me, shall
come to me.” “Whom he did foreknow, he also did predestinate,
to be conformed to the image of his Son. Moreover, whom he did
predestinate, them he also called,” etc. (Acts 14:16; Rom. 9:18;
8:23, 30; John 6:37) We are taught by these declarations that the
promise of grace is general in respect to those that believe. God
does indeed will that all should be saved, and that, both on
account of the desire which he has for the salvation of all, and
also because he invites all to seek salvation. “Bat the election has
obtained it, (this salvation) and the rest were blinded.” (Rom.
11:7)

Lord’s Day 21

531

7. IS THERE ANY SALVATION OUT OF THE CHURCH?
No one can be saved out of the Church: 1. Because out of the
church there is no Savior, and hence no salvation. “Without me
you can do nothing.” (John 15:5) 2. Because those whom God
has chosen to the end, which is eternal life, them he has also
chosen to the means, which consist in the inward and outward
call. Hence although the elect are not always members of the
visible church, yet they all become such before {293} they die.
Objection: Therefore the election of God is not free. Answer: It
is free, because God chooses freely both to the end and the
means, all those whom he has determined to save. He never
changes his decree however, after he has chosen, and ordained
to the end and the means. Infants born in the church are also of
the church, notwithstanding all the cant of the Anabaptists to
the contrary.
What then is it to believe the Holy Catholic Church? It is to believe
that there always has been, is, and ever will be, to the end of
time such a church in the world, and that in the congregation
composing the visible church there are always some who are
truly converted, and that I am one of this number; and therefore
a member of both the visible and invisible church, and shall forever remain such.
OF THE ETERNAL PREDESTINATION OF GOD
The Common Place of the eternal predestination of God, or of
election and reprobation naturally grows out of the doctrine of
the church: and is for this reason correctly connected with it. In
the discussion of this subject we must enquire principally,
1. Is there any predestination?
2. What is it?
3. What is the cause of it?
4. What are the effects of it?
5. Is it unchangeable?
6. To what extent may it be known by us?
7. Are the elect always members of the church, and the reprobate never?
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8. Can the elect fall from the church, and may the reprobate always
remain in it?
9. What is the use of this doctrine?

1. IS THERE ANY PREDESTINATION?
When the question is asked, is there any such thing as predestination? it is the same thing as to enquire, if God has any counsel or
decree, according to which he has determined that some should
be saved, and others condemned. There are some who affirm
that election, when used in the Scriptures, means excellence, on
account of which some are regarded worthy to be chosen unto
everlasting life, just as a man may make choice of a noble horse,
or of pure gold. It is in the same way that they explain the idea
of reprobation.
This view, however, is false, in as much as election is the eternal
counsel of God. That there is such a thing as predestination, or
election and reprobation in God, is proven by these declarations
of Scripture: “Many are called but few are chosen.” “You have
not chosen me, but I have chosen you.” “Other sheep I have
which are not of this fold.” “He has chosen us in him before the
foundation of the world; having predestinated us unto the adoption of children by Jesus Christ to himself, according to the good
pleasure of his will.” “I have much people in this city.” “And as
many as were ordained to eternal life believed.” {294} “Whom
he did predestinate, them he also called.” (Matt. 20:16; John
15:16; 10:16; Eph. 1:4, 5; Acts 18:10, 13:48; Rom. 8:30)
The following passages of the word of God, may be regarded as
having a special reference to reprobation. “God willing to show
his wrath, and to make his power known, endured with much
long-suffering the vessels of wrath fitted for destruction.” “Jacob
have I loved, but Esau have I hated.” “It is given to you to know
the mysteries of the kingdom of heaven, but to them it is not
given.” “Who were before of old ordained to this condemnation.” “I thank you, O Father, Lord of heaven and earth,
because you have hid these things from the wise, and prudent,
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and have revealed them unto babes, even so Father, for so it
seemed good in your sight.” “You have not the words of God,
because you are not of God.” “You believe not; because you are
not of my sheep.” “The Lord has made all things for himself,
yea, even the wicked for the day of evil.” (Rom. 9:22, 13; Matt.
13:11:Jude 4; Matt. 11:25, 26; John 8:47; 10:26; Prov. 16:4)
Objection 1: But the promise of grace is universal. Answer: It is
universal in respect to the faithful, that is, it extends to all those
that believe. And it is particular in respect to all men. Our adversaries, however, deny that it is universal, because, say they, those
who are converted may fall away, which is to weaken the general promise.
To this it is objected, that God wills that all men should be saved.
(2. Tim. 2:4) We reply, that there are other passages which must
be taken in connection with this: such as these: “Many are
called, but few are chosen.” “This people’s heart is waxed gross,
says the Lord, lest they should be converted, and I should heal
them.” (Matt. 20:16; 13:15) Here it is declared that God wills that
some should not be saved. Are we then to infer, that these declarations of divine truth contradict each other? God forbid! God
wills that all men should be saved, in as far as he rejoices in the
salvation of all: and he rejoices in the punishment of the wicked,
yet not in as far as it is the torment of his creatures; but in as
much as it is the execution of his justice. God wills that all
should be saved, in as much as he, in a certain respect, invites,
and calls all to repentance, but he does not will the salvation of
all, as it respects the efficacy of this calling. He blesses all, “if
haply they might feel after him, and find him: “(Acts 17:27) He
invites all, and says to all; Honesty and obedience are pleasing to
me, and due to me from you; but he does not say to all, I will produce this honesty, and obedience in you; but to the elect alone,
and that because, from everlasting it has so pleased him. “The
election has obtained it, and the rest were blinded.” (Rom. 11:7)
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Objection 2: He who bestows his gifts unequally upon those
who are equal, is a respecter of persons. Answer: He is, indeed,
a respecter of persons who gives unequally to those who are
equal, if he confer his gifts on account of external causes, which
are not the conditions on account of which equal rewards or
punishments should be given, or not given; that is, when the
cause common to both parties is in his judgment overlooked,
and others are regarded which do not properly belong to the
cause, such as the riches, power, honors and friendship, of the
one party. God, however, does not look to the outward circumstances of men, but requires faith and conversion, and gives
eternal life to those who possess these, and withholds it {295}
from those who have not this faith and conversion. Again: he is a
respecter of persons, who gives unequally to those who are
equal, when he is bound to give equally to all. But God gives
most freely, out of his pure mercy and grace; and is bound to no
one. We were all his enemies; and hence he might most justly
have rejected us all. And if unrighteousness should in any
respect attach itself to God, (which God forbid that we should
say) he would in that case be unrighteous, and a respecter of
persons if he were to give any thing. God, therefore, when he has
compassion upon some, and not upon others, is no more a
respecter of persons, than you are, if, being moved by your
mercy and compassion, you give alms to one beggar, and none
to another, or if you give a farthing to one, and a penny to
another. Why then do you, O man, accuse God of injustice,
because he has mercy upon whom he will, while he has no
mercy upon those whom he will not, seeing that he is under
obligation to none? “Is it not lawful for me to do what I will with
mine own? Is your eye evil, because I am good?” “Who has first
given to him, and it shall be recompensed unto him again.”
(Matt. 20:15; Rom. 11:35) A knowledge of this has an important
bearing upon the glory of God.
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Objection 3: It is proper and just that he who has received a ransom sufficient for the sins of all, should admit all into his favor.
God has received in his Son a ransom sufficient for the sins of
the whole world. Therefore he is bound to receive all into his
favor. Answer: It is just that he should admit all into his favor,
who has received a ransom sufficient for all, and which is to be
applied to all. But there is no application of this to all, because it
is said, “I pray not for the world, but for them which you have
given me.” But a ransom, say our opponents, that is sufficient for
all, ought to be applied to all; because it belongs to infinite
mercy to do good to all. But we deny that infinite mercy consists
in the number, that are saved. It consists rather in the manner in
which they are saved. God, moreover, will not bestow this blessing upon all, because he is most wise and just. He can, and will
exercise his mercy and justice at the same time. “God so loved
the world, that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever
believeth in him should not perish, but have everlasting life.”
“He that believeth not is condemned already,” etc. (John 3:16,
18) It is still further objected: He who receives a ransom that is
sufficient for all, and yet does not save all, is unjust; because he
receives more than he bestows. But God is not unjust. Therefore
he receives all into his favor. Answer: He, who thus acts, is
unjust unless he himself gave the ransom. But God gave it.
Therefore he receives of his own, and not of that which belongs
to us. Again: it is not the sufficiency, but the application of this
ransom which binds God to receive all into his favor. But he has
not obligated himself to apply this ransom to all.
Objection 4: He who afflicts some for the sake of his own glory,
is unjust. God is not unjust. Therefore he does not afflict, nor
cast off any for the sake of his own glory. Answer: We deny the
major proposition if understood generally. Of creatures it is true,
but it is not true of God, because he is the highest good, and the
greatest respect ought to be had for the highest good. But the
highest good, or the glory of God, does not merely require, that
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the mercy of God, but that his justice also, should be manifested.
Again: he is unjust who, for his own glory, afflicts some without
any sufficient cause, as when those who are punished are not
worthy of death. {296} But this is not the case with God, who,
for his own glory, permits some to perish, inasmuch as they
themselves willingly fall into sin, and perish. Nor is God any
more bound to save men, than he was to create them. He does,
indeed, permit men to fall into sin; but they do it freely, himself
not being bound to save any; but bound to have a greater regard
for his own glory, than the salvation of the reprobate.
Objection 5: But he who predestinates to a certain end, also predestinates the means through which this end is attained. God,
according to this doctrine, predestinates some to damnation.
Therefore he also predestinates them to sin, as the means
through which they are brought to this end. That sin is the
means through which this end is reached, is evident from the
fact that none are damned, but those who are guilty of sin.
Answer: There are two kinds of means. There are some means
which, in whatever way it may be, go before the end, and which
he employs who is aiming at a certain end, and by the help of
which he reaches and accomplishes the end which he intended.
There are also other means which do, indeed, contribute to a
certain end, but which are not done by him who intends the
end; but are merely permitted, from which it does not follow
that he wills them. We reply, therefore, to the major proposition;
he who wills the end, wills also the means which he himself
employs, and by which he works for the accomplishment of the
end which he intends; but he does not will all means, otherwise
there would be more in the conclusion, than in the premises.
Neither does God will those things which he permits: he merely
does not prevent their accomplishment, if they do not hinder his
end.
Objection 6: He who calls all, and, in the mean while, wills to
save only a certain number, dissembles. God, according to this
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doctrine, does so. Therefore he dissembles. Answer: Nothing
can he inferred from mere particulars. Or we may reply, that
there is here an incorrect chain of reasoning, by putting that for
a cause which is no cause. The first proposition, moreover, if
understood universally, is false; because there may be another
cause. God calls all, not that he may dissemble and deceive, but
that he may render all inexcusable. Hence the major proposition
ought to be distinguished thus: He who calls all, and yet wills to
save only a certain number, that he may deceive them, is guilty
of dissembling, if he call them indiscriminately, and with a mind
unwilling to influence all to obey. But God never promised that
he would effect this in all. There is, therefore, no contradiction
in these premises or declarations; all ought to do it, and I will
effect it in some; because the terms are not the same.
Objection 7: They cannot have comfort whose salvation
depends on the secret counsel of God. Our salvation depends
upon the secret counsel of God. Therefore we cannot have comfort. Answer: We cannot, indeed, have comfort before the will of
God is revealed unto us. But God has made known his secret
counsel through his Son, and the Holy Spirit; and also by the
effects which accompany it, according as it is said: “Being justified by faith we have peace.” “Who has also sealed us, and given
us the earnest of the Spirit in our hearts.” “The Spirit itself bears
witness with our spirit that we are the children of God.” “Hereby
we know that he abides in us, by the Spirit which he has given
us.” (Rom. 5:1; 2 Cor. 1:22; Rom. 8:16; 1 John 3:24) It is true,
therefore, that before the secret counsel of God is made known
unto us, we can obtain no comfort from it; but it is different after
it is once known. {297}
Objection 8: No man ought to attempt that which is done in
vain. But it is to no purpose that reprobates repent, in as much
as their salvation is impossible. Therefore they ought not to
attempt it. Answer: This would be true if they knew that they
were among the reprobate; but God has not been pleased to
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reveal this to any one. The objection, therefore, involves a contradiction, in that it affirms that one can be among the reprobate, and yet repent. If any one repent, he is no longer a
reprobate. There is, therefore, no danger to be apprehended
from this absurdity.
2. WHAT IS PREDESTINATION?
Predestination differs from providence, as species from genus.
Providence is the counsel of God concerning all his creatures;
but predestination is the counsel of God, with reference to the
salvation of angels, and men. Predestination is, therefore, the
eternal, most righteous and unchangeable counsel of God concerning the creation of man, the permission of man to fall into
sin and eternal death, the sending of his Son in the flesh that he
might be a sacrifice, and the salvation of some by true faith and
conversion through the Holy Spirit and the word for the sake of
the mediator, by, and on account of whom they are justified,
raised to glory, and rewarded with eternal life; while the rest are
left in sin and death, raised to judgment, and cast into everlasting punishment. This definition of predestination is given with
reference to men, and not to angels, because it is of the salvation
of men that we shall here speak.
The two parts of predestination are embraced in election and
reprobation. Election is the eternal and unchangeable decree of
God, by which he has graciously decreed to convert some to
Christ, to preserve them in faith, and repentance, and through
him to bestow upon them eternal life. Reprobation is the eternal,
and unchangeable purpose of God, whereby he has decreed in
his most just judgment to leave some in their sins, to punish
them with blindness, and to condemn them eternally, not being
made partakers of Christ, and his benefits. That both election
and reprobation are the decree of God, these and similar declarations of Scripture prove: “I know whom I have chosen.”
“According to his grace which was given us in Christ Jesus,
before the world began.” “He has mercy on whom he will.”
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(John 13:18:2. Tim. 1:9; Rom. 9:18) Election and reprobation
were, therefore, made with counsel; and hence each is the
decree of God, and for this reason eternal: because there is nothing new in God, but all things are from everlasting, or before the
foundation of the world. In as much now as he has chosen us,
he must have rejected the rest, which is still further proven by
the import of the word election, or choice; for that which is chosen, is selected, while other things are rejected.
3. WHAT ARE THE CAUSES OF PREDESTINATION?
The efficient and moving cause of predestination is the good
pleasure of God. “Even so, Father; for so it seemed good in your
sight.” (Matt. 11:26) God saw nothing good in us, on account of
which he chose us, seeing that we were all by nature the children of wrath, even as others. And whatever good there is in us,
that God has wholly wrought. {298} But he effects nothing in
us, which he has not decreed from everlasting. Wherefore the
good pleasure of God, which alone is most free, and gracious, or
the mercy of God exercised most freely, is the efficient, and
moving cause of our election. It is of grace we say, and not out of
regard to any goodness seen in us. “he has mercy on whom he
will.” “You have not chosen me, but I have chosen you.” “God
has predestinated us, unto the adoption of children by Jesus
Christ to himself according to the good pleasure of his will.” “For
the children being not yet born, neither having done any good
or evil, that the purpose of God according to election might
stand, not of works, but of him that calleth, it was said unto her,
the elder shall serve the younger. So it is not of him that willeth,
nor of him that runneth, but of God that sheweth mercy. Whom
he will, he hardeneth.”
Giving thanks unto the Father, which has made us meet to be
partakers of the inheritance of the saints in light.” “For who
maketh you to differ from another? and what have you, that you
didst not receive.” “Who has saved us, and called us with an holy
calling, not according to our works, but according to his own
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purpose and grace, which was given us in Christ Jesus before the
world began.” (Rom. 9:18; John 15:16; Rom. 9:10, 11, 16; Col.
1:12; 1 Cor. 4:7; 2 Tim. 1:9) The efficient cause of reprobation is
also, in like manner, the good Pleasure of God which is most
free. For seeing that we are all by nature the children of wrath
we should all perish if sin were the cause of reprobation. The
cause of reprobation is, therefore, not in men, but in God, and is
his will showing forth his own glory, as it is said, “he has mercy
on whom he will have mercy, and whom he will be hardeneth.”
“Even so, Father for so it seemed good in your sight.” Hence in
relation to individuals, no other reason can be given why this
one is elected, and that one reprobated, but the good pleasure of
God.
The cause of damnation, however, which is sin, is wholly in
men. God will declare his justice in the condemnation of the
reprobate. And hence he condemns no one, neither does he give
any over to damnation, unless it be on account of sin: God does
not will the damnation of any one, as it is damnation, but as a
just punishment. Neither does punishment ever take place,
except where sin has reigned. Hence the chief cause, and source
of damnation is to be found in the free will of devils and men;
because they of their own accord separated themselves from
God. But the chief cause of salvation is the eternal, and most flee
election of God, who saw nothing in us, why He should convert
us unto Christ, rather than others, and save and rescue us from
the common ruin, to which all were exposed on account of sin.
The chief final cause of predestination is the manifestation of
the glory of God. The last, and proper final cause of election is
the manifestation of the goodness and mercy of God in saving
the elect by his grace; and the next final cause is the justification
of the elect, and their salvation through Christ. The apostle comprehends each of these causes in the words; “He has predestinated us to the praise of the glory of his grace, wherein he has
made us accepted in the Beloved.” (Eph. 1:6) On the contrary,
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the chief final cause of reprobation is the declaration of the justice, severity and hatred of God against sin in the reprobate;
“God willing to show his wrath, and to make his power known
endured with much long-suffering the vessels of wrath fitted for
destruction.” (Rom. 9:22) {299}
Objection 1: God foreknew our works, and, therefore, himself
chose us on account of them. Answer: He foreknew those good
things, which he had determined to work in us, and not which
we ourselves would accomplish, as he also foreknew the persons; otherwise he could not have foreknown any good. So God
could not have foreseen any evil works, unless he had resolved
to permit them.
Objection 2: Those whom God chose in Christ, he found in him,
inasmuch as he confers his benefits upon none, except those
who are in Christ. God chose us in Christ. Therefore he found us
in him, that is, he foresaw that we would receive Christ, believe
in him, and be better than others, and hence chose us. Answer:
We deny the major proposition, because the reason which it
assigned is true, not of election, but of the effects of election,
and of the consummation of the benefits of Christ, which
extend to none, except those who are united to Christ by faith,
as it is said: “Except you abide in me, you shall have no life in
you.” (John 15:4) But it is false when applied to election, and the
first cause of our salvation, as is evident from the declaration of
the Apostle (Eph. 1:4) to which the objection refers; for he chose
us before the foundation of the world, not because we were, but
that we might be blameless and holy, and thus better than others; not that we were already in Christ, but that he might engraft
us into him, and adopt us among his children. Our faith, or holiness, therefore, which was foreseen is not the cause, but the
effect of our election in Christ. He chose us, not as being already
sons, but that we might be adopted among his children. Augustine says: “He chose us, not for the reason that we were then holy;
nor yet because we would become holy; but rather for this end,
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that in the day of grace we might be holy through good work.” He
chose us then, not because we would be holy, but in order that
we might be holy. The Pelagians, perverting the truth, say, God
foreknow who would be holy, and without blame by the choice
of their free will, and for this reason chose them by his foreknowledge, such as he knew they would be. The Apostle, however, refutes this position in the passage already referred to,
where he says that God chose us that we should be holy.
Objection 3: But the cause of our election is the merit of Christ
applied unto us by faith. Therefore it is not the good pleasure of
God. Answer: We deny the antecedent, for the reason that the
merit of Christ is not enumerated among the causes, but among
the effects of election, and the causes of our salvation, He chose
us in Christ, viz., as in the Head. Hence he first chose the head,
and ordained him to the office of mediator, as Peter testifies: (1
Pet. 1:20) then he chose us also as members of that head. “God
so loved the world that he,” etc. (John 3:16) The love of God,
therefore, which is his free election, is the cause on account of
which he sent his Son, and not the sending of his Son, the cause
of his love.
Objection 4: Evil works are the cause of reprobation. Therefore,
good works are the cause of election. Answer: We deny the first
proposition; for evil works are not the cause of reprobation, but
of damnation, and the appointment thereto, which follows reprobation. If sin were the cause of reprobation, we should all be
reprobates; because we are all equally the children of wrath.
“For the children being not yet born, neither having done any
good or evil, that the purpose of God according to election might
{300} stand, not of works, but of him that calleth; it was said
unto her, the elder shall serve the younger.” (Rom. 9:11, 12)
“Good works,” said Augustine, “do not precede, but follow justification.” They are, therefore, not the cause of justification; much
less are they the cause of our election. They spring from, and
have their perpetual virtue in the grace of God alone.
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4. WHAT ARE THE EFFECTS OF PREDESTINATION?
The effects of election comprehend the entire work of our salvation, and the degrees of our redemption which may be said to
embrace the following particulars: 1. The establishment and
gathering of the Church. 2. The gift, and mission of Christ, the
mediator, and of his sacrifice. 3. The effectual calling and conversion of the elect to Christ by the word and Spirit of God. 4.
Faith, justification and regeneration. 5. Good works. 6. Final perseverance. 7. Our resurrection unto glory. 8. Our glorification
and eternal life.
The effects of reprobation comprise: 1. The creation of the reprobate. 2. The want of the grace of God. 3. Blindness and obduracy. 4. Perseverance in sin. 5. Their resurrection to the
judgment. 6. Their banishment into everlasting punishment.
Objection 1: Different causes produce different effects. The
effects of election are good works. Therefore the effects of reprobation are evil works. Answer: Nothing can be decided upon
from mere particulars. The major proposition, moreover, is not
always true of voluntary causes, which may work differently,
and yet not produce contrary effects, as is true in the present
instance; because God has decreed to effect good works in the
elect, and to permit those that are evil in the reprobate. The devil
and wicked men- are, however, the proper cause of evil works.
Objection 2: Blindness is the effect of reprobation. But blindness
is sin. Therefore sin is the effect of reprobation. Answer: Blindness is a sin in respect to the persons who bring it upon themselves, or in as far as it is received and merited; but in as far as
God inflicts it upon wicked men for rejecting the truth, it is a just
punishment, from which it is of his mercy alone, if he delivers
any.
5. IS PREDESTINATION UNCHANGEABLE?
Predestination is fixed and unchangeable. This is evident from
the general reason, that God is unchangeable, and that his
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decree does not depend upon the various changes which are
occurring in the world, which rather depend upon the divine
decree. What God has, therefore, determined from everlasting
concerning the salvation of the elect, and the damnation of the
reprobate, he has decreed unchangeably. Hence both election
and reprobation are fixed and unchangeable. Those whom God
has willed, and determined from everlasting should be saved,
them he now, and forever desires and purposes to save, which
may also be said in relation to reprobation, for it is likewise
unchangeable. There are various declarations of Scripture which
prove this: “My counsel shall stand.” “I am the Lord, I change
not.” “This is the Father’s will which has sent me, that of all
which he has given me, I should lose nothing.” “Neither shall
any man {301} pluck my sheep out of my hand.” “You believe
not; because you are not of my sheep.” “The foundation of God
standeth sure, having this seal.” “The Lord knows them that are
his.” (Ish. 46:10; Matt. 3:6; John 6:39; 10:28, 26; 2 Tim 2:19) That
the decree of God concerning the salvation of the elect is the
foundation of which Paul speaks in the last passage just quoted,
may be inferred from the fact that it is the origin, and foundation of our salvation, and of all the means which contribute to it;
and also because it is solid, and firm like a foundation, and is,
therefore, never overthrown. It is necessary that we should have
a knowledge of this, in order that we may have sure comfort,
believe in eternal life and all the other articles of our faith. This
reason is frequently repeated in the Scriptures, and should often
be thought upon; because he who has no firm assurance of
future grace, is also uncertain of present grace, inasmuch as God
is unchangeable.
6. TO WHAT EXTENT MAY WE KNOW THE
PREDESTINATION OF GOD; AND CAN WE,
AND OUGHT WE TO BE CERTAIN OF IT?
Election and reprobation are known in general, as that there are
some elect, and some reprobate: but not in particular, as, that
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this one, or that one is chosen, or not. But of our own election in
particular, we not only may, but ought to be certain, the knowledge of which is obtained, a posteriori, that is, from our conversion to God, or from true faith and repentance, which are the
effects of our election unto eternal life. That we may know and
believe that we are certainly chosen of God, we must believe in
Christ, and also in eternal life. This, however, we cannot do
except we have true faith and repentance. And as every one
ought to have this faith and repentance, so each one ought certainly to believe that he is of the number of the elect, or else he
will charge upon God a He. “We rejoice in hope of the glory of
God.” (Rom. 5:2) Christ is our intercessor, and prevails in our
behalf, that we may forever be preserved. I believe in eternal life,
(not only spiritual, but eternal) which being here commenced, I
carry with me out of this life. Nor does every one only know his
own election in particular from his faith and conversion; but he
may also know in general that others are also elected. And in
general we ought not only to hope, but also to believe firmly that
there are others elected besides ourselves; for we are bound to
believe in the article concerning the church, that it always has
been, and now is. But no one separately considered is the
church, nor should any one say as Elijah, “I, even I only, am left.”
(1 Kings 19:14) But it does not belong to us to discern in regard
to every individual. It is well, however, that we should hope in
regard to the election of others, even individually. In short, the
election of all is known in general; but it is known in particular
in a different respect of one’s self, and of others.
In relation to reprobation no one ought to determine any thing
with certainty, either concerning himself, or another before the
end of life, for the reason that he who is not yet converted, may
be before he dies. Hence no one ought to decide concerning others that they are reprobate, but should hope for the best. In
regard to himself, however, every one ought to believe with cer-
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tainty that he is one of the elect; for we have a universal Command for all to repent, and believe the gospel. {302}
7. ARE THE ELECT ALWAYS MEMBERS OF THE CHURCH,
AND THE REPROBATE NEVER?
The elect are not always members of the church, but become
such when they are converted, and regenerated by the Holy
Spirit. For it is said; “If any man have not the Spirit of Christ he is
none of his.” (Rom. 8:9) The church is likewise called holy. But
the elect are not holy before their conversion to God; for Paul
expressly says: “Such were some of you; but you are washed, but
you are sanctified.” And again; “Who has translated us into the
kingdom of his dear Son.” (Cor. 6:11; Col. 1:13) There are some
who are born in the church, and live and die in it, while others
again are not born in it; but are called, some sooner and others
later to the church visible and invisible, as the thief on the cross.
“Other sheep I have, which are not of this fold, them also I must
bring,” said Christ. (John 10:16) “I have much people in this city,”
that is by election. (Acts 18:10) So the reprobate are not always
estranged from the church; but are sometimes born in it, and
sometimes become members of the visible church, and go out
from it again. “They went out from us.” “Grievous wolves shall
enter in among you.” (1 John 2:19; Acts 20:29)
Objection 1: All those that believe are always members of the
church. But all the elect believe, because the saved, the elect, the
faithful are interchangeable terms. Therefore all the elect are
always members of the church. Answer: We reply to the minor
proposition, that the terms enumerated are indeed interchangeable, but are nevertheless used with a certain limitation. All the
faithful, and those that are to be saved are elected, and that
always, and at all times. And all the elect are such as do believe,
and as will be saved, yet not always; for at one time it may be
said of them that they are to be saved; at another that they do
believe, and at another that they are saved. So far then these
terms are convertable; because all the elect do believe, or will
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believe before the end of life: for now is the day of grace: then
will be the day of judgment.
Objection 2: Christ notwithstanding calls those his sheep, who
are not as yet converted from the Gentiles. “I have,” said he,
“other sheep which are not of this fold,” which means that they
are not of that portion of the church which was to be gathered
from among the Jews. Therefore those other sheep, seem to be
of the general flock. Answer: These were even then sheep, as to
the counsel, and care of God, but not as touching the fulfillment
of his decree: in other words they were sheep by predestination.
In short, the elect are not always members of the church, but it
is necessary, that they should be brought into the church, even if
it should occur in the very moment of death. This is what we
mean when we say that it is necessary that all the elect in this
life begin eternal life. The reprobate are indeed sometimes
members of the visible church, and are not always estranged
from it: but they never truly came into it, nor are they ever members of the invisible church, which is that of the saints; for they
are always aliens to this. {303}
8. CAN THE ELECT FALL FROM THE CHURCH, AND MAY
THE REPROBATE ALWAYS REMAIN IN IT?
This question has already to a certain extent been answered in
what we have said of the unchangeableness of election, and of
the perseverance of the saints. The elect when they are once
truly in the church of the saints, may indeed sometimes fall, but
they never wholly and finally depart from it; not wholly, because
they never so fall that they may become the enemies of God and
the church; nor yet finally, because they do not continue in
apostasy, but do most certainly at length repent and turn to God.
“A bruised reed shall he not break, and the smoking flax shall he
not quench.” “Neither shall any man pluck them out of my
hand.” (Ish. 42:3; John 10:28) But all the reprobate, and hypocrites do at length go out of the church, and with the gifts which
they had, they lose also those which they seemed to have. “They
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went out from us, but they were not of us, for if they had been of
us, they would no doubt have continued with us.” (John 2:19)
Objection: But the saints have also fallen into sin, as David,
Peter, etc., Answer: They fall, but not totally, nor finally. Peter
fell, but not totally nor finally, for he retained in his heart the
love of Christ, although he denied him through fear of danger.
He also afterward acknowledged his fall, and wept bitterly over
it. Augustine says; “Peter’s faith did not fail in his heart, when he
ceased to make confession with his mouth.” Nor did David fall
totally; for being reproved of God by his prophet, he did truly
repent, and gave evidence that his faith was not wholly lost, but
merely slumbered for a time. Hence he prayed, “Take not your
Holy Spirit from me.” Ps. 51:13) The saints, therefore, never
wholly fall. But hypocrites, and the reprobate at length wholly,
and finally fall away in such a manner, that they never return to
repentance: and because the love of God was never in them,
they were never of the member of the elect. Hence it is not to be
wondered at, if they at length wholly fall from the church.
9. WHAT IS THE USE OF THIS DOCTRINE?
The use of this doctrine is, first that all the glory of our salvation
may be attributed to God. “What have you, that you didst not
receive.” (1 Cor. 4:7) And secondly, that we may have sure, and
certain comfort. This consolation we shall not want, if we do not
doubt in reference to the things here taught: and especially if
every one of us be firmly persuaded, that the decree of God concerning the salvation of the elect be wholly unchangeable; and
also that he himself is one of the number of the elect, a living
member of the invisible church, and that he shall never depart
from the communion of the Saints.
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QUESTION 55
55. What do you understand by the “communion of saints”?
A. First, that believers, all and every one, as members of
Christ have part in Him and in all His treasures and gifts;
secondly, that each one must feel himself bound to use
his gifts, readily and cheerfully, for the advantage and
welfare of other members. {304}
EXPOSITION:
The articles of the Creed which we have yet to consider, treat of
the benefits of Christ which have been, and shall be conferred
upon the church by the Holy Spirit. The term communion
expresses the relation between two or more persons, who have
the same thing, or possession in common. The foundation or
ground of this communion is the thing which is common. The
term itself signifies the possessors, few or many, who have common fruition in one, or many things. The communion of saints,
therefore, is an equal participation in all the promises of the gospel; or it is the common possession of Christ, and all his benefits; and the bestowment of the gifts which are given to each
member for the salvation of the church. It signifies then, 1. The
union of all the saints with Christ, as members with the head,
which is effected by the Holy Spirit, who dwells in the head, and
in the members, conforming and making them like unto their
glorious Head, yet preserving a proper proportion between the
head and the members; or, it is a union of the church with
Christ, and of the members one with another; which union with
Christ extends to his whole person, including both, his divine
and human natures; for communion with the person of Christ is
the foundation of communion in his benefits, according to what
is said: “I am the vine; you are the branches.” “Abide in me, and I
in you.” “As the branch cannot hear fruit of itself, except it abide
in the vine, no more can you, except you abide in me.” “For by
one Spirit are we all baptized into one body.” “If any man have
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not the Spirit of Christ he is none of his.” “He that is joined unto
the Lord is one Spirit.” “Hereby know we that we dwell in him,
and he in us, because he has given us of his Spirit.” (John 15:4, 5;
1 Cor. 12:13; Rom. 8:9; 1 Cor. 6:17; 1 John 4:13) 2. A participation
in all the benefits of Christ. The same reconciliation, redemption,
justification, sanctification, life and salvation, belong to all the
saints by and for the sake of Christ. They have in common all the
benefits which are necessary for their salvation. “There is one
body, and one Spirit, even as you are called in one hope of your
calling; one Lord, one faith, one baptism,” etc. (Eph. 4:4) 3. The
distribution of special gifts. These particular gifts which are
bestowed upon some members of the church for the salvation of
the whole body, for the gathering of the saints, for the work of
the ministry, and for the edification of the church, are also common to the whole church: yet they are at the same time so distributed to all its members that some excel in one particular
kind of gifts, while others again excel in other respects; for there
are different gifts of the Spirit, and “to every one of us is given
grace, according to the measure of the gift of Christ.” (Eph. 4:7)
4. The obligation of all the members to devote all the gifts which
have been conferred upon them to the glory of Christ, their
Head, and to the salvation of the whole body, and of every member mutually.
From what has now been said, we may readily see how vain is
the exposition of those, who make the communion of saints to
consist in the subsistence of Christ’s body in and with our bodies. This opinion is refuted by the often-repeated comparison of
the head and the members, which, although they are united in
the closest manner, nevertheless, subsist without any mixture or
confusion. From this we may also easily judge of the communion which we have in the sacraments; for they seal nothing different {305} from what the word promises. The same error is
also refuted by the consideration, that it is necessary that this
communion should continue forever. It is to this end that Christ
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communicates himself to us, that he may dwell, and remain in
us. Hence the communion of Christ is such as his dwelling in us
is, which being spiritual is to last forever. Wherefore his communion must also be perpetual. This argument is conclusive,
and has driven some to the notion of ubiquity, in order that they
might overthrow it; for to maintain that other corporeal communion, they are constrained to affirm that Christ continually
dwells bodily in the saints.
Believers are called saints in three respects: by the imputation of
Christ’s righteousness; by the beginning of conformity to the law
which is commenced in them; and by their separation from the
rest of the human race, being called of God to the end that they
may truly know and worship him.
Hence we may now understand what we mean when we say, I
believe in the communion of saints; viz., I believe that all the
saints (to the company of whom I am firmly persuaded that I
belong) are united to Christ, their head, by his Spirit, and that
gifts are bestowed upon them from the head, including such as
are the same in all and necessary for their salvation, as well as
those which are diverse and variously bestowed upon every one,
and which are requisite for the edification of the church.

QUESTION 56
56. What do you believe concerning the “forgiveness of
sins”?
A. That God, for the sake of Christ’s satisfaction, will no
more remember my sins, neither the sinful nature with
which I have to struggle all my life long; but graciously
imputes to me the righteousness of Christ, that I may
nevermore come into condemnation.
EXPOSITION:
Concerning the forgiveness of sins we must consider:
1. What it is
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2. By whom it is granted
3. On account of what it is granted
4. Whether it comports with the justice of God
5. If it is gratuitous
6. To whom it is granted
7. How and when it is given

1. WHAT THE FORGIVENESS OF SINS IS
The forgiveness of sins consists in the purpose of God, not to
punish the sins of the faithful on account of the satisfaction of
Christ. Or, it is the pardon of deserved punishment, and the
bestowment and imputation of the righteousness of another,
even Christ. It is more fully defined in this manner: to be the will
of God which does not impute any sin to the faithful and elect;
but remits unto them both the guilt and punishment of sin,
{306} loves them just as much as if they had not sinned, delivers them from all the punishment of sin, and freely grants them
eternal life in view of the merits and intercession of Jesus Christ,
the Son of God, our mediator. But although God remits unto us
our sins for the sake of the merits of his Son, yet he still afflicts
us in this life, not, indeed, that he may punish us, but that he
may chastise us as a father. Neither must we suppose, because
God does not punish our sins, that they are not displeasing to
him, for the sins even of the most holy greatly offend him,
although he does not punish them for their sins, for the reason
that he has punished them in his Son. For God does not so remit
sins as if he did not regard them as sins, or were not displeased
therewith; but because he does not impute them unto us, nor
punish them in us, and because he accounts us righteous on
account of the satisfaction of another, which we apprehend by
faith. It is, therefore, the same thing to have the remission of
sins, and to be righteous.
Objection: The law does not only demand that we avoid sin, but
also that we do good. Therefore it is not sufficient that sin be
pardoned, but it is also necessary that perfect obedience be rendered to the law that we may be just. Answer: Even the omission
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of doing good is sin; for he that can do good and does it not, is a
sinner, and accursed. (James 4:17) This forgiveness is granted
unto us, because Christ has sufficiently satisfied for all our sins.
Hence we have in Christ perfect remission of all our sins in such
a way, that we are accounted righteous in the sight of God by his
merits alone.
2. BY WHOM FORGIVENESS OF SINS IS GRANTED
Remission of sins is granted by God alone, who, as the prophet
says, (Ish. 43:25) “blotteth out our transgressions.” This is done
by the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; for we are baptized in the
name of the three persons of the Godhead. That we are baptized
unto the remission of sins, is evident from the baptism of John.
And the Scriptures plainly affirm of Christ, that the Son of man
has power to forgive sins. (Matt. 9:6) So also it is said of the Holy
Spirit that he was tempted, offended and grieved on account of
sin; and hence he also has power to forgive it; for no one can forgive sin, except the person against whom it is committed, and
who is offended thereby. Christ likewise speaks in express terms
of the sin against the Holy Spirit. The reason why no one but
God the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, can forgive sin, arises from
this, that none but the offended party can remit sin. Now no one
is offended at sin except God the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.
Therefore no one else can forgive sin; consequently no creature
can grant any thing which rightfully belongs to God. Hence
David said, “Against you, you only have I sinned, and done this
evil in your sight.” (Ps. 51:6)
Objection: But the apostles also, and the church, remit sins, as it
is said, “Whatsoever you shall bind on earth, shall be bound in
heaven; and whatsoever you shall loose on earth, shall be loosed
in heaven.” “Whosesoever sins you remit, they are remitted unto
them, and whosesoever sins you retain, they are retained.”
(Matt. 18:18; John 20:23) Therefore it is not true that none but
God can forgive sins. Answer: The apostles forgave sin in as far
as they announced the forgiveness of God. So the church for-
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gives sin, when she, according to the command of God, pronounces {307} forgiveness to the penitent. So likewise one
neighbor remits sin to another, when he pardons private
offences. But God alone frees us from the guilt of sin by his own
authority; he alone cleanses us from all impurity by the blood of
his Son, and remits all sins, original and actual, whether they be
sins of omission or of ignorance, as it is said, “Who forgiveth all
your iniquities.” “There is no condemnation to them which are
in Christ Jesus.” (Ps. 103:3; Rom. 8:1)
3. ON ACCOUNT OF WHAT IS FORGIVENESS GRANTED?
God forgives our sins out of his pure mercy, and free love
towards us; and on account of the intercession and satisfaction
of Christ applied by faith. Intercession could not be made without satisfaction, because that would be to ask of God to yield
somewhat of his justice. “Christ has once suffered for sins, the
just for the unjust, that he might bring us to God.” “The blood of
Jesus Christ, his Son, cleanseth us from all sin.” “For it pleased
the Father that all fullness should dwell in Christ; and having
made peace through the blood of his cross, by him to reconcile
all things unto himself.” “You are come to Jesus, the mediator of
the new covenant, and to the blood of sprinkling, that speaks
better things, than that of Abel.” “In whom we have redemption
through his blood, the forgiveness of sins according to the riches
of his grace.” (1 Pet. 3:18; 1 John 1:7; Col. 1:19, 20; Heb. 12:24;
Eph. 1:7)
4. WHETHER FORGIVENESS OF SINS COMPORTS
WITH THE JUSTICE OP GOD
It belongs to God, as a most righteous judge, not to permit sin to
pass by with impunity, so that he cannot remit it, unless some
sufficient satisfaction be made. Hence God cannot grant the forgiveness of sins out of his clemency, which would conflict with
his justice, for the reason that he would then suffer it to pass by
unpunished; but he has punished it most sufficiently in Christ.
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God then pronounces us righteous, and such as are not to be
punished in view of the perfect satisfaction of Christ, which
does not conflict with his justice and truth.
Objection 1: The justice of God demands that he who sins,
should be punished. Therefore that forgiveness which is granted
without a sufficient punishment of the sinner, conflicts with the
justice of God. Answer: It would, indeed, conflict with the justice of God, if he were not to punish sin at all, neither in the sinner, nor in any one else, who might endure punishment in the
sinner’s room and stead.
Objection 2: But to punish the innocent in the place of the guilty
is also repugnant to the justice of God. Answer: This objection
would have force, 1. If the innocent one were unwilling to
endure the punishment which would be required. 2. If he were
not of the same nature with the guilty. 3. If he were not able to
undergo a sufficient punishment. 4. If he could not come forth
from this punishment; for God would not have the innocent to
perish for the guilty. 5. If he were not able to renew and regenerate the sinner, and give him faith so that he might embrace his
benefits. But all these conditions meet in Christ, as is clearly evident from. the following portions of Scripture: “Christ has loved
us and hath given himself for us, an offering and a sacrifice to
God, for a sweet smelling {308} savor.” “I lay down my life for
the sheep.” “He was wounded for our transgressions, and was
bruised for our iniquities.” “Christ died for all, that they which
live should not henceforth live unto themselves, but unto him
which died for them, and rose again.” “Destroy this temple, and
in three days I will raise it up.” “I lay down my life that I might
take it again.” “Christ loved the church and gave himself for it,
that he might sanctify and cleanse it.” “Who gave himself for us,
that he might redeem us from all iniquity, and purify unto himself a peculiar people, zealous of good works.” (Eph. 5:2; John
10:15; Ish. 53:5; 2 Cor. 5:15; John 2:19; 10:17; Eph. 5:25; Tit.
2:14)
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5. IS THE FORGIVENESS OF SINS GRATUITOUS?
Although God does not extend unto us the forgiveness of our
sins, unless a sufficient satisfaction be made, yet he nevertheless
grants remission freely, because he does not demand satisfaction from us, but from Christ upon whom our sins were laid.
Objection: But if God forgive sins for the sake of the satisfaction
of Christ, it is not free. Answer: It is, indeed, free in respect to us;
for it is without any satisfaction on our part, although not without the satisfaction of another. To this it is objected; he that
grants pardon upon this condition, does not grant it freely; for it
is an established rule, That whatever any one does through
another, he seems to do through himself. Therefore we ourselves
give this satisfaction, by paying it through Christ. Answer: But
God also gives this price, or ransom for us, that is, he gave Christ
to be our satisfier and mediator; for he was not purchased by us.
“God so loved the world that he gave his,” etc. (John 3:16)
6. TO WHOM IS THE FORGIVENESS OF SINS GRANTED?
The forgiveness of sins is extended to all and only the elect;
because it is given to such as believe. Inasmuch now as the reprobate never do truly believe, they never receive the forgiveness
of sins. “He that believeth on the Son has everlasting life.” “To
him gave all the prophets witness, that through his name, whosoever believes in him shall receive remission of sins.” (John
3:36; Acts 10:43) All the elect, however, do not always enjoy the
forgiveness of sins, but all those that believe always have it; for
none have the remission of sins, but those who believe that they
have it. But all the elect do not always believe this: but then first
when they are converted, and made the possessors of a true
faith. Yet they always have the remission of sins, in respect to the
purpose of God. Even infants have faith in possibility and inclination, although not actually. Hence they also have the forgiveness of sins.
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7. HOW AND WHEN THE FORGIVENESS OF SINS
IS GRANTED
The forgiveness of sins is granted and received by faith alone,
which the Holy Spirit works and kindles in us. It may be said
then, that the forgiveness of sins is granted at the time when it is
received by faith. God has, indeed, determined from everlasting
to pardon the sins of those whom he has chosen in Christ, for
the sake of his satisfaction, but he pardons the {309} sins of
every one, and of all that believe in Christ, at the time when he
accounts them as righteous, and works in their hearts by the
Holy Spirit a sense of this pardon, so that they may forever
remain certain in regard to it. The decree of God, therefore, concerning the forgiveness of sins is everlasting, but the execution
of it takes place at the time when we apply to ourselves by faith
the forgiveness which the gospel offers unto us. It is in the same
way that God always loves his people, but he does not shed
abroad this love in their hearts before their repentance. But
those who do truly repent obtain at length the testimony of their
conscience, by the Holy Spirit which is given unto them, that
they are beloved of God, and so enjoy the forgiveness of sins.
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LORD’S DAY 22
QUESTION 57
57. What comfort do you receive from the “resurrection of
the body?”
A. That not only my soul, after this life, shall be
immediately taken up to Christ its Head; but also that
this my body, raised by the power of Christ, shall again be
united with my soul, and made like unto the glorious
body of Christ.
EXPOSITION:
The questions which properly belong to this Article of the Creed
are such as the following:
1. Is the soul mortal?
2. Where is it, when separated from the body?
3. What is the resurrection, and what the errors which are entertained in
regard to it?
4. From what does it appear that there certainly will be a future
resurrection?
5. What kind of bodies will rise in the resurrection?
6. How will it be effected?
7. When will it take place?
8. By whose power, and through whom?
9. For what purpose will there be a future resurrection?

1. IS THE SOUL IMMORTAL?
The question of the immorality of the soul belongs properly to
this Article; for the resurrection presupposes death. We must,
therefore, inquire, does the soul die, and rise again as the body?
Nor will the discussion of this question be unprofitable and vain,
for it will be calculated to lead us to a proper understanding of
many passages of Scripture, which seem to speak of the soul of
man as though it were mortal; and will also be a refutation of the
errors of the Epicureans and Sadducees, who already in former
times denied the immorality of the soul, and the resurrection of
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the body; as also those, who said that the resurrection of believers was already past, and who would admit of no other resurrection but that which is spiritual. And even at this day, it is argued
by some Anabaptists that the soul after it is separated from the
body, lies dormant until the future {310} resurrection, when it
will again be reunited to the body. Paul the third, Pope of Rome,
when he was at the point of death said; “now he would find out
the truth of three questions, concerning which he had doubts
during the whole of his life; whether the soul be immortal—
whether there be a hell, and whether there be a God.” There are
also in the Psalms, and in the writings of Solomon a number of
declarations of a somewhat similar character to the following:
“Man dies as a beast.” “The dead praise not the Lord.” (Eccl.
3:19; Ps. 115:17) Hence there is a propriety in the discussion of
this subject.
The doctrine of the immorality of the soul is established by such
declarations of the word of God as these: “For when he dies, he
shall carry nothing away; his glory shall not descend after him.
Though, while he lived, he blessed his soul.” “As you live, and as
your soul lives, I will not do this thing.” “Fear not them which
kill the body, but are not able to kill the soul.” “As touching the
dead, that they rise, have you not read in the book of Moses, how
in the bush God spoke unto him, saying, I am the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob? He is not the
God of the dead, but the God of the living.” (Ps. 49:17, 18; 2 Sam.
11:11; Matt. 10:28; Mark 12:26; 27) Christ when hanging upon
the cross said to the thief, “Today shall you be with me in Paradise.” (Luke 23:43) But he could not be there in his body, because
that was dead, and buried. Therefore his soul was brought with
Christ into Paradise, and hence the soul must live after death.
Paul said; “I have a desire to depart and be with Christ.” (Phil.
1:23) He spoke this in reference to the rest, and joy which he
would have with Christ after death. But what can be the joy or
blessedness of those, who are in a state of unconsciousness?
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Hence those who imagine that the soul sleeps after death, and
so deny its immorality, are refuted by this passage of Scripture.
“Father into your hands, I commend my spirit.” “Lord Jesus,
receive my spirit.” “I am the Resurrection and the Life; he that
believes in me though he were dead, yet shall he live.” “We are
willing rather to be absent from the body, and to be present with
the Lord.” (Luke 23:46; Acts 7:59; John 11:25; 2 Cor. 5:8)
The soul therefore, does not sleep after death, but enjoys
immortal life, and heavenly glory with the Lord. In the Revelation of John chapter 6:10, the souls of the martyrs are said to cry
under the altar with a loud voice saying. “How long, O Lord, holy
and true, do you not judge and avenge our blood on them that
dwell on the earth.” Hence they must be alive. In the gospel of
Luke 16:22, Lazarus is said to have been carried after his death
to Abraham’s bosom, while the rich man, on the other hand,
was sent to hell, the place of torment. These and similar passages of Scripture teach and prove most conclusively, that the
soul, not only in the body before death, and after the resurrection of the body from the dead, but also during the whole space
that intervenes between death, and the resurrection, exists, lives,
feels, and understands without the body, although the manner
of its operation without the body is altogether unknown to us.
Lastly the resurrection of the body presupposes the immorality
of the soul, so that believing in the one, we also believe in the
other. For as it is the same body which shall rise again, it is necessary that it should be fashioned by the same substantial form
which it formerly had, which is the soul. Not every change of an
accidental form constitutes another individual; the individual
{311} remains the same as long as the same matter is quickened
with the same substantial form. But if the soul die, and God were
to create another soul, and infuse it into the body, then it would
not be the same, but a different form that would quicken and
fashion the body; and so it would not be the same individual.
But it will be the same body which shall rise in the resurrection,
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as we shall show when we come to discuss the fifth question
under this article.
Objection 1: But it is said in Eccl. 3:19, that a man has no preeminence above a beast, that as the one does, so does the other.
Therefore the soul is not immortal. Answer: There is here an
incorrect conclusion, by inferring that to be similar in all
respects, which is so only in certain particulars. The condition of
both man and beast is the same, as to the necessity of death; for
men, as well as beasts, must necessarily die at some time, and
depart out of this life; because it is appointed unto men once to
die, so that no one has here a permanent abiding place. But the
condition of man and beasts is not the same in the event of
death and the state which follows; for while the existence of the
brute becomes extinct and vanishes away, the soul of man, on
the other hand, remains alive and active after death, as has just
been shown. We also deny the antecedent; for the Preacher does
not speak of the death of man, according to his own, but according to the sentiment and opinion of the great mass of men,
based upon the apparent similarity of events, which happen
both to the good and the evil. He joins this complaint of the
judgment of man to the doctrine of the providence and judgment of God, by which good will at length be conferred upon
the righteous, and evil upon the wicked.
Objection 2: But it is also said, (Ps. 115:17) “The dead praise not
the Lord, neither any that go down into silence.” Answer: They
do not so praise the Lord as we do in this life; but it does not follow from this, that they shall not praise the Lord at all, after they
have once departed this life.
2. WHERE, AND IN WHAT STATE DOES THE SOUL
REMAIN, WHEN SEPARATED FROM THE BODY?
The Papists imagine that the souls of men, at the time they are
separated from their bodies, pass into the fire of purgatory, that
they may there be purified from sin, some sooner, and others
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later, according as they, during the period of life, loved to a
greater or less extent, the perishing things of this world, as Lombard says. The Scriptures teach, on the contrary, that no fire after
death, but that the blood of Christ, purifies our souls in this life
from all sin. They also teach that the souls of the faithful, when
they die, are not cast into the place of torments, there to be purified by fire, but that they are gathered to Christ in Abraham’s
bosom, while the souls of the wicked are cast into hell, from
which there is no way of escape, and where they are now tormented with hellish agonies, being at the same time reserved for
the more intolerable torments of that eternal fire which the
wrath of God will kindle in the judgment, which Christ will execute at the end of the world.
The Scriptures, in many places, speak of the state and condition
of the souls of the faithful after death in the following manner:
“Father into your hands I commend my spirit.” “Lord Jesus
receive my spirit.” “And it came to pass that the beggar died, and
was carried by the angels {312} into Abraham’s bosom.” (Luke
23:46; Acts 7:59; Luke 16:22) From what is here said, it is plain
that the souls of the pious dead are not in purgatory. Paul says,
(Phil. 1:23) “I have a desire to depart, and be with Christ.” He did
not, therefore, have any fears of purgatory. The godly are “willing rather to be absent from the body, and to be present with the
Lord.” (2 Cor. 5:8) They do not, therefore, pass through purgatory
before they come into the presence of the Lord.
The following passages of the word of God speak of the condition of the wicked after death. “The wages of sin is death.” “Fear
him which is able to destroy both soul and body in hell.” (Rom.
6:23; Matt. 10:28) The rich man, immediately after his burial,
was in hell in torments, and exclaimed: “I am tormented in this
flame.” (Luke 16:23) A deliverance thence will forever be denied
him. He also feared, lest his five brethren would soon come to
the same place of torment. The souls of the wicked, therefore,
when leaving their bodies, are not carried into purgatory, where
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a way of escape may open itself to them, but they are cast into
the unquenchable fire of hell.
3. WHAT IS THE RESURRECTION, AND WHAT ARE THE
ERRORS WHICH ARE ENTERTAINED CONCERNING IT?
The word resurrection sometimes signifies in the Scriptures
man’s conversion, or his resurrection from sin, as, “This is the
first resurrection.” (Rev. 20:5) But in this Article the resurrection
of the body means the restitution of the substance of our bodies
after death out of the very same matter of which they now consist, and the re-animating, or quickening of the same bodies
with an incorruptible and immortal life by the same immortal
soul, by which they now subsist; which God will effect through
Christ at the end of the world, by his divine power and virtue,
and which will result in the eternal glory of the elect, and the
eternal punishment of the reprobate.
The resurrection, then, will consist, first, in the restoration of the
same body, or the bringing together the mass or matter which
now constitutes our bodies, but which, after death, is scattered,
and dissolved in the different elements. Secondly, it will consist
in the re-union of the body with the same soul which it had at
first, by which it will also be quickened, and be made immortal.
The resurrection will, in the last place, consist in the glorification of the elect, and the eternal banishment of the wicked from
the presence of God.
There are three great errors in relation to the doctrine of the
resurrection: 1. There are some who deny it altogether, and
affirm that the soul dies with the body. This was the view which
the Sadducees entertained, as is evident from what is said of
them in Acts 23:8: “For the Sadducees say that there is no resurrection, neither angel, nor Spirit.” 2. There are others who have
admitted the immorality of the soul, but understand by the resurrection nothing more than regeneration. They deny that the
bodies of the saints will rise, although their souls enjoy eternal
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felicity after death. The authors of this heresy seem to have been
Hymeneus and Philetus, of whom Paul speaks: (2 Tim. 2:17, 18)
“Who concerning the truth have erred, saying, That the resurrection is past already; and overthrow the faith of some.” 3. Others again, as the {313} Anabaptists, deny that the very same
bodies which we now have will rise again, and contend that God
will create new bodies at the second coming of Christ. In opposition to all these errors, it becomes us to believe what the Scriptures affirm in relation to this subject, that the dead will most
certainly rise again.
4. FROM WHAT DOES IT APPEAR THAT THERE WILL
CERTAINLY BE A FUTURE RESURRECTION?
Philosophy may demonstrate the probability of a resurrection at
some future time; but cannot establish the certainty of it; for the
knowledge which we derive from philosophy of the justice and
truth of God is partial and incomplete. The reasons, however,
which the holy Scriptures adduce in support of the doctrine of
the resurrection are solid and convincing; and it is from divine
revelation alone, that the certainty of a future resurrection is
demonstrated. In speaking upon this subject it is proper, therefore, that we should first adduce some of the passages of Scripture which affirm the certainty of the resurrection, and then
present those arguments which may be drawn from the Scriptures in confirmation of the truth of this doctrine.
The Scriptures, both of the Old and New Testaments, clearly
reveal the doctrine of a future resurrection. “I know that my
Redeemer lives, 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.” “I will open your graves, and cause you
to come up out of your graves.” “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.” “The hour is coming,
in which all that are in their graves shall hear his voice, and shall
come forth; they that have done good unto the resurrection of
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life, and they that have done evil unto the resurrection of damnation.” “I will raise him up at the last day.” “If there be no resurrection of the dead, then is Christ not risen; and if Christ be not
risen, then is our preaching vain, and your faith is also vain.”
“For if we believe that Jesus died and rose again, even so them
also which sleep in Jesus will God bring with him.” “And I saw
the dead, small and great, stand before God,” etc. “And the sea
gave up the dead which were in it; and death and hell delivered
up the dead which were in them.” (Job 19:25, 26; Ezek. 37:12;
Dan. 12:2; John 5:28; 6:40; 1 Cor. 15:13, 14:1 Thess. 4:14; Rev.
20:12, 13) To these testimonies, which the Scriptures furnish in
support of the doctrine of a future resurrection, we may also add
a number of arguments which are drawn from the word of God.
1. “God is the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob; and is the God
of the living and not of the dead.” (Matt. 22:23) But he would not
be the God of Abraham as a whole, nor the God of the living,
unless the body of Abraham should at some future time be
raised from the dead. God is the God of man as a whole, and not
merely of a part of his being. If the body, however, should never
rise again he would be the God, not of the whole man, but only
of a part. This is the argument which Christ employs against the
Sadducees.
2. God promises eternal life to the righteous in respect both to
the body and the soul; as he, on the other hand, threatens the
wicked with eternal {314} punishment, which in like manner
has respect both to the soul and the body. These promises and
threatenings of God must be fulfilled; for their certainty is
unchangeable. But they will not be fulfilled if the dead rise not.
Seeing, therefore, that God does most assuredly, in his own time,
effect what he promises to the righteous, and threatens to the
wicked, it follows that the dead must necessarily rise.
3. Rewards and punishments extend to the whole man, because
the whole man has sinned. Therefore the bodies of all shall
rise—the righteous that they may enjoy that glory and felicity
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which God freely gives; and the wicked that they may endure
punishment according to their deserts.
4. The mercy of God is perfect, and extends to the whole man,
and desires that we should be wholly saved. Hence our bodies
shall also rise again.
5. The love and mercy of God towards the righteous is constant
and unchangeable, so that what he once wills to do for them out
of his fatherly love, that He wills forever. But he wills that the
righteous shall be saved both in soul and body. Hence there is a
necessity, that they should be saved under this form, which
requires that they should rise again.
6. The perfect justice of God requires that the ungodly be punished according to the form under which they sin. But they sin
in soul and body at the same time. It is necessary, therefore, that
their bodies should also rise again, that they may be punished
both in soul and body.
7. Christ has risen; therefore we also shall rise. This conclusion
is proper and forcible: a. Because Christ rose, that he might raise
us. b. Because Christ is the head, and we are his members. Inasmuch, therefore, as Christ our head has risen, we also who are
his members shall, without doubt, rise again; because the glory
of the head demands that the members be in the same condition
with himself. If the members were to remain in a state of corruption the head would not, in this case, be glorious. c. The same
Spirit which dwells in Christ, dwells also in us: he joins and
unites us with Christ, and works the same in us, which he does
in Christ, because he is always the same. But he raised Christ;
therefore he will also raise us.
8. It is declared that Christ shall have an everlasting kingdom.
But this he would not have if our bodies were to remain forever
under the power of death. It would not be sufficient in this case,
that our souls should be immortal; for that the kingdom of
Christ might be everlasting, he must have subjects that are eter-
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nal in respect both to body and soul; from which we may again
infer the necessity of the resurrection of the body.
9. Christ is a perfect Savior; because he has saved, and reconciled the whole man to God. Hence our corrupt bodies will also
be raised through Christ.
10. Christ is not less able to save, than Adam was to destroy; yea,
he has by his death restored all, and more than that which was
lost through the sin of Adam; for he has merited for us greater
felicity than we should ever have had, if we had not sinned. Now
Adam lost for us, the eternal life and salvation of the body with
certain other gifts. Hence Christ has restored this unto us, from
which it may be concluded that our bodies shall without doubt
rise again.
11. God published his law to man after the fall. He, therefore,
wills that man should at some time observe it. But this is not
done in this life. {315} Hence it shall be done in the life to come,
so that there must be a resurrection of the dead.
12. The wages of sin is death. When sin, therefore, is once abolished, death will also be abolished, which will result in the restoration of life.
13. Our bodies were made for this end, that the Holy Spirit
might forever dwell in them, and that they might be his temples.
Hence they shall rise again and live forever.
5. WHAT KIND OF BODIES SHALL RISE IN THE
RESURRECTION?
The bodies with which we shall rise in the resurrection, will not
only be human bodies, but also the very same which we now
have, and not other and different bodies created by Christ, as the
Anabaptists affirm. Job says, “In my flesh shall I see God.” (Job
19:26) The apostle Paul says, “Every one shall receive in his body
according to that he has done;” “and this mortal shall put on
immortality.” (Eph. 6:8; 1 Cor. 15:53) It was, therefore, taught in
the African churches: I believe in the resurrection of this flesh.
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The same thing may be argued from the import of the word resurrection: for nothing can rise again, except that which has
fallen. “This is the resurrection,” said Ambrose, “as may be
inferred from the import of the word itself, that that which fell
may rise, and that what was dead may revive.” The justice of God
also establishes the same thing. “For this,” said Ambrose, “is the
order and course of justice, that since every action is common both
to the body and the soul, the body executing that to which the soul
prompts, it is proper that both should come into judgment, and
that both should either be given over to punishment, or crowned
with glory.”
The justice of God demands that the bodies of the saints which
have fought, should also be crowned; and that the wicked be
punished in the same bodies in which they have blasphemed,
and opposed God. Wherefore, there will be restored, in the resurrection, to every soul, not a strange and different body, but its
own proper body—that which it here had—and shall thus be
crowned with glory, or punished with shame. Finally, as Christ
rose with the same body which he had when he died, so shall
we also rise with the very body which we now have.
Objection 1: Flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of
God. These bodies of ours consist of flesh and blood. Therefore
they cannot inherit the kingdom of God; consequently not these,
but other bodies shall rise in the resurrection. Answer: There
are here four terms; for flesh and blood as used by the Apostle,
(1 Cor. 15:50) and understood in the first proposition of this syllogism, signify some evil quality adhering to the substance of
the body, or the substance in respect to this quality; and in the
second proposition these terms, signify the very substance of
our bodies, from which the Anabaptists draw their conclusions,
in relation to this subject. Or we may reply, that there is an
incorrect chain of reasoning, in as much as this argument proceeds from a corrupt substance, to that which is pure, simple
substance, in this manner; Flesh and blood being mortal and
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corrupt, as it now is, cannot inherit the kingdom of God. Therefore flesh and blood, simply such, cannot inherit the kingdom of
God. But this does not legitimately follow. Hence flesh and
blood, understanding by this, that Which is sinful, and corrupt,
cannot inherit the kingdom of God; but as glorified and immortal it shall obtain an entrance there. The Apostle expressly
teaches this when he says, “It is sown a natural body, it is raised
a spiritual body.” (1 Cor. 15:44)
Objection 2: The bodies with which we shall rise will be according to the Apostle, spiritual. Therefore they will not then have
the properties of flesh. Answer: The apostle means by a spiritual body, not that which is changed into the Spirit, or which is
in all its properties equal to the Spirit ‘ but that which is ruled by
the Spirit of God, which is immortal and free from all misery,
adorned with heavenly splendor, glory, activity, strength and
holiness. So he also calls a natural body, not that which is
changed into the soul, or which is equal to it in all its properties;
but that which in this mortal state is quickened, controlled, and
directed by the soul. That this is the meaning of what Paul calls a
spiritual body, is proven. 1. Because he says it is raised a spiritual
body; but a spirit is no body. 2. He also adds, “this corruptible
(body) must put on incorruption.” 3. The body of Christ after his
resurrection, had flesh and bones; and yet it was spiritual and
glorious in the highest degree. Therefore, much more shall our
spiritual bodies have flesh and bones. The interpretation which
Augustine gives to these words of the Apostle is this,
“We must not imagine that because the Apostle says that the
body which we shall have in the resurrection will be spiritual,
that it will be purely spiritual without any body. But he calls
that a spiritual body, which is wholly subject to the Spirit, and
which is free from corruption and death; For when he calls
the body which we now have, a natural body, we must not
suppose that it is not a body, but a soul. Therefore as the body
which we now have is called natural, because it is subject to
the soul, and cannot be called spiritual, because it is not yet
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fully subject to the Spirit, as long as it may be corrupted, so it
will then be called spiritual, when it will not be able with any
corruption to resist the Spirit.
6. HOW WILL THE RESURRECTION BE EFFECTED?
The resurrection will be accomplished openly, and gloriously,
and not secretly, nor hastily. It will be far different from that
which occurred in relation to certain persons, when Christ rose
from the dead. It will take place in the sight of angels, men and
devils, and will be a scene of inexpressible joy to the righteous,
but of unutterable anguish, and horror to the wicked. Christ
shall descend from heaven, accompanied by the angels, with a
shout, with the voice of the Arch-angel, and with the trumpet of
God, at whose sound all the dead shall awake and come forth
from their graves, and stand before the judgment seat of Jesus
Christ. Those who will remain alive until the coming of Christ
shall be suddenly changed from a state of mortality to immorality, which change will be to them in the place of death, and the
resurrection. (Thess. 4:14, 18; 1 Cor. 15:50, 55)
7. WHEN WILL THE RESURRECTION TAKE PLACE?
The resurrection will take place at the end of the world, in the
last day, according as it is said, “I will raise him up at the last
day.” “I know that he shall rise again in the resurrection at the
last day.” (John 6:44, 11, 24) But when the last day will arrive no
one knows, but God alone. The chief benefit of this question is to
restrain us from imagining to our selves any time, when the resurrection will take place, that so we may not {317} disturb our
faith, and begin to doubt when we find ourselves deceived in our
vain conjectures.
8. BY WHOSE POWER, OR THROUGH WHOM
WILL THE DEAD BE RAISED?
The resurrection of the dead will be effected by the power of
Christ as the mediator. “I will raise him up at the last day.” This
declaration of Christ must be understood of the body: because
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he will not raise up the soul, for this does not die. The man
Christ will raise us by his human voice, and divine power,
according as it is said, “The hour is coming in which all that are
in their graves shall hear his voice.” “God has appointed a day in
which he will judge the world in righteousness by that man
whom he has ordained, whereof he has given assurance unto all
men in that he has raised him from the dead.” (John 5:28; Acts
17:31) The use of this question is that our faith may be established in regard to this Article, from this, that he by whom the
resurrection will be effected is possessed of sufficient power,
seeing that he is the Almighty God, and also willing, in as much
as he is our head. It is also a source of great comfort, from the
fact that he will not be unmindful of his own flesh, and members, but will raise them up to eternal life, for which cause he
assumed our nature and redeemed us.
Objection: But the Father is said to raise us; yea, he raised Christ
himself: “He that raised up Christ from the dead, shall also
quicken your mortal bodies, by his Spirit that dwelleth in you.”
(Rom. 8:11) Therefore the dead shall neither be raised by Christ,
nor by his power. Answer: The works of the Trinity which are
external, being such as are performed upon creatures are common to all the persons of the Godhead, observing the order in
which they operate. As the Father is, therefore, not excluded
when the resurrection is ascribed to the Son, so the Son is not
excluded when the Father, or the Holy Spirit are said to raise the
dead. The Father shall raise us mediately through the Son. The
Son shall raise us immediately by his Spirit, as our redeemer and
judge. “We look for the Savior the Lord Jesus Christ, who shall
change our vile body that it may be fashioned like unto his glorious body, according to the working whereby he is able even to
subdue all things unto himself.” “As the Father raises up the
dead, and quickens them, even so the Son quickens whom he
will.” (Phil. 3:20; 21; John 5:21) The Holy Spirit shall raise us
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immediately by himself. “If the Spirit of him that raised up Jesus
from the dead,” etc. (Rom. 8:11)
9. FOR WHAT PURPOSE, AND TO WHAT STATE
WILL THE DEAD BE RAISED?
The ultimate end of the resurrection of the dead is the glory of
God; for he will then manifest and exercise his mercy in its highest form in the glorification of the faithful, while his justice will
be displayed in the damnation of the reprobate; and thus he will
declare the certainty of his promises and threatenings in relation
to both. The next end, and the one that is subordinate to the
former, is the salvation and glory of the elect; and on the other
hand the punishment and rejection of the reprobate: for the
former shall be raised to eternal life, while the latter shall come
forth to everlasting punishment according as it is said: “Many of
them that sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake, some to
everlasting life, and some to shame and everlasting contempt.”
“And shall come forth, they that have done good, {318} unto the
resurrection of life, and they that have done evil unto the resurrection of damnation.” “I will grant to sit with me on my throne.”
“They are arrayed in white robes.” “The righteous shall shine
forth as the sun.” “Depart from me, you cursed, into everlasting
fire prepared for the devil and his angels, etc.; and these shall go
away into everlasting punishment; but the righteous into life
eternal.” (Dan. 12:2; John 5:28; Rev. 3:21; 7:13; Matt. 13:43;
25:41, 46) This will be the state and condition to which the dead
will be raised.
Objection: The resurrection of Christ is declared by the Apostle
to be the cause of our resurrection, and our resurrection is the
effect, or benefit of Christ’s resurrection. But this cause does not
extend to the wicked. Therefore they will not rise. Answer:
Although the wicked will not rise because of the resurrection of
Christ, yet they shall, nevertheless, be raised on account of the
just judgment of God, by which they shall be consigned to everlasting punishment. For there may be many and different
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causes, (if not in number, at least in kind) especially in different
subjects, of one and the same effect. The cause of the resurrection of the godly is, therefore, the resurrection of Christ as of the
head. But the resurrection of Christ is not the cause of the resurrection of the wicked, because they are not members of Christ,
but the justice of God, and the truth of his threatening. Briefly;
the wicked shall rise from the dead, not because Christ rose, but
on account of the justice of God, that they may be punished.
There is indeed but one end of the resurrection of all in respect
to God, which is his glory; but the manner in which this end is
reached is different.

QUESTION 58
58. What comfort do you receive from the article “life everlasting”?
A. That, inasmuch as I now feel in my heart the beginning
of eternal joy, I shall after this life possess complete bliss,
such as eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, neither hath
entered into the heart of man; therein to praise God for
ever.
EXPOSITION:
This Article stands at the end of the Creed: 1. Because its perfect
fulfillment comes after the rest. 2. Because it is the effect of all
the other articles; for it is on account of this that all the preceding articles are believed, and all the things which we believe in
the others were done in order that we might believe this last,
and so enjoy eternal life. This article is, therefore, the crowning
point of our entire salvation and life. The questions which are
chiefly to be discussed in connection with this subject are such
as the following:
1. What is everlasting life?
2. By whom is it given?
3. To whom is it given?
4. Why is it given?
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5. How is it given?
6. When is it given?
7. Whether, and whence we may be assured of it in this life?

{319}

1. WHAT IS EVERLASTING LIFE?
This question seems at first inexplicable, especially in view of
what the Apostle says concerning it: “Eye has not seen, nor ear
heard, neither have entered into the heart of man, the things
which God has prepared for them that love him.” (1 Cor. 2:9) We
may, however, form some faint idea of what eternal life is, from
the analogy of life, of which philosophers are wont to dispute
much, and of which the Scriptures also speak. The term life is
variously defined by philosophers. It may in general be defined
as the very being of that which lives, when used in reference to
God, angels, and living beings and plants. Spirits also live; but
have not their existence from any quickening soul, but from
their essence or nature. In creatures, however, possessed of a
soul, life is properly the being of that which lives, which is the
same thing as to be endowed with a soul, or to have in oneself a
living soul. For the soul is that by which such a being lives; or it
is the essential form of life, by which those live who are
endowed therewith. It is taken for the first and second actions;
that is, for the very being, action or living, and for the acting of a
living thing. We may now define life more fully thus: natural life
is the existence or dwelling of the soul in a body which is animated, and the acting of a living being. Or, it is the perfection
(enteleceia) of the soul accomplishing those works which are
proper to that which has life. Or, finally, it is the adaptedness of a
living being to effect such things as are proper to itself; and is
also the things themselves by virtue of the union which exists
between the body and the soul.
That is called everlasting, 1. Which is without beginning or end,
as God is. 2. That which is without a beginning, but which has an
end, as the decrees of God. 3. That which has a beginning, but
will have no end, as the angels, etc. It is in this third sense that
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our heavenly life is called everlasting, by which we mean, that
while it has a beginning, it will have no end. The everlasting life
of man, then, is the eternal being of man, regenerated and glorified, which will consist in having the image of God perfectly
restored in him, as it was when he was first Created, having perfect wisdom, righteousness, and happiness, or being endowed
with the true knowledge and love of God, in connection with
eternal joy. And here for the sake of plainness we shall include
among these acts the powers themselves of knowing and loving
God; for to be able rightly to know and love God, belongs equally
as much to spiritual life as to know and love him, inasmuch as
the natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God. (1
Cor. 2:14) Or, we may again define it thus: everlasting life is the
perfect restoration of the image of God, with eternal joy and
delight in God, heavenly glory, and the full fruition of all those
good things which are necessary to a state of perfect happiness.
In a word, it is the perfect conformity of man with God, consisting in the true and perfect knowledge and love of God, and in
the glory both of the soul and body of man. These two things
must then be considered in order that we may have a proper
idea of what constitutes everlasting life: 1. A union of both our
body and soul with God. 2. A conformity with God, which flows
out of this union as an effect proceeds from its cause, which
conformity consists in a clear and correct knowledge of God,
together with his will and works, in righteousness, perfect joy
and delight in God, inexpressible glory with which our {320}
bodies shall be irradiated, and shine as the sun, and a sufficiency of all good things pertaining to true and perfect happiness. These things do in some small degree express the
substance and form of everlasting life, to which if we add the
efficient and final causes, we may arrive at this more complete
and full definition.
Everlasting life consists in the eternal habitation of God in the
faithful through the Holy Spirit; in a true and perfect knowledge
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of God, and of his works and will, kindled in the heart immediately by the same Spirit; in true and perfect wisdom and righteousness, together with a perfect conformity of all the strength
and powers of the mind and will, with the mind and will of God,
having respect both to the body and soul, which joy is freely
given of God, by and for the sake of Christ, and is begun already
in this life, to be fully perfected in the life to come, that so God
may to all eternity be praised and glorified by his saints.
All the different parts of this definition are in accordance with
the teachings of God’s word, as may be easily shown. That it will
include the eternal indwelling of God in his people, through the
Holy Spirit, is testified in these words: “We will come unto him,
and make our abode with him.” “He shall give you another Comforter, that he may abide with you forever.” (John 14:23, 16) It
will include the knowledge of God, and perfect wisdom, according as it is said, “This is life eternal, that they might know you,
the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom you have sent.” (John
17:3)
Eternal life will embrace perfect righteousness, for those that
shall obtain it, “are equal unto the angels, and are the children of
God, being the children of the resurrection.” (Luke 20:36) So
there will be joy and delight in God, for it is said, “Your joy no
man taketh from you.” (John 16:22) There will also be an abundance of all good things, for “God shall be all in all.” “I saw no
temple therein; for the Lord God Almighty, and the Lamb are the
temple of it. “And the city has no need of the sun, neither of the
moon to shine in it; for the glory of God did lighten it, and the
Lamb is the light thereof.” (1 Cor. 15:28; Rev. 21:22, 23) The good
things which we now enjoy in part only, will then be perfected;
for “When that which is perfect is come, then that which is in
part shall be done away.” (1 Cor. 13:10) It will, lastly, be without
any interruption or end; for “God shall wipe away all tears from
their eyes.” “Of his kingdom there shall be no end.” “Whose
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kingdom is an everlasting kingdom,” that is, having no beginning nor end. (Rev. 21:4; Luke 1:33; Dan. 7:27)
Objection: To enjoy everlasting life is to live forever. But the
wicked also live forever; for they shall be raised immortal.
Therefore they shall also have everlasting life. Answer: This conclusion is drawn from an imperfect definition of eternal life, and
is thus of no force. For eternal life does not merely mean immorality, or a continued presence of the soul in the body; but also,
and more particularly, that spiritual life, and heavenly glory and
felicity, which the Holy Spirit works in the faithful by his own
peculiar operation. Now although the wicked, after the resurrection, will be immortal, yet their natural life shall be no life, but
eternal death; for with this life there will be joined, 1. An eternal
rejection of God. 2. A want of the knowledge and grace of God. 3.
Everlasting and unutterable torments. “Their worm dieth not.”
“There shall be weeping, and gnashing of teeth.” (Mark 9:44;
Matt. 24:51) From these things we may understand what eternal
death is; and that it is so called, not because the {321} wicked
by dying once, are freed therefrom, but because they shall die
forever, and experience torments that shall never have an end.
2. BY WHOM IS EVERLASTING LIFE GIVEN?
God alone grants eternal life, as it is said, “the gift of God is eternal life.” (Rom. 6:23) God the Father, as the author and fountain
of all life, grants eternal life through the Son and Holy Spirit; the
Son grants it through the Holy Spirit; and the Spirit through himself, which order of working is natural to the persons of the Godhead. Of the Father it is said: “As the Father raiseth up the dead,
and quickens them.” “As the Father has life in himself.” (John
5:21, 26) Of the Son it is said: “Even so the Son quickens whom
he will.” “So has he given to the Son to have life in himself.” “In
him was life.” “The everlasting Father,” (or the Father of eternity)
“I give unto them eternal life.” (John 5:21, 26; 1:4; Ish. 9:6; John
10:28) Of the Holy Spirit it is said: “Except a man be born of
water, and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of
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God.” “He that raised up Christ from the dead shall also quicken
your mortal bodies, by his Spirit that dwelleth in you.” (John 3:5;
Rom. 8:11) These testimonies are to be observed, inasmuch as
they establish the Divinity of the Son, and Holy Spirit, and prove
their equality with the Father.
Objection 1: But the ministers of the gospel also give eternal life,
for, says Paul, “In Christ Jesus I have begotten you through the
gospel.” “In doing this, you shall both save yourself and them
that hear you.” (1 Cor. 4:15; 1 Tim. 4:16) Therefore others
besides God grant eternal life. Answer: There may be many subordinate causes of the same effect. Christ and the Holy Spirit
grant life by their own power. But ministers are merely the
instruments through whom Christ works by the power of his
Spirit. “Let a man so account of us as of the ministers of Christ,
and stewards of the mysteries of God.” “Who then is Paul, and
who is Apollos, but ministers by whom you believed.” (1 Cor.
4:1; 3:5)
Objection 2: But Christ also grants life by a power communicated to him. Therefore it is not his own. Answer: Christ gives
life by a communicated power; but it is communicated by natural and eternal generation. Hence we may reply, that he grants
life by a power communicated to him by eternal generation
from the Father. Therefore he grants it by his own power. “As the
Father has life in himself, so has he given to the Son to have life
in himself.” (John 5:26)
3. TO WHOM IS ETERNAL LIFE GIVEN?
Eternal life is given from everlasting to all, and only the elect, or
such as are converted in this life. “I give unto them eternal life.”
“I pray not for the world, but for them which you have given
me.” “Those that you gave me I have kept, and none of them is
lost, but the son of perdition.” “Come you blessed of my Father,
inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the
world.” “No man can come to me, except the Father draw him.”
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“Whom he did predestinate, them he also called,” etc. (John
10:28; 17:9, 12; Matt. 25:34; John 6:44; Rom. 8:30) Faith and
repentance are peculiar to the elect. But these {322} constitute
the beginning of eternal life. Therefore eternal life pertains to
the elect only. “The election has obtained it and the rest were
blinded.” (Rom. 11:7) We may here remark that when the question is, To whom is eternal life given? it is better to reply, to the
elect, than to such as are converted; for conversion and faith are
but the beginning of eternal life. To say, therefore, that eternal
life is given to such as are converted, is the same, as if we were to
say, that life is given to the living. When it is asked, To whom the
beginning of eternal life is given? we answer correctly to the
elect; for if we were to say, it is given to such as are converted,
we beg the question; seeing that the question is, Whom does
God convert?
4. WHEREFORE IS ETERNAL LIFE GIVEN?
Eternal life is not given on account of our works, whether
present, or foreseen; but only out of the free mercy, and love of
God toward the human race, and from his desire to manifest his
mercy in the salvation of the righteous, through the satisfaction
and merits of Christ the mediator, imputed unto us through
faith, for this end, that God may be eternally praised by us. “The
gift of God is eternal life, through Jesus Christ our Lord.” “By
grace are you saved through faith, and that not of yourselves; it
is the gift of God: not of works lest any man should boast: for we
are his workmanship created in Christ Jesus unto good works,”
etc. “God so loved the world that he gave his only begotten Son,”
etc. (Rom. 6:23; Eph. 2:8, 9, 10; John 3:16) The moving cause on
account of which eternal life is given us, is not any work of ours
whether present, or foreseen; for before the beginning of eternal
life, or which is the same thing, before our conversion to God, all
our works deserve eternal death; and after our conversion they
are the effects of it; and so cannot be the cause why eternal life
is given, as nothing can be the cause of itself. We are indeed led
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to eternal life by many means; but the means through which we
are led to God constitute one thing, and the cause for which we
are led, is another thing. The final cause for which eternal life is
given, is that we may praise and magnify the mercy of God. “To
the praise of the glory of his grace, wherein he has made us
accepted in the Beloved.” (Eph. 1:6) God grants us eternal life for
the same reason, for which he chose us.
5. HOW IS ETERNAL LIFE GIVEN?
Everlasting life is given us through faith; and faith by the doctrine of the gospel, and the inward efficacy of the Holy Spirit; for
the Holy Spirit works in us, through the word, the knowledge of
God, and of his will; which knowledge is accompanied with a
desire of becoming more and more intimately acquainted with
God, and of living according to the requirements of his will, as it
is said: “To whom shall we go? you have the words of eternal
life.” “In Christ Jesus, I have begotten you through the gospel.”
“The gospel is the power of God unto salvation to every one that
believes.” “Faith cometh by hearing, and hearing by the word of
God.” (John 6:68: 1 Cor. 4:15; Rom. 1:16; 10:17) The ordinary
way in which we receive the beginning of eternal life is through
the ministry of the word. It is different, however, with the infants
of the church and those who are {323} converted in a miraculous manner, as the Thief on the cross, Paul, Cornelius, etc. Our
remarks at this time have respect to the ordinary way, in which
everlasting life is given, and which is peculiar to adults.
6. WHEN IS ETERNAL LIFE GIVEN?
The beginning of everlasting life is given already in this world;
but the consummation of it, is reserved for the life to come,
which none receive, but those in whom it is here begun. Hence
it is said, “In this we groan, earnestly desiring to be clothed
upon, with our house which is from heaven; if so be that being
clothed, we shall not be found naked.” “Whosoever has, to him
shall be given, and he shall have more abundance; but who-
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soever has not from him shall be taken away, even that he has.”
(2 Cor. 5:23; Matt. 13:12)
There are two degrees in the consummation of eternal life. The
one is when the souls of the righteous, being freed from the
body, are immediately carried into heaven; for in death they
obtain a deliverance from all the evils of this life. The other is
that greater, and more glorious degree to which we shall attain
in the resurrection of our bodies, when we shall ascend into
heaven perfectly redeemed and glorified, and see God as he is,
face to face. “He that hears my word, and believes in him that
sent me, has everlasting life, and shall not come into condemnation, but is passed from death unto life.” “Now are we the sons of
God, and it does not yet appear what we shall be; but we know
that when he shall appear, we shall be like him, for we shall see
him as he is.” (John 5:24; 1 John 3:3)
7. WHETHER, AND WHENCE MAY WE BE
ASSURED OF EVERLASTING LIFE?
It is not only possible, but also our duty to assure ourselves of
everlasting life; for it is given to all and only to such as believe.
And not only so, but to believe in everlasting life is to be fully
persuaded that not only shall others be made partakers of it, but
that I am also a partaker of it, which we must observe, and hold
fast to in opposition to the distrust and uncertainty of the
Papists. We should be certain of our final perseverance; for it is
said: “Being justified by faith we have peace with God.” “I give
unto them eternal life,” which could not be said if there were
any doubt or uncertainty in regard to it, so that it might be lost.
“The gifts and callings of God are without repentance.” “Neither
shall any man pluck them out of my hands.” “He which has
begun a good work in you will perform it until the day of Jesus
Christ.” “I know whom I have believed, and am persuaded that
he is able to keep that which I have committed unto him against
that day.” (Rom. 5:1; John 10:28; Rom. 11:20; Phil. 1:6; 2 Tim.
1:12) He that believes knows that he does believe, which assur-
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ance is based upon these solid arguments: 1. God, who is the
author of everlasting life is unchangeable. 2. The foundation of
God standeth sure, having this seal, “The Lord knoweth them
that are his.” (2 Tim. 2:19) 3. Christ is heard in all those things,
which he asks of the Father. Now one thing for which he prays,
is that the Father would keep all those whom he has given him.
4. God will not have us to ask of him those things necessary for
our salvation conditionally, but positively, because he has promised it. Hence to doubt in regard {324} to our perseverance, and
the consummation of eternal life is to overthrow the truth of
God, and to make the intercession of Christ unavailing.
But whence may we be assured of the consummation of everlasting life? We reply from the fact that we have already the
beginning of it: for to him that has shall be given. The gifts of
God are without repentance. God is faithful: and therefore he
will perfect that which he has commenced. We are assured of
the beginning of eternal life from the presence of a true faith,
which, while it resists the doubts, and temptations of the devil,
exclaims, “Lord, I believe: help you mine unbelief.” (Mark 9:24)
The same assurance is also obtained by the peace of conscience
which we have with God, being justified by faith: and from the
true repentance and sincere purpose of heart which we have to
obey all the commandments of God: for faith cannot be without
true repentance. “Whose house are we, if we hold fast the confidence, and the rejoicing of the hope firm unto the end.” (Heb.
3:6, 14)
That which has now been spoken concerning this Article
explains sufficiently, what it is to believe, the life everlasting;
which may be said to include a firm persuasion, 1. That after
this life, there will be another life in which the church shall be
glorified, and God praised forever. 2. That I am also a member of
this church, and shall for this reason be made a partaker of everlasting life. 3. That I also in this life have the beginning of everlasting life.
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LORD’S DAY 23
QUESTION 59 & 60
59. What does it help you now, that you believe all this?
A. That I am righteous in Christ before God, and an heir of
eternal life.
60. How are you righteous before God?
A. Only by true faith in Jesus Christ: that is, although my
conscience accuse me, that I have grievously sinned
against all the commandments of God, and have never
kept any of them, and that I am still prone always to all
evil, yet God, without any merit of mine, of mere grace,
grants and imputes to me the perfect satisfaction,
righteousness and holiness of Christ, as if I had never
committed nor had any sins, and had myself
accomplished all the obedience which Christ has fulfilled
for me, if only I accept such benefit with a believing
heart.
EXPOSITION:
The doctrine of justification, which now follows, is one of the
chief articles of our faith, not only because it treats of those
things which are fundamental, but also because it is most frequently called in question by heretics. The controversies
between the church and heretics have respect principally to two
points: the one is concerning God, and the other concerning the
justification of man in the sight of God. And such is the importance of these doctrines that if either one of them be overthrown, {325} the other parts of our faith easily fall to pieces.
Hence it becomes necessary for us to fortify and establish ourselves, especially in these doctrines, against all the assaults of
heretics. Concerning the doctrine of justification (for we have
already spoken of the doctrine concerning God) of which the
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above questions of the Catechism treat, the following things are
to be considered:
1. What is righteousness in general?
2. How manifold is it?
3. In what does righteousness differ from justification?
4. What is our righteousness before God?
5. In what manner does it become ours, seeing it is outside of us?
6. Why is it made ours, or wherefore does God impute it unto us for
righteousness?

1. WHAT IS RIGHTEOUSNESS IN GENERAL?
Righteousness is derived from right, which is the law, and is a
conformity with the law, as sin or unrighteousness is the transgression of the law. It may be defined in general, as consisting in
a conformity with God and the divine law; although a definition
can hardly be given so general as to agree at the same time with
God and creatures. Uncreated righteousness is God himself, the
foundation, and rule or pattern of all righteousness. Created
righteousness is an effect of uncreated or divine righteousness
in rational creatures. Righteousness, therefore, in general, as far
as it has respect to creatures, consists in fulfilling those laws
which pertain to rational creatures; or, it is a conformity on the
part of rational creatures with those laws which have respect to
them. Finally, righteousness is the fulfillment of the law, and a
conformity with the law is righteousness itself. This must be
observed and held fast to, because our justification can only be
effected by fulfilling the law. Evangelical righteousness is the fulfilling of the law, and does not conflict with it in the least. The
gospel does not abolish the law, but establishes it.
2. HOW MANIFOLD IS RIGHTEOUSNESS, OR JUSTICE?
Righteousness is in general either uncreated, as God himself is
righteous, or it is created, as is the righteousness which belongs
to rational creatures. Created righteousness is legal and evangelical. By legal righteousness we mean the fulfilling of the law by
one, who is thereby declared righteous; or it is such a fulfilling of
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the law as that which is accomplished by one’s own obedience;
or it is a conformity to the law which he has who is declared
righteous. This legal righteousness was the righteousness of
Adam before the fall, and is in the angels, and in Christ as far as
he is man. Evangelical righteousness is the fulfilling of the law,
performed, not by us, but by another in our stead, and imputed
unto us of God by faith.
Legal righteousness is performed, either by obedience to the law,
or by punishment. The law requires one or the other. That
which is performed by obedience is either universal or particular. Universal is the observing of all those laws which have
respect to us, or it is obedience to all the laws which pertain to
us. This righteousness is again of two kinds, perfect and imperfect. The former consists in internal and external obedience to
all those laws which have respect to us, or it consists in perfect
{326} conformity with the law, as it is said: “Cursed be he that
confirmeth not all the words of this law to do them.” (Deut.
27:26) By a righteousness that is imperfect, we mean that conformity with the law which is only begun, and which does not
comply with all the requirements of the law, nor perform them
in the manner which it prescribes. This righteousness consists
also of two kinds, philosophical and Christian. Philosophical is a
knowledge of the law of God, and of virtue, which is imperfect,
indistinct and small, and a certain purpose of the will and heart
to do those things which are right as far as that knowledge
extends, together with a course of conduct in accordance with
the law.
Christian righteousness consists in regeneration, or a knowledge
of God and the divine law, imperfect, indeed, but yet more excellent and perfect than that which is philosophical, grounding
itself in faith and the love of God, which the Holy Spirit kindles
in the minds and hearts of the faithful through the gospel, and
which is at the same time joined with a sincere desire to obey
God according to all his commandments. This form of righteous-
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ness belongs properly to those who are regenerated, and flows
from a justifying faith.
That righteousness which is particular is that which renders to
every one his own, and is either commutative as distributive.
The former is that which preserves an equality in contracts, or in
the exchange of things and their prices. Distributive justice is
that which preserves a proportion in the distribution of offices,
honors, goods, rewards and punishments, rendering to every
one according to his just desert. Let the husbandman till the
ground, the statesman direct the affairs of the republic, and the
theologian instruct the church, and let rewards be given to the
good, and punishments be inflicted upon the evil: “Render to all
their dues; tribute to whom tribute is due; honor to whom
honor.” (Rom. 13:7)
Righteousness is also distinguished from the subjects into that of
the person, and the cause. Righteousness of the person is when a
person is just and conformable to the law; and that of the cause
is when a person has a just and good cause in controversy,
whether he himself be good or bad. David often comforts himself with this in the book of the Psalms. It is otherwise called the
righteousness of a good conscience.
3. IN WHAT DOES RIGHTEOUSNESS DIFFER
FROM JUSTIFICATION?
Righteousness is conformity with the law; or, it is the fulfilling of
the law, or that by which we are justified before God. Justification, on the other hand, is the application of this righteousness
to any one. They differ, therefore, as shape and the application
of it to an object, or as whiteness and whitening, or making
white. Justification admits of the same division which we have
made of righteousness, into that which is legal and evangelical.
Legal justification consists in effecting in us conformity with God
and the law. This is commenced in us when we are regenerated
by the Holy Spirit.
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Evangelical justification is the application of evangelical righteousness; or, it is the application of the righteousness of
another, which is without us in Christ; or, it is the imputation
and application of that righteousness which Christ wrought out
for us by his death upon the cross, and by his resurrection from
the dead. It is not a transfusion of righteousness, or of the qualities thereof; but it is the acquitting, or the declaring us free from
sin in the judgment of God, {327} on the ground of the righteousness of another. Justification and the forgiveness of sins
are, therefore, the same: for to justify is that God should not
impute sin unto us, but accept of us and declare us righteous; or,
which is the same thing, that he declare us righteous on the
ground of the righteousness of Christ made over unto us. That
this is the proper signification of the word is clear from these
passages of Scripture in which it occurs: ‘‘In your sight shall no
man living be justified,” that is, no one shall be acquitted, or
declared just by inherent righteousness. “Blessed is he whose
transgression is forgiven, whose sin is covered. Blessed is the
man unto whom the Lord imputeth not iniquity,” etc. (Ps. 143:2;
31:1, 2) Paul, in accordance with this declaration of the Psalmist,
interprets justification to be the remission of sins, where the
word impute is repeated seven times. (Rom. 4:7)
Objection: He that is righteous is conformable to the law. To justify is to make righteous. Therefore to justify is to make the subject thereof conformable to the law. Answer: We grant the whole
argument. To justify is to make the subject of it conformable to
the law, either in himself, by a righteousness which is called his
own, and which is inherent, infused and legal; or it is to be made
righteous in another which is called imputed righteousness, the
righteousness of faith, of the gospel, and of another, because it is
not inherent in us, but in Christ. This consists also in conformity
with the law; for faith does not make void the law, but establishes it. And such we may remark is our righteousness and justification; for we now speak of that righteousness with which we
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as sinners are justified before God in this life; and not of that by
which we shall be accounted righteous in another life, or by
which we would have been righteous had we not sinned.
4. WHAT IS OUR RIGHTEOUSNESS BEFORE GOD?
The righteousness with which we are here justified before God,
is not our conformity with the law, nor our good works, nor our
faith; but it is the satisfaction which Christ rendered to the law in
our stead; or the punishment which he endured in our behalf;
and therefore the entire humiliation of Christ, from the moment
of his conception to his glorification, including his assumption
of humanity, his subjection to the law, his poverty, reproach,
weakness, sufferings, death, etc., all of which he did willingly;
yea, whatever he did and suffered to which he was not bound, as
being righteous, and the Son of God, is all included in the satisfaction which he made for us, and in the righteousness which
God graciously imputes to us, and all believers.
This satisfaction is equivalent to the fulfilling of the law, or to the
endurance of eternal punishment for sin, to one or the other of
which the law binds all. “I determined not to know any thing
among you, save Jesus Christ, and him crucified.” “You are complete in him.” “By the obedience of one shall many be made
righteous.” “With his stripes we are healed.” “He was bruised for
our iniquities.” “This cup is the new testament in my blood,
which is shed for many for the remission of sins.” “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.” “Blessed are they whose iniquities are forgiven.”
“Being justified by his blood, we shall be saved from wrath
{328} through him.” “We were reconciled to God by the death
of his Son.” “Though he was rich, yet for your sakes he became
poor, that you through his poverty might be rich.” “He redeemed
us from the curse of the law, being made a curse for us.” “In
whom we have redemption through his blood, the forgiveness of
sins.” “The blood of Jesus Christ his Son cleanseth us from all
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sin.” (1 Cor. 2:2; Col. 2:10; Rom. 5:19: Ish.53:5, 6; Luke 22:20;
Rom. 3:24, 25; 4:7; 5:9, 10; 2 Cor. 8:9; Gal. 3:13; Eph. 1:7; 1 John
1:7)
Christ fulfilled the law by the holiness of his human nature, and
by his obedience, even unto the death of the cross. The holiness
of his human nature was necessary to his obedience; for it
became our mediator to be holy and righteous in himself, that
he might be able to perform obedience, and make satisfaction
for us. “For such an High Priest became us, who is holy,” etc.
(Heb. 7:26) This obedience now is our righteousness, and it is
upon the ground of this that God is pleased with us. The blood of
Christ is the satisfaction on account of which God receives us
into his favor, and which he imputes unto us, as it is said, the
blood of Jesus Christ his Son cleanses us from all sin, both of commission and omission. The shedding of his blood is the complement of his satisfaction, and is for this reason called our
righteousness.
The questions, How can a rational creature be righteous before
God? how can man, being a sinner, be just before God? and
whether a rational creature can merit any thing at the hands of
God? are to be distinguished from each other. We reply to the
first question, that a rational creature may be just before God by
an inherent conformity with the law, as the angels, and those
that are blessed. To the second question we reply, that man as a
sinner can be regarded as righteous only on the ground of the
imputation of Christ’s merits; and this is the question of which
we speak when treating the subject of justification. That man
cannot be declared righteous upon the ground of his works is
evident from this, that his works are unholy before his justification—that after his justification they are also imperfect, and that
if they were perfect as they will be in another life, they could
nevertheless, not satisfy for those sins which are past, and which
still stand against us. To the third question we answer that man
can merit nothing from God, for it is said, “When you shall have
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done all those things which are commanded you, say, “We are
unprofitable servants; we have done that which was our duty to
do.” (Luke 17:10) Nor is the obedience of Christ meritorious in
this respect, as though it added any thing to God, but it is called
meritorious on account of the dignity of his person, because he
who suffered was the Son of God.
5. HOW DOES THE SATISFACTION OF CHRIST
BECOME OUR RIGHTEOUSNESS,
SEEING THAT IT IS OUTSIDE OF US?
At first view it seems absurd that we should be justified by any
thing without us, or by something that belongs to another. It is
necessary, therefore, that we should explain more fully how the
satisfaction, or obedience of Christ becomes ours; for unless it
be made ours, or be applied unto us, we cannot be justified by it,
just as little as a wall can be white, if whiteness be not applied,
or fixed upon it. We remark, then, that there are two ways in
which the satisfaction of Christ is made over unto us: 1. God
himself applies it unto us, that is, he makes the righteousness of
{329} Christ over unto us, and accepts of us as righteous on
account of it, as if it were ours. 2. We apply it also unto ourselves
when we receive the righteousness of Christ through faith, that
is, we rest assured that God will grant it unto us, that he will
regard us as righteous on account of it, and that he will free us
from all guilt. There is, therefore, a double application; one in
respect to God, and another in respect to us. The former is the
imputation of Christ’s righteousness, when God accepts of that
righteousness which Christ wrought out, that it might avail in
our behalf, and accounts us as righteous in view of it, as much
so as if we had never sinned, or had at least fully satisfied for our
sins. The other side of this application which has respect to us, is
the act itself of believing, in which we are fully persuaded that it
is imputed and given unto us. Both sides of this application must
necessarily concur in our justification; for God applies the righteousness of Christ unto us upon the condition, that we also

Lord’s Day 23

591

apply the same unto ourselves by faith. For although any one
were to offer another a benefit, yet if he to whom it is offered
does not accept of it, it is not applied unto him, and so does not
become his. Hence without this last application the former is of
no account. And yet our application of the righteousness of
Christ is from God; for he first imputes it unto us, and then
works faith in us, by which we apply unto ourselves that which
is imputed; from which it appears that the application of God
precedes that which we make, (which is of faith) and is the cause
of it, although it is not without ours, as Christ says, “You have not
chosen me, but I have chosen you.” (John 15:16)
From what we have now said in regard to the application of the
righteousness of Christ it appears, first, that it is no absurdity to
say that we are justified by the righteousness of another; for the
righteousness which is applied unto us by faith, and for which
we are regarded as righteous, is not simply another’s, but is
made ours by application. The subject, indeed, in which this
righteousness is found is Christ; but we are the object to which it
has reference, inasmuch as it is imputed unto us. Secondly, the
term imputation is not so comprehensive in its signification as
application; for while the former is used in relation to God alone,
the latter is used also in respect to us. Thirdly, that God applies
the righteousness of Christ unto us in one way, and we apply it
in another. God applies it by imputation while we apply it by
faith, or by accepting of it. Fourthly, that to justify, in the sense in
which the church uses the phrase, does not mean legally, which
is to make one that is unjust, just, by infusing in him the qualities of righteousness; but evangelically, which is to regard one
that is unrighteous, as righteous, and to absolve him from guilt,
and not to punish him, all of which is done on account of the
satisfaction of another imputed unto him. It is in this sense that
the Scriptures use the phrase, which may also be said of almost
every language. In the Hebrew language it signifies to acquit one
that is guilty, or to declare him innocent. “I will not justify the
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wicked.” “he that justifieth the wicked, and he that condemneth
the just, even they both are abomination to the Lord.” (Gen. 23:7;
Prov. 17:15) So the Greek word dikaioun signifies sometimes to
regard, or to declare one righteous, and again it means to inflict
punishment, the cause being known by a proper trial, as Suidas
observes. It is in this last sense that Christ says, “By your words
you shall be justified.” (Matt. 12:37) The former signification is
used in two ways in the Scriptures. It {330} signifies either, not
to condemn, but to acquit on trial: “Who shall lay any thing to
the charge of God’s elect?” “It is God that justifies.” “He went
down justified, rather than the other.” (Rom. 8:83; Luke 18:14)
Or it signifies to recognize and declare one righteous. “Wisdom
is justified of all her children.” “That you mightest be justified
when you speaketh.” (Luke 7:35; Ps. 51:6) Both significations,
however, are reduced to the same thing. But the phrase, to justify, is never used among the Latins, and especially not by Latin
authors in the sense of making holy, or of infusing a habit of
righteousness. And it is evidently used in a different sense in the
Scriptures, as the following passages clearly prove, which cannot
be understood otherwise than of the acquittal, and free acceptance of the sinner. “Who shall lay any thing to the charge of
God’s elect?” “It is God that justifies.” “The publican went down
justified,” that is, absolved from guilt, and accepted of God
rather than the Pharisee. “And by him all that believe are justified from all things from which you could not be justified by the
law of Moses.” (Acts 13:39) To justify in this last passage manifestly means to acquit, and to receive the forgiveness of sins.
“Being justified freely by his grace.” “That he might be the justifier of him that believes.” “We conclude that a man is justified
without works.” “To him that works not, but believes on him that
justifies the ungodly, his faith is counted for righteousness.”
“Being justified by his blood.” (Rom. 3:24, 26, 28; 4:5; 5:9)

Lord’s Day 23

593

6. WHY IS THE SATISFACTION OF CHRIST MADE OURS,
OR WHEREFORE DOES GOD IMPUTE IT
UNTO US FOR RIGHTEOUSNESS?
God, out of his mere mercy and grace, imputes and applies unto
us the righteousness of Christ, as he also predestinated us from
everlasting to this grace, and freely chose us in Christ, as those to
whom he might in his own time apply this righteousness
“according to the good pleasure of his will,” as Paul says, (Eph.
1:5) not having been moved thereto by any goodness or holiness
which he foresaw would be in us. And the reason of this arises
from the fact, that there can be no goodness in us, except God
first produce it. Hence all thoughts of merit on our part must be
abandoned as inconsistent with the grace of God, and as a denial
of it; for the mercy and grace of God constitute the sole cause of
each form of the application of the righteousness of Christ. God
out of his infinite goodness applies, and makes over unto us the
merits of Christ, that we may apply the same unto ourselves.
The cause, therefore, on account of which this application is
made is in God alone, and not at all in us, for it can neither be
any thing foreseen in us, nor even the apprehension or reception of this righteousness itself. Whatever goodness there may
be in us is the effect of the application of the merits of Christ; for
“What have you that you did not receive.” “For by grace are you
saved, through faith; and that not of yourselves it is the gift of
God.” (1 Cor. 4:7; Eph. 2:8)
Christ then presents himself in various ways for our justification:
1. As the subject, and the ground of our righteousness. 2. As the
moving cause; because he obtains it. 3. As the chief, and efficient cause; because he, together with the Father, justifies and
gives us faith, by which we believe and receive it. The mercy of
God is the moving cause of our justification as far as it respects
God; the satisfaction of Christ is the {331} formal cause; while
our faith is the instrumental cause, apprehending and applying to
ourselves the righteousness of Christ. We must observe, there-
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fore, that it cannot be said that we are justified in the same sense
by the grace of God, by the merits of Christ, and by faith. The
first must be understood of the moving cause, which is in God;
the second of the formal cause, which is in Christ; and the third
of the instrumental cause, which is in us. We are justified by the
mercy or grace of God, as the chief moving cause, by which God
was led to justify and save us. We are justified by the merits of
Christ, partly as by the formal cause of our justification, inasmuch as God accepts of us in view of the obedience of Christ
applied unto us, and account us as righteous seeing that we are
covered with this, as with a garment; and partly as the moving
and meritorious cause, inasmuch as God on account of this,
acquits and frees us from the condemnation of the law. We are
justified by faith, as by an instrumental cause, by which we
apprehend the righteousness of Christ imputed unto us.
It is commonly said, that we are justified by faith correlatively,
by which it is meant that we are justified by that which faith has
respect to, which is the merit of Christ; or by that which it apprehends: for faith and the satisfaction of Christ have a mutual relation to each other; the one is that which receives, and the other
is that which is received. This form of speech is correctly used,
because when we thus speak, faith is understood to mean the
formal cause of our justification, and the sense is, that the merit
of Christ justifies us, and not faith; or that we are justified by that
which is apprehended, and not by the instrument which apprehends. But justification may also be correctly attributed to faith,
as the instrumental cause, without any such relation, for we may
correctly say that we are justified by faith, meaning by it, that we
are justified by it as a means: for the effect of an efficient cause
is ordinarily attributed to the instrument. But when it is said,
“faith is counted for righteousness,” (Rom. 4:5) and when
expressions of a similar character are used, they must necessarily be understood correlatively, in as much as faith is the instru-
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ment by which we apprehend the righteousness of Christ, or it is
the hand with which we receive the righteousness of Christ.

QUESTION 61
61. Why do you say that you are righteous by faith only?
A. Not that I am acceptable to God on account of the
worthiness of my faith; but because only the satisfaction,
righteousness and holiness of Christ is my righteousness
before God, and I can receive the same and make it my
own in no other way than by faith only.
EXPOSITION:
We are said to be justified by faith only:
1. Because we are justified by the object of faith alone, that is by
the merits of Christ only, without which we can have no righteousness whatever: for we are justified for Christ’s sake. Nothing but the merit of Christ can be our righteousness in the sight
of God, either as a whole, or a part only. We are justified only by
believing, and receiving the righteousness of another, and not by
our own works, or merit. All works are excluded from our justification, yea even faith itself in as far as it is a virtue, or work.
{332} 2. Because the act which belongs properly to faith is to
apprehend, and apply to itself the righteousness of Christ; yea,
faith is nothing else than the acceptance itself, or the apprehension of the merits of Christ.
3 . Because faith alone is the instrument which apprehends the
satisfaction of Christ. Hence it is plain, why the exclusive particle only should be added, as it is in the Catechism, and be maintained against the Papist. It is done, 1. For the purpose of
expressing what Paul affirms when he says: “We are justified
freely by his grace, without the deeds of the laws: “And what
Christ says; “only believe.” (Rom. 4:24, 28; Mark. 5:36) 2. That all
our own works, and merits, as well as those of others, may be
excluded as being the cause of our justification, that faith may
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be understood correlatively. We are justified by faith only, that is,
by the merits of Christ alone. 3. That not only all our merits, but
that even faith itself may be excluded from that which is
received by faith; so that when we say, we are justified by faith
only, the sense is, that it is not by meriting, but only by receiving;
as when it is said, This beggar is enriched only by receiving
alms, all works and merits are excluded therefrom, yea, even the
very acceptance of alms, in as far as it is viewed as a merit. It is
for this reason, that Paul always says, that we are justified by
faith, and through faith, as by an instrument; and never on
account of faith, as the Papists will have it, who indeed admit
both forms of expression, as if faith might be the application of
Christ’s righteousness, and be also at the same time a certain
work, or merit, by which we are counted worthy of being
declared righteous, which is directly opposed to the very nature
of faith. For if we were justified on account of our faith, then
faith would no longer be the acceptance of the righteousness of
another, but it would be the merit, and cause of our own righteousness; neither would it receive the satisfaction of another,
for it would no longer stand in need of it.
4. That we may understand the necessity of faith for our justification, and may know that we are justified, not by the merit of
faith, but yet just as little without faith, to receive the righteousness of Christ; because it is the province of faith to appropriate
this to itself.
5. The orthodox Fathers often use the same form of speech, by
faith only. Origen writes: “The Apostles say, that the justification
of faith only is sufficient, so that if any one only believes, he may
be justified, even though he does not perform any works.”
Ambrose says: “They are justified freely, who, without working
or rendering any thing in turn, are justified BY FAITH ONLY as
the gift of God.” Again; “How can the Jews suppose that they are
justified by the works of the law, seeing they have the justification of Abraham set before them, who was justified, not by the
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works of the law, but by faith only. The law, therefore, is not necessary, when the sinner is justified before God by faith only.” And
again. “God has decreed that he who believes in Christ, should
be saved without works, receiving the remission of sins freely by
faith only.” We are therefore justified by faith only, which means
that it is by the merits of Christ alone, apprehended by faith.
This we must firmly maintain, and believe: 1. For the glory of
God, that so the sacrifice of Christ may not be impaired. 2. For
our comfort, that we may be assured that our righteousness
does not depend upon our works, (for if this were the case we
should lose it thousands of times) but upon the sacrifice and
merit of Christ alone. {333}
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LORD’S DAY 24
QUESTION 62
62. But why cannot our good works be the whole or part of
our righteousness before God?
A. Because the righteousness which can stand before the
judgment seat of God must be perfect throughout and
wholly conformable to the divine law; whereas even our
best works in this life are all imperfect and defiled with
sin.
EXPOSITION:
Thus far we have explained, and established the true doctrine of
justification by faith. We must now refute the false doctrine of
the Papists, according to which we are justified by works; or
partly by faith, and partly by works. This is the argument which
we employ; It is necessary that that righteousness which will
stand in the judgment of God must be absolutely perfect, and
conformable to the law in every respect. But our best works in
this life are imperfect, and defiled with sin. Therefore our best
works cannot be the whole, nor even a part of our righteousness
before God. The major proposition of this syllogism is proven
from the law, which declares: “He that does these things shall
live in them.” “Cursed be he that confirms not all the words of
this law to do them.” (Lev. 18:5; Deut. 27:26) The minor proposition is too plain to need any proof: for we do many things which
we ought not to do, and leave many things undone, which we
ought to do; yea, we mix much that is evil with the good we do;
or in other words the good which we do, is done imperfectly.
The complaints and daily prayers of the saints testify to the truth
of this. “Forgive us our debts.” “Enter not into judgment with
your servant, for in,” etc. (Matt. 5:92; Ps. 143:2) Therefore works
which are imperfect cannot constitute perfect righteousness.
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1. This is the first reason why we cannot be justified by our
works, because our righteousness would be imperfect in as
much as our works are imperfect. We may add many other reasons, such as these:
2. Because if our works were even perfect, yet they are still due
from us, and so cannot acquit us, or make amends for past delinquencies. “When you shall have done all those things which are
commanded you, say we are unprofitable servants,” etc. (Luke
17:10)
3. Our good works are not of us, but of God, who works them in
us.
4. They are temporal, and bear no proportion to eternal rewards;
whereas there is a necessity that there should be some proportion between merit, and reward.
5. They are the effects of our justification, and so cannot be the
cause of it.
6. If we could be justified by our works, we should have whereof
to boast, which would be contrary to what the Scripture says;
“Not of works, lest any man, should boast.” (Eph. 2:9)
7. Conscience would be deprived of true peace, and comfort.
8. Christ would then have died in vain.
9. the way of salvation would not be the same in both testaments, if Abraham had been justified by faith only, and we by
works, whether it be by works alone, or by works joined with
faith.
10. Christ would not be a perfect Savior, because a certain part of
righteousness, and salvation would then be independent of him.
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QUESTION 63
63. Do our good works merit nothing, even though it is God’s
will to reward them in this life and in that which is to
come?
A. The reward comes not of merit, but of grace. {334}
EXPOSITION:
Objection 1: This question anticipates an objection on the part
of the Papists in favor of justification before God, on account of
our works and merits. Reward, say they, presupposes merit, so
that where the one is, there the other must be also, for they are
correlatives. Everlasting life is proposed as a reward for good
works. Therefore the merit of good works is everlasting life.
Answer: The first proposition is sometimes true of creatures,
because men may deserve something from each other; but it
does not always follow even among men, that where there is
merit, there is reward. Rewards are often given by men when
there is nothing to deserve them. But it is improperly said of God
that he bestows eternal life as the reward of our good works: for
we cannot deserve any thing at the hands of God by our works.
Or the objection may be thus stated: that to which there is a
reward attached is meritorious. There is a reward attached to
good works. Therefore, according to the order of justice they are
meritorious. Answer: That is meritorious to which a reward is
attached by obligation; but the reward of good works is according to grace. There are two things to be considered in a reward:
obligation and recompense. But here there is no obligation, and
hence the reward which follows our good works is a reward
which follows of grace. God bestows rewards upon our good
works, that he may thereby testify that they are pleasing to
him—that he may teach us, that eternal life is promised only to
those who strive and agonize, and that he will just as certainly
grant us this reward as if we had merited it. All the other argu-
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ments by which the Papists endeavor to prove that our good
works are meritorious, may properly be referred to this place.
Objection 2: We are justified by faith. Faith is a work. Therefore
we are justified by works. Answer: We deny the consequence
which is here drawn, because there is more in the conclusion
than in the premises: for this is all that follows legitimately.
Therefore we are justified by that work, which we grant, if
understood in the sense of an instrument or means, and not as
the Papists understand it: for we are justified by faith, as a
means; but not for, nor on account of it. There is also in the
above syllogism a different form of speech: for in the first proposition faith is understood correlatively, and in the second properly.
Objection 3: Our righteousness is that by which we are formally
made righteous. Faith is our righteousness. Therefore we are formally made righteous by faith. Answer: We deny the consequence which is here drawn, because the term faith, as used in
this syllogism must be understood in a different sense in the
major and minor propositions, or else it is not true: for properly
speaking it is not faith, but the object of faith, or that which faith
apprehends and applies to itself, which is the merit of Christ,
that constitutes our righteousness. Or, we may reply that there
are four terms in this syllogism; because the major speaks of
legal, and the minor of evangelical righteousness, or else the
major is not true: for evangelical righteousness is not formally in
us, as whiteness in a wall; but it is without us in Christ; and
becomes ours by the imputation and application of it through
faith.
Objection 4: We are counted righteous in view of that which is
imputed unto us for righteousness. Faith is imputed unto us for
righteousness. Therefore we are accounted righteous, not only
by faith, but also on account {335} of it. Answer: There is here
again a different kind of affirmation in the terms of this syllogism. The major is true of that which is properly and by itself
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imputed unto us for righteousness, while the minor is true of
that which is imputed unto us correlatively; because, when it is
said through faith, it means through the object of faith, which
being apprehended, is properly the formal cause of our righteousness; the efficient cause is God applying unto us the merit
of Christ, while faith is the instrumental cause. Hence the declaration, we are justified by faith, if understood legally as the
Papists understand it, is not true, but blasphemy. But if understood evangelically, having respect to the merits of Christ, it is
true: for the merit of Christ is the correlative of faith, and is
apprehended by it as an instrument.
Objection 5: Evil works condemn. Therefore good works justify.
Answer: But evil works are wholly evil, while good works are
only imperfectly good, so that these two declarations cannot be
opposed to each other in the form in which they are here
placed. And even if our works were perfectly good, yet they
could not merit eternal life, inasmuch as they are due from us. A
reward is due to evil works according to the order of justice; but
not unto good works, because we are bound to do them as the
creatures of God; but no one can bind God, on the other hand,
by any works or means to confer any benefit upon him. Evil
works, again, in their very design oppose and injure God, while
good works add nothing to his felicity.
Objection 6: He who does righteously is righteous. (1 John 3:7)
Therefore we are justified by works. Answer: He that works
righteousness is righteous in the sight of men; but in the sight of
God no one is righteous by working, but by believing, as the
Scripture says: “By the deeds of the law shall no flesh be justified
in his sight.” (Rom. 3:20) Again, John does not speak of the manner in which we become righteous, but declares who are righteous; as if he would say, He that is regenerated is also justified,
because by doing righteousness he gives evidence that he is justified. There is, therefore, in this objection a fallacy in making
that which is not the cause of our justification, the cause of it.

Lord’s Day 24

603

Objection 7: But Christ said of Mary (Luke 7:47) her sins which
were many were forgiven her, because she loved much. Therefore love is the cause of our justification. Answer: Christ here
reasons from the effect to the cause. He concludes that because
Mary loved much, and had a deep sense of her indebtedness to
God for his mercy, that she must have received the forgiveness of
many sins. That this is the meaning of Christ is evident from the
parable itself. Again, not every thing that is the cause of a consequence is also the cause of the consequent and thing itself,
which would here be the case if it were added: therefore many
sins were forgiven her, because she loved much. The particle
because does not always signify the cause of the thing consequent: for this does not follow; the sun is risen, because it is day.
Therefore the day is the cause of the rising of the sun. The contrary is rather true.

QUESTION 64.
64. But does not this doctrine make men careless and profane?
A. No, for it is impossible that those who are implanted into
Christ by true faith, should not bring forth fruits of
thankfulness. {336}
EXPOSITION:
This Question is designed to meet the slander which the Papists
bring against the doctrine of justification by faith, in which they
affirm that it is calculated to make men careless and profane.
But if such an effect as this does ever follow the preaching of
free justification by faith, it can only follow by accident; for the
natural effect of this doctrine is to produce an earnest desire of
showing our gratitude to God. And further, if this does ever come
to pass, it is not because those who are careless and profane
apply, but because they do not apply, this doctrine of grace to
themselves. To this it is objected:
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Objection 1: Even those things which are evil by accident are to
be abandoned. Therefore this doctrine which makes men worse
by accident, must be rejected. Answer: Those things which are
evil by accident must indeed be abandoned, unless there be
greater and stronger reasons why they should not be omitted,
but rather retained and taught, than that they may become evil
to men by their own fault. Such reasons now there are in the
present case; for the command and glory of God, together with
the salvation of the elect, require that this doctrine should be
taught, and by no means omitted in our instructions.
Objection 2: There is no need that we should fear that which
cannot injure us. But according to the doctrine of justification by
faith future sins cannot injure us, for Christ has satisfied for all
sins, including those that are future, as well as those that are
past. Therefore we need have no fears on account of future sins,
which is absurd. Answer: We reply to the major of this syllogism
by making the following distinction: that we need not fear that
which cannot injure us, whether we have an eye to it or not. But
future sins do not injure those who truly repent, but it is different with those who are careless and impenitent. We, therefore,
also deny the minor proposition: for God is always offended at
sin, which is the greatest offence of which any one can be guilty
Our sins likewise deprive us of conformity with God, and bring
temporal punishment, even upon the faithful, although they are
delivered from such as are eternal. The various other objections
which the Papists bring against the doctrine of justification by
faith properly belong here. We shall notice the following in addition to the one already refuted:
Objection 2: That which is not in the Scriptures is not to be
taught. But the Scriptures do not teach that we are justified by
faith only. Therefore this doctrine is not to be taught. Answer:
That doctrine which is not in the Scriptures, in plain and express
terms, nor as to the sense of it, is not to be received. But the
Scriptures do most clearly teach that we are justified by faith
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alone, as touching the sense of this doctrine; for they declare
that we are justified freely by grace, without the works of the
law, without the law, not of ourselves, not by works of righteousness which we have done, and that the blood of Jesus Christ
cleanseth us from all sin. But to be justified by faith alone is the
same thing as to be justified by the blood and merits of Christ
apprehended by faith. We would here refer the reader to the reasons which were given in our exposition of the sixty-first Question of the Catechism for retaining the exclusive particle only,
against the Papists.
Objection 3: That which is not alone, does not justify by itself.
Faith is not alone. Therefore it does not justify alone. Answer: If
this be understood as resulting from the premises, that faith
does not justify alone, {337} meaning that it does not exist
alone, then the conclusion is proper; for justifying faith is never
without its fruits or effects. But if it be understood to mean that
faith alone does not accept of the righteousness of Christ, then
there is more in the conclusion than in the premises, or else the
major is false. I alone may speak in my chamber, and yet I may
not be alone. A thing may not be alone, but joined with something else, and yet it alone may have this, or that act; as the will,
for instance, is not alone, but joined with the understanding, and
yet it alone wills; so the soul of man is not alone, but united with
the body, and yet it alone perceives; and so the edge of a razor is
not alone but joined with a handle, and yet it alone cuts. This is
what is usually, and correctly, called a fallacy of composition; for
the exclusive particle only, which in the minor is connected with
the verb is, is separated from it in the conclusion, and attached
to the word justify.
Objection 4: Faith does not justify without that which is required
in those who are justified. Good works are required in those who
are justified. Therefore, faith is not without good works, and so
does not justify alone. Answer: There is here the same fallacy to
which reference has just been made, on account of the doubtful
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construction of the particle without. Faith does not, indeed, justify without those things which are required in those who are
justified. But although it never exists alone, and is always joined
with love, by which it works, yet it alone justifies—is the act of
embracing and applying to itself the merits of Christ. The minor
also must be more fully explained; for faith and good works are
not required in the same sense in those who are justified. Faith,
with its own peculiar act, (without which it cannot be considered) is required as the necessary instrument, by which we
apply to ourselves the merits of Christ. Good works, on the other
hand, are not required that by them we may apprehend the merits of Christ, much less that we may be justified on account of
them; but that we may thereby prove our faith, which without
good works is dead, and can only be known by their presence.
Good works are required as the fruits of our faith, and as the evidences of our gratitude to God. That is not always necessary for
the accomplishment of a certain result, which is necessarily
connected with the cause of the same thing. So good works,
although they are necessarily connected with faith, are nevertheless not necessary for the apprehension of the merits of
Christ.
Objection 5: Where there are a number of things required, there
we cannot use any exclusive particles. But good works are
required in addition to faith in them that are justified. Therefore,
we cannot say by faith only. Answer: The same answer may be
returned to this objection which we have given to the one just
noticed. Many things are required, but not in the same sense.
Faith is necessary as the means by which we apprehend the
righteousness of Christ, while good works are necessary as the
evidences of our faith and gratitude.
Objection 6: Those who are justified by two things, are not justified by one only. We are justified by two things, by faith, and the
merits of Christ. Therefore we are not justified by faith only.
Answer: The same answer may again be returned to this objec-
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tion; for we are justified by faith, and the merits of Christ in a
different sense. We are justified by faith as that which apprehends the righteousness of Christ; while the merits of Christ are
the formal cause of our righteousness. {338}
Objection 7: Knowledge does not justify. Faith is knowledge.
Therefore faith does not justify. Answer: But justifying faith does
not merely include a certain knowledge, but also an assured
confidence, by which, as a means, we apply to ourselves the
merits of Christ. Knowledge and confidence also differ widely.
The former is in the understanding, the latter in the will. Confidence, therefore, does not only include a knowledge of a certain
thing, but also a will, and purpose to do, or to apply that which
we know, and to trust in it in such a manner as to find safety in
it, and to rejoice concerning it. To have confidence is to possess
what is called in German vertrauen. To believe in God in this
manner is not only to know him, but also to have confidence in
him. The devil has a knowledge of God, and of the divine promises, but has no confidence in him. His knowledge is, therefore,
no justifying faith, being only historical, of which the apostle
James speaks, when he says, “The devils believe and tremble.”
(James 2:19) Of such a faith we readily grant the argument of the
Papists, but not of a justifying faith.
Objection 8: James says, (2:24) “You see then how that by works
a man is justified, and not by faith only.” Therefore faith only
does not justify. Answer: There is here a double ambiguity. In
the first place, the apostle James does not speak of that righteousness by which we are justified before God, or on account of
which God regards us as just; but of that righteousness by which
we are justified before men by our works. That this is so, is clear
from the following considerations. In verse 18, he says, “Show
me your faith without your works.” Show me, he says, who am a
man. He, therefore, speaks of the manifestation of faith and righteousness in the sight of men. In verse 21, he says, “Was not
Abraham, our father, justified by works, when he had offered his
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son upon the altar.” This cannot be understood of justification in
the sight of God; for Abraham was accounted righteous in this
sense long before he offered his son. Paul also says, that Abraham was justified before God, not of works, but of faith. James,
therefore, in the chapter to which reference is had, means that
Abraham was justified before God by faith, because it is written,
“Abraham believed God, and it was counted unto him for righteousness;” (Rom. 4:3) but he gave evidence to men of his righteousness, by his good works, and obedience to God. This is the
first ambiguity in the word justify. The other is in the word faith;
for when this apostle denies that we are justified by faith, he
does not speak of a true, and living faith as Paul does, but of a
dead faith, which consists in mere knowledge, without confidence and works. This is evident from what he says, in verse 17:
“Even so faith if it has not works is dead, being alone;” and
attributes such a faith to the devils who certainly have no true
justifying faith. Finally, in verse 26, he compares that faith which
he says does not justify to a dead body; but such is no true, or
justifying faith. In a word, if the term justify, as used by the apostle James, is understood properly, of justification before God,
then the term faith signifies a dead faith; and if we understand
the faith here spoken of as true, or justifying faith, then the
ambiguity in it is the word justify.
Objection 9: It is not necessary to do that which is not required
for our justification. But it is necessary to perform good works.
Therefore they are required for our justification. Answer: We
deny the major, because the same thing may have many ends.
Good works, although they are not required for {339} our justification, are nevertheless necessary to show our gratitude, and
the glory of God, as it is said: “Let your light so shine before
men, that they may see your good works, and glorify your Father
which is in heaven.” (Matt. 5:16) This is one reason why good
works should be performed. Other reasons will be assigned
when we come to treat the subject of gratitude.
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Objection 10: The work of Phinehas (Ps. 106:30, 31) is said to
have been counted unto him for righteousness. Therefore we are
justified by works. Answer: This, however, is a wrong interpretation of the passage alluded to; for the sense is, that God
approved of his work; but not that he was justified on account of
it: for by the works of the law, no flesh shall be justified in the
sight of God.
Objection 11: Ten crowns are a part of a hundred crowns in the
payment of a debt. Therefore, good works are also a certain part
of our righteousness before God. Answer: The examples are not
the same; for ten crowns, in the first place, are a whole part of a
hundred crowns, and being multiplied ten times make the whole
amount of the debt. But our works are not a perfect, but an
imperfect part of the obedience due from us, and however frequently they may be multiplied, they, nevertheless, never constitute perfect obedience. Again, ten crowns may be received by
a certain creditor as a part of a debt, because there may be some
hope that the balance may be paid. God, however, cannot
receive our good works as a part of our righteousness, because
there is no hope of perfect satisfaction being made by us, while
the law condemns the slightest imperfection.
Objection 12: The righteousness which Christ accomplished is
according to the prophet Daniel (9:24) an everlasting righteousness. That righteousness which is imputed unto us is not everlasting. Therefore it is not the righteousness of Christ which is
imputed unto us. Answer: We deny the minor of this syllogism,
because the righteousness which is imputed unto us is everlasting, both by the perpetual continuation of imputation in this life,
and by the perfection of that righteousness which is begun in us,
each of which is the righteousness of the Messiah, and will be
everlasting: for God will forever delight in us on account of
Christ his Son. Imputation will, therefore, also be continued, or it
will rather be changed into our own righteousness. But some
one will perhaps reply, where there is no sin, there cannot be

610

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

any remission, or imputation. But there will be no sin in the life
to come. Therefore there will be no remission or imputation. We
grant the whole argument if it is properly understood. There will
be no remission of sin in the life to come, that is, there will be no
remission of present sin; yet there will be of past sins, because
the remission which is here granted will continue and last forever; or, what is the same thing, the sins which are here in this
life forgiven, will never be imputed unto us in the life to come:
yea, even that conformity which we shall have with God, in the
life to come, will be the effect of the righteousness here imputed
unto us.
Objection 13: The Lord is our righteousness. (Jer. 23:6) Therefore
we are justified, not by imputed righteousness, but God himself
dwelling essentially in us, is our righteousness. Answer: In this
declaration of the prophet, the effect, by a figure of speech, is
put for the cause, the abstract for the concrete. The Lord is our
righteousness, which means that He is Our justifier, as Christ is
said “to be made of God unto us wisdom, righteousness, sanctification, and redemption;” (1 Cor. 1:30) which means {340} that
he is a teacher of wisdom, a justifier, a sanctifier, and redeemer.
The righteousness with which God justifies us is not in us, nor is
it God himself dwelling in us, for he would then be an accident
to the creature. Osiander, the author of this and the preceding
objection, does not distinguish the cause from the effect, or the
righteousness which is uncreated from that which is created. As
we do not live, and are not wise by the essence of God, (for this
would in effect be to say that we are as wise as God) so we are
not righteous by his essence. There is nothing more impious,
therefore, than to say that the essential righteousness of the Creator is the righteousness of the creature, from which it would
follow that we have the righteousness of God; yea, the very
essence of God.

OF THE SACRAMENTS

OF
THE SACRAMENTS
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LORD’S DAY 25
QUESTION 65
65. Since, then, we are made partakers of Christ and all his
benefits by faith only, where does this faith come from?
A. The Holy Spirit works it in our hearts by the preaching of
the Gospel, and confirms it by the use of the Holy
Sacraments.
EXPOSITION:
This question points out the connection which holds between
the doctrine of faith and the sacraments. The Holy Spirit ordinarily produces faith (concerning which we have spoken) in us
by the ecclesiastical ministry, which consists of two parts, the
word and the sacraments. The Holy Spirit works faith in our
hearts by the preaching of the gospel; and cherishes, confirms,
and seals it by the use of the sacraments. The word is a charter
to which the sacraments are attached as signs. The charter is the
gospel itself, to which the sacraments are affixed as the seals of
the divine will. Whatever the word promises concerning our salvation through Christ, that the sacraments, as signs, and seals
annexed thereto, confirm unto us more and more for the purpose of helping our infirmity. It is proper, therefore, that we
should now speak of the sacraments, the seals of faith,
appended to the gospel.
Objection: But it is said that the Holy Spirit and the word produce faith in us, and that the sacraments strengthen it. In what,
therefore, do these three differ from each other? Answer: They
differ very much. 1. The Holy Spirit works and confirms faith in
us as the efficient cause, while the word and sacraments do this
as instrumental causes. 2. The Holy Spirit can also work faith in
us independent of the word and the sacraments, while these, on
the other hand, can effect nothing independent of the Holy

Lord’s Day 25

613

Spirit. 3. The Holy Spirit works effectually in whomsoever he
dwells, which cannot be said of the word and sacraments. {341}

QUESTION 66.
66. What are the Sacraments?
A. The Sacraments are visible holy signs and seals
appointed by God for this end, that by their use He may
the more fully declare and seal to us the promise of the
Gospel, namely, that of free grace He grants us the
forgiveness of sins and everlasting life for the sake of the
one sacrifice of Christ accomplished on the cross.
EXPOSITION:
In explaining the doctrine of the Sacraments, we shall speak first
of the sacraments in general, and afterwards of Baptism, and the
Lord’s Supper, in particular. The following questions claim our
attention in speaking of the sacraments in general:
1. What are the sacraments?
2. What are the ends thereof?
3. In what way do the sacraments differ from sacrifices?
4. What have the sacraments in common with the word, and in what do
they differ from it?
5. In what way do the sacraments of the Old and New Testament differ?
6. What are the signs, and what the things signified in the sacraments, and
in what do they differ?
7. What is the sacramental union?
8. What are sacramental forms of speech?
9. What is the proper use of the sacraments?
10. What do the ungodly receive in the use of the sacraments?
11. How many sacraments belong to the New Testament?

1. WHAT ARE THE SACRAMENTS?
In answering this question we must consider what is meant by
the term sacrament, and what by the thing signified. The word
sacramentum signified among the ancient Romans a certain sum
of money deposited, by those who were at law with each other,
in some sacred place, or in the hands of the high priest, upon
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this condition that he who gained the suit, should have his part
refunded, while the part of the one who was defeated, went to
the public treasury. This signification of the word is irrelevant.
The word also signified among the Romans the solemn oath
taken in war, which was also termed a military oath, so called
from the fact, that those who took it were consecrated, and
pledged to their commander to serve him and none else. From
this some conclude that the ceremonies to which reference is
here had are called sacraments, because as soldiers bound themselves to their commander by the military oath, (sacramentum)
so we, by the use of the sacraments, or by a solemn oath, bind
ourselves to Christ, our Captain, in the presence of God, angels
and men. This is, indeed, beautiful and significant; but it is more
probable that the word Sacrament came into use from the old
Latin translation in which wherever the word mystery occurs in
the Greek text, it is rendered in the Latin sacramentum. The word
mystery comes from the Greek muew, which means to instruct,
or to imitate one in holy things; whence also the German
Weihen. Muew is again derived from muw, which means to shut,
or close the mouth or lips; because as Eustathius says, “it
behooved those {342} who were initiated into the rites to shut
their mouth, and not utter those things which were secret.” By a
mystery we usually understand some-thing unknown, or the
sign of something unknown, or that which has a secret signification which only those who are initiated understand. By a sign we
mean something visible and material, or a divinely instituted
ceremony, which denotes something invisible and spiritual,
which the Greeks called a mystery, and the Latin theologians a
sacrament, by which was meant a sign having a secret signification which none understand except such as are instructed, and
initiated in the chief points of the Christian religion. Such signs
as these God designs should always exist in the church, that thus
he may show his good will to men, and they, on the other hand,
declare their faith and obedience to him.
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The term sacrament is, however, variously used by theological
writers. Sometimes it is taken properly for some eternal rite and
ceremony; then it is taken for the symbols themselves; then for
the thing signified by these symbols; and lastly for both the symbols, and the thing specified. So much in regard to the word sacrament. We must now proceed to the definition of the thing.
Sacraments are rites, or ceremonies instituted by God to the end,
that they may be signs of the covenant, or of God’s good will
towards us, and of the obligation of the church to repentance
and faith; and that they may be marks by which the true church
may be known and distinguished from all other religions. In the
language of the Catechism, “sacraments are holy visible signs,
and seals appointed of God for this end, that by the use thereof he
may the more fully declare and seal to us the promise of the gospel,” etc. This definition consists of three parts: the first of which
has respect to the kind of sacraments, while the other two refer
to their differences. Of the first part it is said, that they are holy
visible signs and seals, which means that they are divine, and signify holy things, such as pertain to the worship of God, and the
salvation of men. A sign, according to the definition of Augustine, is that which signifies something different from that which
is presented to the senses, thus causing something else to arise
in the thoughts, or mind; or, it may be defined as that by which
the understanding perceives something different from that
which strikes the senses. It is in this sense that words are signs
of things.
A sign and seal differ from each other, as genus and species.
Every seal is a sign, but not every sign is a seal. A seal certifies
and confirms, while a sign only shows, or declares something.
There are two kinds of signs. Some merely signify, while others
also confirms as is true of those, from which we do not only
understand what they signify, but also argue and reason concerning the thing which they declare, so that we are not left in
doubt, whether it be true or false; or in other words, we are con-
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firmed in regard to the certain exhibition and perception of the
thing signified. Both of these are included in the above definition, inasmuch as the sacraments do not only signify, but also
seal what is promised in the gospel. They are not only figurative
signs, or remembrancers and shadows, as the ancients called
them, but they are also assurances, and evidences: they are signs
which exhibit, and seal in their true use, inasmuch as they
exhibit the things promised in the gospel to those that believe,
and also seal the exhibiting or setting forth of these things. God
says of circumcision, “It shall be a token of the covenant
between me and you.” (Gen. 17:11) And Paul says, “He {343}
received the sign of circumcision, a seal of the righteousness of
the faith which he had.” (Rom. 4:11) Sacraments, therefore,
accomplish the same thing which pledges do; for they both signify that something is promised us, and at the same time confirm us in regard to the same thing. It is for this reason that the
term seal is added in the definition.
These signs and seals are called holy, because they have been
given unto us of God, and that for a holy purpose: for things are
holy in two respects, either as they are done by God in respect to
us, or by us in respect to him. They are called visible signs, (and
such they ought to be) because the things which they signify are
invisible. If they are to support, and strengthen our faith, there is
a necessity that they should be perceived by the outward sense,
so that the inward sense may be moved thereby; for that is no
sign to any one which he cannot see. To make a sign invisible
would imply a contradiction, and would make that a sign, which
is none. The things which are signified are invisible, but not the
signs; otherwise signs could not be said to signify things, much
less to confirm them, because in that case that which is uncertain would be confirmed by that which is equally uncertain.
Hence it is, that the Fathers define a sacrament, to be a visible
sign of an invisible grace.
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As it respects the things in which the sacraments differ from
other holy things, the definition which the Catechism gives,
specifies these two particulars: 1. They are appointed, or instituted of God. 2. They are instituted for this end, that by the use
thereof, God may the more fully declare and seal to us the promise of the gospel. The first difference is general, which the sacraments have in common with other signs given by God, whether
they be universal, as the rainbow, or particular, as Gideon’s
fleece, first wet with the dew, and then dry; and as the touching
of the tongue of Isaiah with a burning coal. The second difference is particular, arising from the chief end of the sacraments
which properly distinguishes them from all other holy signs.
That these signs were instituted by God alone is clear beyond
doubt: for as he alone reveals his own will, instructs us in it, and
gives us the promise of grace, so he alone confirms this promise
unto us through the sacraments. Hence none but God has the
right, and authority to institute sacraments; for to do this implies
these two things: the giving a certain rite and ceremony to the
church, and adding to it the promise of grace, by which God
declares that he will grant the thing signified to those who properly use the sign. But these things belong to God alone. For as
the act of receiving into favor, and of the forgiveness of sins
belongs to God, so it is also in relation to the promise of grace.
And as God alone institutes public worship, so he alone is able to
confirm unto us, through the ministry of the word, and the sacraments, the promise of grace, which has reference to the reception of all those benefits which are necessary to salvation, and
which the ceremonies of the sacraments signify, and confirm.
The promise of the gospel is called the promise of grace; because
it is chiefly in the gospel that God declares it unto us. The Catechism, in the definition which it gives of the sacraments, refers
to this promise that this difference may be the better understood; because God has promised to men other things also, and
confirmed them with signs. For the sacraments are signs, not of
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any promise whatever, but of the promise of grace, which has
{344} respect, not to one particular individual, as the touching
of the lips of the prophet, but to the whole church.
This promise given in the gospel is, furthermore, declared more
fully through the sacraments. This is done by the analogy which
holds between the signs, and the things which they signify,
which analogy it is necessary for us to understand if we would
have a proper idea of the sacraments, just as a true similitude
cannot be understood, unless the points of resemblance be also
perceived.
But God does not only declare to us the promise of the gospel
through the sacraments; he also seals it unto us: 1. Because he is
equally true when he speaks to us, whether it be through the
word, or through certain signs. He, therefore, also makes us
acquainted with his will, both by his word, and sacraments; but
yet more especially by the latter. 2. Because the sacraments are
seals, and pledges added to the promise, that they may testify to
those who observe them in faith, that they shall be made the
partaker of those good things which are promised.
2. WHAT ARE THE ENDS OF THE SACRAMENTS?
1. The principal end of the sacraments is embodied in the definition which we have given, in which it is said, that they are signs
of the covenant, and of God’s good will towards us. God testifies
through them that he confers the things promised in the right
use of the sacraments. Or it may be said that God teaches us
concerning his will through the sacraments, exhorts us to
embrace the benefits which Christ has purchased in our behalf,
and by the same sacraments seals to us these benefits of Christ.
That the sacraments seal these blessings to us, may be inferred
from the fact that they are signs to which a promise is annexed.
It is for this reason, that the Holy Spirit effectually influences
our hearts by these signs and pledges of the divine favor, no less
than by the word.
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2. Another end of the sacraments is the profession, and
acknowledgement of our gratitude and duty to God, or to bind
us to maintain our faith, and a good conscience. In the use of the
sacraments we bind ourselves to God, that we will be his people,
as he is our God; that we will believe in him, receive the benefits
which he offers unto us, and exercise true repentance.
3. The sacraments serve as marks by which the true church is
distinguished from all the various sects. God designs that his
church should be visible in the world, and known by these holy
signs, as soldiers are known by their military badges, and sheep
by the marks which the shepherd places upon them. The Jews
he commanded to be circumcised, while strangers were
excluded from the church, and were prohibited from eating the
Passover. Christ now commands Christians to be baptized, and
to observe the Lord’s supper, that his kingdom may thus be distinguished from the synagogue of Satan, which distinction he
will have made for his own glory, and for our comfort and salvation. For as he will not himself be joined with idols, so he will
not suffer his people to be associated with the kingdom of the
devil.
4. The sacraments contribute to the preservation and propagation of the doctrine of the gospel, in as much as God always
accompanies the use of the sacraments with the word and its
application. “It shall be when your {345} son asketh you in time
to come, saying, What is this? that you shall say unto him, By
strength of hand the Lord brought us out from Egypt, from the
house of bondage,” etc. (Ex. 13:14)
5. The sacraments are bonds of mutual love. Those who have
entered into a league with Christ, the Head of the church, ought
not to be at variance with each other. “For by one Spirit are we
all baptized into one body.” The sacraments are in like manner
cords that bind together the public assemblies which come
together in the church. “When you come together to eat, tarry
one for another.” “For we being many are one bread. and one
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body, for we are all partakers of that one bread.” “Endeavoring to
keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace. There is one
Body and one Spirit, even as you are called in one hope of your
calling; one Lord, one faith, one baptism,” etc. (1 Cor. 12:13;
11:83; 10:17; Eph. 4:3, 4:5) We cannot, however, establish this
communion among ourselves, nor preserve it when once established, nor profitably show the Lord’s death, as long as we contend with each other with bitter feelings in regard to the
institution of the sacraments; for they are pledges of that communion which Christians have with Christ in the first place, and
then with each other.
3. IN WHAT WAY DO THE SACRAMENTS
DIFFER FROM SACRIFICES?
The distinction which exists between the sacraments and sacrifices should be observed in order that we may know what to do
when we observe the sacraments, so as not to make sacrifices
out of them, as the Papists do, who present their own works, and
imagine that they please God, and deserve the remission of sins
in view of what they have done. The difference in question consists chiefly in two things.
1. In the nature of the things spoken of. Sacraments are nothing
more than ceremonies testifying to us the will of God, while sacrifices may be ceremonies, and moral works also; as our sacrifices of thanksgiving, praise, gratitude, alms, etc., are moral
works, by which we render unto God, without any ceremony,
the obedience and honor due him.
2. They differ in their end. In the sacraments, God offers to us his
benefits; sacrifices, on the other hand, are evidences of our obedience to God. This difference will be manifest by giving a definition of both. A sacrament is that wherein God gives us certain
signs with the things which they signify; or it is that wherein
God declares that he offers, and bestows his benefits upon us;
while a sacrifice is that in which we render unto God the obedi-
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ence and worship which he requires at our hands; or it is a work
which we perform in faith, and with this specific object, that
God may have the honor, and obedience which belong to him.
They differ, therefore, in the same way in which giving and
receiving differ. God gives sacraments unto us, and receives sacrifices from us. Yet it may be proper to remark, that the same rite
may be both a sacrament and a sacrifice in different respects. It
may be a sacrament as it is given of God, and a sacrifice as it is
used by the godly, who in this way manifest their obedience and
gratitude to God. Hence sacraments and sacrifices are often the
same, but always in a different respect. In relation to us, all the
sacraments are also sacrifices of thanksgiving, but not such as
are propitiatory, for there is only one propitiatory sacrifice
which is the one Christ offered for us upon the cross. {346} In
view of what has now been said we may easily return an answer
to the following objection:
Objection: the Passover, and other ceremonies of the Old Testament, were sacrifices and sacraments. Therefore sacraments do
not differ from sacrifices. Answer: There is more in the conclusion than in the premises. All that follows legitimately, is that the
same thing may be both a sacrament, and a sacrifice, which we
admit. So Baptism and the Lord’s Supper are sacraments and
sacrifices in a different respect. They are sacraments, and that
chiefly, because they are the work of God, who gives us something in them, and declares to us that which is given. For just as
God speaks to us through his ministers, as with his own mouth,
so he also gives the sacraments unto us by the hands of his ministers, and we again receive them from their hands, as from the
hands of God. And he does not merely give us the outward sign,
but he gives us much more. Yea, even reaches unto as, as it were,
with his hand the things signified by the sacraments in their
proper use, if we only observe them with reverence and faith.
But Baptism and the Lord’s Supper are sacrifices only in as far as
they relate to what we perform to God, or in as far as we receive
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these symbols, as it were from the hand of God, and so declare
our obedience to him.
4. WHAT HAVE THE SACRAMENTS IN COMMON WITH THE
WORD, AND IN WHAT DO THEY DIFFER FROM IT?
This question will be answered in the exposition of the sixtyseventh Question of the Catechism, to which we refer the reader.
5. IN WHAT WAY DO THE SACRAMENTS OF THE OLD AND
NEW TESTAMENTS AGREE, AND DIFFER?
They agree in having God for their author, and in the things
which are signified; for the sacraments, both of the Old and New
Testaments, signify, promise and offer the same blessings, viz.:
the forgiveness of sins, and the gift of the Holy Spirit through
Christ alone, as the following passages of Scripture prove: “Jesus
Christ, the same yesterday, today, and forever.” “Our fathers were
all baptized unto Moses in the cloud; and 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.” “In whom you are circumcised with the circumcision made without hands,” by which it is declared that we
receive the same blessings in baptism which the saints of old did
in circumcision. “Christ, our Passover, is sacrificed for us.” (Heb.
13:8; 1 Cor. 10:2, 3, 4; Col. 2:11; 1 Cor. 5:7) Augustine says,
“The sacraments of the Old and New Testaments differ in
their signs, but agree in the thing signified. The fathers all ate
the same spiritual meat. The earthly meat, however, which
they ate was different from that which we eat; they ate
manna, we do not; but the spiritual meat which they did eat,
is the same as that which we eat.”
Without Christ, who is the thing signified in the sacraments, of
both testaments, no one ever has been saved, or can be saved. It
follows, therefore, that the fathers, who lived under the Old Testament, had the same communion with Christ which we also
have, and that this was signified no less to them, by the word
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and sacraments, than it is now to us {347} under the New Covenant. Hence it is not only idolatry to seek in the sacraments
another communion with Christ, than that which is in his word;
but the same thing may also be said to be true, when we seek
another communion in the sacraments of the New Testament,
from that which was in the sacraments of the Old.
The sacraments of the Old and New Testaments differ:
1. In rites and ceremonies. There were rites in connection with
the sacraments of the Old Testament, which do not belong to
those of the New. When Christ came there was a change made in
the outward rites to indicate the commencement of the new dispensation.
2. They differ in number. Formerly there were many and painful
rites; now they are less, in number, and more simple.
3. They differ in their signification. The Old signified Christ who
was to come; the New show his death as having already taken
place.
4. They differ in duration. The Old were to continue merely to
the coming of the Messiah; the New will continue to the end of
the world.
5. The sacraments of the Old Testament were binding merely
upon the Jews; for those who were converted from other nations
were not required to be circumcised; the sacraments of the New
Testament are binding upon the whole church, of whatever
nation they may belong. “Baptize all nations.” “Drink you all of
it.” (Matt. 28:19; 26:27)
6. They differ in clearness. Those of the Old Testament were
more obscure inasmuch as they shadowed forth things that
were to come: those of the New are better understood, because
they declare things which have already come to pass, and which
have been fulfilled in Christ.
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6. WHAT ARE THE SIGNS, AND WHAT THE THINGS
SIGNIFIED IN THE SACRAMENTS,
AND IN WHAT DO THEY DIFFER?
In every sacrament there are two things; the sign and the thing
signified. The sign includes the element which is used, together
with the whole external transaction. The thing signified is Christ,
with all his benefits; or, it is the communion, and participation
of Christ, and his benefits.
The signs differ, therefore, from the things signified:
1. In substance. The signs are material, visible and earthly; the
things signified are spiritual, invisible and heavenly.
Objection: But the body and blood of Christ consist of that
which is material and earthly. Answer: The things signified are
here called spiritual, not as it respects their substance; but as it
respects the manner in which they are received, because they
are received through the working of the Holy Spirit, by faith
alone, and not by any of the members of our body. The term
spiritual sometimes signifies in the Scriptures an immaterial
nature or Spirit; at other times it signifies an effect, or gift of the
Holy Spirit; and then again it signifies an object of the Spirit, or
of spiritual influences, which is received by the influence of the
Holy Spirit, or which is given to those in whom the Holy Spirit
dwells, as it is said, “They did all eat the same spiritual meat.”
And it is in this sense that the body and blood of Christ are
called in the sacraments spiritual things.
2. They differ in the mode in which they are received. The signs
are received visibly with the hand, mouth and members of the
body, and, therefore, by unbelievers also. The things signified
are received only by faith, and the Spirit, and, therefore, by none
but believers.
3. They differ in their end or use. The things are given for the
purpose of obtaining {348} eternal life; because they are eternal
life itself, or a part of it, or they at least lead to its attainment.
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The signs are received for the purpose of sealing and confirming
our faith in the things which are promised.
4. The things signified are absolutely necessary for all. that will
be saved; the signs are not absolutely necessary for all, but for
such only as are capable of using them; for it is not the want, but
the contempt of the sacraments which condemns.
5. Lastly, the signs are different in different sacraments; but the
things are always the same in all the sacraments.
7. WHAT IS THE UNION BETWEEN THE SIGNS AND THE
THINGS SIGNIFIED, WHICH WE CALL SACRAMENTAL?
Union, in general, is the joining together of two or more things,
so that in some way or other they become one. The hypostatical
union consists in joining together the divine and human natures
of Christ, so as to constitute but one person. The union which
holds between the sign and the thing signified in the sacraments
is called a sacramental union; and it is of this that we must now
speak. The Papists imagine that the signs which are used in the
celebration of the Lord’s Supper, are changed into the things signified. But a change is no union. It is necessary, also, that a sacramental union should correspond with all sacraments, or else it
will not be sacramental, but will have reference merely to baptism, and the eucharist, and so be no longer general in its nature.
Others suppose that there is a corporal conjunction, or union
between the sign and the thing signified, as if they were one
mass, and as if both existed at the same time in the same place.
But such a co-existence as this, and concealment of the one in
the other is no sacramental union, for the reason that it does not
agree with sacraments generally. A sacramental union, therefore,
is not corporal, nor does it consist in the presence of the sign
and the thing signified in the same place; much less in transubstantiation, or consubstantiation; but it is relative, and consists
in these two things:

626

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

1. In a likeness or correspondence between the signs and the
things signified thereby, concerning which Augustine says: “if
the sacraments had not a certain resemblance or relation to the
things of which they are sacraments, they would not be sacraments.”
2. In the joint-exhibition and reception of the signs and things
signified in their proper use, which cannot be done without
faith, as we shall hereafter show. None but those who have faith
receive from the minister the signs, and from Christ the things
signified; and when they thus receive both in their proper use,
we have what is called the sacramental union.
This is proven, first, from the nature of a sacrament. The word
sacrament is relative. The rites and ceremonies which God has
instituted constitute the foundation or ground-work. The term
includes Christ, and communion with him in all his benefits.
The relation, is the order or connection which exists between
the rites and the things which they signify. The correlatives are
the signs and the things signified. From this, it is evident that the
sacramental union is nothing else, than time relation which the
sign has to that which is signified, from which we obtain this
infallible rule: While this relation continues, the sign and the thing
signified remain united; but when it once ceases, they are no
longer united; by which we are to understand, that as long as the
order established by God between the sign and the thing signified remains, so long are the things exhibited {349} and sealed
with the signs; but when this divine appointment ceases, the
signs do not exhibit or seal anything unto us.
The second proof which we advance in support of the sacramental union as just explained, is that which arises out of the analogy and correspondence of sacraments. It must be a union in
harmony with all sacraments. Let us, therefore, inquire, what
was the union between Christ and the sacraments of old, and we
shall then see what is the nature of the union which holds in the
sacraments of the New Testament; for there must be a corre-
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spondence in this respect, or else the sacraments of old were no
sacraments, or the union was not sacramental, not being such as
corresponds with all sacraments. The union now which
belonged to the sacraments of old could only be a respective or
relative union. Hence, such must now also be the nature of that
union which is sacramental.
8. WHAT ARE THE FORMS OF SPEECH WHICH THE
SCRIPTURES AND THE CHURCH USE IN RELATION
TO THE SACRAMENTS?
The forms of speech used in regard to the sacraments are in part
proper, and in part figurative. They are proper when the sacraments are called tokens, signs, seals, pledges, and when such
other expressions are used as those which seal and confirm
unto us the certainty of those things which God has promised.
Thus “circumcision is a seal of the righteousness of faith.” “And
you shall circumcise the flesh of your foreskin, and it shall be a
token of the covenant between me and you.” (Rom. 4:11; Gen.
17:11) So the bread is a sign of the body of Christ. The form of
speech is also proper when the promise is expressly joined to
the signs as when it is said that those who receive the signs shall
also receive the things signified thereby, as “He that believes and
is baptized shall be saved.” (Mark 16:15)
The form of speech is figurative or sacramental:
1. When the names of the things signified are attributed to the
signs, as when it is said, “Our Passover is sacrificed;” “That rock
was Christ;” “The bread is the body of Christ.” (1 Cor. 5:7; 10:5,
etc.)
2. When the names of the signs are attributed to the things signified, as when it is said “Christ is our Passover.”
3. When the properties which belong to the things are attributed
to the signs, as “The bread which we break is it not the communion of the body of Christ?” (1 Cor. 10:16) So baptism is said to
wash away sins, to save and regenerate.

628

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

4. When the properties which belong to the signs are attributed
to the things themselves, as, “This is my body which is broken
for you.” So we are said to be washed with the blood of Christ, to
be baptized with the Holy Spirit, to be nourished by the body
and blood of Christ, etc. All these forms of speech signify the
same thing, which is that the signs represent, and seal the
things; and that both time signs and the things are received at
the same time by the faithful in the proper use of the sacraments.
Briefly, a sacramental form of speech is that in which the name,
or property of the sign is attributed to the thing signified; or in
which the name or property of the thing signified is attributed to
the sign, and the sense which it conveys is, not that the one is
changed into the other, but that the sign represents, and seals
that which is signified.
The reason on account of which this form of speech is
employed arises {350} from the analogy which there is
between the sign, and the thing signified, of which Augustine
speaks in the following language:
“If the sacraments had not a certain correspondence with the
things of which they are sacraments they would not be sacraments. And it is mostly on account of this correspondence
that they receive the names of the things themselves. As,
therefore, the sacrament of the body of Christ, is after a certain manner the body of Christ, and as the sacrament of time
blood of Christ, is his blood, so the sacrament of faith, is
faith.” Again, “The things which signify usually receive the
name of that which is signified. Hence it is said, “That Rock
was Christ.” The apostle does not say, that rock signified
Christ; but he speaks of it as if it were that which it was not in
reality, but only in signification.”
9. WHAT IS THE LAWFUL USE OF THE SACRAMENTS?
The sacraments are used lawfully, when the faithful, or such as
are converted observe the rites which God has instituted, as

Lord’s Day 25

629

signs of grace, and pledges of his will to them. It may be said to
consist in these three things:
1. In observing in their purity the rites which God has instituted.
Those things which Anti-Christ has added must be removed, and
those which have been thrown aside must be restored. This
institution of Christ must be retained in its purity.
2. When those observe these rites, for whom God instituted
them. None but Christians, who by profession of faith, and
repentance are members of the church ought to observe the sacraments. “If you believe with all your heart you may be baptized.” “And were baptized confessing their sins.” (Acts 8:37;
Matt. 3:6)
3. When the sacraments are observed with the design for which
they were instituted.
If any of these conditions are lacking, or if any of the rites are
changed, and another design substituted without divine authority; or if the signs be received without faith, it is manifest that
the sign and the thing signified do not continue united according to divine appointment. Of those who receive the sacraments
it is said: “Circumcision verily profits, if you keep the law,” etc.
(Rom. 2:25)
When abuses are connected with the observance of the sacraments the Apostle says: “This is not to eat the Lord’s supper.” (1
Cor. 11:20) And so when the sacraments are observed with an
improper design, no benefit is received; for, says the prophet
Hosea 5:6. “They shall go with their flocks, and with their herds
to seek the Lord, but they shall not find him.” God did not institute sacrifices that justification and salvation might be obtained
thereby. Nor is any one allowed to change the ordinances of God
to any other end, than that to which he himself has appointed
them. To do this is to disobey God, and to forfeit his promise.
The sacraments, therefore, without their appointed and lawful
use are no sacraments, being nothing more than vain ceremonies, and empty forms. Their proper use consists in true faith
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and repentance. Hence the sacraments are no sacraments to
those who are destitute of these conditions, so that those persons are beside themselves who, affirm that unbelievers and
infidels receive in connection with the signs the things which
are signified thereby. {351}
10. WHAT DO THE GODLY RECEIVE IN
THE USE OF THE SACRAMENTS?
In discussing the subject of the sacraments we must especially
consider what, to whom, and how God offers and communicates
in them. As it respects time wicked, although God also offers
them his benefits in the sacraments, yet they receive nothing
more than the naked signs, and these to their own judgment,
and condemnation, in as much as they are destitute of faith.
This is proven:
1. Because the benefits of Christ are received only in the proper
use of the sacraments. But the wicked do not use them properly,
for they receive them unworthily, having no faith, or repentance.
Hence the apostle Paul says: “Whosoever shall eat this bread,
and drink this cup of the Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the
body and blood of the Lord.” (1 Cor. 11:27) The ungodly now eat
and drink unworthily, because they profane the sacraments.
2. To whom there is nothing promised in the word, to him the
sacraments seal nothing. But the word promises nothing to the
wicked; for all the promises of the gospel are made upon the
condition of repentance, and faith. The sacraments, therefore,
neither seal, nor confer any thing upon the ungodly. As a charter
promises certain things to certain persons, and as the sign which
is appended thereto promises the same things to the same individuals, and to none else; so God also bestows his benefits in the
same manner, and to the same persons to whom he promises
them. But God has promised nothing to the ungodly as long as
they continue in their unbelief.
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3. We receive spiritual things by faith. But the ungodly have no
faith. Therefore they do not receive any spiritual things.
4. To be ungodly and yet receive the thing signified in the sacraments implies a contradiction.
11. HOW MANY SACRAMENTS BELONG TO
THE NEW TESTAMENT?
This question is answered in the 68th Question of the Catechism, to which the reader is referred.

QUESTION 67
67. Are both the Word and the sacraments designed to direct
our faith to the sacrifice of Christ on the cross as the
only ground of our salvation?
A. Yes, truly, for the Holy Spirit teaches in the Gospel, and
assures us by the holy sacraments, that our whole
salvation stands in the one sacrifice of Christ made for us
on the cross.
EXPOSITION:
The sacraments have certain things in common with the word,
and certain things, again which are different from the word.
They agree in the following particulars:
1. Both have God for their author.
2. God administers, and dispenses both by the ministers of the
church. He speaks unto us in his word by his ministers, and by
them dispenses the signs which are used in time administration
of the sacraments. The things, however, which the signs signify,
the Son of God bestows upon us immediately; for he said:
“Receive you the Holy Spirit.” “The bread that I {352} will give
is my flesh.” John the Baptist says of him: “I indeed baptize you
with water; but he shall baptize you with the Holy Spirit, and
with fire.” (John 20:22; 6:51; Matt. 3:11)
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3. Both are means through which the Holy Spirit kindles and
strengthens faith in us: and so both also confirm and strengthen
faith.
4. They have this especially in common, that both exhibit the
same things to us. God declares his will in both; he offers the
same blessings, the same grace, and the same Christ in both; nor
does he exhibit, or confirm any thing by the sacraments, different from what he promises in his word. Whoever, therefore,
seeks any thing in the sacraments, which God has not promised
in his word, idolizes the sacraments.
The sacraments differ from the word:
1. According to their nature. Words signify and express certain
things according to the appointment of men, who use them
arbitrarily. The sacraments signify certain things according to
the analogy which exists between the signs and the things
which are signified. We also read, and hear words, while we
receive signs by feeling, seeing and tasting. Again, words only
signify certain things: signs and symbols also confirm.
2. They differ in their objects. The word with its various commands and promises is preached to all men without any distinction, to the unregenerate as well as to those who are regenerated
and members of the church. It is preached to the former that
they may be regenerated, and exercise faith in Christ, or be rendered perfectly inexcusable; and to the latter that their faith may
be more, and more confirmed. The sacraments, on the other
hand, are dispensed only to those who are members of the
church, who profess repentance and faith, and are designed to
preserve and strengthen their faith. Again, the word is preached
to all, and every one at the same time; the sacraments are
administered to one at a time. One is baptized after another: and
the Lord’s supper is given to one after another.
3. The word is that through which the Holy Spirit commences
and confirms faith in us, and for this reason, should go before
the sacraments. The sacraments are means through which the
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Holy Spirit confirms faith already called into exercise, and for
this reason ought to follow the word. The reason of this difference is that the sacraments do not exert any influence unless
they be understood. There is no desire for that which is
unknown. There must, therefore, necessarily be some explanation of the sacraments out of the word before they are observed.
The case is different, however, in regard to the infants of the
church: for in them the Holy Spirit neither begins, nor confirms
faith by means of the word; but by an inward working; and that
because they are also included in the covenant and promise of
God, being born in the Church.
4. The word is preached only to adults: some of the sacraments
include infants also, among their subjects, as circumcision, and
baptism.
5. The word is sufficient and necessary for the salvation of
adults; for “faith cometh by hearing, and hearing by the word of
God.” (Rom. 10:17) The sacraments, however, are not positively
and absolutely necessary for all, neither are they in themselves
sufficient for salvation independent of the word. Seals without a
charter, or without being affixed to something are of no consequence; and that familiar saying of Augustine is true beyond
doubt: “it is not the want, but the contempt of the sacraments that
condemns.” {353}
6. The word may be without the sacraments, as it respects both
its public and private exposition, and it may be effectual also
independent of the sacraments, as in the case of Cornelius: the
sacraments, on the other hand, cannot be without the word, nor
can they have any efficacy independent of it.
7. The word is that which is confirmed by the signs which are
used: the sacraments are the things by which the word is confirmed.
Lastly, Augustine expresses that in which the word and sacraments agree and differ most briefly, when he defines “a sacrament a visible word;” for when he defines a sacrament a word, he
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expresses that in which they agree, which is, that they both
teach the same thing. And by adding the word visible, he
expresses the difference, which consists in rites, and ceremonies. In a word, the signs declare unto us the will of God by
administration; while the word declares it through the medium
of speech. Faith is called into exercise, and confirmed by the
word; the sacraments do nothing more than confirm faith. The
word is also effectual apart from the sacraments; while time sacraments effect nothing independent of the word. Adults cannot
be saved without knowledge; they may, however, be regenerated
and saved without the sacraments, if they do not despise them.
The word extends to all; the sacraments only to such as believe.

QUESTION 68
68. How many sacraments has Christ instituted in the New
Testament?
A. Two: Holy Baptism and the Holy Supper.
EXPOSITION:
There are only two sacraments in the New Testament which are
of perpetual, and universal use in the Church, according to the
testimony of Ambrose and Augustine. The one is baptism which
has taken the place of circumcision, and the various forms of
purification prescribed by the law. The other is the Lord’s supper,
which was adumbrated by the Paschal Lamb and the various
sacrifices of the law. These are the only sacraments of the New
Testament; because they are the only ones instituted by Christ,
and which he requires us to observe, adding thereto the promise
of grace. This argument is conclusive: the definition of a sacrament agrees with only two rites established in the New Testament. Therefore we have only two sacraments.
The Papist add to these two sacraments five others; confirmation, penance, ordination, extreme unction, and matrimony. But
these are not properly called sacraments. Confirmation and unc-
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tion are indeed ceremonies, but they were not instituted by
Christ for the whole church, nor have they the promise of grace
annexed to them. Confirmation, or the laying on of hands in the
primitive church was a sign of the miraculous giving of the Holy
Spirit, which soon passed away; or of a calling to the office of
teaching. The thing signified by extreme unction, with other
miraculous gifts has also ceased in the church. Penance, or private absolution is nothing more than the preaching of the gospel, which ought not to be confounded with the signs and
appendages of the promise of grace. Order, or the ordination of
{354} ministers does indeed declare the presence of God in the
ministry; but God may work effectually by the ministry, even
though the men who hold the office do not please him. Matrimony is no ceremony, but a moral work. The Papists enumerate
this among the sacraments, because it is called a mystery, and
because the old translation renders the Greek musthrion, sacramentum. But Paul ought rather to be heard than the authority
which is here adduced. No one is ignorant that mystery (musthrion) among the Greeks is of as broad a signification as
arcanum among the Latins. Hence, to make their argument good,
the Papists must admit that every mystery is a sacrament—marriage will then be the seventh sacrament; the will of God the
eighth; (Eph. 1:9) the calling of the Gentiles the ninth; (Eph. 3:8)
godliness the tenth; (1 Tim. 3:16) and so perhaps many others
might be enumerated: for in all these references the Latin translation renders the word mystery a sacrament. But Paul in Eph.
5:32, uses the word mystery to designate the union between
Christ and the church, and not that between husband and wife.
THESES CONCERNING THE SACRAMENTS IN GENERAL
1. God has always joined to the promise of grace and eternal life,
certain signs and rites, which the church calls sacraments. Circumcision was given to Abraham. By Moses, the sacrifices and
rites of the church were greatly increased. These continued to
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the coming of Christ, who instituted baptism and the holy supper.
2. Sacraments are, therefore, the signs of the everlasting covenant between God and the faithful; that is, they are rites which
God has instituted, and which he commands to be observed in
the church, being added to the promise of grace, in order that he
may thus, as it were by visible and certain signs, declare and testify that he communicates Christ and all his benefits to those
who use these symbols by a true faith, according to the promise
of the gospel, and that he may also in this way confirm their
faith in the divine promise: while the faithful, on the other hand,
by partaking of these signs publicly profess their faith and gratitude to God, and bind themselves to his promise, preserve and
spread abroad the knowledge of Christ’s benefits, be distinguished from sects, and excite and provoke one another to love
under one head, even Christ.
3. Rites not commanded by God, or which have not been instituted for this end, that they may be signs of the promise of
grace, are not signs of the church; for a sign can confirm nothing
except by the consent and promise of him from whom the thing
promised and signified is expected. Hence, no creature can institute signs of the divine will.
4. There are two things to be considered in all sacraments: the
signs which are visible, earthly and corporal; these are the rites
and ceremonies—the things which are visible and corporal
which God exhibits to us by the minister, and which we received
corporally; that is, by the members and senses of our body. Then
we have the things signified, which are invisible, heavenly and
spiritual, which include Christ himself and all his benefits,
which are communicated unto us of God by faith spiritually; that
is, by the virtue and power of the Holy Spirit.
5. The change of the signs is not physical, or natural, but merely
relative; it has no respect to their nature or substance which
remains the same, but only to their use. {355}
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6. The union between the signs and the things signified is in like
manner not natural or local; but relative, by the appointment of
God, by which things invisible and spiritual are represented by
those that are visible and corporal, as by visible words, and are
exhibited and received in connection with time signs in their
lawful use.
7. The names and properties of the things signified are attributed to the signs; and, on time other hand, the names of the
signs are attributed to the things signified, on account of their
analogy, or on account of time signification of the things
through the signs, and on account of time joint exhibition and
reception of the things with the signs in their lawful use.
8. The lawful use of the sacraments consists in this, that time
faithful observe those rites which God has prescribed to those
ends for which the sacraments were instituted of God. The institution consists of rites, persons and ends, which being violated,
it is abused.
9. The things signified, are always received in connection with
the signs in the lawful use of the sacraments. The signs are,
therefore, not by any means empty or insignificant, notwithstanding the things are received in one way, and the signs in
another.
10. Without that use of the sacraments which God has
appointed, neither the ceremonies have the nature of a sacrament, nor are the benefits of God signified by them, received
with the signs.
11. The godly receive the signs to salvation; the ungodly to
condemnation. It is, however, only the things signified, which
the godly can receive to salvation.
12. Yet in the elect, after they are converted, the fruit of the sacrament unworthily received is at length obtained. And in them,
also, the unworthiness which concurs on account of their faults
and infirmities, even if they are sometimes chastened of God for
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the same, is so pardoned unto them, that this unworthiness does
not endanger their salvation.
13. Some sacraments are to be received but once; others frequently. Some are to be given to adults only; others to infants
also, even as they were instituted by God, either in once making
the covenant with all the elect, and those who were to be
received into the church, as circumcision and baptism, or, after
many falls and conflicts, for the renewing of his covenant, for
cherishing and promoting the unity of the church; as the ark,
the Passover, and other sacrifices; and also the Lord’s Supper.
14. Those things which are included in the definition, belong in
common to the sacraments of the old and new covenant, with
these differences: that the old exhibited Christ, who was to
come, with his benefits; while the new exhibit him as already
come. The rites of the old were different and more in number, as
circumcision, sacrifices, oblations, the Passover, the sabbath and
worshipping at the ark. Christians have only two sacraments,
Baptism and the Lord’s Supper. The old were more obscure; the
new are clearer, and more apparent. The old belonged properly
to the posterity of Abraham and their servants; the new are
binding upon the whole church, gathered from the Jews and
Gentiles.
15. The sacraments and the preaching of the gospel agree in
this, that they are the work of God, which he exercises towards
the church by Ins ministers, who teach, promise and offer unto
us the same communion of Christ and all his benefits. They also
agree in this, that they are the external means by which the Holy
Spirit influences the heart to believe, {356} and so by means of
faith makes us partakers of Christ and his benefits. Yet, notwithstanding all this, the Holy Spirit is not here limited or restricted
in his operations; nor do the sacraments profit, but rather injure
those who do not apply to themselves by faith what the word
and sacraments signify.
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16. The sacraments differ from the word in this, that they signify
by actions and gestures what the word does by language. Faith is
begun and confirmed by the word; by the sacraments it is only
confirmed, as in the supper. The word teaches and confirms
without the sacraments, but the sacraments not without the
word. Adults are not saved without a knowledge of the word; but
men may be regenerated and saved without the use of the sacraments, if this omission be not accompanied with any contempt.
The word is preached to unbelievers and wicked men; the
church should admit none to the sacraments, but such as God
will have us to regard as members of his kingdom.
17. The sacraments have this in common with sacrifices, that
they are works which God has commanded to be performed in
faith. They differ in this, that God signifies and declares to us by
a sacrament the benefits which he confers upon us; while we
offer and show our obedience to God by a sacrifice.
18. The same ceremony may, therefore, be considered as a sacrament and sacrifice, as when God in giving us visible symbols
declares his benefits to us, while we in receiving them testify our
duty to him. Yet this declaration of our faith and gratitude,
depends upon the declaration of God’s benefits to us, as arising
out of the chief and proper end and use of the sacraments, and
is by this excited in the minds of the faithful.
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LORD’S DAY 26
OF BAPTISM
QUESTION 69
69. How is it signified and sealed unto you in Holy Baptism
that you have part in the one sacrifice of Christ on the
cross?
A. Thus: that Christ has appointed this outward washing
with water, and joined to it this promise, that I am
washed with His blood and Spirit from the pollution of
my soul, that is, from all my sins, as certainly as I am
washed outwardly with water, whereby commonly the
filthiness of the body is taken away.
EXPOSITION:
Concerning baptism we must enquire particularly:
1. What it is.
2. What its design is
3. What the words of the institution of baptism signify.
4. In what the lawful use of baptism consists.
5. The forms of speech which are used in regard to it.
6. The proper subjects of baptism.
7. What baptism has taken the place of.

{357}
The first two propositions belong properly to the 69th and 70th
Questions of the Catechism and will be considered in the exposition of these questions; the third and fourth belong to the 71st;
the fifth to 71st and 72nd; the sixth to the 73rd; the seventh and
eighth will be explained when we come to treat the subject of
circumcision which immediately follows.
8. In what baptism and circumcision agree and differ.

1. WHAT BAPTISM IS
The word baptism comes from the Greek baptizw, which is
derived from baptw, which means to plunge, to dip, to wash, or
to sprinkle. In the eastern church they were ordinarily
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immersed. Those, however, who lived in the colder regions of
the north were commonly sprinkled with water. But this is a
matter of no importance, as washing may be performed either
by dipping or sprinkling. Baptism now is a washing.
The Catechism defines baptism to be an external washing with
water instituted by Christ, to which this promise is added, that
when we are baptized, we are as certainly washed by his blood and
Spirit from all the pollution of our souls, that is from all our sins,
as we are washed externally with water, by which the filthiness of
the body is commonly washed away.
It may also be thus defined: baptism is a sacred rite instituted by
Christ in the New Testament, by which we are washed with
water in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy
Spirit, to signify that God receives us into his favor, on account of
the blood which his Son shed for us, and that we are regenerated
by his Spirit; and that we, on the other hand, bind ourselves to
exercise faith in God, and to perform new obedience to him. Or,
it is a sacrament of the New Testament instituted by Christ,
which seals unto the faithful, who are baptized in the name of
the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, the remission of all their sins,
the gift of the Holy Spirit, and the engrafting of them into the
body and church of Christ; while they, on the other hand, profess that they receive these blessings, and that they ought, and
will henceforth live unto him. Or more briefly It is a washing
with water appointed by the Son of God, during which these
words are repeated: I baptize you in the name of the Father, and of
the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, to declare that he who is thus
washed, whether by dipping or sprinkling; is reconciled to God
by faith, and is sanctified by the holy Spirit unto eternal life. We
are said to be received into divine favor on account of the blood
of Christ shied for us in his death upon the cross, which is the
same as to say that we are reconciled on account of the entire
humiliation of Christ applied unto us by faith. The words of the
institution of baptism confirm this definition: “Go and teach all
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nations baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Spirit;” (Matt. 28:19) that is, testifying by
the sign of baptism, that they are received into favor by the
Father on account of the Son, and are sanctified by his Spirit.
“John did baptize in the wilderness, and preach the baptism of
repentance for the remission of sins.” “He that believes and is
baptized shall he saved.” (Mark 1:4; 16:16)
Baptism, therefore, includes these three things: 1. The sign,
which is water, and the ceremony which is connected with it. 2.
The things which are signified thereby, which include the sprinkling of the blood of Christ, the mortification of the old man,
and the quickening of the new man. 3. The command and promise of Christ, from which the sign obtains its authority and
power to confirm. {358} Objection 1: Baptism is called an
external washing with water. Therefore it is nothing more than a
mere sign. Answer: This objection separates things which ought
not to be disjoined; for when we say that baptism is an external
sign, we connect with it the thing signified. Hence we do not add
the exclusive particle only. Baptism without the promise would,
indeed, be a mere naked sign; and to unbelievers, who do not
receive the promise with faith, it is only an external washing
with water, as in the case of Simon Magus; but the promise and
the thing signified are joined with the sign in the proper use of
the sacraments.
Objection 2: There were baptisms, or washings under the Old
Testament. Therefore baptism is not a sacrament peculiar to the
New Testament. Answer: There is a great difference between the
various washings prescribed by the law, and baptism as we have
it. 1. Those washings were not signs of initiation into the church
as baptism is. 2. Those washings were instituted for the purpose
of removing ceremonial uncleanness, as if any one had polluted
himself by touching a dead body, or any unclean thing, his ceremonial uncleanness had to be removed by a ceremonial washing: baptism, on the other hand, has been instituted for the
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purpose of washing away moral uncleanness, or sin. It is for this
reason that the Scriptures declare baptism to be the washing
away of sin. 3. Those washings signified a cleansing by and for
the sake of Christ who was to come: baptism seals the same by
and for the sake of Christ already come in the flesh. 4. Those
washings were binding upon the Jews alone; baptism is binding
upon all nations, or the whole church. Lastly, those washings
were abolished by Christ, because ceremonial impurities,
together with the ceremonial law itself, ceased when Christ
came into the world: baptism, on the other hand, will continue
to the end of time; for it is said, “Baptize all nations; and lo, I am
with you always, even unto the end of the world.” Those, therefore, who urge this objection are deceived by the ambiguity of
the word washings, which has nothing in common with baptism,
properly so called, except the name.
2. WHAT ARE THE ENDS OF BAPTISM?
The chief end of baptism is, the confirmation of our faith, or a
solemn declaration by which Christ testifies that he washes us
with his blood and Spirit, and confers upon us remission of sins,
and the Holy Spirit, who regenerates and sanctifies us unto eternal life. Or it is a sealing of the promise of grace, that is, of our
justification and regeneration, and a declaration of the will of
God, to this effect, that he here grants these gifts to those who
are baptized, and that he will forever grant them. For he himself
baptizes us by the hand of the minister, and declares to us this
his will.
That baptism is a declaration and confirmation of the will of
God concerning our salvation which he promises to effect, and
grant is evident: 1. From the formula of baptism, according to
which we are baptized in the name of the Father, Son and Holy
Spirit. By this act we are given over to God the Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit, and declared to be his property. 2. From the promise
annexed to the rite of baptism: “He that believes and is baptized
shall be saved.” (Mark 16:16) God declares, therefore, by this rite
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that he will save those that believe and are baptized. 3. From
other passages of Scripture in which baptism is spoken of as a
saving {359} ordinance. “Arise and be baptized, and wash away
your sins, calling on the name of the Lord.” “Know you not, that
so many of us as were baptized into Jesus Christ, were baptized
into his death. Therefore we are buried with him in baptism,”
etc. “In whom also you are circumcised with the circumcision
made without hands in putting off the body of the sins of the
flesh, by the circumcision of Christ,” etc. “According to his
mercy he saved us, by the washing of regeneration and renewing
of the Holy Spirit.” (Acts 2:16; Rom. 6:3; Col. 2:11; Titus 3:5)
From this it is evident why baptism is not repeated; because it is
the sign of our reception into the favor and covenant of God,
which remains forever sure and valid in the case of those who
repent. He, therefore, that has lost a sense of God’s favor by falling into sin, does not need another application of baptism, but
repentance for his sins. The same thing is also evident from the
fact, that regeneration does not take place more than once in the
same individual. We are born but once, and renewed but once:
for he who is once truly engrafted into Christ, is never wholly
cast away: for ‘‘him that comes to me,” said Christ, “I will in no
wise cast out.” (John 6:37) hence it is sufficient that baptism
which is the washing of regeneration, should be received but
once, especially since regeneration and salvation do not absolutely depend upon baptism; otherwise it would be necessary
for us to be rebaptized as often as we might sin. To these reasons
we may yet add, that baptism has taken the place of circumcision, which was never performed more than once upon the
same individual.
From what has been said it is also evident that the baptism of
John was the same in substance with Christian baptism. John
preached the baptism of repentance for the remission of sins,
that those who heard him might believe on Jesus Christ, who
was to come after him. This now is the character of the baptism
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which we have, with this difference, that we are baptized in the
name of Christ as already come, and not about to come. Hence
the baptism of John, and of the apostles, and that which we
administer is the same as to substance, differing only as to the
circumstance of signification. John baptized in the name of
Christ who was to suffer and rise again: the apostles baptized,
and we are now baptized in the name of Christ, who has already
suffered and risen again: otherwise our baptism would not be
the same as the baptism of Christ, who was baptized of John.
Objection: John said, “I baptize with water.” Therefore it was a
baptism of water only. Answer: John uses this language for the
purpose of distinguishing his own ministry from the efficacy of
Christ in baptism: for if this were not so it would follow that
Christ was baptized merely with water; and that we are baptized
in the same manner, or else we have not the same baptism
which Christ had.
2. Another end of baptism is the declaration of our duty to God,
and the binding of ourselves and the Church to gratitude, or to
faith and repentance. To faith, that we may acknowledge for the
true God, no one but this God, who is the Father of our Lord
Jesus Christ; and the Son, and the Holy Spirit, and that we may
worship him alone, and receive with faith the benefits which he
offers. To repentance, that being continually admonished by this
rite, that we are washed by the blood of Christ, and renewed by
his Spirit, we may walk in newness of life, and thus show our
thankfulness to God for his benefits, according to what is said:
“John preached the baptism of repentance.” “Such were some of
you; but you are washed, ” {360} etc. “How shall we who are
dead to sin live any longer therein. Know you not that so many
of us as were baptized into Jesus Christ, were baptized into his
death.” Therefore we are buried with him by baptism into death,
that like us Christ was raised up from the dead, by the glory of
the Father, even so we also should walk in newness of life. (Mark
1:4: 1. Cor. 6:11; Rom. 6:2-4) To be baptized into Christ’s death, is
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to be made the partakers of all the benefits of his death, just as if
we ourselves had died; and also to die unto sin, or to mortify the
lust of the flesh by virtue of his death, and with him, be raised to
a new life: for God promises, and binds us to this mortification
of the old man in our baptism.
3. Baptism was appointed to be the sign of our entrance and
reception into the church; because God will have all those who
are members of his church to be admitted in this way, so that
those who are not baptized, when they enjoy sufficient opportunities, are excluded from the church.
It is proper to make mention here of those passages of Scripture
which affirm that all those who became Christians, as the Ethiopian Eunuch, Cornelius the centurion, the Philippian Jailor,
Lydia, Paul, etc., were immediately after their conversion, baptized. It is for this reason also that the Lord’s Supper is given only
to such as are baptized: for they alone have been received into
the church. The words of the institution of baptism are also here
in place: “Go, and teach all nations, baptizing them,” etc. The
word which is here translated teach, means, according to its
proper signification, make disciples, so that it may more properly
be translated, go and make disciples, baptizing them, etc. It is
thus rendered by John, in the fourth chapter and first verse of
his gospel: “The Pharisees had heard, that Jesus made, and baptized more disciples,” etc. The same thing is also established by
the substitution of baptism in the place of circumcision, which
was the sacrament of reception into the Jewish Church.
4. Baptism serves as a mark by which the true church may be
discerned from all the various Sects which exist in the world.
This end naturally grows out of the former; for those who are
received into the church by a public sacrament, are by this, as by
a badge, distinguished from the rest of mankind. “Go, and teach
all nations, baptizing them,” etc., as if he would say: “Gather me
a church by my word, and those whom you shall make my disciples, who believe with their whole hearts, baptize all of them,
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and them alone, and separate them for me from the rest of mankind.”
5. Baptism was instituted to signify our taking of the cross, and
to afford comfort concerning the preservation and deliverance
of the church from all her afflictions. Those who are baptized
are plunged, as it were, in affliction; but with the full assurance
of deliverance. It is for this reason that Christ speaks of afflictions under the name of baptism, saying, “Are you able to be
baptized with the baptism that I am baptized with?” (Matt. 20:22)
The ceremony connected with baptism intimates deliverance
from our varied afflictions. We are immersed, but not drowned,
or suffocated. It is in respect to this end that baptism is compared to the flood; for as in the flood, Noah and his family who
were shut up in the ark were saved, yet not without much anxiety and peril, while the rest of mankind who were without the
ark perished; so, those who are in the church, and who cleave to
Christ, will most certainly be delivered at the proper time,
although they may be pressed with afflictions and dangers from
every side; while those who are out of the church will be overwhelmed {361} with the deluge of sin and destruction. We may
here appropriately refer to the passage of Paul, where he compares the passage of the Israelites through the Red Sea to baptism: “All were baptized unto Moses in the cloud and in the sea.”
(1 Cor. 10:2)
6. Another end to be effected by baptism is to declare the unity
of the church, and to establish that article of the Creed: I believe
in the holy catholic Church, the communion of the saints. “For by
one Spirit are we all baptized into one body.” “There is one Lord,
one faith, one baptism.” (1 Cor. 12:13; Eph. 4:5) This end may be
embraced under the fourth; because baptism in separating and
distinguishing the members of the church from the rest of mankind, connects and unites them with the church, and with one
another.
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7. Baptism contributes to the preservation and spread of the
doctrine which promises free salvation for the sake of Christ’s
death. It furnishes a suitable occasion for those who are baptized to learn who is the author, and what the signification and
use of this sacrament.

QUESTION 70
70. What is it to be washed with the blood and Spirit of
Christ?
A. It is to have the forgiveness of sins from God, through
grace, for the sake of Christ’s blood, which He shed for us
in His sacrifice on the cross; and also, to be renewed by
the Holy Spirit, and sanctified to be members of Christ,
that so we may more and more die unto sin, and lead
holy and unblameable lives.
EXPOSITION:
There is in baptism a double washing: an external washing with
water, and an internal washing with the blood and Spirit of
Christ. The internal is signified and sealed by that which is
external, and is always joined with it in the proper use of baptism. This internal washing is again two-fold, being a washing
with the blood and Spirit of Christ. Both are specified in the
answer of the Catechism, and may take place at the same time.
To be washed with the blood of Christ, is to receive the pardon of
sin, or to be justified on account of his shed-blood. To he washed
with the Spirit of Christ, is to be regenerated by the Holy Spirit,
which consists in a change of evil inclinations into those which
are good, which the Holy Spirit works in the will and heart, so as
to produce in us hatred to sin, and a desire to live according to
the will of God.
That this double washing from sin is signified by the sacrament
of baptism, is evident from these declarations of Scripture: “John
preached the baptism of repentance for the remission of sins.”
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“But you are washed, but you are sanctified, but you are justified
in the name of the Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit of our God.” The
same timing is also taught when the Scriptures declare that we
through baptism “are dead, and buried with Christ,” “that we
have put off the body of the sins of the flesh,” “that we have put
on Christ,” etc. Baptism is, therefore, the sign of both these
forms of washing, or benefits of Christ, which include the forgiveness of sin, and the renewing of our nature; and that not
only because it has {362} some resemblance to both, but also
because these two benefits are inseparably connected, so that
neither one can be without the other. If Christ do not wash us we
have no part in him, and he who has not the Spirit of Christ is
none of his. These benefits, however, differ from each other. Justification, which is by the blood of Christ, is complete and perfect in this life by imputation, for “there is no condemnation to
them which are in Christ Jesus.” (Rom. 8:1) Regeneration, on the
other hand, which is effected by the Spirit of Christ, and which
consists in a change of our evil nature to that which is good, is
not perfected, but only begun in this life; yet in such a manner
that this beginning does really take place in all the godly, and is
experienced by them as long as they are in this life, because they
truly and heartily desire to obey God in all things, and are greatly
grieved on account of their defects, and remaining corruption.
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QUESTION 71
71. Where has Christ promised that we are as certainly
washed with His blood and Spirit as with the water of
Baptism?
A. In the institution of Baptism, which runs thus: Go ye,
therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. He that
believes and is baptized shall be saved; but he that believes
not shall be damned. This promise is also repeated where
the Scripture calls Baptism the washing of regeneration
and the washing away of sins.
EXPOSITION:
The words employed by Christ in the institution of baptism,
which are recorded by Matthew and Mark, embody the proof of
the definition, and principal ends of baptism which we have
already explained, “Go you, and teach all nations, baptizing
them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy
Spirit.” “he that believes and is baptized, shall be saved; but he
that believes not shall be damned.” (Matt. 28:19; Mark 16:16)
These words require a short explanation.
Go, and teach all nations: as if he would say, do not confine your
instructions to the posterity of Abraham, or to particular
nations; but go and teach the whole world. Christ here removes
the wall which had hitherto separated the Jews from all other
nations, and makes a distinction between the sacraments of the
Old and the New Testament. The Old were instituted for the Jews
only, but Christ here declares that baptism was not for the Jews
only, but for all nations.
Baptizing them: that is, all those who come unto me through
your teaching, and are made my disciples. The children, also, of
such as come unto Christ, and are his disciples, are included
amongst the number of those who are proper subjects of baptism; for these are also disciples of Christ, being born in the
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church, which to infants is the same as a profession of faith. The
order which Christ here lays down must be observed. He commands that they should first be taught, and afterwards baptized,
because he speaks of adults who might be converted to Christianity, and declares that the sacraments should not be alone,
but joined with the word. The word ought to precede, and the
sacraments follow in the case of adults. {368} In the name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit: the words in the
name of, signify, 1. That baptism was instituted by the command
and authority of the three persons of the Godhead in common,
and that they command that those who will be members of the
church should be thus baptized. When the minister baptizes, his
act is just as valid as if God the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit performed it. From this it follows in like manner, that these three
persons are the three divine, and consubstantial subsistents of
the Godhead, and that they constitute the one true God in whom
we are baptized. 2. They signify that these three persons confirm
unto us by their own declaration, that they receive us into their
favor, and will truly grant us all the benefits which are signified
by baptism, if we believe. And this, we may here observe, is the
principal end of baptism. 3. To be baptized in the name of the
Father, Son and Holy Spirit, is to bind the person baptized to the
knowledge, faith, worship, trust and honor of this true God, who
is the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, which is the second end of
baptism, which Paul thus expresses: “Were you baptized in the
name of Paul;” (1 Cor. 1:13) as if he would say, You ought to bind
yourselves to him, in whose name you were baptized.
He that believes: the condition of faith is joined to the promise;
for those who are baptized do not receive that which is promised and sealed by baptism unless they have faith, so that without faith the promise is not ratified, and baptism is of no profit.
In these words we have expressed in a concise manner the
proper use of baptism, in which the sacraments are always rati-
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fied to those who receive them in faith; while the sacraments are
no sacraments, and profit nothing in their improper use.
The proper use of baptism consists in these things: 1. In observing those ceremonies and rites which are of divine appointment;
all others are to be rejected. Hence it is evident that the various
corruptions which the Papists have connected with the administration of this sacrament, such as the use of oil, spittle, exorcism,
tapers, salt, and such like are to be thrown away as idle inventions. And as to the argument which the Papists employ in justifying these things; that they belong to the order, and significance
of baptism; we may reply that the Holy Spirit knew full well
what was necessary for the order and propriety of baptism; and
as he has not instituted them, they do not properly belong to it.
And as to their signification it is sufficient to reply that it does
not belong to men to institute signs to express the will of God;
which may be said in regard to all other corruptions of a similar
nature.
2. The right use of baptism consists in administering it to those
for whom it was instituted, that is for those who are converted
and members of the church, and when they receive it in true
faith, according as it is said: “If you believe with all your heart
you may be baptized.” (Acts 8:37)
3. Baptism is properly used when it is observed with the design
for which it was instituted, and not for the healing of cattle and
abuses of a similar character.
4. When it is administered by the ministers of the church to
whom Christ has limited it, and whom he has sent to teach and
baptize, and not by women and others whom God has not sent.
And is baptized: Christ designs to confirm us by this sign. Hence
he adds, and is baptized, that we may know by this external
washing with {364} water, as well as by our faith, that we are of
the number of those who shall be saved.
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Shall be saved, that is, he that is baptized may know that he
enjoys the benefits which are signified by this sacrament, which
consist in justification, and regeneration if he believe. For the
promise is not ratified without faith, neither is baptism of any
profit when thus received. The promise of salvation is added
both to faith and baptism, but in a different respect. It is added
to faith, as the necessary means by which we receive salvation;
and to baptism, as the sign which seals that which faith receives.
He that believes not, shall be damned; that is, even though he may
have been baptized. The use of baptism does not save without
faith. Not to be baptized does not condemn, if there be no contempt of this sacrament; for not the want, but the contempt of
the sacraments condemns. But there can never be any contempt
of the sacraments where there is faith. And hence it is that Christ
does not retain both members of the first proposition in that
which stands in opposition to the promise; he merely says: “He
that believes not, shall be damned.” Christ makes this distinction, because there is not the same necessity for faith and baptism to salvation. Faith is absolutely necessary to salvation, so
that no one can be saved without it: for “without faith it is
impossible to please God.” (Heb. 11:16) But the sacraments are
necessary when they may be observed according to divine
appointment. Contempt of the sacraments under such circumstances, is inconsistent with faith. This is the reason why Christ
promises salvation to those that believe and are baptized, keeping in view the distinction which is here made. Yet he does not
deny salvation to those who are deprived of this sacrament.
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LORD’S DAY 27
QUESTION 72
72. Is then the outward washing with water itself the washing away of sins?
A. No; for only the blood of Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit
cleanse us from all sin.
EXPOSITION:
The same division which we made when speaking of the sacraments in general, is also true of baptism, that there are some
forms of speech which are proper, and others which are
improper. These forms of speech are called sacramental. It is a
proper form of speech when those who receive the sign are said
to receive the thing signified, as “he that believes and is baptized, shall be saved.” The same is true when the sign is said to
signify the thing, as when it is said, “baptism is the sign of the
washing away of sin.” “He gave unto them circumcision to be a
sign of the covenant.” improper or figurative forms of speech are
when the sign is said to be the thing itself, as “Baptism is the
washing of regeneration;” and when the sacrament is said to
confer the thing, or things pertaining to that which is {365} signified, as when baptism is said to save us. All these forms of
speech may be said to have this one signification: baptism is a
certain sign of the remission of sin, and of everlasting life to
them that believe: for the figurative speeches which are used in
reference to the sacraments are to be interpreted in the same
manner as the figurative speeches in reference to sacrifices. Sacrifices are often called expiations for sin, and yet the apostle
Paul affirms that the blood of bulls, and of goats, cannot take
away sin. So when it is said, “Baptism saves us,” is “the washing
of regeneration,” and “the washing away of sin;” it is the same
thing as to say, Baptism is the sign of all these things.
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QUESTION 73
73. Why, then, does the Holy Spirit call Baptism the washing
of regeneration, and the washing away of sins?
A. God speaks thus not without great cause: namely, not
only to teach us thereby that like as the filthiness of the
body is taken away by water, so our sins also are taken
away by the blood and Spirit of Christ; but much more,
that by this divine pledge and token He may assure us,
that we are as really washed from our sins spiritually, as
our bodies are washed with water.
EXPOSITION:
There are three reasons which may be assigned why the Scriptures thus speak, interchanging the names of the signs, and the
things signified. The first is on account of the analogy which
there is between the sign, and the thing signified. The thing signified is according to its own nature, such as the sign is according to its nature, the opposite of which is also true: for as water
which is the sign, washes away the filthiness of the body, so the
blood and Spirit of Christ, which are the things signified, wash
away the pollution of the soul: and as the minister applies the
sign outwardly, so God by virtue of his Spirit applies inwardly
the thing signified to all those who receive the sign with true
faith. Secondly, the Holy Spirit thus speaks for the confirmation
of our faith through the use of the signs: for the signs used in the
sacraments testify the will of God to us on account of the promise annexed thereto: “He that believes, and is baptized, shall be
saved.” But why does the Holy Spirit thus speak for the confirmation of our faith? Because in the proper use of the sacraments
the exhibition and reception of the signs, and things signified,
are inseparably connected. And hence the Holy Spirit interchanges the terms, attributing what belongs to the thing signified to the sign, and what belongs to the sign to the thing, to
teach us what he gives, and to assure us that he does really give
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it. The third reason, therefore, why such language is employed is
because the exhibition of the things signified, is inseparably
connected with the signs used in the sacraments.

QUESTION 74
74. Are infants also to be baptized?
A. Yes. For since they, as well as their parents, belong to the
covenant and people of God, and both redemption from
sin and the Holy Spirit, who works faith, are through the
blood of Christ promised to them no less than to their
parents: they are also by Baptism, as a sign of the
covenant, to be engrafted into the Christian Church, and
distinguished from the children of unbelievers, as was
done in the Old Testament by Circumcision, in place of
which in the New Testament Baptism is appointed. {366}
EXPOSITION:
For a proper understanding of this question we shall consider,
first, Who ought to receive, and Who ought to desire baptism.
Those who are not yet disciples of Christ, not being of the number of those who are called, and not believing the doctrine of the
gospel, nor obeying the ministry, are not to receive baptism. Nor
ought those who feel that they are not the disciples of Christ to
desire baptism. And the reason why they ought neither to
receive, nor desire baptism, is, because Christ says, first, teach or
make all nations my disciples, and then baptize them. Hence all,
and only those are to be baptized according to the command of
Christ, who are, and ought to be regarded as members of the visible church, whether they be adults professing repentance and
faith, or infants born in the church; for all the children of those
that believe are included in the covenant, and church of God,
unless they exclude themselves. They are, therefore, also disciples of Christ, because they are born in the church, or school of
Christ; and hence the Holy Spirit teaches them in a manner
adapted to their capacity and age.
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From what we have now said, we may easily determine whether
infants are to be baptized. If they are disciples of Christ, and
included in the church, (which we may fully establish by the
covenant itself, and many other passages of Scripture) they are
fit subjects for baptism. The Catechism adduces four reasons
why infants, as well as adults, are to be baptized.
First, all that belong to the covenant and church of God are to be
baptized. But the children of Christians, as well as adults, belong
to the covenant and church of God. Therefore they are to be baptized as well as adults. The major proposition is proven from the
command of Christ, which requires the whole church to be baptized. “Go, and teach all nations, baptizing them,” etc. And Paul
says: “By one Spirit are we all baptized into one body.” (1 Cor.
12:13) The minor proposition is clear from the covenant itself in
which God declares, “I will be a God unto you and your seed
after you: “and from what Christ says: “Suffer little children to
come unto me; for of such is the kingdom of heaven.” (Gen.
17:7; Matt. 19:14)
Secondly, those are not to be excluded from baptism, to whom
the benefit of the remission of sins, and of regeneration belongs.
But this benefit belongs to the infants of the church; for redemption from sin, by the blood of Christ and the Holy Spirit, the
author of faith, is promised to them no less than to the adult.
Therefore they ought to be baptized. The major of this syllogism
is proven by the words of Peter: “Repent, and be baptized every
one of you in the name of Jesus Christ; for the promise is unto
you and your children.” “Can any man forbid water, that these
should not be baptized, which have received the Holy Spirit as
well as we.” (Acts 2:38, 35; 10:47) The same thing is established
by this argument: those unto whom the things signified belong,
unto them the sign also belongs, unless there be some condition
in the way of using it which would forbid it, or unless there be
some circumstance connected with the institution which {367}
would not admit of the observance of the rite, as females for-
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merly were debarred from circumcision on account of their sex,
and as infants at this day are excluded from the Lord’s Supper
because of their incapacity of shewing the Lord’s death, and
proving themselves. The minor is manifest from the language of
the covenant: “I will be a God unto you, and your seed after you:
“and from the following passages of Scripture: “Suffer little children to come unto me, for of such is the kingdom of heaven.”
‘‘The promise is unto you, and your children.” “You are the children of the prophets, and of the covenant, which God made with
our fathers.” ‘‘Your children are holy.” “For if the root be holy, so
are the branches.” (Matt. 19:14; Acts 2:39, 3:25; 1 Cor. 7:14;
Rom. 11:16) So John the Baptist was sanctified from his mother’s
womb. He who will now diligently examine these testimonies
from the word of God, will see that it is not only lawful, but that
baptism ought to be administered to infants also; for they are
holy; the promise is unto them; the kingdom of heaven is theirs;
and God, who is certainly not the God of the wicked, declares
that he will also be their God. Neither is there any condition in
infants which would forbid the use of baptism. Who then can
forbid water, or exclude them from baptism, seeing that they are
partakers with the whole church of the same blessings?
3. A sacrament, which God has instituted to be a solemn rite of
initiation into the church, and which is designed to distinguish
the church from all the various sects, ought to be extended to all,
of whatever age they may be, to whom the covenant and reception into the church rightfully belong. Baptism now is such a
sacrament. Therefore it ought to be administered to all ages, and
as a necessary consequence to infants also; for to whom the
final cause belongs, to him the effect is properly and necessarily
attributed.
Fourthly, under the Old Testament infants were circumcised as
well as adults. Baptism occupies the place of circumcision in the
New Testament, and has the same use that circumcision had in
the Old Testament. Therefore infants are to be baptized as well
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as adults. The first proposition needs no proof. The second is
proven by what the apostle Paul says: “ You are circumcised with
the circumcision made without hands, in putting off the body of
the sins of the flesh, by the circumcision of Christ: buried with
him in baptism, wherein you are also risen with him.” (Col. 2:11,
12) Baptism, therefore, is our circumcision, or the sacrament by
which the same things are confirmed unto us, and to as many
under the New Testament as under the Old by circumcision.
The Anabaptists, therefore, in denying baptism to the children of
the church, do not only deprive them of their rights, but they
also prevent the grace of God from being seen in its richness,
since God wills that the offspring of the faithful should be
included amongst the members of the church, even from the
womb: yea they manifestly detract from the grace of the New
Covenant, and narrow down that of the old, inasmuch as they
refuse to extend baptism to infants, to whom circumcision was
formerly extended; they weaken the comfort of the church, and
of faithful parents; they set aside the solemn obligation by
which God will have the offspring of his people consecrated to
him from their very infancy, distinguished, and separated from
the world; they weaken in parents and children the sense of
gratitude, and the desire which they should have to perform
their {368} obligations to God; they boldly contradict the apostles who declare that Water should not be forbidden those to
whom the Holy Spirit is given; they wickedly keep back from
Christ infants whom he has commanded to be brought to him;
and lastly, they narrow down the universal command of Christ
which requires that all should be baptized. From all these things
it is clear that the denial of infant baptism is no trifling error, but
a grievous heresy, in direct opposition to the word of God, and
the comfort of the church. Wherefore this and similar follies of
the sect of the Anabaptists should be carefully avoided, since
they have, without doubt, been hatched by the devil, and are
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detestable heresies which they have fabricated from various
errors and blasphemies.
Objection 1: No doctrine is to be received which the Scriptures
do not teach expressly, nor by example. But the Scriptures do
not teach the doctrine of infant baptism by any command or
example. Therefore, it is not to be received by the church.
Answer: We deny the minor proposition: for we have the
express command, “Baptize all nations,” which includes the
children of the church. There are, also, instances recorded in the
Scriptures where whole families were baptized by the Apostles,
without any intimation that the infant members of these families were excluded. “Lydia was baptized and her household.”
The Philippian jailor “was baptized and all his.” “I baptized also
the household of Stephanus.” (Acts 16:15, 33; 1 Cor. 1:16) To this
answer the following objections are brought forward: Objection
1: But Christ does not expressly command that infants should be
baptized. Answer: Neither does he expressly say that adults,
men, women, citizens, husbandmen, fullers, and other artisans,
such as the Anabaptists for the most part are, should be baptized. He commands that all who are included in the covenant
and church of God should be baptized, of whatever age, sex, or
rank they may be. Nor is there any necessity that there should be
an express reference to every age and rank in general laws and
commands; because what is thus enjoined, is binding upon a
whole class, and so includes all the separate parts which are
comprehended in it. The Anabaptists themselves do not exclude
women from the Lord’s Supper, and yet they have no express
command, nor example for this practice in the Scriptures. We
have a general command in relation to baptism: for it is said,
“Go, and teach all nations, baptizing them,” etc. This command
requires that all who are disciples should be baptized. But
infants are disciples, because they are born in the church, and
are taught after their manner. Peter, likewise, commands the
same thing when he says, “The promise is unto you and your
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children; therefore be baptized every one of you in the name of
Jesus Christ.” “Can any man forbid water that these should not
be baptized, which have received the Holy Spirit as well as we.”
(Acts 2:39; 10:47) Paul teaches the same thing when he says that
we are circumcised in Christ, and buried with him by baptism.
Therefore, our baptism has taken the place of circumcision,
which substitution is equal to an express command.
Objection: 2: Those who are to be baptized must be first taught,
for it is said, “teach all nations, baptizing them,” etc. But infants
cannot be taught. Therefore, they are not fit subjects for baptism. Answer. The major proposition is true of adults, who are
capable of being taught, from which class of persons the first
members of the church were gathered. These Christ {369} command first to be taught, and then to be baptized, so as to be distinguished from the world. But it is false if applied to infants
who are born in the church, or who become connected with it
when their parents believe and make a profession of their faith;
because, Christ does not speak of infants, but of adults, who are
capable of being taught, and who ought not to be received into
the church unless they are first taught. Infants are included in
the covenant, because God says, “I will be a God unto you and
your seed,” even before they were capable of being instructed.
Therefore, they are also to be baptized.
Objection 3: But, in the examples recorded in the Scriptures
where it is said whole families were baptized, the whole, by a figure of speech, is taken for a part, so that these instances merely
teach that those who believed and made a confession of their
faith were baptized. Therefore, infant baptism cannot be proven
from these examples. Answer: We deny the antecedent; because
the Apostles in recording these household baptisms intimate no
such exclusion, and it is wrong to have recourse to a figure of
speech, when there is no reason for rejecting the natural interpretation of any passage of Scripture.
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Objection 4: There are two reasons in favor of this synecdoche:
the one is, that the Apostles did nothing contrary to the command and institution of Christ; the other is, that the circumstances connected with these examples exclude infants; for it is
said, “they preached the word to all that were in his house;”
“that they rejoiced,” and “that they ministered to the saints;”
which cannot be applied to infants. Therefore, they are
excluded. Answer: The first reason which intimates that infant
baptism is opposed to the appointment of Christ, is false, for
Christ wills that all who belong to him and his church should be
separated from the world by baptism, as we have shown. It is
not true, therefore, that the Apostles refused to administer baptism to infants, according to the institution of Christ. And as to
the second reason, it is of no force; for the children could be
baptized with their parents, although none but their parents and
other members of the family of adult age heard the words of the
Apostles, and ministered unto their wants; because their age
might exclude them from understanding the doctrine of the
Apostles, or from ministering to them, but not from baptism,
any more than from salvation. Hence, it was said to Cornelius,
“Peter shall tell you words whereby you and all your house shall
be saved.” Rejecting, therefore, such vain cavils, we must firmly
hold to the doctrine that infant baptism was commanded by
Christ, and was always practiced by the Apostles and the whole
church. Augustine says: “The whole church holds to the doctrine
of infant baptism by tradition.” And he concludes: “What the
whole church holds and has always retained, although it has not
been decreed by any council, that it is just as proper for us to
believe, as of it had been delivered and handed down by apostolic authority.”
Objection 2: Those who do not believe, are not to be baptized;
for it is said, “He that believes and is baptized,” etc. But infants
do not believe. Therefore, they are not to be baptized. Faith is
necessarily required for the use of baptism, for he that believes
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not shall be damned. But the sign of grace ought not to be given
to such as are condemned. Answer: 1: the first proposition is
not true, if understood generally; for circumcision was applied to
infants, although they were not capable of exercising faith. It
must, therefore, be understood of adults only, who are not to be
baptized {370} except they believe. Neither can our opponents
say of adults that they do certainly believe. If infants, therefore,
are not to be baptized because they do not believe, then neither
are those to be baptized who have arrived to years of understanding, because no one can certainly know whether they have
faith or not. Simon Magus was baptized, and yet he was a hypocrite. But, say our opponents, the church ought to be satisfied
with a profession of faith. This we admit, and would add, that to
be born in the church, is, to infants, the same thing as a profession of faith. 2. Faith is, indeed, necessary to the use of baptism
with this distinction. Actual faith is required in adults, and an
inclination to faith in infants. There are, therefore, four terms in
this syllogism, or there is a fallacy in understanding that as spoken particularly, which must be understood generally. Those
who do not believe, that is, who have no faith at all, neither by
profession nor by inclination, are not to be baptized. But infants
born of believing parents have faith as to inclination. 3. We also
deny the minor proposition; for infants do believe after their
manner, or according to the condition of their age; they have an
inclination to faith. Faith is in infants potentially and by inclination, although not actually as in adults. For, as infants born of
ungodly parents who are without the church, have no actual
wickedness, but only an inclination thereto, so those who are
born of godly parents have no actual holiness, but only an inclination to it; not according to nature, but according to the grace
of the covenant. And still further: Infants have the Holy Spirit,
and are regenerated by him. John the Baptist was filled with the
Holy Spirit, even from his mother’s womb, and Jeremiah is said
to have been sanctified before he came out of the womb. (Luke
1:15; Jer. 1:5) If infants now have the Holy Spirit, he certainly
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works in them regeneration, good inclinations, new desires, and
such other things as are necessary for their salvation, or he at
least supplies them with every thing that is requisite for their
baptism, according to the declaration of Peter, “Can any man
forbid water to them who have received the Holy Spirit as well
as we.” It is for this reason that Christ enumerates little children
amongst those that believe, saying, “Whoso shall offend one of
these little ones which believe in me.” (Matt. 18:6) In as much
now as infants are fit subjects for baptism, they do not profane it
as the Anabaptists wickedly affirm.
Objection 3: But if the sign of the covenant belongs to all those
to whom its promise belongs, then the Lord’s Supper ought also
to be administered to infants, because it is also a sign of the covenant. But it is not administered to infants. Therefore, they ought
not to be baptized. Answer: We do not say that every sign ought
to be applied to infants; but only that there must be some sign of
initiation into the church, which, in the new covenant, is baptism. This does not exclude infants, for it merely requires the
Holy Spirit, and faith, whether it be actual or potential, as
appears from the words of Peter, “Can any man forbid water,”
etc. Or, if the objection be thus framed: Infants ought to be
admitted to the Lord’s Supper if they are to be baptized, in as
much as the Lord’s Supper is designed for the whole church, as
well as baptism. But they are not admitted to the Lord’s Supper.
Therefore, they are not to be baptized: we reply, by denying the
consequence, because there is a great difference between baptism and the Lord’s Supper. Baptism is the sacrament of initiation, and reception into the church, so that none are to be
admitted to the Lord’s Supper, unless {371} they be first baptized. But the Lord’s Supper is the sacrament of our abiding in
the church, or it is the confirmation of our reception: for God
has instituted it that he might declare, and seal unto us, this
truth, that having once received us into the church, he will forever preserve us, so that we shall not fall away from it; and that
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he will also continue the benefits once bestowed upon us, and
will feed and nourish us upon the body and blood of Christ unto
eternal life. Adults, who are beset with various temptations and
trials need this support. Again: regeneration by the Holy Spirit,
and faith, or an inclination to faith and repentance are sufficient
for baptism; but in the Lord’s Supper there are conditions added,
and required which exclude infants from its use. It is required of
those that observe it, that they show the Lord’s death, and examine themselves whether they have repentance and faith. In as
much now as infants are incapacitated to do this on account of
their age, it is evident that they are justly excluded from the
Lord’s Supper, but not from baptism. It does not follow, therefore, that infants are to be at once admitted to the Lord’s Supper,
because they are to be baptized; for they are to be admitted only
to those sacraments which are signs of reception into the covenant and church, and which have no conditions that exclude
them on account of their age. Baptism now is such a sacrament
in the New Testament; but it is different with the Lord’s Supper.
Objection 4.But if baptism has come in the place of circumcision, then none but males ought now to be baptized, and they
on the eighth day after their birth. But both males and females
are now baptized. Therefore, baptism has not taken the place of
circumcision. Answer: Baptism has not succeeded circumcision
in all the circumstances connected with it, but in the thing signified, and as to its end and use. The two sacraments agree in
these things; while they differ as to the circumstance of age and
sex. God restricted circumcision expressly to the males, and
spared the females. Yet he included them among the males, in as
much as being born of circumcised parents was to them in the
place of circumcision. They were circumcised in the males, or
what is the same thing, they were accounted as circumcised. It is
for this reason that Christ calls a holy woman “a daughter of
Abraham;” and the sons of Jacob said: “we cannot give our sister
to one that is uncircumcised,” thus making a distinction
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between the expressions our sister and one that is uncircumcised. (Luke 13:16; Gen. 34:14) God, therefore, formerly made an
exception in the case of females, and ordained circumcision on
the eighth day. But in baptism these things are not determined;
but the command is general, requiring all the children of the
faithful to be engrafted into the church, whether it be on the
eighth day, or immediately after their birth.
THESES CONCERNING BAPTISM
1. Baptism is a sacrament of the New Testament, by which Christ
testifies to the faithful who are baptized with water in the name
of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, the forgiveness of all their
sins, the giving of the Holy Spirit, and engrafting into the church
and into his own body; while they, on the other hand, profess to
receive these benefits from God, and will and ought, therefore,
henceforth, to live unto hum and to serve him. This same baptism was begun by John the Baptist, and carried forward by the
Apostles. {372} John baptized in the name of Christ, who was to
suffer and rise again; the Apostles baptized in the name of
Christ, as having suffered and risen from the dead.
2. 1. The first end of baptism instituted by God is, that he might
thereby declare and testify to us, that he cleanses those who are
baptized by his blood and Spirit from all their sins, and therefore
engrafts them into the body of Christ and makes them partakers
of all his benefits. 2. That baptism might be a solemn reception
or initiation of every one into the visible church, and a mark by
which the church might be known from all other religions. 3.
That it might be a public and solemn profession of our faith in
Christ, and of our obligation to faith and obedience to him. 4.
That it might be an admonition of our burial in afflictions, and
of our rising out of them and deliverance from them.
3. Baptism has the power to declare or seal according to the
command of God, and the promise which Christ has joined to it
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in its lawful use; for Christ baptizes us by the hand of his ministers, just as he speaks through them.
4. There is, therefore, in baptism a double water; the one external and visible, which is elementary; the other internal, invisible
and heavenly, which is the blood and Spirit of Christ. There is,
also, a double washing in baptism; the one external, visible, and
signifying, viz.: the sprinkling and pouring of water, which is
perceptible by the members and senses of the body; the other is
internal, invisible, and signified, viz.: the remission of sins on
account of the blood of Christ shed for us, and our regeneration
by the Holy Spirit and engrafting into his body, which is spiritual, and perceived only by faith and the Spirit. Lastly, there is a
double dispenser of baptism: the one an external dispenser of
the external, which is the minister of the church, baptizing us by
his hand with water; the other an internal dispenser of the internal, which is Christ himself, baptizing us with his blood and
Spirit.
5. Yet the water is not changed into the blood or Spirit of Christ,
nor is the blood of Christ present in the water, or in the same
place with the water. Nor are the bodies of those who are baptized washed with this visibly; nor is the Holy Spirit, by his substance or virtue, more in this water than elsewhere; but he
works in the hearts of those who are baptized in the lawful use
of baptism, and sprinkles and washes them spiritually by the
blood of Christ, whilst he uses this external symbol as a means,
and as a visible word or promise to stir up and confirm the faith
of those who are baptized.
6. When baptism is, therefore, said to be the laver or washing of
regeneration, to save us, or to wash away sins, it is meant that
the external baptism is a sign of the internal, that is, of regeneration, salvation and of spiritual absolution; and this internal baptism is said to be joined with that which is external, in the right
and proper use of it.
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7. Yet sin is so washed away in baptism, that we are delivered
from exposure to divine wrath and from the condemnation of
everlasting punishment, while the Holy Spirit commences in us
the work of regeneration and conformity with God. Remissions
of sins, however, continue to the end of life.
8. All, and only those who are renewed or being renewed,
receive {373} baptism lawfully, being baptized for those ends
for which Christ instituted this sacrament.
9. The church administers baptism lawfully to all, and only to
those whom she ought to regard among the number of the
regenerate, or as members of Christ.
10. Since the infant children of Christians are also included in
the church, into which Christ will have all those who belong to
him to be received and enrolled by baptism; and as baptism has
been substituted in the place of circumcision, by which (as well
to the infants as to the adults belonging to the seed of Abraham)
justification, regeneration and reception into the church were
sealed by and for the sake of Christ; and as no one can forbid
water that those should not be baptized who have received the
Holy Spirit purifying their hearts, it follows that those infants
should be baptized, who are either born in the church, or come
into it from the world with their parents.
11. As the promise of the gospel, so baptism being unworthily
received, that is, before conversion, is ratified and tends to salvation to those who repent, so that the use of it which was before
unlawful is now lawful.
12. The impiety of the minister does not make baptism void, if
only it be performed in the promise and faith of Christ. It is for
this reason that the true church does not re-baptize those who
have been baptized by heretics, but instructs them in the true
doctrine respecting Christ and baptism.
13. And as the covenant once made with God, is also after sins
have been committed, perpetually ratified in the case of such as
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believe, so baptism also being once received, confirms all those
who repent in relation to the forgiveness of sins during their
whole lives; and, therefore, neither ought to be repeated, nor
deferred to the close of life, as if it then only cleansed from sin,
when no more sins are committed after it is received.
14. All those who are baptized with water, whether adults or
infants, are not made partakers of the grace of Christ, for the
eternal election of God and his calling to the kingdom of Christ,
is free.
15. Nor are all those who are not baptized excluded from the
grace of Christ, for not the want, but the contempt of baptism
excludes men from the covenant of God made with the faithful
and their children.
16. Since the administration of the sacraments forms a part of
the ecclesiastical ministry, those who are not called to this, and
especially women, ought not to take upon themselves the right
and authority to baptize.
17. Such rites as have been added to baptism by men, as the
consecration of the water, tapers, exorcisms, anointing with oil,
salt, crosses, spittle, and things of a similar character, are justly
condemned in the church of Christ, as corruptions of the sacraments.
OF CIRCUMCISION
The last two general propositions under the subject of baptism,
are closely allied to the doctrine of circumcision. Whatever, too,
may be said upon the subject of circumcision, is intimately connected with baptism, and is, therefore, properly considered at
this point. The things which claim special attention in connection with the subject of circumcision, are the following:
1. What circumcision is
2. Why it was instituted
3. Why it was abolished
4. What there is in the place of circumcision
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5. In what circumcision and baptism agree and differ
6. Why Christ was circumcised.

1. WHAT CIRCUMCISION IS
Circumcision was a rite by which all the males among the children of Israel were circumcised according to the command of
God, that it might be a seal of the covenant made with the posterity of Abraham. Or, it consisted in cutting off the foreskin of
all the males among the children of Israel by the command of
God, that it might be a sign of the covenant made with Abraham
and his posterity, signifying and sealing to them the cutting off
the fore-skin of their hearts for the sake of the promised seed
which should be born, distinguishing and separating them from
all other nations, and binding them to faith and obedience to
God. “This is my covenant which you shall keep, between me
and you, and your seed after you: every man-child among you
shall be circumcised,” etc. “He received the sign of circumcision,
a seal of the righteousness of the faith,” etc. “The Lord your God
will circumcise your heart, and the heart of your seed to love the
Lord your God with all your heart,” etc. (Gen. 17:10; Rom. 4:11;
Deut. 30:6) Circumcision was binding only upon the Jews. It was
optional with other nations to be circumcised, or not, if they
embraced the Jewish religion.
The membership of the Jewish Church was made up of three different classes of persons. There were first Israelites, those who
were born of the seed of Abraham, who were bound by the law
to observe circumcision, and other rites. Then there were proselytes, persons who embraced the Jewish religion from other
nations, and who submitted to circumcision, and the whole ceremonial law for the confirmation of their faith. There is a reference to this class of persons in Acts 2:10; Matt. 23:15: then
there were lastly religious men, who were converted to the Jewish faith from among the Gentiles, and embraced the doctrine
and promises of God; but were not circumcised; neither did they
conform to the ceremonial law; because the Gentiles were left
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free, either to conform to the customs of the Jewish religion or
not. Of this class we may mention Naaman, the Syrian, the Ethiopian eunuch, and others of whom we read in Acts 2:5.
Objection: None but males were circumcised. Therefore females
were excluded from the covenant of grace. Answer: They were
included in the circumcision of the males; because God spared
their weaker sex. It was sufficient for them that they were born
of circumcised parents, and were in view of this included in the
covenant and seed of Abraham.
2. WHY CIRCUMCISION WAS INSTITUTED
It was instituted, 1. That it might be a sign of the grace of God to
the posterity of Abraham, and that for two reasons; because God
would receive into the covenant those that believed on account
of the Messiah, which was to come; and also, because he would
grant them the land of {375} Canaan, and there give his church
a sure resting place until the Messiah would make his appearance. 2. That it might be the means of binding Abraham and his
posterity to gratitude, or to repentance and faith, and thus to the
observance of the whole law. 3. That it might be a badge of distinction between the Jews and other nations and religionists. 4.
That it might be the sacrament of initiation and reception into
the visible church. 5. That it might signify that all men are
unholy by natural generation, and remind them of their natural
uncleanness, and of the importance of guarding against all
forms of sin, especially those which are in opposition to the law
of chastity. “Circumcise the foreskin of your heart, and be no
more stiff-necked.” “Circumcise yourselves to the Lord, and take
away the foreskins of your heart.” (Deut. 10:16; Jer. 4:4) 6. That it
might be a sign to declare unto them that the way of deliverance
from sin, would be through Christ, who should be born of the
seed of Abraham. “In your seed shall all the nations of the earth
be blessed.” (Gen. 22:18)
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3. WHY CIRCUMCISION WAS ABOLISHED
It was abolished because the timing which it signified became
real; and also because it had been instituted for the purpose of
separating the Jews from all other nations, which state of things
ceased after the coming of Christ. It became necessary, therefore, that the type of circumcision should be abolished, when
the Messiah made his appearance, and the nations of the earth
were no longer to be separated, as they had been; for it is the
part of a wise lawgiver when certain causes are changed, to
modify and change those laws and institutions which are
depending upon these causes.
4. WHAT THERE IS IN THE PLACE OF CIRCUMCISION
Baptism occupies the place of circumcision in the New Testament. One sacrament succeeds another, when the one is abolished, and the other takes its place, in such a way as to signify
the same timing by different rites, and to have the same design
and use. That baptism has succeeded circumcision in this sense
is plain from what the apostle Paul says: “In whom also you are
circumcised, with the circumcision made without hands, in putting off the body of the sins of the flesh, by the circumcision of
Christ: buried with him in baptism wherein also you are risen
with him,” etc. (Col. 2:11, 12) The Apostle in these words proves
by two arguments that there is now no advantage derived from
the circumcision of the flesh, and that it is no longer to be
observed in the Christian Church. The first is, because we have
in Christ a spiritual circumcision—one not made with hands,
whose sign is a circumcision of the flesh, or because Christ has
now fulfilled what circumcision prefigured. The second is
because baptism has now the same signification and use, which
circumcision formerly had, unless that baptism is the sign of
that which circumcision shadowed forth. This passage, therefore, teaches that baptism is the same to Christians, which
circumcision was to the Jews. And that baptism has taken the
place of circumcision, may also be proven from the fact that
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both sacraments have the same end. Both are signs of our adoption into the family of God. For as the infants of the Jews and
proselytes were circumcised on the eighth day, as those who
were members of the church by birth, while adults received
{376} circumcision when they made a profession of the Jewish
religion; so the children of Christians are baptized in their
infancy, while those who have arrived to years of understanding
are not baptized, unless they have made a profession of the doctrine of Christ.
5. IN WHAT CIRCUMCISION AND BAPTISM
AGREE AND DIFFER
They agree, 1. In their chief design, which is to seal unto us the
promise of grace by and for the sake of Christ, which promise is
always the same. 2. Both signify our regeneration, and bind us to
faith and obedience. 3. Both are sacraments of initiation and
reception into the church.
They differ, 1. In outward rites and ceremonies. 2. In the circumstance of age and sex. None but males were circumcised, and
these always on the eighth day after their birth, which is different in regard to baptism. 3. They differ as to their signification.
Circumcision promised grace on account of the Messiah which
was to come; baptism on account of the Messiah already come.
4. They differ as to the promise which is peculiar to each. Circumcision had connected with it the promise of a temporal
blessing, that the church should find a sure resting place in the
land of Canaan until the Messiah would come; baptism has no
such special promise of any temporal blessing. 5. They differ in
the obligation which they impose. Circumcision bound those
who observed it to keep the whole ceremonial, judicial and
moral law; baptism binds us to the moral law only, or which is
the same thing, to repentance and faith. 6. They differ in their
objects and duration. Circumcision was instituted for the posterity of Abraham alone, and was designed to continue only to the
coming of the Messiah; baptism was instituted for all nations
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desiring to come into connection with the church, and will continue to the end of the world.
6. WHY CHRIST WAS CIRCUMCISED
There was nothing to require the circumcision of Christ, inasmuch as it could not seal or confer anything upon him, for he
had no sin. Yet he submitted to circumcision, 1. That he might
establish his membership amongst those who were circumcised.
It was for the same reason that he was baptized. Christ then submitted himself to the initiatory sacrament of both churches that
he might declare that he was the head, the Savior, and cornerstone of both, and that he would constitute one church. 2. That
he might declare that he took all our sins upon himself, that he
would satisfy for them, and would deliver us from all our guilt.
“He has made him to be sin for us who knew no sin, that we
might be made the righteousness of God in him.” “The chastisement of our peace was upon him, and with his stripes we are
healed. (2 Cor. 5:21; Ish. 53:5) 3. That he might declare that it
was for our sakes that he became subject to the law, and that he
perfectly fulfilled it by taking upon himself its curse in order that
he might effect our redemption. 4. The circumcision of Christ
was a part of his humiliation and ransom for our sins.
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LORD’S DAY 28
OF THE LORD’S SUPPER
Question 75
75. How is it signified and sealed unto you in the Holy Supper that you partake of the one sacrifice of Christ on the
cross and all His benefits?
A. Thus; that Christ has commanded me and all believers to
eat of this broken bread, and to drink of this cup in
remembrance of Him, and has joined therewith these
promises: First, that His body was offered, and broken on
the cross for me, and His blood shed for me, as certainly
as I see with my eyes the bread of the Lord broken for
me, and the cup communicated to me; and further, that,
with His crucified body and shed blood, He Himself feeds
and nourishes my soul to everlasting life as certainly as I
receive from the hand of the minister, and taste with my
mouth, the bread and cup of the Lord, which are given
me as certain tokens of the body and blood of Christ.
EXPOSITION:
The questions which claim our special attention in treating the
Lord’s supper, are these:
1. What is the Lord’s supper?
2. What is the design of it?
3. In what does it differ from baptism?
4. What is the meaning of the words of the institution?
5. What difference is there between the Lord’s supper, and the Popish
mass, and why the mass is to be abolished?
6. In what does the lawful use of the Lord’s supper consist?
7. What do the ungodly receive in the use of the Lord’s Supper?
8. For whom was it instituted?
9. Who are to be admitted to this Supper?

The first three of the above propositions belong to the 75th and
76th Questions of the Catechism; the fourth belongs to the 80th;
the sixth, seventh, and eighth belong to the 81st; and the ninth
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to the 82nd, and will be treated in order under each of these
questions.
1. WHAT IS THE LORD’S SUPPER?
In considering this question, we shall first notice the different
names which are applied to this sacrament, and then in a few
words define what it is. It is called the Lord’s Supper, from the circumstance of its first institution, which took place when Christ
and his disciples were at supper, which circumstance of time the
church in the exercise of her right and liberty has changed: for it
was merely on account of the eating of the paschal Lamb, which
the law required to be celebrated at night, and which was to be
abolished by this new sacrament, that it was instituted in the
evening at the time of supper, rather than in the morning, or at
noon. Paul calls it the Lord’s table. It is also called a covenant or
assembly, from the fact that in the celebration of this supper
there must be some, whether few or many, that meet together
for this purpose. At the time of its institution the disciples were
present, to {378} whom it was said, “take this and divide it
among yourselves,” (Luke 22:17) From this it is evident that
there must have been a number present, which is confirmed by
what the Apostle says when repeating the words of the institution: “When you come together in one place this is not to eat the
Lord’s supper;” and adds still further, “wherefore, my brethren,
when you come together to eat, tarry one for another.” (1 Cor
11:20, 23) And that a number of persons are necessary for the
purpose of celebrating this supper may he shown from the
design of it, which is that it may be a sign, and bond of love; “for
we being many are one bread, and one body.” (1 Cor. 10:17) It is,
again, called the Eucharist, because it is a ceremony of thanksgiving. It is often called by the fathers a sacrifice; not, however, a
propitiatory, or meritorious sacrifice, as the Papists imagine; but
a sacrifice of thanksgiving; because it is a solemn commemoration, and celebration of the propitiatory sacrifice of Christ. In the
course of time it was called mass (missa) from the offering
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which was given by the rich for the benefit of the poor, or from
the dismission of the assembly after the sermon which preceded
the celebration of the supper, of which we shall hereafter speak
more fully. We shall retain the name which the scriptures apply
to it, and call it the Lord’s supper. This brings us to the definition
which the Catechism gives in answer to the above question,
where it is said: the Lord’s supper was instituted by Christ, who
has commanded me and all believers to eat of this broken bread
and to drink of this cup in remembrance of him, adding these
promises, first, that his body was offered and broken on the cross
for me, and his blood shed for me, as certainly as I see with my
eyes the bread of the Lord broken for me, and the cup communicated to me; and further, that he feeds and nourishes my soul to
everlasting life, with his crucified body and shed blood, as assuredly as I receive from the hands of the minister, and taste with my
mouth the bread and cup the Lord, as certain signs of the body and
blood of Christ. Or, we may define it more briefly thus: the Lord’s
supper is the breaking and eating of bread, and drinking of wine
according to the command of Christ, given to all believers, that
he may by these signs declare that his body was broken, and his
blood shed for them; that he gives them these things to eat and
drink that they may be fed unto everlasting life; and that he will
dwell in them and so nourish and quicken them forever.
This sacrament, therefore, consists in the rite and the promise
annexed to it, or in the signs and things signified. The rite, or
signs are the bread which is broken and eaten, and the wine
which is poured out, and drunk. The things signified are the broken body, and shed blood of Christ, which are eaten and drunk,
or our union with Christ by faith, by which we are made partakers of Christ and all his benefits, so that we derive from him
everlasting life, as the branches draw their life from the vine. We
are assured of this our union and communion with Christ by the
analogy which there is between the sign and the thing signified:
and also by the promise which is joined to the sign. This analogy
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declares, and exhibits in a particular manner the sacrifice of
Christ, and our communion with him; because the bread is not
only broken, but also given unto us to be eaten. The breaking of
the bread is a part of the ceremony, because a part of that which
is signified, viz.: the breaking of the body of Christ answers to it,
of which Paul speaks, when he says: “This is my body which is
broken for you.” (1 Cor. 11:24) So the wine is separated from the
bread to {379} signify the violence of his death, when his blood
was spilt and separated from his body.
2. WHAT IS THE DESIGN OF THE LORD’S SUPPER?
The Lord’s supper was instituted: 1. That it might be a confirmation of our faith, or a most sure proof of our union, and communion with Christ, who feeds us with his body and blood unto
everlasting life, as truly as we receive these signs from the hands
of the minister. This object is attained by all those who receive
these signs in true faith: for we so receive these signs from the
hands of the minister, as if the Lord himself gave them unto us
with his own hand. It is in this way that Christ is said to have
baptized more disciples than John, when he, nevertheless, did it
through his disciples. (John 4:1)
2. That we may by the observance of it make a public confession
of our faith, acknowledge our gratitude, and bind ourselves to
constant thankfulness, and to the celebration of this benefit.
Hence it is said: “This do in remembrance of me.” “For as often
as you eat of this bread, and drink of this cup, you do show the
Lord’s death till he come.” (Luke 22:19; 1 Cor. 11:26) This
remembrance, or commemoration of Christ precedes and is
taken for faith in the heart; after which we make public confession, and acknowledgements of our thankfulness.
3. That it might be a public distinction, or badge, by which the
true church may be known, and recognized from the world. The
Lord has instituted this supper for none, but those who are his
disciples.
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4. That it might be a bond of love, declaring that all who partake
of it aright, are made members of one body whose head is
Christ. “For we being many are one bread, and one body; for we
are all partakers of that one bread.” (1 Cor. 10:17) Those now
who are members of the same body have a mutual love one for
another.
5. That the people of God who assemble in a public manner
might be united together in the closest fellowship; for it was
instituted to be observed in the congregation, whether there be
many or few present. Hence Christ says, “Drink ye all of it,” and
Paul says, “When you come together to eat tarry one for
another.” (Matt. 26:27; 1 Cor. 11:33)
That the Lord’s supper ought not to be celebrated privately, by
one person alone may be proven; 1. Because it is a communion,
and is the sign of our communion with Christ: but a private supper is no communion. 2. Because it is a solemn thanksgiving;
and we ought all to render thanks unto God. Hence he who
regards himself as unworthy to communicate with others,
declares that he is not fit to give thanks unto God. 3. Because
Christ, with all his benefits, is not the property of one, but
belongs to all in common. A private communion would, however, make a private good out of that which is common. 4.
Because Christ admitted all his disciples, yea even Judas, from
which it is easy to see that a private communion is contrary to
the appointment of Christ. 5. That some neglect the communion
or defer it even until death, arises no doubt from some wrong
notion, or influence, either because they will not commune with
others, or because they think that they are not worthy. But all
who believe that they are delivered from eternal condemnation
by the death of Christ, and desire to advance in holiness, are
worthy. Briefly, when the {380} Lord’s supper is observed by
one person alone it is done contrary to the design, name, institution, and nature of the sacrament.
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Objection. But Christ makes the chief design of this supper consist in his remembrance. Therefore the confirmation of our faith
is not the chief design of it. Answer: This consequence is not
legitimate; for the remembrance of Christ comprises the confirmation of our faith, and the expression of our thankfulness as
separate parts. It is, therefore, such an inference as if one would
say, Peter is a man; therefore he does not possess a body. It is
more correct, therefore, to conclude thus: because remembrance
of Christ is the supper; therefore it is the confirmation of our
faith; for if Christ appointed this sacrament in remembrance of
himself, he also designs the confirmation of our faith, since faith
is nothing else than a faithful remembrance of Christ and his
benefits. But some one may be ready to reply, It is the Holy Spirit
that confirms our faith; therefore not the Lord’s supper. But this
again is no just conclusion; for it is the same as if any one were
to say, It is God that feeds and supports us; therefore bread does
not nourish us. The Holy Spirit does, indeed, confirm our faith,
but it is through the word, and the sacraments, as God feeds and
nourishes us, through the use of bread.
3. IN WHAT DOES THE LORD’S SUPPER
DIFFER FROM BAPTISM?
Although baptism, and the Lord’s supper impart and seal unto
us the same blessings, such as our spiritual engrafting into
Christ, communion with him, and the whole benefit of our salvation, of which the apostle speaks, when he says: “By one Spirit
are we all baptized into one body, and have been all made to
drink into one Spirit;” (1 Cor. 12:13) yet they, nevertheless, manifestly differ in various respects. They differ, 1. In outward rites.
2. In the signification of these rites. For although the washing
away of sin by the blood of Christ, by baptism, and the eating
and drinking of the body and blood of Christ in the Lord’s supper, signify the same participation of Christ; yet the former is
signified by plunging the body into the water of baptism, while
the latter is exhibited, and sealed unto us in the supper by the
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eating of bread, and the drinking of wine. Hence while the sacraments agree, as to the things which they signify, they, nevertheless, differ as to the manner in which these things are
expressed. 3. They differ as to the design peculiar to each. Baptism is the sign of the covenant between God and the faithful;
the Lord’s supper is the sign of the preservation of the same covenant: or, baptism is the sign of our regeneration, and connection with the church and covenant of God; the Lord’s supper is
the sign of the nourishment and preservation of those who have
already entered into the church. It is necessary that the Spirit
should first renew us, of which renewal baptism is the sign; then
after we are renewed it is further necessary that we should be
nourished by the body and blood of Christ, the sign of which is
the Lord’s supper. Or to express it more briefly, God assures us
by baptism of our reception into the church, and confirms us in
regard to the preservation and increase of his gifts by the use of
the Lord’s supper. Yet Christ, who regenerates and nourishes us
unto everlasting life is one and the same. 4. They differ as to the
manner of their observance. Baptism merely requires regeneration, and is applied unto all those whom the church regards as
regenerated, including {381} adults who make a profession of
repentance and faith, and infants born in the church; while the
Lord’s supper requires that those who receive it examine their
faith, commemorate the Lord’s death, and express their thankfulness. “This do in remembrance of me.” “You do show the
Lord’s death till he come.” “Let a man examine himself.” (Luke
22:19; 1 Cor. 11:26, 28) All, therefore, who belong to the church,
infants as well as adults, are to be baptized; while none but such
as are capable of examining themselves and shewing the Lord’s
death are to be admitted to the supper. 5. They differ in the order
of their observance. Baptism precedes the Lord’s supper, which
ought not to be administered to any, except such as have been
baptized, and that, not until they have made a profession of their
repentance and faith. Hence in the ancient church, after the sermon, and just before the administration of the supper, they dis-

682

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

missed those who were excommunicated; likewise such as were
possessed with an evil spirit, and those who were learning the
first rudiments of the Christian faith, who were either not yet
baptized, or had been baptized in their infancy, but did not sufficiently understand the principles of religion. So it was also in the
Jewish Church, in relation to those who were uncircumcised. If
those now who were baptized, were not admitted to the supper
before they made a profession of their faith, much less are they
to be admitted, who, although they are baptized, lead offensive
and wicked lives. 6. The Lord’s supper is to be observed frequently, because it is proper for us often to commemorate his
death. It was instituted to be a public commemoration, and
showing of his death. It is also necessary for us frequently to
have our faith confirmed in regard to the perpetuity of the covenant. The Lord’s supper is, therefore, to be often repeated, as in
the case of the paschal Lamb. Baptism, however, is not to be
repeated, because there is no command requiring it, and
because it is the sign of our reception in the church and covenant of God. The covenant once entered into is not again made
void in the case of those who repent, but remains unchangeable.
The gifts and calling of God are without repentance. There is,
therefore, no new covenant made, not even in the case of those
who fall, and renew their repentance. There is merely a renewal
of the first covenant. Hence it is said: “This do you as oft as you
drink it, in remembrance of me. For as often as you eat this
bread and drink this cup, you do show the Lord’s death till he
come.” (1 Cor. 11:25, 26) Of baptism it is said: “As many of us as
were baptized into Jesus Christ, were baptized into his death.”
“He that believes and is baptized shall be saved.” (Rom. 6:3;
Mark 16:16)
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QUESTION 76.
76. What does it mean to eat the crucified body and drink
the shed blood of Christ?
A. It means not only to embrace with a believing heart all
the suffering and death of Christ, and thereby to obtain
the forgiveness of sins and eternal life; but moreover
also, to be so united more and more to His sacred body
by the Holy Spirit, who dwells both in Christ and in us,
that although He is in heaven, and we on the earth, we
are nevertheless flesh of His flesh and bone of His bones,
and live and are governed for ever by one Spirit, as
members of the same body are governed by one soul.
EXPOSITION:
This Question has respect to the thing which is signified by the
Lord’s supper. The eating of the body, and the drinking of the
blood of Christ is not corporal, but spiritual, and embraces, 1.
Faith in his sufferings and death. 2. The forgiveness of sins, and
the gift of eternal life through faith. 3. Our union with Christ
through the Holy Spirit, who dwells both in Christ and in us. 4.
The quickening influence of the same Spirit. Hence to eat the
crucified body and to drink the shed blood of Christ is to believe
that God receives us into his favor for the sake of Christ’s merits,
that we obtain the remission of our sins, and reconciliation with
God by the same faith, and that the Son of God, who having
assumed our nature united it personally with himself, dwells in
us, and joins us to himself, and the nature which he assumed, by
granting unto us his Spirit, through whom he regenerates us,
and restores in us light, righteousness, and eternal life such as
belongs to the nature which he took upon himself. Or to express
it more briefly, it is to believe—to obtain the remission of sins by
faith—to be united with Christ, and to become partakers of his
life, or to be made like unto Christ by the Holy Spirit who works
the same things both in Christ and in us.
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This eating is that communion which we have with Christ, of
which the Scriptures speak, and of which we make confession
in the Creed, which consists in a spiritual union with Christ, as
members with the head, and branches with the vine. Christ
teaches this eating of his flesh in the sixth chapter of John, and
confirms it in the supper by external signs. It is in this sense that
the ancient fathers, such as Augustine, Eusebius, Nazianzus,
Hilary and others, explain the eating of Christ’s flesh as we shall
hereafter show. It is plain, therefore, that neither the doctrine of
transubstantiation which the Papists advocate, nor a corporal
presence of Christ, and the eating of his body in the bread with
the mouth, which many defend, can be established from the
language which is employed in reference to the supper, which
promises the eating of Christ’s body.

QUESTION 77
77. Where has Christ promised that He will thus feed and
nourish believers with His body and blood, as certainly
as they eat of this broken bread and drink of this cup?
A. In the institution of the Supper, which says: The Lord
Jesus Christ, the same night in which he was betrayed,
took bread; and when He had given thanks, He brake it,
and said: Take, eat, this is My body, which is broken for
you; this do in remembrance of Me. After the same
manner also He took the cup, when he had supped,
saying: This cup is the New Testament in My blood: This
do ye as often as ye drink it, in remembrance of Me. For
as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do
show the Lord’s death till He come.” And this promise is
repeated also by St. Paul, where he says: “The cup of
blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of the
blood of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not the
communion of the body of Christ? For we, being many,
are one bread, and one body; for we are all partakers of
that one bread.” {383}
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EXPOSITION:
The institution of the Lord’s supper establishes the true and saving communion of the body and blood of Christ. We must,
therefore, diligently enquire after the true meaning of the words
of the institution. Matthew, Mark and Luke, give a particular
account of the institution of the Lord’s supper, which we have
repeated by the apostle Paul in his first epistle to the Corinthians. We shall here repeat the account which each one gives of
the institution of the supper.
“And as they were eating, Jesus took bread, and blessed it, and
brake it, and gave it to the disciples, and said, Take, eat; this is
my body. And he took the cup, and gave thanks, and gave it to
them, saying, Drink you all of it: for this is my blood of the
New Testament, which is shed for many for the remission of
sins.” Matthew 26:26, etc.
“And as they did eat, Jesus took bread and blessed, and broke
it, and gave to them, and said, Take, eat, this is my body. And
he took the cup, and when he had given thanks, he gave it to
them, and they all drank of it. And he said unto them, This is
my blood of the New Testament which is shed for many.”
Mark 14:22, etc.
“And took bread, and gave thanks, and brake it, and gave unto
them saying: this is my body which is given for you: this do in
remembrance of me. Likewise also the cup after supper, saying: this cup is the New Testament in my blood which is shed
for you.” Luke 22:19, etc.
“For I have received of the Lord, that which also I delivered
unto you; that the Lord Jesus, the same night in which he was
betrayed, took bread, and when he had given thanks he brake
it, and said: take eat, this is my body which is broken for you;
this do in remembrance of me. After the same manner also
he took the cup, when he had supped, saying: this cup is the
New Testament in my blood: this do you as oft as you drink it,
in remembrance of me. For as often as you eat this bread, and
drink this cup, you do show the Lord’s death till he come.” l
Cor.11:23, etc.
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We shall now give a short exposition of the words of the Apostle
Paul, as just quoted, and then present our views upon this most
important subject. {384}
The Lord Jesus: He is the author of this supper. It is for this reason called the Lord’s supper. We must, therefore, inquire what
the Lord did, said, and commanded, as Cyprian appropriately
admonishes us, when he says: “If Christ alone is to be heard, we
must not regard what any one before us has thought proper to be
done; but what Christ, who is before all, has first done.”
The same night in which he was betrayed: This circumstance is
added to teach us that Christ instituted his supper at the last celebration of the Passover that he might show, 1. That there was
now an end to all the ancient sacrifices, and that he substituted a
new sacrament, which should henceforth be observed, the Passover being now abolished; and that it signified the same thing
which that did in the place of which it was substituted, with the
exception of the difference of time. The Pascal Lamb signified
that Christ would come, and offer himself a sacrifice. The Lord’s
supper teaches that this is already accomplished. 2. That he
might excite his disciples, and us to a more attentive consideration of the cause on account of which he instituted this supper,
and that he might also show how solemnly he would commend
it to our regard, in as much as he would not do any thing just
before his death, except that which was of the greatest importance. Christ instituted it then at the time of his death that it
might be, as it were, the testament, or last will of our testator. In
a word: Paul adds this circumstance that we may know, that
Christ instituted this supper as a memorial of himself now ready
to die.
He took bread: the bread which Christ took was unleavened
bread, such as they ate at the feast of the Passover. This circumstance, however, does not properly belong to the Supper, any
more than the evening at which time it was instituted; for the
use of unleavened bread at the institution was accidental. Hence
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we must not infer from this that there is any necessity for the
use of such bread in the celebration of the Supper, or that Christ
would lay down any particular way of baking, or using it. Yet still
the bread which is used in the celebration of the Lord’s supper
differs from common bread, for while the latter is eaten for the
nourishment of the body, the former is received for the nourishment of the soul, or for the confirmation of our faith, and union
with Christ. It is here to be observed too, that Christ is said to
have taken bread from the table, that is, with his hand. Hence he
did not take his body; nor did he take his body with, in, or under
the bread, except in a sacramental sense: for his body did not lie
upon, but sat at the table.
When he had given thanks: Matthew and Mark say of the bread,
when he had blessed it; and of the cup, when he had given thanks.
Luke and Paul say of the bread, when he had given thanks. Hence
to bless, and give thanks signify in this place the same thing, so
that the mystery of the magical consecration of the Papists, cannot be found in the difference of the language here used. Christ
blessed, that is, gave thanks to his Father, and not to the bread,
for spiritual blessings; because his work on earth was now finished, with the exception of the last act, which was just at hand,
and because it pleased the Father to redeem the world by the
death of his Son: or he gave thanks because the typical Passover
was abolished, and that which was true, and signified was now
exhibited, and that the Church had a memorial of him; or he
may have given thanks for the wonderful gathering and preservation of the church.
{385} He brake it: He broke the bread which he took from the
table, and distributed the one bread among many, and not some
invisible thing which was concealed in the bread. He did not
break his body, but the bread. Hence Paul says, “The bread
which we break.” (1 Cor. 10:16) He distributed the one bread
among many: because we being many are one body. Christ then
broke the bread not merely for the purpose of distributing it, but
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also to signify thereby, 1. The greatness of his sufferings, and the
separation of his soul from his body. 2. The communion of
many with his own body, and the bond of their union, and
mutual love. “The bread which we break is it not the communion of the body of Christ; for we being many are one bread, and
one body; for we are all partakers of that one bread.” (1 Cor.
10:16) The breaking of the bread is, therefore, a necessary ceremony both on account of its signification, and for the confirmation of our faith, and is to be retained in the celebration of
the Supper: 1. Because of the command of Christ, Do this. 2.
Because of the authority and example of the church in the times
of the Apostles, which in view of this circumstance, termed the
whole transaction, the breaking of bread. 3. For our comfort, that
we may know that the body of Christ was broken for us, as certainly as we see the bread broken. 4. That the doctrine of transubstantiation and consubstantiation may be rejected, and
abandoned.
Take, eat: This command was addressed to the disciples and the
whole church of the New Testament, from which it appears, 1.
That the Popish mass, in which the Priest gives nothing to be
received, and eaten by the church, is not the Lord’s supper, but a
private supper to him that sacrifices, and a mere theatrical performance. 2. That we ought not to be idle spectators of the supper, but ought to receive, and eat it. 3. That the Lord’s supper
ought not to be celebrated, except where there are those to
receive and partake of it. 4. That it is a sign of grace on the part
of God, who exhibits unto us certain benefits which we are to
receive by faith, as we take the signs with our hand and mouth.
This is my body: This, that is, this bread: as if he would say, this
thing which I have in my hand, which was bread. That this is the
proper interpretation is evident from the following considerations: 1. Christ took nothing but bread: he broke bread: and
gave the broken bread to the disciples. 2. Paul says expressly,
“The bread which we break is it not the communion of the body
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of Christ?” 3: It is said of the wine: “This cup is the New Testament in my blood.” It is in the same way that it is here said, This,
meaning this bread, is my body which is broken for you, and
delivered unto death. The literal sense, if we understand the
words properly, is this: the substance of this bread is the substance of my body. But to understand the words in this sense
would be absurd; for bread is something destitute of life, which
is baked of grain, and not personally united with the Word; but
the body of Christ is a living substance, born of the virgin Mary,
and personally united with the Word. Christ, then, calls the
bread his body, meaning thereby, that it is the sign of his body,
attributing by a figure of speech, the name of the thing signified
to the sign; because he appoints this bread as the sign, and sacrament of his body, as Augustine interprets it when he says: “The
Lord did not hesitate to say, This is my body, when he gave the sign
of his body.” Be it far from us, therefore, that we should say that
Christ took bread visibly, and his body invisibly in the bread; for
he did not say, In this bread is my body; or, {386} This bread is
my body invisibly; but, This bread is my body, true, and visible
which is offered for you.
These, moreover, are the words of the promise added to this sacrament, for the purpose of teaching us that the bread in this use
is the body of Christ, which is exhibited and given to those who
partake of it and believe in this promise; or, it is the flesh of
Christ which he promised that he would give for the life of the
world. For this is the same promise which Christ had made
before in the sixth chapter of John, where he says that his flesh
shall quicken us, and that it shall contribute to the salvation of
those who eat of it. Here he merely adds the sacramental rite,
which clothes and seals the promise, as if he would say: I have
promised in the gospel eternal life to all that eat my flesh and
drink my blood; now I confirm and seal with this external rite
the promise which I have made, that henceforth all that believe
this promise and eat this bread may be fully persuaded and
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assured that they do truly eat my flesh, which is given for the life
of the world, and that they have eternal life.
By this promise the bread is made the sacrament of Christ’s
body, and his body is made the thing signified by this sacrament;
and these two, the sign and thing signified, are joined in the sacrament, not by any physical union, nor by any corporal or local
existence of the one in the other, much less by a transubstantiation or change of the one into the other; but by a sacramental
union whose bond is this promise which is added to the bread,
requiring faith of those who use it, which union declares, seals
and exhibits the things signified by the signs. From this it
appears that these things in their lawful use are always exhibited
and received conjointly, but not without faith, viewing and
apprehending the thing promised and now present in the sacrament; yet not present or included in the sign, as in a vessel, but
present in the promise which is the better part, being the soul of
the sacrament. For they want judgment who say that the body of
Christ cannot be present in the sacrament unless it be in or
under the bread, as if the bread alone without the promise were
the sacrament, or the principal part of it.
Which for you: for my disciples; that is, for your salvation and
that of the whole church.
is broken: but the body of Christ, some one may say, was not
broken, nor is it now broken. To this we reply, that the Apostle in
this passage has respect to the signification of the breaking of
the bread, which denotes the rending of Christ’s body. For, as the
bread is broken in pieces, so the body and soul of Christ were
torn from each other upon the cross. The property of the sign is,
therefore, by a sacramental metonymy, attributed to the thing
signified.
This do: This is a command for the observance of this sacrament.
This which you see me do, do you also hereafter in my church;
when congregated take bread, give thanks, break, distribute, eat,
etc. He comprehends and gives command in reference to the
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whole transaction; and that to us who believe, and not to the
Jews who were about to crucify him.
In remembrance of me: that is, meditating upon my benefits
which I have bestowed upon you, and which this sacrament
calls to your remembrance; feeling also in your hearts that I give
you these my gifts, and celebrating them by public confession in
the sight of God, angels and men, and so giving thanks for them.
The design of the Lord’s supper is, therefore {387}, a remembrance of Christ, which does not consist merely in meditating
upon his history, but is a remembrance of his death and benefits, including faith by which we appropriate to ourselves Christ
and his merits, and gratitude or a public confession of the benefits of Christ. The parts of this remembrance, which is as it were
the whole supper, are faith and gratitude, from which it appears
that it was instituted to be a memorial of Christ, calling to our
recollection what, and how great benefits he has purchased for
us, and with what, and how great sufferings he has obtained
them, confirming in us at the same time the faith by which we
receive these gifts. It does not, therefore, follow, that because
Christ has instituted the supper to his remembrance, that it is
not for the confirmation of our faith, any more than if I were to
say, the supper does not confirm our faith, because the Holy
Spirit does. It is no proper consequence to infer the denial of an
instrumental cause from the fact, that we give prominence to
the chief cause, no more than the denial of a part follows from a
statement of the whole of which it is a part. Remembrance of
Christ comprehends the remembrance of his benefits, together
with faith and the giving of thanks; for Christ by the use of these
signs admonishes us of himself and of his benefits, and stirs up
and establishes our confidence in him, from which it naturally
follows that we also publicly express our gratitude to him. Hence
this supper ought not only to admonish us of our duty, as some
will have it, but it should first remind us of Christ’s benefit, and
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then of our duty; for where there is no benefit, there cannot be
any gratitude.
Drink you all of this: this command condemns the conduct of
the Pope who refused the laity the cup, and is likewise opposed
to the sophistical figment of the concomitance of the blood with
the body of Christ under the form of bread. Christ commanded
all to eat and to drink. The Pope, however, will not allow the
wine to any but the priests, giving nothing more than the bread
to the laity, affirming that they drink in eating the bread. This
shameful conduct is condemned by this command of Christ:
“Drink you all of this.” That the argument of the Pope in justification of his course is a mere sophism, when he affirms that this
command had reference merely to the disciples who were
present at the time, who were not laymen, but priests, is evident,
1. Because, by this argument they foolishly make the disciples
mass-mumming priests. 2. Because, the Scriptures do not recognize the distinction which they make between the priests and
laity. All the faithful are called priests in the Scriptures. “And has
made us kings and priests unto God, and his Father.” “You are a
royal priesthood, to offer up spiritual sacrifices acceptable to
God by Jesus Christ.” (Rev. 1:6; 1 Pet. 2:9, 5) 3. Because, by the
same pretext the whole supper might be taken away from the
laity, especially from females, if it were true that none are to be
admitted to this sacrament but that class of persons present at
its institution. The figment of concomitance is a wicked pretext,
which Christ refutes when he calls the bread by itself, his body,
and the cup by itself, his blood, and gave both separately to the
disciples to be eaten and drunk, and commanded them henceforth to administer them in the same way.
This cup is the New Testament: Or, the covenant according to the
Greek word diaqhkh, which corresponds with the Hebrew Berith. It is called the new covenant, which means the renewed, or
fulfilled covenant. The new covenant consists in our reconciliation with God, and communion {388} with Christ and all his
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benefits by faith in his sacrifice already offered, without the
observance of the ceremonies of the old Passover. The supper is
called the new covenant with reference to its signification,
because it is the sign and seal of this covenant, sealing unto us
our reconciliation with God, and our union with Christ by faith.
Christ in calling the supper the new covenant, comprehends
both the promise and the condition expressed in the promise,
which is repentance and faith on our part; from which it follows
that it was also instituted to bind us to a Christian life. The new
covenant is here also opposed to the old, which was the Passover with its rites. The supper signifies Christ already offered;
the Passover signified Christ who should be offered. Both, however, signify our union with Christ. From what has now been
said, we may infer that the drinking of the blood of Christ is not
corporal; for the New Testament is only one, and includes also
all the people of God who lived before the coming of Christ into
the world.
In my blood, which is shed for you for the remission of sins: the
blood of Christ is his death. Hence in his blood, is the same thing
as in, or on account of his death. The shedding of the blood of
Christ is his merit, in view of which we receive the forgiveness of
sin, when it is apprehended by faith.
As often as you eat this bread: the supper is, therefore, to be frequently celebrated, which we may also establish from its design,
which is to celebrate the Lord’s death.
You do show the Lord’s death: believe that Christ died, and that
for you; then profess his death publicly before all.
Until he come: this supper is, therefore, to be perpetuated unto
the end of the world, nor is any other external form of worship
to be expected.
The words of the institution, which we have now explained, may
be more fully illustrated by the words of the Apostle: “The cup of
blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of the blood of
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Christ? The bread which we break, is it not the communion of
the body of Christ?” (1 Cor. 10:16)
The cup of blessing: It is called the cup of blessing, or thanksgiving, because it is received for this end, that we may call to mind
the benefits of Christ, and so render thanks to him for his sufferings and death.
The communion of the blood of Christ: Communion is a participation in the thing which is common. The communion of the body
and blood of Christ is, therefore, to be made through faith partakers of Christ and all his benefits, by the same Spirit dwelling
both in Christ, and in us, and effecting the same things in us
which he does in Christ: or, it is the spiritual fellowship which
the faithful have with Christ, as members with the head, and as
branches with the vine. The bread and wine are the communion, that is, they are the sign and testimony of our, communion
with Christ. This communion, as the Apostle briefly expresses it,
consists in this, that we being many are one body; from which it
is easy to see that this our communion with Christ is no corporal
eating; for it is effected only by faith and the Holy Spirit. Christ is
the head, and we are the members; all who are members have
communion in all the benefits of Christ. The head and benefits
are both common: hence we are all members in common and so
have mutual love one to another. {389}
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QUESTION 78.
78. Do, then, the bread and wine become the real body and
blood of Christ?
A. No: but as the water, in Baptism, is not changed into the
blood of Christ, nor becomes the washing away of sins
itself, being only the divine token and assurance thereof,
so also, in the Lord’s Supper, the sacred bread does not
become the body of Christ itself, though agreeably to the
nature and usage of sacraments it is called the body of
Christ.
EXPOSITION:
The Catechism, in the answer to this Question, rejects the doctrine of transubstantiation advocated by the Papists, and also the
doctrine of con-substantiation defended by the Ubiquitarians
and others, and explains the language which is here used
together with the true sense of the words of Christ, This is my
body. In our exposition of this question we shall consider, in the
first place, the form of speech here used, and the true sense of
the words of Christ, and then notice the controversies in regard
to this subject. And here we must refer to this sacrament, what
was said when speaking of sacramental phrases in general. It is
in this way that Augustine makes an application of the general
rule of sacramental phrases to the particular instance of eating
the flesh of Christ when he says, “The only way by which we can
determine whether a Scriptural phrase is to be taken in a proper,
or figurative sense, is to see if it can properly be referred to some
moral duty, or be made to harmonize with the true faith, and if
this cannot be done, then we may know that it is spoken figuratively.” And then a little further on he produces this example:
“Except you eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood
you have no life in you. Here Christ seems to enjoin a shameful
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crime. Hence it must be understood figuratively, as teaching us,
that we must partake of the passion of our Lord, and joyfully and
profitably call to mind, that his flesh was wounded and pierced for
us.” As the Scriptures sometimes speak of baptism properly, and
at other times figuratively, as we demonstrated when speaking
of baptism, so they speak in like manner of the Lord’s supper. It
is, for instance, a figurative mode of speech when Christ says, of
the bread, This is my body; and of the cup, This is my blood: and
when Paul says, This cup is the New Testament in my blood. For in
all these instances the name of the thing signified is attributed to
the sign by a sacramental metonymy. It is in the same way that
we must understand Paul, when he says, This is my body which is
broken for you, because he attributes the property of the sign
(which is to be broken) to the thing signified. It is in the same
way that Cyprian says: “When we drink of the cup we hang to the
cross, we suck the blood, and place our tongues in the very wounds
of our Redeemer.” It is in the same way that we must understand
Chrysostom, when he says: “The blood of Christ is in the cup; the
body of Christ which is in heaven is placed on earth to our view;
nor is it only seen; but it is touched; nor is it only touched, but
eaten; it is held, and eaten by us, as a token of love, as we sometimes fondle those whom we love,” etc. These declarations are all
to be understood as spoken figuratively of the body of Christ.
{390}
These are proper forms of speech, when Christ says, This do in
remembrance of me: and when the Fathers every where in their
writings say, The breaking of the bread is a memorial of the sacrifice of Christ: the bread signifies the body of Christ: It is a figure, a
sign, a sacrament of the body of Christ.
OF THE CONTROVERSY RESPECTING THE WORDS OF THE
INSTITUTION OF THE HOLY SUPPER
Since our adversaries, the Papists, and others, deny that Christ
speaks sacramentally in the words of the institution, and contend that his words are to be literally understood, we must here
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say something in regard to this controversy. The Papists imagine
that by virtue of the consecration the bread is changed, or converted into the body of Christ, the accidents only remaining.
This change they call transubstantiation. There are others again,
who contend that there is a consubstantiation, or co-existence
of the body of Christ in, or with the bread. These two classes of
persons equally boast, that they understand the words of Christ
in their natural sense, which, however, is far from being true; for
the true simplicity and property of words is that to which, for a
proper understanding and interpretation, nothing is added,
taken away, or changed. But those who believe that the body of
Christ is with, in, and under the bread, add to the words of Christ
and so depart from their true simplicity; for if we are to retain
simply what Christ said, and if that is not to be admitted which
he did not say, then we cannot say, The bread is bread and the
body of Christ at the same time; but simply, The bread is the body
of Christ. For Christ did not say my body is in, or with, or under
the bread; or the bread is bread, and my body at the same time;
nor did he add, (as these persons do) really, substantially, corporally; but these were all the words he uttered, This is my body.
Neither can the advocates of the doctrine of transubstantiation
prove that they interpret the words of Christ in their natural
sense, when they say that the bread is changed into the body of
Christ; for this is an invention of their own. Christ does not say
the bread was already made, or being made, or would be made
his body; but he merely said, the bread is my body, from which
it is plain that no change can be admitted if the words of Christ
are understood in their literal sense. Hence it is with little success that these persons endeavor to make it appear that they
interpret the words of Christ in their literal sense, when they in
so many respects, and so manifestly, depart from them.
We, however, retain the words of Christ simply without any addition, or change, affirming that the bread is the body of Christ,
the true and visible body which was offered for us upon the

698

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

cross. But as these words when understood in their literal signification, teach what is repugnant to the true Christian faith, (for if
the bread were the body of Christ in a proper sense, it would follow that it was crucified for us) we must interpret them sacramentally, which is to say, that the bread is called the body of
Christ, because it is the sign of his body, and that the cup, or the
wine in the cup is called the blood of Christ, because it is the
sign of the blood of Christ. The cup is likewise called the New
Testament, because it is the sign of the New Testament, as baptism is called “the washing away of sin,” and “the washing of
regeneration,” because it is the sign of both these things which
{891} are effected by the blood and Spirit of Christ. The true
sense and interpretation then of the words of Christ, This is my
body, which is given for you, is, this bread which I break and give
unto you is the sign of my body, which was delivered unto death
for you, and is a certain seal of your union with me, so that whosoever shall believe and eat this bread, does, in a certain sense,
really and truly eat my body. The name of the thing signified is,
therefore, attributed to the sign by a sacramental metonymy, and
that both on account of the analogy which there is between the
sign and thing signified, and also on account of the connection
which the thing signified has with the sign in its proper use.
In this interpretation which we have now given of the words of
Christ, we have not been deceived and led astray by philosophy,
and human reason, as our adversaries basely misrepresent us;
but we have been governed by those rules according to which,
by the consent of all wise men, we are to judge of the correctness of the interpretation of any portion of Scripture, viz.:
according to the analogy or rule of faith; according to the nature
of the subject or thing, and according to the testimony of Scripture which establishes the same thing. It is by the help of these
three rules that the true sense of Scripture is generally determined, whenever there is any necessity to depart from the letter,
to the sense of any particular portion of divine truth. 1. That no
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interpretation is to be received which does not agree with the
rule of faith, or which is opposed to any particular article of
faith, or to any command of the Decalogue, or to any express
declaration of Scripture, is evident from this, that the Spirit of
truth does not contradict itself. 2. That we may know if the
sense, or meaning conveyed by any words corresponds with the
nature of the subject spoken of, when there is any controversy,
as to the true meaning, we must see, as here concerning the supper, which is a sacrament, how the Scriptures in other places
speak of the sacraments, and particularly of the supper. 3. And
lastly, other parallel passages of Scripture must be considered,
which either plainly and confessedly teach the same thing, or
from which we may prove, in other words, that the same doctrine is taught concerning the, same thing, as that which is comprehended in the passage under controversy: for if we can arrive
at the true meaning of any other clearer and uncontroverted
passage of divine truth, we may also be fully persuaded of the
sense of the one about which there is a dispute, if both teach the
same thing. Hence it is evident, that that interpretation of the
words of Christ in reference to the institution of the Supper,
which agrees with these rules must be true, while those which
differ from them are false. Now the interpretation which we
have given of these words, which indeed is not ours, but the
interpretation of Christ himself, of the apostle Paul, and of all
the orthodox Fathers, agrees in every respect with these rules.
There can, therefore, be no doubt of its correctness and agreement with the truth of the gospel. We shall now proceed to the
arguments by which we prove that the interpretation, which we
have given of the words of Christ is true. These arguments consist of four kinds.
1. There are some which we deduce from the text itself, and
from the circumstances connected with the institution of the
Lord’s supper.
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2. There are others which we gather from the nature of the thing
or subject by understanding the words in a sense corresponding
with the thing {392} itself, or which is the same thing as to
understand them according to the nature of all sacraments.
3. There are others again which we infer from the analogy of the
articles of our faith, or from a comparison of the different parts
of Christian doctrine.
4. And lastly, there are others which we derive from parallel passages of Scripture, which teach the same things with such plainness as to leave no room for controversy.
1. THE ARGUMENTS DEDUCED FROM THE WORDS, AND
CIRCUMSTANCES CONNECTED WITH THE INSTITUTION
OF THE LORD’S SUPPER
1. The human nature of Christ at the first celebration of the Supper sat at the table in its own proper place, and is now in heaven.
Hence it was not then, nor is it now corporally at the same time
in the bread, or in the place of the bread.
2. Christ did not at the first Supper take into his hand, nor break
his body, but the bread. Hence the bread is not properly, and in
reality the very body of Christ.
3. The body of Christ was born of the Virgin; bread is made out
of meal. It is not, therefore, really the body of Christ.
4. Christ said of the visible bread, which was broken, This is my
body; and of the visible cup, which he gave to the disciples, This
cup is the New Testament in my blood. Hence the Papists do not
hold fast to the letter, when they thus transpose the words of
Christ, My body is contained under the form of bread and wine;
nor do the Ubiquitarians when they say, My body is in, with, and
under this bread; much less when they both say, My invisible
body, which is contained under this form, or under this bread, is
my body. For both of them do not only manifestly depart from
the letter to a gloss of their own, but they also wickedly pervert
the words of Christ in the very first gloss which they make, as if
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it were written, My body is under this, and in the latter they make
Christ utter a foolish tautology, as if he had said, My body is my
body.
5. The body of Christ which we eat in the supper was delivered
to death, and crucified for us. This, however, cannot be said of
the bread. Hence it is not properly, nor in reality the body of
Christ.
6. The cup is the New Testament, in the same way in which the
bread is the body of Christ. But the cup is the New Testament
sacramentally, as we have already shown, and as we may still
further prove by this argument: the New Testament is not properly drunk with the mouth, but believed with the heart. But the
cup is drunk with the mouth. Therefore, it cannot properly be
the New Testament. It is now in the same sense that the bread is
the body of Christ, viz.: in a sacramental sense.
7. If the bread is properly the body, and the cup the blood of
Christ, it must follow, that in the first supper the blood was separated from the body of Christ, and then they are both exhibited
to us separately, as they are separate signs. But neither was the
blood in the first supper without the body, nor is the body of
Christ now given to us without the blood; for then at the first
supper Christ was not yet dead, nor does he now die any more.
The bread is, therefore, the body, and the cup the blood of
Christ, not properly, but sacramentally. {393}
8. That which Christ himself ate and drank, was not properly his
body and blood, or else he must have eaten and drunk himself.
But he ate of that bread, and drank of that cup: “I will drink no
more of the fruit of the vine.” (Mark 14:25) Chrysostom says:
“Christ also drank of the wine, lest his disciples when hearing
these words should say, What, shall we then drink his blood, and
eat his flesh? and so be troubled? For when he first made mention
of this kind of eating and drinking, many became offended at his
words. Hence, in order that this might not now occur, he himself
first ate and drank, that he might thus lead them with a calm mind
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to the communion of these mysteries.” Hence, the bread and cup
are not properly, but sacramentally the body and blood of Christ.
9. Remembrance is not of things bodily present, but absent.
Christ instituted this sacrament to his remembrance. Therefore,
he is not corporally present in the bread, or in the sacrament.
10. Christ with his body is either not substantially in the bread,
nor under the form of bread; or the supper is no longer to be celebrated. For the Apostle commands us to eat of this bread and to
drink of this cup, and to show the Lord’s death till he come. The
celebration of this supper is, then, evidently not to be dispensed
with, but must continue to the end of the world. Christ has not,
therefore, come as yet, neither is he bodily present in the bread,
or under the form of bread.
11. Lastly, as the bread was the body of Christ in the first supper,
and as the disciples did eat the body of Christ, so in the very
same sense, and in no other, is the bread now the body of Christ,
and it is in the very same way that we eat the body of Christ; for
the supper which we celebrate, is the same which the disciples
celebrated. But the bread in the first supper was not essentially
the body of Christ, neither did the disciples eat with their
mouths the body of Christ in, or under the form of bread; for
Christ reclined at the table with his disciples in a corporal and
visible manner, and did not undergo any change during the
whole transaction. Therefore, the bread is not now the body of
Christ, as to its essence, nor do we eat with our mouths the body
of Christ in, or under the form of bread.
2. THE ARGUMENTS WHICH ARE DRAWN FROM THE
NATURE OF SACRAMENTS
1. The very form of speech which is used furnishes a strong
argument in favor of the view which we have presented: the
bread is the body of Christ. But bread is not in its own substance
the body of Christ, (for it has been by reason of this, that the idea
of transubstantiation and consubstantiation has been invented)
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Therefore, the language is figurative and sacramental, being
such as is common to the sacraments, and which we have
explained when speaking of the institution of the supper.
2. In all sacraments, when the names or properties of the thing
signified are attributed to the signs, it does not signify the corporal presence of the things in the signs, but a correspondence
between the signs and things signified, and a sealing of the
things by their signs, and a union of these two things in their
lawful use. In this supper, now, Christ attributes the names of the
things signified (his body and blood) to the signs (bread and
wine) saying, This is my body: this is my blood. Hence, we must
not understand these words as expressing any corporal presence. {394}
3. The nature of all sacraments requires that the signs be taken
corporally, while the things signified must be understood spiritually; and that the things which are visible are not the things
signified, being only the signs and pledges of them. Hence, inasmuch as the supper is a sacrament, we must take the signs and
things signified, in a sense corresponding with the nature of sacraments generally.
4. Sacramental phrases must be understood sacramentally. The
words of the supper, This is my body; This is my blood, are sacramental phrases; for they attribute the names of the things signified to the signs which are used in this sacrament. They must,
therefore, be understood sacramentally.
Objection: But the words of the supper do not contain any figure
of speech. Therefore, they are not to be interpreted sacramentally, but literally. Answer: We deny the antecedent; for Christ
himself annexes a sacramental phrase, saying, Do this: that is,
eat this bread and drink this cup in remembrance of me, that you
may be admonished and assured that my body was given over to
death, and my blood shed for you and given to you as the meat
and drink of eternal life. The same thing may be said of this declaration of Christ, This cup is the New Testament in my blood; that
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is, it is the seal of the New Testament, or of the promises of grace
now fulfilled by my blood.
5. That which the gospel does not promise, the supper cannot
seal unto us: for the sacraments declare, exhibit, confirm and
seal the same thing which the word promises. It is for this reason that the sacraments are called visible promises, and visible
words. But the gospel no where promises any corporal or oral
eating; yea, Christ in the gospel expressly condemns, and refutes
it by these two arguments: 1. Because his body would in a short
time be taken up into heaven, and so be far removed from the
Jews to whom he spoke. 2. Because the eating of his flesh in this
way could be of no profit. Nor does Christ in the instance to
which reference is here had, merely refer to a gross, carnal and
oral manducation of his flesh, but he rejects in a positive way
the eating of his flesh in every form, in which it may be done
with the mouth. There is, therefore, no oral or corporal manducation to be conceived of in the supper, which is contrary to the
gospel.
6. The figment of a corporal presence, and eating of the flesh of
Christ under the bread, is wholly repugnant to the formal character of the sacraments. It is, therefore, to be rejected. That the
antecedent is true, is evident from this, that it is neither the sign,
nor the thing signified, of which two things every sacrament
consists. It is not the sign, because it does not strike the senses,
neither is there any thing included in it which it might signify;
nor can it be said to be the things signified, because the Scriptures never speak of any change of the essence, nor of any real
commingling of the flesh of Christ, with our bodies, neither can
there be any, unless we embrace the reveries of the Eutychians,
and Schwenckfelders;10 for the sacraments declare and seal
10. [The followers of Kaspar von Ossig Schwenkfeld (1489-1561), a mystic during the days of the Reformation whose views were similar to
the Quakers.—EDB]
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unto us only such blessings as are contained in the promise of
the gospel. Again, it is not the thing signified, because it is
effected without faith, and is common both to the godly and the
ungodly, whereas the things which are signified by the sacraments are received by faith alone, and by none but the godly.
And still further, if it were the thing signified, no one ever had
been, or would be saved without it; for all the sacraments signify
the same things, which are also given to all those who are to be
saved, because they are the benefits of the Messiah, comprehended {395} in the promise of the gospel. These benefits are
the same unto all neither is any one saved without them. There
is, therefore, no room left for a substantial presence, and oral
manducation of the body of Christ in, or under the form of
bread in the sacrament, and it is in fact nothing more than an
empty name, and idol in the world.
Objection: This oral manducation is a sign of that which is spiritual, and is a great confirmation of our faith. Therefore, the body
of Christ is also a sacrament, while the thing signified is invisible
grace. Answer: The antecedent is false, because the flesh of
Christ is invisible under the bread, and cannot, therefore, signify
another thing which is invisible, or confirm our faith. Sacraments, or signs ought to be visible; hence that does not deserve
to be called a sacrament, (as Erasmus says) which is not
accomplished by an external sign: for the sacraments have been
instituted for this end, that they may, as it were, effectually show
to our external senses what the word promises, and the Holy
Spirit works in our hearts, that they may be visible testimonies,
and pledges of the promise of grace exhibited and applied. It is
for this reason that Augustine says: “A sacrament is a visible
word.” Again, “It is a visible form, or sign of an invisible grace.”
Again, “A sign is a thing which differs from the form which it presents to our senses, and produces in our thoughts something else.”
Again, “the signs of divine things are indeed visible; but the things
themselves are invisible.” Hence also the definition of Prosper;
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“The sacrifice of the church consists of two things, the visible form
of the signs, and the invisible flesh and blood of our Lord Jesus
Christ; in the sign, and the thing signified thereby, which is the
body of Christ.” There is, therefore, no invisible thing or action
that brings to view the nature, or thing signified by the sacrament. Consequently those who affirm that the flesh of Christ is a
sacrament in, under, or with the bread, must show unto us this
visible and sensible eating in the Supper, if they do not wish to
stand in opposition to the general voice of the church. Again,
there must be an analogy between the sign, and the thing signified; for unless the sacraments (says Augustine) have some correspondence with the things of which they are sacraments, they
would be no sacraments. Now if the flesh of Christ be also a sacrament, and if the thing signified be invisible grace, what analogy and correspondence will there be between the two
sacraments? There can evidently be none; from which it follows
that the flesh of Christ cannot be called a sacrament, seeing it is
not less the thing signified by the sacrament, than the salvation
which is signified analogically by the bread, as by a sign. Hence
the sacramental eating, which is effected by the mouth, does
not, when considered in itself, extend to the body of Christ in
any physical manner; because, by this eating, nothing more than
the external signs are exhibited and received in their own
nature. Augustine, inquiring how the bread is the body of Christ,
and the wine his blood, says:
“These, brethren, are called sacraments; because one thing is
seen in them, and another is understood. That which is seen
has a material form; that which is understood a spiritual benefit,” etc.
7. The communion which the word promises, and the sacraments seal, is not corporal, but spiritual. But the communion of
Christ, which there is in the supper is the same which is promised in the word, and sealed in the other sacraments. Therefore,
the communion which there is in the supper is not corporal, but
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spiritual. The first proposition is clear; because the {396} gospel
teaches no other communion than that which is spiritual, which
is effected by faith. The second proposition is also evident,
because the promises of the gospel extend unto us the very
same blessings which the sacraments exhibit, and promise; for
the sacraments are a visible word, in as much as they promise
the same thing which the word does by visible signs, and are
seals of the promise of the same grace.
8. All the sacraments both of the Old, and the New Testament,
signify the same thing, and the same communion with Christ.
But the signification and communion of all the other sacraments
is wholly spiritual. Therefore, it must be the same as it regards
the Supper. All grant the truth of the minor proposition. The
major is confirmed by what the Apostle says: “For by one Spirit
we are all baptized into one body.” “They were all baptized unto
Moses in the cloud, and in the sea; and they all did eat the same
spiritual meat.” (1 Cor. 12:13; 10:2)
Objection: But all the sacraments do not signify the same thing:
for baptism signifies washing by the blood of Christ, the Lord’s
supper the body and blood of Christ. Answer: The thing signified is not different, because as we have already shown, to be
washed with the blood of Christ, and to drink his blood is the
same thing. The manner in which the thing signified, which is
one and the same, is expressed, is indeed different, on account
of the different signs which have not the same analogy to that
which is signified. Therefore, as the thing signified and promised
in baptism, and also in circumcision and the Passover, is spiritual and not corporal, so it is likewise, in relation to the Supper.
3. THE ARGUMENTS DRAWN FROM THE ANALOGY, OR
CORRESPONDENCE OF THE ARTICLES OF OUR FAITH
1. There are strong arguments in support of the view which we
have presented, drawn from the article which has respect to the
truth of the human nature of Christ. The Word assumed a nature
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like unto ours in all things, sin excepted; and will retain the same
to all eternity for our comfort and salvation. But human nature is
not infinite, nor can it be at the same time in many places, nor
visible and invisible. To be essentially present in many, and in all
places at the same time is peculiar to the Godhead alone, according as it is said: “Do not I fill heaven and earth? says the Lord.”
(Jer. 23:34) God is by this attribute distinguished from all creatures. Nor can the Godhead itself be at the same time visible and
invisible, finite and infinite; but it remains always as to its substance invisible, incomprehensible and infinite; otherwise it
would not be unchangeable. Thence we must not suppose when
Christ says, This is my body, that his body then sat visibly at the
table, and was at the same time invisible in the bread; or that it
now remains at the same time visible in heaven, and is also contained invisibly in the bread.
2. From the article of Christ’s ascension. Christ ascended truly, by
which we mean, that he was taken up into heaven with his body
visibly and locally, in such a manner that his body did not
remain, nor does it now remain, on earth, but in heaven, and
that he will come from thence to judge the world. Hence he is
not in the bread. Or we may thus state the argument: the body of
Christ is finite, seeing it is a true body. But it is now in heaven.
Therefore it is not in the bread. The major proposition is established by {397} the article of Christ’s ascension into to heaven.
“While they beheld, he was taken up.” “Seek those things which
are above where Christ sitteth,” etc. (Acts 1:9; Col. 3:1) Again, if
the true body of Christ is infinite, as our adversaries affirm, then
it is also invisible and insensible. Hence that was not a true body
of Christ, being only apparent, which was seen, suffered and
moved upon the earth, and so all those things which are spoken
of Christ in the articles of our faith, could not have been truly
done, but must have been done only in appearance, so that we
still remain under the power of death if this be true.
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Here, however, two things must be observed: 1. The argument
which we draw from the article of Christ’s ascension, does not
remove his body from the supper, as some slanderously say of
us; but only from the bread; for time distance between heaven
and earth, while it makes it impossible that Christ’s body should
exist in heaven, and be in the bread at the same time, does not
stand in the way of his presence in the supper to be eaten spiritually by faith. Our faith in the promise joined to the bread and
wine, beholds and embraces the body and blood of Christ, and
all his benefits as most truly present in the supper. 2. The argument here deduced from the two articles of faith alluded to,
overthrows the conceit of Christ’s corporal presence in the
bread; for if the human nature of Christ might be everywhere, or
present at the same time in many places, his ascension would
not prevent its being both in heaven and in the bread at one and
the same time. But as the human nature of Christ is finite, and
not present in many, nor in all places, it follows that the argument which we deduce from his ascension into heaven is irresistible. For as the consequence which naturally follows from
the property of Christ’s human nature, in respect to the first celebration of the supper, which we may thus state: the body of
Christ sat at the table; therefore it was not in the bread, nor in
the mouths of his disciples: as this consequence is legitimate
and irresistible, so it is a proper consequence which we draw
from the truth of the ascension of Christ into heaven, when we
thus reason: the body of Christ is in heaven; therefore it is not in
the bread, nor any where else upon the earth.
Objection: It is only human reason which decides that Christ’s
corporal presence in the bread is opposed to these articles of our
faith. Therefore it may not in reality be opposed to them.
Answer: We deny the antecedent; because Christian faith and
the word of God teach in connection with reason, that the body
of Christ, which is, indeed, human and finite, cannot exist at the
same time in all, nor many places; and that now since the
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ascension it is not on earth, but in heaven, and will remain
there, until Christ come to judge the quick and the dead. Hence
it is not only repugnant to human reason, but also to the word of
God, that Christ’s body should be present at one and the same
time in heaven and in the bread. It is, indeed, an incontrovertible
truth that human reason is not to be heard in divine things,
when it is in manifest opposition to the word of God; and that it
should always submit to the holy Scriptures which contain a
revelation of the divine will; yet it is not to be simply and unceremoniously thrust aside or rejected, no not even in divine
things, as if the word of God could teach that which is in opposition to sound reason; but we must use it aright, that so we may
distinguish truth from falsehood. God has endowed us with reason that we may be able, by the light of the understanding, to
decide in regard to contradictory opinions, and that knowing
{398} with certainty what is in harmony with the word of God,
and what is in opposition to it, we may embrace the former and
reject the latter. If this were not so, there would be no dogma so
absurd, and impious—there would be nothing in the polluted
sinks of Heretics, however detestable and monstrous, which
could be refuted by the holy Scriptures; for all heretics and
imposters always boast, that their opinions are not in opposition
to the word of God, but that they only seem to contradict it, in
the judgment of human reason.
To this it is objected as follows: the Scriptures attribute to the
body of Christ many properties and prerogatives which are
beyond and above nature, which our bodies do not possess, such
as to walk upon the water, to be transfigured, to be carried up
into heaven, to pass through a rock and closed doors, to be personally united to Deity, to be made a sacrifice for sin, etc. Therefore it is not absurd to say, that it is present at the same time in
heaven and in the bread, or that it possesses ubiquity itself.
Answer: The antecedent has falsehood mingled with what is
true. The Scriptures no where affirm that the body of Christ
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passed through a rock, and doors that were closed. Hence we
deny it. The other things which are enumerated are, indeed, spoken of in the Scriptures, but they are such things as may be
found in connection with a nature that is truly human; for Peter
also walked upon the water; and we shall also be transformed
and ascend into heaven. But the ubiquity or presence of Christ’s
flesh, in many places at the same time, is never affirmed in the
Scriptures. For to be everywhere present, or to be present at different places at the same time, is peculiar to the Godhead alone,
which is infinite; but every creature is finite, and is by its own
finiteness distinguished from the Creator. That, now, which is
finite cannot be at the same time in more places than one.
Hence it is that the Scriptures, and the most distinguished teachers in the ancient church, speak of this presence in many places
as a most forcible argument of true Divinity. Christ says himself:
“The Son of man which is in heaven.” (John 3:13) Didymus says,
“The Holy Spirit himself, if he were a creature, would at least
have a substance that would be limited, as is the case with all
created things. For although invisible beings are not circumscribed in place, yet they are finite, as to the property of their
substance. But the Holy Spirit has not a limited substance,
seeing that he dwells in many.”
Tertullian says:
“If Christ be nothing more than a man, how could he be
present wherever he is called upon; inasmuch as to be
present everywhere does not belong to the nature of man, but
to that of God.”
Hence our adversaries, when they imagine that these prerogatives are the cause of Christ’s presence in many, and in all
places, are guilty of admitting that as a cause which is none; or
they, at least, argue from things that are unlike; for the cause of
these things, and that of ubiquity is quite different.
3. From the article of the communion of saints. The communion
of saints with Christ is the same now that it has ever been, or
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ever will be, both in regard to those who use the sacraments, and
also in regard to those who are by necessity excluded from their
use. For there is only one communion of saints with Christ, inasmuch as we are all one body in him. But the communion of
saints with Christ has always been of a spiritual character, as the
Apostle teaches when he says: “He that is joined to the Lord is
one Spirit.” “Hereby know we, that we dwell in him and {399}
he in us, because he has given us of his Spirit.” “He is the vine;
we are the branches.” “He is the Head; we are the members.”
“He is the Bridegroom; we with the whole church constitute his
Spouse.” (1 Cor. 6:17; 1 John 4:15; John 15:5; Eph. 1:22; 4:15,
etc.) Or, the argument may be thus presented: all the saints have
the same communion with Christ, those of the Old Testament as
well as those of the New; those who have the opportunity of
observing the supper, as well as those who have not the privilege. (1 Cor. 10; Eph. 4; Rom. 8) Neither can we eat Christ in any
other way, than the disciples did at the first celebration of this
supper. But they ate him spiritually. Therefore, we also eat him
in a similar manner.
We argue again from this same article: the eating of Christ is the
same as his dwelling in us. But this is spiritual. Therefore, the
eating of Christ is also spiritual. The major is evident from the
fact that we eat Christ, that he may dwell in us, and we in him,
and not that He should depart from us as soon as he is eaten.
“He that eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood dwelleth in me,
and I in him.” (John 6:56) The minor is proven by this, that
Christ’s dwelling in us is the same as that of the Father. “If a man
love me he will keep my words; and my Father will love him,
and we will come unto him, and make our abode with him.”
(John 14:23) But how does the Father abide or dwell in us?
Assuredly by the Holy Spirit. Hence, it is in the same way that
Christ abides with us and dwells in us. Here the following passages of Scripture are in point: “Hereby know we that we dwell
in him and he in us, because he has given us of his Spirit.” “That
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Christ may dwell in your hearts by faith.” “I am the vine, you are
the branches; he that abides in me and I in him,” etc. (1 John
4:13; Eph. 3:17; John 15:5)
4. From the article of the forgiveness of sins. If Christ be in the
bread in a corporal manner, and be given by the hands of the
minister, then forgiveness of sins ought to be sought from the
hands of God on account of that which is in the bread, and
which the minister has in his hand, whether the bread remains
at the same time with him or not. For remission of sins for the
sake of Christ is most especially to be sought whenever we celebrate the supper. Those who commune ought, therefore, to pray
thus: I beseech you, O heavenly Father, that you wouldst be gracious to me for the sake of this your Son, who is in this bread, who
is handled by the minister, and whom I eat with my mouth. This is
that shocking idolatry which is practiced in the Popish mass,
which is doubtless so displeasing in the sight of God, that it were
better for us to suffer a thousand deaths, than that we should
ever be guilty of it. The gospel teaches us, however, that we
ought to ask of God the forgiveness of sins, not for the sake of
Christ who is in the bread and who is carried in the hands of the
minister and eaten with the mouth, but for the sake of him who
suffered and died for us, and who is now in heaven at the right
hand of God interceding for us. Hence, we thus argue: that which
goes to establish the shocking idolatry of the mass, is to be
rejected. The corporal presence and oral manducation of Christ
in the bread, go to establish the idolatry of the mass. Therefore,
they are to be rejected.
6. We may here yet add the arguments drawn from the sacrifice
and worship of Christ. Wherever it is evident that Christ is bodily
present, whether it be in a visible or invisible manner, there he is
to be worshipped {400} by having our thoughts and affections
directed to that place. But Christ is not to be thus worshipped in
the supper, for we are not to have our thoughts and affections
turned to the bread or to the place of the bread. Therefore, he is
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not present in the bread in a corporal manner, nor in the place
of the bread. The major proposition is too plain to need any
proof. The minor is evident from this, that since the ascension of
Christ into heaven, we cannot, without being guilty of manifest
idolatry, associate divine worship with any particular place or
thing, unless God expressly command it, or utter some promise
in regard to it; for Christ has plainly taught us that we are now
no longer to restrict our devotions to any particular place or
thing on earth. “The hour cometh, when you shall neither in
this mountain, nor yet at Jerusalem worship the Father. You worship, you know not what; we know what we worship, for salvation is of the Jews. But the hour cometh, and now is, when the
true worshippers shall worship the Father in spirit and in truth,
for the Father seeketh such to, worship him. God is a Spirit, and
they that worship him must worship him in spirit and in truth.”
(John 4:21-25) And still further; if we are to worship Christ in the
supper by having our thoughts and devotions directed to the
bread, then the priests who offer sacrifices would have in their
own hands that whole sacrifice, by which they offer the Son
unto the Father for the purpose of obtaining forgiveness of sins;
and so it would be necessary to repeat the crucifixion of Christ.
Objection: But Christ did not command that we should offer, or
worship him in the bread, but that we should eat him. Therefore,
neither the offering of Christ to the Father, nor the worshipping
of him in the bread as the Papists do, can grow out of his corporal presence in the bread. Answer: Those who thus argue beg
the question, for the Scriptures nowhere affirm that Christ commanded us to eat him in the bread. Then they also shift the
question at issue; for the command which we have concerning
the worship of Christ is general; “He is the Lord; and worship
him.” “Let all the angels of God worship him.” (Ps. 45:12; Heb.
16) This general command, without any exception, or expectation of a special precept, should constrain us all to obey and
adore Christ in the bread, if it were clearly evident that he was
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invisibly concealed in it, not less than if we saw Him present
with our eyes. So Thomas acted properly, when, without waiting
for any special command, he worshipped toward the place
where he saw Christ standing, exclaiming: “My Lord, and my
God.” (John 20:28) As long, therefore, as the idea of a corporal
presence in the supper prevails, so long will the idolatry of the
Papists continue; for the Papists themselves, when they make an
offering of Christ in the mass, will not have us to understand this
as if Christ were put to death thereby, but merely as an exhibition of Christ, who is present in the bread in a corporal manner,
and as a seeking and obtaining the forgiveness of sins for the
sake of him, whom the priests hold in their hands, and present
unto the Father.
4. THE ARGUMENTS DRAWN FROM PARALLEL PASSAGES
OF SCRIPTURE, WHICH TEACH THE SAME DOCTRINE IN
LANGUAGE WHICH DOES NOT ADMIT OF ANY
CONTROVERSY
1. Parallel passages, or phrases that are alike have the same
sense and interpretation. All those phrases are regarded as similar, or as sacramental {401} phrases in which the names, or
proper effects of the things signified are attributed to the signs;
as, circumcision is the covenant of God; the lamb is the Lord’s
Passover; the Sabbath is the covenant of God; the Levitical sacrifices are an atonement for sin; the blood of the victims offered as
sacrifices, is the blood of the covenant; the covering of the ark is
the mercy-seat; that rock was Christ; the bread is the body of
Christ; the cup is the New Testament; baptism is the washing away
of sin, and the washing of regeneration, etc. (Gen. 17:10; Ex.
12:11; 31:16; Lev. 1:4; Ex. 24:8; 26:34; 1 Cor. 10:3, etc.) Therefore,
the interpretation of all these phrases is similar. God himself
interprets some of them in this way, as may be seen by a reference to the above quotations where he calls circumcision the
token of the covenant; the lamb the sign and memorial of the
Passover, and the Sabbath the sign of the covenant. We may,
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therefore, justly interpret the rest in the same way, and say: the
Levitical sacrifices signify the atonement which the Messiah
made for sin; the blood of the victims is a sign which confirms
the covenant, or it is the sign of the blood of Christ, by which the
covenant was sanctified; the covering of the ark signified the
mercy-seat; that rock signified Christ; the bread is a sacrament
of the body of Christ; the cup is a sacrament sealing the new
covenant; baptism is a sacrament of the washing away of sin,
and of regeneration, etc.
2. The blood of Christ is the New Testament in the same sense in
which the cup is. But the cup is the New Testament sacramentally, that is, it is the sign of it. Therefore, the blood of Christ is
also the sign of the New Testament. That the major of this syllogism is true, is evident from this, that the words of Luke and
Paul: this cup is the New Testament in my blood; and those of Matthew and Mark: this is my blood of the New Testament, have without doubt the same meaning. The minor is proven by the first
argument, and cannot be understood in any other sense; for the
New Testament is not an external ceremony, or thing; but it is
the gracious reconciliation with God, which the gospel promises
for the sake of the blood of Christ. The cup must then either be
the thing promised, or it is the seal of the promise. But it is not
the promise, nor the thing which is promised. Therefore, it is the
seal of the promise.
3. We may here repeat the words of Paul: “The bread which we
break is it not the communion of the body of Christ.” (1 Cor.
10:16) The bread is now the communion of the body of Christ,
in the same sense in which it is also his body; because the words
of Paul and Christ have the same meaning. Paul may, indeed be
regarded as giving us an interpretation of the words of Christ.
But the bread is the communion of the body of Christ sacramentally, that is, it is a sacrament, or sign of our spiritual communion with the body of Christ: for bread cannot properly and
literally, be called a communion. Therefore, the bread is also

Lord’s Day 29

717

sacramentally the body of Christ, which is to say, it is a sacrament, or sign of his body. That the communion, or communication of the body of Christ is spiritual, is proven by these
arguments: 1. Paul speaks of such a communion as that by
which we being many, are one bread, and one body, which is
spiritual in its nature. 2. The communion of Christ of which the
Apostle speaks, excludes the communion of devils. Hence He
says: “You cannot drink the cup of the Lord, and the cup of devils; you cannot be partakers of the Lord’s table, and of the table
of devils.” (1 Cor. 10:21) This is not an {402} argument resulting
from mere impropriety, as some suppose; but from an impossibility of the thing itself. It is the same as when Christ says, “You
cannot serve God, and Mammon;” (Matt. 6:24) for the original
word, which in both places is translated, you cannot, is the same.
Paul reasons in the same way when he says: “What concord has
Christ with Belial? or what part has he that believes with an infidel?” (2 Cor. 6:15) 3. this communion of saints with Christ, and
of Christ with the faithful the Scriptures explain spiritually, as
when it is said: “Truly our fellowship is with the Father, and with
his Son, Jesus Christ.” If we say we have fellowship with him,
and walk in darkness, we He, and do not the truth. But if we walk
in the light as he is in the light, we have fellowship one with
another, and the blood of Jesus Christ his Son cleanseth us from
all sin.” (1 John 1:3-8) This spiritual communion which the
saints have with Christ, and he with them is the same as that, in
which we profess our belief in the Creed. 4. Lastly, Chrysostom
interprets the words of Paul as expressing a spiritual communion, saying:
“Why did not the Apostle use the word metokh, which means
participation? That he might direct attention to something
more excellent, viz.: to that union which is of the most intimate nature.”
And a little further on he says:
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“Why do I call it communion? because we are the very same
body of Christ. What is the bread? It is the body of Christ.
What are they made who receive the body of Christ? not
many, but one body; for as bread is baked out of many grains,
so are we also incorporated with Christ. (Hom. 24. In 1 Cor.
10)
4. The words of Christ, as recorded in the sixth chapter of John,
are also here in point: “What and if you shall see the Son of man
ascend up where he was before? It is the Spirit that quickens; the
flesh profiteth nothing: the words that I speak unto you they are
spirit and they are life.” (John 6:62, 63) In these words Christ
expressly rejects the eating of his flesh with the mouth, and
refutes it by two arguments which we have noticed on a former
occasion; and at the same time establishes the idea of a spiritual
manducation. Hence we are not to imagine a corporal eating of
the body of Christ, seeing that the Scriptures expressly condemn
it.
Objection: But the sixth chapter of John has no reference to the
supper. Therefore it cannot be said to prove any thing against the
oral manducation of the body of Christ instituted in the supper.
Answer: But it is a false argument which proceeds to the denial
of the whole, when there is only a denial in part. We admit that
this chapter does not refer directly to the ceremony of the supper. But it does not follow from this, that it has no reference to it
whatever. It has reference to the promise, This is my body, which
is given for you; for this promise is drawn from the discourse of
Christ in the sixth chapter of John, and is confirmed by the signs
of bread and wine. It cannot, therefore, be understood of any
other eating of Christ’s body in the supper, than that which we
have in his discourse in the gospel of John, which is spiritual; for
as we have just seen it condemns the eating of his flesh orally. To
this our adversaries reply: this chapter does not condemn an
oral, but a Capernaitical eating; to which we answer that every
eating of Christ’s flesh with the mouth is Capernaitical, and,
therefore, condemned; for a Capernaitical eating is not only a
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bloody tearing, and eating of the flesh of Christ, and chewing it
with the teeth, but it is any kind of eating, which is done with
the mouth. For the Capernaites {403} did not say, How can this
man give us his flesh to devour, to tear with the teeth, etc. but they
said, How can this man give us his flesh to eat, that is with the
mouth. Neither does Christ withdraw their minds from a gross
eating with the mouth, to that which is more refined in its
nature; but directs them to his ascension into heaven, which
would take place in a short time, when his body would be far
removed from their mouths, from which we may infer that it
was a spiritual eating of which he spoke, which is effected by the
Spirit and by faith.
5. From the fifty-fourth and sixth verses of this sixth chapter of
John, it is also evident that to eat the flesh, and to drink the
blood of Christ is to believe in Christ, to dwell in him, and to
have him dwell in us; because the same effect of eternal life is
attributed both to the eating of his flesh, and to faith in him. The
Lord’s supper now sanctions this same eating; for apart from
this there can be no other promise shown in the whole gospel,
which is sealed by the supper. Therefore, to eat the body, and to
drink the blood of Christ in the supper, is to believe in Christ, to
dwell in Christ, and to have him dwell in us.
6. We may here also quote the words of Paul, 1 Cor. 12:13: “By
one Spirit are we all baptized into one body, whether we be Jews
or Gentiles, whether we be bond or free; and have all been made
to drink into one Spirit.” From this passage we may deduce the
two following arguments: 1. The eating of Christ in the supper is
the same as the drinking. But the drinking is spiritual. Therefore
the eating is also spiritual.
2. The eating of the body, and the drinking of the blood of Christ
is common to all the faithful, even to the fathers of the Old Testament: for we have all been made to drink into one Spirit. But that
eating which is with the mouth is not common to all the faithful;
for the fathers who lived before the birth of Christ, could not in
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this way eat his flesh, which may also be said of infants, and
many adults who have not the opportunity of observing the supper. Therefore, this eating of the flesh of Christ with the mouth,
which is affirmed by our adversaries, is not that true eating,
which the gospel promises, and which the supper seals.
THE TESTIMONY OF THE FATHERS IN SUPPORT OF THE
VIEW WHICH WE HAVE ADVANCED
Having now presented the arguments which may be drawn from
the holy Scriptures, and from the foundation of our faith, we
may next adduce the testimony of the Fathers of the early and
purer church, from which it will be seen that they teach the very
same doctrine, which we do concerning the holy supper. We
shall merely produce, from a very large number of extracts that
might be made from their writings, a few passages which may
serve as an index to the views, which they held and taught in reference to this subject.
Irenaeus says:
The earthly bread being so called by the word of God, is no
longer common bread; but becomes the eucharist, which
consists of two things, the earthly, and the heavenly.
Panis terrenus accepta vocatione a verbo Dei, non amplius est
communis panis, sed efficitur eucharistia, quae constat ex
duabus rebus, terrena & coelesti. (Lib. 4. c. 34.)
Tertullian says:
The bread which Christ took, and distributed among the disciples, he made his own body, saying, This is my body, that is,
The figure of my body.
Acceptum panem and distributum discipulis, corpus suum
illum {404} fecit hoc est corpus meum, dicendo; id est, FIGURA CORPORIS MEI. (Lib. 4. cont, Marcion.)
Clement of Alexandria, says:
To drink the blood of Jesus is to be made a partaker of our
Lord’s immortality.
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Hoc est bibere Jesu sanguinem, esse participem incorruptionis
Dornini. (Paedag. lib. 2 cap. 2.)
Cyprian says:
The blood of Christ with which we are redeemed and justified
cannot seem to be in the chalice, when there is no wine in it,
by which the blood of Christ is showed, which is spoken of in
every sacrament and testimony of the Scriptures. Again: as
often as we do this, we do not sharpen our teeth for the purpose of eating, but we break and distribute the holy bread
with a true faith, while we distinguish, and separate that
which is divine from that which is human, and joining them
again when they are separated, we confess one God and man;
we are also by this sacrament made his body, and are
cemented, and united to our head by the thing signified.
Nec potest videri sanguis ejus quo redemti & justificati
sumus; esse in calice, quando vinum desit calici, quo Christi
sanguis OSTENDITUR, qui scripturarum omnium sacramento
& testimonio predicatur. Idem: haec quoties agimus, non
dentes ad mordendum acuimus; sed fide sincera panem sanctum frangimus, & partimur, dum quod divinum and
humanum est, distinguimus, et separamus, itemque simul
separata jungentes, unum Deum & hominem fatemur; sed &
nos ipsi corpus ejus effecti sacramento, & re sacramenti capiti
nostro connectimur & unimar. (Lib. 2. epistola 3. Serm. de
cœna)
The canon of the Council of Nice says:
Here is also the Lord’s table; let us not childishly cleave to the
bread and wine set before us, but let us, lifting our minds to
heaven by faith, consider that on that holy table is placed the
Lamb of God which takes away the sins of the world, who
offered himself as a sacrifice without being slain by the
priests; and let us, receiving his body and precious blood,
believe that they are signs of our resurrection. It is for this
reason that we only receive a small quantity, that we may
know that it is not received for satisfying, but for our sanctification.
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In divina mensa rursus et jam hic non proposito panis & vino
pueriliter adhereamus, sed sublato inaltum mente per fidem;
consideremus proponi in sacra illa mensa agnum Dei tollentem peccata mundi; qui sine mactatione a sacerdotibus
sacrificatur: & pretiosum ejus corpus and sanguinem vere
accipientes nos, credamus haec esse nostrae resurrectionis
SYMBOLA. Nam ideo etiam non multum, sed parum accipimus; ut agnoscamus quod non ad satietatem, sed ad sanctificationem accipiatur. (De divina mensa, & quid.)
Basil says:
We have set before us the figures of the holy body and blood
of Christ.
Apposuimus ANTITYPTA sancti corporis & sanguinis tui. (In
Litur.)
Hilary says:
That which is eaten, and drunk produces this effect, that we
are in Christ, and Christ in us. {405}
Haec accepta atque hausta id efficiunt, ut & nos in Christo &
Christus in nobis sit. (De Trin. lib.)
Gregory Nazianzus says:
The figures of the body and precious blood of Christ.
ANTITYPTA pretiosi sanguinis & corporis Christi. (Orat. de
Pasch.)
Ambrose says:
Because we have been redeemed by the death of our Lord,
we, being mindful thereof, signify in eating and drinking the
flesh and blood of the Lord which were offered for us. Again:
this offering is a figure of the body and blood of our Lord Jesus
Christ. In 1 Cor. 11.
Quia morte Cominie libserati sumus, hujus rei memores, in
edendo & potando carnem & sanguinem Domini pro nobis
oblata sunt, SIGNIFICAMUS. Idem: Haec oblatio est FIGURA
CORORIS & SANGUINIS domini nostri Jesu Christi. In 1 Cor. 2.
(De Sacr. Lib. 4. c. 5.)
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Augustine says:
our Lord did not hesitate to say, This is my body when he gave
the sign of his body. Again: the Lord admitted Judas to that
feast in which he gave to his disciples the figure of his body
and blood. [Again:] If the sacraments had not a certain correspondence with the things of which they are sacraments,
they would be no sacraments at all. And it is on account of
this correspondence that they very often receive the names
of the things themselves. As, therefore, the sacrament of the
body of Christ is, after a certain manner, the body of Christ,
and as the sacrament of the blood of Christ is his blood, so
the sacrament of faith is faith. [Again:] as the celestial bread,
which is Christ’s flesh, is in some way called the body of
Christ in as much as it is the sacrament of his body, which is to
say, of that visible, tangible, and mortal body which was
nailed to the cross; and as the sacrificing of his flesh, which
was accomplished by the hands of the priest, is called the
passion, death, and crucifixion, not in the truth of the thing,
but signifying it in a mystery; so the sacrament of faith, which
is baptism, is faith. [Again:] these, my brethren, are called sacraments, because in them one thing is seen, and another is
understood. That which is seen has a corporal form, while
that which is understood has a spiritual benefit.
Non dubitavit Dominus dicere, Hoc est corpus meum, cum
daret signum sui corporis. Idem: Dominus Judam adhibuit ad
convivium; in quo corporis & san guinis fui FIGURAM discipulis suis commendavit & tradidit. Idem: Si sacramenta
quandam similitudinem earum rerum quarum sacramenta
sunt, non haberent, omnino sacramenta non essent. Ex hac
autem similitudine plerumque etiam ipsarum rerum nomina
accipiunt Sicut ergo secundum quendam modum, sacramentum corporis Christi, corpus Christi est, sacramentum sanguinis Christi sanguis Christi est: ita sacramnentum fidea
fides este. Idem: sicut ergo coelestis panis, qui caro Christi est,
SUO MODO vocatur corpus CHRISTI; cum revera sit SACRAMENTUM CORPORIS CHRISTI; illius videlicet, quod visibile,
palpabile, mortale in cruce positum est: vocaturque ipsa
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immolatio carnis, quae sacerdotis manibus fit, CHRISTI passio, mors, crucifixio, NON REl VERITATE, SED SIGIFICANTE
MYSTERIO: sic sacramentum fidei, quo baptismus intelligitur,
fides est. Idem: Ista, fratres, ideo dicuntur sacramenta, quod
in eis aliud videtur, aliud intelligitur. Quod videtur, speciem
habet corporalem: quod intelligitur, fructum habet spiritualem; (Cont. Adem. c 12: In Psal. 3. Epist. 23. ad Bonif. In fentet. Prosper. de consec. dist. 2. c. hoc est. Ser. ad infant.)
Chrysostom says:
This is my blood which is shed for the remission of sins,
which Christ said to show that his passion and cross constitute a mystery, and that it might administer comfort to his
disciples. (In Matt. hom. 83).
Hic est sanguis meus, qui effunditur in remissionem peccatorum: quod dicebat, ut ostenderet, passionem & crucem
mysterium esse, & discipulos consolaretur. {406}
Theodoret says:
Our Savior evidently changed the names of the signs, and the
things signified, and gave the same name to his body which
belongs to the sign; and to the sign that which belongs to his
body. The reason of this change is manifest to those who
have been initiated into divine mysteries. For he designs that
those who partake of these divine mysteries, should not look
to the things which are seen; but on account of the change of
the names should believe the change which is made through
grace. For he who called, that which is naturally a body,
wheat and bread, and also called himself a vine, honored the
signs which are seen with the title of his body and blood, not
indeed by changing their nature, but by adding grace thereto.
Servator certe noster nomina commutavit, & corpori quidem
idem, quod erat symboli ac signi, nomen imposuit: symbolo
autem quod erat corporis. Causa mutationismanifesta est iis,
qui sunt divinis mysteriis initiate. Volebat enim eos, qui sunt
divinorum mysteriorum participes, non attendere naturam
eorum quae videntur; sed propter nominum mutationem,
mutationi, quae fit ex gratia credere. Qui enim, quod natura
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est corpus, dtriticum & panem appellavit, & vitem se epsum
rursus nominavit, is symbola quae videntur, appellatione corporis & sanquinis honoravit, non naturam quidem mutans;
sed naturae gratium adjiciens. (Dial. 1)
There is a notable saying of Macarius, the Monk, which we may
also here repeat:
The bread and wine are a type or figure corresponding with
the flesh, and blood of Christ; and those who receive the
bread which is showed, eat the flesh of Christ spiritually.
(Macarius Homil. 27)
We might add many other testimonies from the writings of the
Fathers, which for the sake of brevity we omit.
OF TRANSUBSTANTIATION
We may now easily see what we are to think of the doctrine of
transubstantiation. It is a wicked device of the Papists, which we
shall briefly prove by a variety of arguments. Before doing this,
however, it is proper that we should first state, in a few words,
what the Papists understand by transubstantiation.
They suppose that by the act, or force of consecration, by which
they mean the repeating, over the elements of bread and wine,
the words, This is my body; This cup is the New Testament in my
blood; the bread and wine are converted, or changed as to their
substance, into the body and blood of Christ, so that all that
remains of the bread and wine is the form, or accidents, viz.: the
appearance, the smell, the taste, the weight, etc. They, therefore,
consider the words, which are used in the consecration of the
elements, productive, and creative. They hold that the change is
effected, or made complete, in the very instant in which the
priest pronounces the last syllable, DY; This is my bo-DY, after
which the elements do not remain any longer bread and wine;
but become the body and blood of Christ, which are now substantially present, and contained under the form of bread and
wine, so that all who partake of them, eat his body, and drink his
blood with the mouth. {407}

726

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

As to the manner in which this change is effected, they do not
agree among themselves. There are some who maintain that the
substance of bread and wine is changed by transubstantiation,
into the substance of the body and blood of Christ, so that the
bread and wine become, as to their essence, the body and blood
of Christ, retaining merely their external forms, which change is
called a substantial change, or a change of the substance. There
are others, again, who hold that the substance of bread and wine
is not changed; but that it is annihilated, and that the substance
of the body and blood of Christ takes its place, so that, after the
consecration, the substance of Christ’s body and blood assumes
the form, and accidents of the substance of the bread and wine,
which change is called a formal change, or a change of the form.
Lombard gives an exposition of both views, (lib. 4, dist. II) and
seems to approve of the former. The Papists call both changes
transubstantiation. They affirm also that the pronoun this,
denotes some vague or indefinite substance, contained under
these accidents, in general, without having any reference to
quantity, or quality, so that it refers neither to the bread, nor to
the body of Christ; but to what was contained under the form,
which, before consecration, was bread, but which, by the force
of the words, became the body of Christ; so that the words, This
is my body, mean according to their view, That which is contained
under this, or under these forms, is my body.
They also differ widely among themselves in regard to the accidents, as to where they are grounded, or situated, whether in the
body of Christ, or in the air, or in the original matter of the bread
and wine, or whether they are the properties of any subject. The
common opinion is, that they exist without any subject. This is
the view of the Schoolmen, and of all the Papists, and consists of
two principal parts; the one having reference to transubstantiation, and the other to the eating of Christ’s body with the mouth.
But both of these things are inconsistent with the words of
Christ, and are a wicked device. As it respects the eating of
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Christ’s body with the mouth, under the form of bread, it is overthrown by the same arguments by which we have established
the spiritual eating of Christ’s body. And as it respects transubstantiation, we thus refute it:
1. That which is Christ’s body in the supper, remains, and is neither changed, nor annihilated, otherwise the body of Christ
would not remain, or be present in the eucharist. But the bread
in the supper is the body of Christ, sacramentally, as we have
already shown: therefore the bread in the supper remains, and is
neither changed, nor annihilated. The minor proposition has
already been proven, and may be established more fully, 1. By
the words of Luke and Paul: this cup is the New Testament, etc.
The bread is the communion of the body of Christ. 2. By this argument, drawn from these words: that which Christ broke, he
called his body. But he broke the bread, and not some indefinite
substance, or merely the accidents of the bread. Therefore, the
bread is the body of Christ. 3. It is also proven thus: the pronoun
this, refers either to the bread, or to the mere accidents of the
bread, or to the body of Christ, or to some indefinite substance.
But it cannot refer to some indefinite substance, for it was bread
that Christ gave, and brake, and not something general, under
the form of bread. Nor can it refer to the body of Christ, visible
or invisible: for his visible body sat, and talked with the disciples; and an invisible body, Christ never had. The Papists themselves, confess that the body of {408} Christ is not present,
under the form of bread, when the priest commences to repeat
the word This, but only after the change is effected, which, as we
have already remarked, takes place when the last syllable of the
words used in the consecration of the elements is pronounced.
Nor can it refer to the mere accidents of the bread; for it was not
the mere accidents that Christ broke. Therefore the particle this,
cannot refer to any thing else but the bread, so that the words of
Christ, This is my body, must mean, This bread is my body.
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2. Christ broke bread. But he did not break his body. Therefore
the bread is not, in reality, his body.
3. The body of Christ was delivered for us unto death. But the
bread was not thus given for us. Therefore, the bread is not, in
reality, the body of Christ.
4. Christ does not say, as the advocates of the doctrine of
transubstantiation do, My body is under these forms; or, My body
is contained under these forms. Therefore they do not retain, but
pervert the words of Christ.
5. Christ did not say, Let this be made; but, This is my body.
Therefore, the words of Christ do not change the bread into the
substance of his body, but merely teach, that the bread in this
use is the body of Christ in a sacramental sense.
6. Paul expressly calls that which is given and received, bread,
both before and after it is eaten. Therefore, the bread is neither
annihilated, nor changed into the substance of the body of
Christ, but remains bread.
7. In every sacrament there are two things; the signs and the
things signified, or, as Irenaeus says, the earthly and the heavenly things, without which there can be no sacrament. But transubstantiation takes away from the eucharist the sign, or that
which is earthly, which is bread and wine. Therefore, it destroys
the nature, or true idea of a sacrament.
8. The mere shadow, or form of bread and wine, cannot confirm
faith in heavenly things, but practices a deception, inasmuch as
it is not what it appears to be. But the signs in the eucharist
ought to confirm our faith in heavenly things, viz.: that we are as
certainly fed with the body and blood of our Lord, as we are certain that we receive the bread and the wine: for the sacraments
were instituted to confirm our faith by the use of visible signs.
Therefore, transubstantiation which changes the signs into a
mere shadow, cannot be true.
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9. Transubstantiation destroys the analogy which there is
between the sign, and the thing signified, of which Augustine
speaks when he says, “That the body of Christ so nourishes the
soul, as the bread nourishes the body; and as one bread is baked
out of many grains, so we, who partake of this one bread, being
many, are made one bread, and one body.” (Epis. 23, ad Bonif.) But
the mere accidents of bread and wine cannot represent or sustain this analogy, because they cannot of themselves nourish;
nor can we say, as the accidents of bread and wine nourish the
body and sustain natural life, so the body of Christ nourishes the
soul unto eternal life: for in this case the analogy would be
between that which is real, and that which is a mere shadow.
Therefore, the analogy which holds between the sign, and the
thing signified, is evidently inconsistent with the doctrine of
transubstantiation, and so refutes it. {409}
CONCERNING CONSUBSTANTIATION
The Papists, from what we have said, imagined that two great
miracles were wrought in the eucharist by virtue of the consecration of the elements; the changing of the substance of the
bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ, and the subsistence of the accidents of the bread and wine, independent of
any subject; both of which may easily be refuted; for the former
evidently contradicts the analogy of the entire Christian faith,
while the latter is at war with all sound philosophy. And, as to
that virtue which there is in the act of consecration, of which
they make so much account, it is nothing more than a magical
device of the devil and of human ingenuity.
When some of the ancient Doctors perceived these absurdities,
they rejected the doctrine of transubstantiation, and coined that
of consubstantiation, which teaches the co-existence of two
substances in the same place, or the presence of the body and
blood of Christ, not under the forms of bread and wine, but in,
or under the bread and wine itself. These persons maintained
that the signs were not transubstantiated, or changed as to their
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substance; but that they were consubstantiated, by which they
meant, that the bread and wine remained; but that the body and
blood of Christ were substantially present with, in, and under the
bread and wine, and eaten and drunk with the mouth.
Lombard refers to this view, and asserts that it was already
before his time advocated by certain persons; and calls it a paradox—a strange view.
Guitmund attributes it to Berengarius, after his recantation, and
calls it impanation.
Others regard Walrame as the originator of this view, against
whom Anselm wrote two books which are still extant.
Others, again ascribe it to Rupert, who lived shortly after Guitmund, about the year of our Lord 1124.
Peter, cardinal of Cambray, declared that he would rather
embrace con-substantiation than transubstantiation, had not the
church of Rome decided differently. He lived about the year of
our Lord 1416.
At length Luther, falling in with the opinion of this cardinal of
Cambray, as he himself testifies, did not at first regard it as an
article of faith, to believe that the substance of the bread
remains, or does not remain with the body of Christ, but maintained that either view might be held without subjecting their
advocates to the charge of heresy. Subsequently, however, it
seemed more probable to him that the bread should remain, and
that the body of Christ should be present in, with, and under the
bread. This is now the generally received opinion of those who
call themselves Lutherans. They interpret the words of Christ,
This is my body, thus, in, with, and under this bread is my body;
and they boast equally as much as the Papists, that they retain
the words of Christ in their literal sense, without any trope or
figure. And whenever they contend with the Papist, they refer
the particle This to the bread alone, which itself, according to
their view, is the body of Christ. But when they are brought into
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controversy with us, whom they call Sacramentarians, then the
particle This, no longer refers to the bread only, but to the bread,
with the body of Christ which is invisibly concealed in it, and
the sense of the words, This is my body, they affirm to be this:
this bread, and my body which is concealed in this bread, is my
body. This their gloss, they prove, as they say, with plain {410}
and familiar illustrations, so that Christ, when he gave his body
invisibly in the bread, said, This is my body, just as the farmer
says of the grain in his sack, This is grain, pointing to the sack; or
as the merchant, in speaking of the money in his purse, says, as
he holds it up, This is my money; or as the mother says of her
child lying in the cradle, This is my child, pointing to the cradle;
or as the vender of wine says, as he hands the cup, This is wine.
These illustrations are gathered from their writings and disputations.
But the same thing happens unfortunately to these good men,
which the poet says of another class of persons:
Stulti dum vitant vitia, in contraria currunt.
Fools when they run from certain vices, rush into the opposite extremes.
For instead of the absurd miracle of the Papists, in regard to the
subsistence of the accidents of the bread and wine, independent
of any subject, they imagine another still more absurd, viz.: the
penetration of two bodies; so that they may be said to have wandered farther, than the Papists themselves from the words of
Christ, whether we regard the letter or sense of the words. For
the words, if taken literally, must be thus understood: this, that
is, this bread, is my body; and if we have respect to the sense, or
true meaning of the words, it must be: this visible bread which is
broken and given is my true and essential body given for you. It is
my true body, not by any change of the essence, as the Papists
believe, (for the Word did not assume bread, neither was bread
delivered or crucified for us) but it is my true body in a mystical
sense, and according to a sacramental form of speech, as Christ
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himself, and Paul, and all the orthodox fathers have understood
it. The interpretation which the advocates of transubstantiation
put upon the words of Christ, is far from being their literal and
true sense; for it is not true that the Papists retain the letter, seeing that they put in the place of the words of Christ, this is my
body, this gloss: this thing, or indefinite substance contained
under these forms is my body; much less, therefore, do the consubstantialists retain the literal and true meaning of the words of
Christ, seeing that they substitute their own words in the place
of what Christ said, saying, in, with, and under this bread is my
body; or, the bread and the body of Christ, which is invisibly concealed in this bread, is my body. For neither is the bread by itself,
nor the bread with the body of Christ concealed in it, properly
the body of Christ; as a purse, whether full or empty, is not properly and without a figure of speech called money. And as to the
various illustrations, or forms of speech, which they bring forward for the purpose of establishing their view, they are evidently foreign; for as it respects the instances to which we have
already referred, that which is expressed by them is plain, as
soon as it is uttered, that grain is in the sack, money in the purse,
an infant in the cradle, and wine in the cup. But that the body of
Christ is in the bread, does not appear so clearly, neither can it
be proved, since there is an article of the Christian faith which
declares that it is in heaven.
OF THE SCHISM OF THE CONSUBSTANTIALISTS
The words of Christ, This is my body, were at first the only foundation upon which Luther based his view of the presence of
Christ in the supper. Subsequently in the controversy which he
had with those who opposed the {411} view of consubstantiation, he took refuge in the years 27 and 28 to the doctrine of
ubiquity, and instead of the one foundation upon which he at
first based his view, he now proposed four: 1. The personal
union of the two natures in Christ. 2. The right hand of God,
which is everywhere. 3. The truth of God, who cannot lie. 4. The
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three-fold manner of the existence of Christ’s body in any place.
Being at length driven from these, he again betook himself to the
words of Christ, and desired that all disputation as to ubiquity
might be brought to an end. Since the time of Luther, however,
some who profess his name, not finding a sufficient support for
their cause in the words of Christ, have again taken shelter
under the doctrine of ubiquity, and to this day regard it as the
main stay of their peculiar view. Yet there are others who reject it
altogether. It is to this diversity of sentiment that the schism of
the consubstantialists traces its origin. There are some who will
be Lutherans simply, who defend impanation or the existence of
Christ’s body in the bread, and the oral manducation by the
words of Christ alone. There are other multi-presentiary and
omni-potentiary Lutherans, who hold that the body of Christ is
present at the same time in many hosts on account of the
omnipotency really communicated to it. And, finally, there are
some omni-presentiary, or ubiquitarian Lutherans, who, for the
purpose of defending the presence of Christ’s body in the bread,
seize the shield of ubiquity, and teach that the body of Christ, by
virtue of its union with the Word, is every where present; and,
therefore, present also in the bread, before and after its use in
the supper, and that the rite and consecration merely cause it to
be eaten in the bread. Our young divines, that they may have a
correct understanding of this controversy, must not be ignorant
of these things; for, from what we have said, they may see that to
this day the doctrine of consubstantiation rests upon two main
pillars, or props—ubiquity and the words of Christ. We have
already explained what is meant by ubiquity, and given a sufficient refutation of it in the exposition of the articles relating to
the personal union of the two natures in Christ, his ascension
into heaven, and sitting at the right hand of God the Father, to
which we refer the reader. And as to the words of Christ, they
neither teach the doctrine of consubstantiation, nor will they
admit of such an interpretation, the Papists themselves being
witnesses in the case. The Ubiquitarians also acknowledge this
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in their writings, and have for this reason invented the doctrine
of ubiquity, because they clearly saw that their views could not
be sustained by the words of Christ; but would soon be overthrown if made to rest on this foundation.
Christ said, This is my body which is given for you. These words,
however, the consubstantialists do not retain, neither as to the
letter, nor as to the sense, when they say, in, with, and under this
bread is my body. We do not, therefore, need any other arguments for the refutation of consubstantiation, than the words of,
Christ, to which we direct the attention of the advocates of this
doctrine, and thus reason with them: Christ did not say, In this
bread, is my body; but, This is my body. But these forms of
speech do not express the same thing; for the former declares
what is in the bread, and where the body of Christ is; while the
latter declares what the bread itself is in the eucharist. Therefore, those who teach that the body of Christ is in the bread, and
not that it is the bread itself, retain neither the letter, nor the
sense of the words of Christ. {412}
Objections in favor of Consubstantiation refuted
Objection 1: It is a common form of speech, when two things
which are joined together are given at the same time, the one
apparent, and the other not, that that alone which is not apparent should be named; as we ordinarily say of a purse filled with
money, This is money; and of a cask of wine, This is wine. Christ
in the supper, giving in the same manner two things jointly, viz.:
bread, and his body, named that only which was not apparent
under the bread, saying: take, this is my body. Therefore, the
form of speech which is here used, is common and proper; and
does not need any explanation. We reply to the major of this syllogism as follows: It is, indeed, a usual form of speech, when it is
evident that the thing which is not apparent, and which is
named, is contained in that which is apparent, as it is plain that
money is in the purse, and wine in the cask; otherwise it would
neither be a usual, clear, nor correct form of speech to say of an
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empty purse, this is money, etc. But it is not apparent, nor have
the consubstantialists as yet proven, that the body of Christ was
concealed in the bread, when he said in reference to it, This is
my body; as it is evident that money is in the purse, and wine in
the cask, when it is said, This is money, this is wine. Yea, we
affirm in opposition to the consubstantialists, that the body of
Christ was not concealed in the bread in the first supper, but
reclined at the table, and is now in heaven, where it will remain
until he will come to judge the quick and the dead. Therefore,
this argument of our opponents is a begging of the question at
issue. We also deny what is asserted in the minor proposition;
for Christ, having taken and broken, not his body, but the bread
which was on the table, giving it to the disciples, said: take this
(that is, this bread) is my body; which interpretation we prove by
the following arguments: 1. Christ said of the cup, This cup is the
New Testament. 2. Paul refers the particle this to the bread, when
he says, The bread which we break is the communion of the body
of Christ. 3. The bread, and the body of Christ, when taken
together, are neither properly nor figuratively the very body of
Christ, so that Christ by this interpretation is made to utter a vain
tautology, saying, My body, is my body. We in like manner deny
the consequence drawn from the above syllogism, because there
is more in the conclusion than in the premises. They conclude
that the form of speech is common and proper. But the terms,
common and proper, have not the same form and signification;
for the most common form of speech may be figurative; as is the
case with the common, and yet synecdochical forms of speech
to which we have so often referred, This is money; this is wine.
For who is so simple as to believe that the purse alone, or the
purse with the money, is properly money. So the sacramental
form of speech in reference to the Passover was common and
well known to the disciples: “Where will you that we prepare for
you to eat the Passover?” (Matt. 26:17) And yet they did not
speak properly, but figuratively, attributing to the sign the name
of the thing signified, by a sacramental metonymy. Hence all
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that follows legitimately from the above premises, is that the
words of Christ were common, plain and understood by the disciples; but not that they were understood properly, literally, and
without any figure.
Objection 2: Christ said, This is my body. Christ now is true.
Therefore, we must believe him, setting aside all philosophical
subtlety; and as a matter of consequence, must understand his
words simply, and literally. Answer. {413} There is here an
incorrectness in regarding that as a cause, which is none. For the
truth of Christ merely brings it to pass that his words are true;
yea, most true, which we ought to believe, setting aside all philosophical subtlety; but this is no reason why the words of Christ
should be understood literally, and properly; for he who speaks
figuratively may also speak that which is true, as Christ was no
less true, yea, the truth itself, when he said: I am the light of the
world; I am the door; I am the good shepherd; I am the true vine;
my Father is the husbandman; and you are the branches; than
when he said: this is my body. Those, therefore, who have the
boldness to say that figurative forms of speech are lies, ought to
be hissed ought of our schools, and denounced. We may also
invent the argument and reason thus: Christ is true; therefore, he
did not say, that his body was concealed in the bread, when all
the disciples saw that it reclined at the table. So we may also in
like manner retort the consequence which our adversaries draw
from the above syllogism and say: the words of Christ are to be
understood simply; therefore, no interpretation is to be put upon
them, which conflicts with the letter, as when it is said, in, with,
and under the bread is the body of Christ, or that the bread is the
closet or covering of the body of Christ.
Objection 3: Christ is omnipotent. Therefore, he can bring it to
pass, that his body may be really in the bread. Answer: That,
however, is no just conclusion which infers that a thing will be
done, because it may be done. The question is not, what Christ
can do, but what he will do. He has no where promised the pres-

Lord’s Day 29

737

ence of his body in the bread, or in the place of the bread. We do
not, therefore, take anything from his omnipotence, when we
reject such a presence as our opponents advocate. To this it is
objected as follows: the bread is present in the place of the supper. The bread is the body of Christ. Therefore, the body of
Christ is present in the supper. Answer: But the minor proposition of this syllogism is figurative, according to the confession of
our adversaries themselves; for James Andreae, in the controversy at Maulbronn, when he could in no other way extricate
himself from the difficulties which pressed themselves upon the
views which he advocated, openly confessed that when it is said,
The bread is the body of Christ, the language is figurative; but that
it is proper when it is said, This is my body. This same Andreae
afterwards wrote, that when the phrase, The bread is the body of
Christ, is used, it is to be understood properly, and without any
figure. Is this not to blow hot and cold from the same mouth?
Objection 4: The words of Christ cannot be changed. Christ said
this is my body. Therefore, the word signifies ought not to be
substituted for is. Answer: 1: we grant the whole argument; for
we do not substitute the word signifies, for is, nor do we change
the words of Christ, but we retain them as they were uttered by
Christ himself. But we maintain that the true and natural sense
of these words is, that the bread is the body of Christ symbolically, that is, it is the sacrament or sign of the body of Christ; or,
it signifies the body of Christ. Christ himself interprets these
words thus, when he said, This do in remembrance of me. So does
Paul when he says, “This cup is the New Testament in my blood.”
Tertullian says: “The bread which Christ took and distributed
among the disciples he made his body, Saying, This is my body;
that is, it is the FIGURE of my body.” Ambrose in like manner,
says: “This offering is the FIGURE of the body and blood {414} of
our Lord.” Augustine also says: “Our Lord did not hesitate to say,
This is my body, when he gave THE SIGN of his body.” 2. We may
turn the arguments against our opponents thus: the words of
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Christ must not be changed. Therefore, the interpretation which
the advocates of transubstantiation put upon the words of
Christ, when they say, Under these forms is, or is contained my
body, is false; as also that of the advocates of con-substantiation,
when they say, in, with and under this bread, is my body invisibly
present. 3. The words of Christ must not be changed, so as to
express a different idea from that which he intended. And yet
they are often to be changed in order that we may properly
understand them, as when he said, “Pluck out your eye.” “If any
man will take away your coat, let him have your cloak also.”
(Matt. 5:29, 40) Words must, therefore, be understood according
to the nature of the things spoken of.
Objection 5: The language used in testaments must be understood properly, unless there be something about the will of the
testator which gives occasion for contention. The supper is the
New Testament. Therefore, the language used in reference to it
must be understood properly. Answer: We reply to the major
proposition, that the language used in testaments must be
understood properly if it be spoken properly; and figuratively, if
it be spoken figuratively. But if it is maintained that every word
must be understood properly, we deny the major; for it is sufficient if the language be clear and intelligible, although it may
not be spoken properly, but figuratively. When we know the
intention and will of the testator, it is useless to dispute about
the language, or words of the testament. So God in the Old Testament spoke figuratively of circumcision, of the Paschal Lamb
and of sacrifices. So Christ also spoke figuratively in the New
Testament, when he said, Take and drink, This cup is the New Testament in my blood. For there is here a double figure: 1. A synecdoche, when he commands them to drink the cup, meaning the
wine in the cup. 2. A metonymy, when he calls the cup the New
Testament, meaning the reconciliation of the human race with
God, sealed with his blood.
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Objection 6: The eating of bread is with the mouth. But the eating of the body is also the eating of bread. Therefore the eating
of the body is with the mouth. Answer: The minor proposition
must either be understood figuratively, or else it is false. If it is
spoken figuratively, it must be thus understood: the eating of the
body is the thing signified, and sealed by the eating of the bread.
If it is thus understood it proves nothing, inasmuch as there is a
change in the kind of affirmation which is made. But if it be
understood properly it is false; for the eating of bread is external,
corporal and visible; while the eating of the body is internal,
spiritual and invisible. They are, therefore, not properly one and
the .same kind of eating; but as the thing signified is distinct
from the sign, so the reception of both the sign and the thing signified is distinct, although each occurs at the same time in the
lawful use of the sacraments.
Objection 7: That which quickens and nourishes us must necessarily be received. The body and blood of Christ quicken and
nourish us. Therefore, they must necessarily be received, that is,
eaten and drank with the mouth. Answer: Nothing can be
inferred from mere particulars. Or we may thus reply to the
major proposition: that which nourishes and quickens us naturally, by being brought into contact with the body, as is the case
with common bread, does not, indeed, nourish and strengthen
us, {415} unless it be eaten with the mouth. But it is far different
as it respects the nourishment of the soul, which is spiritual. The
body of Christ does not nourish us naturally, for it does not produce in us any new qualities, as medicine; but it nourishes and
quickens us in a manner different from that which is natural,
which requires that we should receive it differently. Now as to
the manner in which the body and blood of Christ nourish us, it
has, in the first place, a respect to his merit. For the body of
Christ was delivered, and his blood shed for us; and it is in view
of this that God grants unto us eternal life. Hence Christ’s body
and blood must quicken us in this manner, as meriting for us
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eternal life. Secondly, we are quickened and nourished, when
we receive by a true faith the merit of the body and blood of
Christ; that is, when we believe that we shall have eternal life for
the sake of the merit of Christ’s body, and blood broken and
shed for us. This faith now rests upon Christ as crucified, and
not as dwelling in us after a corporal manner. Thirdly, we are
quickened by the body and blood of Christ when we are united
to him by the same Spirit, who works the same things in us,
which he does in Christ; for unless we are engrafted into Christ,
we do not please God, who will receive us into his favor, and
grant unto us the remission of our sins, only upon the condition,
that we are engrafted into Christ and united to him by that faith,
which the Holy Spirit works in us. This now being the manner in
which we are quickened and nourished by the body and blood
of Christ, there is no necessity that his body and blood should
descend, or be made to enter into our bodies, in order that we
may be quickened by them.
To this it is objected: our bodies, as well as our souls, are fed and
nourished with the body and blood of Christ unto everlasting
life. Therefore, it is necessary that our bodies, as well as our
souls, should eat and drink. Our bodies now eat and drink orally.
Answer: The major of this syllogism, whatsoever is fed with the
body of Christ is nourished unto eternal life, which is omitted, is
false if understood in its general sense. For we might ask, Do the
different parts of the body, therefore, eat, because they are nourished by the food which is received by the mouth? It is sufficient
that eating is by the mouth, as an instrument provided by
nature, for the purpose of communicating nourishment to the
whole system. So it is not necessary, that our bodies should eat
with the mouth the body of Christ, in order that they may be
nourished unto eternal life. It is sufficient that we receive spiritual food with the mouth of faith, that spiritual nourishment and
life may be transfused through the whole man.
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QUESTION 79
79. Why then does Christ call the bread His body, and the
cup His blood, or the New Testament in His blood; and
St. Paul, the communion of the body and blood of
Christ?
A. Christ speaks thus not without great cause: namely, not
only to teach us thereby, that, like as the bread and wine
sustain this temporal life, so also His crucified body and
shed blood are the true meat and drink of our souls unto
life eternal; but much more, by this visible sign and
pledge to assure us, that we are as really partakers of His
true body and blood, through the working of the Holy
Spirit, as we receive by the mouth of the body these holy
tokens in remembrance of Him; and that all His
sufferings and obedience are as certainly our own, as if
we had ourselves suffered and done all in our own
person. {416}
EXPOSITION:
Seeing then that the words of Christ, This is my body, do not
teach transubstantiation, nor consubstantiation, we must now
enquire, Why, then, does Christ call the bread his body, and the
cup his blood; that is, why does he attribute the names of the
things signified to the signs?
There are two reasons on account of which Christ thus speaks.
The first is on account of the analogy which there is between the
bread and the body of Christ. The other is on account of the certainty, or the confirmation of what the signs and things signified,
exhibit jointly in the lawful use of the sacraments.
The correspondence, or analogy which there is between the
bread and the body of Christ consists in these things: 1. As bread
and wine support this temporal life, so the body and blood of
Christ are the true meat and drink by which our souls are fed
unto eternal life. 2. As bread and wine are received with the
mouth, so the body and blood of Christ are received by faith
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which is the mouth of the soul. 3. As bread is not taken into the
system whole, but is eaten, being broken; so the body of Christ is
received, being sacrificed and broken upon the cross. 4. As bread
and wine do not profit those who eat and drink them without
any appetite or desire, and as it is necessary for us to come to
the table hungry and thirsty; so the body and blood of Christ
profit us nothing unless we come to his table hungering and
thirsting after righteousness. 5. As out of many grains one meal
is ground and one bread is baked, and as out of many berries
pressed together one wine floweth; so we, being many, are, by
the use of these signs, made one body, and grow up into one
body with Christ, and among ourselves. The certainty, or confirmation of our faith is in like manner a reason why Christ affirms
of the signs, what is peculiar to the thing signified. For the signs
declare that the sacrifice of Christ is accomplished, and that for
our salvation, as certainly, as we have the signs; yea, that we are
fed with the crucified body and shed blood of Christ as certainly
as we receive the sacred signs of the body and blood of Christ.
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LORD’S DAY 30
QUESTION 80.
80. What difference is there between the Lord’s Supper and
the Pope’s Mass?
A. The Lord’s Supper testifies to us, that we have full
forgiveness of all our sins by the one sacrifice of Jesus
Christ, which He Himself has once accomplished on the
cross; and that by the Holy Spirit we are engrafted into
Christ, who with His true body is now in heaven at the
right hand of the Father, and is to be there worshiped.
But the Mass teaches, that the living and the dead have
not forgiveness of sins through the sufferings of Christ,
unless Christ is still daily offered for them by the priests;
and that Christ is bodily under the form of bread and
wine, and is therefore to be worshiped in them. And thus
the Mass at bottom is nothing else than a denial of the
one sacrifice and passion of Jesus Christ, and an accursed
idolatry. {417}
EXPOSITION:
This Question is necessary on account of the errors, and horrid
abuses which the Mass has introduced into the Church. It is otherwise asked, Why is the mass to be abolished? This question,
however, is contained in the above; because the differences
which exist between the Lord’s supper and the Popish mass,
constitute the reasons why the mass is to be abolished. For since
the mass has so many things connected with it, which are in
direct opposition to the Lord’s supper, it must not be confounded with it, nor substituted in the place of it, nor tolerated
in the church by godly magistrates; but must be abolished.
Before we proceed, however, to point out the differences
between the Lord’s supper and the Popish mass, it is proper that
we should say a few words in reference to the term, mass. And
first, there are some who derive the word mass from the Hebrew
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masah, which signifies a tribute, or voluntary offering. The word
has this meaning in Deut. 16:10, where it is said, “You shall keep
the feast of weeks unto the Lord your God with a tribute of a
free-will offering of your hand.” This offering was so called,
being as it were, a yearly tribute, which was given most willingly
and cheerfully. It is also understood by some to signify a sufficiency, meaning that so much should be given as might be sufficient, which, perhaps, is the more correct interpretation, since
God in Deut. 15:8, commanded the Israelites to open their hands
wide unto the poor, and to lend that which was sufficient for
their need. This the Chaldee paraphrase interprets missah; from
which it is supposed that it is called mass, or missa, as if it were
a tribute, and a free-will offering, which should every where be
offered to God in the church for the living and the dead. But this
is not probable. It is true, indeed, that the church has borrowed
some words from the Hebrew; as Satan, sabaoth, hallelujah, etc.;
but these and similar words were introduced into the Latin
church through the Greek church, and were introduced into the
Greek Testament when it was first written in the Greek language;
nor have we any Hebrew words in our church which the Greek
church had not before. Furthermore, if we examine the writings
of the Greek Fathers it will be seen, that the word missa is never
used by them; from which we are inclined to believe that the
word missa was not derived from the Hebrew.
Therefore the term missa, which is doubtless a Latin word,
seems to be taken from the Fathers, who used remissa for remissio. Tertullian says: “We have spoken of remission (remissa) of
sins.” Cyprian says: “He who was to grant remission of sins, did
not disdain to be baptized.” Again: “He who blasphemes against
the Holy Spirit, obtains no remission of sins.” Hence, as the Latin
Fathers used the term remissa for remissio, so they also seem to
have used missa for missio, which is derived from mittendo. But
here again there is a great diversity of sentiment. For some will
have it that missa is to be understood in the sense of missio,
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from an ancient custom of ecclesiastical rites, which was introduced into the Latin churches from the Greek, that when the sermon and lecture were over, the deacon, before the consecration
of the mysteries, sent away or commanded the catechumens,
the demoniacs, and such as were excommunicated, to depart,
saying, with a loud voice, “If there be any catechumen still
remaining in the church, let him depart;” so that missa seems to
be used in the sense of missio (sending away), because it was the
last {418} part of divine service. Others suppose that it is called
missa in the sense of dismissa, or dismissio, from the manner in
which the ecclesiastical assemblies, or congregations, were dismissed; because, when the prayers and other services were
ended, the deacon exclaimed, “Ite, missa est;” that is, Go, you
may depart. Others, again, understand it thus: “Go, now is the
collection of alms;” which they say were called missa, from
being sent, or thrown in for the benefit of the poor. In short, it
was that which was transacted in the church after the departure
of the catechumens, or the collection of alms. Lombard has a
different view of the subject: “It is called missa,” says he,
“because a heavenly messenger comes for the purpose of consecrating the vivifying body of Christ, according to the prayer of the
priest: almighty God, command that this be carried by the hand
of your holy angel to the high altar, etc. Therefore, unless an angel
come, it cannot be properly called a mass.” Lo the folly of the
man! Again: “It is called mass either because the host is sent, of
which mention is made in that service, where it is said, ite, missa
est; that is, follow the host which is gone up into heaven—go after
it; or because an angel comes from heaven to consecrate the Lord’s
body, by whom the host is carried to the heavenly altar; whence it
is also said, Ite, missa est.”
We reject the idea of the mass, and also the term itself, for the
reason that it does not belong to the Lord’s supper, which has
nothing in common with the mass, although some of the
ancient writers employed the term. Nor is there any necessity
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that we should use this term, inasmuch as we have other words
which express this mystery in a more striking manner, which
are extant in the Scriptures, which call it the Lord’s supper, the
table of the Lord, the breaking of bread.
We may now, from what has been said, perceive the difference
between the Lord’s supper and the Popish mass; which difference is so great as to require that the mass be wholly abolished.
The Catechism points out three things in which the Lord’s supper and the Popish mass chiefly differ from each other: 1. The
Lord’s supper testifies to us that we have a free pardon of all sin,
by the only sacrifice of Jesus Christ, which he himself has once
accomplished on the cross, according as it is said: “The bread is
the body of Christ, given for us.” “The cup is the blood of Christ,
shed for you unto the remission of sins.” “This do in remembrance of me.” “You do show the Lord’s death till He come.”
“This he did once, when he offered up himself.” “By his own
blood he entered in once into the holy place, having obtained
eternal redemption for us.” “For then must he often have suffered since the foundation of the world; but now once in the end
of the world has he appeared, to put away sin by the sacrifice of
himself.” “By the which will we are sacrificed through the offering of the body of Jesus Christ, once for all.” “But this man, after
he had offered one sacrifice for sin, forever sat down on the
right hand of God.” “For by one offering he has perfected forever
them that are sanctified.” Cor. 11; Heb. 7:27; 9:12, 26; 10:10, 12,
14)
The mass, on the other hand, teaches that the living and the
dead have not the pardon of sins through the sufferings of
Christ, unless Christ is also daily offered for them by the priests.
Their Canon, which they call the less, thus teaches in reference
to this subject: “Holy Father, Almighty and Eternal God, receive
this immaculate host, which I, your unworthy {419} servant,
offer unto you, the living and true God, for my innumerable sins,
offences, and neglects, and for all round about me; yea, and for all
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faithful Christians, living and dead, that it may result in salvation
to me and them unto everlasting life.” Their greater Canon has
the following: ‘‘Remember, O Lord, your servants and handmaidens N. N., and all round about me, whose faith and acknowledged
devotion are known unto you, for whom we offer unto you, or who
present unto you this sacrifice of praise for themselves and for all
theirs, for the redemption of their souls, for the hope of their salvation and preservation,” etc. What need was there that Christ
should offer himself, if the oblation of a sacrificing priest might
avail for the redemption of souls?
2. The Lord’s supper testifies to us according to the articles of
our faith, that Christ, as to his human nature, is now in heaven at
the right hand of the Father, and not concealed under the accidents of the bread and wine; but that he exhibits to us in the
Supper his body and blood, to be eaten and drunk by faith, and
engrafts us into himself by the Holy Spirit, that we may abide in
him, and have him abide in us, as it is said: “He that is joined to
the Lord, is one Spirit.” “The bread which we break, is it not the
communion of the body of Christ?” “We have such an High
Priest, who is set on the right hand of the throne of the Majesty
in the heavens.” “For if he were on earth, he should not be a
priest.” (1 Cor. 6:17; 10:16; Heb. 8:1, 4)
The mass teaches, on the other hand, that the bread and wine,
by virtue of the consecration, are changed into the body and
blood of Christ, and that his body and blood, in the act of consecration, are brought down from heaven; that they are concealed,
after a bodily manner, under the forms of bread and wine; that
they are really handled by the hands of the minister, carried
about, and eaten and received with the mouth by the communicants. These figments of the brain are opposed to the incarnation, the ascension, the intercession, and return of Christ to
judgment; all of which are important articles of our faith, and
also to the nature of sacraments, in which the signs must neces-
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sarily remain, and not lose their nature, as we have already demonstrated.
3. The Lord’s supper teaches that Christ is to be worshipped by
us in heaven at the right hand of the Father: for it does not overthrow, but establishes the articles of our faith, and the doctrine
of the whole gospel, which teaches that Christ is to be sought
and worshipped ABOVE. “Seek those things which are ABOVE,
WHERE Christ sitteth on the right hand of God.” (Col. 3:1)
Stephen, when he was stoned, saw Christ and worshipped him
ABOVE, standing at the right of God. (Acts 7:55) The ancient
church also sang in her service, or liturgy, SURSUM CORDA
HABEMUS AD DOMINUM, we lift up our hearts unto the Lord.
The mass teaches, on the other hand, that Christ is to be worshipped in the bread, which worship is, without doubt, idolatrous. For to worship Christ in the bread, is to direct our worship
in soul, mind, thought, and as much as may be, in the motion or
gesture of the body, to the place where the bread is, and looking
thither, pay homage and reverence to Christ, as though he were
there more especially than elsewhere. It was in this way that God
was anciently worshipped at the ark, in which worship the mind
was not only directed to the ark, but the body was also inclined
to it as flinch as possible. That this is idolatry, may be proven, 1.
From this, that {420} no creature has the power to restrict the
worship of God to any thing, or place in which, or at which God
has not expressly commanded us to worship him, or in which
he has not promised to hear us. From this it is easy to see the
cause of the difference, why the Jews, directing their worship to
the Mercy Seat, did, nevertheless, at the same time worship the
true God in spirit, and were assured by the divine promise of
being heard; while those who worshipped in Dan and Bethel,
and upon the high places, and in the temple of Samaria, were
idolaters, worshipping what they knew not. The reason of this is
explained more fully in 2 Kings, 17:9. 2. Because in the New Testament all worship which is tied, or limited to any particular
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place, is entirely abolished, while a spiritual worship is now
required of us, kindled by the Holy Spirit, and offered up in true
knowledge and faith. Christ himself plainly teaches this, in John
4:22, 23: “You worship, you know not what; we know what we
worship. But the hour cometh, and now is, when the true worshippers shall worship the Father in spirit and in truth.” When
he says, that we shall worship in spirit, not in this mountain, nor
at Jerusalem, he abolishes all worship which is restricted to any
particular place. Hence we must abolish and hold in abhorrence
the wicked device of the corporal presence of Christ in the
bread, which is the foundation of the idolatrous worship of the
Papists: for as long as Christ’s bodily presence in the bread is
retained, whether it be by transubstantiation, or consubstantiation, so long the Popish worship will remain. For as in former
times, before the ascension of Christ into heaven, it was not only
lawful, but even necessary to worship Christ in whatever place
he was; so now, if he is in the bread, he must be worshipped in
the bread, whether we see him or not. Yea, we ought rather to
believe the word of God, than any of our senses, if it taught any
such thing. But if, on the other hand, we reject the corporal presence of Christ in the bread, we also abolish, by the command of
God himself, this shameful worship which the Papists are wont
to bestow upon the body of Christ, which they say lies concealed
under the forms of bread and wine.
The Ubiquitarians take exception against us here, and say that
Christ is in the bread, not to be adored, but to be eaten; neither
does he give any command that he should be adored in the
bread, but that he should be eaten. This, however, which they
assert, is a mere begging of the question, for Christ commanded
neither. If he is in the bread it is proper that he should be there
worshipped, on account of the general command: “Let all the
angels of God worship him.” “You shall worship the Lord your
God.” (Ps. 97:7; Heb. 1:6; Deut. 6:13; 10:20) They imagine Christ,
therefore, to be in the bread, and yet affirm that it is not lawful to
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worship him. Hence Musculus and others, to solve this difficulty,
fall down before the bread, and worship Christ in it. Hesshuss
argues against what we have affirmed, in this way: the Divinity,
although it is present in all creatures, is, nevertheless, not to be
adored in them. Therefore, neither is it necessary that the
humanity of Christ should be adored in the bread, although it is
corporally present in it. But the cases are different; for the adoration of the Divinity is not restricted to all creatures, but is joined
to the humanity which he assumed, as to its own temple. Hence,
wherever the humanity of Christ is, there the Divinity will be
worshipped in it, and with it, so that the ubiquity of Christ’s
humanity is entirely overthrown by this argument upon which
they are wont to lay so much importance. For {421} since the
humanity of Christ is not to be worshipped in all creatures, and
every where, it follows that it is not present every where, in all
pears, apples, ropes, cheese, etc., as the Ubiquitarians write in
reference to this subject.
These differences were enlarged by the addition
of the following particulars, and delivered by
Ursinus in the year 1569:11
1. The Supper testifies, that the sacrifice of Christ alone justifies;
the Popish priests affirm that the mass justifies, according to the
work which is done.
2. The Supper teaches that Christ has redeemed us by offering
himself for us; the Priests affirm that we are justified by Christ
offered by them.
3. The Supper teaches that our salvation is accomplished by the
one sacrifice which Christ offered for us upon the cross; the
Priests affirm that it is accomplished by the mass being frequently repeated.
11. [Williard’s version says 1669, but Ursinus died in 1583. I
changed it to 1569, assuming that it was a typo. But this reference needs to be verified.—EDB]
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4. The Supper teaches that we are engrafted into Christ by
means of the Holy Spirit, through faith; the mass deceives when
it teaches that Christ enters into us corporally, or that we are
engrafted into Christ by his entering into us corporally.
5. The Supper teaches that Christ ascended into heaven, after
having accomplished his sacrifice; the mass-mongers will have
it that he is upon the altar, as to his body.
6. The bread and wine remain in the Supper, and are not
changed as to their substance, because the sacraments retain
and do not change the substance of the signs; the mass-mongers
teach that the substance of the bread and wine is annihilated,
and that the accidents only remain.
7. The design of the Supper is the confirmation of our faith in
Christ, and of his only sacrifice; the design of the mass is the
confirmation of the opinion concerning works which are done,
and a denial of the sacrifice of Christ.
8. The Supper teaches that Christ is to be adored in heaven; the
mass-mongers adore him under the forms of bread and wine.
These differences prove that the Popish mass is, in fact, nothing
else than a denial of the one sacrifice of Christ, and an accursed
idolatry.
These differences, moreover, prove that there are many and
weighty causes on account of which the Popish mass ought to
be suppressed, abolished, and entirely discarded from the
church, viz.: 1. The Popish mass is a manifold corruption, or
rather the abolishing of the whole rite instituted by Christ, that
is, of the Lord’s supper. For it takes away the cup from the laity,
and adds many foolish toys, unknown to the Apostles, and never
practiced by the church in her early history; when, nevertheless,
no creature has the power of instituting sacraments, or of changing or abolishing their divine constitution.
2. The mass destroys the sign, and the sacrament itself, inasmuch as it changes the sign into the thing signified. It denies
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that there is any bread and wine present, but declares it to be the
flesh and blood of Christ substantially, which is repugnant to the
nature of sacraments, which does not allow the substance of the
signs to be destroyed, neither does it require any physical connection between the signs and the things signified, and so does
not require any transubstantiation or corporal presence in the
supper; but doubtless leads us to Christ crucified, and now
reigning in heaven, and thence communicating himself unto us.
{422}
3. The opinion of merit attaching itself to that which is done, is
grounded in the mass: because the priests feign that the mass is
a propitiatory sacrifice, which merits, by its own dignity and virtue, the remission of sins, for them, and for others by the work
which is done. But this virtue did not even belong to the Mosaic
sacrifices. It belongs only to the one sacrifice which the Son of
God offered once for us upon the cross, to which the Lord’s supper leads and directs us, while the mass withdraws and calls the
mind away from it. It is true that the Fathers do sometimes call
the supper a sacrifice, but they meant a Eucharistic, or thanksgiving sacrifice, and not a propitiatory sacrifice, as the Papists
maintain. And indeed the supper is that sacrifice which Christ
offered, as the bread is that body which he gave for us, which,
however, is to be understood sacramentally. These mass-mongers, however, make the mass, not that very same sacrifice
which Christ offered, but something different from it; for, say
they, it is a sacrifice without blood, by which we obtain the forgiveness of sins. Hence they do in fact deny the sacrifice which
Christ offered by the shedding of his blood, when they deny that
Christ has perfectly merited the remission of sins, and imagine
another sacrifice for sin, although they affirm that they offer no
other sacrifice, than that which Christ offered. For it is one thing
to offer one sacrifice once, and that sufficient to atone for all sin,
which the Scriptures declare to be true of the sacrifice of Christ;
and it is another thing for the same sacrifice to be frequently
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offered which does not agree with the sacrifice of Christ. They
contradict themselves when they say, that this sacrifice alone is
sufficient for the remission of sins, and this sacrifice, with others, is offered for sins.
4. There is another error concealed under this, that they should
imagine themselves able to obtain the forgiveness of sins, and
the deliverance of souls absent or dead and in purgatory, when
the word of God declares, on the contrary, that we shall be
clothed in heaven, if we are found clothed and not naked on
earth; and that we shall be judged according to the characters
which we have when we depart out of this life. Cyprian says,
“When we have once departed this life, there is then no room for
repentance, and no effect of satisfaction: here life is either lost or
gained; here eternal salvation is obtained by the worship of God,
and by the fruit of faith.”
5. There is also here another error, because they feign that, by
the offering of the sacrifice in the mass, they do not only merit
the forgiveness of sins, but also other benefits, as the healing of
the sick, and of sheep, horses, cattle, swine, etc. They imagine,
therefore, that benefits are conferred in the mass of an entirely
different character from those promised in the Gospel, and
sealed by the sacraments.
6. The mass is opposed to the priesthood of Christ. Christ alone
has the power of offering himself. These mass-mongers, however, imagine that the Son of God may be offered, not only by
himself, but by others also; and that they offer him unto God the
Father, when there is, nevertheless, no creature of such dignity
as to be able to offer the Son of God as a sacrifice. The priest is
greater and more excellent than the sacrifice. Hence, as they
affirm that they are the priests who offer Christ, they exalt themselves above him. To this they are wont to object, saying that
they do not slay, but only offer and exhibit the Son to the Father,
that he may remit unto us our sins for the sake of Christ, so that
they merely in this {423} way apply that one sacrifice of the
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Son of God. But that which they affirm is sufficient to convict
them of error, that they offer Christ with their hands; for it
remains that they make themselves the priests who offer the
Son of God as a sacrifice, and so exalt themselves above him.
Nor does that which they affirm, when they say that they do not
slay Christ, avail anything: for there were many things offered by
the priests of old, which they nevertheless did not slay; but only
sacrificed, or offered, as cakes, burnt offerings, etc. The Jews
slew Christ, but they did not sacrifice him; but Christ was willingly slain, and, therefore sacrificed himself, “Who, through the
eternal Spirit, offered himself without spot to God. (Heb. 9:14)
Christ verily offered himself once a sacrifice to the Father for us.
“Christ was once offered to bear the sins of many; and unto
them that look for him shall he appear the second time without
sin unto salvation.” “Christ, after he had offered one sacrifice for
sin, forever sat down on the right hand of God. (Heb. 9:28; 10:12)
The Papists now, in opposition to these express declarations of
Scripture, will have Christ offered often in the mass. They maintain that they sacrifice him often, but do not slay him. A propitiatory sacrifice, however, cannot be offered without the death of
the victim; for, “without the shedding of blood, is no remission.”
7. The mass is in conflict with the articles of our faith respecting
the true humanity of Christ, his true ascension into heaven, and
his return to judgment; for it joins to Christ a body made of
bread, and imagines that Christ is concealed corporally under
the forms of bread and wine.
8. The Mass is opposed to the communion of saints with Christ:
for it devises the horrible figment that Christ’s body is made to
enter into Our bodies, and to remain within us as long as the
forms of bread and wine remain undigested. The Supper
teaches, on the other hand, that we are members of Christ by
the Holy Spirit and are engrafted into him.
9. Finally, the mass is repugnant to the true word of God,
because it establishes the idolatrous worship of Christ in the
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bread, as we have already shown. The Papists restrict or bind the
worship of Christ to a thing, to which Christ has not restricted it
by any express command; and in this way they declare themselves idolaters, no less than if they were to worship Christ at a
wall, or if they were to adore him falling down before a pillar.
From what has now been said, it is evident that the mass is an
idol, formed by Anti-Christ out of various accursed errors and
blasphemies, and substituted in the place of the Lord’s supper,
which, for this reason, is properly and necessarily abolished.
Objection 1: The Mass is an application of the sacrifice of Christ.
Therefore it ought not to be abolished. Answer: We deny the
antecedent, for the reason that the merits of Christ are applied
unto us by faith alone, as it is said, “That Christ may dwell in
your hearts by faith.” (Eph. 3:17)
Objection 2: There must necessarily be a perpetual sacrifice in
the church. Isaiah foretold that it should be “from one Sabbath
to another”; and Malachi says, “They shall offer a pure offering.”
(Ish. 66:23: Mal. 1:11) Answer: The sacrifices of the Christian
church are Eucharistic: and it is of such sacrifices that it is here
declared that they shall be perpetual and pure. The Fathers call
such a sacrifice of thanksgiving Eucharistic, 1. Because it is a
remembrance of the sacrifice of Christ. 2. Because, {424} in the
primitive church alms, which were a sacrifice, were offered and
given to the poor, after the observance of the Lord’s supper. But
the Fathers never dreamed that the Supper was a propitiatory
sacrifice.
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QUESTION 81
81. Who are to come to the table of the Lord?
A. Those who are displeased with themselves for their sins,
yet trust that these are forgiven them, and that their
remaining infirmity is covered by the passion and death
of Christ; who also desire more and more to strengthen
their faith and amend their life. But the impenitent and
hypocrites eat and drink judgment to themselves.
EXPOSITION:
There are three things to be explained in the exposition of this
Question:
1. For whom has the Lord’s Supper been instituted?
2. What do the wicked receive, if they come to this Supper?
3. What is the lawful use of the Supper?

1. WHO OUGHT TO COME TO THE LORD’S SUPPER?
The questions who ought to come, and who ought to be admitted to the Supper, are distinct and different. The former speaks
of the duty of communicants; the latter of the duty of the church
and ministers. The former is more restricted; the latter is
broader, and more general: for, as touching the former, none but
the godly ought to come to the Supper; while, as it respects the
latter, not only the godly, but hypocrites also, who are not
known to be such, are to be admitted by the church. Hence all
that ought to come, ought also to be admitted; but not all who
ought to be admitted, ought to come: but only those, 1. Who
acknowledge their sins, and are truly sorrowful for them. 2. Who
trust that their sins are forgiven them by and for the sake of
Christ. 3. Who earnestly desire to have their faith more and
more strengthened, and their lives more holy: that is, those only
ought to come to the Lord’s supper, and they alone are worthy
guests of Christ, who live in true faith and repentance. It is in
these things that a true examination, in order to a profitable
approach to the holy Supper, consists. Paul speaks of this, when
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he says, “Let a man examine himself, and so let him eat of that
bread, and drink of that cup.” (2 Cor. 11:28) To examine one’s
self is to see if we have faith and repentance, as it is said, “Examine yourselves whether you be in the faith, and whether Christ is
in you.” But how shall a man know that he possesses these
things? 1. By having confidence in God, and peace of conscience. “Being justified by faith, we have peace with God.”
“Hope maketh not ashamed, because the love of God is shed
abroad in our hearts by the Holy Spirit, which is given to us.”
(Rom. 5:1, 5) 2. From the effects of a true faith, or from the
beginning of a true obedience, being both internal and external,
and from a sincere desire and purpose to obey all the commandments of God. Those who have the consciousness that they possess these things; or, to express it in other words, {425} those
who have faith and repentance, not only in possibility, but actually, ought to come to, and partake of, the Lord’s supper. Infants
are not capable of coming to the Lord’s supper, because they do
not possess faith actually, but only potentially and by inclination. But here actual faith is required, which includes a certain
knowledge of what God has revealed, and an assured confidence
in Christ; it also requires the commencement of a new obedience, and purpose to live godly; and also an examination of ourselves, with a commemoration of the Lord’s death.
Hypocrites, and such as have no true faith and repentance,
ought not to come to the Lord’s supper, 1. Because the sacraments were instituted merely for the faithful, and such as turn to
God with sincere hearts, that they might seal unto them the
promise of the gospel, and confirm their faith. The word is common both to the converted and the unconverted. It is preached
to those who are converted that they may be confirmed thereby;
and to the unconverted that they may be converted. The sacraments, however, belong to the faithful alone; and as to the sacrament of the Lord’s supper, Christ instituted it in the presence of
his disciples alone, as he said, “With desire I have desired to eat
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this Passover with you.” (Luke 22:15) We, therefore, conclude
from the nature and subject of sacraments as follows: what God
has instituted for his household and children, that hypocrites and
aliens from the church ought not to receive. 2. Paul forbids hypocrites and all wicked persons to come to the Lord’s table, in
words which admit of no controversy, when he commands,
“That every one examine himself, and so let him eat of that
bread and drink of that cup.” (1 Cor. 11:28) 3. Because, when
hypocrites and such as turn not to God with sincere hearts come
to the Lord’s table, they eat and drink judgment to themselves,
and are guilty of the body and blood of Christ. “For he that
eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh damnation
to himself, not discerning the Lord’s body.” (1 Cor. 11:29) 4. To
these considerations we may yet add the general testimony of
Scripture, which forbids unbelievers to come to the Lord’s supper, and condemns the use of the sacraments on the part of
those who are unconverted. “Leave there your gift before the
altar, and go your way; first be reconciled to your brother.” “He
that kills an ox is as if he slew a man.” “If you be a breaker of the
law your circumcision is made uncircumcision.” (Matt. 5:24; Ish.
66:3; Rom. 2:25)
Objection: But God commands all to observe the sacraments,
and Christ says, “Take, drink you all of this.” Therefore, the
ungodly do not sin by coming to the Lord’s table. Answer: We
reply to the antecedent that God does, indeed, command all to
observe the sacraments; but then he requires that they be used
lawfully, to do which there must be faith and repentance. God
commands all to be baptized, and to observe the supper: but He
also commands them to repent and believe. “Repent and be baptized.” “Let a man examine himself.” (Acts 2:38; 1 Cor. 11:28)
Objection 2: We are all unworthy. Therefore, none ought to
come to the Lord’s table. Answer: We reply to the antecedent,
that we are all unworthy by nature, and in ourselves; but we are
made worthy by the grace of Christ, if we come with faith and a
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good conscience. Augustine says: “Come with boldness; it is bread
and not poison.” No one ought, therefore, to absent himself
because of his unworthiness, seeing that all who come with faith
and penitence are counted worthy guests. “To this man {426}
will I look, even to him that is poor and of a contrite spirit, and
trembleth at my word.” (Ish. 66:2)
Objection 3: Those who keep from profaning the supper act
properly. Those now who stay away from the Lord’s table on
account of being at enmity with some one, and for other sins,
keep from profaning the supper. Therefore, their conduct is such
as is right and proper. Answer: We reply to the major proposition by making a distinction: those who keep from profaning the
Lord’s table act properly, if they keep from it in such a way as
they ought, viz.: by repenting of those sins which render them
unworthy; but they act unwisely and wickedly, who, when they
absent themselves from the Lord’s table, continue in sin, hypocrisy, and a state of enmity with their neighbor, for they add sin to
sin, and contempt to profanation. We must not do evil, that good
may come.
2. WHAT DO THE WICKED RECEIVE IN
THE USE OF THE LORD’S SUPPER?
Hypocrites, and such as turn not to God with sincere hearts
coming to the Lord’s supper, receive not the things signified, viz.:
the body and blood of Christ, but the naked signs of bread and
wine, and these to their condemnation. This is proven,
1. From the definition of eating. To eat Christ is to be made a
partaker of the substance, merit, efficacy and of all the benefits
of Christ, as it is said, “He that eateth my flesh and drinketh my
blood, dwelleth in me, and I in him; even he shall live by me.”
(John 6:56, 57) But the wicked and unbelieving are not made
partakers of Christ. Therefore, they do not eat Christ.
2. From the manner and means of eating. Christ’s body is eaten
by faith alone, because we receive him with all his benefits by

760

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

faith only. The body of Christ is the food of the soul and not of
the belly, of the heart and not of the mouth, as it is correctly
expressed in Luther’s catechism: “These words, FOR YOU,
require believing hearts.” But the ungodly and hypocrites have no
faith. Therefore, they do not receive the body of Christ.
3. Christ offers his body in the supper, to be eaten by them alone
for whom he offered himself upon the cross. But he offered himself upon the cross only for those that believe, and not for the
ungodly or for hypocrites. “I pray not for the world, but for them
which you have given me.” “This is my body which is given for
you.” (John 17:9; Luke 22:19)
4. The body of Christ is the vivifying bread, which, whosoever
receives, receives life at the same time; for Christ’s Spirit is not
separate from his body. “He that eateth my flesh dwelleth in me,
and i in him.” (John 6:56) But the ungodly in receiving the signs
do not receive life. Therefore, they receive the signs without the
things signified.
5. The ungodly eat and drink judgment to themselves. Therefore,
they do not eat and drink the body and blood of Christ. This
argument is of force according to the rule of contraries. For to
eat judgment to themselves is, through unbelief and abuse of the
sacraments, to be driven from Christ and separated from him
and all his benefits; or, it is grievously to offend God by abusing
the sacraments by receiving them without faith and repentance,
and so to bring upon themselves temporal and eternal punishment {427} if they do not repent. To eat Christ, on the contrary,
is to be made a partaker of Christ and of all his benefits by faith;
for no one can eat Christ, and yet not be made at the same time
a partaker of his merit, efficacy and benefits. Hence, no one can
at the same time eat Christ, and also condemnation to himself.
6. When Paul says, 1 Cor. 10:21, “You cannot be partakers of the
Lord’s table, and of the table of devils,” he affirms that there is
something in the Lord’s supper of which the ungodly cannot
partake. But they do partake of the signs of bread and wine at
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the Lord’s table. Therefore, he excludes them from a participation in the body and blood of Christ, the things signified in the
supper. To this it is objected that when the Apostle says you cannot, he means you cannot partake with a good conscience, and
unto salvation. But this is a false gloss; because the Apostle does
not reason from what is unprofitable, but from what is impossible. ‘You ought not to partake with them that sacrifice to idols.
Why? Because this is to partake with devils. But it is impossible
that you should at the same time be partakers of the Lord’s table
and of the table of devils; because it is impossible to serve two
masters at the same time, as Christ says, “No man can serve two
masters. You cannot serve God and Mammon.” (Matt. 6:24) It is
in the same sense that the Apostle here says, “You cannot be partakers of the Lord’s table, and of the table of devils.”
7. Christ says, (Matt. 15:26) “It is not meet to take the children’s
bread and cast it to dogs.” The body of Christ is the children’s
bread, that is, it is the bread of the faithful. Therefore Christ does
not cast his body to dogs, meaning the wicked, contrary to his
own doctrine. “Give not that which is holy unto the dogs, neither
cast you your pearls before swine,” etc. (Matt. 7:6)
8. From the authority of the Fathers, who taught the same thing
in reference to this subject.12 Ambrose says of the Supper:
“Although the sacraments suffer themselves to be taken or
handled by those who are unworthy, yet those persons cannot be partakers of the Spirit, whose unbelief or unworthiness contradicts so great holiness.”
And a little farther on he says:
“And as for those who are present at these sacred mysteries
with cold hearts and souls, and who even partake of these
gifts, they do indeed lick the rock, but they neither suck any
honey or oil from it; because they are not enlivened by any
12. See Augustine lib. 21, cap. 25, de civit. Dei., and in Johan. tract.
26, and 59, and in sent. Prosperi cap. 3, 39.
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sweetness of charity, nor by the sanctity of the Holy Spirit:
they neither judge themselves, nor make any distinction in
regard to the sacraments, but use these holy gifts without any
reverence, as if they were common food, and impudently
push themselves to the Lord’s table with unclean garments,
for whom it had been better if they had been cast into the sea
with a mill-stone tied about their neck, than to receive with
their unclean consciences one morsel at the hands of the
Lord, who even to this day creates, sanctifies, blesses and distributes to godly receivers his most true and holy body.”
The reasons, on account of which unbelievers, and such as are
ungodly bring upon themselves condemnation by eating and
drinking, are, 1. Because they profane the signs, and by consequence the thing signified, by taking to themselves those things
which were not instituted for them, but for the disciples of
Christ alone. 2. Because they profane the covenant of God, by
taking to themselves the signs of the covenant. They desire to
{428} appear in covenant with God, when in fact they are in
league with the devil and not with God, whom they endeavor, as
far as they can, to make the Father of the wicked. 3. Because
they do not discern the Lord’s body, and trample his blood under
their feet. God does, indeed, offer his benefits to them, but they
do not receive them by faith, and so mock God, while they profess to receive the benefits of Christ, inasmuch as they neither
do, nor will any thing less, and thus they add this new offence to
their other sins. 4. Because they condemn themselves by their
own judgment; for in coming to the Lord’s table they profess that
they approve of this doctrine, and that they believe that there is
no salvation out of Christ. And yet, in the meanwhile, they are
conscious that they are hypocrites, and so condemn themselves.
Those, therefore, who argue that if the ungodly eat to themselves condemnation, they must eat the body of Christ, reason
falsely. Yea, it may be said that the contrary is rather true; for if
they eat to themselves condemnation, they do not eat the body
of Christ. For to eat Christ and to eat condemnation are contrar-
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ies, which cannot hold true at the same time. But, say our opponents, they eat unworthily; therefore they nevertheless eat. We
grant that they do indeed eat; but they merely eat bread, and not
the body of Christ; for it is expressly said, Whosoever shall eat
this bread unworthily. But, say they again, Christ is not only a
Savior, but also a judge; to which we reply, that he is not a judge
of those by whom he is eaten, but of those by whom he is
despised; for it is said of them that eat, “He that eateth me, even
he shall live by me.” (John 6:57) And of those that despise Christ,
“Depart from me, you that work iniquity.” (Matt. 7:23) As the
gospel is the savor of life unto life when it is believed, and is the
savor of death unto death when it is despised, so Christ, when he
is eaten, quickens, and when he is despised, judgeth. Christ now
is despised, when he is offered to the unbelieving in the word
and sacraments, and is rejected by their unbelief. But it is still
further objected: the ungodly are guilty of the body of Christ;
and therefore must eat it. But the cause of their guilt is not the
eating of Christ, but the eating of the bread without Christ;
because it is said, Whosoever shall eat of this bread unworthily,
etc. An abuse of the sign is a contempt cast upon. Christ himself;
as an injury done to the charter or seal of a king is an injury
done to the king himself and is an offence against his injured
majesty. But how, it is asked, can the ungodly eat judgment to
themselves, and be guilty, when it is a good work to receive the
sacraments? We reply, that the receiving of the sacraments is in
itself a good work, and when it is accompanied with the true
and lawful use thereof; otherwise it is a work which God does
not command, but forbids, as he himself says: “He that killeth an
ox is as if he slew a man,” etc. (Ish. 66:3) So Paul says: “This is
not to eat the Lord’s supper,” etc. “If you be a breaker of the law,
your circumcision is made uncircumcision.” (1 Cor. 11:20; Rom.
2:25) If this were not true, we might thus conclude: the receiving
of the body of Christ is a good work; therefore the ungodly cannot by this receiving be guilty of the body of Christ.
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3. WHAT IS THE LAWFUL USE OF THE LORD’S SUPPER?
The lawful use of the Supper is, when the faithful receive in the
church the bread and cup of the Lord, and show his death, so
that this receiving {429} may be a pledge of their union with
Christ, and an application of the whole benefit of our redemption and salvation. It consists in these three things: 1. In retaining and observing the rites and ceremonies instituted by Christ.
This, too, must be done, not ludicrously, nor by one person privately, but in a regular assembly of the church, whether great or
small. The rites which Christ has instituted are, that the Lord’s
bread be broken, distributed and received, and the Lord’s cup be
given to all the communicants, in remembrance of his death. 2.
When the rites are observed by those persons for whom they
were instituted by Christ; that is, when the bread and wine are
received by those whom Christ designed should receive them;
which persons are not his enemies, but his disciples—the faithful. The observance of these rites without faith and repentance,
is not the use, but the abuse of them. 3. When the supper is
received, and the whole transaction is directed to the end for
which it was instituted by Christ, viz.: in remembrance of the
Lord’s death, which is for the confirmation of our faith, and the
rendering of true gratitude.

QUESTION 82
82. Are they, then, also to be admitted to this Supper who
show themselves by their confession and life to be unbelieving and ungodly?
A. No; for by this the covenant of God is profaned, and His
wrath provoked against the whole congregation;
wherefore the Christian Church is bound, according to
the order of Christ and His Apostles, by the office of the
keys to exclude such persons, until they amend their life.
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EXPOSITION:
They are to be admitted to the Lord’s supper by the church,
1. Who are of a proper age to examine themselves, and to commemorate the Lord’s death, according to the command: “This do
you in remembrance of me.” “Let a man examine himself, and
so let him eat of that bread.” “You do show the Lord’s death till
he come.” (1 Cor. 11:25, 26, 28) The infant children of the church
are, therefore, not admitted to the use of the Lord’s supper, even
though they are included among the number of the faithful.
2. Those who are baptized, and who by baptism are made members of the church. The covenant entered into with God in baptism, is renewed in the observance of the Lord’s supper. It was
for this reason that none, except those who were first circumcised, were permitted to eat the Passover. Therefore, Turks, Jews
and all other aliens from the church are to be debarred from the
use of the supper.
3. Those who profess true repentance and faith in word and in
deed, or who exhibit a profession of faith and repentance in
their deportment, whether it be made truly and sincerely, or by
secret hypocrisy. The church is not to judge in regard to that
which is secret and hidden. It, therefore, admits all whom it
judges to be members of Christ, that is, all whom it hears and
sees professing repentance and faith by confession, and the
external deportment of the life, whether they be truly pious, or
hypocrites whose true character is not yet known. {430} Those,
however, are not to be admitted to the Lord’s table, who simply
declare that they believe all these things, while they continue to
lead ungodly and sinful lives; for he that says he believes, and
yet has not the fruits of faith, lies, and denies in deed what he
affirms in words, according to the declaration of the Apostle,
where he says: “They profess that they know God; but in works
they deny him; being abominable and disobedient, and unto
every good work reprobate.” (Tit. 1:16) So the apostle James
declares, 2:20: “That faith without works is dead.”
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The reasons why only those are to be admitted to the Lord’s supper, who by confession and life profess repentance and faith,
are:
1. Because the church would profane the covenant of God, if it
were to admit to the holy communion the unbelieving and
impenitent; for he that does a thing, and he that consents to it
are regarded in the same light by the law. To profane the covenant of God, is to commend and recognize those as the confederates, or friends of God, who are his enemies, and to represent
God as such an one, as is in league with hypocrites and wicked
men. There are two ways in which the covenant of God is profaned. The one is by administering the signs of the covenant to
those, to whom God promises nothing; the other is by using the
signs without repentance and faith. For they do not only profane
the covenant of God, who take to themselves the signs of the
covenant, while they are impenitent, but those also, who knowingly and willingly administer the signs to such persons as God
has excluded from his covenant. Those, therefore, who give the
signs of the covenant to the ungodly, make God the friend of the
wicked, and make the children of the devil the children of God.
2. If the church were to admit to the Lord’s supper, knowingly
and willingly those who by confession and life, declare themselves infidels and ungodly, the wrath of God would be kindled
against the whole congregation. And that the wrath of God is in
this way kindled against the church, the apostle Paul clearly
affirms when he says: “For this cause many are weak, and sickly
among you, and many sleep. For if we would judge ourselves, we
should not be judged.” (1 Cor. 11:30, 31) God is, therefore, angry
with those who consent to, or connive at the profanation of this
sacrament and punishes them, because he punishes the wicked
who were admitted by their consent; for the Lord’s supper is
equally profaned by both.
3. Christ has given command not to admit such as are ungodly at
his table. If any one denies the existence of such a command in

Lord’s Day 30

767

reference to the Lord’s supper, the sense, or substance of it may
easily be proven, since Christ instituted his supper for his disciples, and for them alone, as may be inferred from what he said:
“With desire, I have desired to eat this Passover with you.” “Take
this, and divide it among yourselves.” “This cup is the New Testament in my blood which is shed for you.” (Luke 22:15, 17, 19)
The Lord’s supper was, therefore, instituted for the disciples of
Christ alone, and so the command, Take this, etc., pertains to
them. All others, for whom Christ has not died, are excluded. To
these reasons we may add the following,
4. Clear and forcible demonstration: those who deny the faith,
are not to be regarded as members of the church, no not even of
the visible church. All those now who refuse to repent, deny the
faith according to what the Apostle says: “They profess that they
know God; but in works they deny him; being abominable, and
disobedient, and unto every good {431} work reprobate.” (Tit.
1:16) Therefore, those who refuse to repent are not to be
regarded even as members of the visible church, and so are not
to be admitted to the sacraments of the church, but should be
excluded from them as aliens, so long as they continue to lead
impenitent and ungodly lives. As for those hypocrites, however,
whose true character is not known by the church, they are to be
admitted to the Lord’s supper with the godly, as those who by
confession and life profess repentance and faith. Yet none
should come, except such as truly believe; for all others, including even those hypocrites whose true character is not known
by men, eat and drink judgment to themselves, and profane the
Lord’s supper.
Objection: The church does not profane the covenant of God by
admitting hypocrites to the Lord’s supper. Therefore, it does not
profane it by admitting those who are known to be impenitent.
We reply to the antecedent as follows: the church does not do
wrong by admitting hypocrites, that is such as are not known to
be hypocrites; because it is compelled to acknowledge them as
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sincere in view of the confession which they have made of their
faith, and the repentance which they have feigned. But if the
church were knowingly and willingly to admit known and
avowed hypocrites, or such as deny repentance and faith, both
in word and deed, it would do wrong. To this it is objected: but
there are many impenitent persons who intrude themselves,
and profane the covenant, especially where the proper discipline of the church is not maintained, and yet the church does
no wrong in admitting them. Therefore, it is not wrong that
other persons denying repentance should be admitted to the
Lord’s table. Answer: The church in this case does no wrong, not
because it is no sin to admit such as are impenitent, but because
it admits them ignorantly—not knowing that they are such. But
the impenitent who push themselves forward to the Lord’s table,
profane the covenant, not to the condemnation of the church, or
of those who commune with them, but to their own guilt; for
they by so doing bring judgment upon themselves. Yet the
church should carefully observe and inquire into the character
of those who are admitted to the Lord’s table, and the minister,
where excommunication, or church disciple is not exercised, is
excused, if he does not willingly administer the supper to those
who abuse it, and if he is instant in admonishing and reproving
them, and if he desires them to avoid these abuses; for “blessed
are they which do hunger and thirst after righteousness.” But
the sin will rest upon others, viz.: upon those who abuse the sacraments, and who connive at these things.
THESES CONCERNING THE LORD’S SUPPER
1. The other sacrament of the New Testament is called the Lord’s
Supper, not because it should be celebrated in the evening, or at
the time of supper, but because it was instituted by Christ when
he observed the last supper with his disciples before his death. It
is called the Lord’s table, because Christ feeds us in its proper
use. It is called the sacrament of the body and blood of Christ,
because the body and blood of Christ are communicated to us in
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it. It is called the eucharist, because there is in it a solemn
thanksgiving for the death and benefits of Christ. It is called a
covenant, because it should be celebrated in the public assemblies of the church. It is also called by the Fathers a sacrifice,
because it is a {432} representation of the propitiatory sacrifice
which Christ accomplished upon the cross, and because it is a
sacrifice of thanksgiving.
2. The Lord’s supper is a sacrament of the New Testament, in
which, according to the command of Christ, bread and wine are
distributed in the assembly of the faithful, and received in
remembrance of Christ; or that Christ may testify to us, that He
feeds us unto eternal life by his body and blood broken and shed
for us, and that we may return thanks to him for his benefits.
3. The first and chief design or use of the Lord’s supper is, that
Christ may declare to us that he died for us, and feeds us with
his body and blood unto everlasting life, that he may, by this
declaration, establish and increase our faith, and so by consequence this spiritual food in us. The second end is the giving of
thanks for these benefits of Christ, and a public and solemn profession of our duty to him. The third, is to distinguish the church
from all other religions. The fourth, that it may be a bond of
mutual love. The fifth, that it may be a bond of the public assemblies of the church.
4. The first end of this sacrament which is a confirmation of our
faith in Christ, the Lord’s supper has, because Christ himself
gives this bread and wine by the hand of the minister in remembrance of himself; that is, that he may admonish us by this symbol, as by his visible word, that he died for us, and that he is to
us the bread of everlasting life, while he makes us his members;
and because he has added to this rite the promise that he will
feed those who eat this bread in remembrance of him, with his
own body and blood, when he says, This is my body; and
because the Holy Spirit by this visible testimony influences the
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minds and hearts of the faithful to believe with stronger confidence the promise of the gospel.
5. There is, therefore, a double meat and drink in the Lord’s supper—one external, visible and earthly, which is the bread and
wine; the other is internal. There is also a double eating and
receiving—the one external, and signifying which is the corporal receiving of the bread and wine, accomplished by the hands,
mouth and senses; the other internal, invisible and signified,
which is the fruition of Christ’s death, and a spiritual engrafting
into his body, accomplished not with the hands and mouth, but
by the Spirit and faith. There is, finally, a double dispenser of
this meat and drink—the external of the external, which is the
minister of the church, giving to us with his hand the bread and
wine; the internal of the internal, which is Christ himself feeding
us with his body and blood.
6. The signs which serve for the confirmation of our faith are
bread and wine, and not the body and blood of Christ; for the
body and blood of Christ are received, that we may live forever;
while the bread and wine are taken, that we may be confirmed
in regard to that heavenly food, and enjoy it more and more.
7. The bread is not changed into the body of Christ, nor is the
wine changed into the blood of Christ; nor are the bread and
wine abolished to give place to the body and blood of Christ; nor
is the body of Christ substantially present in the bread, or under
the bread, or where the bread is; but the Holy Spirit employs this
symbol in the right use of the Lord’s supper, as a means for the
purpose of stirring up our faith, by which he more and more
dwells in us, inserts us into Christ, and brings it to pass that we
are justified through him, and draw from him everlasting life.
{433}
8. When Christ says, This, that is, This bread is my body, and
This cup is my blood, the form of speech is sacramental, or metonymical, so that the name of the thing signified is attributed to
the sign, to teach that the bread is the sacrament, or symbol of
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his body, that it represents him and declares that the body of
Christ was offered for us upon the cross, and is given unto us as
the bread of everlasting life, and is, therefore, the means which
the Holy Spirit employs for preserving and increasing this food
in us, as Paul says, The bread is the communion of the body of
Christ, by which it is meant, that the bread is the thing by which
we are made partakers of Christ’s body; and in another place, We
have all been made to drink into one Spirit. The same thing is also
taught when it is said, that the bread is called the body of Christ
on account of the resemblance which there is between the sign
and the thing signified, viz., that the body of Christ nourishes
the spiritual life of the believer, as bread supports our natural
life; and on account of the certain joint-reception of the sign and
the thing signified in the lawful use of the sacrament. This, too,
is the sacramental union of the bread, which is indicated by the
sacramental mode of speaking, common in relation to this subject, which is no local conjunction as some imagine.
9. As the body of Christ is, therefore, both his natural and
sacramental body, which is the bread of the eucharist; so the eating of the body of Christ is two-fold: the one sacramental of the
sign, viz., the external and corporal receiving of the bread and
wine; the other real, or spiritual, which is the receiving of the
very body of Christ. To believe, too, in Christ dwelling in us by
faith, is to be engrafted by the power of the Holy Spirit into his
body, as members to the head, and branches to the vine, and so
to be made partakers of the benefits of the life and death of
Christ. It is, therefore, evident that those who thus teach, are
falsely accused and represented, when it is said that they make
the supper consist in the bare signs, or in a participation of the
merits of Christ alone, or of his benefits, or of the Holy Spirit,
while they exclude the true, real, and spiritual communion of
the body of Christ itself.

772

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

10. The lawful use of the supper consists in this, that the faithful
observe this rite instituted by Christ in remembrance of him, or
for the purpose of stirring up their faith and gratitude.
11. As the body of Christ is eaten sacramentally in the right use
of the supper, so without this use, as in the case of unbelievers
and hypocrites, it is sacramentally eaten, but not really; that is,
the sacramental symbols or signs, which are the bread and wine,
are, indeed, received, but not the things which the sacraments
signify, viz., the body and blood of Christ.
12. this doctrine of the Lord’s supper is based upon many and
most solid arguments. It is confirmed by all those passages
which speak of the Lord’s supper. Christ, too, calling the visible
and broken bread, and not something invisible in the bread, his
body which was given, or broken for us, which, as it cannot be
understood properly or literally, himself adds the declaration,
that that bread is truly received in remembrance of him, which
is as if he had said, that the bread is a sacrament of his body. He
also says, that the supper is the New Testament, which is spiritual, one and everlasting. Paul, in like manner, says, that it is the
communion of the body and blood of Christ, because all the
faithful are one body in Christ, who can have no fellowship or
communion with devils. This same apostle also {434} makes
the same engrafting into Christ by one Spirit in baptism and the
holy supper. The same thing is confirmed by the entire doctrine
and nature of sacraments, which exhibit to the eyes the same
spiritual communion of Christ to be received by faith, which the
word, or promises of the gospel declare to the ear. It is for this
reason that the signs are called by the names of the things signified, and have the reception of the things themselves joined with
them in the lawful use of the sacraments. The articles of our
common faith establish the same thing, which teach that the
body of Christ is a true human body, not present in many places
at the same time, but is now placed in heaven to remain there
until the Lord come to judge the quick and the dead; and that the
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communion of saints with Christ is effected by the Holy Spirit,
and not by an interpenetration of the body of Christ into the
bodies of men; and is, therefore, the doctrine which has been
held and professed with great agreement by the whole church in
her earlier and purer days.
The Lord’s supper differs from baptism, 1. In the rite and manner of signification. The dipping or washing in baptism signifies
the remission and removal of sin by the blood and Spirit of
Christ, and our fellowship with Christ in his afflictions and glorification; the distribution of the bread and wine signifies the
death of Christ to be laid to our account for the remission of
sins, and our engrafting into Christ, so as to be made his members. 2. They differ in their operation. Baptism is the testimony
of our regeneration, of the covenant made with God, and of our
reception into the church; the Lord’s supper testifies that we are
to be perpetually nourished by Christ dwelling in us, and that
the covenant once entered into between God and us shall ever
be ratified in regard to us, so that we shall forever remain united
with the church and body of Christ. 3. They differ as it respects
the persons to whom they should be administered. Baptism is
administered to all who are to be regarded members of the
church, whether they be adults or infants; the Lord’s supper is to
be given to none except those who are able to understand and
celebrate the benefits of Christ, and to examine themselves. 4.
Baptism is to be received but once, because the covenant once
entered into with God is always ratified in the case of those who
repent; the Lord’s supper is to be often received, inasmuch as it
is necessary for our faith that we frequently renew that covenant
and call it to mind. 5. They differ in the order which is to be
observed. Baptism precedes the Lord’s supper; the Lord’s supper
should be given to none except those who are baptized.
14. Those who examine themselves, and who are possessed of
true faith and repentance, are worthy guests at the Lord’s table.
Those who have not this testimony within themselves, ought not
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to approach the Lord’s table, lest they eat and drink judgment to
themselves; nor should they defer that repentance which is necessary in order that they may come, and so bring upon themselves hardness of heart and everlasting punishment.
15. The church ought to admit to the Lord’s supper all those who
profess to receive the fundamental doctrines of the Christian
faith, and who have a purpose to live in conformity thereto; but
should exclude all those who are unwilling to abandon their
errors, blasphemies, or sins, when they are properly admonished by the church, and convicted of their errors and sins.
{435}
16. The Pope is guilty of corrupting the sacrament of the Lord’s
sup-per, in that he has removed from it the breaking of the
bread, and refuses the cup to the laity. He is also guilty of the
same thing in having changed the Lord’s supper, by the addition
of so many ceremonies not delivered by the Apostles, into a theatrical mass. These innovations, however, are still more wicked
and idolatrous: that the mass is a propitiatory sacrifice, in which
Christ is offered to the Father, by the sacrificing priests, for the
living and the dead, and is, by virtue of the act of consecration,
substantially present, and remains as long as the forms of bread
and wine continue uncorrupted; that the mass confers the grace
of God and other benefits upon those for whom it is offered; that
Christ is eaten orally, even though those who approach the
Lord’s table are destitute of any good desires or purposes; and
that he is concealed and carried under the forms of bread and
wine for the purpose of being adored. In view of these base corruptions, the mass ought to be abolished in all Christian
churches. These corruptions may be included under these
heads: 1. Transubstantiation. 2. The worship of bread. 3. Making
a sacrifice out of the Lord’s supper. 4. Mutilating the Lord’s supper by various human devices.
Certain principal arguments of the
Consubstantialists against the sincere doctrines
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of the Lord’s Supper, and those whom they call
Sacramentarians; with a refutation of them.
The errors of the Sacramentarians, say they, are these: 1. That
they make the Lord’s supper consist merely in naked signs and
symbols. Answer: We teach that the things signified are,
together with the signs, exhibited and communicated in the lawful use of the supper, although not corporally, but in a manner
corresponding to sacraments. 2. The Sacramentarians, say they,
hold that Christ is present in the supper only according to his
efficacy. Answer: We teach that Christ is present, and that he is
united to us by the Holy Spirit, although his body is at a great
distance from us, just as whole Christ is present in the ministry,
although differently, according to the one nature. 3. We, say they,
believe that an imaginary, figurative and spiritual body of Christ
is present in the supper, and not his true, essential body.
Answer: We have never spoken of an imaginary body, but of the
true flesh of Christ, which is present with us, although it remains
in heaven. We teach, moreover, that we receive the bread and
body, but in a manner peculiar to each. 4. We, say they, hold that
the true body of Christ which hung upon the cross, and his
blood which was shed for us, is distributed, and that it is spiritually received only by those who are worthy guests, while such as
are unworthy receive nothing but the bare signs, and these to
their condemnation. Answer: We admit the whole as being in
accordance with the word of God, with the nature of the sacraments, with the analogy of faith, and with the communion of
the faithful with Christ.
The general points in which the Churches, which
profess the Gospel, agree and differ in the
controversy respecting the Lord’s Supper.
They agree in these particulars: 1. That the Lord’s supper, as well
as baptism, is a visible pledge and testimony annexed by Christ
himself to {436} the promise of grace, chiefly to this end: that
he may confirm and strengthen our faith in this promise. 2. That
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in the true use of the supper, as well as in all other sacraments,
two things are given of God, and secured by us, viz.: earthly,
external and visible signs, as the bread and wine; and heavenly,
internal and invisible gifts, as the true body of Christ, with all his
gifts, benefits and heavenly treasures. 3. That in the supper we
are made partakers not only of the Spirit of Christ, and his satisfaction, righteousness, virtue, and operation, but also of the very
substance and essence of his true body and blood, given for us
upon the cross, and shed for us, and that we are fed with the
same unto eternal life; and that Christ declares and makes this
known unto us by this visible reception of bread and wine in the
supper. 4. That the bread and wine are not changed into the
flesh and blood of Christ, but remain true and natural bread and
wine—that the body and blood of Christ are not enclosed in the
bread and wine; and, therefore, the bread and wine are called
the body of Christ—his body and blood in this sense; that his
body and blood are not only signified by these, and set before
our eyes, but also because as often as we eat or drink this bread
and wine, in the true and lawful use, Christ himself gives us his
body and blood to be the meat and drink of eternal life. 5. That
without the lawful use, the taking of bread and wine is no sacrament, being nothing more than a vain, empty ceremony and
spectacle, such as men abuse to their condemnation. 6. That
there is no other lawful use of the supper, except that which
Christ instituted and commanded to be observed, viz.: that
which is in remembrance of him, and which declares his death.
7. That Christ does not command a hypocritical remembrance
of himself, and declaration of his death; but such as embraces
his sufferings and death, and all the benefits which he has
obtained by these in our behalf, by a true faith and with sincere
thankfulness. 8. That Christ will dwell in none but such as
believe, and in them also who, not through contempt, but
through necessity, cannot come to the Lord’s supper; yea, in all
believers, from the beginning of the world to all eternity, even as
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well, and in the same manner, as he will dwell in them who have
observed the Lord’s supper.
They disagree in these particulars: 1. That one class contends that
the words of Christ, This is my body, must be understood literally, which they, however, do not prove; others, again, hold that
these words are to be understood sacramentally, according to
the declaration of Christ and Paul, and according to the rule by
which we are to judge of the truth of any article of our faith. 2.
The former class of persons will have the body and blood of
Christ essentially present in or with the bread and wine, and so
to be eaten, that together with the bread and wine received from
the hands of the minister, it enters by the mouth of those who
receive them into their bodies; the other class of persons believe
that the body of Christ, which in the celebration of the first supper sat at the table with the disciples, now is, and will continue,
not on earth but in heaven, until Christ shall come again to judge
the quick and the dead, and yet that we who are on earth notwithstanding, as often as we eat this bread with a true faith are
so fed with his body and made to drink of his blood, that we are
not only cleansed from our sins through his sufferings and shed
blood, but are, also, so united to him and incorporated into his
true, essential, human body, by his Spirit dwelling both in him
and in us, that we are flesh of his flesh {437} and bone of his
bone; and are more firmly and closely united to him, than the
members of our body are united with our head, so that we draw
and have in, and from him, everlasting life. 3. The first class of
persons referred to maintain, that all who come to the Lord’s
supper and eat and drink of the bread and wine, whether believers or unbelievers, eat and drink corporally, and with their
bodily mouth the flesh and blood of Christ, believers to life and
salvation, and unbelievers to damnation and death. The other
class of persons believe that unbelievers abuse, indeed, the outward signs to their condemnation, while none but the faithful
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eat and drink by a true faith, and by the Spirit, the body and
blood of Christ unto eternal life.
[This last paragraph is inserted with slight alterations from the
old English translation by Parry.]
OF THE PASSOVER
As the Lord’s supper has been substituted in the place of the
Passover, of which mention has been made, it is proper that we
should here introduce some remarks in reference to the Passover. The principal things in reference to the Passover are
included in the following questions:
1. What was the Passover?
2. What was its design or use?
3. What are the points of resemblance between the Paschal Lamb and
Christ?
4. Has it been abolished, and what has succeeded it?

1. WHAT WAS THE PASSOVER?
The Passover was the solemn eating of a lamb, which God
enjoined upon the Israelites in order, that this rite being annually observed in every family, might be a memorial to them of
their deliverance from Egypt, and that it might especially declare
to the faithful their spiritual deliverance from sin and death by
Christ, who was to be slain upon the cross, and to be eaten by
faith. Or, it was a sacrament of the ancient church, which was to
be celebrated according to the command of God in every family
of the Jews, by the yearly slaying and eating of a lamb a year old,
that it might be a memorial to them of the great benefit of their
deliverance from Egyptian bondage, and that it might also be a
seal of the promise of grace touching the forgiveness of sins on
account of the sacrifice of the Messiah. The Greek pasca is
derived from the Hebrew pesach, which means a passover,
derived from pasach, which signifies to pass over. This sacrament
and feast was so called from the passing over of the angel, who
seeing the blood of the lamb sprinkled upon the upper door post
of the Israelites, passed over, and spared their first born, while
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he slew all the first born of the Egyptians. The history of the
institution of the Passover is contained in the twelfth chapter of
the book of Exodus. God commanded that the slaying of the
lamb should be accompanied with certain and various rites. The
lamb had to be a year old; a male without blemish; it had to be
separated from the flock by the family on the tenth day of the
first month called Nisan, or Abib; it was to be slain four days
after, or in the evening of the fourteenth day of the same month;
the blood was to be sprinkled upon the two side posts and on
the upper door post of the houses of the {438} Jews; then it was
to be roasted with fire, and eaten whole, and in haste, with
unleavened bread and bitter herbs. Those that ate it, stood with
their loins girt, their shoes on their feet, and with their staff in
hand. Of this rite the Lord said, “It is the Lord’s passover.” “And
the blood shall be to you for a token upon the houses, where you
are, that when I see the blood I may pass over you.” (Ex. 12:11,
13)
This feast God commanded the Jews to celebrate with great
solemnity every year, at which time seven days were devoted to
its observance. “And this day shall be unto you for a memorial;
and you shall keep it a feast to the Lord, throughout your generations; you shall keep it a feast by an ordinance forever. Seven
days shall you eat unleavened bread,” etc. (Ex. 12:14, 15; see
also Ex. 12:17, 18; 23:15; Lev. 25:5; Deut. 16:1)
2. WHAT WAS THE DESIGN OF THE PASSOVER?
There are five ends specified in the twelfth chapter of Exodus,
on account of which the Passover was instituted.
1. That the blood of the lamb sprinkled upon the door posts
might be a sign of the angel passing over them, and of the preservation of their firstborn. “And the blood shall be to you for a
token upon the houses where you are, and when I see the blood
I will pass over you.” (Ex. 12:13) This end, after the first performance of the rite, and the passing over of the angel, ceases,
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although the analogy of it remains forever: for God formerly
spared, and now spares the faithful for the sake of the blood of
Christ; by which we mean that he remits their sins, as is taught
in the next object specified.
2. That it might be a type of the sacrifice of the Messiah yet to be
offered, or that it might be a sign of the deliverance which would
be wrought out by Christ, and so be a sign of God’s grace to the
church. This was the chief end of the yearly passover. This is
proven by the following arguments. “A bone of him shall not he
broken.” (John 19:36) This type John declares was fulfilled when
Christ’s bones were not broken upon the cross. Therefore the
lamb was a type of Christ, and of his sacrifice. Again: “Christ our
Passover is sacrificed for us.” (1 Cor. 5:7) The paschal lamb,
therefore, signified Christ, and the sacrificing of it, signified the
sacrificing of Christ. Again: the church understood the signification of other sacrifices, that they were types of the sacrifice of
the Messiah; for the ancient fathers were not so destitute of reason as to seek the remission of sins by the blood of bulls: much
more therefore did they, by faith, behold in the paschal lamb the
Messiah, and his sacrifice. Lastly, John calls Christ “the Lamb of
God;” and “the Lamb slain from the foundation of the world;”
(John 3:29; Rev. 13:8;) because He was adumbrated by that lamb
which was slain at the Passover.
3. That it might be a memorial of the first Passover, and deliverance of the children of Israel from Egypt. God desired that the
remembrance of such a great benefit should be preserved
among his people, lest their posterity might become ungrateful.
“Seven days shall you eat unleavened bread therewith, even the
bread of affliction; (for you came forth out of the land of Egypt
in haste) that you may remember the day When you came forth
out of the land of Egypt all the days of your life.” (Deut. 16:3)
{439}
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4. That it might be a bond which would unite public assemblies,
and perpetuate the ecclesiastical ministry. “And in the first day
there shall be an holy convocation,” etc.
5. That it might be a sacrament which would distinguish the
people of God from all other nations. “There shall no stranger
eat thereof.” “And when a stranger shall sojourn with you, and
will keep the Passover of the Lord, let all his males be circumcised, and then let him come near, and keep it, and he shall be
as one that is born in the land; for no uncircumcised person
shall eat thereof.” (Ex. 12:43, 48)
3. WHAT ARE THE POINTS OF RESEMBLANCE BETWEEN
THE PASCHAL LAMB AND CHRIST?
A consideration of the resemblances between the rites which
God commanded to be observed in regard to the Paschal Lamb,
and Christ, contributes very much to the confirmation, and illustration of the chief end of the Passover.
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A comparison between the Type and the Thing signified.
THE TYPE WAS,

THE THING SIGNIFIED IS,

1. A lamb from the flock

1. Christ a true man. Ish. 53:2, 3,
and John l:14.

2. Without blemish, set apart

2. Without sin. Ish. 53:5, 7, 8; Heb.
7:26.

3. To be slain and roasted.

3. Who suffered and died. 1 Cor.
5:7.

4. No bone was broken.

4. He died without having his
bones broken. John 19:36.

5. Was slain in the evening.

5. In the end of the world. Heb.
1:2; 9:26.

6. The posts were to be sprinkled with blood

6. His satisfaction is imputed unto
us. Ish. 53:5; Rom. 3:24.

7. That the destroyer might pass 7. That we might be delivered
over the houses of the Israelites. from eternal death. Heb. 2:14.
8. It was to be eaten, and that in
every family.

8. There must be an application of
Christ to every one by faith. Rom.
1:17; John 6:47.

9. It was all to be eaten.

9. According to all the articles of
our faith. Tim. 3:16.

10. Without leavened bread.

10. Without hypocrisy. 1 Cor. 5:8.

11. With bitter herbs.

11. With the endurance of the
cross. Matt. 10:38.

12. With haste, and in the attire
of travelers.

12. With a desire to progress in
the Christian life, and with the
expectation of eternal life. Luke
8:15; Heb. 13:9, 15.

13. By the circumcised alone.

13. None but the regenerate eat
him, and to these alone is he profitable, and they alone receive not
the sacrament to their condemnation. John 6:56; Heb.13:10; 1 Cor.
11:26.

{440}
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HAS THE PASSOVER BEEN ABOLISHED?
That the ancient Passover, with all the other types which prefigured the Messiah which walls to come, was abolished at the
coming of Christ, is evident, 1. From the whole argument of the
Apostle in the Epistle to the Hebrews respecting the abolishing
of the legal shadows in the New Testament. “The priesthood
being changed, there is made of necessity a change also of the
law.” “In that he says, A new covenant, he has made the first
old.” (Heb. 7:12; 8:13) 2. From the fulfillment of these legal shadows. “These things were done that the Scriptures might be fulfilled. A bone of him shall not be broken.” “Christ our Passover is
sacrificed for us.” (John 19:36; 1 Cor. 5:7) 3. From the substitution of the New Testament; for Christ, when he was about to
suffer, and die and sacrifice himself as the true Passover, closed
the ordinance relating to the paschal lamb with a solemn feast,
and instituted and commanded his supper to be observed by the
church in the place of the old passover. “With desire, I have
desired to eat with you this passover, before I suffer.” “This do in
remembrance of me.” (Luke 22:15, 19) Christ here commands
the supper, not the ancient passover, to be celebrated in remembrance of him. As baptism has, therefore, succeeded circumcision, so the Lord’s supper has succeeded the Passover in the
New Testament.
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LORD’S DAY 31
QUESTION 83-85.
83. What is the Office of the Keys?
A. The Preaching of the Holy Gospel and Church Discipline;
by which two things the kingdom of heaven is opened to
believers and shut against unbelievers.
84. How is the kingdom of heaven opened and shut by the
Preaching of the Holy Gospel?
A. In this way: that according to the command of Christ, it is
proclaimed and openly witnessed to believers, one and
all, that as often as they accept with true faith the
promise of the Gospel, all their sins are really forgiven
them of God for the sake of Christ’s merits; and on the
contrary, to all unbelievers and hypocrites, that the wrath
of God and eternal condemnation abide on them, so long
as they are not converted; according to which witness of
the Gospel, will be the judgment of God both in this life
and in that which is to come.
85. How is the kingdom of heaven shut and opened by Christian discipline?
A. In this way: that according to the command of Christ, if
any under the Christian name show themselves unsound
either in doctrine or life, and after repeated brotherly
admonition refuse to turn from their errors of evil ways,
they are complained of to the church or to its proper
officers, and, if they neglect to hear them also, are by
them excluded from the Holy Sacraments and the
Christian communion, and by God Himself from the
kingdom of Christ; and if they promise and show real
amendment, they are again received as members of
Christ and His Church.
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EXPOSITION:
Having now shown who are to be admitted to the Lord’s supper
by the church, the doctrine respecting the power of the keys of
the kingdom of heaven, comes naturally next in order, which, in
addition to other things, teaches in an especial manner, how
those wino are not to be admitted to the Lord’s table ought to be
kept back and excluded from the sacraments, lest they profane
them by coming. The things which claim special attention in
regard to this subject are,
1. What is the power of the keys given to the church, and what are the
parts thereof?
2. Is there any necessity for ecclesiastical discipline, and
excommunication?
3. To whom is this power committed; against whom and in what order is it
to be exercised?
4. To what ends ought it to be directed, and what are the abuses to be
avoided?
5. In what does the power of the keys differ from civil power?

{441}

1. WHAT IS THE POWER OF THE KEYS GIVEN TO THE
CHURCH, AND WHAT ARE THE PARTS THEREOF?
The power of the keys which Christ delivered to the church, the
preaching of the gospel and Christian discipline, by which the
kingdom of heaven is opened to believers, and shut against
unbelievers. Or it is the office of the church, according to the
command of Christ, to make known the will of God by the
preaching of the gospel, and ecclesiastical discipline; and to
declare and publicly testify the grace of God, and the remission
of sins to such as are truly penitent; that is, to those who live in
true faith and repentance; and, on the contrary, to denounce
upon the wicked the wrath of God and exclusion from the kingdom of Christ, and to exclude them from the church as long as
they shall show themselves estranged from Christ in doctrine
and life; and to receive them into the church again when they
promise, and show real amendment. It is called the power of the
keys from a metaphor, or form of speech borrowed from stew-
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ards, to whom are delivered the keys of the house in which they
are stewards. The keys signify the office of the steward by a
metonymy, or change of terms between the sign and thing signified, as we use the term scepter for kingdom. The church is the
house of the living God. The ministers of the church are the
stewards of God. For what a faithful steward is in his master’s
house, managing all things at his master’s command, the same
is a faithful minister in the church. The declaration of the will of
God, therefore, in the church, is accomplished by the ministers,
as by stewards, in the name of God Christ himself is the author
of the ministry He gave this power to the church, and designated
it by the term keys, saying to Peter, “I will give unto you the keys
of the kingdom of heaven;” (Matt. 16:19) that is, the office or
power to open and shut the kingdom of God. At another time he
said to all the disciples, “Whatsoever ye small bind on earth
small be bound in heaven; and whatsoever you small loose on
earth shall be loosed in heaven.” (Matt. 18:18) The keys of the
kingdom of heaven are, therefore, the power to open and shut,
to bind and loose; and are so called from the efficacy of this
power. For the church opens and shuts, binds and looses by the
word of God and in the name of Christ, in whose stead ministers
act; and the Holy Spirit works effectually by his word, according
to the promise of Christ: “Whose soever sins you remit, they are
remitted unto them; and whose soever sins you retain, they are
retained.” (John 20:23)
The keys of the kingdom of heaven consist of two parts the
preaching of the Gospel, or the ministry of the Word, and Christian discipline, to which excommunication belongs; by these
two the church opens and shuts, binds and looses. It shuts and
binds, by the preaching of the Gospel, when it declares and testifies to unbelievers and hypocrites, that they stand exposed to the
wrath of God and eternal condemnation, so long as they are
unconverted; and it opens and looses when it declares and testifies to the faithful and penitent the remission of sins and the
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grace of God, for the sake of Christ’s merits. It shuts and binds by
Christian discipline, when it excommunicates wicked and obstinate offenders, or forbids them the use of the sacraments, by
which they are excluded from the Christian church, and by God
himself from the kingdom of Christ; and it opens and looses,
when it again receives the same persons, if they repent, as members of Christ and his church. {442}
This distinction, however, must be observed, as it respects the
order of those two parts: the keys, by the preaching of the Gospel, first loose and then bind; but, in Christian discipline, they
first bind and then loose. Again; the keys loose and bind the
same or different persons, by the preaching of the Gospel; but
they bind and loose the same persons only, by Christian discipline. Excommunication is the rejection, or the excluding of a
gross offender—one that is openly wicked and obstinate, from
the society of the faithful, by the judgment of the elders, with
the consent of the whole church, done in the name and by the
authority of Christ, and of the Holy Spirit, in order that the
offender, being thus put to shame, may repent, and that such
things as bring a reproach upon the cause of Christ, may be
carefully guarded against. This is not merely an exclusion from
the sacraments, but from the whole communion of the faithful,
with which the obstinate and disobedient have no connection. It
is two-fold: Internal, which belongs to God alone; and external,
which belongs to the church. The former is declared on earth by
that which is external; while the latter is ratified in heaven by
that which is internal, according to the promise of Christ;
“Whatsoever you shall bind in earth, shall be bound in heaven.”
(Matt. 18:18)
2. IS THERE ANY NECESSITY FOR ECCLESIASTICAL
DISCIPLINE AND EXCOMMUNICATION?
There can be no doubt but that all the prophets, as well as Christ
and his apostles, have preached respecting the ministry of the
word. And as ecclesiastical discipline has a necessary connec-
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tion with the ministry of God’s word, there can be no doubt
respecting this, since God himself, and Christ, and the apostle
Paul, have confirmed and established it both by precept and
examples. And surely if no country or city can exist without discipline, laws and punishments, then certainly the church, which
is the house of the living God also needs some form of government and discipline, although it differs widely from civil power
or jurisdiction.
The discipline of the church is, therefore, necessary, 1. On
account of the general command of God with respect to guarding against the profanation of the sacraments, both in the Old
and the New Testament. In the Old Testament, God would not
allow wicked and obstinate offenders to be included among the
number of his people, but required them to be excluded from
their fellowship. Much less would he permit them to come to the
sacraments of his church. “The soul that does aught presumptuously, (whether he be born in the land, or a stranger) the
same reproaches the Lord; and that soul shall be cut off from
among his people. Because he has despised the word of the
Lord, and has broken his commandment, that soul shall be
utterly cut off.” (Num. 15:30, 31) God did indeed desire all to
come to the Passover, that is, all the members of his church; but
he did not regard the rebellious and obstinate as included in the
number of those who were in covenant with him. Hence be
commanded them to be excluded from his people. “The man
that will do presumptuously, and will not hearken unto the
priest that standeth to minister there before the Lord your God,
even that man shall die; and you shall put away the evil from
Israel.” (Deut. 17:12) From these two passages {443} just
quoted, it appears that God commanded such as were rebellious
and wicked to be cut off from the Jewish commonwealth, and
would not allow them to be received amongst the number of his
people. Much less, therefore, would he allow them to be
regarded as members of his visible church, and be admitted to
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her sacraments. It is true, indeed, that the judicial law has been
abolished, as well as the ceremonies which belonged to the Jewish dispensation; but that great distinction which was observed
between the members of the Jewish church and others, has not
been set aside. There is in the prophecy of Isaiah, a whole sermon directed against the wicked who offer sacrifices unto God;
nor did God desire that such persons should offer sacrifices unto
him. Hence he does not desire that they should be admitted to
the sacraments of his house. His language is, “Bring no more
vain oblations,” etc. (Ish. 1:13) But it is said, by way of objection,
God desired, yea, also commanded all to celebrate the Passover.
We reply that he did indeed command all those who were
regarded as members of his people to observe the Passover; but
not such as were rebellious, for he expressly commanded them
to be excluded from the number of those who stood in covenant
relations with him. Isaiah detests the hypocritical offerings of
those who are presumptuous enough to sacrifice unto God,
while living in the habitual and willful indulgence of sin: “he
that kills an ox, is as if he slew a man; he that sacrificeth a lamb,
as if he cut off a dog’s neck; he that offereth an oblation, as if he
offered swine’s blood; he that burneth incense, as if he blessed
an idol,” etc. (Ish. 66:3) Jeremiah severely reproves those who
had the boldness to come into the temple whilst they were still
defiled with their sins. (Jer. 6:7, 10, 20) Ezekiel declares that God
will not be enquired of by those who go after strange gods, and
then present themselves in his temple. (Ezek. 20:31) And, in the
20th verse of the same chapter, he says that those profane his
sabbaths, and pollute his sanctuary, who come into his house
defiled with their idols. The prophet Amos rejects the sacrifices
and worship of wicked transgressors, saying, “I hate, I despise
your feast-days, and I will not smell in your solemn assemblies!’
(Amos 5:21) The prophet Haggai forbids (2:13, 14) the unclean in
soul to touch that which is holy, where he speaks of moral and
ceremonial uncleanness. And, in Prov. 15:8, it is declared that
“the sacrifice of the wicked is an abomination to the Lord.”
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In the New Testament, John admitted none to his baptism but
such as confessed their sins and repented. “Bring forth fruits
meet for repentance.” “Leave there your gift before the altar and
go your way; first be reconciled to thy brother, and then come
and offer your gift. (Matt. 3:8; 5:24) He, therefore, who does not
first reconcile himself to his brother, should be forbidden the
use of the sacraments. Christ commands that all submit themselves first to God, according to all his commandments, before
they approach any of the sacraments; for, by the term altar, as
here used, may be understood any of the sacraments. “Repent
and be baptized every one of you.” “If you believest with all
thine heart, you mayest be baptized.” (Acts 2:37; 8:37) Therefore,
if you do not believe, it is not lawful. “The things which the Gentiles sacrifice, they sacrifice to devils, and not to God.” “You cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of devils.” “Whosoever
shall eat unworthily, shall be guilty of the body and blood of
Christ.” (1 Cor 10:20, 21, 11:27) The wicked, eating without faith
and repentance, partake unworthily. Therefore {444} they are
guilty of the body of Christ. We ought not to take part in the sins
of others: neither ought we to connive at or feign ignorance in
regard to the destruction of any one. Hence we should not admit
the wicked to the sacraments, lest they eat judgment to themselves.
2. On account of the special command of Christ and his Apostles, “If your brother shall trespass against you, go and tell him
his fault between you and him alone; if he shall hear you, you
have gained your brother. But if he will not hear you, then take
with you one or two more, that in the mouth of two or three witnesses every word may be established. And if he shall neglect to
hear them, tell it unto the church; but if he neglect to hear the
church, let him be unto you as an heathen man, and a publican.
Verily I say unto you, whatsoever you shall bind on earth shall
be bound in heaven, and whatsoever you shall loose on earth
shall be loosed in heaven.” (Matt. 18:15-19) The Lord now will
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not permit his sacraments, which he instituted for the faithful
alone, to be administered to publicans, and heathen. And lest
any one should understand this command as spoken of private
judgment it is expressly added, Whatsoever you shall bind on
earth, etc., which declaration cannot be understood in any other
sense, than as referring to the public power of the keys. “I verily,
as absent in body, but present in spirit, have judged already, as
though I were present, concerning him that has so done this
deed, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, when you are gathered together, and my spirit, with the power of our Lord Jesus
Christ, to deliver such an one unto Satan for the destruction of
the flesh, that the spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord
Jesus.” And “with such an one eat not. Therefore, put away from
yourselves that wicked person.” “And what concord has Christ
with Belial? or what part has he that believes with an infidel?”
“Now we command you, brethren, in the name of our Lord Jesus
Christ, that you withdraw yourselves from every brother that
walketh disorderly, and not after the tradition which he received
of us. And if any man obey not our word by this epistle, note that
man, and have no company with him, that he may be ashamed.”
“If there come any unto you, and bring not this doctrine, receive
him not into your house, neither bid him God speed; for he that
biddeth him God speed is partaker of his evil deeds.” (1 Cor. 5:3,
4, 5, 11, 13; 2 Cor. 6:15; 2 Thess. 3:6, 14; 2 John 10:11)
3. The power of the keys is necessary on account of the glory of
God. For reproach is cast upon the name and cause of God, if all,
including blasphemers and such as are notoriously wicked, are
regarded as the children of God without any distinction, so as to
confound the kingdom of God with that of Satan.
4. It is necessary in order that the sacraments may not be profaned, and that that may not be given to the wicked in the supper which is denied them in the word.
5. That the purity of doctrine and worship may be preserved.
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6. For the safety of the church, which God will punish if it knowingly and willingly profane the sacraments, or permit them to be
profaned.
7. For the salvation of sinners, in order that they, being frequently admonished, and put to shame, may be brought to
repentance.
8. That scandals may be prevented in the church, and that those
who are weak may not be corrupted by the bad examples of others. “Know you not that a little leaven, leaveneth the whole
lump.” (1 Cor. 5:6) {445}
9. That scandals may be prevented on the part of those who are
out of the church, and that those who are not as yet members of
the church, may not come into connection with it, until they
repent of their sins.
10. That the name of God be not blasphemed and evil spoken of
by others, and his covenant dishonored.
11. That punishment may be averted from the wicked; for if the
ungodly are permitted to come to the sacraments of the church,
they bring upon themselves the judgments of God. That this
may not, therefore, come to pass, the church is bound to take
such measures as will prevent them from coming to the holy
sacraments.
12. Those who deny the true faith, and doctrine of Christ are to
be excluded from the church, and from the use of the sacraments. The faithful are not to be confounded with those who are
aliens from the church; as are those who are openly wicked,
who are blasphemers, and who have fallen into such errors as
Arianism, Mohammedanism, etc. But all those who refuse to
repent, deny the true faith, and doctrine of Christ: “They profess
that they know God, but in works they deny him.” (1 Tit. 1:16)
And he that denies the true faith is worse than an infidel. Therefore, those who persevere in their wickedness and refuse to
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repent, are to be excluded from the church, and from the use of
the sacraments.
13. The declaration of Christ, Matt. 7:6: “Give not that which is
holy unto the dogs, neither cast you your pearls before swine,” is
also here in point. But those who persevere in their wickedness,
casting reproach upon the church, and even upon God himself,
are indeed dogs and swine; and are, therefore, not to be admitted
to the sacraments. For if Christ declares this of his preached
word, which was instituted for the converted, and unconverted,
or such as would yet be converted, much more is it true of his
visible word, the sacraments, which were instituted for none, but
those who are converted.
14. Avowed infidels, blasphemers, and such as are notoriously
wicked, are not to be baptized; for none but such as believe with
all their heart ought to be baptized. Hence Philip said to the
Eunuch: “If you believest with all your heart, you mayest be baptized.” (Acts 8:37) Nor did John baptize any but such as confessed their sins. Hence, if unbelievers and blasphemers ought
not to be baptized, it follows that they must also be excluded
from the church, and not be admitted to the Lord’s supper; for
those who ought not to be baptized, ought not to be admitted to
the supper, because that which excludes them from the one sacrament, excludes them also from the other.
15. Those who are not yet baptized are not to be admitted to the
supper. But those who fall from, or live in willful neglect of their
baptism, to them baptism is no baptism according to the declaration of the apostle Paul: “If you be a breaker of the law, your
circumcision is made uncircumcision,” that is, if you persevere
in your transgression without repentance. (Rom. 2:25) Therefore,
those who fall from their baptism are not to be admitted to the
Lord’s supper. To this some one may object and say: therefore,
those who fall from their baptism, are also to be rebaptized after
their reception into the church. But we would reply, that reception into the church by baptism is valid in the case of all those
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who repent, and that Without any repetition of the sign. And in
as much as baptism is the sacrament of our reception into the
church, those who fall from it are not {446} in the church, and
hence as long as they remain such they are not to be admitted to
the church, nor to the Lord’s supper.
16. The sign of grace ought not to be granted unto those to
whom the promise of grace does not belong; otherwise the
church would act wickedly in admitting those whom God
excludes, and would contradict itself. For it would absolve by the
visible word those whom it would condemn by the preached
word. But the promise of grace does not extend to blasphemers,
and such as are openly wicked. Therefore, the sign of grace
ought not to be granted unto them.
17. Lastly, the institution of the sacraments, or the condition to
be observed on our part in coming to the sacraments, demands
repentance and faith. Therefore, unbelievers and such as do not
repent are not to be admitted to the sacraments. The force of this
argument will be seen by stating it thus: those are to be admitted
to the sacraments who have repentance and faith. Therefore
those who have not these qualifications are not to be admitted.
3. BY WHOM, AGAINST WHOM, AND IN WHAT ORDER IS
THE POWER OF THE KEYS TO BE EXERCISED?
The declaration of the word of God is committed to those to
whom the power of the keys is committed. The denunciation of
the wrath of God, and the declaration of his grace which is
accomplished by the preaching of the gospel is committed to the
ministers of Christ. The preaching of the gospel is committed to
them alone. But the denunciation of the wrath of God, included
in Christian discipline, belongs to the whole church; for the
whole church exercises discipline, and spiritual jurisdiction. Yet
the denunciation which is included in the ministry of the word,
is after a different manner from what it is in Christian discipline.
In the ministry of the word the wrath of God is, by all and every
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minister, and by them alone, denounced, the word of God going
before, against all the impenitent and unbelieving, viz.: that they
are excluded from the kingdom of Christ so long as they do not
repent, and live according to the teachings of the gospel. And if
they repent, the grace of God and the remission of sins is
declared and testified to them from the word of God by the same
ministers.
Objection: Therefore ministers have power to condemn.
Answer: They have ministerial power; by which we mean, the
office to declare and testify to men according to the command of
God, that God remits or does not remit their sins. This is done in
two ways. First, and in general, when they declare that all those
who believe are saved, and that all those who do not believe are
condemned. Secondly, when in the exercise of this office they
declare and testify privately to particular persons, and to every
one in particular, that their sins are forgiven them of God for the
sake of Christ’s merits, whenever they receive the promise of the
gospel by a true faith, and that the wrath of God is denounced
against every one so long as he does not repent. So Peter
declared to Simon Magus: “You have neither part, nor lot in this
matter.” (Acts 8:21) The same thing must be declared to every
one in particular, as often as there is a necessity for it; not
indeed according to our own pleasure or will, but according to
the command of God. This is the power of the keys granted to
the pastors of the church, and connected with the ministry of
the word. The execution of this sentence, however, belongs to
God alone. As it respects {447} ecclesiastical jurisdiction, or
Christian discipline, the case is somewhat different; for the declaration of the favor and wrath of God is not made by any one
privately, but by the whole church, or at least in the name of the
whole church, by those who have been chosen for this purpose
by the common consent of all. This declaration is made for certain causes, and with reference to particular persons, and
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includes an exclusion from the use of the sacraments, when
necessity requires it.
But who are to be excluded from the Christian church, and from
the use of the sacraments? An answer to this question may be
anticipated from what we have already said upon this subject;
which is, that those who either obstinately deny some article of
faith, or show themselves unwilling to repent and to submit
themselves to the will of God according to all his commandments, and who do not hesitate to declare their intention to persist in a course of open wickedness—all such are not to be
admitted to the church; and if they have been admitted into the
church by baptism, they must, nevertheless, not be permitted to
approach the Lord’s supper until they renounce their errors and
show amendment of life.
The order which is to be observed in executing the power of the
keys, is that which Christ himself has prescribed in Matt. 18. If
any one has committed a private offence, he must first be kindly
admonished by some one, according to the command of Christ:
“If your brother shall trespass against you, go and tell him his
fault between you and him alone. If he shall hear you, you have
gained your brother.” (Matt. 18:15) Then, if he does not repent
after having been admonished by one, he must be again privately admonished, by taking with you one or two more. Such
admonitions, however, must be delivered according to the word
of God, and with proper evidence of good-will towards the
offender; and must also be based upon causes which are just,
grievous and necessary. And if he will not repent when thus
admonished by one or two, he must then be corrected by the
whole church, concerning which Christ has also given commandment, saying: “If he shall neglect to hear them, tell it unto
the church.” When any one sins by committing an offence publicly against the whole church, he must also be publicly corrected by the church according to the nature of the offence. And
if he will not repent when thus admonished and reproved by the
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church, whether it be he that committed a private offence, or he
that committed a public offence, excommunication must at
length be inflicted by the church, as the last remedy for the purpose of correcting obstinate and unrepenting sinners, according
to the command of Christ: “If He neglect to hear the church, let
him be unto you as an heathen man and a publican.”
This, therefore, is the course which should always be pursued
for the purpose of correcting and reclaiming those who err, and
become refractory in the church: observing the different steps
which Christ has prescribed in the passage just quoted. The
steps to be taken are four in number: 1. Private brotherly admonition. 2. Admonition by many. 3. Admonition by the church. 4.
The public sentence of the church. The first and second steps
are to be observed in private offences; the third in notorious and
grievous sins or offences; the fourth in the case of contumacy, or
of obstinate and determined wickedness, in which only the
church proceeds to the act of excommunication, regarding the
offender as an heathen and publican—an alien from the church
and kingdom of Christ, until He repent {448} of his wickedness.
Hence, before excommunication can be inflicted upon any one,
there must necessarily be a knowledge of some error or sin,
which is accompanied with obstinacy and determined wickedness on the part of the offender; so that if any one becomes a
Papist, or an Arian, or a Davidian, or any other apostate, he must
not be held and recognized as a member of the church, even
though he may declare himself to be such, and may desire to
remain in the church, unless he renounce and detest his error,
and live according to the gospel. The reason is, because God will
have his church separate and distinct from all the various sects
and adherents of the devil. Those, now, who reverse or disregard
their baptismal vows, are members of the devil. Therefore they
are to be cut off from the church, even though they may declare
that they are Christians; for they deny by their works what they
profess with their mouths, and so give plain evidence that they
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lie. Faith and a Christian life cannot exist separately. Those,
therefore, who separate them, mock God and his church. An
apostate is not one who occasionally, or even often offends in
doctrine and life, and repents again of his sin; but is such an one
who, being convicted of error and open wickedness, is still
unwilling to abandon his sins, and to renounce his errors. Yet if
any one professes repentance, and makes an outward declaration to this effect, giving some evidence thereof in his life, the
church, even though he be inwardly a hypocrite, is bound to
receive him, until his true character becomes apparent; for the
church is not to judge of things secret and hidden.
4. WHAT IS THE DESIGN OF CHRISTIAN DISCIPLINE,
AND WHAT ABUSES ARE TO BE AVOIDED IN THE
EXERCISE OF IT?
Christ has given to the church the power of excommunication,
not for the destruction of the sinner, but for his edification and
salvation. The design of ecclesiastical discipline is, therefore, not
to establish the sovereignty and tyranny of the ministers of
Christ. “The kings of the Gentiles exercise lordship over them,
but you shall not be so.” (Luke 22:25) Ministers themselves
ought most of all to be subject to this discipline, and are especially to be kept within the proper bounds of their calling by this
bridle; because the keys do not belong to ministry only, but to
the whole church. Much less is it the design of Christian discipline to torment, oppress, or drive to desperation those whose
lives are of such a character as to require the exercise of the keys
of the kingdom of heaven. These are the foul slanders of those
who are the enemies of proper discipline in the church. The true
ends of Christian discipline are those which the Apostle Paul has
specified, among which we may mention the following: 1. That
the obstinate and disobedient may, being put to shame and terrified in this way, be led to proper reflection and repentance. “To
deliver such an one unto Satan for the destruction of the flesh,
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that the spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus Christ.”
(1 Cor. 5:5)
2. That other Christians may not become corrupted by the conversation and example of gross offenders. One scabbed or diseased sheep may infect the whole flock, unless it be cured or
separated from the flock; and a little leaven leaveneth the whole
lump. “Your glorying is not good. Know you not that a little
leaven leaveneth the whole lump.” (1 Cor. 5:6)
3. That others by this means may fear to offend. “Them that sin
rebuke before all, that others also may fear.” (1 Tim. 5:20) {449}
4. That the church may not be disgraced and evil spoken of, on
account of public scandals; and that the profanation of the sacraments and the wrath of God may be prevented. “Purge out the
old leaven, that you may be a new lump, as you are unleavened.
For even Christ our passover is sacrificed for us.” (1 Cor. 5:7)
These are the ends or designs of discipline.
The abuses to be avoided in excommunication are such as these:
first, the different forms of admonition, of which we have
already spoken, must not be neglected, neither must the order
be inverted, by commencing with the last. There should always
be private admonition in the first place, in which he who
offends should be kindly admonished, which admonition
should include a clear statement of the error or offence in the
case—a reproof delivered according to the word of God and an
exhortation to repentance.
Secondly, it should be attended to according to the word of God,
with proper evidence of brotherly love, and of a desire to benefit
those that err, and to secure their salvation. God will not be the
executioner of the sentence of another, but of his own. The
offending brother must not, therefore, at once be regarded as an
enemy, but must be admonished as a brother, according to what
the apostle Paul says: “Yet count him not as an enemy, but
admonish him as a brother.” (2 Thess. 3:15)
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Thirdly, it should be based upon just, weighty and necessary
causes, and not upon such as are unjust, doubtful and of small
importance. We should never rashly proceed to inflict excommunication upon any one from a slight suspicion; but only
when driven to it by urgent necessity, just as physicians never
resort to the use of the knife until necessity compels. Such a
necessity may be said to exist when errors are entertained which
subvert the very foundation of our faith, and when flagrant
crimes are obstinately persisted in, so as to endanger the safety
of the whole church, or at least certain members of it.
Fourthly, the cause must be carefully and diligently considered
by all the elders, and the decision must be approved of by the
whole church. It must not be undertaken by the authority of any
one person, nor even by the ministers alone; for Christ did not
deliver this power to a few persons, or to the ministers alone,
(although the execution is committed by the church to a few
persons, or to the minister alone) but to the whole church. “If he
shall neglect to hear you, tell it unto the church.” “The kings of
the Gentiles exercise lordship over them; but you shall not be
so.” (Matt. 18:17; Luke 22:25) The consent and decision of the
church is, therefore, to be obtained, 1. On account of the command of God. 2. That no one may be injured. 3. That the act may
have greater authority and power. 4. That the ministry of the
church may not be changed into an oligarchy, or into the tyranny practiced in the Papal church. 5. That the condemnation of
the offender may appear more in accordance with justice.
Lastly, it should be so exercised as not to create any schism in
the church, or be the occasion of any scandal, while good men
see many at variance with each other, the church rent, and evils
follow each other in quick succession.
If the minister see or fear these evils he must not proceed, but
warn and exhort both publicly and privately. And even though
He may not be {450} able to accomplish anything, he is still
free from blame. “Blessed are they which do hunger and thirst
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after righteousness, for they shall be filled.” (Matt. 5:6) The sin
and punishment will, in this case, rest upon the obstinate.
5. IN WHAT DOES THE POWER OF THE KEYS OF THE
KINGDOM OF HEAVEN DIFFER FROM CIVIL POWER?
The points of difference are many, and such as are apparent.
1. Ecclesiastical discipline is exercised by the church; civil power
by the judge or magistrate.
2. In the state, judgment is passed according to civil and positive
laws; in the church, according to the divine law or word of God.
3. The power of the keys committed to the church depends upon
the word of God, and the church exercises her power by the
word, denouncing the wrath of God upon the impenitent; punishes the obstinate with the word of God alone, yet in such a way
that this punishment takes hold even upon the conscience: civil
power employs the sword, and compels the refractory to submit
to its authority by temporal punishment alone.
4. The church has different steps of admonition, and if the
offender is brought to acknowledge his sin and repents of it, it
does not proceed to execute punishment in his case; the magistrate punishes the offender even though he repent.
5. The church in the exercise of discipline, looks to the reformation and salvation of the offender; the magistrate to the execution of justice and the public peace. Will der Deib nicht zu
unserm Herr Gott fahren, so fahre er zum Bösen.
6. As the church exercises discipline in the case of none except
the obstinate and disobedient, so it is bound to reverse its decision, and to remove the punishment, whenever there is sufficient evidence of repentance on the part of the offender. The
magistrate when he has once inflicted punishment neither
reverses the decision, nor removes the punishment. The thief
that repents upon the cross, or in the hour of death, is received
by Christ into Paradise; the magistrate proceeds to the execution
of the punishment to which he is sentenced, amid sends him
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into exile. So Christian discipline often takes cognizance of
things which the state does not notice, as when the church casts
out of her communion those who do not repent, and refuses to
recognize them as her members, while the magistrate, nevertheless, tolerates them; and so, on the contrary, the state may banish those whom the church receives. The magistrate may, for
instance, inflict capital punishment upon adulterers, robbers,
thieves, etc., and yet the church may receive them, if they give
proper evidence of true repentance. The difference, therefore,
between ecclesiastical and civil power, is clear and apparent.
It now remains for us to notice in a few words some of the objections which the opposers of Christian discipline are wont to
bring forward.
Objection 1: The Scriptures no where command us to exercise
the office of the keys. Therefore, no one ought to be excluded
from the sacraments. Answer: We deny the antecedent, because
the Scriptures contain many declarations bearing directly upon
this subject. “I will give unto you the keys of the kingdom of
heaven; and whatsoever you shall bind on earth, {451} shall be
bound in heaven,” etc. (Matt. 16:19) Here the power of the keys,
committed to all ministers of the word, is declared in express
terms. As to the manner in which the church ought to discharge
the office of the keys, Christ commands and instructs us as follows: “If he shall neglect to hear them, tell it unto the church;
but if he neglect to hear the church let him be unto you as an
heathen man and a publican. Verily I say unto you, whatsoever
you shall bind on earth shall be bound in heaven; and whatsoever you shall loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven.” (Matt.
18:17, 18) What Christ has here delivered in the form of a command, the apostle Paul confirms as touching the thing itself. “To
deliver such an one unto Satan for the destruction of the flesh,
that the spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus.” “When
you come together into one place this is not to eat the Lord’s
Supper.” “If any man obey not our word by this epistle, note that
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man, and have no company with him that he may be ashamed.”
“Of whom is Hymeneus and Alexander; whom I have delivered
unto Satan that they may learn not to blaspheme.” (1 Cor. 5:5;
11:20; 2 Thess. 3:14; 1 Tim. 1:20) There are also many clear testimonies found in the writings of the prophets, from which it is
evident that God has commanded the exercise of discipline in
his church. “To what purpose is the multitude of your sacrifices
unto me? says the Lord; I am full of the burnt-offerings of rams,”
etc. “He that killeth an ox, is as if he slew a man,” etc. “I spoke
not unto your fathers, nor commanded them in the day that I
brought them out of the land of Egypt, concerning burnt-offerings or sacrifices.” “Unto the wicked God says, What have you to
do to declare my statutes; or that you should take my covenant
in your mouth.” Hence, Christ also said: “Leave there your gift
before the altar, and go your way; first be reconciled to your
brother, and then come and offer your gift.” (Ish. 1:11; 66:3; Jer.
7:22; Ps. 60:16; Matt. 5:24) The Scriptures also contain many
other declarations in addition to these, which command that all
those who are openly wicked be excluded from the church and
the use of the sacraments; as where the unlawful use of the sacraments is condemned, and where ministers are commanded to
receive none as members of the church, except such as profess
repentance and faith.
To this it is objected, that while God forbids the ungodly to come
to the sacraments, he does not command that the church should
exclude them. But it is sufficient to reply, that what God forbids
to be done in the church, that he will have prohibited by the discipline of the church; and that God has commanded the church
to exclude those, who are openly wicked is plainly declared in
the passages of Scripture already cited.
Objection 2: Men cannot distinguish the worthy from the
unworthy, neither can they know who truly repent, and who
persist in wickedness; because they cannot look into the heart,
and are not able to cast any into hell. Therefore the church is not
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empowered with any discipline, by which the godly may be discerned, and separated from the ungodly. Answer: The church
does not sit in judgment upon those things which are secret and
hidden, but upon those which are manifest, and which are
apparent in the outward life and profession. The church does
this when it subscribes to the judgment of God with reference to
the wicked; that is, when it judges of them according to the
requirement of God’s word, as when it declares, and testifies
according to the word of God that obstinate offenders are {452}
condemned as long as they remain such; and when, according
to the word of God, it absolves all those who truly repent. But as
to discern from others those whose true character is not known,
the church is not able, neither does it arrogate this to itself.
Objection 3: Christ says in the parable of the wheat and tares,
“Let both grow together until the harvest.” (Matt. 13:30) Therefore none ought to be excluded. Answer: 1. Christ here speaks
of hypocrites, who cannot always be discerned from those who
are truly pious. Therefore the meaning is, that hypocrites ought
not to be cut off and separated from the church, when we do not
certainly know them to be such; for the angels will do this at the
last day. 2. Christ here distinguishes the office of ministers from
that of the magistrate. Let them grow, that is, do not put to death
those that are estranged from the church; for the minister must
not use temporal power against any man, as the magistrate does.
If this difference now be properly considered the difference
which exists between the church and the kingdom of the devil
will still remain.
Objection 4: Men are to be urged to the performance of good
works. The use of the sacraments is a good work. Therefore
none should be excluded from the sacraments, but all should be
urged to the observance of them. Answer: 1. The minor proposition is not true, unless it be understood to refer exclusively to the
use which the faithful make of the sacraments, otherwise their
use is not a good work, when observed by the unbelieving. The
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use of the sacraments is a good work, when works of a moral
character precede their observance. When this is the case it is
correctly called the use of the sacraments; otherwise it is an
abuse and profanation of the sacraments; for when the wicked
observe the sacraments they abuse them. It is for this reason
that Christ expressly exhorts the wicked not to present their
offering, saying, Leave there your gift before the altar, and go your
way, etc. 2. The major must be distinguished: men are to be
urged to the performance of good works, but in their proper
order. They should, in the first place, be urged to the performance of such works as are of a moral character, and then to
those which are ceremonial It is in this sense that we are to
understand Christ when he says, “Compel them to come in,” etc.
(Luke 14:23) If the objection were to be presented thus: Good
works are not to be forbidden. The use of the sacraments is a
good work. Therefore it is not to be forbidden; if thus stated we
grant the whole argument; for we do not forbid the use, but the
abuse of the sacraments. But it is said, God commanded all to
celebrate the Passover. Answer: He commanded all, meaning
not the wicked, but those who were members of his church, and
who were to be retained as citizens of the Jewish commonwealth; for there was an express command that those, who were
disobedient should be cut off from the congregation of God’s
people. But it is still further objected; that there are, nevertheless, many evils accompanying the use of the sacraments. These
evils, however, are committed by the impenitent—those who are
unwilling to conform to a proper use of the sacraments, and not
by those who exhort them to their duty. “Blessed are they which
do hunger and thirst after righteousness,” etc., that is, who
desire the performance of that which is good. But if these good
works are not performed, it is not their fault. We may not do that
which is evil, or omit the good, which God commands, that good
may result from such a course. We must do our duty, and leave
the event with God. By so doing we shall {453} always retain a
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good conscience, even though those good things which we
desire are not realized.
Objection 5: But neither the Prophets, nor Apostles, nor John the
Baptist, excluded any from the sacraments; nay, John baptized a
generation of vipers. Therefore neither ought the ministers of
the church now to exclude any. Answer: We deny what is
affirmed in the antecedent; for although those who were baptized of John were from a generation of vipers, yet they were no
longer vipers after they were baptized; for he baptized none, but
those who confessed their sins. He preached the baptism of
repentance unto the remission of sins, and required of those
who were baptized to bring forth fruits meet for repentance. The
Prophets, although they could not exclude the wicked from the
sacrifices, and sacraments of the old dispensation, nevertheless,
severely condemned the sins and abuses of those who offered
sacrifices; and often delivered long discourses, as well against
those who were presumptuous enough to come into the presence of God without having repented of their sins, as against the
church which admitted them to her sacrifices. And that the
Apostles did exclude the openly wicked from the use of the sacraments, is evident from the example of Paul who commanded
the incestuous man of whom we have an account in his first
epistle to the Corinthians, to be delivered unto Satan, and to be
cut off from the church.
Objection 6: John admitted by himself alone those who professed repentance and faith, and rejected the impenitent in the
same way. Therefore it is lawful for one minister alone, either to
admit them that profess repentance and faith, or to exclude
them that are obstinate, which has been denied, or the example
of the Baptist proves nothing. Answer: The examples are not
similar. John was endowed with prophetical and apostolic
authority, which ministers of the present day have not. Again,
there was at that time particular respect had to the gathering of
the church, and not so much to the exclusion of those who were
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in the church, and had nevertheless forfeited all right to its privileges by their sins, and obstinate perseverance in evil.
A brief refutation of the sophisms by which certain persons
attempted to overthrow ecclesiastical discipline in a public
discussion held in Heidelberg, (Dr. Perer Boquin presiding, and
George Withers, an englishman, replying) on the 10th of June,
anno domini, 1568; taken word for word, as delivered, by Dr. Z.
Ursinus, at the repetition of this discussion, which took place the
next day privately in “collegiam sapientiae,” in which the two
following theses were proposed with reference to church discipline.
1. In connection with the sincere preaching of the word, and the
lawful administration of the sacraments, the office of government or discipline in the church must be maintained.
2. This office I thus state: that the ministers in connection with
the elders should both have and exercise the power of convicting, reproving, excommunicating, and of executing any thing
else that pertains to ecclesiastical discipline, upon any that
offend, not even excepting Princes themselves.
Objection 1: Where the word and sacraments are rightly
administered, there the office of discipline must be maintained.
But in the primitive church, and in many well ordered churches
at the present, the authority {454} of discipline is not maintained. Therefore the word amid sacraments are not rightly
administered in these churches, which is absurd. In replying to
the major proposition we make the following distinction. The
phrase to administer rightly, may be understood differently. It
may signify, or be understood as referring to that administration
which agrees perfectly with the prescript of our Lord. Then it
may again be understood of that administration which is not in
perfect accordance with the rule which our Lord has laid down,
but which is, nevertheless, administered in such a way as is
pleasing to God, and profitable to the church. The sacraments
are no where rightly administered according to the former signi-
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fication; but according to the latter signification they may be and
are. For although there may be some irregularities or faults
which cannot at once be corrected on account of human infirmity, yet the administration may, nevertheless, be pleasing to
God, and profitable to the church; for, “blessed are they which
do hunger and thirst after righteousness.” Unless these things be
granted there will not be a single pure church in the world. This
may be regarded as a sufficient refutation of the major proposition. We, in like manner, deny the minor proposition; for the
authority of Christian discipline was maintained in the primitive
church, and will remain in the church, even where it is imperfectly constituted, although with great abuse, as with the Papists.
To this it is objected, that in our, as well as in the Helvetic
churches, which are properly constituted churches, excommunication is not attended to, so that what is affirmed in the minor
proposition of the above syllogism remains true. But we would
reply, that although we may grant that in some churches discipline is not put in force, or badly exercised, yet still that which is
affirmed by our opponents cannot be maintained, because the
word and sacraments are rightly administered in these
churches, according to the other signification of which we have
spoken. Here Ursinus quoted a saying of Chrysostom: “If any
wicked person come to the table of the Lord, do not give unto him
the body and blood of the Lord. If he will not believe, declare it
unto me: I would rather lose my life than admit him.” Hence
Christian discipline was maintained in the early church several
centuries after Christ.
Objection 2: That doctrine which is neither established by the
word of God nor proven by examples, must not be forced upon
the church. This doctrine respecting excommunication is neither established by the word of God, nor proven by examples.
Therefore it must not be forced upon the church. Answer: We
deny the minor proposition: for the word of God expressly
declares, in Matt. 18:17, “Tell it unto the church: and if he

Lord’s Day 31

809

neglect to hear the church, let him be unto you as an heathen
man and a publican.” The same thing is also confirmed by
examples, for proof of which see 1 Cor. 5:5: “Deliver such an one
unto Satan for the destruction of the flesh.” Also, 1 Tim. 1:20:
“Whom I have delivered unto Satan.”
Objections against the Word, or those portions
of Scripture brought forward in support of the
position here assumed.
Objection 1: No mention is made in the 18th chapter of Matthew of the eldership, nor of excommunication. Therefore this
passage proves nothing. Answer: We deny the antecedent,
because although the very same words are {455} not used, yet
the thing itself is taught in the passage referred to. The eldership
is introduced where it is said, Tell it unto the church; and excommunication where it is said, Let him be unto you as an heathen
man and a publican.
Objection 2: The eldership is not the church. Christ now commands that information be communicated to the church, and
that admonition be given by the church. Therefore no mention
is made of elders in the case. Answer: We deny the major proposition, although the whole argument may be conceded, viz.: that
Christ did not mean the eldership, but uses the term church in
its proper sense, whether we refer it to the Jewish or Christian
church. But yet there must be some order for the government of
the church: there must be certain persons appointed and
ordained by the church, who may have the management of its
affairs, or else there will be confusion.
Objection 3: It is true, indeed, that information cannot be communicated to the whole church, but to a certain class of persons,
whose office is not ecclesiastical, but civil, so that the sense is:
tell it unto the church; by which is meant the senate of the city.
Answer: It is here confessed that information cannot be communicated to the whole church, but to a certain class of rulers,
which, notwithstanding, is not ecclesiastical, but civil. The ques-
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tion now is, whether this is to be understood of a civil council.
This our opponents must prove, which they endeavor to do in
this way: that council which punishes with temporal punishments is civil. The council which gave Paul power to put Christians to death inflicted temporal punishments. Therefore it was a
civil council. Answer: We reply to the major, that that council
which inflicts temporal punishments according to right is civil.
But the high priests who gave this power to Paul did it wrongfully, because they had not the right which they usurped and
arrogated to themselves. The same thing may also be said in reference to the death of Stephen: for he was slain by a tumult;
while the priests themselves were consenting to it, but wrongfully.
Objection 4: Augustine says: the Jews lied when they said, “It is
not lawful for us to put any man to death.” (John 18:31) Answer:
These are the words of Augustine: “We must not, however,
understand them as saying that they might not put any to death
on account of the sacredness of the day, which they now began
to celebrate. Are you so hard-hearted, you treacherous Israelites?
Have you lost all sense by your inveterate malice, as to believe
that you are clear from the blood of the innocent, because you
delivered him into the hands of another for the purpose of being
slain.”
Augustine, therefore, did not say that they lied, but only that they
did that which they said it was not lawful for them to do.
Objection 5: Chrysostom understands the words just referred to,
to mean, it is not lawful for us, viz., on account of the nearness
of the feast. Answer: This is not true, even though it may be thus
understood by Chrysostom; because history testifies that their
civil jurisdiction and laws were taken from them by Herod the
Great; and Josephus says that the council (excepting one
Sameas) was put to death by him and Hyrcanus. The Jews therefore designed to say this to Pilate: “You have the right, or power of
the sword: It is not lawful for us to put any man to death;” which
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Pilate also bore testimony to when he said, “Knowest you not
that I have power to crucify you, and have power to release
you?” (John 19:10) {456}
Objection 6: But Pilate himself said: “Take you him, and judge
him according to your law.” (John 18:31) Answer: But he meant
the law of Moses, as if he would say: If he is a blasphemer, stone
him to death; I give my consent thereto.
Objection 7: But Josephus testifies that Claudius gave the Jews
their laws. Answer: Then they had them not before. And still
more, Claudius is said to have granted them their ecclesiastical
laws, by which nothing more is meant, than that he gave them
permission to observe their own laws and rites as it respects religion.
“I desire (says he) that their laws, which were violated by the
folly of Caius, be no longer infringed upon, and that they be
permitted to enjoy the rites of their fathers.”
Objection 8: The right of the sword was taken from them by
Herod the Great. Therefore they possessed this right before; and
still further: at the time when Christ gave command to tell it
unto the church, there was only the civil council; from which we
may infer that he gave command to tell it unto this council.
There were only three councils among the Jews. There was, 1.
The great council, which was the senate of the entire nation. 2.
The smaller council, which was the senate of the city of Jerusalem. 3. The triumvirate. These were all civil. Hence the council
of which Christ speaks must have been a civil council. In reply
to this objection we may turn the argument of our opponents,
and say, that if the Jews lost their political power under Herod
the Great, then they did not possess it in the time of Christ; for it
is evident that Herod the Great died before Christ began to teach.
And as to the argument that the council of which Christ speaks
was civil, we reply that it was not only civil; for it also had ecclesiastical power, and took cognizance of matters pertaining to
religion. It consisted of Pharisees and Scribes, of divines and
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lawyers: for they had moral and judicial laws. Hence the smaller
council of which Christ speaks was not merely political, but also
ecclesiastical. The question now is, did Christ command to tell it
to the council as to its civil or ecclesiastical character? We hold
that it was in its ecclesiastical character, and prove it from the
text itself: because we are commanded, in the first place, to
regard the excommunicated person as an heathen man and
publican; that is, as an alien from the kingdom of God. But to
declare a man a publican, and an alien from the kingdom of
God, does not belong to the civil magistrate, but to the church;
because a publican may be a member of the state, but not of the
church of Christ. And besides, Christ adds: “Verily I say unto you,
whatsoever you shall bind on earth shall be bound in heaven,”
etc. In these words Christ replies to him who may object as follows: what does it affect me, even though the church may regard
me as an infidel or publican. I will nevertheless eat and drink. To
such an one, Christ replies: the judgment of the church shall not
be in vain, for I myself will execute it. He had said in the sixteenth chapter of Matthew, “I will give unto you the keys of the
kingdom of heaven,” where he speaks of the common authority
of the magistrate; but in the passage now under consideration,
he speaks particularly of the authority of the church in this case.
To bind and loose, therefore, does not belong to the civil magistrate, but to the church.
Thus far we have spoken of the first member, or part of the
proposition assumed, that the eldership is included in the term
church; we must now proceed to speak of the other part, which
is to show that the idea of {457} excommunication is likewise
contained in the declaration of Christ, Let him be unto you as an
heathen man and a publican.
Objection 1: But to be regarded as an heathen, and a publican, is
not the same thing as to be excommunicated. Therefore, excommunication is not included in the language which Christ
employs. Answer: We deny the antecedent. But, say our oppo-
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nents, in proof of the antecedent which we deny, let him be unto
you as an heathen, does not refer to the public judgment of the
church, but to the private judgment of each man. Therefore, he
who is regarded as a heathen, by persons privately, is not at once
excommunicated by the whole church. But it is sufficient to
reply, that He who is regarded as a heathen by persons privately,
is looked upon in the same light by the church. Hence Christ
speaks of the public judgment of the church.
Objection 2: But the passage under consideration does not say
whom the church regards as an heathen; but of he neglect to hear
the church, let him be unto you as am heathen man, and a publican. Therefore, every one regards him as an heathen man
according to his own judgment, and not according to the judgment of the church. Answer: True I regard him in this light,
because he neglects to hear the church; but not to hear the
church and be a publican, or an alien from the church, do not
mean one and the same thing. We also add the following
remark, less objectionable: Christ does not speak this of every
man privately, but of the whole church; for to you and to the
church are equivalent; because, when Christ commands that I
shall regard any one as an heathen, he does not, by any means,
desire that the church shall in the mean time look upon him as a
Christian; for then he would desire contradictory things—he
would will contrary judgments to be given at the same time by
the same individual. Therefore, to be regarded as a publican by
one, is to be regarded as such by all, and so by the whole church;
and if that denunciation were not made in particular, no one
would be accounted as a publican. Hence, to be accounted by
the church as a publican, is to be excommunicated, and to be
without the communion of the church; so that what we have
affirmed remains true, that mention is made in the Scriptures of
excommunication, and that it is committed to the church.
Objection 3: The wicked may be regarded as publicans, and heathens, without the infliction of excommunication. Therefore, a
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publican and an excommunicated person are not the same.
Answer: We deny the antecedent; because to regard any one as
being without the communion of the church, and as being
excommunicated, are the same.
Objection 4: But we may regard any one a publican, that is, we
may think in our minds that he is such. Answer: Christ does not,
however, speak of the thoughts, but of the actions of the church.
If he neglect to hear the church, it is necessary for you to know
that; and that you mayest regard him as an heathen man, and a
publican, it is necessary for you to know, not what the church
thinks of him privately, but what it resolves concerning him
publicly. Paul, moreover, forbids us to eat, or drink, with the
wicked. “With such an one, no not to eat.” (1 Cor. 5:11) No one
now can avoid connection with the wicked as it respects secret
meditation. Hence it must be according to the public decision of
the church, from which it is easy to see that time Apostle does
not allude to the thoughts which we may secretly entertain. The
Apostle also, in the same chapter, {458} commands the Corinthians “to put away from among themselves that wicked person;” by which he means, declare him no longer a member of
the church. Hence to look upon any one as a publican is not
only to think him such in the mind, but it is also to declare him
to be such, and to excommunicate him.
Objections against the examples of
excommunication as referred to by the apostle
Paul in 1 Cor. 5:5;
2 Cor. 2:6; 2 Thess. 3:14: 1 Tim. 1:20.
Those who at this day oppose the exercise of discipline on the
part of the church, endeavor to evade the force of the examples
recorded by the Apostle Paul in two ways. Some positively deny
that the Apostle speaks of excommunication when he says: he
that has acted thus, let him be delivered unto Satan; for, say they,
to deliver unto Satan is not to excommunicate, but to remove
from their midst by a miraculous punishment, inflicted by the
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ministry of Satan, or it is to utter direful imprecations, and to
deliver to Satan to be punished, yet in such a manner that he
remain a member of the church. Others, again, admit that Paul
speaks of excommunication, but deny that his example has any
force as far as we are concerned, inasmuch as we now have
Christian magistrates—persons whose duty it is to maintain
order, while the church was destitute of such guardians in the
time of the Apostles. But as it respects the former class of persons who deny that the Apostle speaks of excommunication,
they are evidently condemned by what he says: Put away from
among yourselves that wicked man. With such an one, no not to
eat. These declarations now cannot be understood of any miraculous punishment by death, such as that which was inflicted
upon Ananias and Sapphira; but they speak of the ordinary duty
and judgment of the church, as is evident: 1. Because he recommends them to put him away from their midst, and reproves
them cause they had not already cut him oft saying, “You are
puffed up, and have not rather mourned, that he that has done
this deed might be taken away from among you.” (1 Cor. 5:2) 2.
Because he requires the consent of the church: “When you are
gathered together, and my spirit.” (1 Cor. 5. 4) But there was no
need of such a solemnity, or gathering for the working of a miracle. 3. Because he desired that the incestuous man “be delivered
unto Satan for the destruction of the flesh, that the spirit may be
saved in the day of the Lord Jesus;” (1 Cor. 5:5) that is, he desired
him to be dealt with in such a manner, that notwithstanding his
life might be prolonged, and he repent, his flesh might be subdued by sincere contrition, the old man mortified, and the new
man quickened. Hence he did not desire that he should be put to
death. 4. The Apostle speaks of separation and exclusion from
the church when He says: “Purge out the old leaven.” “Keep no
company with fornicators.” “With such an one, no not to eat.” (1
Cor. 5:7, 11) All these expressions allude to separation, and not
to punishment by death. 5. A comparison of different passages
of Scripture will show, that all those who deny the doctrine of
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Christ, whether in word or deed, ought not to be regarded as
Christians. Ambrose says, that this incestuous man, referred to
in the fifth chapter of first Corinthians, when his offence was
known, was to be separated from the assembly of the brotherhood, or church. All those now {459} who are excluded from
the church, are deservedly said to be delivered unto Satan, inasmuch as they are in his kingdom, and led by him, as long as they
do not repent.
As it respects those who admit that the Apostle speaks of
excommunications in the places above referred to, they evidently reason falsely when they assign as a reason why he
would have the incestuous man excommunicated, that there
was then no Christian magistrate; for Paul adduces very different
reasons, even such as are of force until this present time, among
which we may mention the following: 1. The command of
Christ, “In the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, when you are gathered together, and my spirit;” that is, by the authority and command of Christ: “Tell it unto the church.“ “Let him be unto you
as an heathen man, and a publican.” 2. That the excommunicated person might repent, and be saved. “Deliver such an one
unto Satan for the destruction of the flesh, that the spirit may be
saved in the day of the Lord Jesus.” 3. That other members of the
church might not become infected thereby. “Know you not that
a little leaven leaveneth the whole lump? For Christ, our Passover, is sacrificed for us,” that we may live with the unleavened
bread of sincerity and truth. And that we may now be made a
new lump, let us cast out the old leaven of malice and wickedness; or if we cannot altogether purge it out, let us not, at least,
professedly tolerate it.
These are the reasons on account of which Paul commanded the
incestuous man to be cast out of the church. And the Scriptures
no where teach that the early church, did ever excommunicate
any wicked persons, because there were no magistrates. The
duties of the church and of the magistrate always have been,
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and still remain distinct. It is plain, therefore, that the Apostle
speaks of excommunication, when he says, Deliver him unto
Satan—Put away that wicked person from among you: and gives
command in respect to the ordinary power of the church against
the disobedient and obstinate, whether it be accompanied with
any miracle, or not.
Objection 1: Nathan did not excommunicate David, who was
guilty of the sin of adultery. Therefore, Paul did not excommunicate the incestuous man. Answer: David repented upon the first
admonition. Hence excommunication was not inflicted in this
case. Paul also speaks with reference to the condition of repentance, saying, Put him away, that is, if he does not repent, or has
not already repented of his sin, upon the presence of which condition, he commands him to be received again into the bosom of
the church. This condition must be understood, because Christ
commanded that certain steps, or degrees of admonition should
first precede, and God at all times receives those who are penitent. The thief upon the cross was not disregarded, but received
by Christ as soon as he gave evidence of true repentance. “If
your brother shall sin against you until seventy times seven, you
shall forgive him.” (Matt. 18:21, 22) Therefore, not sinners, but
such as are obstinate and continue impenitent, are to be
excommunicated, in which number David cannot be included.
Objection 2: Christ did not excommunicate any one. Therefore,
Paul did not do it, neither ought the church now to excommunicate any one. Answer: The consequence which is here drawn is
not proper, because it proceeds from the denial of the fact to the
denial of the right, or lawfulness of the thing itself. It is the same,
as if any one were to argue; Christ did not baptize: {460} therefore, Paul did not baptize, neither ought the church to baptize.
Christ baptized none, but he gave command to his disciples to
baptize all nations. So likewise he excommunicated none, but
commanded the church to excommunicate obstinate offenders.
“Let him be unto you as a heathen man.” “Leave your gift before
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the altar,” etc. Philip said to the eunuch, “If you believest with all
your heart you mayest be baptized.” Therefore, Philip would not
have baptized him had he not believed.
Objection 3: Paul says, “You have not mourned that he which
has done this deed might be taken away from among you.” (1
Cor. 5:2) Therefore they should have prayed that God would,
through Satan, remove the incestuous man in some miraculous
way. Answer: The words which are translated, You have not
mourned, mean, according to the original, You have not been earnest in removing that scandal which ought not to be found in your
midst; from among you, I say, because, in the thirteenth verse,
the Apostle says, Put away from among yourselves that wicked
person. Hence the words, That he ought to be taken from among
you, signify that he was to be removed by the church, and not by
Satan. To this it is objected, that Paul uses the same word in reference to himself, in 2 Cor. 12:21, where he says, “I shall bewail
many which have sinned already, and have not repented,” etc. In
this passage, the word bewail, does not mean an anxiety to
remove a scandal from the church. Therefore, neither does it in
the above reference. But it is sufficient to reply that the Apostle
says, 13th ch. and 2nd v., “If I come again, I will not spare,”
where he expresses the cause of his grief, that he might feel
himself constrained to punish more severely the obstinate and
impenitent—even to expel them from the church.
Objection 4: Paul explains what he means, in that he declares
that he did not command the Corinthian church to excommunicate the incestuous man, when he says, “Sufficient to such a
man is the punishment which was inflicted of many.” (2 Cor. 2:6)
Therefore, the declarations, “Let him be unto you as a heathen
man and a publican,” and “Put him away from among you,”
mean nothing more than to rebuke. Answer: The consequence
which is here drawn is false, because it seeks to establish a rule
by one single instance. A reproof was all that was needed in the
present case, because he repented. But it does not follow from
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this, that nothing more is required in other instances of a different character. To this it is objected: that which the Corinthians
did, the Apostle commanded. But they did nothing more than
rebuke. Therefore the Apostle meant nothing more than a
rebuke, when he commanded them to put him away from
among them, and to deliver him unto Satan. We reply to the
major proposition, that the Apostle did indeed command them
to reprove him; but not only to reprove; for he commanded
them also to cast him out of their midst if he would not repent of
his sin. If he would, however, repent, a reproof would be sufficient in his case. It does not then follow: they merely reproved
him. Therefore the Apostle commanded them to reprove him.
This may be regarded as a sufficient reply. Yet we may add still
further that the Greek word which is here used, does not merely
mean to disapprove of a thing or to reprove, but also to excommunicate, because excommunication is by word only. And that it
may not only, but must be so understood, is evident, 1. Because,
he says, “So that contrariwise you ought to forgive him.” (2 Cor.
2:7) {461} Therefore he was now excommunicated and not yet
received, but to be received: not only was he reproved, but he
was also cast out. 2. It was inflicted of many. This is a confirmation of the explanation which we have given of the words of
Christ, viz., that by the church we are to understand, not the
confused multitude, but the elders of the church: for the reproof
was given by the elders and chief men of the church. 3. The
Apostle also says, 2 Cor. 2:9, “To this end also did I write, that I
might know the proof of you.” He praises them, therefore,
because they were obedient. 4. The Apostle likewise says, in v. 8,
“I beseech you that you would confirm your love towards him.”
The Greek word here translated, to confirm, means to declare
pardon publicly. Therefore pardon had not been as yet granted
unto him. It is used in this sense in Gal. 3:15, where it is said,
“Though it be a man’s covenant, yet if it be confirmed,” that is,
ratified by public authority. The Apostle’s meaning then is, that
they should declare their love towards that man by public testi-
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mony. Hence to forgive, as the Apostle here uses it, is to receive
the, excommunicated person into favor. This he often repeats.
There was also some considerable time between the writing of
the first and second epistles to the Corinthians. Therefore he
stood excommunicated during that time. In the first epistle he
says, that he hears there were certain wicked persons amongst
their number. These He commands to be excommunicated. It is
probable that the Corinthians obeyed this command, excommunicated them, and wrote to the Apostle that they had obeyed
him; for, in the second chapter of his second Epistle, he commends them for their obedience; and commands them to
receive again the incestuous person, if he would repent.
Objection 5. Excommunication does not require any excuse. But
Paul excuses himself that he had commanded him to be delivered unto Satan. Therefore he did not command that he should
be excommunicated, but that a more grievous punishment
should be inflicted. Answer: We deny the major proposition,
because exclusion from the church and kingdom of Christ,
being the heaviest punishment, requires an excuse more than
any punishment which may be inflicted upon the body.
Objection 6. Ministers cannot exclude any one from the kingdom of God. Therefore Paul did not command the Corinthians to
do this. We reply to the antecedent, that ministers cannot, by
their own authority, exclude any from the kingdom of God; but
they can, in the name of Christ, according to the command of
the Apostle, 1 Cor. 5:4, “When you are gathered together, and my
spirit, with the power of the Lord Jesus Christ.” Again, they cannot cast any out of the kingdom of God, but they can and ought
to declare the rejection of those whom God declares in his word
that he has rejected. For, to excommunicate is nothing else than
to subscribe to the divine judgment, by denouncing upon incorrigible offenders the judgment which God inflicts. This the
church may not only do, but even ought to do. It is for this reason that the Apostle reproves the Corinthians, because they did
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not excommunicate the incestuous man; but waited until they
were admonished. Hence he reprimands them because they had
departed from the ordinary course which they ought to have
pursued—they did not exercise the known and ordinary power
of the church, and declare him, according to the command of
Christ, a heathen man and publican.
Objection 7. The Apostle commands that the incestuous man
should be {462} delivered unto Satan for the destruction of the
flesh. (1 Cor. 5:5) But the word which is here translated destruction, signifies, as it is used in the Scriptures, a violent death.
Therefore it means, in this place, some miraculous death
inflicted upon the body by Satan, that the soul might be saved.
Answer: A careful examination of the circumstances connected
with this case, will show that we are to understand by the word
destruction, as it is here used, the mortification of the old man;
for the opposition of the flesh to the Spirit; and indeed this
phrase itself is frequently used by Paul in this sense. The scope
or design of the passage teaches the same thing: for the Apostle
desired that the man might be delivered unto Satan, that the
flesh might he mortified and the spirit saved, or that he might be
converted, and saved in the life to come. Hence he did not desire
him to be removed from this life by some miraculous agency of
Satan. To this it is objected, that no one can be delivered unto
Satan for the conversion, or mortification of the old man: to
which we may reply, that it is true that to be delivered unto
Satan does not of itself produce such a result, but it accomplishes this by accident, by which we mean that it brings it to
pass by the mercy of God, that the faithful are reclaimed by
these chastisements. We may also rebut the argument of our
opponents by the same reason with which they hope to refute
us, by saying that Satan puts no one to death, that he might save
his soul.
Objection 8. But if the Apostle had willed the incestuous man to
be excommunicated, he would have declared his desire more
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expressly. Answer: We must, however, not only have respect to
the clearness, but also to the force and power of the language
which is used in reference to any particular subject. Here there
was no need of greater clearness, inasmuch as the Corinthians
understood what he desired, or else he would have reproved
them unjustly.
Objection 9: A brother is not to be excommunicated. Paul
desired him whom he gave command by letter to be noted, to be
counted as a brother. (2 Thess. 3:15) Therefore he did not desire
that he should be excommunicated. The major proposition is
proven thus: things that are contrary cannot be regarded as synonymous. To excommunicate any one, and to regard him as a
brother, are contrary things: for to excommunicate, is not to
count as a brother. Therefore, to count the same person as a
brother, and not as a brother, is absurd. Answer: The phrase, to
count as a brother, admits of different interpretations, on
account of the various degrees of brotherhood, so that the contrariety here spoken of, has no force. All men are our brethren
and neighbors, both Christians and Turks. Yet Christians,
although they regard the Turks as brethren, and desire their
salvation, do nevertheless not count them as Christian brethren.
If the Turks are, therefore, to be regarded as brethren, much
more ought we to regard those who were formerly Christians, as
our brethren, and desire their salvation. There is also here a fallacy in understanding that to be true in general which is so only
in part. Count him as a brother, viz., in love, desire, and hope of
saving him; but not so as to enumerate him among the sons of
God and members of the church, until he repent. And still more,
the Apostle does not say, count him as a brother, but admonish
him as a brother; that is, as one who was a brother, and who, if
he repent, must again be viewed as a brother. For those who are
excommunicated are not so entirely cut off from all hope of salvation, but that they may return to {463} repentance, and again
be included in the fold of Christ. Paul uses this phrase, because
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he desired that love, and a hope of amendment might be the rule
of all the reproofs given; for one brother admonishes another
with the feelings of a friend, and with a view to promote his
well-being.
Objection 10: we are not to follow the example of the apostle
Paul in what he did. Paul excommunicated Hymeneus and Alexander, without the consent of the church. Therefore no one
must be excommunicated. Answer: The major proposition is
false, if understood generally. But, say our opponents, it is
proven from the fact that what the Apostle did, he did by apostolic authority, which we are not required to follow. And the
minor, say they, is proven from what the Apostle says: “Whom I
have delivered unto Satan.” (1 Tim. 1:20) But our ministers and
pastors cannot do this. Therefore it must needs be that the Apostle did this by some special authority. Answer: We grant the
whole argument, that we ought not to imitate the Apostle if he
did it alone. But admitting this argument, it nevertheless does
not follow; therefore, it is not lawful to excommunicate any one:
for if this were true, there would be more in the conclusion than
in the premises. What was lawful for the Apostle to do by apostolic authority, that is also lawful for the ministers of the church
to do by ordinary power and authority. We may also deny the
minor proposition, because this passage declares nothing more,
than what the Apostle did. It says nothing as to the manner in
which he did it, whether alone, or in connection with others.
{464}
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PART III.
OF THANKFULNESS
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LORD’S DAY 32
INTRODUCTION
Having now considered the misery of man, and his deliverance
through Christ, the doctrine of gratitude or thankfulness is necessary, 1. On account of the glory of God, inasmuch as the chief
end of our redemption is thankfulness, which comprehends
acknowledgement and praise for the benefits of Christ. 2. On
account of our consolation, which consists in our deliverance by
the free grace of God. None now obtain this deliverance, but
those who desire to show their gratitude to God. 3. That we may
render unto God such worship as is lawful, and acceptable. God
disapproves of all worship which grounds itself in self-will. We
must, therefore, show from the word of God, what is the nature
of true thankfulness, which is the worship due to God. 4. That
we may know that all our good works are expressions of thankfulness, and have no merit in the sight of God.
Thankfulness in general is a virtue acknowledging and professing the person from whom we have received benefits, as well as
the greatness of the benefits themselves, with a desire to perform towards our benefactor such reciprocal duties as are
becoming and possible. It includes truth and justice. Truth,
because it acknowledges and makes mention of the benefits
received: and justice, because it desires to return thanks equal to
that which has been received.
True Christian thankfulness, therefore, which is here taught, is an
acknowledgement and profession of our gracious deliverance,
through Christ, from sin and death, and a sincere desire to avoid
sin, and every thing that might offend God, and to conform the
life according to his will; to desire, expect, and receive all good
things from God alone, by a true faith, and to render thanks for
the benefits received.
This thankfulness likewise consists of two parts—truth and justice. Truth acknowledges and professes the benefit of our free
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redemption, and renders thanks unto God for it. Justice offers
unto God such a return as he requires from us, which is nothing
else than a true worship of him, consisting of obedience and
good works. The doctrine of prayer belongs to truth; while that
of good works to justice. That in which both these things root
and ground themselves, is the conversion of man to God: for the
works of none but those who are regenerated, are good and
pleasing to God. Hence we must, under this division of the Catechism, treat of man’s conversion to God, and of the law of God.
There are, therefore, four principal Common Places which
belong to this general division of thankfulness; Man’s conversion—good works—the Law of God, and prayer.
The order and connection of these several parts may be thus
explained. We have learned, from what has been said upon the
two former general divisions of the Catechism, that we are
redeemed from sin and death, that is, from all the evils of guilt
and punishment by no merit of ours, but only by the mere grace
of God for the sake of Christ’s merits. From this, it follows that
we ought to be thankful to God for this great benefit. We {465}
cannot, however, show and approve ourselves thankful to God,
except we are truly converted: for whatever is done by those
who are unconverted, is done without faith, and is, therefore, sin
and abomination in the sight of God. Hence, those things which
are to be spoken concerning man’s conversion to God, are first
in order. Then follows the subject of good works, since true conversion cannot be without them, and we in this way especially
show our gratitude to God. Afterwards, there is subjoined the
doctrine respecting the law of God, from which we learn what
constitutes good works. Those now are in reality good works in
which God is worshipped aright, and by which we declare our
gratitude to him; which are done by faith, according to the command of God’s law, and with the design that we may honor and
glorify God thereby. And seeing that God desires to be chiefly
honored and praised by us, by invocation and prayer, it follows,
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lastly, that prayer is likewise necessary, in order that we may
properly express our thankfulness to God.

QUESTION 86
86. Since, then, we are redeemed from our misery by grace
through Christ, without any merit of ours, why must we
do good works?
A. Because Christ, having redeemed us by His blood, renews
us also by His Holy Spirit after His own image, that with
our whole life we may show ourselves thankful to God for
His blessing, and that He may be glorified through us;
then also, that we ourselves may be assured of our faith
by the fruits thereof, and by our godly walk may win
others also to Christ.
EXPOSITION:
This Question, with respect to the moving causes of good works,
is placed first, even before the Question relating to man’s conversion, not because good works precede conversion, but
because the things which follow are in this way more strikingly
connected with what precedes. human reason argues in this way
from the doctrine of free satisfaction: he is not bound to make
satisfaction, for whom another has already satisfied. Christ has
satisfied for us. Therefore, there is no need that we should perform good works. We reply, that there is more in the conclusion
than in the premises. All that legitimately follows, is: therefore,
we ourselves are not, bound to make satisfaction, which we
grant, 1. In respect to the justice of God, which does not demand
a double payment. 2. In respect to our salvation, which, in other
respects, would be no salvation. Yet we are, nevertheless, bound
to render obedience, and perform good works, for the reasons
which are referred to, and explained in the above Question of
the Catechism:
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1. Because good works are the fruits of our regeneration by the
Holy Spirit, which are always connected with our free justification. “Whom he called, them he also justified, and whom he justified, them he also glorified.” “Such were some of you; but you
are washed; but you are sanctified; but you are justified,” etc.
(Rom. 8:30; 1 Cor. 6:11) Those, therefore, who do not perform
good works, show that they are neither regenerated by the Spirit
of God, nor redeemed by the blood of Christ. {466}
2. That we may express our gratitude to God for the benefit of
redemption. “Yield your members as instruments of righteousness unto God.” “That you present your bodies, a living sacrifice,
holy, acceptable unto God, which is your reasonable service,”
etc. (Rom. 6:13; 12:1)
3. That God may be glorified by us. “Let your light so shine
before men, that they may see your good works, and glorify
your Father which is in heaven.” “That they may, by your good
works, which they shall behold, glorify God in the day of visitation.” (Matt. 5:16; 1 Pet. 2:12)
4. Because they are the fruits of faith that by which our own
faith, as well as the faith of others is judged of. “Give diligence, to
make your calling and election sure;” after which certain copies
add the words, by good works. “Every good tree brings forth
good fruit; but a corrupt tree brings forth evil fruit.” “Faith worketh by love.” “But the fruit of the Spirit is love, joy, peace, long—
suffering, gentleness, goodness, faith, meekness, temperance.”
(2 Pet. 1:10; Matt. 7:17; Gal. 5:6, 22)
5. That we may bring others to Christ. “When you are converted,
strengthen your brethren.” “You wives, be in subjection to your
own husbands; that, if any obey not the word, they also may,
without the word, be won by the conversation of their wives.”
“Let us follow after the things which make for peace, and things
wherewith one may edify another.” (Luke 22:32; 1 Pet. 3:1; Rom.
14:19) These causes, now, must be explained and urged with
great diligence, in our sermons and exhortations to the people;
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and here we may cite, as being in point, the whole of the sixth
chapter, and the first part of the eighth chapter of Paul’s epistle
to the Romans, down to the sixteenth verse.
For a further explanation of the first cause, we may remark, that
the benefit of justification is not given without regeneration: 1.
Because Christ has merited both; viz., the remission of sins, and
the habitation of God within us by the Holy Spirit. The Holy
Spirit, now, is never inactive, but is always efficacious, and so
brings it to pass that those in whom he dwells are made conformable to God. 2. Because the heart is purified by faith: for in
all those to whom the merits of Christ are applied by faith, there
is kindled the love of God, and a desire to do those things which
are pleasing in his sight. 3. Because God bestows the benefit of
justification upon none, but such as render true gratitude. But no
one ever renders true gratitude except those who receive the
benefit of regeneration. Therefore, neither of these can be separated from the other.
We must also observe the difference which exists between the
first and second causes. The first shows what Christ effects in us
by virtue of his death; while the second teaches to what we are
bound in view of the benefits received.

QUESTION 87
87. Can they, then, not be saved who do not turn to God
from their unthankful, impenitent life?
A. By no means: for, as the Scripture saith, no unchaste
person, idolater, adulterer, thief, covetous man,
drunkard, slanderer, robber, or any such like, shall inherit
the kingdom of God. {467}
EXPOSITION:
This Question naturally grows out of the preceding one; for
since good works are the fruits of our regeneration—since they
are the expression of our thankfulness to God, and the evidences
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of true faith; and since none are saved but those in whom these
things are found; it follows, on the other hand, that evil works
are the fruits of the flesh—that they are manifestations of ingratitude, and evidences of unbelief, so that no one that continues to
produce them can be saved. Hence, all those who are not converted to God from their evil works, but continue in their sins,
are condemned forever, according to the following declarations
of the word of God: “Know you not that the unrighteous shall
not inherit the kingdom of God? be not deceived; neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor effeminate, etc., shall
inherit the kingdom of God.” “Of the which I have told you in
times past that they which do such things, shall not inherit the
kingdom of God.” “For this you know; that no whoremonger, nor
unclean person, nor covetous man, who is an idolater, has any
inheritance in the kingdom of Christ and of God; for because of
these things cometh the wrath of God upon the children of disobedience.” “He that loveth not his brother abides in death.” (1
Cor. 6:9; Gal. 5:21; Eph. 5:5, 6; 1 John 3:14)
We may also observe, that another reason for good works may
be deduced from the consequence which results from evil
works; viz., that all those who perform evil works, and continue
in their wicked and ungrateful lives, cannot be saved, inasmuch
as they are destitute of true faith, and conversion.
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LORD’S DAY 33
Question 88–90
88. In how many things does true repentance or conversion
consist?
A. In two things: the dying of the old man, and the
quickening of the new.
89. What is the dying of the old man?
A. Heartfelt sorrow for sin; causing us to hate and turn from
it always more and more.
90. What is the quickening of the new man?
A. Heartfelt joy in God; causing us to take delight in living
according to the will of God in all good works.
EXPOSITION:
The doctrine touching man’s conversion to God now claims our
attention, concerning which we must inquire: {468}
1. Is conversion necessary?
2. What is it?
3. Of how many parts does it consist?
4. What are the causes of it?
5. What are the effects of it?
6. Is it perfect in this life?
7. In what does the conversion of the godly differ from the repentance of
the wicked?

1. IS THE CONVERSION OF MAN TO GOD NECESSARY?
Man’s conversion in this life is so necessary, that without it no
one can obtain everlasting life in the world to come, according to
what the Scriptures teach: “Except a man be born of water and
of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.” “Except
you repent, you shall all likewise perish.” “They which do such
things shall not inherit the kingdom of God.” “If so be that being
clothed we shall not be found naked.” (John 3:5; Luke 13:3; 1
Cor. 6:9; 2 Cor. 5:3) The example of the foolish virgins (Matt.
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25:1-10) who were excluded from the marriage, because they
had not their lamps burning and filled with oil, is here in point.
We may also here cite the following declarations of Christ: “Let
your loins be girded about, and your lights burning.” “Be ready
also; for the Son of man cometh at an hour when you think not.”
“The Lord of that servant will come in a day when he looketh
not for him, and at an hour when he is not aware, and will cut
him in sunder, and will appoint him his portion with the unbelievers.” (Luke 12:35, 40, 46) We may here also quote the notable
saying of Cyprian against Demetrius: “When we have once
departed this life, there is no more room for repentance, or work of
satisfaction. Here life is either lost or gained: here we secure our
eternal salvation by the worship of God and the fruit of faith. Nor
let any one be hindered, either by sin or external opposition, from
coming to obtain salvation. No repentance is too late for any one
still remaining in the world,” etc. From this it appears how necessary conversion is for those who are to be saved. Hence all our
exhortations to repentance must be based upon the absolute
necessity of conversion to God, in all those who are to be justified.
2. WHAT IS MAN’S CONVERSION TO GOD?
The Hebrew expresses the idea of conversion by the word Teschubah; the Greek by metanoia and metameleia. There are some
who affirm that these Greek words differ from each other in this:
that the former is used only in reference to the repentance of the
godly, while the latter is used also in reference to the repentance
of the ungodly. Of Judas it is said, that he repented himself (Matt.
27:3), where the word metamelhqeiV is used. Of Esau it is said, he
found no place of repentance (metanoiaV). (Heb. 12:17) Of God it is
said (Rom. 11:29), the gifts of God are without repentance, where
the word ametamelhta is used; that is, they are of such a kind
that he himself cannot repent of them. The Septuagint, in speaking of God, uses both words without making any distinction. It
{469} repents me (metameloma) that I have set up Saul to be king.
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(I Sam. 15:11) The Strength of Israel will not lie nor repent (ou
metanohsei). The difference, therefore, is either very small, or
none at all, unless that the former Greek word above mentioned
properly signifies a change of the mind, while the latter
expresses a change of the will or purpose. In conversion, however, there is a change both of the understanding and the will.
The Latins have a number of words by which they express the
same thing. They call it regeneratio, renovatio, resipiscentia, conversio, poenitentia. Resipiscentia seems properly to correspond
with the Greek metanoia; for as resipiscentia is derived from
resipisco, which means to become wise after having done a
thing; so metanoia is from metanoew, which means to become
wise after having committed something wrong; to change the
mind, and to alter the purpose. Poenitenia is said to be derived
either from poenitet or from poena, because the sorrow which is
in repentance is, as it were, a punishment. Or else, as Erasmus
supposes, it is from pone tenendo, as if to repent were to lay hold
of a later purpose, or to understand a thing after it is done. But
whatever may be the derivation of the word poenitentia or
repentance, it is more obscure than the term conversion. For
repentance does not comprehend the whole extent of the subject—it does not express from what, and to what we are
changed, but merely signifies the sorrow which is felt after the
commission of some sin. Conversion, on the other hand,
embraces the whole, as it adds that which is the beginning of a
new life by faith.
The term repentance is, moreover, of a broader signification
than conversion: for conversion is spoken of only in reference to
the godly, who alone are converted to God. The same thing may
be said of metanoia and resipiscentia—that they refer merely to
the godly; for by these three terms the new life of the godly is
signified. But poenitentia is spoken of the ungodly also, as of
Judas, who did indeed repent of his wicked deed, but was not
converted; because the ungodly, when they sorrow, are not con-
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verted or reformed. Thus far we have spoken of the terms which
have reference to this subject; we must now proceed to inquire
into the thing itself.
A definition, with respect to the parts of conversion, may be
obtained from the 88th Question of the Catechism, where it is
defined to be the mortification of the old, and the quickening of
the new man. It is more fully expressed in the following definition: man’s conversion to God consists in a change of the corrupt
mind and will into that which is good, produced by the Holy
Spirit through the preaching of the law and the gospel, which is
followed by a sincere desire to produce the fruits of repentance,
and a conformity of the life to all the commands of God. This
definition is confirmed by the following passages of Scripture:
“If you will return, return unto me.” “Wash you, make you
clean.” “But you are washed; but you are sanctified in the name
of the Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit of our God.” “Depart from
evil, and do good.” (Jer. 4:1; Ish. 1:16; 1 Cor. 6:11; Ps. 34:14) The
whole definition is expressed in Acts 26:18, 20: “I send you to
open their eyes, and to turn them from darkness to light, and
from the power of Satan unto God, that they may receive forgiveness of sins, and inheritance among them which are sanctified by faith that is in me.” “But shewed that they should repent,
and turn to God, and do works meet for repentance.” {470}
3. OF HOW MANY PARTS DOES CONVERSION CONSIST?
Conversion consists of two parts: the mortification of the old
man, and the quickening of the new man. We speak more properly in this way, using the language of Paul, than if we were, as
some do, to make conversion consist in contrition and faith. By
contrition they understand mortification; and by faith the joy
which follows the desire of righteousness and new obedience,
which are indeed effects of faith, but not faith itself. Contrition
also precedes conversion, but is not conversion itself, nor any
part of it, being only a preparation, or that which leads to conversion; and that only in the elect. The old man which is morti-
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fied is the sinner only, or the corrupt nature of man. The new
man which is quickened is He who begins to depart from sin, or
it is the nature of man as regenerated. The mortification of the
old man, or of the flesh, consists in the laying off and subduing
of the corruption of our nature, and includes, 1. A knowledge of
sin, and of the wrath of God. 2. Sorrow for sin, and on account of
having offended God. 3. Hatred of sin, and an earnest desire to
avoid it. The Scriptures speak of this mortification of sin in the
following places: “If you through the Spirit do mortify the deeds
of the body, you shall live.” “Rend your hearts, and not your garments.” “Come and let us return unto the Lord; for he has torn,
and he will heal us; he has smitten, and he will bind us up.”
(Rom. 8:13; Joel 2:13; Hosea 6:1) From this it appears that mortification, or conversion, is very improperly attributed to the
wicked, in whom there is no hatred or shunning of sin, nor sorrow for sin, all of which is embraced in the mortification of the
old man. A knowledge of sin precedes sorrow, because the affections of the heart follow knowledge. Sorrow may follow a knowledge of sin on the part of the ungodly, from a sense of present,
and from a fear of future evil, viz.: of temporal and eternal punishment; yet this sorrow is not properly a part of conversion, nor
a preparation to it; but rather a flight and turning away from
God, and a rushing into desperation, as in the case of Cain, Saul,
Judas, etc. It is called a sorrow, not unto salvation—the sorrow of
the world, working death—a sorrow not after a godly sort, etc. In
the godly, however, this sorrow arises from a sense of the displeasure of God, which they sincerely acknowledge and lament,
and is connected with a hatred and abhorrence of all past sins,
and with a shunning or turning away from all present and future
sin. This sorrow is a part of conversion, or at least a preparation
to it, and is called a sorrow unto salvation—a sorrow which is
after a godly sort, working repentance unto salvation. The
knowledge of sin, sorrow for sin, and a flying from it, differ in
their subject, or as it respects that part of our being in which
they have their proper scat. The knowledge of sin is in the mind,
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sorrow for sin in the heart, and fleeing from it in the will. The
turning, which is included in conversion, is in the heart and will,
and is a turning from one thing to another—from evil to good,
according to what the Psalmist says: “Depart from evil and do
good.” (Ps. 34:14)
It is called in Scripture mortification, 1. Because, as one that is
dead cannot perform the actions of a living man, so our nature,
when its corruption is once removed, no more performs the
actions peculiar to it in its corrupt state; that is, it does not produce actual sin when original sin is once circumscribed and kept
under proper restraint. “For he that is dead {471} is freed from
sin.” (Rom. 6:7) 2. Because, this mortification is not without
wrestling and pain: “for the flesh lusteth against the Spirit.” (Gal.
5:17) It is for this reason that this mortification is called a crucifixion of the flesh. “They that are Christ’s have crucified the
flesh with the affections and lusts.” (Gal. 5:24) 3. Because, it is a
ceasing from sin. It is, moreover, not simply called mortification,
but the mortification of the old man, because, by it not the substance of man, but sin in man, is destroyed. The expression, old
man, is also added for the purpose of distinguishing between the
repentance of the godly and ungodly; for in the godly, not the
man, but the old man is destroyed, while in the ungodly it is not
the old man, but the man.
The quickening of the new man is a true joy and delight in God,
through Christ, and an earnest and sincere desire to regulate the
life according to the will of God, and to perform all good works.
It embraces three things which are different from what is
included in mortification: 1. A knowledge of the mercy of God,
and an application of it in Christ. 2. Joy and delight arising from
the fact that God is reconciled to us through Christ, and that obedience is begun in us and shall be perfected. 3. An ardent desire
to perform new obedience, or to sin no more, but to render gratitude to God during our whole life, and to retain his love, which
desire is itself new obedience according to the following declara-
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tions of Scripture: “Being justified by faith we have peace with
God through our Lord Jesus Christ.” “The kingdom of God is
righteousness, and peace, and joy in the Holy Spirit.” “I dwell in
the high and holy place; with him also that is of a contrite and
humble spirit to revive the spirit of the humble, and to revive the
heart of the contrite ones.” “Likewise, reckon you also yourselves to be dead indeed unto sin, but alive unto God through
Jesus Christ our Lord.” “Nevertheless I live; yet not I, but Christ
liveth in me; and the life which I now live in the flesh, I live by
the faith of the Son of God, who loved me and gave himself for
me.” (Rom. 5:1; 14:17; Ish. 57:15; Rom. 6:11; Gal. 2:20)
This part of conversion is called quickening, 1. Because, as a living man performs the actions of one that is alive, so this quickening includes the kindling of new light in the understanding,
and the producing of new qualities and activities in the will and
heart, from which a new life and new works proceed. 2.
Because, it includes on the part of those who are converted, joy
and delight in God, which affords great comfort and consolation.
It is added through Christ, because we cannot rejoice in God,
unless he be reconciled unto us. It is now only through Christ
that God is reconciled unto us. Hence, we only rejoice in God
through Christ.
Those two parts of conversion spring from faith. The reason is,
because no one can hate sin and draw nigh to God, unless he
loves God. But no one loves God who is not possessed of faith.
Hence, although there is no express mention made of faith in
either part of conversion, this is done, not because faith is
excluded from conversion, but because the whole doctrine of
conversion and thankfulness presupposes it, as a cause is presupposed from the presence of its own peculiar effect.
Objection: But faith produces joy. Therefore, it does not produce
grief and mortification, Answer: It is not absurd to affirm that
the same cause produces different effects by a different kind of
operation and in different respects. So faith produces grief, not
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of itself, but by an accident, which {472} is sin, by which we
offend God our kind and gracious father. Of itself it produces joy,
because it assures us of God’s fatherly will towards us, by and for
the sake of Christ. Reply. The preaching of the law precedes
faith, since the preaching of repentance commences with the
law. But the preaching of the law works sorrow and wrath.
Therefore, there is a certain sorrow before faith. Answer: We
grant that there is a certain sorrow before faith, but not such as
constitutes a part of conversion; for the sorrow of the ungodly
which is before and without faith, is rather a turning away from
God, than a return to him, which being contrary, cannot agree
neither wholly nor in part. But the contrition and sorrow which
the elect experience is a certain preparation, leading to conversion, as we have already shown.
4. WHAT ARE THE CAUSES OF CONVERSION?
The Holy Spirit, or God himself, is the chief efficient cause of
our conversion. Hence, it is that the saints pray that God would
convert them, and that repentance is frequently called in the
Scriptures the gift of God. “Turn you me and I shall be turned,
for you are the Lord my God.” “Turn you us unto you, O Lord,
and we shall be turned.” “Him has God exalted with his right
hand to be a Prince and a Savior to give repentance to Israel, and
forgiveness of sins;” from which we may draw a most forcible
argument in proof of the Divinity of Christ, inasmuch as it is
peculiar to God alone to grant repentance and forgiveness of
sins. “Then has God also to the Gentiles granted repentance unto
life.” “If God, peradventure, will give them repentance to the
acknowledging of the truth, and that they may recover themselves out of the snare of the devil,” etc. (Jer. 31:18; Lam. 5:21;
Acts 5:31; 11:18; 2 Tim. 2:25)
The means or instrumental causes of conversion are the law—
the gospel, and again, the doctrine of the law after that of the
gospel. For the preaching of the law goes before, preparing and
leading us to a knowledge of the gospel: “for by the law is the
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knowledge of sin.” (Rom. 3:20) Hence, there can be no sorrow
for sin without the law. After the sinner has once been led to a
knowledge of sin, then the preaching of the gospel follows,
encouraging contrite hearts by the assurance of the mercy of
God through Christ. Without this preaching there is no faith, and
without faith there is no love to God, and hence no conversion to
him. After the preaching of the gospel, the preaching of the law
again follows, that it may be the rule of our thankfulness and of
our life. The law, therefore, precedes, and follows conversion. It
precedes that it may lead to a knowledge and sorrow for sin: It
follows that it may serve as a rule of life to the converted. It is for
this reason that the prophets first charge sin upon the ungodly,
threaten punishment, and exhort to repentance; then comfort
and promise pardon and forgiveness; and lastly, again exhort
and prescribe the duties of piety and godliness. Such was, also,
the character of the preaching of John the Baptist. It is in this
way, that the preaching of repentance comprehends the law and
the gospel, although in effecting conversion each has a part to
perform peculiar to itself.
The next instrumental and internal cause of conversion, is faith.
Without faith there is no love to God, and unless we know what
the will of God {473} towards us is; viz., that he will remit unto
us our sins by and for the sake of Christ, conversion will never
be begun in us, neither as its respects the mortification of the
old man, nor as it respects the quickening of the new: for by
faith the heart is purified. (Acts 15:9) Without faith we can have
no true joy or delight in God; without faith we cannot love God;
and whatsoever is not of faith, is sin. (Rom. 14:23) All good
works proceed from faith, as their fountain. “Being justified by
faith, we have peace with God through our Lord Jesus Christ.”
(Rom. 5:1)
The causes which contribute to our conversion are the cross,
with the chastisements inflicted upon ourselves and others; also
the benefits, punishments and example of others, etc. “You have
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chastised me, and I was chastised, as a bullock unaccustomed to
the yoke.” “It is good for me that I have been afflicted, that I
might learn your statutes.” “Let your light so shine before men,
that they may see your good works and glorify your Father
which is in heaven.” (Jer. 31:18; Ps. 119:71; Matt. 5:16) The subject, or matter in which conversion is grounded, is the understanding, the will, the heart, and all the affections of man in
which a change is produced.
The form of conversion is the turning itself with all the circumstances that are connected with it, which includes, 1. As it
respects the mind and understanding, a correct judgment of
God, together with his will and works. 2. As it respects the will, a
sincere and earnest desire to avoid those falls and things which
offend God, with a steady purpose to obey him, according to all
his commandments. 3. As it respects the heart, new and holy
desires and affections in accordance with the divine law. 4. As it
respects the external actions and life, rectitude and obedience
begun, according to the law of God. The object of conversion is, 1.
Sin, or disobedience, which is the thing from which we are converted. 2. Righteousness, or new obedience, which is the thing to
which we are converted. The chief end of conversion is the glory
of God; the next end, which is subordinate to the glory of God, is
our good, which consists in our blessedness and enjoyment of
eternal life. The conversion of others is another end, still less
principal, than those just mentioned. “And when you are converted, strengthen your brethren.” “Let your light so shine
before men, that they may see your good works and glorify your
Father which is in heaven.” (Luke 22:32; Matt. 5:16)
The questions respecting Pelagianism are here properly in place;
Whether a man can convert himself without the grace of the Holy
Spirit: and, Whether a man can, by the exercise of his free power
of choice, prepare himself for the reception of divine grace.
Pelagius maintained the first, in opposition to what the Scriptures most plainly affirm. “Turn you me, and I shall be turned.”
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“It is God which worketh in you, both to will and to do, of his
good pleasure.” “A corrupt tree cannot bring forth good fruit.”
(Jer. 31:18; Phil. 2:13; Matt. 7:18) The Schoolmen and Papists at
this day defend the last proposition respecting Pelagianism, in
opposition to the explicit declarations of the word of God just
cited, and also in contradiction to what Christ himself affirms,
when he says, “No man can come to me, except the Father
which has sent me draw him.” (John 6:44) Thomas Aquinas
attributes a certain preparation to the free-will of man, but not
conversion. He speaks however of this preparation, as though it
contributed to the grace of conversion, which it does by {474}
the gracious aid of God, moving us inwardly.13
5. WHAT ARE THE EFFECTS OF CONVERSION?
The effects of conversion are, 1. A true and ardent love to God,
and our neighbor. 2. An earnest desire to obey God, without any
exception, according to all his commandments. 3. All good
works, or new obedience itself. 4. A desire to convert others, and
bring them in the way of salvation, in a word, the fruits of true
repentance are the duties of piety towards God, and of charity
towards our neighbor.
6. IS CONVERSION PERFECT IN THIS LIFE?
Our conversion to God is not perfect in this life, but is here continually advancing, until it reaches the perfection which is proposed in the life to come. “We know in part.” (1 Cor. 13:9) All the
complaints and prayers of the saints are confirmations of this
truth. “Cleanse you me from secret faults.” “O wretched man
that I am, who shall deliver me from the body of this death.” (Ps.
19:13; Rom. 7:24) The conflict which is continually going on in
those who are converted, hears testimony to the same truth.
“The flesh lusteth against the Spirit, and the Spirit against the
flesh,” etc. (Gal. 5:17) The same thing may be said of the exhor13. Vide sum. theol. partis primae, parte secunda, quaest. 109, ad 6.
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tations of the prophets and apostles, in which they exhort those
who are converted to turn more fully unto God. “he that is righteous, let him be righteous still, and he that is holy, let him be
holy still.” (Rev. 22:11) We may also establish the same thing in
the following manner: neither the mortification of the flesh, nor
the quickening of the Spirit, is absolute or perfect in the saints in
this life. Therefore, neither is conversion, which consists of
these two parts, perfect. As it respects the mortification of the
old man, the case is clear, and does not admit of doubt that it is
not perfect in this life; because the saints do not only continually strive against the lust of the flesh, but they also often for a
the yield, and give over in this conflict—often do they sin, fall
and offend God, although they do not defend their sins, but
detest, deplore, and endeavor to avoid them. As it regards the
imperfection of the quickening of the new man, the same conflict is a sufficient testimony; and surely as our knowledge is
now only in part, the renovation of the will and heart must also
be imperfect: for the will follows the knowledge which we have.
There are two plain reasons why the will, in the case of those
who are converted, tends imperfectly to the good in this life: 1.
Because the renovation of our nature is never made perfect in
this life, neither as it respects our knowledge of God, nor the
inclination which we have to obey him. The single complaint
and acknowledgment which the apostle Paul made is a sufficient proof of what we have just said. “I know that in me, that is,
in my flesh dwelleth no good thing,” etc. (Rom. 7:18, 19) 2.
Because those who are converted are not always governed by
the Holy Spirit, but are sometimes for a season deserted by God,
either for the purpose of trying, or chastising, or humbling
them; yet they are nevertheless brought to repentance, so as not
to perish. “Lord, I believe, help you mine unbelief.” (Mark 9:24)
{475} But why does God not perfect conversion in the case of
his people in this life, seeing that he is able to effect it? The reasons are, 1. That the saints may be humbled and exercised in
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faith, patience, prayer and wrestling against the flesh, and that
they may not boast of their perfection, thinking of themselves
more highly than they ought, but daily pray; “Enter not into
judgment with your servant.” “Forgive us our sins.” (Ps. 143:2;
Matt. 6:12) 2. That they may press forward more and more unto
perfection, and desire it more earnestly. That, trampling the
world under their feet, they may run with greater alacrity in the
Christian course, and aspire after those joys that are laid up in
heaven, knowing that it will not be until then that they shall
fully enjoy their promised inheritance. “Set your affection on
things above, not on things on the earth, for you are dead, and
your life is hid with Christ in God.” “Mortify, therefore, your
members which are upon the earth.” “It does not yet appear
what we shall be; but we know that when he shall appear, we
shall be like him.” (Col. 3:2, 3, 5; John 3:2)
Concerning this imperfection Calvin writes in the following
expressive language: “This restoration is not accomplished in a
single moment, or day, or year; but by continual, and sometimes
even slow advances, the Lord destroys the carnal corruptions of
his chosen, purifies them from all pollution, and consecrates them
as temples to himself; renewing all their senses to real purity, that
they may employ their whole life in the exercise of repentance, and
know that this warfare will be terminated only in death.” Inst. lib.
3. cap. 3. sec. 9. The sections following the one from which we
have quoted, down to the fifteenth, may also be read to advantage, in which there is a disputation learnedly set forth against
the Cathari amid Anabaptists, in reference to the remains of sin
which cleave to the godly as long as they remain in the flesh.
7. IN WHAT DOES THE CONVERSION OF THE GODLY
DIFFER FROM THE REPENTANCE OF THE UNGODLY?
The term repentance is used in reference to the ungodly as well
as to the godly, because there are certain things in which they
agree, as in a knowledge of sin, and sorrow on account of it. As it
respects other things, however, there is a wide difference. They
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differ, 1. In the moving cause of repentance, or in the sorrow
which is felt. The wicked are sorrowful, not on account of having offended God, but merely because of the punishment which
they have brought upon themselves, and which necessarily
attaches itself to the violation of God’s law. If it were not for this,
they would never manifest any sorrow for sin. So Cain was
sorrowful merely on account of the punishment which God
inflicted upon him for his sin. “My iniquity” (that is the punishment of my iniquity) “is greater than I can bear. Behold you have
driven me out this day from the face of the earth,” etc. The
godly, however, do, indeed, dread the punishment of sin, but
they are pained and grieved more particularly on account of sin
itself, and the offence which they have committed against God.
So it was in the case of David: “Against you, you only have I
sinned: my sin is ever before me.” (Ps. 51:3, 4) So it was also in
the case of Peter, who wept bitterly on account of having
offended Christ. The sorrow of Judas, however, did not arise on
account of the evil of sin, {476} but merely on account of the
punishment which followed his crime. Horace expresses this
distinction in the following language: (lib. 1. epist. 16)
Oderunt peccare boni, virtutis amore,
Tu nihil admittes in te, formidine pœnae.
2. The repentance of the godly differs from that of the ungodly
as it respects the efficient cause of it. The repentance of the
ungodly proceeds from distrust and despair, so that their
despair, disquietude and hatred to God increases. The repentance of the godly, however, proceeds from faith, or the confidence which they have in the mercy of God, and in a gracious
reconciliation with him by and for the sake of Christ.
3. They differ in form. The repentance of the godly is a turning to
God from the devil, sin and their old nature; because they do not
only sorrow, but also encourage themselves by exercising confidence in the mediator—they confide in Christ, rejoice in God,
and trust in him saying with David, “Purge me with hyssop, and
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I shall be clean.” (Ps. 51:7) The repentance of the ungodly is a
turning away from God to the devil, to hatred and repining
against God, and to despair.
4. They differ in their effects. The repentance of the godly is followed by new obedience; and in proportion to the depth of their
repentance is the old man mortified in them, and the desire of
righteousness increased. But the repentance of the ungodly is
not followed by new obedience; but they continue in sin and
return to their vomit, although for a time they feigned to repent
of their sins, as Ahab did. They are, indeed, mortified, and
destroyed, but the corruption of their nature is not subdued: yea,
by how much the more they repent, by so much the more is
hatred, distrust, and aversion to God increased in them, so that
they are continually being brought more and more under the
power and dominion of Satan.

QUESTION 91
91. What are good works?
A. Those only which are done from true faith, according to
the Law of God, for His glory; and not such as rest on our
own opinion, or the commandments of men.
EXPOSITION:
The doctrine concerning good works belongs properly to this
Question of the Catechism, concerning which we must enquire
particularly:
1. What are good works?
2. How may they be performed?
3. Are the works of the saints pure and perfectly good?
4. How can our works please God since they are only imperfectly good?
5. Why must we perform good works?
6. Do your good works merit any thing in the sight of God?
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1. WHAT ARE GOOD WORKS?
Good works are such as are performed according to the law of
God, such as proceed from a true faith, and are directed to the
glory of God. {477} Three things, therefore, claim our attention
in the exposition of this question: 1. The conditions necessary to
constitute a work good in the sight of God. 2. The difference
between the works of the regenerate and the unregenerate. 3. In
what respect, or how far the moral works of the ungodly are
sins.
First, that a work may be good and pleasing in the sight of God
these three conditions are necessary:
1. It must be commanded by God. No creature has the right, or
power to institute the worship of God. But good works (we speak
of moral good) and the worship of God are the same. Moral good
differs widely from natural good, inasmuch as all actions, in as
far as they are actions, including even those of the wicked, are
naturally good; but all actions are not morally good, or in accordance with the justice of God. This condition excludes all willworship, as well as the figment of good intentions, as when men
do evil that good may come, or when they perform works
founded upon their own imaginations, which they endeavor to
thrust upon God in the place of worship, which, indeed, are not
evil in themselves, but yet are not commanded by God. It is not
sufficient for the worship of God, that a work be not evil, or not
prohibited: It must also be commanded by God, according to
what the Scriptures declare, “To obey is better than sacrifice, and
to hearken than the fat of rams.” “Walk in my statutes.” “In vain
do they worship me, teaching for doctrines the commandments
of men.” (1 Sam. 15:22; Ezek. 20:19; Matt. 15:9)
But some one may object and say, that works of indifference,
such as may be done, or left undone, are not commanded by
God, and yet many of them are pleasing to him; to which we
reply that they are not pleasing to God in themselves, but by an
accident, in as far as they partake of the general nature of love,

Lord’s Day 33

847

and in as far as they are performed for the purpose of avoiding
offence, and for the sake of contributing to the salvation of our
fellow men. In this respect they are commanded by God in general, although not specially.
2. That a work may be good it must proceed from a true faith,
which rests upon the merit and intercession of Christ, and from
which we may know that we, together with our works, are
acceptable to God for the sake of the mediator. To do any thing
from a true faith is, 1. To believe that we are acceptable to God
for the sake of the satisfaction of Christ. 2. That our obedience
itself is pleasing to God, both because it is commanded by him,
and because the imperfection which attaches itself to it is made
acceptable to God for the sake of the same satisfaction of Christ
on account of which God is well pleased with us. Without faith it
is impossible for any one to please God. Nor is the faith, by
which any one may assure himself, that God wills and commands any particular work sufficient; for if this were all that is
necessary, then the wicked, who know and do what God wills,
would also act from faith. To act from a true faith, however,
includes much more than this, because it includes in itself historical faith, and what is the most important of all, it applies
unto itself the promise of the gospel. The Scriptures speak of
this true faith in the following references: “Whatsoever is not of
faith is sin.” “Without faith it is impossible to please God.” (Rom.
14:28; Heb. 11:6) Nor is it difficult to perceive the reason and
force of what is here affirmed; because without faith there is no
love to God, and consequently no love to our neighbor. {478}
Every work now that does not proceed from love to God is
hypocrisy, yea a reproach and contempt of God; for he who has
the presumption to do any thing, whether it be pleasing to God
or not, despises God, and casts a reproach upon him. Nor is it
possible for us to have a good conscience without faith; and
what is not done with a good conscience cannot please God.
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3. That a work may be good, it must be referred principally to
the honor and glory of God. Honor embraces love, reverence,
obedience and gratitude. Hence, to do any thing to the honor of
God, is to do it, that we may testify our love, reverence and obedience to God, and that for the sake of showing our thankfulness
for the benefits which we have received. There is a necessity
that our works, in order that they may be good and acceptable to
God, should be referred to the divine glory, and not to our own
praise or advantage; otherwise they will not proceed from the
love of God, but from a desire to advance our own selfish interests, and will thus be mere hypocrisy. God must, therefore, be
respected first whenever we do any thing: nor must we care
what men may say, whether they praise or reproach us, if we
have the assurance that we please God in what we do, according
to what the Apostle says, “Do all to the glory of God.” (1 Cor.
10:31) Yet we may at the same time lawfully and profitably
desire and seek true glory, according as it is written, “Let your
light so shine before men that they may see your good works,
and glorify your Father which is in heaven.” (Matt. 5:16)
Briefly, faith is required in good works, because if we are not
firmly persuaded that our works are pleasing to God, they proceed from contempt of God. The divine command is necessary,
because faith has respect to the word of God. Inasmuch, therefore, as there cannot be any faith apart from the word, there can
likewise be no good works independent of it. Finally, it is necessary that whatever we do, be referred to the glory of God,
because, if we seek our own praise, or advantage in what we do,
our works cannot please God.
By these conditions we exclude from the category of good works
all those works, 1. Which are sins in themselves, being contrary
to the divine law, and the will of God as revealed in his word, 2.
Also those which are not opposed to the divine law, which in
themselves are neither good nor evil, being actions of indifference, but which may, nevertheless, become evil by an accident.
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For works which are not opposed to the divine law, and which
are not commanded by God, but by men, become evil and sinful
when they are done with the conceit and expectation of worshipping God, or with offence and injury to our neighbor. Works
of this character are deficient as it respects the first two conditions which we have specified as being indispensably necessary
to constitute an action good in the sight of God. 3. Those works
which are good in themselves, and which are commanded by
God; but which, nevertheless, become sins by accident, in that
they are not performed lawfully, not being done in the manner,
nor with the design which God requires; that is, they do not proceed from a true faith, and are not done with the end that God
may be glorified thereby. Works of this character are deficient in
the last two conditions specified as necessary in order that our
action may be pleasing to God.
Secondly, the works of the regenerate and the unregenerate differ, in this, that the good works of the regenerate are done
according to the conditions which we have here specified; while
those of the unregenerate, {479} although God may have commanded them, do, nevertheless, not proceed from faith, and are
not joined with internal obedience; but are done without sincerity, and are, therefore, works of hypocrisy: and, as they do not
spring from a right cause, which is faith, so they are nor directed
to the glory of God which is the chief end to which all our
actions ought to be referred. The actions of the unregenerate do
not, therefore, deserve to be called good works.
Thirdly, the difference which exists between the works of the
righteous and the wicked, goes to prove that the moral works of
the wicked are sins, but yet not such sins as those which are in
their own nature opposed to the law of God: for these are sins in
themselves, and according to their very nature, while the moral
works of the wicked are sins merely by an accident; viz., on
account of some defect, either because they do not proceed
from a true faith, or are not done to the glory of God. This conse-
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quence, therefore, is of no force: the good works of the heathen
and such as are unregenerate, are sins. Therefore they are all to
be avoided and condemned: this consequence, we say, is not
legitimate, because it is only the defects which attach themselves to these works, that are to be avoided and guarded
against, as we have shown, in the former part of this work, when
treating the subject of sin.
A Table of Good Works

Of good
works,
some
are:

1. Truly
good,
which
according
to the
definition
of good
works, are
done.

2.
Apparently
good,
which
include
such as are,

a.
According
to the
command
of God.
b. Of faith.
c. To the
glory of
God.

These
are
either:

a. Perfect, as
the works of
angels, of man
before the fall,
and in the life
to come.
b. Imperfect,
as the works of
the regenerate
in this life.

a. Commanded by God, and are in their
own nature good, but become evil by an
accident, not being done in the manner,
nor with the end with which they ought to
be performed.
b. Commanded by men, for the sake of
religion, such as the traditions, the
counsels, and precepts of the Pharisees
and Papists. (Matt. 15:9) "In vain do they
worship Me," etc.

2. HOW MAY GOOD WORKS BE PERFORMED?
The explanation of this question is necessary on account of the
Pelagians, who affirm that the unregenerate may also, as well as
the regenerate, perform good works; and also on account of the
Papists and semi-Pelagians who imagine certain preparatory
works of free-will. Good works are possible only by the grace
and assistance of the Holy Spirit, and that by the regenerate
alone, whose hearts have been truly regenerated by the Spirit of
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God, through the preaching of the gospel, and that not only in
their first conversion and regeneration, but also by the perpetual
and constant influence and direction of the same Spirit, who
works in them a knowledge of sin, faith and a desire of new obedience, and also daily increases and confirms more and more
the same gifts in them. St. {480} Jerome endorses this doctrine
when he says, “Let him be accursed, who says that it is possible to
render obedience to the law, without the grace of the Holy Spirit.”
Without the grace and continual direction of the Holy Spirit,
even the most holy persons on earth can do nothing but sin, as
is evident from the examples of David, Peter, and others. Yea,
without regeneration, no part of any work that is good in the
sight of God, can ever be begun, inasmuch as we are all by
nature evil and dead in sin. (Matt. 7:11; Eph. 2:1) “All our righteousnesses,” says the prophet Isaiah, in which declaration he
comprehends both himself and the most holy amongst men,
“are as filthy rags.” (Ish. 64:6) Now if nothing but sin is found
before God in the saints, what will that be which is found in
those who are unregenerated? What good these are able to perform, the apostle Paul describes in a most graphic manner, in
the first and second chapters of his Epistle to the Romans. That
the unregenerate are unable to perform such works as are
acceptable to God, is also taught in the following passages of
Scripture: “A corrupt tree cannot bring forth good fruit.” “Can
the Ethiopian change his skin, or the leopard his spots? Then
may you also do good, that are accustomed to do evil.” “Without
me you can do nothing.” “It is God, which worketh in you, both
to will and to do of his good pleasure.” (Matt. 7:18; Jer. 13:23;
John, 15:5; Phil. 2:13) Without the righteousness of Christ
imputed unto us, we are altogether unclean and abominable in
the sight of God, and all our works are as dung. But the righteousness of Christ is not imputed unto us before our conversion. It is impossible, therefore, either that we, or our works
should be pleasing to God before our conversion. Faith is the
cause of good works. Faith comes from God: therefore good
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works which are the fruits of faith, are from God; neither can
they be before faith and conversion, or else the effect would be
before its cause.
It is asked by some, in connection with this subject, are there not
works that are preparatory to conversion? To which we reply,
that if by preparatory works are meant such as are the occasion
of repentance, or which God uses for the purpose of effecting
repentance in us, which may be said to be true of the outward
deportment and discipline of the life, in as far as it is in accordance with the divine law; hearing, reading and meditating upon
the word of God; also the cross, and adverse circumstances;—if
such works as these are meant, we may admit that there are
such works as are preparatory. But if by preparatory works are
meant works which are performed according to the law before
conversion, by which, as by men’s good efforts, God is enticed
and moved to grant true conversion, as well as his other gifts, to
those who do these things, we deny that there are any such
works; because, according to the declaration of the Apostle Paul,
“Whatsoever is not of faith is sin.” (Rom. 14:23) The Papists call
such works merits of congruity, as if they would say that they are
indeed such as are imperfect in themselves and deserve nothing,
but on account of which it may seem proper for the mercy of
God to grant unto men conversion and eternal life. But God has
mercy on whom he will have mercy, and not upon those who
deserve mercy. (Rom. 9:18) No one deserves anything of God,
but punishment, and banishment from his presence. “When you
shall have done all those things which are commanded you, say,
We are unprofitable servants; for we have done that which was
our duty to do.” (Luke 17:10) {481}
3. ARE THE WORKS OF THE REGENERATE
PERFECTLY GOOD?
The works of the saints are not perfectly good or pure in this
life: 1. Because even those who are regenerated do many things
which are evil, which are sins in themselves, on account of
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which they are guilty in the sight of God, and deserve to be cast
into everlasting punishment. Thus, Peter denied Christ thrice;
David committed adultery, slew Uriah, attempted to conceal his
wickedness, numbered the children of Israel, etc. The law now
declares, “Cursed be he that confirmeth not all the words of this
law to do them.” (Deut. 27:26). 2. Because they omit doing many
good things which they ought to do according to the law. 3.
Because the good works which they perform are not so perfectly
good and pure as the law requires; for they are always marred
with defects, and polluted with sins. The perfect righteousness
which the law requires is wanting, even in the best works of the
saints. The reason of this is easily understood, inasmuch as faith,
regeneration, and the love of God and our neighbor, from which
good works proceed, continue imperfect in us in this life. As the
cause is, therefore, imperfect, it is impossible that the effects
which flow from this cause should be perfect. “I see another law
in my members, warring against the law of my mind.” (Rom.
7:23) This is the reason why the works of the godly cannot stand
in the judgment of God. “Enter not into judgment with your servant; for in your sight shall no man living be justified.” “Cursed
be he that confirmeth not all the words of this law to do them.”
(Ps. 143:2; Deut. 27:26) Inasmuch, therefore, as all our works are
imperfect, it becomes us to acknowledge and lament our sinfulness and infirmity, and press forward so much the more towards
perfection.
From what has now been said, it is evident that the figment, or
conceit of the Monks in reference to works of supererogation—
by which they understand such works as are done over and
above what God and the law require from them, is full of impiety; for it makes God a debtor to man. Yea, it is a blasphemous
doctrine; for Christ himself has said: “When you shall have done
all those things which are commanded you, say, We are unprofitable servants; for we have done that which was our duty to do.”
(Luke 17:10)
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Objection 1: But it is said, Luke 10:35: “Whatsoever you spend
more, when I came again I will repay you.” Therefore there are
at least some works of supererogation. Answer: It is a sufficient
reply to this objection to remark, that in the interpretation of
parables we must be careful not to press every minute circumstance too closely: for that which is similar is not altogether the
same. The Samaritan says, Whatsoever you spend more, not in
reference to God, but to the man that was bruised and wounded.
Objection 2: Paul says, 1 Cor. 7:25: “Concerning virgins I have no
commandment of the Lord, yet I give my judgment.” Therefore
judgment or advice may be given concerning things not commanded or required. Answer: But Paul’s meaning is, I give my
advice, that it is suitable and profitable for this life, but not that it
merits eternal life.
Objection 3. But Christ said, Matt. 19:21: “If you will be perfect,
go and sell what you have,” etc. Therefore there are certain
directions, which, being followed, make those who comply
therewith perfect. Answer. {482} This is a special command, by
which Christ designed to call this proud young man to humility,
to the love of his neighbor, and to the office of an apostle in
Judea. We may also remark, that Christ did not require from him
supererogation, but perfection; which requirement he made in
order that he might bring him to see his great deficiency.
4. HOW CAN OUR GOOD WORKS PLEASE GOD,
SINCE THEY ARE ONLY IMPERFECTLY GOOD?
If our works were not pleasing to God, they would be performed
to no purpose. We must, therefore, know in what way it is that
they please God. As they are imperfect in themselves, and
defiled in many respects, they cannot of themselves please God,
on account of his extreme justice and rectitude. Yet they are,
nevertheless, acceptable to God in Christ the Mediator, through
faith, or on account of the merit and satisfaction of Christ
imputed unto us by faith, and on account of his intercession

Lord’s Day 33

855

with the Father in our behalf. For just as we ourselves do not
please God in ourselves, but in his Son, so our works being
imperfect and unholy in themselves, are acceptable to God on
account of the righteousness of Christ, which covers all their
imperfection or impurity, so that it does not appear before God.
It is necessary that the person who performs good works should
be acceptable to God; then the works of the person are also
accepted; otherwise, when the person is without faith, the best
works are but an abomination before God, inasmuch as they are
altogether hypocritical. As now the person is acceptable to God,
so are the works. But the person is acceptable to God on account
of the Mediator; that is, by the imputation of the merit and righteousness of Christ, with which the person is covered as with a
garment in the presence of God. Hence the works of the person
are also pleasing to God, for the sake of the Mediator. God does
not look upon and examine our righteousness and imperfect
works as they are in themselves, according to the rigor of his law
in respect to which he would rather condemn them; but he
beholds and considers them in his Son. It is for this reason that
God is said to have had respect to Abel and his offering, viz.: in
his Son, in whom Abel believed; for it was by faith that he presented his sacrifice. (Gen. 4:4; Heb. 11:4) So Christ is also called
our High Priest, by whom our works are offered unto God. He is
also called the altar, on which our prayers and works being
placed, they are acceptable unto God, which otherwise would be
detestable in his sight. It follows, therefore, that every defect and
every imperfection respecting ourselves and our works is covered, and, as it were, repaired in the judgment of God, by the
perfect satisfaction of Christ. It is in view of this that Paul says,
“That I may be found in him, not having mine own righteousness, which is of the law, but that which is through the faith of
Christ, the righteousness which is of God by faith.” (Phil. 3:9)
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5. WHY GOOD WORKS ARE TO BE DONE,
OR WHY ARE THEY NECESSARY?
We have already, under the 86th Question, enumerated certain
moving causes of good works which properly belong here; such
as the connection which holds necessarily between regeneration and justification, the glory {483} of God, the proof of our
faith and election, and a good example by which others are won
to Christ. These causes may be very appropriately dwelt upon to
a much greater extent, if, having reduced them to three principal
heads, we say that good works are to be performed by us for the
sake of God, ourselves and our neighbor.
I. Good works are to be done in respect to God, 1. That the glory
of God our heavenly Father, may be manifested. The manifestation of the glory of God is the chief end why God commands and
wills that good works should be performed by us, that we may
honor him by our good works, and that others seeing them may
glorify our Father which is in heaven, as it is said, “Let your light
so shine before men that they may see your good works, and
glorify your Father which is in heaven.” (Matt.5:16)
2. That we may render unto God the obedience which he
requires, or on account of the command of God. God requires
the commencement of obedience in this life, and the perfection
of it in the life to come. “This is my commandment, That you
love one another.” “This is the will of God even your sanctification.” “Being then made free from sin, you became the servants
of righteousness.” “Yield your members as instruments of righteousness unto God.” (John 15:12; 1 Thess. 4:3; Rom. 6:18, 13)
3. That we may thus render unto God the gratitude which we
owe unto him. It is just and proper that we should love, worship
and reverence him by whom we have been redeemed, and from
whom we have received the greatest benefits, and that we
should declare our love and gratitude by our obedience and
good works. God deserves our obedience and worship on
account of the benefits which he confers upon us. We do not
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merit his benefits by anything that we do. Hence our gratitude,
which shows itself by our obedience and good works, is due
unto God for his great benefits. “I beseech you, brethren, by the
mercies of God, that you present your bodies a living sacrifice,
holy, acceptable unto God, which is your reasonable service.”
“You are an holy priesthood to offer up spiritual sacrifices
acceptable to God by Jesus Christ. (Rom. 12:1. Pet. 2:5, 9, 20)
II. Good works are to be done on our own account, 1. That we
may thereby testify our faith, and be assured of its existence in
us by the fruits which we produce in our lives. “Every good tree
brings forth good fruit.” “Being filled with the fruits of righteousness which are by Jesus Christ, unto the praise and glory of
God.” “Faith without works is dead.” (Matt. 7:17; Phil. 1:11;
James 2:17) It is by our good works, therefore, that we know that
we possess true faith, because the effect is not without its own
proper cause, which is always known by its effect; so that if we
are destitute of good works and new obedience, we are hypocrites, and have an evil conscience instead of true faith; for true
faith (which is never wanting in all the fruits which are peculiar
to it) as a fruitful tree produces good works, obedience and
repentance; which fruits distinguish true faith from that faith
which is merely historical and temporary, as well as from
hypocrisy itself.
2. That we may be assured of the fact that we have obtained the
forgiveness of sins through Christ, and that we are justified for
his sake. Justification and regeneration are benefits which are
connected and knit together in such a way as never to be separated from each other. Christ {484} obtained both for us at the
same time, viz.: the forgiveness of sins and the Holy Spirit, who
through faith excites in us the desire of good works and new
obedience.
3. That we may be assured of our election and salvation. “Give
diligence to make your calling and election sure.” (2 Pet. 1:10)
This cause naturally grows out of the preceding one; for God out
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of his mercy chose from everlasting only those who are justified
on account of the merit of his Son. “Whom he did predestinate,
them he also called; and whom he called, them he also justified.” (Rom. 8:30) We are, therefore, assured of our election by
our justification; and that we are justified in Christ, (which benefit is never granted unto the elect without sanctification) we
know from faith; of which we are, again, assured by the fruits of
faith, which are good works, new obedience and true repentance.
4. That our faith may be exercised, nourished, strengthened and
increased by good works. Those who indulge in unclean lusts
and desires against their consciences cannot have faith, and so
are destitute of a good conscience and of confidence in God as
reconciled and gracious; for it is only by faith that we obtain a
sense of the divine favor towards us and a good conscience. “If
you live after the flesh, you shall die.” “I put you in remembrance, that you stir up the gift of God, which is in you.” (Rom.
8:13; 2 Tim. 1:6)
5. That we may adorn and commend our profession, life and
calling by our good works. “I beseech you, that you walk worthy
of the vocation wherewith you are called.” (Eph. 4:1)
6. That we may escape temporal and eternal punishment.
“Every tree that brings not forth good fruit is hewn down and
cast into the fire.” “If you live after the flesh you shall die.” “You
with rebukes do correct man for iniquity.” (Matt. 7:19; Rom.
8:13; Ps. 39:11)
7. That we may obtain from God those temporal and spiritual
rewards, which, according to the divine promise, accompany
good works both in this and in a future life. “Godliness is profitable unto all things, having promise of the life that now is, and of
that which is to come.” (1 Tim. 4:8) And if God did not desire that
the hope of reward, and the fear of punishment should be moving causes of good works, he would not use them as arguments
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in the promises and threatenings which he addresses unto us in
his word.
III. Good works are to be done for the sake of our neighbor, 1.
That we may be profitable unto our neighbor, and edify him by
our example and godly conversation. “All things are for your
sakes, that the abundant grace might, through the thanksgiving
of many, redound to the glory of God,” etc. “Nevertheless to
abide in the flesh is more needful for you.” (2 Cor. 4:15; Phil.
1:24)
2. That we may not be the occasion of offences and scandal to
the cause of Christ. “Woe to that man by whom the offence
cometh.” “The name of God is blasphemed among the Gentiles
through you.” (Matt. 18:7; Rom. 2:24)
3. That we may win the unbelieving to Christ. “And when you
are converted, strengthen your brethren.” (Luke 22:32)
The question, whether good works are necessary to salvation,
belongs properly to this place. There have been some who have
maintained simply and positively, that good works are necessary
to salvation, while others, again, have held that they are pernicious and injurious to salvation. Both forms of speech are
ambiguous and inappropriate, especially the latter; because it
seems not only to condemn confidence, but also the desire of
performing good works. It is, therefore, to be rejected. The
former expression must be explained in this way; that good
works are necessary to salvation, not as a cause to an effect, or as
if they merited a reward, but as a part of salvation itself, or as an
antecedent to a consequent, or as a means without which we
cannot obtain the end. In the same way we may also say, that
good works are necessary to righteousness or justification, or in
them that are to be justified, viz.: as a consequence of justification, with which regeneration is inseparably connected. But yet
we would prefer not to use these forms of speech, 1. Because
they are ambiguous. 2. Because they breed contentions, and give
our enemies room for caviling. 3. Because these expressions are
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not used in the Scriptures with which our forms of speech
should conform as nearly as possible. We may more safely and
correctly say, That good works are necessary in them that are justified, and that are to be saved. To say that good works are necessary in them that are to be justified, is to speak ambiguously,
because it may be so understood as if they were required before
justification, and so become a cause of our justification. Augustine has correctly said: “Good works do not precede them that are
to be justified, but follow them that are justified.” We may, therefore, easily return an answer to the following objection: that is
necessary to salvation without which no one can be saved. But
no one who is destitute of good works can be saved, as it is said
in the 87th Question. Therefore, good works are necessary to
salvation. We reply to the major proposition, by making the following distinction: that without which no one can be saved is
necessary to salvation, viz.: as a part of salvation, or as a certain
antecedent necessary to salvation, in which sense we admit the
conclusion; but not as a cause, or as a merit of salvation. We,
therefore, grant the conclusion of the major proposition if
understood in the sense in which we have just explained it. For
good works are necessary to salvation, or, to speak more properly, in them that are to be saved (for it is better thus to speak for
the sake of avoiding ambiguity) as a part of salvation itself; or, as
an antecedent of salvation, but not as a cause or merit of salvation.
6. DO OUR GOOD WORKS MERIT ANY THING
IN THE SIGHT OF GOD?
This question naturally grows out of the preceding one, as the
fourth grew out of the third. For when we say that we obtain
rewards from God by our own good works, men immediately
conclude that our good works must merit something at the
hands of God. We must know, therefore, that our good works are
necessary, and that they are also to be done for the rewards
which are consequent thereon; but that they are, nevertheless,
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not meritorious, by which we mean that they deserve nothing
from God, not even the smallest particle of spiritual or temporal
blessings. The reasons of this are most true and evident.
1. Our works are imperfect, both in respect to their parts and
degrees. As it respects the parts of our works, they are imperfect,
for the reason that we omit many good things which the law
prescribes, and do many evil things which the law prohibits; and
always mingle much that is evil with {486} the good we do, as
both Scripture and experience testify. “The flesh lusteth against
the Spirit and the Spirit against the flesh; and these are contrary,
the one to the other; so that you cannot do the things that you
would.” (Gal. 5:17) Works, now, that are imperfect not only merit
nothing, but are even condemned in the judgment of God.
“Cursed be he that confirmeth not all the words of this law to do
them. (Deut. 27:26) Our works are also imperfect in degree,
because the best works of the saints are unclean and defiled in
the sight of God, not being performed by those who are perfectly regenerated, nor with that love to God and our neighbor
which the law requires. The prophet Isaiah declares even in reference to good works, “We are all as an unclean thing, and all
our righteousnesses are as filthy rags.” (Ish. 64:6) So the apostle
Paul passes the same judgment in regard to his own works, saying, “I count all things but loss, for the excellence of the knowledge of Christ Jesus my Lord; for whom I have suffered the loss
of all things; and do count them but dung that I may win Christ.”
(Phil. 3:8) It is in this way, now, that all the saints speak and
judge concerning their own righteousness and merits.
2. No creature, performing even the best works, can merit any
thing at the hand of God, or bind him to give any thing as though
it were due from him, and according to the order of divine justice. The Apostle assigns the reason of this when he says, “Who
has first given to him, and it shall be recompensed unto him
again.” “Is it not lawful for me to do what I will with mine own.”
(Rom. 11:35; Matt. 20:15) We deserve our preservation no more
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than we did our creation. God was not bound to create us; nor is
he bound to preserve those whom he has created. But he did,
and does, both of his own free-will and good pleasure. God
receives no benefit from us, nor can we confer any thing upon
our Creator. Now, where there is no benefit, there is no merit; for
merit presupposes some benefit received.
3. Our works are all due unto God; for all creatures are bound to
render worship and gratitude to the Creator, so that if we were
even never to sin, yet we could not render unto God the worship
and gratitude which is due from us. “When you have done all
those things which are commanded you, say, We are unprofitable servants; we have done that which was our duty to do.”
(Luke 17:10)
4. If we do any works which are good, these works are not ours,
but God’s, who produces them in us by his Holy Spirit. “It is God
which worketh in you, both to will and to do, of his good pleasure.” “What have you, that you did not receive?” (Phil. 2:13; 1
Cor. 4:7) We are by nature the children of wrath—dead in trespasses and sins—evil trees, which cannot produce good fruit.
(Eph. 2:1, 3; Matt. 7:18) If we are by nature evil trees, God must
by his grace make us good trees, and produce good fruit in us, as
it is said; “We are his workmanship, created in Christ Jesus unto
good works, which God has before ordained, that we should
walk in them.” (Eph. 2:10) Hence, if we perform any thing that is
good, it is the gift of God, and not any merit on our part. It
would, indeed, be foolish on the part of anyone, if, when he
were to receive a hundred forms as a present from a rich man,
he should think he deserved a thousand for receiving the hundred, seeing that he is under obligations to the rich man for the
gift which he has received, and not the rich man to him. {487}
5. There is no proportion between our works, which are altogether imperfect, and those exceedingly great benefits which
the Father freely grants unto us in his Son.
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6. “He that glorieth, let him glory in the Lord.” (1 Cor. 1:31) But if
we deserve the remission of our sins by our good works, we
should then have something whereof to glory; nor should we
attribute the glory of our salvation to God, as it is said, “If Abraham were justified by works, he has whereof to glory, but not
before God.” (Rom. 4:2)
7. We are justified before we perform good works. “For the children being not yet born, neither having done any good or evil,
that the purpose of God according to election might stand, not of
works, but of him that calleth; it was said unto her, the elder
shall serve the younger: as it is written, Jacob have I loved, but
Esau have I hated.” (Rom. 9:11-14) We are, therefore, not justified
before God at the time when we do good works, but we perform
good works when we are justified.
8. The conceit of merit and justification by our good works is
calculated to shake true Christian consolation, to disturb the
conscience and lead men to doubt and despair in reference to
their salvation. For when they hear the denunciation of the law,
cursed be he that confirmeth not all the words of this law to do
them, and consider their own imperfection, their conscience
tells them that they can never perform all these things, so that
they are continually led to cherish doubts, and to live in dread of
the curse of the law. Faith, however, imparts sure and solid comfort to the conscience, because it grounds itself in the promise of
God, which cannot disappoint the soul. “The inheritance is of
faith, that it might be by grace, to the end the promise might be
sure to all the seed.” (Rom. 4:16)
9. If we were to obtain righteousness by our own works, the
promise would then be made of none effect, and Christ would
have died in vain.
10. If the conceit concerning the merit of good works be admitted, then there would not be one and the same method of salvation. Abraham and the thief on the cross would have been
justified differently, which might also be said of us. But there is
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only one way of salvation: “I am the Way, and the Truth, and the
Life; no man cometh unto the Father, but by me.” “There is one
Mediator between God and men.” “There is one Lord, one faith,
one baptism.” “Jesus Christ the same yesterday, today, and forever.” “There is none other name under heaven given among
men, whereby we must be saved.” (John 14:6; 1 Tim. 2:5; Eph.
4:5. Heb. 13:8; Acts 4:12)
11. Christ would not accomplish the whole of our salvation, and
thus would not be a perfect Savior if any thing were to be added
by us to our righteousness by way of merit; for there would be as
much detracted from his merit as would be added thereto from
our merit. But Christ is our perfect Savior, as the Scriptures sufficiently testify. “In whom we have redemption through his blood,
the forgiveness of sins, according to the riches of his grace.” “By
grace are you saved, through faith, and that not of yourselves; it
is the gift of God; not of works, lest any man should boast.” “The
blood of Jesus Christ his Son cleanseth us from all sin.” “Neither
is there salvation in any other.” (Eph. 1:7; 2:8, 9; 1 John 1:7; Acts
4:12)
Objection: Reward presupposes merit. God also calls those good
things which he promises, and grants unto them that perform
good works, rewards. {488} Therefore good works presuppose
merit, and are meritorious in the sight of God. Answer: The
major proposition, sometimes, holds true among men, but never
with God; because no creature can merit any thing at the hands
of God, seeing that he is indebted to no one. Yet they are, nevertheless, called the rewards of our good works in respect to God,
because he, out of his mere grace, recompenses them. This recompense, however, is not due; for we can add nothing to God,
neither does he stand in need of our works. Yea, something is
rather added unto us by our good works; because they are a conformity of ourselves with God, and his benefits, by which we are
bound to render gratitude to God, and not God to us: It is, therefore, not less absurd to say that we merit salvation at the hands
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of God, than if a certain one should say, You have given me one
hundred florins. Therefore you oughtest to give me a thousand
florins. Yet God commands us to perform good works, and
promises a gracious reward to those who do them, as a father
promises rewards to his children.
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OF THE TEN
COMMANDMENTS

Lord’s Day 34
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LORD’S DAY 34
QUESTION 92
92. What is the Law of God?
A. God spake all these words, saying:
FIRST COMMANDMENT
I am the Lord thy God, which have brought you out of the
land of Egypt, out of the house of bondage. Thou shalt
have no other gods before Me.
SECOND COMMANDMENT
Thou shalt not make unto you any graven image, or any
likeness of anything that is in heaven above or that is in
the earth beneath, or that is in the water under the earth;
thou shalt not bow down thyself to them, nor serve them.
For I the Lord thy God am a jealous God, visiting the
iniquity of the fathers upon the children unto the third
and fourth generation of them that hate Me; and showing
mercy unto thousands of them that love Me, and keep My
commandments.
THIRD COMMANDMENT
Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord thy God in vain:
for the Lord will not hold him guiltless that taketh His
name in vain.
FOURTH COMMANDMENT
Remember the Sabbath day to keep it holy. Six days shalt
thou labor, and do all thy work: but the seventh day is the
Sabbath of the Lord thy God; in it thou shalt not do any
work, thou, nor thy son, nor thy daughter, thy
manservant, nor thy maidservant, nor thy cattle, nor thy
stranger that is within thy gates. For in six days the Lord
made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that in them is,
and rested the seventh day: wherefore the Lord blessed
the Sabbath day, and hallowed it.
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FIFTH COMMANDMENT
Honor thy father and thy mother; that thy days may be long
upon the land which the Lord thy God giveth you.
SIXTH COMMANDMENT
Thou shalt not kill.
SEVENTH COMMANDMENT
Thou shalt not commit adultery.
EIGHTH COMMANDMENT
Thou shalt not steal.
NINTH COMMANDMENT
Thou shalt not bear false witness against thy neighbor.
TENTH COMMANDMENT
Thou shalt not covet thy neighbor’s house; thou shalt not
covet thy neighbor’s wife, nor his manservant, nor his
maidservant, nor his ox, nor his ass, nor anything that is
thy neighbor’s.
EXPOSITION:
The doctrine concerning the Law, which is the rule of good
works, next claims our attention, in relation to which we shall
enquire:
1. What is the law in general?
2. What are the several parts of the divine law?
3. To what extent has Christ abrogated the law, and to what extent is it
still in force?
4. In what does the moral law differ from the gospel?
5. How is the Decalogue divided?
6. What is the true meaning of the Decalogue, and of every
commandment separately considered?
7. To what extent can those who are regenerated keep the law?
8. What is the use of the law?

We shall now proceed to the consideration of the first four questions here proposed. The fifth belongs to the 93rd Question of
the Catechism; the sixth, to the 94th, and those which follow,
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down to the 114th; the seventh, to the 114th, and the eighth to
the 115th Question.
1. WHAT IS THE LAW IN GENERAL?
The term law (lex) is derived from lego, which means to read, to
publish; or, from lego, which means to choose. The Hebrew
Torah, which means doctrine, agrees with the former derivation
of the term; because laws are published in order that every one
may read and learn them. It is for this reason that ignorance of
the law does not excuse any one. Yea, those who are ignorant of
the laws which have respect to them, sin in that they are ignorant. The Greek nomoV which comes from a word that means to
distribute, to divide, agrees with the latter derivation of the term
law; because the law imposes particular duties upon every one.
{490}
Law now, in general, is a rule, or precept, commanding things
honest and just, requiring obedience from creatures endowed
with reason, with a promise of reward in case of obedience, and
with a threatening of punishment in case of disobedience. It is a
rule, or precept, commanding things honest and just, otherwise it
is no law. Requiring obedience from creatures endowed with reason: the law was not made for those who are not bound to obedience. With a promise of reward in case of obedience; the law
graciously promises blessings to those who perform acceptable
obedience; because no obedience can be meritorious in the
sight of God.
Objection: But the gospel also promises blessings freely. Therefore the law does not differ from the gospel. Answer: The law
promises freely in one respect, and the gospel in another. The
law promises freely upon the condition of obedience on our
part; the gospel, on the other hand, promises freely without the
works of the law. The gospel does not, indeed, promise blessings
freely, independent of any condition whatever; but only without
such a condition as that which the law lays down. And with a
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threatening of punishment in case of disobedience; otherwise the
law would be an empty sound, and of no effect. Plato says: “The
law is a right form of government, which is directed to the best
end, by means that are adapted thereto, threatening punishment
upon transgressors, and promising rewards to the obedient. The
term law is also frequently improperly used to designate the
course, and order which God has established in nature. In this
sense the law, meaning the order of nature, requires that fruit he
produced by a tree. And Paul still more improperly calls original
sin, the law of sin, because as a law it leads us to the commission
of sin.
2. WHAT ARE THE PARTS OF THE LAW,
AND WHAT THEIR DIFFERENCES?
Laws are divine and human. Human laws are such as are instituted by men, and which bind certain persons to certain external duties concerning which there is no express divine precept
or prohibition with a promise of reward and threatening of punishment, corporal and temporal. Human laws are either civil or
ecclesiastical. Civil are such positive laws as are instituted by
magistrates, or by some corporation, or state, in reference to a
certain order or class of actions to be observed in the state in
contracts, trials, punishments, etc. Ecclesiastical, or ceremonial
laws, are those which the church institutes in reference to the
order which is to be observed in the ministry of the church, and
which lay down certain prescriptions in reference to those
things which contribute to the divine law.
Divine laws are those which God has instituted, which belong
partly to angels, partly to men, and partly to certain classes of
men. These do not only require external actions or obedience,
but they also require internal qualities, actions and motives: nor
do they merely propose temporal rewards and punishments; but
also such as are spiritual and eternal. They are also the ends for
which human laws are instituted. Of divine laws there are some
that are eternal and unchangeable; while there are others that
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are changeable; yet only by God himself, who has instituted
them.
The divine law is ordinarily divided, or considered as consisting
of three parts; the moral, the ceremonial and the judicial.
The moral law is a doctrine harmonizing with the eternal and
unchangeable wisdom and justice of God, distinguishing right
from wrong, known by {491} nature, engraven upon the hearts
of creatures endowed with reason in their creation, and afterwards often repeated and declared by the voice of God through
his servants, the prophets; teaching what God is and what he
requires, binding all intelligent creatures to perfect obedience
and conformity to the law, internal and external, promising the
favor of God and eternal life to all those who render perfect obedience, and at the same time denouncing the wrath of God and
everlasting punishment upon all those who do not render this
obedience, unless remission of sins and reconciliation with God
be secured for the sake of Christ the mediator.
Harmonizing with the eternal and unchangeable wisdom of God:
that the law is eternal is evident from this, that it remains one
and the same from the beginning to the end of the world. We
were also created, and have been redeemed by Christ and regenerated by the Holy Spirit, that we might keep this law, or love
God and our neighbor as it requires, both in this and in the life to
come. “I write no new commandment unto you, but an old commandment which you had from the beginning.” (John 2:7)
Afterwards often repeated: God repeated the law of nature which
was engraven upon the mind of man: 1. Because it was obscured
and weakened by the fall. 2. Because many things were entirely
obliterated and lost. 3. That what was still left in the mind of
man might not be regarded as a mere opinion or notion, and so
at length be lost.
Ceremonial laws were those which God gave through Moses in
reference to ceremonies, or the external solemn ordinances
which were to be observed in the public worship of God, with a
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proper attention to the circumstances which had been prescribed; binding the Jewish nation to the coming of the Messiah,
and at the same time distinguishing them from all other nations;
and that they might also be signs, symbols, types and shadows
of spiritual things to be fulfilled in the New Testament by Christ.
Ceremonies are external solemn actions which are often to be
repeated in the same manner and with the same circumstance,
and which have been instituted by God, or by men to be
observed in the external worship of God, for the sake of order,
propriety and signification. The ceremonies which have been
instituted by God, constitute divine worship absolutely; while
those which have been instituted by men, if they are good,
merely contribute to divine worship.
The judicial laws were those which had respect to the civil order
or government, and the maintenance of external propriety
among the Jewish people according to both tables of the Decalogue; or it may be said that they had respect to the order and
duties of magistrates, the courts of justice, contracts, punishments, fixing the limits of kingdoms, etc. These laws God delivered through Moses for the establishment and preservation of
the Jewish commonwealth, binding all the posterity of Abraham,
and distinguishing them from the rest of mankind until the coming of the Messiah; and that they might also serve as a bond for
the preservation and government of the Mosaic polity, until the
manifestation of the Son of God in the flesh, that they might be
certain marks by which the nation which was bound by them,
might be distinguished from all other nations, and might at the
same time be the means of preserving proper discipline and
order, that so they might be types of the order which should be
established in the kingdom of Christ.
All good laws, which alone deserve the name of laws, are to be
traced to {492} the moral law as their source, which agrees in
every respect with the Decalogue, and may also, by necessary
consequence, be deduced from it, so that he who violates the
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one, violates the other likewise. As it respects ceremonial and
judicial laws, however, whether they be divine or human, if they
are only good, they do, indeed, agree with the Decalogue, but
cannot be deduced from it by necessary consequence, as the
moral law, but are subservient to it, as certain specifications of
circumstances. From this we may easily perceive the difference
which exists between these laws: for it is one thing to flow out of
the Decalogue necessarily, and another thing to agree with it,
and contribute to its observance. Yet this difference varies,
because the government of the church and the state is not the
same; nor do these have the same end, nor are they abrogated in
the same way.
But the chief difference between these laws lies in their obligation, manifestation, duration and use. The moral law is known
naturally, binds all men, and that perpetually; it is different,
however, with the ceremonial and judicial law. The moral law
requires obedience which is both internal and external; the others merely require that which is external. The precepts of the
moral law are general, having respect to all men whoever they
may be; the others are special, and do not thus apply to all men.
The precepts of the moral law are the ends of the others; while
they again are subservient to those which are moral. The ceremonial and civil laws were also types and figures of other things
for which they were instituted; it is different, however, with the
moral law. The moral law does not give place to the ceremonial;
it, on the other hand, gives place to the moral.
We must also observe, in passing along, the difference which
exists between the moral law, the natural law, and the Decalogue. The Decalogue contains the sum of the moral laws which
are scattered throughout the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments. The natural, and moral law were the same in man
before the fall, when his nature was pure and holy. Since the fall,
however, which resulted in the corruption and depravity of our
nature, a considerable part of the natural law has become
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obscured and lost by reason of sin, so that there is only a small
portion concerning the obedience which we owe to God still left
in the human mind. It is for this reason that God repeated, and
declared to the church the entire doctrine and true sense of his
law, as contained in the Decalogue. The Decalogue is, therefore,
the renewal and re-enforcing of the natural law, which is only a
part of the Decalogue. This distinction, therefore, which we have
made between the several parts of the divine law must be
retained, both on account of the difference itself, that so the
force and true sense of these laws may be understood, and that
we may also have a correct knowledge and understanding of the
abrogation and use of the law.
3. TO WHAT EXTENT HAS CHRIST ABROGATED THE LAW,
AND TO WHAT EXTENT IS IT STILL IN FORCE?
The ordinary and correct answer to this question is, that the ceremonial and judicial law, as given by Moses, has been abrogated
in as far as it relates to obedience; and that the moral law has
also been abrogated as it respects the curse, but not as it respects
obedience. That the ceremonial and judicial laws have been so
abrogated by the coming of Christ, that they {493} no longer
bind any to obedience, and that they have not the appearance
and force of laws in respect to the present time, is proven, 1.
From the fact that the prophets even declared and foretold this
abrogation in the Old Testament. “Christ shall confirm the covenant with many for one week, and in the midst of the week he
shall cause the sacrifice and the oblation to cease.” “You are a
priest forever after the order of Melchisedek. (Dan. 9:27; Ps.
110:4) 2. Christ and his Apostles, in different places in the New
Testament, expressly assert this abrogation. (See Acts 7:8; Heb.
7:11-18; 8:8-13) Instead of adducing a number of testimonies in
confirmation of this point, we shall merely cite the decree
passed by the Apostles when assembled in Jerusalem: “For it
seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us to lay upon you no
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greater burden, than these necessary things,” etc. (Acts 15:28,
29)
3. When certain causes are once changed, the laws which are
based upon these causes are also changed. One cause now of
the ceremonial and judicial law was that the form of worship
and civil polity which existed among the Jews, from whom the
Messiah was to be born, might distinguish them from all other
nations until the Messiah would come. Another cause was that
they might be types of the Messiah and of his benefits. These
causes now since the coming of the Messiah, have been done
away with: for the Apostle declares that the middle wall of partition between the Jews and other nations has been broken down:
“He is our Peace, who has made both one, and has broken down
the middle wall of partition between us,” “For in Christ Jesus,
neither circumcision availeth any thing, nor uncircumcision, but
a new creature. (Eph. 2:14; Gal. 6:15) It is also every where
taught in the New Testament Scriptures that the rites and ceremonies of the old dispensation have been fulfilled in Christ.
“The Holy Spirit, this signifying that the way into the holiest of
all was not yet made manifest, while the first tabernacle was yet
standing.” “The law and the prophets were until John.” “Let no
man judge you in meat or in drink,” etc. (Heb. 9:8; Luke 10:16;
Col. 2:16)
The Jews are wont to bring forward the following objections
against the abrogation of the law: 1. The Mosaic ritual and the
Jewish kingdom were to last forever; the former according to the
command, the latter according to the promise of God. Circumcision is an everlasting covenant. The Passover was to be observed
for an ordinance forever. This is my rest forever. The sabbath is a
perpetual covenant, Your throne shall be established forever. (Gen.
17:13; Ex. 12:24; Ps. 132:14; Ex. 31:16; Sam. 7:16) Therefore the
form of religion and civil polity instituted by Moses, has not
been abrogated by Christ. Answer: The chain of reasoning in
this syllogism is incorrect, for it proceeds from that which is
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declared to be true in a certain respect, to that which is absolutely true. The major proposition speaks of an absolute perpetuity; while the minor speaks of a perpetuity that is limited,
inasmuch as an unlimited continuance of the Jewish rites and
kingdom is not promised in the above references, but one that
was merely to continue until the coming of the Messiah who
was to be heard after Moses. For the particle Holam signifies,
every where in the Scriptures, not eternity, but the continuance
of a long, though definite period of time. Thus it is said in Ex.
26:6, “And he shall serve him forever,” meaning until the year of
jubilee, as we may easily prove, by a comparison of this declaration with the law respecting {494} the jubilee, as recorded in
Lev. 25:40. Again: we may also grant what is affirmed in the
minor proposition, that an absolute perpetuity is promised; but
this is a continuance, not of the types and shadows, but only of
the things signified thereby, which are spiritual, the truth of
which will continue forever in the church, even though the
types and signs themselves be abolished by Christ. In this
respect the signification of circumcision remains in force even
to this day: so there is also a perpetual sabbath in the church,
and it shall be perpetual in everlasting life: so also the kingdom
of David is established forever in the throne of Christ.
Objection 2: The worship which Ezekiel describes, from the fortieth chapter to the end of his prophecy, has respect to the kingdom of the Messiah, and is to be retained in it. But that worship
is merely typical and ceremonial. Therefore a typical and ceremonial worship is to be retained in the kingdom of the Messiah;
from which we may infer that the Jewish religion and polity was
not to be done away with, but restored by the Messiah. Answer:
The major of this syllogism, if understood absolutely, is not true;
because while the prophet speaks of the kingdom of the Messiah, he does not prophesy concerning this alone: for he at the
same time speaks of the restitution of the ceremonial worship in
Judea, after their return from Babylon, and foretells that it would
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continue until the Messiah would come. We also deny the minor
proposition; for the prophet, under the description of types, did
not only promise the restoration of Jewish types, but he more
particularly foretold and promised the spiritual condition and
glory of the church under the reign of the Messiah, which
should be commenced in this life, and perfected in the life to
come; which may be proven by the following considerations: 1.
The history of Ezra teaches that this restoration would not take
place before the coming of Christ; neither will the other prophecies which are contained in the Old Testament, respecting the
coming and reign of the Messiah in this world, allow us to
believe that there will ever, even after the manifestation of the
Son of God in the flesh, be such a glorious state and condition of
the church on earth as the Jews dream of. Hence this restoration
of Jerusalem, or the church, must be understood spiritually, or
else we shall be compelled to admit, what is absurd, that this
prophecy never has been, nor will be fulfilled. 2. The promise, in
which the prophet declares that neither the house of Israel, nor
their kings, would any more defile the holy name of God, must
necessarily be understood in a spiritual sense, as referring to the
perfection of the life to come. (Ex. 43:7) And it is by no means
uncommon for the prophets to connect the commencement of
the reign of Christ with the perfect establishment of it. 3. The
waters issuing out of the temple cannot be understood of elementary water, but shadow forth and signify the gifts of the Holy
Spirit, which were to be poured out in large measures in the
kingdom of Christ. (Eph. 47:1) 4. Lastly, we have for our
interpreter the Apostle John, who, in the twenty-first and second
chapters of the book of Revelation, describes the spiritual and
heavenly Jerusalem, by which is meant the glorified church of
the New Testament, in words taken, as it were, from the description given by the prophet Ezekiel. This prophecy, therefore,
affords no proof whatever in favor of the observance of Jewish
rites in the kingdom of Christ.
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Objection 3: The best and most wholesome form of government
is always to be retained. The form of government established
among the Jews was {495} the best and most wholesome, for
the reason that it was instituted by God. Therefore it is to be
retained. Answer: There is here a fallacy in taking that to be
absolutely true, which is true only in a certain respect. The form
of government established among the Jews was the best, not
absolutely, but only for that time, that country and nation: for
there were many things in it adapted to the state and condition
of that nation, country, time, and ceremonial worship, the observance of which would now neither be proper nor profitable,
because the causes on account of which those laws were given
to the Jews are now changed or removed; as giving a writing or
bill of divorcement, marrying the widow of one’s kindred, etc.
God did not, for this reason, institute this form of government
that all nations and ages might be bound by it; but only that his
own people might, by this discipline, be separated for a time
from the surrounding nations.
If any one should object and say, that if Christians are permitted
to observe and conform to the laws of other nations, such as the
Greeks or Romans, etc., much more ought we to observe those
which were given by Moses, the servant of God; we readily grant
the argument, if this observance is rendered without attaching to
it the idea of necessity; or if these laws are observed, not
because Moses commanded and enjoined them upon the Jewish
nation, but because there are good reasons why we should now
comply with them; and if these reasons should be changed, to
retain the liberty of changing these enactments by public
authority.
We have thus far spoken merely of the abrogation of the ceremonial and judicial law. We must now proceed to speak of the
moral law.
The moral law has, as it respects one part, been abrogated by
Christ; and as it respects another, it has not. It has been abro-

Lord’s Day 34

879

gated, as it respects the faithful, in two ways: 1. The curse of the
law has been removed as it respects those who are justified by
faith in Christ, in consequence of having his merits imputed
unto them; or it may be said that the law has been abrogated as
touching justification, because judgment is not pronounced in
reference to us according to the law, but according to the gospel.
The sentence of the law would condemn and give us over to
destruction. Its dreadful language is, “In your sight shall no man
living be justified.” (Ps. 143:2) The sentence of the gospel is different: Its language is, “He that believes on the Son has everlasting life.” (John 3:36) This abrogation of the law is the first and
principal part of Christian liberty, of which it is said, “There is no
condemnation to them which are in Christ Jesus.” “You are not
under the law, but under grace.” (Rom. 8:1; 6:14) 2. The law has
been abrogated in reference to Christians, as it respects constraint. The law no longer forces and wrests obedience as a
tyrant, or as a master compels a worthless servant to render obedience to his behests; because Christ commences in us by his
Spirit a free and cheerful obedience, so that we willingly comply
with whatever the law requires from us. The Apostle says, concerning this part of Christian liberty: “Sin shall not have dominion over you; for you are not under the law, but under grace.”
(Rom. 6:14) What this liberty is, the Apostle explains in the seventh chapter of his Epistle to the Romans. “The law is not made
for a righteous man; but for the lawless and disobedient,” etc.
“Against such, there is no law.” (1 Tim. 1:9; Gal. 5:23)
Objection: The law and the prophets were until John. (Matt.
11:13) Hence if the law was then first abrogated, as it respects
condemnation, {496} when Christ appeared in the flesh, it follows that the faithful who lived before the coming of Christ must
have been under condemnation. Answer: The law was abrogated, as touching condemnation, no less to the faithful under
the Old Testament, than to those who live under the New Testa-
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ment: to the former as to efficacy and power; to the latter as to
fulfillment and manifestation.
But the moral law, or Decalogue, has not been abrogated in as far
as obedience to it is concerned. God continually, no less now
than formerly, requires both the regenerate and the unregenerate to render obedience to his law. This may be proven: 1. From
the end for which Christ has redeemed us from the curse of the
law. This was that he might make us, who were delivered from
sin and the curse of the law, the temples of God; and not that we
should persist in sin, and hatred to God. 2. We are bound to render obedience and gratitude to God in proportion to the number
and greatness of the benefits which he confers upon us. But
those who are united to Christ by faith, receive from the hands
of God more and greater benefits than all others: for they do not
merely enjoy, in common with others, the benefit of creation
and preservation, but enjoy in addition to this the grace of
regeneration and justification. Therefore we are more strongly
bound to render obedience to the divine law than others, and
that more after our regeneration and justification than before. 3.
From the testimony of Scripture: “Think not that I am come to
destroy the law, or the prophets; I am not come to destroy, but to
fulfill.” (Matt. 5:17) This is spoken, indeed, of the whole law, but
with a special reference to the moral law, which Christ has fulfilled in four respects:
1. By his own righteousness and conformity with the law. It
behooved him to be perfectly righteous in himself, and to be
conformable to the law according to each nature, that he might
make satisfaction for us, as it is said: “For such an High Priest
became us, who is holy, harmless, undefiled, and separate from
sinners,” etc. (Heb. 7:26)
2. By enduring a punishment sufficient for our sins: “For 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)
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3. Christ fulfills the law in us by his Spirit, by whom he renews
us in the image of God. “Our old man is crucified with Christ,
that the body’ of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth we
should not serve sin.” “If the Spirit of him that raised up Jesus
from the dead dwell in you, he that raised up Christ from the
dead shall also quicken your mortal bodies, by his Spirit that
dwelleth in you.” (Rom. 6:6; 8:11)
4. Christ fulfilled the law by teaching it and restoring its true
meaning and sense, which he did by freeing it from the corruptions and glosses of the Pharisees, as appears from his sermon
on the mount, and from other portions of his teachings. If
Christ, therefore, teaches and restores in us obedience to the law,
he does not abolish the law in respect to obedience. Paul teaches
the same thing when he asks: “Do we then make void the law
through faith? God forbid; yea, we establish the law.” (Rom. 3:31)
The law now is established by faith in three ways: 1. By confessing and approving the sentence which it passes in reference to
ourselves, that we do not render the obedience which is due
from us to the law, and are, therefore, deserving of eternal condemnation. We also confess the same {497} thing by seeking
righteousness without ourselves in Christ. 2. By satisfaction. By
faith we apply unto ourselves the satisfaction of Christ, which is
equivalent to everlasting punishment, which the law requires
from us in case we do not render a full and perfect obedience to
its claims. It is by means of this satisfaction now that we are justified, not indeed by the law, nor yet contrary to the law, but with
the law, which Christ has fully satisfied by his perfect obedience
in our room and stead. 3. By new obedience. This obedience is
commenced in us in this life by the Spirit of Christ, and will be
perfected in the life to come. The same thing may be expressed
more briefly, thus: the law is established by faith, both because
the doctrine concerning the righteousness which is by faith,
teaches that we are righteous, not in ourselves, and that we cannot be justified unless the perfect satisfaction which the law
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requires intervene, and also because the restoration of obedience to the law in us is brought about by faith.
The sum of what we have now said, touching the abrogation of
the law is this: that the ceremonial and judicial laws instituted by
Moses have been entirely abolished and done away with by the
coming of Christ, as far as it relates to obligation and obedience
on our part. The moral law, however, has not been abolished as
it respects obedience, but only as it respects the curse, justification and constraint.
The objections of the Antinomians, Libertines, and others of a
similar cast, who contend that the moral law has no respect to
Christians, and that it ought not to be taught in the church of
Christ, will be noticed when we come to the exposition of the
115th Question of the Catechism where we shall speak of the
use of the law.
5. IN WHAT DOES THE LAW DIFFER FROM THE GOSPEL?
The exposition of this question is necessary for a variety of considerations, and especially that we may have a proper understanding of the law and the gospel, to which a knowledge of that
in which they differ greatly contributes. According to the definition of the law, which says, that it promises rewards to those
who render perfect obedience; and that it promises them freely,
inasmuch as no obedience can be meritorious in the sight of
God, it would seem that it does not differ from the gospel, which
also promises eternal life freely. Yet notwithstanding this seeming agreement, there is a great difference between the law and
the gospel. They differ, 1. As to the mode of revelation peculiar to
each. The law is known naturally: the gospel was divinely
revealed after the fall of man. 2. In matter or doctrine. The law
declares the justice of God separately considered: the gospel
declares it in connection with his mercy. The law teaches what
we ought to be in order that we may be saved: the gospel teaches
in addition to this, how we may become such as the law
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requires, viz.: by faith in Christ. 3. In their conditions or promises.
The law promises eternal life and all good things upon the condition of our own and perfect righteousness, and of obedience in
us: the gospel promises the same blessings upon the condition
that we exercise faith in Christ, by which we embrace the obedience which another, even Christ, has performed in our behalf; or
the gospel teaches that we are justified freely by faith in Christ.
With this faith is also connected, as by an indissoluble bond, the
condition of new obedience. 4. In their effects. The law works
wrath, and is the ministration of death: the gospel is the ministration of life and of the Spirit. (Rom. 4:15; 2 Cor. 3:7)

QUESTION 93
93. How are these commandments divided?
A. Into two tables: the first of which teaches us, in four
commandments, what duties we owe to God; the second,
in six, what duties we owe to our neighbor.
EXPOSITION:
This Question concerning the division of the Decalogue is necessary and profitable; 1. Because God himself expressed a certain number of tables and commandments in the Decalogue. 2.
Because Christ divided the sum of the whole law into two commandments, or into two kinds of commandments. 3. Because a
correct division of the Decalogue contributes much to a proper
understanding of the commandments. It teaches and admonishes us in reference to the degrees of obedience required by
each table, and shows that the worship of the first table is the
most important.
There is a three-fold division of the Decalogue.
I. It is divided into two tables by Moses and Christ. The first table
comprehends the duties which we owe to God immediately; the
second the duties which we owe to him mediately; or it may be
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said that the first table teaches us how we ought to behave
towards God, while the second teaches what duties we owe
towards our neighbor. This division is based upon the word of
God clearly expressed, “Hew you two tables of stone.” (Ex. 34:1,
4, 29; Deut. 4:13) So Christ and Paul refer the whole law to the
love of God and our neighbor. “You shall love the Lord your God
with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your
mind: this is the first and great commandment. And the second
is like unto it: You shall love your neighbor as yourself.” (Matt.
22:37, 38, 39) This division is profitable; 1. That we may the better understand the true sense and design of the whole law, and
the perfect obedience which it required of us. 2. That we may
observe the common rule, to yield the precepts of the second
table to those of the first in the same kind of worship, or that we
should prefer the love and glory of God to the love and salvation
of all creatures, according as it is written, “We ought to obey God
rather than men.” (Acts 5:29)
II. The Decalogue is divided into ten commandments, of which
the first four belong to the first table; the rest belong to the second table. God enumerated or included ten commandments in
the Decalogue, not because he was delighted more with this
number than any other, but because the substance and reasons
of these things! were comprehended in this number; for all that
we owe to God and our neighbor is contained in these ten precepts or laws, so that nothing is omitted, nor is there any thing
superfluous. The four commandments of the first table comprise every thing which we owe to God immediately; while the
remaining six, which make up the second table, contain every
thing which has respect to the manner in which this life should
be spent so as to result in happiness and peace.
There is, however, much diversity of sentiment and disagreement in {499} relation to the enumeration of the commandments. Some enumerate only three, others five, and others four
commandments in the first table. But that that division which
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attributes four commandments to the first table, in such a way
that the first includes what is said in reference to having no
other gods beside Jehovah; the second, what is said of not making graven images; the third, of not taking the name of God in
vain; the fourth, of hallowing the Sabbath; thus referring the
other six to the second table; that this division is the best and
most correct, we prove by the following considerations.
1. According to this division, each commandment expresses
something distinct and separate from the rest, so that it may easily be distinguished from all the others, according to its true
sense and meaning. When God himself divided the Decalogue
into ten commandments, he doubtless designed that these precepts should differ from each other, so that each one should
contain and express something peculiar to itself. Hence, if these
commandments have not a different signification, they are not
different, but one and the same. The commandments, now,
which forbid our having strange gods, and making graven
images, are different in their meaning and signification. The
former forbids any other god to be worshipped, besides him
who alone is the true God; the other forbids that this true God
should be worshipped in any other way, than that which he has
prescribed. So, on the other hand, the commandment concerning concupiscence, or lust, out of which some make the ninth
and tenth commandments, is but one as to its meaning, as the
very persons themselves who make this division, testify, whenever they, in their expositions, join together this, their ninth and
tenth commandments. The apostle Paul also teaches the same
thing when he speaks of lust as though it were but one commandment, saying, “I had not known lust (to be sin) except the
law had said, You shall not covet” (Rom. 7:7) Hence, the first and
second commandments of which we have spoken, are two different commandments, while this last, which some divide into
two, is but one commandment Moreover, if the tenth commandment concerning lust is to be divided into two, because it dis-

886

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

tinctly forbids coveting, or lusting after our neighbor’s house
and wife, then it would also follow, according to this reasoning,
that it would have to be divided into more, yea, into as many
commandments as there are things specified, which we are not
to covet.
2. Those commandments are, without doubt, different and not
the same which Moses has separated by different periods and
verses; while those which he has expressed in one sentence, or
verse, are not different, but constitute only one commandment.
The Commandment, now, which forbids our having strange
gods, and that which forbids our making graven images, are distinguished and separated by Moses into different verses, or sentences. They are, therefore, not the same, but different
commandments. It is different, however, as it respects the commandment which forbids the coveting of our neighbor’s house,
and wife; for this is not separated into distinct verses by Moses,
as in the former case, but is comprehended in one sentence.
Hence, it constitutes only one commandment, and not two, as
some will have it.
3. Moses, without doubt, observed and retained the same order
in rehearsing the commandments, both in Exodus and Deuteronomy. But the words of the tenth commandment, respecting
the coveting of our neighbor’s {500} house and wife, are not in
these places rehearsed in the same, but in a different order. In
Exodus the words, You shall not covet your neighbor’s house, precede those which declare, You shall not covet your neighbor’s
wife. But in Deuteronomy the order is different; for here the
words, You shall not desire your neighbor’s wife, precede those
which declare, You shall not desire your neighbor’s house. Therefore, these sentences are parts of one and the same commandment, or else there will be no ninth commandment, and we will
be driven to the necessity of maintaining that Moses in one
place confounded the ninth commandment with the tenth, and
substituted a part of the tenth in the place of the ninth, which
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absurdity we dare not charge upon him. This transposition of
the words in the instances to which reference is here had,
clearly proves that God designed that that portion of the Decalogue which is comprehended in one period, should constitute
but one commandment, and that the tenth.
4. This division of the commandments of the Decalogue is supported and sustained by the best and most weighty authority.
The ancient Jewish writers distinguish the first and second commandments and include in the tenth the same portion of the
Decalogue, which we have, as may be seen by a reference to the
Antiquities of Josephus, the third book, and to the exposition of
the Decalogue by Philo. It is in the same way that the Grecian
Fathers and writers divide the Decalogue; as Athanasius, Origen,
Gregory Narzianzen, Chrysostom, Zonaras and Nicephorus. The
same thing may be said of the Latin Fathers, Jerome, Ambrose,
Severus and Augustine. This distinction of the Decalogue was,
therefore, at a very early period regarded as the most correct,
and was received in the Greek and Latin Churches.
That Josephus, Philo and some of the Grecian Writers make each
table of the Decalogue consist of five commandments, does not
prove anything against what we have here said; for although
they do this, they, nevertheless, all agree that the words respecting the worship of the one true God, and those which prohibit
the making of graven images, constitute two distinct commandments, while that portion of the Decalogue which has respect to
lust, or coveting, constitutes only one commandment, and not
two.
There is also another division of the Decalogue in the writings of
Augustine, (Epist. 119, ad Januar. cap. 11, and quest. super Exod.
cap. 7) according to which the first table consists of only three
commandments, and the second of seven; but the allegory of
the Trinity upon which Augustine bases this division is too weak
to give any countenance to it.

888

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

We may remark, however, in this connection, that if only the
doctrine and true sense of the Decalogue concerning the true
God, and his worship be retained, there ought to be no bitter or
angry contention about the division of the words and sentences.
III. The Decalogue is divided according to its matter, or according
to the things which are commanded or forbidden therein, into
the worship of God as immediate, and mediate. The worship of
God is commanded in the Decalogue generally; while that is forbidden which is contrary thereto. The worship of God, now, is
either immediate, when moral works are performed to him
immediately; or it is mediate, when moral works are performed
towards our neighbor on God’s account. The immediate worship
of God is contained in the first table, and is either internal, or
external. The internal consists in this, partly that we worship the
true God, and that {501} we render unto him that which is
required in the first commandment, and, partly, that we worship
him in the manner prescribed in the second commandment,
whether it be in respect to the worship which is internal, or
external. The immediate external worship of God is either private, or public. That which is private, includes the private moral
works of everyone—the works which every man ought at all
times to perform, as it respects acknowledging and confessing
God, both in word and deed, which worship is taught in the third
commandment. The public worship of God consists in the sanctification of the Sabbath, which is contained in the fourth commandment. The worship of God, which is mediate, and which
consists in the duties we owe towards men, or our neighbor, is
contained in the second table, and is likewise external and internal. That which is external consists, partly, in the duties of governors, parents, etc., to those under them, and contrariwise, which
duties are comprehended in the fifth commandment; and,
partly, in the duties which one man owes to another, which are
taught and enforced in the other commandments. These are
either the preservation of life and safety, whether of ourselves or
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of others, which is enjoined in the sixth commandment; or the
preservation of chastity and marriage, which is taught in the seventh commandment; or the preservation of goods and possessions, which is comprised in the eighth commandment; or the
preservation of truth, which is enforced in the ninth commandment. The mediate worship of God, which is internal, or the
internal duties of that worship which is mediate, consist in the
proper moderation and regulation of all the affections which we
are to cherish towards our neighbor, which worship must be
included in all the preceding commandments, and is prescribed
in the tenth.
We may now easily return an answer to the following objection:
the duties which we owe towards our neighbor are not the worship of God. The second table prescribes the duties which we
owe towards our neighbor. Therefore, the obedience of the second table does not constitute the worship of God. Answer: The
major proposition is true only of the immediate worship of God,
in reference to which we admit the conclusion: for the obedience of the second table is not the immediate worship of God, as
is the obedience of the first table; but it is that which is mediate,
or which we perform towards God in our neighbor, or by our
neighbor coming between God and us. For the duties of love to
our neighbor ought to proceed from the love of God; and when
they are performed in this way they please God, and have
respect to him, no less than the obedience which is required by
the first table of the Decalogue. These duties are, therefore, in
respect to God, on account of whom they are performed, called
and are in fact the worship of God; but in respect to our neighbor,
towards whom they are directly performed, they are called
duties. Hence, the worship which each table enjoins, differs as to
the object towards whom it is performed. The first table has only
an immediate object, which is God: the second has an immediate object, which is our neighbor, and at the same time a mediate object, which is God. {502}
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A table of the third division of the Decalogue

Immediate,
or towards
God alone.
This is
either:

Internal:

Concerning the worship of
God under a proper form; as
in commandment 2
External,
which is
either:

The
Decalogue
commands
the
worship of
God in
general,
which is:

External,
which
consists
in:
Mediate,
or
towards
our
neighbor,
on
account
of God.
This is
either:

Concerning the one true God;
as in commandment 1

Private, as in 3
Public, as in 4

The duties of superiors to those
who are under them, and
contrariwise as in 5
Preservation:
Of life and safety, whether of
ourselves or of others, as in 6
Of chastity, as in 7
Of goods, and possessions,
as in 8
Of truth, as in 9

Internal, which consists in a proper
moderation and regulation of the desires of
the heart, that no one desire, or think
anything contrary to all or any of the former
commandments, as in 10

GENERAL RULES
Before we proceed to the exposition of each commandment singly, it is proper that we should lay down certain general rules
necessary to the understanding of the Decalogue as a whole, and
of each commandment in particular.
1. The Decalogue must be understood according to the interpretation of Scripture, or according to the explanation which the
Prophets, Christ, and his Apostles have incidentally given; and
not merely according to human judgment or philosophy. We
must unite, or bring together the explanations found in different
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portions of Scripture, and not adhere slavishly to the simple letter of the commandments expressed in such a brief form. Nor is
moral philosophy sufficient for a full interpretation of the Decalogue, inasmuch as it contains only a small portion of the law.
This too is one great difference between philosophy and the
doctrine delivered and taught in the church.
2. The Decalogue demands in every commandment internal and
external obedience in the understanding, will, heart and actions
of the life, perfect not only as to the parts, but also as to the
degrees of this obedience; or what is the same thing, it requires
that we obey God perfectly, not only in the duties enjoined, but
also in the degrees of these duties; for “Cursed is every one that
continues not in all things which are written in the book of the
law to do them.” “The law is spiritual.” “Whosoever is angry
with his brother without a cause shall be in danger of the judgment,” etc. (Gal. 3:10; Rom. 7:14; Matt. 5:22) {503}
3. The first commandment must be included in all the rest, or
what is the same thing, the obedience which it requires, must be
the constraining and final cause of obedience to all the other
precepts of the Decalogue, or else that which we do, is not the
worship of God, but hypocrisy; yea, all the duties which are
enjoined in the other commandments must be performed from
and on account of the love of God, or because we love him
above every thing else, and desire to glorify and praise him.
4. That we may form a correct judgment, or come to a proper
understanding of every commandment, it is above all things
necessary that we consider the design, or end of each precept of
the Decalogue; for the end of the law shows its meaning, and
from the object which God intends, and wills to accomplish by
each commandment, we may easily and correctly judge concerning the means which lead to the attainment of this end. This
rule is also of great importance in the interpretation of human
laws.
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5. The same virtue, or the same work may, for different ends and
in different respects, be enjoined in more than one commandment; because the end for which any thing is done gives character to the action, and the same virtue may contribute to different
objects; as fortitude is a virtue of the sixth commandment and of
the fifth at the same time, because it is also required of the magistrate who is to undertake the defense of others. The observance of this rule is important, therefore, that we may not give
ourselves unnecessary trouble in distinguishing and comparing
the different virtues.
6. Negative precepts are contained in those which are positive,
or affirmative, and contrariwise: for when the law enjoins any
thing, it at the same time forbids that which is contrary thereto;
and when it prohibits any thing, it at the same time enjoins the
opposite. In this way the law enjoins the practice of virtue, in
forbidding vice, and contrariwise: for where any good is
enjoined, there the evil which is particularly opposed to this
good, is prohibited; for the reason that the good cannot be put
into practice, without an omission of the evil at the same time.
And by evil we do not mean, the doing of that which is evil, but
also the omission of that which is good.
7. Care must be taken that we do not understand the commandments in too restricted a sense. Commandments which are particular must always be comprehended in the general; the
general must be understood, in the particular; the cause, in the
effect; and the correlative, in the relative. Thus when murder or
adultery is prohibited, every injury, and every lust which men
may wickedly cherish is at the same time condemned: so when
the law enjoins chastity, it at the same time enforces temperance, without which there can be no chastity; and when it
requires subjection, it at the same time recognizes its correlative,
viz.: the magistracy.
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8. The commandments of the second table yield to those of the
first; so the commandments respecting ceremonial worship give
place to those respecting moral worship.
Objection: But the second commandment is like unto the first.
Answer: There is here in this argument a fallacy in understanding that simply and absolutely, which is declared to be similar
only in certain respects. The second is like unto the first, not in
every point of view, but as we have explained in the former part
of this work, 1. In the kind of worship which it requires, which is
moral, and always to be preferred to {504} that which is ceremonial. Ceremonies should always give place to the duties of
charity prescribed in the second table. 2. It is like unto the first in
the kind of punishment, which is eternal, and which is inflicted
upon all those who violate either table. 3. It is like unto the first
in respect to the connection which exists between the love of God
and our neighbor, as between cause and effect, by which it
comes to pass that obedience cannot be rendered to one table of
the Decalogue, while the other is disregarded. God is not loved,
except our neighbor be loved; neither is our neighbor truly
loved, when God is not loved. “If a man say I love God, and hates
his neighbor, he is a liar; for he that loves not his brother, whom
he has seen, how can he love God, whom he has not seen.” (1
John 4:20) This was also the design of Christ’s discourse in Matt.
22:38, 39; for the Pharisees placed divine ceremonies and their
own superstitions upon an equality with the obedience of the
second table. It was now for the correction of this error that
Christ de dared, that the second table is like unto the first; that is,
as the obedience of the first is moral, spiritual, and most important, so also is the obedience of the second; and as the ceremonial enactments give place to the duties of the first table, so do
they in like manner unto the second.
There is, however, notwithstanding these points of similarity, a
very great difference between the precepts of the first and second table. They differ, 1. In their objects. The object of the first
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table is God himself; the object of the second is our neighbor. By
as much, therefore, as God is greater than our neighbor, by so
much the greater and more important is the obedience of the
first table, than the second; and by as much as our neighbor is
inferior to God, by so much does the obedience of the second
table fall under that of the first. 2. They differ in respect to order,
or consequence. The obedience of the first table is chief, and
supreme: the obedience of the second falls beneath that of the
first, and is depending upon it. Nay it is only because we love
God, that we love our neighbor. Obedience to the first table is the
cause of obedience to the second. Love to our neighbor grounds
itself in love to God; but not contrariwise. So Christ says,” If any
man come to me and hate not his father and mother, and wife,
and children, and brethren, and sisters, yea, and his own life
also, he cannot be my disciple.” (Luke 14:26) It is now on
account of these two chief points of difference that the precepts
of the second table may correctly be said to give place to those
of the first.
But some one may still further object, and say, the duties which
love to our neighbor requires, do not yield to the ceremonies
commanded by the first table, according as it is said, “I will have
mercy, and not sacrifice.” (Hos. 6:6; Matt. 12:7) The duties of love
to our neighbor constitute the obedience of the second table.
Therefore this obedience does not yield to the obedience of the
first table. We may reply to this objection by denying the conclusion, inasmuch as it contains more than follows legitimately
from the premises. All that follows legitimately is: therefore the
duties of the second table do not yield to the ceremonies commanded by the first; which is true, and does not contradict the
rule here laid down, which is to be understood of moral and ceremonial duties. If, therefore, the necessity and safety of our
neighbor require the omission of any ceremony, this should
rather be omitted, than that the safety of our neighbor should be
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{505} disregarded. It is in this way that we are to understand the
declaration, I will have mercy, and not sacrifice.
THESES CONCERNING THE DECALOGUE
1. The first table enjoins the duties which we owe to God; the
second, the duties which we owe to our neighbor; yet in such a
way that the former are referred immediately, the latter mediately, to God.
2. The first commandment, seeing that it commands us to have
no other God beside the true God—the God revealed to us in the
church, comprehends chiefly the internal worship of God,
which has its seat in the mind, will and heart.
3. The principal parts of this worship are the true knowledge of
God, faith, hope, the love of God, the fear of God, humility and
patience.
4. God may be known by rational creatures in as far as he has
been pleased to reveal himself to every one.
5. There is a knowledge of God which is simply and absolutely
perfect, which is the knowledge that God has of himself. The
eternal Father, Son and Holy Spirit, know themselves and each
other, and understand wholly and perfectly their infinite
essence, as well as the mode of existence peculiar to each person: for no one but a being of an infinite understanding can have
a perfect knowledge of that which is infinite. There is also a
knowledge of God which belongs to creatures, according to
which angels and men have a knowledge of the whole and perfect nature and majesty of God, as being most simple; but they
do not know it wholly, but merely in as far as God has revealed it
unto them.
6. The knowledge of God which creatures possess, if it be compared with that which God has of himself, may be said to be
imperfect. But if we consider the degrees of this knowledge, we
may view it as perfect or imperfect, yet not absolutely, but comparatively: that is, in respect to the higher and lower degrees of
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this knowledge. That knowledge of God is perfect which the
blessed angels and saints have in the heavenly world, by which
they have a most clear perception of God, or at least as much as
is necessary for the conformity of rational creatures with God.
That knowledge of God is imperfect which men possess in this
life.
7. The knowledge of God which is imperfect, or which we have
in this life, is of two kinds: Christian or theological, and philosophical. The former is obtained from the writings of the Prophets and Apostles; the latter is known from the principles and
general truths known by men naturally, and from a contemplation of the works of God.
8. The knowledge of God which is theological or Christian, consists of two kinds: the one spiritual or true, living, effectual and
saving; the other is according to the letter. The former is that
knowledge of God and of his will which the Holy Spirit kindles
in our minds, according to and by the word, producing in the
will and heart an inclination and desire more and more to know
and do those things which God commands to be done. That
knowledge of God which is according to the letter, is that which
has been in the mind of man either from the creation, or has
been kindled subsequently in the mind by the Holy Spirit,
through the word, which is, however, accompanied with no
desire of conformity with the requirements of the divine law.
{506}
9. The knowledge of God, which is spiritual and literal, is in one
respect immediate, being produced by the influence of the Holy
Spirit, without ordinary means; in another respect it is mediate,
being produced by the Holy Spirit, through the doctrine which
has been divinely revealed, as heard, read, or meditated upon.
10. The way by which we ordinarily obtain a knowledge of God
is that which God himself has prescribed unto us, which is by
study and meditation upon his word. We should, therefore, in
this way strive to obtain a knowledge of God, and not require or
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look for any extraordinary and immediate revelation, unless God
of his own accord offer it unto us, and confirm it with certain
and satisfactory evidences.
11. But although God has sufficiently declared unto us, in his
word, as much as he would have us know concerning himself,
yet the demonstrations which nature furnishes respecting God
are not superfluous, seeing that they reprove the wickedness of
ungodly men, while they establish the faithful in piety and godliness, and are, therefore, commended by God himself in various
places in the Scriptures, and are to be considered by us.
12. Yet we must hold, respecting these demonstrations which
nature furnishes of God, that they are indeed true and in harmony with his word; but that they are, nevertheless, not sufficient to a true knowledge of God.
13. Furthermore, although natural demonstrations teach nothing concerning God that is false, yet men, without the knowledge of God’s word, obtain nothing from them except false
notions and conceptions of God; both because these demonstrations do not contain as much as is delivered in his word, and
also because even those things which may be understood naturally, men, nevertheless, on account of innate corruption and
blindness, receive and interpret falsely, and so corrupt it in various ways.
14. Ignorance of those things which God will have known by us
concerning himself, revealed to the church in his word and
works both of creation and redemption, is, therefore, here condemned in the first commandment of the Decalogue. So, likewise, there is here a condemnation of the errors of those who
imagine that there is no God, as the Epicureans, or that there are
many gods, as do the heathen, the Manichaeans, and those who
offer prayers to the angels, the spirits of the departed, or other
creatures. The same thing may be said of the vain confidence of
superstitious men, who put their trust in creatures and in things
different from God, who has revealed himself in the church, as
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do the Jews, Mohammedans, Sabellians, Samosatenians, Arians,
and such like, who do not acknowledge God to be the eternal
Father, with the Son and Holy Spirit co-eternal.
Having now laid down certain general rules necessary for a
proper understanding of the Decalogue, we shall now proceed to
give the true sense of each commandment in particular.

Question 94
94. What does God require in the first command?
A. That I, as sincerely as I desire the salvation of my own
soul, avoid and flee from all idolatry, sorcery,
soothsaying, superstition, invocation of saints, or any
other creature, and learn rightly to know the only true
god, trust in him alone, with humility and patience
submit to him, expect all good things from him only;
love, fear, and glorify him with my whole heart: so that I
renounce and forsake all creatures, rather than commit
even the least thing contrary to his will. {507}

Question 95
95. What is idolatry?
A. Idolatry is to conceive or have something else in which to
place our trust instead of, or besides, the one true god
who has revealed Himself in His Word.
EXPOSITION:
THE FIRST COMMANDMENT consists of two parts: a preface and
a precept. The words of the preface are: I am the Lord your God,
which has brought you out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of
bondage. This preface belongs to the whole Decalogue. It
describes and distinguishes God, the law-giver from all creatures, human legislators and false deities, and contains three reasons why the obedience of the first and following
commandments should be performed to God. The first is,
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because God declares himself to be Jehovah, by which he distinguishes himself, the true God, from all creatures, that he may
show that he has the supreme right and authority to rule. I, said
he, whom you hearest speaking, and announcing the law unto
you, I am Jehovah, the true God, who exists of and by himself
giving life and being to all things, and having, therefore, supreme
authority to govern and rule all things—the Creator of all things,
being eternal and almighty—the author and preserver of all
good things: therefore you shall obey me. 2. He says that he is the
God of his people, that he might thus, by the promise of his bountifulness, constrain us the more effectually to render obedience
to him. God is, indeed, the God of all creatures by creation, preservation and government; but he is the God of his church by the
special manifestation and communication which he has made
of himself: for he is properly the God of those whom he loves,
and delights in above all others. It is for this reason that David
calls that nation happy whose God is the Lord, saying, “Blessed
is the nation whose God is the Lord, and the people whom he
has chosen for his own inheritance.” (Ps. 33:12) God is now our
God, when we acknowledge him to be such an one as he has
revealed himself in his word, viz.: as one who directs and
devotes his power, justice, wisdom and mercy to our salvation,
and who offers, with singular love, to be gracious to us in his
Son. 3. He adds, which has brought you out of the land of Egypt,
that he might, by bringing them to recollect the recent and wonderful deliverance wrought in their behalf, show and admonish
them that they were bound to render gratitude and obedience to
him. It is as if he would say, I am he who is your God; I have manifested myself to you, and drawn you to myself by such singular
benefits. This has respect to us, as well as to the Jews; because by
the mention of this one deliverance, so wonderful in its nature,
there is figuratively comprehended all the deliverances of the
church, and amongst them that which has been accomplished
by Christ, of which the deliverance from Egyptian bondage was
a type. Hence, when God in this preface declares that he is Jeho-
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vah, the deliverer of the church, he opposes himself to all creatures and idols, and challenges for himself universal obedience,
honor and worship.
There have been some who have considered this preface as the
first commandment, and have taken the words, You shall have no
other gods before me, as the second commandment. But it is
plain that the words, I am the Lord your God, etc., are not the
words of one commanding anything, but of one affirming something with reference to himself. As to the words, however, which
follow, saying, You shall have, etc., they evidently have the form
of a commandment.
The first commandment, then, is, You shall have no other gods
before me. The end of this commandment is the immediate
internal worship of {508} God; which is, that we acknowledge
the only true God revealed in the church, and render unto him,
with all our heart, soul and mind, such honor as is due him. This
commandment, moreover, is negative in such a way, that it contains in it an affirmative: You shall have no other gods; but you
shall regard me, that Jehovah revealed in the church, as your God
alone. To have God, is to know and acknowledge that he is God,
that he is one, that he is such an one as he has revealed himself
in the church, and that he is also such a God to us: then it is to
trust in him alone, with the greatest humility and patience—to
submit ourselves to him with fear and reverence—to love him
and to expect all good things from him alone. It is in these things
that the obedience of this commandment consists, whose parts
are the virtues of which we shall presently speak. Another god is
any and every thing to which we may attribute the properties,
attributes and works of the true God, even though the thing itself
does not possess them, and even though they are inconsistent
with its nature. To have other gods is not to have the true God;
which is, to have no god, or many gods, or another god, beside
him that has been revealed unto us, or not to acknowledge God
to be unto us such as he has made himself known to be, or not to
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trust in him—not to submit ourselves to him in true humility
and patience—not to expect all good things from him alone, and
not to love or revere him. The different parts of this impiety constitute those vices which are the opposite of the virtues of which
we shall speak in the exposition of this commandment. Before
me, or in my sight, as if he would say: You shall have no other
gods, not only in your words and actions in the sight of men; but
you shall have none beside me in the secret chamber of your
heart, for nothing is concealed from my view;—I am the
searcher of hearts, and the trier of the reins of the children of
men, and all things are naked and open to my view.
The easiest method of explaining each commandment, is to
make a division of the obedience which every precept requires,
into the virtues that are peculiar to it as parts, and then take up
and consider the vices which are opposed to these virtues.
According to this method, the parts of the obedience required by
the first commandment consist of seven in number: the knowledge of God, faith, hope, the love of God, the fear of God,
humility, and patience.
I. THE KNOWLEDGE OF GOD includes such a conception of the
being and character of God as agrees with the revelation he has
been pleased to make of himself in his works and word, and to
be moved and stirred by this knowledge to trust, love, fear, and
worship this one true God, concerning which it is said: “How
shall they believe in him of whom they have not heard.” “This is
life eternal, that they might know you, the only true God, and
Jesus Christ whom you have sent.” (Rom. 10:14; John 17:3)
The vices opposed to this virtue are many, of which we may
mention the following:
1. Ignorance of God and of his will, which is not to know concerning God, or to doubt in reference to those things which we ought
to know from the works of creation, and the divine revelation
which has been made unto us. This ignorance is either innate, by
which we mean an ignorance of those things of which we have
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no knowledge, and which we cannot understand on account of
the depravity of our nature; or it is a feigned and studied ignorance of those things which our conscience tells {509} us
should be inquired into, but which we, nevertheless, do not seek
to become acquainted with from any desire of knowing or obeying God. It is said of both forms of this ignorance of God: “There
is none that understands; there is none that seeks after God.”
“The natural man receives not the things of the Spirit of God.”
(Rom. 3:11; 1 Cor. 2:14)
2. Errors or false notions of God, as when some imagine that
there is no God, or that there are many gods, as do heathen
nations and the Manichaeans; or if they do not profess this in
word, they, nevertheless, in fact, make many gods, by ascribing
to creature those properties which are peculiar to God alone, as
the Papists do, who make angels and the spirits of men which
have departed this life gods; inasmuch as to address any one in
prayer, is to attribute infinite wisdom and power to the person
thus invoked. Hence Paul declares, that those who pray to creatures, “Change the glory of the incorruptible God into an image
made like to corruptible man, and to birds and four-footed
beasts, and creeping things.” “They also change the truth of God
into a lie; while they worship and serve the creature more than
the Creator.” (Rom. 1:23, 25) The angel of the Lord forbade John
to worship him, assigning this reason: “I am your fellow servant,
and of your brethren that have the testimony of Jesus: worship
God,” etc. (Rev. 19:10) Those in like manner entertain incorrect
ideas of God, and wander from him, who acknowledge one god,
but not the true God, who has made a revelation of himself in
the gospel; as the wiser philosophers, the Mohammedans, etc.
The same thing may be said of those who profess that they
know the true God; but yet depart from him, and worship
instead of him, an idol which they make for themselves; because
they imagine the true God, other than he has made himself
known in his word; as do the Jews, the Samosatenians, the Ari-
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ans, etc. “He that honors not the Son, honors not the Father.”
“Whosoever denies the Son the same has not the Father.” (John
5:23; 1 John 2:23)
3. Magic, sorcery and soothsaying. Every thing of this kind is in
direct opposition to a proper knowledge of God; for it consists in
a covenant or agreement entered into with the devil, the enemy
of God, accompanied with certain words or ceremonies, by the
repeating or doing of which, they shall receive things promised
of the devil, and these such as should be sought and received
from God alone; as that by the help and assistance of the devil,
they shall know and accomplish things not necessary, with a
view either to gratify their wicked lusts, or to make a display, or
for the purpose of obtaining the commodities of life. Magus is a
Persian word, signifying a philosopher or teacher. Men feeling
their own ignorance called in the assistance of Satan. It was by
this means that the term came into reproach, so that magic,
which we call zaubern, began to be used in the place of it.
Enchantments belong to magic, and consists in the use of certain
words and ceremonies according to an agreement entered into
with the devil, according to which he affects what the enchanters ask at his hands, when the words and signs have been gone
through with. There is no efficacy or power in the words and
ceremonies which are used; but the devil himself accomplishes
what he has promised, with the design, that these persons may
fall from God to himself, and that they may worship him instead
of God. The Scriptures now do not only condemn magicians and
enchanters {510} themselves, but all those who countenance
them by seeking their direction and assistance; for God includes
both in his law when he says: “The soul that turns after such as
have familiar spirits, and after wizards, I will set my face against
that soul, and will cut him off from among his people. “There
shall not be found among you a charmer, or a consulter with
familiar spirits, or a wizard, or a necromancer; for all that do
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these things are an abomination unto the Lord,” etc. (Lev. 20:6;
Deut. 18:11, 12)
4. Superstition. This is to attribute effects to certain things, or to
particular signs and words, which do not depend upon any
physical or political causes, nor upon the word of God, and
which would not take place were it not for the devil and other
causes, besides those which are supposed. And although it may
not include any covenant with the devil, yet it is, nevertheless,
idolatry. There is included in this vice soothsaying, special attention to, and interpretation of dreams, divinations, with the signs
and predictions of diviners and wizards, all of which the Scriptures condemn in the most express terms.
5. All confidence reposed in creatures, which is evidently opposed
to a correct knowledge of God, since he who places his trust in
creatures makes for himself many gods. Hence God expressly
condemns in his word all those who repose their confidence
either in men, or in power and riches, or in any created object.
Avarice, or covetousness, is included in this vice, and condemned.
6. Idolatry, which is defined in the 95th Question of the Catechism. There are two forms or species of idolatry. One is, when
another beside the true God is professedly worshiped, or, when
that is worshiped for God which is no God. The first is the more
apparent and gross form of idolatry, and belongs properly to this
first commandment. The other form of idolatry is when we do
not professedly worship another God, but err in the kind of worship we render unto him, or when the true God is worshiped in a
manner different from that which he has prescribed in the second commandment, and in various other portions of his word.
This species of idolatry is more subtle and refined, and is condemned in the second commandment. Those who worship God
in statues and images, are idolaters, notwithstanding they deny
that they worship any other being beside the true God; for they
imagine God to be such an one as will be worshiped in images,
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and so change the will of God, which being done, God himself
no longer remains the same.
7. Contempt of God, which is to have a correct knowledge of God
without being moved and excited thereby to love and worship
him; or it is to have a knowledge of the true God revealed in the
church, and yet not be led by it to love, worship, fear and confide in him. The knowledge of the true God is not of itself sufficient; it must also be accompanied with suitable affections or
else the devils and the Gentiles would likewise have a true
knowledge of God, which the Apostle denies, when he says,
“They are without excuse; because that, when they knew God,
they glorified him not as God, neither were thankful,” etc. (Rom.
1:20, 21)
II. FAITH, is a firm persuasion, by which we assent to every thing
which God has revealed to us in his word, and by which we rest
fully assured that the promise of the free mercy of God extends
to us for Christ’s sake; and is also an assured confidence by
which we receive this benefit of God, and rest upon it—which
confidence the Holy Spirit works by the gospel {511} in the
minds and hearts of the elect, producing in them delight in God,
prayer and obedience according to all the commandments of
God. “Believe in the Lord your God, so shall you be established.”
(2 Chron. 20:20)
There is opposed to faith on the side of want, 1. Unbelief, which
includes a rejection of what is heard and known respecting God.
2. Doubt, which is neither firmly to assent to the doctrine concerning God, nor yet wholly to reject it; but consists in wavering,
and vacillating so as now to incline a little this way, and then a
little that way. 3. Diffidence, or distrust. This does not apply to
itself the knowledge which it has of God and his promises, but
through fear of being forsaken of God flies from duty, and seeks
protection out of God. It is said in reference to all these things:
“He that believes not God has made him a liar; because he
believes not the record that God gave of his Son.” (John 5:10) 4.
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Hypocritical and temporary faith. This includes an assent to the
doctrine of the church, and a temporary joy resulting from a
knowledge of this doctrine; but it does not apply to itself with
full confidence the divine promise, and is also without regeneration, on account of which it is soon overcome by the force of
temptation and other causes, and so casts away again the profession of piety which is made. “He that received the seed into
strong places, the same he that hears the word, and anon with
joy receives it; yet has he not root in himself, but endures for a
while; for when tribulation, or persecution ariseth because of
the word, by and by he is offended.” “Which for a while believe,
and in time of temptation fall away.” “Then Simon himself
believed also,” etc. (Matt. 13:20; Luke 8:13; Acts 8:13)
Those things, on the other hand, which are opposed to faith on
the side of excess, include, 1. Tempting God, which consists in
departing from the word and order of God, and so to presume
upon, or to make a trial of his truth and power, and to provoke
him to anger, proudly and presumptuously by unbelief, or distrust, or contempt of God, and by a vain confidence and conceit
of our own wisdom, righteousness, power and glory. “You shall
not tempt the Lord, your God.” “Neither let us tempt Christ as
some of them also tempted, and were destroyed of serpents.”
“Do we provoke the Lord to jealousy? are we stronger than He?”
(Matt. 4:7; 1 Cor. 10:9, 22) 2. Carnal security, which is to live
without any thought of God and his will, or of our own infirmity
and danger, without acknowledging and deploring our sinfulness and without the fear of God, and yet to expect and hope at
the same time for deliverance from punishment and the wrath
of God. This state of carnal security is often spoken of and condemned in the holy Scriptures, as when it is said, “As the days of
Noah were, so shall also the coming of the Son of man be. For as
in the days that were before the flood, they were eating and
drinking, marrying and giving in marriage, until the day that
Noah entered into the ark; and knew not until the flood came,
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and took them all away; so shall also the coming of the Son of
man be.” (Matt. 24:37-40)
III. HOPE.—This is a sure and certain expectation of eternal life,
to be given freely for the sake of Christ, with the expectation of a
mitigation of present evils with a deliverance from them,
according to the counsel and will of God. Concerning this it is
said: “Be sober, and hope to the end, for the grace that is to be
brought unto you at the revelation of Jesus Christ.” “Hope makes
not ashamed.” (1 Pet. 1:13; Rom. 5:5)
Hope springs from faith, because he who has the assurance that
he now {512} enjoys the good will of God, may be certain of it
also in time to come, inasmuch as God is unchangeable. “The
gifts and calling of God are without repentance.” (Rom. 11:29)
These two graces, however, are not the same. Faith embraces the
present benefits of God, and his will towards us; while hope
includes and has respect to the fruits of the present and
unchangeable good will of God, which are still future. Hence it is
said, “Faith is the substance of things hoped for, the evidence of
things not seen.” “We are saved by hope: but hope that is seen is
not hope; for what a man sees, why does he yet hope for?” (Heb.
11:1; Rom. 8:24)
That which is opposed to hope, as it respects the want thereof,
is, 1. Despair, which is to regard one’s sins as being greater than
the merits of the Son of God, and therefore not to accept of the
mercy of God offered in his Son, our mediator, and so not to look
for the benefits promised to the faithful; but to be tormented by
a sense of the dreadful wrath of God, and by the fear of being
cast into everlasting punishment, and so to dread the mention of
the name of God and to hate him, as cruel and tyrannical. It was
under a sense of despair that Cain exclaimed, My sin is greater
than can be pardoned. (Gen. 4:13) Paul also exhorts in view of
this, “Not to sorrow as those who have no hope.” Where sin
abounded, grace did much more abound. (1 Thess. 4:13; Rom.
5:20)
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2. Doubt in reference to future benefits, such as eternal life,
defense and deliverance from temptations, and final perseverance, which are all promised in the word of God.
As it regards the opposite side of hope, or that which is opposed
thereto by reason of excess, we may mention of carnal security,
of which we have just given a definition. And as carnal security
is everywhere condemned in the word of God, so spiritual security is everywhere commended and required in all the godly.
This spiritual security assures us of the grace of God against all
the reproofs and accusations of conscience, and is nothing else
than faith and hope joined with true repentance, which does not
fear being deserted and rejected of God, because it is fully persuaded that his will and favor are unchangeable. Hence it is said
in reference to this, “If God be for us, who can be against us? He
that spared not his own Son, but delivered him up for all, how
shall he not with him also freely give us all things?” (Rom. 8:31,
32)
IV. THE LOVE OF GOD consists in acknowledging him to be good
and merciful in the highest degree, and that not only in himself,
but also towards us, and therefore to love him supremely—to
desire more earnestly to be united and conformed to him, and to
have his will accomplished in us, than to enjoy all things beside,
and to be willing to suffer the loss of all things, which we have,
sooner than be deprived of his favor. Or, it is, from a knowledge
of the infinite goodness of God, so to love him, that we would
rather suffer the loss of all things, than to be deprived of communion with him, or offend him in any thing. True love comprehends two things. First, a desire of the safety and preservation of
that which we love; and, secondly, a desire to be united with the
object of our love, or to have it united to us. In reference to this it
is said: “You shall love the Lord your God, with all your heart,
and with all your soul, and with all your might.” “If any man
come to me, and hate not his father and mother, and wife, and
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children, and brethren and sisters; yea, and his own life also, he
cannot be my disciple.” (Deut. 6:5; Luke 14:26) {513}
There is opposed to the love of God, on the side of want, 1. A
rejection of the love of God, or a contempt and hatred to God,
which is to flee from God, who accuses and punishes the wicked
for their sins, and to indulge enmity towards him, arising from
the aversion which our nature has to God and his justice, and the
propensity which it has to sin. It is said of this sin: “The carnal
mind is enmity against God; for it is not subject to the law of
God, neither indeed can be.” (Rom. 7:7) 2. An inordinate love of
self, and of other creatures, which is to prefer our own lusts,
pleasures, life, honor and other things to God, and his will and
glory, and to disregard and offend him rather than to suffer the
loss of those things which we love. “Whosoever loves father, or
mother, more than me, is not worthy of me.” (Matt. 10:37) 3. A
feigned, hypocritical love of God. In regard to this virtue there can
be no excess, for the reason that we never love God as strongly
as we ought.
V. THE FEAR OF GOD is to acknowledge his infinite wrath
against sin, his power to punish it, and to regard an offence
against God, accompanied with aversion to him, the greatest
evil, and for this reason to hate and detest sin; and to be willing
to suffer all other things sooner than offend God in the smallest
matter. Or it is an unwillingness to offend God, resulting from
submission to God and a knowledge of his wisdom, power, justice, and the right which he has over all creatures. “You shall fear
your God; I am the Lord.” “Who would not fear you, O King of
nations? for to you does it appertain; forasmuch as among all
the wise men of the nation and in all their kingdoms, there is
none like unto you.” (Lev. 19:14; Jer. 10:7)
Objection: The highest good cannot be feared, because fear
includes the shunning of evil. God is the highest good. Therefore, he cannot be feared. Answer: The highest good cannot be
feared in as far as it is such; but in this respect, as it is also some-
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thing else. So God is feared, not as he is the highest good, for in
this respect he is loved; but as he is just, and able to punish; or
he is feared in respect to the evil and punishment of destruction
which he is able to inflict.
The love and fear of God differ from each other in the following
respects: 1. Love follows the good, even God, and desires to be
united to him. Fear turns away from the evil, even the displeasure and wrath of God, and dreads a separation from him. Or we
may express it thus: Love is unwilling to be deprived of the highest good; while fear dreads to offend the highest good. 2. Love
arises from a knowledge of the goodness of God; fear from a
knowledge of the power and justice of God, and from the right
which he has over all creatures.
The fear of God which man had before the fall was different
from that which is now in the regenerate in this life. The fear of
God as it was in man in his state of original holiness, or as it now
is, and will be in the blessed angels and man in eternal life, is a
strong aversion to sin and to the punishment of sin, which, however, is without grief or pain; because they neither have sin in
them, nor experience the punishment of it; and have the assurance that they never will sin, or be punished of God. “He will
swallow up death in victory; the Lord God will wipe away tears
from all faces.” (Ish. 25:8) The fear of God which is in the regenerate in this life is an acknowledgment of sin and the wrath of
God, and a sincere sorrow arising from a view of the sins we
have committed, from the offence we {514} have offered God
by our sins, and from the miseries we and others endure in consequence of sin, accompanied with a fear of future sins and
punishment, and an ardent desire to escape these evils, by reason of the knowledge of the mercy of God made known to us in
Christ. It is said in reference to this fear: “Do not you fear God?”
“Fear him which is able to destroy both soul and body in hell.”
(Luke 23:40; Matt. 10:28) This fear is usually called filial fear,
because it is such as children cherish towards their parents, who
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are sorry on account of a father’s anger and displeasure, and
fear lest they should again offend him and be punished; and are,
nevertheless, continually assured of the love, and good will of
the father towards them. Hence they love him, and are more
deeply grieved on account of the love which they cherish
towards him, whom they have offended. Thus it is said of Peter,
that “he went out and wept bitterly.” (Matt. 26:75)
Servile fear, such as the slave has for his master, which consists
in fleeing punishment without faith and without a desire and
purpose of changing the life, being accompanied with despair,
flight and separation from God—such a servile fear differs
greatly from that which is filial. 1. Filial fear arises from confidence and love to God; that which is servile arises from a knowledge and conviction of sin, and from a sense of the judgment
and displeasure of God. 2. Filial fear does not turn away from
God, but hates sin above every thing else, and fears to offend
God: servile fear is a flight and hatred, not of sin, but of punishment and of the divine judgment, and so of God himself. 3. Filial
fear is connected with the certainty of salvation and of eternal
life: servile fear is a fear and expectation of eternal condemnation and rejection of God, and is great in proportion to the doubt
and despair which it entertains of the grace and mercy of God.
This is the fear of devils and wicked men, and is the commencement of eternal death, which the ungodly experience already in
this life. “I heard your voice in the garden and I was afraid.” “The
devils believe and tremble.” (Gen. 3:10; James 2:19)
We must here observe that the love and fear of God are frequently taken in the Scriptures for the whole worship of God, or
for universal obedience to all the commandments of God. “By
this we know that we love the children of God when we love
God, and keep his commandments.” “Now the end of the commandment is charity, out of a pure heart, and of a good conscience, and of faith unfeigned.” “The fear of the Lord is the
beginning of knowledge.” (1 John 5:2; 1 Tim. 1:5; Prov. 1:7) The
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reason of this arises from the fact, that the love and fear of God
constitute the cause of our entire obedience, inasmuch as they
spring from faith and hope; for those who truly love and fear
God will not willingly offend him in any thing, but will endeavor
to do whatever will be pleasing to him.
There is opposed to the fear of God on the side of want, profanity, carnal security and contempt of God. And on the side of
excess servile fear and despair, of which we have already spoken.
VI. HUMILITY is to acknowledge that all the good which is in us,
and done by us does not proceed from any worthiness or excellence which we possess, but from the free goodness of God, and
so by an acknowledgment of the divine majesty, and our own
weakness and unworthiness, to submit ourselves to God, to
ascribe the glory of all the good which is in us to him alone, and
so to fear God, to acknowledge and deplore our imperfections
{515} and faults, and not to desire any higher position for ourselves, than that which God has assigned to us, nor to be dissatisfied with our gifts, but by the help of God to remain contented
and satisfied with our calling and position in life, and not to
despise others who are placed in more desirable situations than
ourselves, nor to hinder them in the discharge of their duty, but
to acknowledge that others are, and may also become profitable
instruments of God; and therefore to attribute and yield to them
willingly the place and honor due them, and not to attribute to
ourselves, or attempt that which it is not in our power to accomplish, nor claim for ourselves a higher degree of excellence than
others possess, but to be contented with the gifts and position
which God has assigned us, and so to devote all our gifts and
endeavors to the glory of God and the salvation of our fellow
men, even of those who are of the lower and more unworthy
class, and not to murmur against God, if our hopes are disappointed, or we are despised, but in all things to attribute to God
the praise of wisdom and righteousness. “Who makes you to dif-
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fer from another? and what have you that you did not receive?
now if you did receive it, why do you glory, as if you had not
received it.” “God resists the proud, and gives grace to the humble.” “Whosoever, therefore, shall humble himself as this little
child, the same is greatest in the kingdom of heaven.” “Let nothing be done through strife or vain glory; but in lowliness of mind
let each esteem other better than themselves.” (1 Cor. 4:7; 1 Pet.
5:5; Matt. 18:4; Phil. 2:3)
The opposite of humility, as it respects the want of this virtue, is
pride, or arrogance. Pride consists in attributing the gifts which
we possess, not to God, but to our own worthiness, and natural
powers, and so includes an admiration of self and of our gifts. He
who is possessed of pride does not fear God, neither does he
acknowledge or deplore his imperfections—he is continually
aspiring after a more elevated position and calling in life, and
attributes to himself not in the strength of God, but in that of his
own powers, what he does not possess—attempts things beyond
his strength, and foreign to his calling—despises those who are
above him in life, yields to none, but desires to go before and
excel others, and directs his gifts and counsels to his own praise
and glory—is displeased with God and man, and frets and
speaks against God when his desires and projects are not realized, and even accuses God of error and injustice when the
divine arrangements do not fall in with the opinions and wishes
of men. Or to express it more briefly, we may say, that pride consists in an admiration of self and of one’s own gifts and attainments, attributing these gifts to itself, attempting things that do
not properly fall within its sphere, and fretting against God,
when disappointed in the gratification of its own wishes and
desires. Of this vice it is said: “God resists the proud.” “Every one
that is proud in heart is an abomination to the Lord.” (1 Pet. 5:5;
Prov. 16:5)
A feigned modesty or humility is the opposite of this virtue as it
respects the other extreme. This affected modesty consists in
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courting the praise of humility by denying those things which
any one in his own mind attributes to himself, whether he really
possess them or not, and by refusing those things which he
desires and endeavors to obtain secretly. “Moreover, when you
fast, be not, as the hypocrites, of a sad countenance; for they disfigure their faces that they may appear unto men to fast. Verily
{516} I say unto you, They have their reward.” (Matt. 6:16) Aristotle terms it affected niceness, as though he would call it a
feigned fastidiousness. Some translate the words used by Aristotle, vain glorious dissemblers. The words of Aristotle (Ethic. lib. 4.
cap. 7) may be rendered thus: “Those who dissemble in things
that are small and manifest, are called skilful dissemblers, and are
generally despised; and sometimes it consists in pride, as the wearing of a Lacedemonian attire.” This counterfeit humility is, therefore, a pride that is two-fold.
VII. PATIENCE consists in obeying God and submitting to him
under the various evils and adversities which he sends upon us,
and desires us to endure, arising from a knowledge of the wisdom, providence, justness and goodness of God—does not murmur against God on account of the sufferings to which these
evils expose us, and does nothing contrary to his commands;
but in the midst of our sufferings retains confidence and hope in
God that he will afford us his grace and help—seeks deliverance
from God, and by this knowledge and confidence mitigates the
griefs and sufferings to which we are exposed. Or, we may define
it more briefly thus: Patience is to obey God in submissively
enduring the various evils which he sends upon us, from a
knowledge of the divine majesty, and from an assurance of
God’s assistance and deliverance, according as it is said: “Rest in
the Lord, and wait patiently for him.” “Wait on the Lord and
keep his way, and he shall exalt you.” (Ps. 37:7, 34)
Humility and patience belong to the first commandment, not
only because they are parts of that internal obedience which
God requires us to render immediately to him, but also because
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they follow, or grow out of the true knowledge, confidence, love
and fear of God, as necessary effects.
The opposite of patience, on the side of want is impatience,
which is an unwillingness, arising from an ignorance and distrust of the divine wisdom, providence, justice and goodness, to
obey God by enduring the evils and adversities which he
requires us to suffer, and to speak against God on account of the
suffering to which we are subject, or to violate his commands,
and not to seek or expect help and deliverance from God, and so
not to assuage or moderate our grief by the knowledge and
assurance which we have of the divine will, but to indulge in it,
and being broken thereby to be driven to despair. Saul and Judas
are examples of this impatience; Job, also, gave evidence of it in
the complaints which he uttered in his distress, which may, also,
be true of the godly in their sufferings.
Thoughtlessness or rashness is the opposite of patience on the
side of excess, and consists in rushing unnecessarily into danger,
from imprudence, ignorance or inconsiderateness as it respects
the danger, or our own calling and the will of God, or from a vain
and presumptuous confidence. He who loves danger will perish
in it.
We may here remark, that often in this and other commandments the same vices are opposed to many and different virtues.
So in this commandment carnal security stands opposed to
faith, hope and the fear of God; tempting God is opposed to
hope, the love of God, humility and patience; while idolatry is
utterly at variance with a true knowledge of God and faith. The
same thing may be seen, and should be observed in the virtues
and vices of other commandments. {517}
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LORD’S DAY 35
QUESTION 96
96. What does God require in the second commandment?
A. That we in no wise make any image of God, nor worship
Him in any other way than He has commanded in His
Word.
EXPOSITION:
Two things are comprehended in this commandment: the commandment itself, and an exhortation to obedience. The end, or
design of this commandment is, that the true God, who in the first
precept commanded that he alone should be worshipped, be
worshipped under a proper form, or with such worship as it is
right and proper that intelligent creatures should pay unto
him—such as is pleasing to him, and not with such worship as
that which is according to the imagination and device of man:
Or, we may say that the design of this commandment is, that the
worship of God as prescribed be preserved pure and uncorrupted, and not be violated by any form of superstitious worship. The true worship of God is, therefore, here enjoyed, and a
rule at the same time given, that we sacredly and conscientiously keep ourselves within the bounds which God has
prescribed, and that we do not add anything to that worship
which has been divinely instituted, or corrupt it in any part,
even the most unimportant; which the Scriptures also expressly
enjoin in many other places. The true worship of God now consists in every internal or external work commanded by God,
done in faith, which rests fully assured that both the person and
work please God, for the mediator’s sake, and with the design
that we may glorify God thereby. To worship God truly, is to worship him in the manner which he himself has prescribed in his
word.
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This commandment forbids, on the other hand, every form of
will-worship, or such as is false, requiring that we neither regard
or worship images and creatures for God, nor represent the true
God by any image or figure, nor worship him at or by images, or
with any other kind of worship which he himself bas not prescribed. For when God condemns the principal, the grossest and
most palpable form of false worship, which is that of worshipping him at or by images, it is plainly manifest that he also condemns at the same time all other forms of false worship,
inasmuch as they all grow out of this. He forbids this most
shocking kind of idolatry, not that he would overlook or exclude
other forms of worship opposed to that which he has prescribed; but because this is the root, the foundation of all the
rest. Hence all kinds of worship not instituted by God, but by
men, as well as those which contain the same reason why they
should be prohibited, are forbidden in this precept of the Decalogue.
All those things, therefore, which are opposed to the true worship of God are contrary to this second commandment; such as
1. Idolatry, which consists in a false or superstitious worship of
God. There are, as we have already remarked, two principal
kinds of idolatry. The one is more gross and palpable, as when
worship is paid to a false God, which is the case, when, instead
of or beside the true God, such worship as that which is due to
him alone, is given to some thing or object, whether imaginary
or real. This form of idolatry is particularly forbidden in the
{518} first commandment, and also partly in the third. The
other species of idolatry is more subtle and refined, as when the
true God is supposed to be worshipped, while the kind of worship which is paid unto him is false, which is the case when any
one imagines that he is worshipping or honoring God by the
performance of any work not prescribed by the divine law. This
species of idolatry is more properly condemned in the second
commandment, and is termed superstition, because it adds to
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the commandments of God the inventions of men. Those are
called superstitious who corrupt the worship of God by their
own inventions. This will-worship or superstition is condemned
in every part of the word of God. “This people draws nigh unto
me with their mouth, and honors me with their lips, but their
heart is far from me. But in vain do they worship me, teaching
for doctrines the commandments of men.” “Beware lest any
man spoil you through philosophy and vain deceit, after the tradition of men, after the rudiments of the world, and not after
Christ.” “Let no man judge you in meat or in drink, etc., which
all are to perish with the using, after the commandments and
doctrines of men; which things have indeed a show of wisdom
in will-worship, and humility, and neglecting of the body; not in
any honor to the satisfying of the flesh.” (Matt. 15:8, 9; Col. 2:16,
22, 23)
We may now easily return an answer to the following objection:
Idolatry is forbidden in the first commandment. In the second
also. Therefore, they constitute only one commandment.
Answer: The first commandment forbids one form of idolatry,
as when another God is worshipped; the second forbids another
species of idolatry, as when the true God is worshipped differently from what He ought to be. Reply. But still there is always
idolatry, and another God worshipped. Answer: There is,
indeed, always an idol; but not always in the intention and profession of men. Hence, those who sin against the second commandment, sin also against the first; because, those who
worship God otherwise than he will be worshipped, imagine
another God, one differently affected from what the true God is;
and in this way they do not worship God, but a figment of their
own brain, which they persuade themselves is affected in this
manner.
2. Hypocrisy, which consists in putting on the appearance of true
piety, and the worship of God, doing such external works as God
has commanded, whether moral or ceremonial, without true
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faith and conversion, or inward obedience. The prophet Isaiah
describes and condemns this sin in these words: “Forasmuch as
this people draw near me with their mouth, and with their lips
do honor me, but have removed their hearts far from me, and
their fear toward me is taught by the precept of men, therefore,
behold, I will proceed to do a marvelous work among this people,” etc. (Ish. 29:13, 14)
3. Profanity. This includes a voluntary renunciation and contempt of all religion, and of the worship of God both internal
and external, or of some portions of it, and is, therefore, not only
in opposition to this commandment, but to the whole worship
of God as prescribed in the first and second tables.
There are some who object to what we have here said, and
affirm in support of will-worship, that those passages which we
have cited as condemning it, speak only in reference to the ceremonies instituted by Moses, and of the unlawful commandments of men, such as constitute no part of {519} the worship
of God; and not of those precepts which have been sanctioned
by the church and bishops, and which command nothing contrary to the word of God. But that this argument is false, may be
proven by certain declarations connected with those passages of
Scripture to which we have referred, which likewise reject those
human laws, which, upon their own authority, prescribe anything in reference to divine worship which God has not commanded, although the thing itself is neither sinful nor forbidden
by God. So Christ rejects the tradition which the Jews had in
regard to washing their hands, because they associated with it
the idea of divine worship, although it was not sinful in itself,
saying, “Not that which goes into the mouth defiles a man, but
that which cometh out of the mouth, this defiles a man.” “Woe
unto you Scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites; for you make clean
the outside of the cup and platter, but within you are full of
extortion and excess.” (Matt. 15:11; 23, 25) The same thing may
be said of celibacy and of the distinction of meats and days, of
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which the apostle Paul speaks, (Rom. 14:6; 1 Tim. 4:1-3) and
which he calls “doctrines of devils,” although in themselves they
are lawful to the godly, as he in other places teaches. Wherefore,
those things also which are in themselves indifferent, that is neither commanded nor prohibited by God, if they are prescribed
and done as the worship of God, or if it is supposed that God is
honored by our performing them, and dishonored by neglecting
them, it is plainly manifest that the Scriptures in these and similar places condemn them.
Such works, therefore, as are indifferent, must be carefully
distinguished from those in which we worship God: 1. Because
to imagine a different worship of God from that which he has
prescribed, is to imagine another will of God, and so another
God. And those who do this, as Aaron and Jeroboam formerly
did, are no less guilty of idolatry, than those who professedly
worship another god, beside that Jehovah revealed in the
church. 2. Because, by such a mingling of the true worship of
God with that which is false, the true God is confounded with
idols, which are honored in the forms of worship invented by
men. 3. Because whatsoever is not of faith is sin. (Rom. 14:23)
But he who does any thing in order that he may worship God by
it, his conscience not knowing or doubting, whether God will be
worshipped in this way, or not, does it not of faith; because he is
ignorant whether his work pleases, or displeases God, and so
does not regard him, inasmuch as he presumes to do it, notwithstanding it is displeasing to him.
But since those who defend the forms of worship invented by
men, also bring forward various declarations in which the Scriptures require us to yield obedience to the commandments of
men, and maintain that they have the same force and authority
which divine precepts have, and so have the nature of divine
worship; it is, therefore, necessary that we should here say
something in reference to human precepts and their differences.
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Concerning human precepts and the authority
of ecclesiastical traditions.
There are four classes of things concerning which men give
commandment. These are, first, divine precepts, which God
desires, that men should propose unto themselves for their
observance, not, however, in their {520} own name, but by the
authority of God himself, as being the ministers and messengers,
and not the authors of these precepts. It is in this way that the
ministers of the gospel declare the doctrine revealed from
heaven to the church, parents to their children, teachers to their
pupils, and that magistrates make known to their subjects the
precepts of the Decalogue. Obedience to these commandments
is, and is called the worship of God, because they are not human,
but divine precepts, to which it is necessary to yield obedience,
even though the authority or command of no creature accede
thereto; yea, even if all creatures should enjoin the contrary. The
Scriptures speak of these commandments in the following
places: “My son keep your father’s commandment, and forsake
not the law of your mother.” “The man that will do presumptuously, and will not hearken unto the priest that stands to minister there before the Lord your God, or unto the judge, even that
man shall.” “If he neglect to hear the church, let him be unto
you as a heathen man, and a publican.” (Prov. 6:20; Deut. 17:12;
Matt. 18:17: see, also, Luke 10:17; Thess. 4:2, 8; Ex. 16:8; Matt.
23:2, 3; Heb. 13:17; 1 Cor. 4:21; 2 Co. 13:10; 2 Thess. 3:14) All
these declarations teach that we ought to yield obedience to
men, as the ministers of God, in those things which properly
belong to the ministry; but they do not grant the power to a any
one to institute new forms of divine worship at their own pleasure, according as it is written: “Add you not unto his words, lest
he reprove you, and you be found a liar.” “As I besought you that
you might charge some that they teach no other doctrine.” (Prov.
30:6; 1 Tim. 1:3; see, also 1 Tim. 6:2-5; 4:11; 2 Tim. 3:16, 17)
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Secondly, there are civil ordinances prescribed by men, which
include the arrangement, or fixing of those circumstances
which are necessary and useful for securing the observance of
the moral precepts of the second table. Such are the positive
laws of magistrates, parents, teachers, masters, and all those
who are placed in positions of authority. Obedience is the worship of God in as far as it has respect to the general, which is
moral and commanded by God, and includes obedience to the
magistrate and others in authority; but not in as far as it pertains
to that which is special in regard to the action, or to the circumstances connected with it—in this respect it is not the worship of
God, because only those works constitute divine worship, which
it is necessary to do on account of the commandment of God,
even though no creature had given any precept respecting them;
but these, were it not that the magistrate commands them,
might be done or omitted without any offence to God. But yet
these civil ordinances prescribed by magistrates and others,
bind the conscience; that is, they must necessarily be complied
with, and cannot be disregarded without offence to God, even
though it might be done without being connected with any public scandal, if we would keep our obedience pure, and unsullied.
So to bear, or not to bear arms, is not the worship of God; but
when the magistrate commands, or prohibits it, the obedience
which is then rendered constitutes divine worship: and he who
acts contrary to this command, or prohibition, sins against God,
even though he might so conceal it, as to offend no man;
because the general, viz., obedience to the magistrate, which is
the worship of God, is then violated. Yet these actions do not in
themselves, constitute the worship of God; it is only by accident,
on account of the command of the magistrate. If this were not to
intervene, obedience would not be violated. {521} The following passages of Scripture are here in point; “Let every soul be
subject unto the higher powers.” “Whosoever resists the power,
resists the ordinance of God.” “Wherefore you must needs be
subject not only for wrath, but also for conscience sake.” “Put
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them in mind to be subject to principalities, and powers, to obey
magistrates, etc.” (Rom. 13:1, 3, 5; Tit.3:1; Also Eph.6:1, Col.3:22,
23)
Thirdly, there are ecclesiastical or ceremonial ordinances, prescribed by men, which include the determinations of circumstances necessary or useful for the maintenance of the moral
precepts of the first table; of which kind are the time, the place,
the form and order of sermons, prayers, reading in the church,
fasts, the manner of proceeding in the election of ministers, in
collecting and distributing alms, and things of a similar nature,
concerning which God has given no particular command. That
which is general in regard to these laws is moral, as in the case
of civil enactments, if they are only correctly and profitably
made, and is, therefore, the worship of God. But, as to the ceremonies themselves which are here prescribed, they neither constitute the worship of God, nor bind men’s consciences, nor is
the observance of them necessary, except when a neglect of
them would be the occasion of offence. So it is not the worship
of God, but a thing indifferent, and not binding upon men’s consciences, to use this, or that form of prayer, to pray at this, or at
that time, at this, or at that hour, in this, or in that place, standing
or kneeling, to read and explain this or that text of Scripture in
the church, to eat or not to eat flesh, etc. Nor does this power
and authority to establish, abolish, or change these ordinances,
belong merely to the church, as she may think it best for her edification; but the consciences of particular individuals also retain
this liberty, so that they may either omit or do these things differently, without offending God, if no one take offence at it; that
is, if they do it, neither from contempt or neglect of the ministry,
nor from wantonness, or ambition, nor with a desire of contention or novelty, nor with an intention of offending the weak. And
the reason is, that laws are observed properly, when they are
observed according to the intention and design of the lawgiver.
The church, however, ought to see to it that such ordinances as
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are established concerning things which are indifferent, be
observed not out of regard to her authority, or command, but
only for the sake of observing order, and avoiding offence. As
long, therefore, as the order of the church is not violated, and
offence is not given, the conscience of every one ought to be left
free; for it is sometimes necessary, not on account of the command of the church, or of the ministry, but for just causes to do,
or to omit things which are indifferent. We may here quote the
language of Paul as in point; “If any of them that believe not, bid
you to a feast, and you be disposed to go, whatsoever is set
before you, eat, asking no question, for conscience sake. But if
any man say unto you, This is offered in sacrifice unto idols, eat
not for his sake that shewed it, and for conscience sake; for the
earth is the Lord’s and the fullness thereof; conscience, I say, not
your own, but the other; for why is my liberty judged of another
man’s conscience. For if I by grace, be a partaker, why am I evil
spoken of for that for which I give thanks?” Cor. 10:28-31: see
also Acts 15 and 1 Cor. 11)
Objection: But if the edicts of magistrates bind the consciences
of men, why do not the traditions of the church also? Answer:
The cases are not the same. God has given to the magistracy the
authority to frame civil laws, {522} and has threatened to pour
out his wrath upon all those who violate these laws; but he has
given no such authority to the church, or to her ministers, but
requires merely that their laws and ordinances be observed
according to the rule of charity: that is, with a desire of avoiding
offence, and not as if there were any necessity in the case, as
though the conscience were bound thereby. The Scriptures
expressly teach this difference: “You know that the princes of
the Gentiles exercise dominion over them, and they that are
great exercise authority upon them; but it shall not be so among
you.” “Neither as being lords over God’s heritage.” “Let no man
judge you in meat or in drink, or in respect of an holyday.”
“Stand fast in the liberty wherewith Christ has made us free.”
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(Matt. 20:25; 1 Pet. 5:3; Col. 2:16; Gal. 5:1) The reasons of this
difference are evident: 1. Because there is a great difference
between the civil magistrate, whose province it is to exercise
authority over his subjects, and to compel such as are obstinate
to yield obedience by corporal punishment, and the ministry of
the church, to whom no such power is granted; but who are
entrusted with the office of teaching men in reference to the will
of God. 2. Because when ecclesiastical ordinances are violated
without any offence being given thereby, there is no violation of
the first table of the Decalogue, to which they ought to contribute; but when civil enactments are violated, even though there
may be no offence, there is a violation of the second table, inasmuch as this cannot occur without detracting something from
the commonwealth, or giving some occasion of injury to it.
To this it is replied: Obedience ought rather to be rendered to
that office which is the greater and more honorable. Therefore
those things which have been instituted by the ministers of the
church, bind more strongly the consciences of men, than civil
laws. We reply to the antecedent: that greater obedience is due
to that office which is the more honorable, in those things which
belong properly to the office itself. But it is the proper office of
the civil magistrate to make laws, which are to be observed out
of regard to the command itself; while it belongs properly to the
ecclesiastical ministry to institute ceremonial precepts, which
shall be observed, not on account of the command of men, but
for the sake of avoiding offences.
Fourthly, there are human enactments which are in opposition
to the commands of God. These God forbids us to comply with,
whether they be enjoined by the civil magistrate, or by the
church and her ministry, according as it is said: “We ought to
obey God rather than men.” “Why do you transgress the commandment of God by your tradition.” (Acts 5:29; Matt. 15:3)
From what has now been said we may easily answer the following objections: 1. God commands us to yield obedience to the
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enactments of men. Answer: God require us to comply with, 1.
Such as are good and not opposed to his word. 2. Such as he
himself has commanded by men, that worship may be thus paid
unto him. 3. Such civil enactments as depend upon the authority of men, to which we render obedience not for the sake of
divine worship, but for conscience sake. 4. Such ecclesiastical
ordinances as those which we observe, not for the sake of worship, nor for conscience sake, but that we may avoid giving any
offence.
Objection 2: Those things which the church commands, under
the influence of the Holy Spirit, are divine ordinances, having
respect to the worship of {523} God. But the church, under the
guidance of the Holy Spirit, institutes ordinances which are good
and profitable. Therefore these ordinances bind the consciences
of men, and have respect to the worship of God. Answer: That
which is general in regard to the things which the church prescribes, under the influence of the Holy Spirit, pertains to the
worship of God. This comprehends the divine laws which
require a proper regard to charity, avoiding offences, with the
preservation of order and propriety in the church. The ordinances or institutions which have respect to what is general,
being prescribed by the church under the influence of the Holy
Spirit, are also divine, inasmuch as they form a part of those
laws, the care and keeping of which God has committed to us in
his word. But the good prescriptions of the church are human,
or they are the prescriptions of men, in as far as they particularly designate what is declared, rather than what is expounded
generally in these divine laws. Hence those ordinances do not
constitute the worship of God, which the church by her own
authority and in her own name advises, determines and commands, even though she be directed by the influence of the Holy
Spirit in choosing and determining them. For the Holy Spirit
declares to the church both what is profitable for the purpose of
avoiding offences, and also that these things which are enjoined

Lord’s Day 35

927

for the sake of avoiding offences are neither the worship of God,
nor necessary to be observed, except for the purpose of avoiding
every occasion of offence, as appears from the following declarations of Holy Writ: “I speak this by permission, and not of
commandment.” “And this I speak for your own profit; not that I
may cast a snare upon you, but for that which is comely, and
that you may attend upon the Lord without distraction.” (1 Cor.
7:6, 35) So Paul also forbids to eat of things offered in sacrifice to
idols, if by so doing we give offence to a weak brother; under
other circumstances he leaves every one free to act as he
chooses. So the Apostles also, when assembled in Jerusalem,
commanded, under the influence of the Holy Spirit, abstinence
from things strangled and from blood; and yet they granted liberty to the church to act with freedom in this matter, where no
offence would follow.
Objection 3: God is worshipped in those things which are done
to his glory. Those things which the church decides upon, are
done to the glory of God. Therefore they also constitute the worship of God. Answer: Those things are indeed the worship of
God which are done to his glory, and which he has commanded
to this end, that we may declare our obedience to him by these
works; but not those which contribute to the glory of God by an
accident: that is, which lead sometimes to the performance of
the things commanded by God on account of accidental causes,
which, if they do not concur, God may still be honored, as well
by those who do these things as by those who omit them, if they
only be done or omitted of faith.
Objection 4: But certain of the saints have worshipped God with
acceptance without any express commandment of his; so Samuel offered sacrifices in Ramah, Elijah in Mount Carmel, Manoah
in Zorah, etc. (1 Sam. 7:17; 1 Kings 18:19; Judges 13:19) Therefore there are certain works which constitute the worship of
God, although not expressly commanded by him. Answer:
These examples establish nothing conclusively in reference to
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will-worship; far, in the first place, as it respects these sacrifices,
they were the worship of God, because they were works commanded by him. And then as it regards the place appointed for
offering sacrifices, the saints {524} of old were free before the
erection of the temple. Samuel fixed upon the place where he
lived as the one in which he would offer sacrifices, this being the
most convenient. And the prophets very well knew that the worship of God did not consist in the circumstance of place, in
respect to which the godly were left free, while as yet the ark of
the covenant had no fixed place. And then, finally, as it respects
the persons themselves who offered these sacrifices, they had
extraordinary power conferred upon them, being prophets, as
Samuel and Elijah were. And as it respects Manoah, the father of
Sampson, he either did not sacrifice himself, but delivered the
sacrifice over to the angel whom he supposed to be a prophet, to
be offered up; or else he himself offered it, being commanded
by the angel, so that nothing was done contrary to the law.
So we may also easily return an answer to the other examples
which are adduced by our opponents. Abel and Noah, say they,
offered sacrifices; (Gen. 4 and 8) but they did not do it without a
command from God; for they offered their sacrifices in faith as
Paul affirms in Heb. 11: faith now cannot be without the word of
God. But the Rechabites, say they, of whom we have an account
in the 35th chap. of Jeremiah, abstained from the use of wine,
and from agriculture, according to the command of their father,
Jonadab, and were commended by God. But Jonadab did not
design to institute any new worship of God, but merely desired
by this civil command to do away with drunkenness and such
sins as accompany it. So it was not the kind of food and raiment
which John the Baptist ate and wore, that commended him to
the divine favor, but his sobriety and temperance, and worship
of God. Nor was it the raiment, made of sheep and goat skins,
nor their wandering in mountains, dens and caves, that made
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the saints of old (Heb. 11) approved before God, but their faith
and patience in enduring afflictions and trials.
Objection 5: Whatever is done of faith, and is acceptable to God,
constitutes divine worship. The works which men perform voluntarily, are done of faith and so please God. Therefore, they
constitute his worship. Answer: The major proposition is particular. To say, moreover, that a thing pleases God is not a sufficient
definition of divine worship, inasmuch as actions which are
indifferent may also be done of faith and so please God,
although in a different manner from what his worship properly
so called pleases him; for this pleases God in such a way, that the
opposite of it displeases him, and so cannot be done of faith;
while actions of indifference are approved of in such a way that
their opposites may not be displeasing to God, and hence both
may be done of faith, which rests assured that the work and the
person both please God. Thus far we have spoken merely of the
command itself. The exhortation contained in this second commandment remains to be explained. Before proceeding to this,
however, we shall first give an explanation of the doctrine
respecting images, which belongs properly to this commandment, and is contained in the two following Questions of the
Catechism:

QUESTION 97
97. May we not make any image at all?
A. God may not and cannot be imaged in any way; as for
creatures, though they may indeed be imaged, yet God
forbids the making or keeping any likeness of them,
either to worship them, or by them to serve Himself.
EXPOSITION:
We may here remark, that the words of the second commandment forbid two things. They first forbid us to make and to have
images, saying: You shall not make unto yourself any graven
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image, nor the likeness of any thing, etc. Then they forbid us to
worship images and likenesses with divine honor, saying: You
shall not bow down yourself to them nor serve them. In speaking
of the first thing which is here forbidden, we must enquire, Are
all images and likenesses prohibited? and if not all, what, and in
how far are they lawful, or unlawful? In speaking of the second
thing forbidden by this commandment, we must enquire, is all
adoration or bowing to images forbidden, and can it by any
means be defended?
CONCERNING IMAGES AND PICTURES
IN CHRISTIAN CHURCHES
The things to be considered in connection with this subject, may
be comprehended under the following heads:
1. Whether, and how far images are forbidden in Churches by this
commandment
2. Whether the worship of images can be defended
3. Why images are to be removed out of Christian Churches
4. How, and by whom they are to be removed.

The first and second of these propositions belong here; the third
and fourth belong to the 98th Question of the Catechism.
1. WHETHER, AND HOW FAR IMAGES ARE FORBIDDEN
IN CHURCHES BY THIS COMMANDMENT
The Hebrew words zelem and themunah usually signify an
image; pesel signifies a graven image, while Hhezebh signifies an
idol, or statue, from Hhazabh, which signifies to trouble, to
lament, to grieve, because an idol disturbs and agitates the conscience. The Greeks express the word image by eikwn; and by
eidwlon, they express any likeness, and especially that which
men make unto themselves for the purpose of representing and
worshipping God, be it a solid statue, or a mere naked image or
picture. Among the Latins imago signified any likeness represented or painted: statua signified a solid image either graven or
cast: simulacrum signified the same thing; so also idolum, borrowed from the Greek. The Papists, that they may defend with
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greater plausibility their worshipping of images, make a distinction between idolum and simulacrurn. The latter they contend
signifies the image of something really existing, while the
former is the image of something imaginary; from which they
conclude that idols, and their worship are prohibited, but not
images. That this distinction, however, is vain and of no force is
apparent, 1. From the etymology of both words, according to
which it appears that they do not differ any more than panis and
artoV, both of which signify bread. The only difference is that
the one is a Latin, the other a Greek word. For as eidwlon, which
means a form, is derived from the Latin formando, which means
to form or fashion, so simulacrum is derived from simulando
which means to counterfeit, according to the testimony of Lactantius. 2. The interpreters of the Scriptures use {526} both
words indiscriminately; for the Septuagint everywhere translates
the Hebrew Hhezebh by eidwlon, while the Latin interpreters
translate it by simulacrum. 2. Both words are used indiscriminately by good and standard writers. Cicero, in his first book, de
Finibus, uses these words in the same sense. Euripides calls the
shades or ghosts of Palydorus and Achilles eidwlon, which
means an idol. An idol is, therefore, not only an image of something imaginary, but also of something real. So simulacrum is
also used for the image of something imaginary. Pliny, for
instance, calls the idol of Ceres an imaginary god, simulacrum:
and Vitruvius calls the image or idol of Diana, simulacrum.
Hence the distinction which is made between these words is
ungrounded. So much concerning the words which express
what we call an image.
We must now proceed to the question itself, in regard to which
we may remark, that this commandment does not absolutely
forbid us to make, or to have images, likenesses and statues,
because the art of painting, sculpture, casting and embroidery, is
reckoned among the gifts of God which are good and profitable
to human life, and God himself had certain images placed in the
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tabernacle; (Ex. 31:3; 35:30) and Solomon had upon his throne
images of lions, and had figures of palm-trees and cherubims
carved upon the walls of the temple by the command of God. (1
Kings 6:23, 29; 10:19, 20) The reason of this is plain and easy to
be perceived, inasmuch as writing and painting are profitable for
reviving a recollection of something done, for ornament and for
the enjoyment of life. The law does not, therefore, forbid the use
of images, but their abuse, which takes place when images and
pictures are made either for the purpose of representing or worshiping God, or creatures. Hence all images and likenesses are
not simply and wholly forbidden, but only such as are unlawful,
among which we may include, first, all images or likenesses of
God, which are made for the purpose of representing, or worshipping God. That these are all positively forbidden in this commandment, may be argued, 1. From the design of this
commandment, which is the preservation of the worship of God
in its purity. 2. From the nature of God. God is incorporeal and
infinite; it is impossible, therefore, that he should be expressed,
or represented by an image which is corporeal and finite, without detracting from his divine majesty, according as it is said:
“Who has measured the waters in the hollow of his hand; and
meted out heaven with a span,” etc. “To whom then will you
liken God? or what likeness will you compare unto him?” “To
whom will you liken me, or shall I be equal? says the Holy One.”
“Who changed the glory of the incorruptible God into an image
made like to corruptible man, and to birds, and four-footed
beasts, and creeping things.” (Ish. 40:12, 18, 25; Rom. 1:23) 3.
From the command of God. “Take you, therefore, good heed
unto yourselves, (for you saw no manner of similitude on the
day that the Lord spoke unto you in Horeb out of the midst of
the fire) lest you corrupt yourselves, and make you a graven
image, the similitude of any figure, the likeness of male or
female; the likeness of any beast that is,” etc. (Deut. 4:15, 16) 4.
From the cause of this prohibition, which is that these images
do not only profit nothing, but also injure men greatly, being the
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occasion and cause of idolatry and punishment. In short, God
ought not to be represented by any graven image, because he
does not will it, nor can it be done, nor would it profit any thing
if it were done. {527} There is a memorable saying which Plutarch records of Numa in his life, in these words: “Numa forbade
the Romans to have images of any of the gods, which had the form
of man or beast. Nor was there in former times among this people
any image of God either painted or graven; and for the first 170
years, although they had temples, and sacred places which they
had built, yet there was no image or picture of God formed; and
that because it was regarded as a great crime to represent heavenly things by earthly, inasmuch as a knowledge of God can only
be attained by the mind.” Damascenus writes, “That to attempt to
represent God is a foolish and wicked affair,” although he elsewhere evidently defends the worship of images. He is, therefore,
condemned with other defenders of images in the seventh council held by Constantine and his son, Leo, which council decreed,
among other things, that no images of Christ should be painted
or graven, not even as it respects his human nature; because
nothing but his humanity could be expressed by art; and those
who make such images, seem to establish again the error of
Nestorius, or Eutyches.
Secondly, those images and likenesses of creatures are unlawful
which are set up in churches, at the corners of the streets, and
elsewhere, for the worship of God, or for a perilous ornament.
“You shall not bow down yourself to them,” etc. “Keep yourselves from idols.” (1 John 5:21)
Those images of creatures, however, may be lawful which are
made and kept away from the churches, which are without danger and appearance of idolatry, superstition, or offence, and
which are for some political benefit, such as is historical or symbolical, or for some becoming ornament. The images of the
lions upon the throne of Solomon, the image of Caesar stamped
upon the coin, etc., were of this kind.

934

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

Objection 1: You shall make no graven image. Therefore God
forbids the are of sculpturing. Answer: He forbids the abuse,
which occurs when we would make a representation of God,
and bind the worship of God to images.
Objection 2: The Holy Scriptures attribute to God the different
members of the human body, and thus declare his nature and
properties. Therefore it is also lawful to represent God by
images. Answer: There is a difference between these figurative
expressions used in reference to God, and images; because in
the former case there is always something connected with those
expressions which guards us against being led astray into idolatry, nor is the worship of God ordinarily tied to those figurative
expressions. But it is different in regard to images, for here there
is no such safeguard, and it is easy for men to give adoration and
worship to them. God himself, therefore, used those metaphors
of himself figuratively, that he might help our infirmity, and permits us, in speaking of him, to use the same forms of expression;
but he has never represented himself by images and pictures;
neither does he desire us to use them for the purpose of representing him, but has, on the other hand, solemnly forbidden
them.
Objection 3: God formerly manifested himself in bodily forms.
Therefore it is lawful for us to represent him by similar signs or
forms. Answer: God did indeed do this for certain considerations; but he has forbidden us to do the same thing. Nor is it difficult to perceive the reason of this prohibition. God may
manifest himself in any way in which he may please to do so;
but it is not lawful for any creature to represent God by any sign
which {528} he himself has not commanded. The examples are
therefore not the same. Furthermore, those forms in which God
anciently manifested himself had the promise of his presence in
them, and that he would hear those to whom he revealed himself in this way. But this cannot be said of those images which
are representations of God, without palpable idolatry. The saints
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of old, therefore, acted properly in adoring God at, or in those
forms, as being present in a special manner in them; but to act
thus in reference to images is wicked and idolatrous, seeing that
it is done out of presumption and levity, without any divine
command or promise. Lastly, those visible appearances in and
through which God was pleased to reveal himself to his people
of old, continued as long as God desired to make use of them,
and as long as they did contribute to idolatry. But the images and
pictures which men make in imitation of these ancient manifestations of God, have not been devised for the purpose of revealing God, nor are they representations of those ancient
manifestations of God, and are therefore the object and occasion
of idolatry.
A table of images according to their distinctions

1. God, which are
positively condemned
in this
commandment and
throughout the whole
Scriptures; and that
because they detract
from the divine
majesty,and make an
idol of God.

I. Natural

Images
are,
some:

1. Graven
II.
Artificial,
of which
some are:

2. Cast

3. Painted

These are
distinguished
by their
matter,
object and
end, and are
either images
of:

2. Creatures, which
are either:
a. Lawful, which
are not set up in
churches and
which do not
lead to idolatry,
which are for
civil purposes, or
ornaments.
b. Unlawful, such
as are set up in
churches, and
lead to idolatry.
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2. IS ALL WORSHIPPING OF IMAGES FORBIDDEN, OR
CAN THIS WORSHIP BE DEFENDED?
We return an answer to this question from the second part of
this commandment, which positively forbids us to give divine
worship or honor to images and pictures, including not only that
which is given to creatures, but that also which is given to the
true God. “You shall not bow down yourself to them, nor serve
them.”
Objection 1: But we do not worship the images, say these advocates of images among the Papists, but God, of whom they are
signs, according to what the council of Nice teaches: “That which
the image exhibits is God; the image itself, however, is not God.
Look you upon the image; but worship in your mind what you
seest therein;” and according to the following {529} sentiment,
expressed by Thomas: “When you passest an image of Christ,
alway pay homage unto it; yet worship not the image, but that
which it shadows forth.” Answer: 1. We deny that images are
signs of God; for the reason that God cannot be truly represented
by them, inasmuch as he is immense; and even though he could
be represented in this way, yet he ought not, because he has forbidden us to make images representing him, and because it is in
the power of no creature to institute signs by which he may be
represented. This power belongs to God alone. 2. The cause
which is here assigned is of no force; for not only is the worship
of images the cause and form of idolatry, but even the worship
of God himself, which is paid to images or creatures, is in contradiction to what he in his word requires. This is taught with
sufficient clearness in the case of Aaron and Jeroboam, who had
images of calves made. For although they said, in both instances,
“These be your Gods, O Israel, which brought you up out of the
land of Egypt,” etc.; “Tomorrow is a feast of the Lord;” yet God
abhorred and severely punished those who were engaged
therein, as being guilty of horrible idolatry. (Ex. 32:4-5; 1 Kings
12:28) Hence, although those who worship images pretend to
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honor God in this way, yet it is not God, but the devil, that is worshipped, according to what Paul says of the Gentiles: “The things
which the Gentiles sacrifice [to idols], they sacrifice to devils,
and not to God;” notwithstanding they also pretend to honor the
name of God by these things. (1 Cor. 10:20)
Objection 2: The honor of the sign is the honor of the thing signified. Images are signs of God. Therefore the honor which is
paid to images is also paid to God. Answer: Here again the
minor proposition must be denied, or else the major distinguished thus: the honor of the sign is the honor of the thing signified only in case the sign is a true sign, and has been instituted
by him who has the power to do so; and in case that honor be
given to the sign, which the proper author commanded to be
given; for it is not the will of him that honors, but of him that is
honored, that is the rule according to which we are to pay our
respect. Wherefore, inasmuch as God has forbidden both that
images should be made of him, and that he should be worshipped at images, which are made for him, or for creatures, it is
manifest that he is not honored, but disgraced whenever it is
attempted to worship him, against his will, at and under images.
But some one may perhaps say: the contempt which is cast
upon the sign, even though it may not have been instituted at
the command of God, falls back upon God himself. Therefore
the honor, also, that is laid to the sign, is given to God. Answer:
We deny the consequence which is here deduced; because contrary results are attributed to things that are contrary only when
the opposition of the things which are affirmed depends upon
that according to which the subjects are opposed, but not when
it depends upon something else, as here, where contempt of God
follows that of the sign, be it divinely instituted or not, because
an intention to depart from the commandment of God is sufficient to cast dishonor and contempt upon him. But the honor of
God does not follow the honor of the sign, unless both the sign
and the honor thereof be ordained of God, seeing that the inten-
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tion to honor God is not of itself sufficient to constitute acceptable worship, unless the manner also be such as God himself
has prescribed.
Objection 3: But if it is lawful to honor the images and monuments of {530} renowned and well deserving men, it is much
more lawful to honor the images of blessed angels and saints.
Answer: It is lawful to honor the monuments of great and distinguished men with such respect as that which constitutes a grateful and becoming remembrance of them and their deeds, which
they have left behind them as their own monuments, in case it
be directed to that use which they themselves would desire it;
and, on the other hand, it would be lawful to demolish them, if
necessity demanded such a thing, provided it were done without
any wish or desire to cast any disrespect upon those whose
monuments they are. But it is by no means lawful to attribute
divine worship to them, such as that which the Papists pay to
their idols, whether it be under the name of worship or service.
Again, the monuments of great and good men should be such as
do not lead to idolatry; for if this should be the case, we must not
honor them, but utterly abolish them, after the example of
Hezekiah, who broke in pieces the brazen serpent that Moses
had made (2 Kings 18:4) when it was turned into idolatry,
although it had been formerly preserved as a monument of the
goodness of God, which he had showed to the children of Israel
in the wilderness, when they were bitten of fiery serpents.

QUESTION 98
98. But may not pictures be tolerated in churches as booksfor the people?
A. No; for we must not pretend to be wiser than God, who
will have his people taught not by dumb idols, but by the
lively preaching of his word.
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EXPOSITION:
This is the objection of those, who grant, indeed, that images
and statues of God and the saints are not to be worshipped, but
maintain that they should be tolerated in the churches of Christians, as books to the laity, and for other causes, if only they be
not worshipped. We must, however, maintain the opposite,
which is, that images and likenesses of God, or of the saints, are
not to be tolerated in Christian churches, but abolished and
removed from the sight of men, whether they be worshipped, or
not.
3. WHY IMAGES AND PICTURES ARE NOT TO BE
TOLERATED IN CHURCHES
The reasons on account of which images and statues are not to
be tolerated in our churches, but removed, are principally these:
1. Because it is contrary to the express command of God, that
images should be made and set up in churches. “You shall not
make unto yourself any graven image, nor the likeness of any
thing that is,” etc. Seeing, now, that God will not allow images to
be made, by which he is to be represented, or at which he is to
be worshipped, he, in like manner, will not permit those which
are made by others, to be tolerated, or retained.
2. Because they have been the occasion, and means of horrible
idolatry in the Papal Church.
3. Because God expressly commanded that idols should be
removed, as well as every corruption of the true doctrine and
worship of God, that he may in this way declare his displeasure
against idolatry. (Ex. 33:24; 34:13: Num. 33:52)
4. For our confession of the sincere worship, and our hatred to
idolatry, which confession consists not only in words, but also in
outward actions, appearance and signs. “You shall destroy their
altars, and break down their images, and cut down their groves,
and burn their graven images with fire. For you are an holy people to the Lord your God.” “Little children, keep yourselves from

940

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

idols,” viz., in heart, in profession and signs. (Deut. 7:5; 1 John
5:21)
5. Because the Scriptures speak in commendation of certain
pious kings, such as Asa, Jehu, Hezekiah, Josiah, etc., for having
destroyed the images and idols which had been set up. (1 Kings
15:13; 2 Kings 10:30; 18:4; 23:24)
6. For the purpose of avoiding offence and preventing superstition and idolatry, so that, by not tolerating ancient images or
substituting new ones, the church and ignorant souls may be
preserved from the danger and sin which formerly fell upon our
forefathers, for countenancing idols.
7. That the enemies of the church may not by this spectacle,
which looks so very much like idolatry, be driven farther from a
profession of the truth and be led to cast reproach upon it. God
speaks of this in the following language: “Wherefore I also said, I
will not drive them out from before you; but they shall be as
thorns in your side, and their gods shall be a snare unto you.”
(Judges 2:3) So the Jews, when they see statues and images in the
churches of those who profess Christianity, are so much
offended at the sight that they are led to hate more inveterately
the Christian religion.
8. Lastly, images have never resulted in any good to those who
have had them. The people of God, the Jews, were for the most
part seduced by them, as sacred history abundantly testifies,
especially in the books of the Judges, Kings, and Prophets. We
are, therefore, prone by nature to the sin of idolatry, which is followed by those dreadful punishments which God in many
instances threatened through Moses. “I will destroy your high
places, and cut down your images, and cast your carcasses upon
the carcasses of your idols, and my soul shall abhor you.” (Lev.
26:30) The angel of the Lord, in reproving the Israelites, because
they had made a league with the Canaanites, said: “Wherefore I
will not drive them out from before you; but they shall be as
thorns in your side, and their gods shall be a snare unto you.”
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(Judges 2:3) For these reasons, therefore, images and statues are
not to be tolerated in the churches of those who profess Christianity, but they must be removed, even though they be not
adored.
4. HOW AND BY WHOM ARE IMAGES TO BE ABOLISHED?
Two things must be carefully observed in removing images:
1. That the doctrine concerning the true worship of God be
preached before the idols and images are removed. It was in this
way that Josiah proceeded. He first commanded the law of God
to be read to all the people, and then proceeded to remove and
destroy the images which had been set up. A change in external
matters, without showing and explaining the causes, on account
of which it is effected, will either lead to hypocrisy, or else it will
excite and alienate the minds of the people from those {532}
who effect this change. Let the true doctrine of God’s word,
therefore, be preached, and the idols will fall to the ground of
their own accord.
2. Images and their altars, and all that pertains to idolatry, must
be removed, not by private individuals, but by public authority;
whether of the magistrates, or of the people, if they have the
sovereign power, and in those places in which the church holds
the chief sway. It was in this way that God commanded the children of Israel to proceed in reference to this matter; and so we
read that they and their pious kings acted. Paul, on the other
hand, being only a private individual, seeing and disapproving of
the idols of the Athenians, Ephesians and others, did not himself
break them down, nor did he exhort Christians to do so, but to
flee from and avoid them. The reason why the Apostle acted
thus arose, no doubt, from the fact that he himself was no magistrate, and that the church had not in those places the chief
sway. He, therefore, gives this rule: “What have I to do to judge
them also that are without? Do not you judge them that are
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within? But them that are without, God judgeth.” (1 Cor. 5:12,
13)
Objection 1: But books are retained in the churches and are useful to the laity. Images and statues are books to the laity. Therefore they may be retained in the churches with profit. Answer:
Such books only are useful to laymen, which God has delivered
to them. But God has prohibited images. We also deny the minor
proposition; for the prophets teach very differently. “What profiteth the graven image that the maker thereof has graven it; the
molten image and a teacher of lies?” “The idols have spoken
vanity.” (Heb. 2:18; Zech. 10:2) We may deduce this argument
from what has now been said: we ought not to speak vain things
of God, nor to lie of him, either in word or deed. But wood or
graven images are lies of God, seeing that they cannot represent
God; yea, by as much as they depart from God, and at the same
time lead us from him, by so much is their figure unlike God,
and as a matter of consequence they bring it to pass, that we lie
concerning God. If we would not, therefore, lie, it is necessary
that we should neither make, nor have graven images by which
to represent God: for as Jeremiah says, “The stock is a doctrine of
vanities.” (Jer. 10:8) In this sense, now, we grant that images and
pictures are books for the laity; viz., that they partly teach and
signify what is not true of God, and partly because by reverencing the thing signified, and the place, when they stand in the
church and elsewhere, they easily lead some to superstition and
teach the people idolatry, as experience abundantly testifies. We
also deny the consequence of the above syllogism, because,
although images might teach the unlearned, yet it does not follow from this, that they should be retained in the churches as
books that are useful; for God will have his people taught, not by
dumb images, but by the lively preaching of his word. Neither
does faith come from the sight of images, but by the hearing of
the word of God.
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Objection 2. The command which respects the abolishing of
images, is ceremonial. Therefore it does not pertain to Christians, but only to Jews. Answer: We deny the antecedent: for it is
no ceremonial requirement to abolish those things which are
the instruments, occasions and signs of idolatry. Nor are the
causes on account of which this commandment was formerly
given altered, so that the glory of God should not be vindicated
against idolaters and enemies of the church, and that he should
be tempted by our giving to those who are weak and ignorant
occasions and inducements {533} to superstition and idolatry
to which they are naturally inclined. This commandment, therefore, which forbids our not having images, is moral and of perpetual force.
Objection 3: Solomon, by the command of God, placed in the
temple images of cherubim, lions, oxen, palm-trees, etc. Therefore images may also be tolerated in the church. Answer: The
cases are not similar. 1. The figures of the various things and living creatures, such as oxen, lions, palm trees, cherubims and
such like, which Solomon caused to be placed in the temple,
were ordered by the special command of God. The case, however, is different with images which are set up in the church at
the present day. 2. The images which Solomon had placed in the
temple were of such a character that they could not easily lead
to superstitious practices; but images of God and the saints may
not only lead to superstition, but alas! they have hitherto been
the cause of most shameful idolatry in the Papal church. 3. The
reason on account of which God commanded Solomon to have
the images here alluded to in the temple, was that they might be
types of spiritual things; but this cause is now done away with in
Christ. Hence images which are now set up in the churches cannot be defended by this example; and it becomes us to obey the
general commandment which forbids us to have, and to set up
in such places images which are offensive either to the members, or the enemies of the church.
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Objection 4: But pictures and images are not worshipped in the
Reformed churches. Therefore they may be tolerated. Answer:
1. God does not only forbid images to be worshipped; but also
forbids them from being made, and to have them when made.
You shall not make unto yourself any graven images, etc. They are
always an occasion of superstition and idolatry to the ignorant,
as the experience of the past and present abundantly testifies. 3.
They give to the Jews, Turks, Pagans, and other enemies of the
church occasion of offence and matter for blaspheming the gospel.
Objection 5: Images and statues are ornaments in our churches.
Therefore they may be tolerated. Answer: 1. The best and true
ornament of our churches is the pure and unadulterated doctrine of the gospel, the lawful use of the sacraments, true prayer
and worship in accordance with the word of God. 2. Churches
have been built, that lively images of God may be seen in them,
and not that they should be made the abode of idols and dumb
images. 3. The ornament of the church ought not to be contrary
to the command of God. 4. It must neither be ensnaring to the
members, nor offensive to the enemies of the church.
But some one may perhaps reply; the thing itself and the lawful
use of it, must not be taken away merely because it may he
abused. Images are ensnaring and offensive merely by accident.
Therefore they are not to be removed from the churches.
Answer: The first proposition is true, provided the thing be good
in its own nature, and the use of it be lawful, and the accident
inseparably connected with it, be not condemned of God. If this
be not the case, the thing and the use of it, are both unlawful,
and therefore to be avoided. But the images of God and the
saints, which are placed in our churches for the sake of religion,
are neither good, nor is the use of them lawful, but expressly
forbidden by the command of God. And not only so, but the
accident which is superstition, or idolatry, invariably
accompanies the use of these images (notwithstanding the vain
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pretences of {534} those who are more fully established, and of
their knowledge) and is equally condemned by the commandment of God.
Objection 6: All that is necessary is, that men should not, by the
preaching of the gospel, have images in their hearts. Therefore it
is not necessary that they should be removed from our
churches. Answer: We deny the antecedent; because God not
only forbids us to have idols in our hearts; but also before our
eyes, seeing that he does not merely desire us to be no idolaters,
but to avoid even the appearance of idolatry, according as it is
said; “Abstain from all appearance of evil.” (1 Thess. 5:22) Again,
such is the depravity of the human heart and its propensity to
idolatry, that idols well-polished and adorned, being left before
the eyes of men, very soon and readily become seated in the
heart, and lead to false notions of religion, whatever may be said
by some to the contrary. We may, therefore invert the argument,
and reason thus: Images are to be rooted out of the hearts of
men by the preaching of the gospel. Therefore they are also to
be cast out of our churches: for the doctrine revealed to us from
heaven does not merely command us not to worship and adore
them, but likewise not to make, or have them. So much concerning the commandment itself.
The exhortation which is added to the second
commandment
The exhortation added to this commandment, for I the Lord your
God am a jealous God, visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the
children unto the third and fourth generations of them that hate
me, and shewing mercy unto thousands of them that love me and
keep my commandments, contains five attributes of God which
ought to constrain us to render obedience to him.
1. He calls himself our God, that is, our creator and preserver—
the giver of all the good things which we have enjoyed. In this
way he would teach us what base ingratitude it is not to render
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obedience to him, our benefactor, and what an aggravated thing
it is to fall from him into idolatry.
2. He calls himself a mighty God—one that is able to punish the
wicked, as well as to reward the obedient. He is, therefore, to be
feared and worshipped above all others.
3. A jealous God, that is, a most rigid defender, and vindicator of
his honor, terribly displeased with those who depart from him,
or infringe upon his honor, or worship. Inasmuch now as jealousy, or indignation on account of an injury, or baseness, proceeds from love on the part of him, who is injured, God here
signifies how ardently he loves those that are his.
4. A God that visits the iniquity of the fathers upon the children
unto the third and fourth generations of them that hate him. In
these words God reveals the greatness of his wrath and punishment, in that he threatens unto the children and the grand children, and the great grandchildren’s children of his enemies, to
punish in them the sins of their fathers, in case they also imitate
and approve of the sins of their fathers by committing them over
again.
Objection: But it is said, Ezek. 18, that the son shall not bear the
iniquity of the father. Answer: It is, however, also said in the
14th verse of the same chapter, by way of reconciliation, “That if
a wicked man beget a son that seeth all his father’s sins which
he has done, and does not such like; he shall surely live.” Hence
God threatens that he will punish the sins of the fathers in their
children, meaning those who persevere in the sins of their
{535} fathers, whom it is just and proper should be made partakers of their punishment. Should any one reply; That in this
way, posterity do not suffer for the sins of their fathers, but only
for their own, we answer nay; for there may be many impelling,
moving causes of the same effect, and the cause of one punishment may be many sins, and these of different individuals
besides those who bear the punishment. And if some one
should object still further and say; That the sins of the fathers
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are not punished in their children, because the punishment
which the children suffer, does not reach to the sins of their
fathers, we reply, the children are a part of their fathers, so that
they feel in themselves, as it were in some part of themselves,
what their children suffer.
5. He declares that he is a God, who sheweth mercy unto thousands of them that love him and keep his commandments. By this
promise, God would magnify his mercy, that so he might the
more strongly invite us to obedience by a consideration of the
greatness of his mercy and by the desire of our own salvation,
and that of our children. And whereas he threatened punishment only to the fourth generation, he here extends his mercy to
thousands, that so he might declare that he is more inclined to
show mercy than wrath, and in this way constrain us to love
him.
Objection 1: But the children of many pious persons perish.
Answer. The promise is conditional: for God declares in the 18th
chapter of Ezek., that he will be merciful to the children of the
godly if they persevere in the obedience of their fathers, and that
he will punish them if they turn away from it. If any one should
ask, Why does God not convert all the children of the godly,
since they cannot follow the holy example of their fathers without his mercy, we reply, that he will not bind or restrict his
mercy to any single individuals included among the posterity of
the righteous; but will reserve his election free to himself, that as
he converts and saves some from the posterity of the wicked, so
he will leave some of the posterity of the righteous in their natural corruption and misery which all deserve by nature, and this
he does, that he may show that his own mercy is free, as well in
choosing the posterity of the godly as the posterity of the
wicked. Again: God does not convert all the posterity of the
godly, because he has not bound himself to bestow mercy on all,
or the same benefits on all the posterity of the godly. He, therefore, makes good this promise when he bestows temporal bless-
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ings upon the wicked descendants of the godly. Lastly: God does
not convert all the children of the godly, because he promises
this happiness to those who diligently keep his commandments,
or to those who are truly godly. But inasmuch as the love of God
and the obedience which is in the most holy, are imperfect in
this life, the reward which is promised to them is also imperfect,
and joined with the cross and chastisements, among which the
wickedness and unhappiness of their posterity is not the least,
as may be seen in David, Solomon and Josiah.
Objection 2: Those who keep the commandments of God,
obtain mercy. Therefore, we merit something from God by our
obedience. Answer: The contrary follows. God says, I will show
mercy unto them. Therefore, it is not according to merit; for that
which is done out of mercy is not of merit; and contrariwise.
The argument is, therefore, false, in assigning that for a cause,
which is none.
Objection 3: This promise and threatening belongs to the whole
Decalogue; {536} why is it, therefore, annexed to this commandment? Answer: It is joined to the second commandment,
not that it belongs to it alone, but that we may know that the first
and second commandments are the foundation of all the others;
and that God might declare that he is especially displeased with
those who corrupt his worship, and that he will punish this kind
of sin both in them and their posterity, and, on the other hand,
that he will also bless the posterity of them, who keep his religion pure and undefiled.
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LORD’S DAY 36
Question 99 & 100
99. What is required in the third commandment?
A. That we must not by cursing, or by false swearing, nor
yet by unnecessary oaths, profane or abuse the name of
God; nor even by our silence and connivance be
partakers of these horrible sins in others; and in sum,
that we use the holy name of God no otherwise than with
fear and reverence, so that He may be rightly confessed
and worshiped by us, and be glorified in all our words
and works.
100. Is the profaning of God’s name by swearing and cursing
so grievous a sin that His wrath is kindled against those
also who do not help as much as they can to hinder and
forbid it?
A. Yes truly: for no sin is greater, or more provoking to God
than the profaning of His name; wherefore He even
commanded it to be punished with death.
EXPOSITION:
God, in the first and second commandments, framed the mind
and heart for his worship; in the third and fourth the external
members and actions.
The third commandment consists of two parts: a prohibition and
threatening. It first prohibits a rash and inconsiderate use of the
name of God; yea, every abuse of the name of God, in whatever
false, vain or trifling thing, which tends to cast a reproach upon
God, or which does not at least have respect to his glory. The
name of God signifies in the Scriptures, 1. The attributes of God.
“Wherefore is it that you do ask after my Name.” “Thus shall you
say unto the children of Israel, The Lord God of your fathers, the
God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob has sent
me unto you; this is my Name forever, and this is my memorial
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unto all generations.” “The Lord is a man of war: the Lord is his
Name.” (Gen. 32:29; Ex. 3:15; 15:3) 2. It signifies God himself.
“Let them that love your Name be joyful in you.” “I will take the
cup of salvation, and call upon the Name of the Lord.” “I will
sing praise to the Name of the Lord most high.” “You shall sacrifice the Passover unto the Lord your God, of the flock and the
herd in the place which the Lord shall choose to place his Name
there.” “I purpose to build an house unto the Name of the Lord
my God.” (Ps. 5:11; 116:13; 7:17; Deut. 16:2; 1 Kings 5:5) 3. It signifies the will or {537} commandment of God, and that either
revealed and true, or feigned by men. “And it shall come to pass,
that whosoever will not hearken unto my words, which he shall
speak in my Name, I will require it of him.” “I come to you in the
Name of the Lord of hosts.” (Deut. 18:19; 1 Sam. 17:45) 4: It signifies the worship of God, confidence, prayer, praising and professing God. “All the people will walk every one in the Name of
his God; and we will walk in the Name of the Lord our God forever and ever.” “Baptizing them in the Name of the Father, and of
the Son and of the Holy Spirit.” “I am ready not to be bound
only, but also to die at Jerusalem for the Name of the Lord Jesus.”
(Micah 4:5; Acts 21:13)
Take the name of the Lord. God does not forbid us to take or to
use his name; but he forbids us to do it rashly, which is to use it
lightly, falsely, and reproachfully. To use the name of the Lord
lightly, is to make use of it as in ordinary talk and conversation,
contrary to what Christ says, “Let your communication be yea,
yea; nay, nay.” (Matt. 5:37) Falsely, as in unlawful oaths and perjury; reproachfully, as in cursing, blasphemy and sorcery, in
which the works of the devil are cloaked under the name of God.
The sense then, is, You shall not use the name of the Lord your
God rashly; that is, you shall not only not forswear, but you shall
not make any mention of the name of God that would not be
honorable to him.
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This negative precept has an affirmative included in it; for in
prohibiting the wrong use of the name of God, it at the same
time enjoins upon us that use which is lawful and honorable,
which consists in using the name of God reverently, solemnly,
religiously and honorably, and in making no mention of God or
of his works and revelations in our conversation, but such as
comports with his divine majesty. Hence, the end of this third
commandment is, that we all render unto God, both publicly and
privately, that immediate external worship which consists in
confessing and praising his name.
God adds a threatening to this commandment, to declare
thereby, that this part of obedience is also one of those things,
the violation of which is peculiarly displeasing to him, and
which he will severely punish. For since praising and glorifying
God is the chief and ultimate end for which man was created,
God justly demands in the most rigid manner from us that, on
account of which he commands all other things; and since
man’s chief good and enjoyment consists in glorifying God, it
follows that the greatest evil consists in reproaching God and
taking his name in vain, and so merits the heaviest punishment,
according as it is said, “Because, that when they knew not God,
they glorified him not as God, neither were thankful; but
became vain in their imaginations, and their foolish heart was
darkened,” etc. “Whosoever curseth his God, shall bear his sin;
and he that blasphemeth the name of the Lord, he shall surely
be put to death.” (Rom. 1:21; Lev. 24:15, 16)
The virtues of this commandment consists in the lawful and
honorable use of the name of God; of which these are parts:
I. THE PROPAGATION OF THE TRUE DOCTRINE respecting the
essence, will and works of God, not, indeed, that which belongs
to the office of teaching publicly in the church, of which mention is made in the fourth commandment; but that by which
every one in his own peculiar sphere is bound {538} to instruct
others privately, and which contributes to the true knowledge
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and worship of God, as it is said: “Teach them your sons, and
your son’s sons.” “Wherefore comfort yourselves together, and
edify one another.” “And when you are converted strengthen
your brethren.” “Let the word of Christ dwell in you richly in all
wisdom; teaching and admonishing one another, in psalms, and
hymns, and spiritual songs.” (Deut. 4:9; 11:19; 1 Thess. 5:11;
Luke 22:32; Col. 3:16)
That which is opposed to the propagation of the doctrine concerning the true God includes, 1. An omission or a neglect to
instruct others, especially our children, and to spread a knowledge of the true doctrine according to our ability, and as opportunity presents itself. “I was afraid, and went and hid your talent
in the earth,” etc. (Matt. 25:25)
2. Abstaining or refraining from conversation respecting God and
divine things. “Salvation is far from the wicked, for they seek not
your statutes.” (Ps. 119:155)
8. Corrupting religion and the doctrine revealed from heaven,
which consists in asserting and propagating what is false concerning God, his will and works. “The prophets prophesy lies in
my name.” (Jer. 14:14)
II. PRAISING AND GLORIFYING GOD, which consists in an
acknowledgement of the divine attributes and works, joined
with approbation and admiration thereof in the presence of God
and creatures, with the design that we may declare our love and
reverence to God, in order that he may be exalted above all
things, and that our subjection to him may be made manifest. “I
will declare your name unto my brethren; in the midst of the
congregation will I praise you.” “O Lord our Lord, how excellent
is your name in all the earth.” “Let the heavens and the earth
praise him,” etc. (Ps. 22:22; 8:1; 69:84)
Those things which are opposed to this virtue are, 1. Contempt of
God, a neglect of his praise, worship and divine works. “They
glorified him not as God.” (Rom. 1:21)
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2. Blasphemy, which is to speak such things of God as are
opposed to his nature and will, either through ignorance, or
through hatred to the truth and to God himself. “Whosoever
shall curseth his God shall bear his sin.” (Lev. 24:15)
8. All cursing, by which men speak and ask wicked things of
God, against their neighbor, as if God were their executioner to
carry into effect their desire of vengeance upon those with
whom they are at variance. To curse is to ask and desire evil to
any one from God. All cursing, now, which proceeds from
hatred, and from a desire of private revenge leading to the
destruction of our neighbor, is unbecoming and wicked; because
it desires that God should be made the executioner of our corrupt wishes and passions. Certain imprecations of the saints
against their enemies are, indeed, found in the Psalms and elsewhere; but these are not to be positively condemned, because
they are in a great measure prophetical denunciations of punishment against the enemies of God. From these examples we
may infer that execrations are at particular times lawful, but
with these conditions, 1. If we desire evil things to come upon
those upon whom God denounces them, viz., his enemies. 2. If it
is done on account of God, without any private hatred, or desire
of revenge. 3. If we ask it upon the condition that these things
come upon them only in case they remain incorrigible. 4. If we
so desire these things, as not to rejoice in their {539} destruction, but merely to desire that the divine glory be vindicated, and
the church delivered.
III. THE CONFESSION OF THE TRUTH KNOWN CONCERNING
GOD, which consists in declaring what we know with certainty
from the holy Scriptures of God and his will, because we declare
and make known from a consideration of duty, our knowledge
of God, that so we may glorify him and advance the salvation of
our fellow men. “With the heart man believes unto righteousness, and with the mouth confession is made unto salvation.”
“Be ready always to give an answer to every man that asketh you

954

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

a reason of the hope that is in you, with meekness and fear.”
(Rom. 10:10, 11; 1 Pet. 3:15.
To this confession of the truth there is opposed, 1. A denial of the
truth, or an unwillingness on the part of any one to declare what
he knows concerning religion for fear of hatred, or the cross, or
reproach. This denial is of two kinds. The first is an entire apostasy from true religion, which is to cast away the profession of
the truth to whatever extent it may have been known and
received, which is done with the determined counsel and desire
of the heart to oppose God, and which is also accompanied with
no grief or sorrow for having rejected the truth, and without any
purpose to obey God by individually applying the promise of
grace or shewing signs of repentance. Such a denial of the truth
is that of which hypocrites and the reprobate are guilty, concerning which it is said, “They went out from us, but they were
not of us; for if they had been of us, they would no doubt have
continued with us.” “Which for a while believe, and in time of
temptation fall away.” (1 John 2:19; Luke 8:13) If this denial be
made after the truth has once been certainly known, it becomes
the sin against the Holy Spirit, of which none repent, so that no
forgiveness is obtained neither in this, nor in the life to come.
The other denial of the truth is particular. It is that which is committed by those who are of weak faith, and results either from
error, without being willful and intentional, or from fear of the
cross, while there is still remaining in the heart an inclination to
cleave to God, and a sorrow on account of this wickedness and
denial, with a certain purpose to struggle out of it, and to assent
to and obey God by applying individually the promise of grace,
and shewing signs of true penitence. The regenerate and elect
may be guilty of this denial of the truth; but they struggle out of
it, and return again to the confession of the truth in this life. So
Peter denied Christ through weakness; but repented of his sin
before God.
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2. Dissembling or keeping back the truth, where the glory of God
and the salvation of our neighbor require a confession of it,
which is necessary when false views of God, of his word and of
the church seem to be confirmed in the minds of men by our
silence; or when those things remain unknown, which God will
have known for the purpose of vindicating his glory against the
calumnies of the wicked, for convincing the obstinate and
instructing those who are disposed to learn; or when our silence
lays us open to the suspicion of approving what is said and done
by the wicked. It was in this way, that the parents of the man
born blind, of whom we have an account in the ninth chapter of
the gospel of John, dissembled, and also those chief rulers who
would not confess Christ for fear of the Jews, lest they should be
put out of the synagogue. (John 12:42)
3. An abuse of Christian liberty, or giving offence in things which
are {540} indifferent, which is done when by the use of such
things we confirm the adversaries of God in error, or alienate
them from true religion, or by our example provoke them to an
imitation accompanied with an evil conscience, of which Paul
treats largely in the fourteenth chapter of his Epistle to the
Romans, and also in the eighth and tenth chapters of his first
Epistle to the Corinthians.
4. All scandals and offences in morals, as, for instance, when
those who profess the true religion, lead shameful and offensive
lives, denying in works what they profess in words, and so laying
the church open to reproach, and the name of God to the foul
blasphemies of unbelievers. “They profess that they know God;
but in works they deny him,” as if he would say, they pretend a
knowledge of God without faith. “For the name of God is blasphemed among the Gentiles through you.” (Tit. 1:16; Rom. 2:24:
see also Ps. 50:16; Ish. 52:5; 2 Tim. 3:5)
5. An untimely or unseasonable confession of the truth, by which
men stir up and excite the enemies of religion either to condemn or revile the truth, or to bitterness and cruelty against the
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godly, without advancing the glory of God and the salvation of
any one, and without any necessity demanding a confession of
the truth at the time and under the circumstances under which
it was made. Such an untimely confession Christ prohibits when
he says, “Give not that which is holy unto the dogs, neither cast
you your pearls before swine.” (Matt. 7:6) Paul also says: “A man
that is an heretic, after the first and second admonition reject;
knowing that he that is such is subverted, and sinneth, being
condemned of himself.” (Tit. 3:10, 11) Nor is the declaration of
the apostle Peter chap. 3, v. 15, in which he commands us “to be
ready always to give an answer to every man that asketh a reason of the hope that is in us, with meekness and fear,” at variance with what we have just said, as though no confession were
untimely; for the Apostle commands us always to be ready and
well prepared to give an answer concerning the sum and foundation of the doctrine of the church, and to repel the calumnies
and sophisms by which this doctrine is perverted and evil spoken of by the enemies of religion. But he does not command us
to profess and declare all things at all times and before every
one; but merely before those who ask a reason or a defense of
the hope that is within us, for the purpose of learning, knowing,
or judging in reference to it. Hence, if any one should make a
mock of religion, or deride the doctrine of the gospel after it has
once been sufficiently declared and explained to him, and
should ask a reason of our hope, we should not return an
answer to him, but leave him to himself. So Christ himself after
he had sufficiently confessed and confirmed his doctrine, made
no reply to the High Priest and Pilate with reference to the false
witnesses, and gave as a reason of his silence,” If I tell you, you
will not believe.” (Luke 22:67)
IV. GRATITUDE, which consists in acknowledging and confessing
what, and how great benefits we have received from God, and to
what obedience we are bound in view of these blessings, and
that we will, therefore, cheerfully and heartily yield it unto God
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to the extent of our power, according as it is said: “Whatsoever
you do in word, or deed, do all in the name of the Lord Jesus,
giving thanks to God and the Father by him.” “In every thing give
thanks; for this is the will of God in Christ Jesus concerning
you.” “O give thanks unto the Lord, for he is good; for his {541}
mercy endureth forever.” (Col. 3:17: 1 Thes. 5:18; Ps. 107:1)
There is opposed to this virtue, 1. Ingratitude, which is when any
one either seldom or never thinks and talks of the benefits of
God, or if he does think and speak of them, he does it with coldness and dissimulation, so that there is no love to God, or desire
of gratitude kindled in his heart. “When they knew God, they
glorified him not as God, neither were thankful.” (Rom. 1:21)
2. The want of a proper appreciation of the benefits of God, or not
placing such a value upon them as we ought. This occurs whenever any one regards himself, or others, as being the authors of
his mercies, “What has you that you did not receive? now if you
did receive it, why do you glory as if you hadst not received it.”
(1 Cor. 4:7)
3. A neglect of the gifts of God, which occurs whenever they are
not so employed as to promote the divine glory. The same may
also be said of the abuse of these gifts. “You wicked and slothful
servant, you knewest that I reap where I sowed not, and gather
where I have not strawed; you oughtest, therefore, to have put
my money to the exchangers,” etc. (Matt. 25:26, 27)
V. ZEAL FOR THE GLORY OF GOD, which is an ardent love of
God, and sorrow on account of any reproach or contempt cast
upon God, with an attempt to throw it from him, and to vindicate the honor of his name. “Phinehas has turned my wrath
away from the children of Israel, while he was zealous for my
sake among them.” “I have been very zealous for the Lord God of
hosts; for the children of Israel have forsaken your covenant,”
etc. (Num. 25:11; 1 Kings 19:10)
Timidity, or a want of firmness, is opposed to this zeal for God on
the side of want, and consists in not being affected with grief on
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account of reproach cast upon God, and so not caring for the
divine glory, and in not having or showing any desire in word
and deed to prevent this reproach. Those are guilty of this sin,
who, when they might prohibit cursing, and foul blasphemies,
by which the name of God is dishonored, do, nevertheless, not
prevent them, not being led to it by any zeal for the glory of God.
An erring, false zeal, is opposed to this virtue as it respects the
opposite extreme, viz., that of excess. This Paul calls a zeal for
God, but not according to knowledge. (Rom. 10:3) It consists in
being displeased with such words and actions as are erroneously
conceived to impair the glory of God. This now may take place
whenever we suppose that to be the glory of God, and attempt to
defend it, which is not the glory of God, and ought not to be
defended; or, when we regard that as detracting from the glory
of God and endeavor to repel it, which is not inconsistent with
the divine glory, and ought not to be repelled; or still further
when it is attempted to prevent an offence, or injury to the
divine glory in a way different from that in which it ought to be
done.
VI. CALLING UPON THE NAME OF THE LORD, which consists in
asking of the true God those good things which he has commanded us to ask at his hands. It proceeds from a sense of want
on our part, and from a desire to share in the divine bounty; and
commences with true conversion to God and faith in the divine
promises, for the mediator’s sake. “O give thanks unto the Lord;
call upon his name.” “Ask and it shall be given you.” “And this is
the confidence that we have in him, that, if we ask {542} any
thing according to his will, he heareth us.” (Ps. 105:1; Matt. 7:7; 1
John 5:14)
There is opposed to invocation, 1. A neglect of calling upon the
name of the Lord, which the Scriptures represent and condemn
as the fountain of all ungodliness. “And call not upon the name
of the Lord.” (Ps. 14:4)
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2. All unlawful calling upon God, which is the case whenever any
condition necessary to acceptable prayer is wanting; under
which may be comprehended idolatrous invocation, which is
either directed to some imaginary deity, or to creatures; or else it
restricts the divine presence, and an answer to our prayers to a
certain place or thing without any command and promise from
God. Such are the prayers of the Heathen, Turks, Jews and all
others, who imagine unto themselves another god, beside the
true God revealed unto us in his word and works. “You worship,
you know not what.” (John 4:22) The same thing may also be
said of those among the Papists, who pray to the angels and to
the saints who have departed this life; because in so doing they
attribute to them the honor due to God alone.
3. The asking of such things as are contrary to the will and law of
God. “You ask and receive not, because you ask amiss, that you
may consume it upon your lusts.” (James 4:3)
4. A mere lip service, or such prayers as consist merely in words,
or in the motion of the body, without enlisting the feelings of the
heart, and in which there is no real desire to obtain the blessing
of God—prayers which are without true repentance, without any
assurance of being heard, without a subjection of the will to the
will of God, without any reference to or thought of the divine
promise, without any confidence in Christ, the only mediator,
and without any true sense or acknowledgment of unworthiness
in the sight of God. “When you pray, use not vain repetitions as
the heathen do, for they think that they shall be heard for their
much speaking.” “When you spread forth your hands, I will hide
mine eyes from you; yea, when you make your prayers I will not
hear.” “Let not that man think that he shall receive any thing of
the Lord.” (Matt. 6:7; Ps. 1:15; James 1:7)
The objections which the Papists bring against
us in favor of the Invocation of the Saints
Objection 1: The saints, on account of their virtues, are to be
honored with the worship either of adoration (latreia) or of
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veneration (douleia). But it is not in the former sense that they
are to be worshipped; because this form of worship is due to
God alone, inasmuch as it attributes to him universal power,
providence and dominion, which can be ascribed to God alone.
Therefore veneration is due to the saints, or such worship as that
which we ascribe to them for their holiness. Answer: We deny
the consequence; because the major proposition is incomplete;
for besides the worship of adoration and veneration, which is the
distinction here made, there is another kind of veneration, such
as is proper to the saints, which is the acknowledgment and celebration of the faith, holiness and gifts for which they were distinguished, obedience to the doctrine which they taught, and an
imitation of their lives and piety, concerning which Augustine
says: {543} ‘‘They are to be honored by imitation, but not by adoration.” This veneration is due to the saints, and we have no
desire to take it from them, whether living or dead; but, on the
other hand, willingly attribute it to them according to the command of the Apostle: “Remember them which have the rule over
you, who have spoken unto you the word of God; whose faith
follow, considering the end of their conversation.” (Heb. 13:7)
We also deny the minor proposition; because the distinction
which they make between the worship of adoration and veneration is of no force, inasmuch as these are not different forms of
worship, but one and the same; neither do they belong to the
saints, or to any creature, but to God alone, because he knows
and hears in all places and at all times the thoughts, the groans
and desires of those who call upon him, and relieves their
necessities. No one but God can hear those who call upon him.
Therefore this honor must be ascribed to him alone, because he
hears them that pray. This honor belongs also to Christ, because
it is on account of his merits and intercession that God grants
unto us the forgiveness of sins, eternal life and all other good
things. Hence this honor cannot be transferred to the saints
without manifest sacrilege and idolatry, whether it be under the
name of adoration, or veneration, or whatever name it may be.
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This distinction, too, which they make, is of no account, since
the words are used indifferently in the original to signify the
same thing, both in the Scriptures and in profane writers. Concerning God it is said (Matt. 4:10), “You shall worship the Lord
your God, and him only shall you serve.” Here the Greek word
latreuseiV is used. And in Matt. 6:25, it is said, “Ye cannot serve
God and Mammon; “in which place the word douleuein is used.
Which word is also used in the following places, where it is said,
“You turned to God from idols, to serve the living and true God.”
“They that are such serve not our Lord Jesus Christ.” (1 Thess.
1:9; Rom. 16:18) Paul also every where calls himself the servant
of God (doulon qeou). In the Greek text, servile or slavish work is
every where termed latreuton. Suidas writes that latreuein
means the same thing as to serve for wages. Valla shows that this
same word signifies to serve man as well as to serve God, adducing a passage from Xenophon, where a man says that he is ready
to risk his life, sooner than his wife should be made to serve. And
the wife, on the other hand, says that she would rather lose her
life, than that her husband should serve, where the word
douleuh is used, Hence these words upon which the Papists base
the above distinction do not differ, but express one and the same
thing.
Objection 2: We ought to honor those whom God honors. God
honors the saints: “You shall sit upon twelve thrones, judging the
twelve tribes of Israel.” (Matt. 19:28) Therefore they are to be
honored by us. Answer: We admit the argument, in as far as it
has respect to the honor which God attributes to the saints. In
this, however, invocation is never included. God himself says, “I
am the Lord: that is my name, and my glory will I not give to
another, neither my praise to graven images.” (Ish. 42:8)
Objection 3: The hearing of our secret sighs and groans, which
belongs to God by nature, is through grace communicated to the
saints. Therefore they are to be invoked. Answer: We deny the
antecedent: for God does not communicate those properties by
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which he desires to be distinguished from creatures; such as
immensity, omnipotence, infinite wisdom, seeing and knowing
the heart, hearing prayer, etc.—these are properties which God
{544} communicates to no creature, neither by nature nor by
grace.” “For you only knowest the hearts of the children of
men.” (2 Chron. 6:30)
Objection 4: God has communicated to the saints the power of
working miracles, which is, nevertheless, a property belonging
to himself alone. Therefore, he communicates to the saints at
least some of the properties by which he is distinguished from
creatures, so that they may have a knowledge of the thoughts
and desires of those who pray unto them. Answer: 1. The consequence which is here drawn is of no force; for it does not follow,
even though it were true (which we do not admit) that God had
communicated some of his properties to the saints, and that the
hearing of prayer is included amongst them, if the Scriptures do
not teach the fact. 2. Nor is the reason which is assigned of any
force, that the saints have a knowledge of the desires of those
who invoke them, because they have been endowed with the
gift of working miracles. For the power of working miracles is
not transfused into the saints; nor do they perform these miracles by their own power, but merely as ministers. Hence, the
saints are said to do these things in a figurative sense, when God
employs them as ministers, and joins the working of a miracle,
as the sign of his presence, power and will.
Objection 5: Some prophets seemed to know the thoughts and
counsels of other men: so Ahijah knew the thoughts of the wife
of Jeroboam; Elisha knew the thoughts of the king of Syria; Peter
knew the thoughts of Ananias and Sapphira, etc. (1 Kings 14:6; 2
Kings 6:12; Acts 5:3) Therefore, God has communicated to the
saints a knowledge of the hearts of men. Answer: 1. Examples
that are few in number and of an extraordinary character do not
constitute a general rule. 2. These persons knew these things by
the gift of prophecy with which they were endowed; and yet
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they did not know them always, but only at that time, when the
good of the church required it: nor was it by any power lodged
within them, by which they were enabled to know the heart, but
by a divine revelation; nor did they know all things, but only
such as God was pleased to reveal to them. Hence, it does not
appear that the saints, after death, are also endowed with the gift
of prophecy, since there is no need of it in eternal life.
Objection 6: The angels in heaven rejoice over the repentance of
sinners. (Luke 15:10) Therefore, they know when men exercise
true penitence, and must also have a knowledge of the desires of
those who call upon them in prayer. Ans. A cause that is inferred
from an effect which may result from other causes, is not of
much force or consequence. For it is not necessary that the
angels should know the repentance of the sinner by looking into
the heart, inasmuch as they may know it either from the effects
and signs which accompany it, or from a divine revelation.
Objection 7: The soul of the rich man when in hell saw Abraham in heaven, and addressed prayer to him, whom Abraham
also heard. The rich man likewise knew the state and condition
of his five brethren who were still on earth. Therefore, the saints
in heaven see and know the desires and condition of those who
are upon the earth, and are to be invoked. Answer: No doctrine
can be established from allegories and parables. That that, now,
is an allegory, by which Christ desired to express the thoughts,
torments and condition of the ungodly who are suffering punishment, is evident from this, that it possesses all the parts of a
parable. Hence, it establishes nothing in favor of the invocation
of the saints. And even though all these things had been done as
they are represented, yet they prove nothing as it {545} respects
the doctrine of the invocation of the saints, since Abraham is
said to have known these things by speech, and not because he
had a knowledge of the secret thoughts of the heart.
Objection 8: Christ knows all things, according to his human
nature, Therefore, the saints also have a knowledge of all things.
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Answer: The examples are not the same. Christ’s human understanding perceives and knows, and his bodily eyes and ears hear
and see all things which he, according to his human nature,
desires to perceive, either with his mind or external senses, on
account of its personal union with the divine nature which
reveals these things, or on account of his office as mediator. But
it cannot be proven from the Scriptures that all things are
revealed to the angels and saints, which are made known to the
human understanding of Christ, by his Divinity.
Objection 9: The images of all things are reflected, or appear in
the vision and face of the Trinity. The holy angels and blessed
men who have departed this life see the face of the Deity, as it is
said, “In heaven the angels do always behold the face of my
Father which is in heaven.” (Matt. 18:10) Therefore they, in this
way, see and know all that we do, suffer, think, etc. Answer: 1.
The major proposition is uncertain, and cannot be proven from
the Scriptures. 2. Nor can the minor be established; for it is said,
“No man has seen God at any time.” (John 1:18) 3. Although the
angels and saints in heaven have a clear knowledge of God, yet
we are not to suppose that they naturally know all things, which
are in God. For if this were the case their knowledge would be
infinite, or in other words, it would be equal to the knowledge of
God, which is absurd, and contrary to the testimony of Scripture,
which declares that the angels are ignorant of the day of judgment. God reveals to every one, both in heaven and on earth, as
much as he will according to his own good pleasure.
Objection: 10. The friendship and intercourse of the saints with
God and Christ is so great, that it is not possible that a revelation
of those things which we ask at their hands should be withheld
from them. Answer. That consequence which is drawn from an
insufficient cause, is of no force. For this friendship and intercourse will continue, although God does not reveal to the saints
as much as they desire, but merely those things which it is prof-
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itable for them to know, for his glory and for their own happiness.
Objection: 11. Christ is the mediator of redemption; the saints
are mediators of intercession. Therefore there is nothing
detracted from Christ, if the saints are invoked as intercessors,
and as those who plead with God in our behalf. Answer: We
deny the distinction that is here made; because the Scriptures
teach that Christ is the only mediator, and that he has not only
redeemed us by once offering himself for us upon the cross, but
that he also continually appears before the Father, and makes
intercession for us. (See Heb.5:7, 9; 7:27; John l9:9; Rom.8:34;
Heb. 9:24; 1 John:2)
Objection: 12. Christ alone is mediator by virtue of his own
merit and intercession; the saints are mediators and intercessors
by virtue of the merit and intercession of Christ: that is, their
intercessions with God in our behalf avail for the sake of the
merit and intercession of Christ. Therefore that which is peculiar to Christ is not transferred to the saints Answer: Those who
make intercession in this way, detract from the honor of Christ
{546} as much as in the former case, which will appear by making in the antecedent a full enumeration of the ways in which
the honor of Christ is transferred to others; for not only those
who by their own virtue, but even those who, by the virtue of
Christ, are said to merit for us from God those good things promised for the sake of Christ’s merits alone, are substituted in the
place of Christ. And again: If the prayers of the saints are pleasing to God, and heard on account of the merit and intercession
of Christ, they cannot please God, nor obtain anything for us by
their own holiness and merits, as the Papists teach; for he who
stands in need of a mediator and intercessor, cannot appear as
an intercessor for others, although he may pray for others.
Hence our adversaries overthrow, by their own argument, the
doctrine which they vainly attempt to establish.
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Objection: 13. Those who pray for us in heaven are to be
invoked. The saints offer prayers in our behalf in heaven. Therefore they are to be addressed in prayer. Answer: There is here an
error in taking that as a cause which is none; for the mere fact
that any one prays for another is not a sufficient reason why we
should address prayer to him. We readily grant that the saints in
heaven do ardently desire the salvation of the church militant,
and that their prayers are heard according to the counsels of
God; but that the saints know the misfortunes and business of
every one in particular, and that they hear the prayers which
may be addressed to them, we deny.
Objection: 14. God said, Jer. 15: 1. “Though Moses and Samuel
stood before me, yet my mind could not be towards this people.”
Therefore the saints stand before God, and make intercession for
us. Answer: 1. But even though we were to grant the whole argument, yet it does not, therefore, follow, as we have already
shown, that we ought to pray unto them. 2. The language which
is here quoted is figurative. It introduces the dead, and represents them praying, as though they were living; so that the sense
is, if Moses and Samuel were yet living, and would pray for this
wicked people, as they prayed for them and were heard when
they lived upon earth, yet they could not obtain grace and pardon for them. There is a similar passage found in Ezek. 14:4,
which must be explained in like manner.
Objection: 15. The Lord said through Isaiah: “I will defend this
city to save it for mime own sake, and for my servant David’s
sake.” (2 Kings 19:34) Therefore God confers benefits upon men
upon the earth, for the sake of the merits and intercessions of
David, and of other saints after death. Answer: But it was not in
respect to the merits of David, but in respect to the promise of
the Messiah, who was to be born from the house of David, that
God promised to protect and defend the city referred to. And if
any one should object, and say that the deliverance of the city of
David from the assault of the Assyrians might have been effected
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without the benefit and promise of the Messiah, and was therefore promised on account of the merits of David: we reply that
they err who imagine that the benefits of Christ extend merely
to those things or promises, upon the performance of which the
promises made to David with reference to the Messiah could
only be preserved, and receive their fulfillment. For all the benefits of God, including those that are temporal as well as those
that are spiritual—those that were granted before the coming of
the Messiah as well as those which have been granted since—
those without which the {547} promise of the Messiah could, as
well as those without which it could not be fulfilled, are all conferred upon the church for the sake of Christ. “For the promises
of God in him [Christ] are yea, and in him, Amen.” (2 Cor. 1:20)
Objection: 16. Jacob said of the sons of Joseph, “Let my name be
on them, and the name of my fathers, Abraham and Isaac.” (Gen.
48:16) Therefore it is lawful to call upon the saints who have
departed this life. Answer: This is to misunderstand the figure of
speech which is here employed, which is a Hebrew phrase,
meaning not adoration, but an adoption of the children of
Joseph; so that the sense is, Let them be called after my name, or
let them take their name from me: that is, let them be called my
sons, and not my grand-children. The phrase is similar to that
found in Isaiah 4:1, where it is said: “And in that day seven
women shall take hold of one man, saying, Let us be called by
your name: “that is, let us be called your wives.
Objection 17: Eliphaz says to Job, chapter 5, v. 1, Call now, if
there be any that will answer you; and to which of the saints will
you turn.” Therefore Job is commanded to implore help from
some one of the saints. Answer: This passage is evidently at war
with the doctrine of the invocation of the saints: for it affirms
that the angels so far excel men in purity, that they will not
make answer, or appear when addressed or invoked by men.
Objection 18: Christ says, Matt. 25:40, “Inasmuch as you have
done it, unto one of the least of my brethren, you have done it
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unto me.” Therefore the invocation of the saints is an honor,
which is showed to Christ himself. Answer: Christ does not
speak of the invocation of the saints; but of the duty of love
which it becomes us to perform towards the afflicted members
of his church in this life. The passage, therefore, furnishes no
proof in favor of the invocation of the saints.
Objection 19: “The Angel of the Lord answered and said, O Lord
of hosts, how long will you not have mercy on Jerusalem, and on
the cities of Judah against which you have indignation these
three score and ten years?” (Zech. 1:2) Therefore the angels pray
for men in their times of need and distress, and so are to be
prayed unto. Answer: 1. But this passage furnishes no proof that
all the angels know the wants and afflictions of all men. The
calamities of the Jews were manifest not only to the sight of
angels, but also to men. 2. We deny the consequence which is
here drawn from the angels to the saints who have departed this
life: for the care and defense of the church, in this world, has
been committed to the angels. They are, therefore, conversant
with the things of this world, and see our wants and necessities,
which the saints do not, inasmuch as this charge is not committed to their care. 3. The consequence which is here drawn, that
we must pray unto the angels, because they pray for us, is in like
manner, of no force, as we have already shown.
Objection: 20. Judus Maccabeus saw in a vision the High Priest,
Onias, and Jeremiah the prophet, praying for the people. (2 Mac.
15:14) Therefore the saints who have departed this life pray for
us, and are to be invoked. Answer: No doctrine can be established by the authority of an apocryphal book. We also deny the
consequence which is here deduced; for not every one that
prays for us, is to be prayed to by us.
Objection: 21. Baruch says, “Hear now the prayers of the dead
Israelites.”( Bar 3:4) Therefore the saints pray for us, and are to
be invoked. Answer: We may return the same answer to this
objection that we did to the preceding one, that an apocryphal
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book proves nothing. There is also a misunderstanding of the
figure of speech here used; for those who are called the dead
Israelites are not such as had departed this life, but such as were
living and calling upon God, but who, on account of their calamities, were similar to those who were dead.
Objection 22: It is not permitted to come into the presence of a
prince without the intercession of some one. Therefore much
less can we come into the presence of God, without some one to
appear before him as our intercessor. Answer: We grant the
whole argument; for without Christ, the mediator, no one can
have access to God, as Christ himself says, “No man cometh unto
the Father, but by me.” (John 14: 6) Ambrose very appropriately
and forcibly answers the above objection in his Commentary on
the Epistle to the Romans, where he thus writes:
“Some men are wont to use a miserable excuse, saying that
we obtain access to God through his righteous saints in the
same way in which any one comes into the presence of a
prince, which is through his attendants. Well: is any one so
mad and unmindful of his own safety, as to transfer the
honor of the King to any of his attendants, since those who
have been found to do this, have been condemned as guilty of
treason. And yet these persons suppose that those are not
guilty of treason against God, who transfer the honor of his
name to creatures, and forsaking their Lord, worship their fellow servants, as if this accomplished any thing in the way of
assisting them in the service of God. We come into the presence of a king through his nobles and attendants, because he
is a man as we are, and does not know to whom he ought to
entrust the affairs of his kingdom. But as it respects God, from
whom nothing is concealed, and who knows the merits of all,
we need no one to secure us an access to him, but a devout
mind. For wherever such an one speaks, he will answer nothing,” etc.
Chrysostom writes,
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“The Canaanitish woman did not ask of James, nor did she
beseech John, nor did she go to Peter, nor did she come to the
whole corps of the Apostles, nor did she seek any Mediator:
but instead of all these, she took repentance for her companion, which repentance supplied the place of an advocate, and
in this way she went to the chief fountain.
So much concerning the sixth virtue comprehended in this
commandment, which virtue we have defined as invocation, or
calling upon God.
VII. LAWFUL OR RELIGIOUS SWEARING, which is comprehended in calling upon God. By this the person who takes an
oath desires that God would be a witness to what he affirms, that
he has no desire to deceive in the thing concerning which he
makes oath, and that God may punish him if he practices any
deception. This form of swearing is authorized by God, who
designs that it may be a bond of truth between men, and a testimony that he is the author and defender of truth.
That which is opposed to swearing religiously includes, 1. A
refusing to take an oath when the glory of God and the safety of
our neighbor require it at our hands. “An oath for confirmation
is to them an end of all strife” (Heb. 6:16)
2. Perjury or forswearing, as when any one knowingly and willingly deceives by an oath, or does not keep a lawful oath; for to
forswear is either to swear to that which is false, as for instance,
that you are not {549} guilty of murder when you have slain a
man; or not to perform a thing lawfully sworn.
3. An idolatrous oath, which is taken not by the true God alone.
4. An oath taken in regard to that which is unlawful, as the oath
of Herod.
5. Oaths which are made rashly, and from levity, without any
necessity or sufficient cause. It is of this that the Scriptures
speak when they forbid swearing. (See Matt. 5:23; James 5:12)
The doctrine respecting the oath is contained and explained in
the following Questions of the Catechism.
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LORD’S DAY 37
Question 101 & 102
101. But may we swear reverently by the name of God?
A. Yes; when the magistrate requires it, or it may be needful
otherwise to maintain and promote fidelity and truth, to
the glory of God and our neighbor’s good; for such an
oath is grounded in God’s Word, and therefore was rightly
used by the saints in the Old and New Testaments.
102. May we swear by “the saints” or by any other creature?
A. No: for a lawful oath is a calling upon God, that He, as the
only searcher of hearts, may bear witness to the truth,
and punish me if I swear falsely; which honor is due to
no creature.
EXPOSITION:
In these two Questions the doctrine respecting the oath is
explained at large.
THE DOCTRINE OF THE OATH
Concerning this we must enquire,
1. What is an oath?
2. By whom are we to swear?
3. Is it lawful for Christians to make oath?
4. What are the things concerning which we are to make oath?
5. Are all oaths to be kept?

1. WHAT IS AN OATH?
An oath is often used in the Scriptures for the whole worship of
God, as, You shall swear by his name.” “In that day shall five cities in the land of Egypt speak the language of Canaan, and swear
to the Lord of hosts.” “Every knee shall bow unto me, every
tongue shall swear.” (Deut. 10:20; Ish. 19:18; 45:23) Concerning
the worship of the New Testament it is said: “He who blesseth
himself in the earth, shall bless himself in the God of truth, and
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he that sweareth in the earth, shall swear by the God of truth.”
“If they will diligently learn the ways of my people, to swear by
my name, then shall they be built in the midst of nay people.”
{550} (Ish. 65:16; Jer. 12:16. The reason of this is that we profess him as our God, by whom we swear. An oath, properly
speaking, is a calling upon God, as the one who knows the heart,
that he will bear witness to the truth, and punish me if I swear
falsely. It is in this way that the Catechism defines a lawful oath,
which definition is taken from the form of swearing which the
apostle Paul uses, when he says, “I call God for a witness upon
my soul, that to spare you I came not as yet unto Corinth.” (2
Cor. 1:23)
It is said in the definition just given, that God will bear witness;
viz., by preserving and doing good to him that swears, if he
swear religiously, and by punishing and destroying him if he
swear falsely. For the oath was instituted by God, that it might
serve as a bond of truth between men, and be a testimony that
God is the author and defender of truth.
2. BY WHOM ARE WE TO SWEAR?
We must swear by the name of the true God alone; 1. Because
God has commanded that we swear by him alone, as he alone is
to be feared and worshipped. “You shall fear the Lord your God,
him shall you serve, and to him shall you cleave, and shall swear
by his name.” (Deut. 10:20) 2. God positively forbids us to swear
by any other name. “Make no mention of the names of other
gods.” (Ex. 23:13) 3. God wills that the worship of invocation be
given to him alone, and condemns those who in their oaths join
creatures with himself. The oath now, according to the definition, is one of the ways in which we call upon God, being comprehended in it. 4. An oath ascribes to him by whom it is taken,
a knowledge of hearts, omniscience, omnipresence, etc. And it is
indeed necessary that he by whom we swear should be possessed of infinite wisdom, and have a knowledge of the heart;
because when oaths are taken it is not concerning things which
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are manifest, and of which there is no doubt, but of things
unknown and uncertain, and of which he only, who has a
knowledge of all hearts, can judge whether men speak the truth,
or that which is false. But God alone knows the heart, is omniscient and every where present. And as Christ and the Holy
Spirit are God, and know all things, as the following passages of
Scripture sufficiently testify, we are also to swear by them. “He
knew all men, and needed not that any should testify of man, for
he knew what was in man.” “The Spirit searcheth all things.”
(John 2:24, 25; 1 Cor. 2:11) 5. We commit the execution of punishment to him by whom we swear, and also attribute such
power to him as is necessary to maintain the truth, and punish
those who are guilty of perjury. But God alone is possessed of
such power, and inflicts punishment upon the wicked. “Fear not
them which kill the body, but are not able to kill the soul; but
rather fear him which is able to destroy both soul and body in
hell.” (Matt. 10:28) Men cannot be the avengers of those who are
guilty of perjury, inasmuch as those who swear falsely may
escape the judgment of men, either because they do not know
the heart, so as to see whether those who swear are practicing a
deception or not, or because those who perjure themselves are
too powerful to be punished by men. It follows, therefore, that
we must not take an oath except by the name of God alone.
{551}
It is apparent, from what has now been said, that oaths which
are taken by the saints and other creatures are idolatrous, and
prohibited by God.
Objection: But Joseph swore by the life of Pharaoh. (Gen 42:15)
Therefore it is lawful to swear by men and creatures. Answer,
There are some who admit that Joseph sinned in following the
custom of the Gentiles, who were wont to swear by things, that
his brethren might not by this means recognize him. But we may
give a different reply to the objection, by maintaining that his
language does not, properly, contain an oath, but merely a
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strong affirmation; so that the sense is, As truly as Pharaoh lives,
or is in safety; or, As truly as I desire him to be in safety, so truly
do I affirm these things. The same interpretation must be given to
all other asseverations of a similar character, instances of which
may be found in 1 Sam. 1:27; 15:55; 20:3; 25:26. These forms of
speech are not properly oaths, but strong declarations, made for
the sake of placing something in the clearest light by comparing
it with something known and manifest; so that we are to understand them as meaning that those things which are affirmed are
as certain, as that he liveth, who is named by the person making
the declaration.
3. IS IT LAWFUL FOR CHRISTIANS TO TAKE AN OATH?
That it is lawful to swear religiously by the name of God, when
the magistrates demand it, or otherwise when necessity
requires, may be proven by these four arguments:
1. That the glory of God may be promoted. Truth, with its
manifestation, is glorious to God.
2. That it may contribute to the safety of others. Our safety consists in the maintenance of truth, especially heavenly truth.
3. The word of God authorizes and sanctions lawful swearing.
4. The saints have at different times taken oaths under a religious form.
The Anabaptists take exceptions to what we have here taught
respecting the oath, and maintain that while it was lawful for the
fathers who lived under the Old Testament to swear, we who live
under the New Testament are prohibited. Hence, in order to
meet their objections, we must add to the reasons already given
the following additional considerations:
5. Christ says, “I am not come to destroy the law, but to fulfill it.”
(Matt. 5:17) This, now, was spoken with reference to the moral
law, to which the oath had respect. Hence, Christ has not prohibited those who live under the New Testament to swear religiously, when necessity demands it.
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6. The moral worship of God is perpetual. A lawful oath forms a
part of the moral worship, being one of the ways in which we
call upon God. Therefore it is perpetual.
7. The prophets, in describing the worship of the Christian
church, call it a swearing by the name of God. “He that sweareth
in the earth, shall swear by the God of truth.” (Ish. 65:16) Therefore those who live in the Christian church are not prohibited
from swearing religiously.
8. The same thing may be argued from the design of the oath,
which is a confirmation of fidelity and truth, and a removal of
strife, which design is profitable, lawful and necessary for the
church and the state, and at the same time honorable to God.
“An oath for confirmation is to them {552} an end of all strife.”
(Heb. 6:16) Such, now, being the design of the oath, it is manifest
that it is not only lawful, but even necessary for Christians to
take it.
9. From the examples of Christ and the saints in the New Testament. Christ on more than one occasion used a form of swearing for the confirmation of his doctrine. “Verily, verily, I say unto
you,” etc. (John 3:3) Paul says, “God is my witness, whom I serve
with my spirit, in the gospel of his Son, that without ceasing I
make mention of you always in my prayers.” “I call God for a
record upon my soul, that to spare you I came not as yet unto
Corinth.” “I say the truth in Christ, I lie not, my conscience also
bearing me witness in the Holy Spirit.” “God is my record, how
greatly I long after you all in the bowels of Jesus Christ.” “You are
witnesses, and God also, how holily and justly and unblameably
we behaved ourselves among you that believe.” (Rom. 1:9; 2 Cor.
9:23; Rom. 9:1. Phil. 1:8; 1 Thess. 2:16) These and similar arguments and examples clearly demonstrate that it is lawful for
Christians under the new Covenant also to swear religiously.
The Anabaptists bring forward, by way of objection to what has
now been advanced, the declaration of Christ, found in Matt.
5:34-38, where it is said, “I say unto you, Swear not at all; nei-
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ther by heaven, for it is God’s throne; nor by the earth, for it is
his footstool; neither by Jerusalem, for it is the city of the great
king; neither shall you swear by your head, because you canst
not make one hair white or black. But let your communication
be, Yea, yea; Nay, nay; for whatsoever is more than these cometh
of evil.” They also bring forward, for the same purpose, the following passage from the Epistle of James 5:12: “Above all things,
my brethren, swear not; neither by heaven, neither by the earth,
neither by any other oath; but let your yea be yea, and your nay,
nay; lest you come into condemnation.” But that these declarations do not forbid all oaths, but only such as are rash and
unnecessary, is evident both from a comparison of other passages of the Old and New Testaments, and especially from the
design of Christ, who in the first passage referred to, removing
the corruptions thrown around the law, and giving its true sense,
and at the same time reproving the hypocrisy of the Pharisees,
teaches that the third commandment of the Decalogue does not
only condemn perjury, but also such oaths as are unnecessary
and rash; and among these not only such as are direct, in which
there is an express mention of the name of God, but also such as
are indirect, in which, when creatures are named, the name of
God is dissembled and understood thereby; which kind of oaths
were then common in ordinary conversation. Hypocrites, or
those who were in the habit of using these indirect forms of
swearing, such as swearing by the temple, by the altar, by heaven,
etc., excused these oaths, as if they did not profane the name of
God when they swore in this way, inasmuch as they did not
expressly mention the name of God; and did not suppose that
they had perjured themselves, if they violated the oath which
they had taken in this indirect form. Christ, now, in the passage
referred to, shows that men swear also by the name of God,
when heaven and earth are named; because there is no creature,
nor any part of the world, upon which God has not stamped
some mark of his glory. And when any one swears by heaven
and earth in the sight and hearing of his Maker, the religious
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character of the oath which he takes is not in the creatures by
{553} whom he swears, but God himself alone is called upon to
witness what is said, by the mention of those things which are
the signs of his glory. Nor does God tenaciously cling to the
words which are uttered, but looks more particularly to the
mind and intention of him that swears; neither does the honor
or dishonor of the name of God consist so much in the syllables
or forms of expression used, as in the meaning and sense which
they bear, as Christ elsewhere (Matt. 23:16-23) teaches in
express terms, which passage should be compared with the one
now under consideration. The same interpretation must be
given to the passage quoted from the Epistle of James.
Objection 1: But Christ says, Swear not at all; and James says,
Nor by any other oath. Therefore Christians are not allowed to
swear under any form. Answer: There is here a fallacy of composition; for when Christ says, swear not at all, we are not to
refer this language to the oath itself, but to the various forms of
rash swearing which the Pharisees imagined lawful. It is, therefore, as if he would say, Swear not falsely or rashly at all, whether
it be in a direct or indirect way. So when the Apostle James says,
Nor by any other oath, we must understand him also as referring
to such oaths as are rash and false, of which kind he furnishes
some specimens, and forbids all of a similar character. If this be
not the proper interpretation of these passages, Christ himself
has violated his own precept which he here lays down, saying,
“Let your communication be yea, yea; nay, nay;” for he frequently in his discourses used this most emphatic form of
expression, Verily, verily, I say unto you. And James would in this
case condemn Paul, who called God for a record upon his soul.
And the Holy Spirit would contradict himself by condemning all
oaths by James, and commending them by another Apostle as a
remedy useful and necessary to the preservation of society, for
the purpose of putting an end to strifes and controversies, from
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which human life, in this state of frailty and imperfection, cannot be free.
Objection 2: But such oaths as were permitted, together with the
examples which are found in the Scriptures, have respect to
public oaths—such as were exacted or given in the name of the
public and for the public good. Therefore at least private oaths,
or such as pass between private individuals, are entirely prohibited. Answer: 1. We deny the antecedent; because there is not
only no such restriction as that which is here maintained, specified in the instances recorded in the Scriptures, where the
saints make oath to God, but it is impossible to interpret them in
this way, as a careful examination of the passages themselves
will prove. 2. There are many oaths recorded in the Scriptures,
the private character of which cannot be doubted, such as that
of Jacob and Laban, that of Boaz, Abdiah, Abigail, and David.
(Gen. 31:53; Ruth 3:13, etc.) 3: the same thing may be proven
from the design of the oath, which is a confirmation of fidelity
and truth amongst men, and the putting an end to strife. These
things now have respect to Christians also as private individuals;
and hence the oath itself by which we establish truth and fidelity, likewise has respect to them. {554}
4. WHAT ARE THE THINGS CONCERNING WHICH WE ARE
TO MAKE OATH; OR WHAT OATHS ARE LAWFUL,
AND WHAT UNLAWFUL?
Only such oaths are lawful as are evidently not opposed to the
word of God, and which are made concerning things true, certainly known, lawful, possible, weighty, necessary, useful, and
worthy of such and so great a confirmation, or of such things as
require a confirmation for the glory of God and the safety of our
neighbor. It is only in reference to such things, that it is lawful
for us to make oath. Unlawful oaths are such as are plainly in
opposition to the word of God, and made in reference to things
which are either false, uncertain, unlawful, impossible, or light
and trifling. Of such things no one should make oath: for he who
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makes oath in reference to things which are false, calls God to
witness a lie. He who swears concerning things uncertain, makes
oath with an evil conscience and with contempt of God, inasmuch as he has the presumption to make God a witness of
something of which he has no certain knowledge whether it be
true or false. He who swears in this way, has but little concern
whether he makes God a witness of what is truth, or falsehood;
and yet at the same time he desires that God will either give testimony to a lie, or if he will not be a witness of what is false, that
he will punish him making an oath. He who makes oath concerning things unlawful, calls upon God to approve and sanction
what he has forbidden in his law, and so makes God contradict
himself; because he desires that God may punish him if he does
what he commands, or if he does not do what God has forbidden. And still further, he who swears in this way, either purposes to act contrary to the command of God, or if he swears
sincerely, he calls God to witness a falsehood. He who swears in
reference to things impossible, is either beside himself, or else
trifles with God and men, since he cannot have a sincere purpose to do what he takes an oath to, or he swears hypocritically
concerning a lie, viz.: that he will do that which he neither will
nor can do. Lastly, he who swears with levity, is devoid of all
proper reverence to God, and he who swears readily and
thoughtlessly, also readily forswears, or takes oath to what is
false. The principle cause of an oath should be glory of God, and
the public and private safety of our neighbor.
Objection: We should not make oath concerning things that are
uncertain. But future contingencies, such as those which men
promise themselves that they will perform, are uncertain.
Therefore we should not swear in reference to things still future.
Answer: As it respects future things, no one does, neither should
he swear respecting the event which is beyond our, control, but
of our present will and purpose to do what is just and lawful,
either now or hereafter, and of our obligation, present and
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future, to do a certain thing, in reference to which every one
may and ought to be certain. It was in this way that Abraham,
Isaac, Abimelech, David, Jonathan, Boaz, etc., made oath, binding themselves to perform certain duties.
5. SHOULD ALL OATHS BE KEPT?
Oaths which have been properly made concerning things lawful, true, certain, weighty and possible, should necessarily be
kept. For if any one once acknowledges and declares that he is
justly bound to keep what he made oath to, and calls God to testify thereto, if he afterwards willingly, {555} or knowingly violates his faith, or breaks his oath—he, in so doing, breaks a
lawful bond, and so becomes guilty of perjury. The case, however, is different as it respects oaths which have been made
unlawfully, either concerning things unlawful, or by error, or by
infirmity or against the conscience. These are not to be kept; but
retracted and amended by repentance and by not persisting in
an evil purpose, and so adding sin to sin. “He that sweareth to
his own hurt, and changeth not.” (Ps. 15:4) He who keeps an
unlawful oath, sins twice—he sins in the first place by making
an oath wickedly, and, in the second place, by keeping that
which was done unlawfully, according to the rule, that which is
sworn to wickedly, is worse when kept. What God forbids, that he
will not have us to keep, whether sworn to or not; and what he
forbids us to promise, or to swear to, that he the more strictly
forbids us to do, by as much as doing surpasses permitting.
Those, therefore, who keep such oaths as have been wickedly
made, add sin to sin, as Herod did, who put John the Baptist to
death upon the pretext of keeping his oath. The same thing may
also be said in reference to the vows of Monks who have sworn
to that which was idolatrous, or to an unholy single life.
Objection 1: He who swears that he will do something which he
has the power to do, and yet does it not, makes God the witness
of a falsehood. He now who makes oath that he will kill a certain
person, swears to what he has the power to execute. Therefore,
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he who takes an oath that he will kill any one, and yet does it
not, makes God witness what is false; and as this ought not to be
done, he should perform what he has sworn to do. Answer: We
reply to the major proposition that it is true, if it has respect to
things which are lawful and possible; but it is false if it be understood of things which are unlawful, even though we may have
the power to do them. The breaking of an oath which is unlawful, is by no means making God witness a falsehood; inasmuch
as it is right and becoming to retract, or to refrain from doing
what is evil, as is evident from the example of David who
revoked the oath which he had made to destroy Nabal with his
family. (1 Sam. 25:22)
Objection 2: The oath of peace which was made with the Gibeonites was contrary to the command of God. (Josh. 9; 15) Therefore it is lawful to keep oaths which have been taken in
reference to things which are unlawful. Answer: 1. We deny that
the oath which the princes of the children of Israel made, was
unlawful; for they were not forbidden to make peace with any of
the nations which God had commanded to be destroyed, if it
was desired by any of these nations and they were willing to
embrace the Jewish religion, which was the case as it respects
the Gibeonites. 2. The objection also contains the fallacy of making that a cause which is none. The Israelites kept this oath, not
because they felt themselves bound to do so, having been
deceived when they made it, supposing that the Gibeonites had
come from a far country; but, 1. That they might avoid offence,
so that the name of God might not be reproached or evil spoken
of among heathen nations, which might have been the case had
they not kept the oath which they had made. 2. Because it was
lawful and proper to save those that sought peace, and
embraced the Jewish religion, even though there had been no
oath taken in the case.
From what has now been said in reference to keeping such
oaths as are lawful, we may easily return an answer to the ques-
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tion, Are such oaths as {556} are extorted from persons by tortures, etc., to be kept? They are to be kept if they contain nothing
that is unlawful, or if they have the conditions which we have
already specified as necessarily required in oaths that are
proper, even though they may be disadvantageous and injurious
to us. But no one should feel himself bound to keep such oaths
as are evidently wrong, nor should we suffer such oaths to be
extorted from us by any tortures—we should rather suffer death.
Yet if such unlawful oaths are extorted from any one by fear, or
by infirmity against the conscience, they bind no one to keep
them, and should be retracted; because, what it is wrong for us
to do, that it is wicked to swear to; nor must we add sin to sin.
But if such oaths as are lawful are extorted from any one; that is,
if they be concerning things lawful and possible, even though
they be burdensome and disadvantageous to us, yet they should
be kept. Should any impossibility, however, afterwards arise,
they should in that case not be kept, but be revoked. But if no
such impossibility arise they should be kept, that so the greater
evil may be avoided; for we are bound by the law of God to
choose that evil which is less. If it is just for any one to do what
he has promised, being compelled thereto, it is in like manner
just to promise by oath to do it. For what it is lawful for any one
to do, that it is also lawful for him to promise to do by oath; as, if
any one falling into the hands of a robber, should find himself
compelled to promise by oath a sum of money, and in addition
to this take oath to keep the matter secret, as a ransom for his
life, here it is not only lawful, but also proper, (if the thing is at
all possible to be done) to make oath of both to the robber, and
to keep the oath, that he may save his life. For what it is lawful to
take an oath in regard to, the same is also lawful to be done, and
contrariwise.
Objection: No one should take an oath in regard to what would
be injurious to the commonwealth, and if such an oath be taken
it should not be kept. But to make oath of secrecy to a robber is
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injurious to the commonwealth. Therefore, such an oath should
not be made, and if made, should not be kept. Answer: 1. What
is injurious to the commonwealth should not be promised, in
case the withholding of such a promise do not endanger our
lives, and in case the person placed in such circumstances of
danger, be not rather bound to consult his own personal safety,
than to come to such a decision.
2. We also deny the minor proposition, because to make such a
promise to a robber, and to keep it when made, is rather profitable than injurious to the commonwealth, inasmuch as the life
of him who promises secrecy by an oath under such circumstances, is by this means preserved, which is an advantage to the
commonwealth; whereas, if he had not by an oath promised
secrecy to the robber threatening him with death, he might have
been slain, and so have been lost both to the commonwealth
and himself. Hence, to promise secrecy by an oath to a robber
should rather be preferred, inasmuch as this is a less evil to the
state, than that a member thereof should be slain. {557}
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LORD’S DAY 38
Question 103
103. What does God require in the fourth commandment?
A. In the first place, God wills that the ministry of the
Gospel and schools be maintained; and that I, especially
on the day of rest, diligently attend church to learn the
Word of God, to use the Holy Sacraments, to call publicly
upon the Lord, and to give Christian alms. In the second
place, that all the days of my life I rest from my evil
works, allow the Lord to work in me by His Spirit, and
thus begin in this life the everlasting Sabbath.
EXPOSITION:
The Fourth Commandment consists of two parts a commandment and a reason of the commandment. The commandment is,
Remember the Sabbath day to keep it holy; in it you shall do no
manner of work, etc. Of this, again, there are two parts—the one
moral and perpetual, as that the Sabbath be kept holy; the other
ceremonial and temporary, as that the seventh day be kept holy.
That the first part is moral and perpetual, is evident from the
end and the causes of the commandment, which are perpetual
in their character. The end or design of the commandment is the
maintenance of the public worship of God in the church; or the
perpetual preservation, and use of the ecclesiastical ministry.
God designs that there should at all times be a public ministry of
the church, and that there should be assemblies of the faithful to
which his doctrine may be preached. The objects which God
designs by this means to accomplish, are, 1. That he may be
publicly praised and worshipped in the world. 2. That the piety
and faith of the elect may be stirred up and confirmed by these
public services. 3. That men may by this means mutually
strengthen each other in the faith of the gospel, and provoke
one another to love and good works. 4. That agreement in the
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doctrine of the church and in the worship of God may be preserved and perpetuated. 5. That the church may be visible in the
world, and be distinguished from the rest of mankind. Inasmuch
now as these reasons do not have respect to any particular time,
but to all times and conditions of the church and world, it follows that God will always have the ministry of the church preserved and the use thereof respected, so that the moral part of
this commandment binds all men from the beginning to the end
of the world, to observe some Sabbath, or to devote a certain
portion of their time to sermons, public prayers, and the administration of the sacraments.
That the other part of the commandment is ceremonial, and not
perpetual, is evident from the fact that the Sabbath of the seventh day was, in the promulgation of the law, instituted of God
for the observance of the Mosaic worship, and given to the Jews
as a sacrament or a type of the sanctification of the church by
the Messiah, who was to come, as it is said, “Verily my Sabbaths
you shall keep, for it is a sign between me and you, throughout
your generations, that you may know that I am the Lord that
does sanctify you.” “I gave them my Sabbaths, to be a sign
between me and them, that they might know that I am the Lord
that does sanctify them.” (Ex. 31:13; Ezek. 20:12) Hence the Sabbath, in as far as it has respect to the seventh day, was, together
with other ceremonies and types, {558} fulfilled and abolished
by the coming of the Messiah. So much briefly concerning the
commandment itself.
The reason of the commandment is contained in these words:
for in six days the Lord made heaven and earth, the sea and all
that in them is, and rested the seventh day; wherefore the Lord
blessed the Sabbath day and hallowed it. The reason which is here
given is drawn from the example of God’s resting on the seventh
day from the work of creation which he had accomplished in six
days. It has respect, therefore, properly to the circumstance of
the seventh day, or to that part of the commandment which is
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ceremonial. Yet the imitating of that rest to which God invites us,
is not only ceremonial, and so having regard to the Jews, but also
moral or spiritual, being signified by the ceremonial, in which
respect it belongs to all men. That the commandment itself,
together with the reason that is annexed to it, may be better
understood, we shall now explain very briefly the words of both;
after which we shall explain those subjects which fall naturally
under this part of the Catechism.
Remember the Sabbath day to keep it holy. What and how manifold the Sabbath is will hereafter be explained. The language
which is here used is most emphatic. God speaks as if the thing
concerning which he gives a command were of the greatest
importance. Remember that you keep holy; as if he would say,
you shall observe the Sabbath day with great care and conscientiousness. God commands elsewhere that he who would violate
the Sabbath should be put to death.
The reasons on account of which God commands such a careful
observance of the Sabbath are, 1. Because a violation of the Sabbath is a violation of the whole worship of God. A neglect of the
ministry of the church leads most easily and directly to a neglect
and corruption of the doctrine and worship of God. 2. God, in
exacting such a rigid and careful observance of the Sabbath,
which was typical, would indicate thereby the greatness and
necessity of the thing signified, which was the spiritual Sabbath.
3. Because God will have the external Sabbath to contribute
towards beginning and perfecting in us that rest which is spiritual.
Keep holy. To keep holy the Sabbath, is not to spend the day in
slothfulness and idleness; but to avoid sin, and to perform such
works as are holy. God is said to sanctify the Sabbath differently
from what men do. God is said to sanctify the Sabbath, because
he institutes it for divine worship. Men are said to sanctify it,
when they devote it to the purpose for which God instituted it.
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Six days shall you labor. God allots six days for labor, the seventh
he claims for divine worship; not that he would teach that the
worship of God and meditation upon divine things is to be omitted on all other days beside the Sabbath, but, 1. That there might
not only be a private worship of God on the Sabbath as at other
times, but that public worship might also be observed in the
church. 2. That all those other works which men ordinarily perform on the other days of the week, might on the Sabbath give
place to the private and public worship of God.
You shall do no manner of work. When God forbids us to work on
the Sabbath day, he does not forbid every kind of work, but only
such works as are servile—such as hinder the worship of God,
and the design and use of the ministry of the church. That this is
the true sense of this command is evident from what is
expressly said in other portions of the {559} Scripture. “You
shall do no servile work therein.” (Lev. 23:25) It is, therefore, only
servile works which are prohibited by this commandment.
Hence, Christ in the twelfth chapter of Matthew vindicates his
disciples from the charge of breaking the Sabbath day, when
they plucked the ears of corn as they passed through the fields
and ate, being an hungered; and also himself healed on the Sabbath day the man who had a withered hand; and in another
place (Luke 14:5) says, that if an ox or an ass fall into a pit, there
is no sin in drawing them out on the Sabbath day. Maccabeus
also carried on war on the Sabbath day. And in the first book of
Mac. 2:40, 41, there are reasons given in justification of this and
similar works on the Sabbath day. “If we all do as our brethren
have done and fight not for our lives and laws against the heathen, they will now quickly root us out of the earth. At that time,
therefore, they decreed, saying, Whosoever shall come to make
battle with us on the Sabbath day, we will fight against him, neither will we die all, as our brethren that were murdered in secret
places.” So Christ defended his disciples and himself in the place
already referred to, citing a passage out of the book of Hosea: “If
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you had known what this meaneth, I will have mercy, and not
sacrifice, you would not have condemned the guiltless.” Again:
“The Sabbath was made for man, and not man for the Sabbath.”
(Matt. 12:7; Mark 2:27) Christ here teaches that ceremonial
works must yield to such as are moral, so that ceremonies
should rather be omitted than works of love, which our own
necessity or that of our neighbor requires. Hence, he says: “Have
you not read in the law, how that on the Sabbath day the priests
in the temple profane the Sabbath and are blameless; but I say
unto you, That in this place is one greater than the temple.” “You
on the Sabbath day circumcise a man. If a man on the Sabbath
day receive circumcision, that the law of Moses should not be
broken; are you angry at me, because I have made a man every
whit whole on the Sabbath day.” (Matt. 12:5. John 7:22, 23)
These declarations teach, that such works as do not hinder or
interfere with the proper use of the Sabbath, but which, on the
other hand, rather carry out its true intention and so establish it,
as all those works do which so pertain to the worship of God or
religious ceremonies, or to the duty of love towards our neighbor, or to the saving of our own, or the life of another, as that
necessity will not allow them to be deferred to another time, do
not violate the Sabbath, but are especially required in order that
we may properly observe it.
Neither you, nor your son, nor your daughter. God will have our
children and families to cease from labor on the Sabbath, for
two reasons: 1. Chiefly, that they may be instructed and trained
up by their parents in the worship of God, and may be admitted
to the privileges of the church; for God will have them also to be
members of his church. 2. Because he designs that love and
benevolence towards our neighbor should especially be exercised, and shown on the Sabbath day.
Nor your stranger that is within your gates. God commands that
even the strangers who might be found among the Israelites
should not work on the Sabbath day; and this he does upon the
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ground, that if they were converted to the true religion, they
were members of the church; and if they were unbelievers, he
commands it, not on their own account, but on account of the
Israelites, lest by their example they should give offence to the
church; or lest their liberty might be an occasion to the Jews to
accomplish {560} through them the things which they themselves were not permitted to do on the Sabbath day, and in this
way practise deception in relation to the law of God.
We may here return an answer to the three following questions:
1. Were other nations also bound to observe the ceremonies
which were instituted particularly for the Jews, if any of them
lived amongst the Israelites?
2. Was it possible or proper to constrain those who were aliens
from the church to embrace the Jewish religion? 3. Were the sacraments, among which the Sabbath was enumerated, to be given
in common to the unbelievers and the church? To the first and
second of these questions we reply, that the strangers who lived
among the Jews were not bound or compelled to conform to all
the ceremonies, nor to the Jewish religion itself, but only to such
external discipline as was necessary for the purpose of avoiding
offence to the church in which they lived. A magistrate ought to
be a defender of order and discipline among his subjects, as it
respects both tables of the Decalogue, and to guard against and
prohibit open idolatry and wickedness; and ought also to avoid,
as far as it is possible, all offences and occasions to sin that may
be given to his subjects by foreigners and sojourners. Furthermore, there was a peculiar reason calling for a particular observance of the Sabbath, inasmuch as it was not then for the first
time given to the Israelites when God gave them the law by
Moses, but had been enjoined upon all men from the very beginning of the world by God himself, although this precept had
been lost sight of by other nations; so much so, that is was
regarded as the greatest reproach which they could cast upon
the Jews to term them Sabbatarians, which appellation was
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given to them on account of the rigid and exact observance
which they paid to the Sabbath.
We reply to the third question proposed, that the Sabbath was
no sacrament to unbelievers, although they ceased from labor as
well as those who worshipped God according to the Jewish faith;
because the promise that Jehovah would be their sanctifier did
not pertain to them; nor were they required to obtain from their
ordinary labor, for an acknowledgment and confession of this
promise, but merely for the sake of avoiding offence, and cutting
off all occasion to sin, which might be given to the people of God
by their laboring on the Sabbath day.
Nor your cattle. This furnishes still stronger proof that the Sabbath was no sacrament for such as did not believe; because even
the cattle were required to have rest. This rest, however, as far as
it has respect to cattle, is neither the worship of God, nor is it a
sacrament; but it was commanded in respect to men: 1. That
every occasion for working on the Sabbath day might be cut off
from men, by forbidding them to have their cattle at work on
that day. 2. That in sparing their dumb beasts, they might also
learn how God would have them to possess and exercise kindness and equity towards their fellow-men.
For in six days the Lord made. The reason which is added to this
commandment is drawn from the example of God’s resting from
the work of creation, and has respect to the ceremonial part of
the commandment concerning the seventh day, as we have
before shown.
And rested on the seventh day. This means that God ceased to
create any new works, the world being now perfect, and such as
God desired it to be. God set apart this day to divine worship: 1.
That the rest of {561} the seventh day might be a monument of
the creation which he had accomplished, and of the constant
care, preservation, and government which he has exercised over
the works of his hands from that day, for his own glory and for
the salvation of his people; and so might excite us to a consider-
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ation of these his works, and to praise and glorify his name for
his benefits to mankind, on whose account God created and preserves all things. 2. That by the example of himself resting on
the seventh day, he might exhort men, as by a most effectual
and constraining argument, to imitate him, and so abstain, on
the seventh day, from the labors to which they were accustomed
during the other six days of the week. This imitation of God resting on the seventh day is twofold: ceremonial and moral, as has
been shown. So our works also, from which we are required to
abstain on the Sabbath, are of two kinds. Some are indeed commanded by God, but are, nevertheless, not to be done when their
performance would interfere with or hinder the worship of God.
The labors and duties which belong to the peculiar callings of
men are of this sort. Others, again, are prohibited by God, as
sins. These works are all prohibited on the Sabbath; but by a difference which is three-fold: 1. Works are forbidden in respect to
something, viz., in as far as they hinder the ministry of the
church, or give offence: sins are positively forbidden. 2. Works
are required to be omitted only on the Sabbath day: sins at all
times. 3. Resting from labor is a type of resting or ceasing from
sin, which is the thing signified.
OF THE SABBATH
Having now given a brief explanation of the words of the commandment, that the doctrine of the Sabbath and its true sanctification may be the better understood, we must still further
consider:
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1. What and how manifold is the Sabbath?
2. In what respect does it belong to us?
3. Why was it instituted?
4. How is it kept holy, and how profaned?
1. WHAT AND HOW MANIFOLD IS THE SABBATH?
The word Sabbath (in the Hebrew schabbat, schebbet, and shabbathon) means quietness, rest, or ceasing from labor. God so
called the day which he set apart to his own public worship: 1.
Because he himself rested on this day, or ceased to create any
new works, although he did not cease to preserve that which he
had created. 2. Because the Sabbath is an image or type of the
spiritual rest from sin which the faithful shall enjoy in the life to
tome. 3. Because we also ought on this day to cease from all servile work, that God may perform in us his works. 4. Because our
families and cattle ought also to rest. The Sabbath is, therefore a
time appointed for rest from external works, whether morally or
ceremonially forbidden: that is, from sins, and from the labors of
our callings which have respect to this life; and is also a time set
apart for the performance of those things which belong to the
worship of God.
The Sabbath may be viewed in a two-fold aspect: either as moral
and internal, or as ceremonial and external. The moral and internal, or spiritual Sabbath, includes the study of the knowledge of
God and of {562} his works, with a careful shunning of sin, and
worshipping God by confession and obedience. Or we may
define it more briefly as a ceasing from sin, and a giving of ourselves to God to do such works as he requires from us. The Sabbath, although it ought to be perpetual in those who are
converted, is nevertheless only begun in this life, and is called
the Sabbath both because it is even now a true rest from the
labors and miseries of this life, with a consecration of ourselves
to the service of God, and also because it was formerly signified
by the ceremonial Sabbath. “I gave them my Sabbaths to be a
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sign between me and them, that they might know that I am the
Lord that sanctify them.” (Ezek. 20:12) But in the life to come
this Sabbath will be enjoyed perfectly and forever, and will consist in perpetually praising and glorifying God, being entirely
freed and released from the cares and labors with which we are
now perplexed and occupied. “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, says the
Lord.” (Ish. 66:23)
The ceremonial or external Sabbath is a certain time set apart in
the church for the preaching of the word and for the administration of the sacraments, or for the public worship of God, during
which time there is a suspension or abstinence from all other
works. This external Sabbath possesses likewise a two-fold character, being immediate and mediate. The former, or immediate
Sabbath, was that which was instituted immediately by God
himself, and enjoined upon the church under the Old Testament
dispensation. This Sabbath was again viewed in different
aspects, as: 1. The Sabbath of days. This was every seventh day of
the week, which was more particularly and properly called the
Sabbath, on account of God’s resting from the work of the creation of the world, and on account of the rest which the people
of God were required to observe on that day. Hence, the Hebrews
were accustomed to call the whole seven days, or week, the Sabbath, or Sabbaths, by a synecdoche. (Matt. 28:1) So it was also in
regard to other festival days, as the feast of the Passover, Pentecost, Tabernacles, Trumpets and Fasts, etc.; because the Jews
upon these days were required to abstain from labor, and rest, as
much so as on the seventh day.
2. The Sabbath of months were the new moons.
3. The Sabbath of years was every seventh year, in which the
Jews were required to intermit the tillage of their fields, during
which time they neither sowed their fields, nor pruned their
vineyards. Here also, as in the former instance, the whole seven
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years were by a synecdoche called Sabbaths. (Lev. 25:4; 26:35;
25:8)
The mediate external Sabbath is that which God has instituted
through the church under the New Testament dispensation,
which belongs to the first day of the week, which is called Sunday, or, more properly, the Lord’s day, which the Christian
church has observed in the place of the seventh day from the
time of the Apostles, in view of the resurrection of Christ, as
appears from what the Apostle John says: “I was in the Spirit on
the Lord’s day.” (Rev. 1:10)
Or, to express it more briefly, we may say that the ceremonial
Sabbath is two-fold: the one belonging to the Old, the other to
the New Testament. The old was restricted to the seventh day: Its
observance was necessary, and constituted the worship of God.
The new depends upon the {563} decision and appointment of
the church, which for certain reasons has made choice of the
first day of the week, which is to be observed for the sake of
order, and not from any idea of necessity, as if this and no other
were to be observed by the church, concerning which we shall
presently speak.
2. IN HOW FAR DOES THE SABBATH BELONG TO US?
The Sabbath of the seventh day was appointed of God from the
very beginning of the world, to declare that men, after his example, should rest from their labors, and especially from sin. This
commandment was subsequently repeated in the law as given
by Moses, at which time the ceremony which had respect to the
observance of the seventh day, as a day of rest was made a sacrament of sanctification, by which God declared that he would be
the sanctifier of his church; or, that he would pardon the sins of
such as would believe, and receive them into favor on account of
the Messiah promised to the fathers, and who would at the
appointed time make his appearance in the world. The reason
why the ceremonial Sabbath of the seventh day is now abol-
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A table respecting the distinction of the Sabbath

I. Internal, moral, and spiritual, as rest from sin.

a. Of days (Seventh
day, feast days, as the
Passover, Pentecost,
etc.)

The
Sabbath,
or an
abstinence
from
work, is
either:

1. Immediately
in the Old
Testament, as
the Sabbath:
II. External
and
ceremonial,
instituted by
God either:

b. Of months, as the
new moons
c. Of years, as every
seventh year

2. Mediately through the church in the
New Testament, as the Lord's Day.

ished, is because it was typical, signifying the benefits of the
Messiah, and admonishing the people of God of their duty. It
was for the same reason that all the other sacraments, sacrifices
and ceremonies, instituted before and after the giving of the law,
were abolished by the coming of Christ, who fulfilled all that
was signified by these things. But although the ceremonial Sabbath has been abolished in the New Testament, yet the moral
still continues, and pertains to us as well as to others; for there is
now just as much necessity for a certain time to be set apart in
the Christian church for the preaching of God’s word, and for
the public administration of the sacraments, as there was formerly in the Jewish church. Yet we must not suppose that we are
restricted or tied down either to Saturday, Wednesday, or any
other day. The apostolic church, to distinguish itself from the
Jewish synagogue, chose, in the exercise of the liberty conferred
upon it by Christ, the first day of the week in the place of the
seventh, because on that day the resurrection of Christ took
place, by which the internal and spiritual Sabbath is begun in us.
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In a word, we are bound to the sabbath, whether considered
morally or ceremonially, as it respects that which is general, but
not {564} as it respects that which is particular; or, in other
words, there is a necessity that we should have a certain day on
which the church should be instructed and the sacraments
administered; yet we are not bound or tied down to any particular day.
The Jews present the following objections against the abrogation
of the ceremonial Sabbath: 1. The Decalogue is a perpetual law.
The commandment respecting the Sabbath is a part of the Decalogue. Therefore it is a perpetual law, and should not be abolished. Answer: The Decalogue is a perpetual law in as far as it is
moral; but those things which were added to it for the sake of
signification, or which may be viewed as limitations of the
moral precepts of the Decalogue, were to be preserved merely to
the coming of the Messiah.
Objection 2: The commandments of the Decalogue pertain to all
men. This commandment is one of the precepts of the Decalogue. Therefore it pertains to all men, and so ought not to be
abolished. Answer: We grant the argument, in as far as it
respects that which is moral. But this commandment is in part
ceremonial, and in this respect does not pertain to us, although
that which is general does. The reasons of this are evident: 1.
Paul says, “Let no man judge you in meat, or in drink, or in
respect of an holy-day.” (Col. 2:16) 2. The Apostles themselves
changed the Sabbath of the seventh day. 3. From the design of
the law. It was a type of things that were to be fulfilled by Christ,
viz., of sanctification, etc. Every type now must give place to its
antitype, or to that which is signified by it. Again: the Jewish
nation was by this means separated from the other nations of
the earth, which separation was removed or taken away by
Christ.
Objection 3: The Lord says of the Sabbath, “It is a sign between
me and the children of Israel forever: and an everlasting cove-
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nant.” (Ex. 31:16, 17) Therefore the Sabbath of the seventh day is
perpetual, and never to be abolished. Answer: 1. The ceremonial Sabbath was perpetual until the coming of Christ, who put
an end to ceremonies by fulfilling them.
2. The Sabbath is to continue forever as it respects the thing
which it signified, which is a ceasing from sin and a rest in God.
In this sense all the types of the Old Testament are perpetual,
even the kingdom of David itself; which was, nevertheless, overthrown before the coming of Christ. We may here refer the
reader to what has already been said respecting the abrogation
of the law, under the third general division of the Law, particularly the first and second objections.
Objection 4: The laws which were given before the time of
Moses were unchangeable. The precept respecting the setting
apart of the seventh day as the Sabbath, was given before the
time of Moses. Therefore it is unchangeable, even though we
may grant that the Mosaic ceremonies were to be changed.
Answer: The major proposition is particular, being true only as
it respects those laws which are moral, and not concerning
those which are ceremonial. For even the ceremonies which
were instituted by God before the time of Moses, which were
types of the benefits which the Messiah was to procure, have
been abolished by the coming of Christ; as is true of circumcision, given to Abraham, and of the sacrifices which our first parents were commanded to offer.
Objection 5: The laws which God gave before the fall are binding
upon all men, and were not types of the benefits of the Messiah,
inasmuch {565} as the promise respecting the Messiah was not
then given, and there was one and the same condition pertaining to the whole human race. But God had already set apart the
seventh day as a day of rest, before the fall of our first parents.
Therefore this commandment is universal and perpetual.
Answer: The major proposition is true as it respects the moral
law, some natural conceptions and principles of which were
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impressed upon the mind of man in his creation; but not as
touching the observance of the seventh day, which after the fall
was made in the law of Moses a type of the benefits of the Messiah; and was, therefore, as other ceremonies which were then
instituted, or instituted at an earlier period, made changeable by
the coming of Christ; for God will not permit the types and shadows of certain things to remain any longer in force, when the
things which they signify become real. Hence, although we grant
that the exercises of divine worship were to have been observed
upon the seventh day, according to the command of the Decalogue, as well as if men never had sinned, as now since they
have sinned; yet after God had placed the observance of this particular day among those things which were shadows of the benefits of the Messiah which was to come, by the new law which
was given to Moses, it became changeable with other ceremonies.
Objection 6: If the cause of any law be perpetual, the law itself
must be perpetual. The remembrance and celebration of the
creation of all things, together with meditation upon the works
of God, is a perpetual cause, calling for the observance of the
seventh day as the sabbath. Therefore the law respecting the
observance of the seventh day as the sabbath is unchangeable,
even after the coming of Christ. Answer: We must here again
make a distinction in replying to the major proposition: that law
is indeed unchangeable by reason of an immutable cause, provided that cause or end necessarily and constantly require this
law as an effect or as a means; but not if at other times the same
end may be more successfully reached by other means, or in
case the law-giver may accomplish it as well by another law. But
we may meditate upon the works of God and magnify his power
and goodness as they appear in them upon any other day, as
well as upon the seventh day. Therefore this cause does not
demand a perpetual law respecting the observance of the seventh day as the sabbath.
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The Anabaptists bring as an objection against the observance of
the first day of the week, or the Lord’s day, those passages of
Scripture which forbid any distinction being made between days
under the New Testament. “Let no man judge you in respect to
an holy-day.” “You observe, days and months, and times, and
years.” “He that regardeth the day, regardeth it unto the Lord;
and he that regardeth not the day, to the Lord he does not regard
it,” etc. (Col. 2:16; Gal. 4:10; Rom. 14:6) Therefore, say they, the
observance of the first day is as much condemned as that of the
seventh. We reply to the antecedent; That the Scriptures do not
simply, or absolutely forbid Christians to make a distinction
between days, but only when it is done with an idea of establishing ceremonial worship, or of necessity. But it is not in this way
that the church observes the Lord’s day, or the first day of the
week. The observance of the first day of the week on the part of
Christians differs in two respects from the observance of the
Jewish sabbath. 1. It was not lawful for the Jews, on account of
the express command of God, to alter or change the sabbath of
the seventh day, as being a part of the ceremonial worship. But
the {566} Christian church, in the exercise of her own liberty,
sets apart the first, or any other day to the ministry, without connecting with it any opinion of necessity, or worship. 2. The
ancient Sabbath was a type of things in the Old Testament which
were to be fulfilled by Christ. But in the New Testament that signification has ceased, while respect is had merely to order and
propriety, without which the ministry of the church would
either be no ministry, or at least not a properly constituted one.
3. FOR WHAT WAS THE SABBATH INSTITUTED?
The ultimate ends for which the Sabbath was instituted are
chiefly these:
1. The public worship of God in the church.
2. The preservation of the ecclesiastical ministry, which is an
office divinely instituted to give instruction to the church con-
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cerning God and his will, out of the holy Scriptures, delivered by
the prophets and Apostles, and to administer the sacraments
according to divine appointment. This is a most important end,
on account of which the Sabbath was instituted, inasmuch as
the public and ordinary preaching of the gospel, in connection
with the offering up of prayer, thanksgiving and the use of
divine rites, are public exercises, exciting and cherishing faith
and repentance in the elect.
3. That it might be in the Old Testament a type signifying the
spiritual and eternal sabbath. “I gave them my sabbaths, to be a
sign between me and them, that they might know that I am the
Lord that sanctify them.” (Ezek. 20:12)
4. That the circumstance of the seventh day might remind and
admonish men of the creation of the world, and of the duty of
meditating upon the works which God made in six days.
5. That works of charity, liberality and kindness might especially
be performed towards our neighbor on this day.
6. For the sake of bodily rest both to man and beasts: to beasts
for the sake of man.
7. That men might by their example provoke one another to
piety and the worship of God. “I will declare your name unto my
brethren; in the midst of the congregation will I praise you.” (Ps.
22:22)
8. That the church might by this means be visible in the world,
and be distinguished from idolaters and blasphemers, so that
those who are yet out of the church may know to what communion they ought to attach themselves. The Sabbath now was
a mark under the Old Testament by which the people Israel were
distinguished and separated from other nations.
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4. HOW IS THE SABBATH KEPT HOLY, AND HOW
PROFANED, OR WHAT ARE THE WORKS COMMANDED
AND FORBIDDEN ON THE SABBATH?
The sanctification of the Sabbath consists in performing such
holy works as God has commanded to be done on this day. So
on the other hand, the sabbath is profaned either when holy
works are omitted, or when such works are performed as hinder
the ministry of the church, and as are contrary to the things
which belong to the proper sanctification of the sabbath.
The works by which the Sabbath is sanctified, and those which
are contrary thereto, being the ones by which it is profaned, are
chiefly these: {567}
I. RIGHTLY TO TEACH and instruct the church concerning God and
his will. The teaching which is here enjoined is different from
that required by the third commandment; for there the propagation of the doctrine of the church is made the duty of every one
privately; while here the office of teaching is committed to certain persons, who, being divinely furnished with the gifts necessary for this calling, are lawfully called by the church, to act in
the capacity of teachers. This commandment now requires all
those who are called to teach in the church, faithfully to deliver
and expound sound doctrine, both publicly to those who assemble together for the purpose of receiving instruction, and to
every one privately as occasion and necessity may admit and
require, all of which is done for public edification and for the
salvation of each one individually. The following and similar
passages of Scripture may here be appropriately cited, Lev.
10:11; Acts 13:15; 17:2; 2 Tim. 4:2, etc.
The opposite of this includes, 1. An omission, or neglect of the
duty of teaching, whether privately or publicly, concerning
which God complains, through the prophet, when he says: “Woe
be to the shepherds of Israel that do feed themselves! Should not
the shepherds feed the flocks.” (Ish. 56:10; Ezek. 34:2)
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II. TO ADMINISTER THE SACRAMENTS according to divine
appointment. This should likewise be performed by the ministers of the church lawfully called for the purpose of attending to
this duty. Yet we must not suppose that the administration of the
sacraments is any more restricted and tied down to certain days
and times, than the preaching of the word. All that is necessary
is that the administration should be public, that it should be
done by the ministers of the church who bear a public character,
and represent God speaking with men. So circumcision was
administered on any day, which might be the eighth day after
the birth of the child, whether it was the Sabbath or not. So baptism may be administered at any time; though the administration
of the sacraments should take place chiefly on the sabbath day.
“When you come together in one place, this is not to eat the
Lord’s supper.” “Wherefore, my brethren, when you come
together to eat, tarry one for another.” “And they continued
steadfast in the Apostles’ doctrine and fellowship, and in breaking of bread and prayers.” (1 Cor. 11:20, 33; Acts 2:42)
To the lawful administration of the sacraments is opposed an
omission of this duty, or a neglect to exhort the church to a
proper use of the sacraments. The same thing is also true in
regard to such an administration of the sacraments as is unlawful,
which is the case whenever any thing is taken away from, or
added to those ordinances, which have been divinely instituted,
or when there is any change made in them; or when those are
excluded from the sacraments who ought to be admitted, and
others are admitted who ought to be excluded; or when the people are not properly instructed in relation to their lawful use.
III. DILIGENTLY TO LEARN THE DOCTRINE OF THE CHURCH,
which is to frequent the public gatherings of the saints for the
purpose of hearing and learning the doctrine delivered from
heaven, and having heard it, to meditate seriously upon it and
enquire into its truth: but more especially to devote those days
which have been set apart to the ministry and service of God, in
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reading, in meditating and discoursing upon divine things.
These things are evident and follow naturally from their correlatives; for {568} if God will have those whose duty it shall be diligently to teach on the sabbath day, he also requires men
diligently to hear and learn this doctrine which he reveals unto
them through his servants, and to accompany this hearing with
private meditation, as in the case of the Bereans of whom it said;
“These were more noble than those in Thessalonica, in that they
received the word with all readiness of mind, and searched the
Scriptures daily whether these things were so.” (Acts 17:11) Such
a study of the doctrine of the church is, however, especially necessary for those who either now, or hereafter may be called to
minister to the church in the capacity of teachers. Hence it is
that the Apostle exhorts Timothy to give attendance to reading,
to exhortation and doctrine. (1 Tim. 4:13)
The opposite of such a diligent study of the doctrine of the
church, shows itself in its lowest and most common form,
1. In a contempt and neglect of this doctrine, which may be said
to take place whenever men absent themselves from the public
assemblies of the church without any just hindrance, or excuse,
and attend to such things on the Sabbath day as could easily be
deferred; or when they appear in the church among the worshippers of God, without giving a proper hearing or attention to
the sermons which are delivered; or when they do not meditate
upon and enquire into the truth of the doctrine of God’s word.
2. A neglect to obtain a knowledge of the teachings of the church
from those who are called of God to the study of this doctrine, or
who may hereafter devote themselves to the work of spreading a
knowledge of God and his will, and who may have greater
opportunity and ability of imparting a knowledge of this doctrine than others—“For unto whomsoever much is given, of him
much shall be required.” (Luke 12:48)
3. Curiosity, which is a desire to know or hear those things
which God has not revealed, which are unnecessary and new.
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“For men to search their own glory is not glory.” “But foolish and
unlearned questions avoid knowing that they do gender strife.”
“The time will come when they will not endure sound doctrine;
but after their own lusts shall they heap to themselves teachers,
having itching ears.” (Prov. 25:27; 2 Tim. 2:23; 4:3; see also 1
Tim. 4:7; Tit. 3:9)
IV. TO USE THE SACRAMENTS ACCORDING TO DIVINE APPOINTMENT. “Upon the first day of the week, when the disciples came
together to break bread, Paul preached unto them,” etc. (Acts
20:7) So God commanded that the Passover should be observed
in a solemn assembly of the people, and assigned certain sacrifices to the Sabbath and other holy days. And as God will have
his word publicly preached and heard, so he will also have the
true and lawful use of the sacraments observed and seen in the
public assemblies of the church, inasmuch as both are marks by
which the true church may be known and distinguished from all
other religions and people. The sacraments, also, just as the
word, constitute a part of the public worship of God in the
church, and are means to stir up and cherish faith and godliness
in the faithful. Hence the use of the sacraments is most intimately connected with a proper observance and sanctification
of the Sabbath.
To such a lawful use of the sacraments there is opposed, 1. A
neglect and contempt of the sacraments. 2. A profanation of the
sacraments; as when they are observed in a manner different
from what God has commanded, or by those for whom they
were not instituted. {569} 3. A superstitious use of the sacraments; as when salvation and the grace of God are tied to the
observance of the rites, or when they are directed to such ends
as God has not appointed. “The uncircumcised man-child whose
flesh of his fore-skin is not circumcised, that soul shall be cut off
from his people.” “He that killeth an ox, is as if he slew a man;
he that sacrificeth a lamb, is as if he cut off a dog’s neck,” etc.
(Gen. 17:14; Ish. 66:3)
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V. A PUBLIC CALLING UPON GOD, in which we unite our own
confession, thanksgiving and prayer with the church; for God
will not only be invoked by every one privately, but also publicly
by the whole church, for his own glory and our comfort. It is for
this reason that Christ has added a special promise to such
prayers as are offered up publicly. “If two of you shall agree on
earth as touching any thing that they shall ask, it shall be done
for them of my Father which is in heaven. For where two or
three are gathered together in my name, there am I in the midst
of them.” (Matt. 18:19, 20) It is not public prayer, but ostentation
and hypocrisy, the counterfeit of true piety, that Christ condemns, when he says, “When you prayest enter into your closet,
and when you have shut your door, pray to your Father which is
in secret, and your Father which seeth in secret shall reward you
openly.” (Matt. 6:6) That this is the true sense of these words is
evident from what immediately precedes, where Christ says,”
When you prayest you shall not be as the hypocrites are, for
they love to pray standing in the synagogues and on the corners
of the street,” etc. The difference between the invocation which
is here enjoined and that which is enjoined in the third commandment consists in this, that this is public, having respect to
the whole church, while that is private, having respect to each
one individually.
The extremes of this virtue are,
1. A neglect or want of attention to the prayers of the church.
2. A hypocritical offering of prayer with the church, when there
is no heart-felt devotion.
3. A mere repetition of prayers, without any edification to the
church. “For you verily give thanks well, but the other is not edified.” (1 Cor. 14:17)
VI. CHARITY AND LIBERALITY TO THE POOR, which consists in
giving alms, and performing works of love to the needy, to sanctify the Sabbath in this way by shewing our obedience to the
doctrine of Christ. We may here appropriately cite the discourse
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of Christ concerning the Sabbath, in which he asked the Jews, “Is
it lawful to do good on the Sabbath day, or to do evil.” (Mark 3:4)
And although God will have us to observe this Sabbath during
our whole life, yet he desires that we give an example and evidence of it especially at such times as are allotted for teaching
and studying his word. For if any one shows no disposition to
obey God when the doctrine of God’s word sounds in his ears,
and when, free from other cares, God commands us to give ourselves to the contemplation of godliness and repentance, he
declares by such indifference that he will much less do it at
other times. Hence it has always been the practice of the church
to bestow alms upon the Sabbath day, and to perform acts of
charity towards those who need our help and sympathy. “Send
portions unto them for whom nothing is prepared; for this day is
holy unto the Lord.” (Neh. 8:10) {570}
The opposite of this virtue shows itself in a neglect and contempt of the poor, and in giving our alms for the sake of being
seen of men, which Christ condemns.
VII. THE HONOR OF THE ECCLESIASTICAL MINISTRY, which
embraces many particulars, among which we may mention,
1. Reverence, which consists in an acknowledgment of the divine
order and will in the institution and preservation of the ministry,
in gathering the church by means of it, and in the declaration of
this our judgment concerning the ministry both in word and
deed. “Let a man so account of us as of the ministers of Christ,
and stewards of the mysteries of God.” “We are ambassadors for
Christ, as though God did beseech you by us.” (1 Cor. 4:1; 2 Cor.
5:20)
2. Love, by which we willingly frequent the gatherings of the
church, hear and study the doctrine of Christ, and desire and
pray for every needful blessing to rest upon the faithful ministers of the church, not merely in view of the duty of love which
we owe to them, but also on account of the office which they
discharge. “How amiable are your tabernacles, O Lord of hosts!
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My soul longeth, yea, even thirsteth for the courts of the Lord.”
“I was glad when they said unto me, Let us go unto the house of
the Lord.” (Ps. 84:1, 2; 122:1)
3. Obedience in those things which belong to the ministry. “Obey
them that have the rule over you.” (Heb. 12:17) The works of
love to God and our neighbor, including the entire life of the
Christian, which is the spiritual Sabbath, fall properly under this
head; for to observe the spiritual Sabbath is nothing else than to
obey the voice of God, speaking to us through the ministry of
the church, in regulating and directing the life.
4. Gratitude, which includes such duties as pertain to the preservation of the ministry and of ministers; for if God designs that
there should be a ministry, he also designs that it should be perpetuated, and that every one contribute to the extent of his ability to the accomplishment of this object. We may here
appropriately cite the laws of Moses respecting the first-born,
the first-fruits, tithes and many other offerings which were given
to the priests and Levites, by way of compensation, that so they
might give themselves wholly to their work without any distraction. And although the circumstances of these laws have been
abolished, yet the general principle which lies at the bottom will
continue forever; because God will have the ministry of the
church maintained to the end of the world. “Take heed to yourself that you forsake not the Levite as long as you livest upon the
earth.” “Who goeth a warfare at any time at his own charges?
Who planteth a vineyard and eateth not of the fruit thereof?
Who feedeth a flock and eateth not of the milk of the flock?” etc.
(Deut. 12:19; 1 Cor. 9:7: see also Gal. 6:6; 1 Tim. 5:17; Matt.
10:14) The maintenance of schools may be embraced under this
part of the honor which is due to the ministry; for unless the arts
and sciences be taught, men can neither become properly qualified to teach, nor can the purity of doctrine be preserved and
defended against the assaults of heretics.
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5. Moderation and allowance in bearing such infirmities and
imperfections of ministers as do not greatly and evidently corrupt and impede the objects of the ministry, and injure the
church by giving offence. “Against an elder receive not an accusation, but before two or three witnesses.” (1 Tim. 5:19) {571}
The opposite of all this is embraced in a contempt of the ministry
of the church, which takes place whenever this ministry is abolished, or is committed to persons unworthy of such a trust, or
when it is not acknowledged as the means which God will
employ for gathering the church; the same thing is likewise true
when the ministers of the church are treated with contempt and
reproach, when their teachings are heard but not practiced in
the life, when acts of charity are overlooked, and when it is
made ineffectual by things of a trifling and wicked character. So
there is a contempt of the ministry of the church when a sufficient and necessary support is withheld, or when it is not protected and defended, and when other duties of gratitude are not
performed towards the ministers of Christ, when schools are not
maintained and supported, when learning is neglected, and
when, instead of making proper allowance for such defects of
ministers as result from our natural weakness and imperfection,
they are treated with contempt and derision. It is also in opposition to the use of the ministry, and at the same time a contempt
thereof, whenever any one by his advice, example, or other
means, prevents his own family or others from attending upon
the public instructions of the sanctuary.
CONCERNING THE MINISTRY OF THE CHURCH
Having now seen that this fourth commandment sanctions and
authorizes the public worship of God, and so by consequence
the ministry of the church, together with the honor and use connected with it, it is necessary that we should here make some
remarks in reference to the ministry; and in so doing we shall
inquire,
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1. What is the ministry of the church?
2. For what end has it been instituted?
3. What are the grades of ministers?
4. What are the duties devolving upon the ministers of the
church
5. To whom should the ministry be committed?
1. WHAT IS THE MINISTRY OF THE CHURCH?
The ecclesiastical ministry is that office which God has instituted in his church to which he has committed the preaching of
his word, and the administration of the sacraments according to
divine appointment.
The ministry of the church includes, therefore, these two
things—the preaching of the word and the administration of the
sacraments.
2. FOR WHAT HAS THE MINISTRY OF
THE CHURCH BEEN INSTITUTED?
The reasons for which God instituted the ministry of the church
are, 1. The glory of God. God will not only be praised and called
upon by men privately, but also by the public voice of the whole
church. “Bless God in the congregations.” (Ps. 68:26)
2. That it may be a means or instrumentality by which men may
be converted to God. “He gave some apostles, and some prophets, and some evangelists, and some pastors and teachers, for
the perfecting of the saints,” etc.
3. That God might in this way accommodate himself to our
weakness and infirmity in teaching men by men. {572}
4. That men might provoke one another by their example to
godliness, and to the praise and worship of God.” “I will declare
your name unto my brethren.” (Ps. 22:22)
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5. That God may thus show his mercy, in that he commits to the
hands of men that great work, the ministry of reconciliation,
which the Son of God himself discharged.
6. That the church may be visible in the world, that so the elect
may know to what they ought to attach themselves, and that the
reprobate may be rendered perfectly inexcusable in that they
despise and endeavor to make ineffectual the voice and call
which God addresses in their hearing. “But I say, Have they not
heard? Yes, verily, their sound went into all the earth, and their
words unto the ends of the world.” (Rom. 10:18; See also 2 Cor.
2:14-16)
3. WHAT ARE THE GRADES OR DEGREES OF MINISTERS?
Some ministers are called immediately by God, while others
again are called mediately by the church. Prophets and Apostles
have been called in the way first mentioned. Prophets were ministers called immediately by God for the purpose of teaching and
expounding the doctrine of Moses, and the promises respecting
the Messiah; to reprove and do away with the corruptions and
errors in the church and state, and to utter predictions respecting the church and the world, having the testimony and assurance that they could not err in the doctrines which they
delivered in the name of God. Apostles were ministers called
immediately by Christ to publish the doctrine respecting the
Messiah already come in the flesh, and to spread it throughout
the whole world, having a similar testimony from God that they
could not err in the doctrine. Ministers called mediately are, 1.
Evangelists, who were assistants to the Apostles, and were sent
by them to teach and establish various churches. 2. Bishops, or
pastors, are ministers called by the church to teach the word of
God and to administer the sacraments in particular churches. 3.
Doctors, or teachers, are ministers called by the church to teach
in certain churches. 4. Governors are ministers chosen by the
judgment of the church, for the purpose of exercising discipline,
and for managing those things necessary for the order and pros-
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perity of the church. 5. Deacons are ministers chosen by the
church to take care of the poor, and to attend to the distribution
of the alms of the church.
4. WHAT ARE THE DUTIES DEVOLVING UPON
THE MINISTERS OF THE CHURCH?
The duties of the ministers of the church include in general, 1. A
faithful and correct exposition of the true and uncorrupted doctrine of the law and gospel, so that the church may be able to
understand it. 2. A lawful administration of the sacraments,
according to divine appointment. 3. To give the church a good
example of what constitutes a Christian life and godly conversation. “In all things shewing yourself a pattern of good works.”
(Tit. 2:7) 4. A diligent attention to their flocks. “Take heed, therefore, unto yourselves, and to all the flock over the which the
Holy Spirit has made you overseers, to feed the church of God.”
(Acts 20:28) 5. To give proper respect and submission to the decisions of {578} the church. 6. To see that proper respect and
attention be given to the poor.
5. TO WHOM SHOULD THE MINISTRY BE COMMITTED?
The Apostle Paul plainly teaches, in his epistles to Timothy and
Titus, to whom and to what persons the ministry ought to be
committed by the church. To sum up the whole in a few words,
we may say that the ministry of the church should be committed, 1. To men, and not to women. “I suffer not a woman to
teach.” (1 Tim. 12) 2. To such as have a good report within and
without the church. “A bishop must be blameless, have a good
report of them which are without, lest he fall into reproach and
the snare of the devil.” (1 Tim. 3:2, 7) 3. To such as are able to
teach, having a proper understanding of the doctrine, and possessed of such gifts as are necessary for its exposition. “A bishop
must be apt to teach.” “A workman that needeth not to be
ashamed rightly dividing the word of truth.” “Holding fast the
faithful word, as he has been taught, that he may be able, by
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sound doctrine, both to exhort and to convince the gainsayers.”
(1 Tim. 3:2; 2 Tim. 2:15; Tit. 1:9)
CONCERNING CEREMONIES
A part of this fourth commandment being ceremonial, as has
been shown in the remarks we have made, it seems proper that
we should here make some remarks respecting ceremonies; and
for a better understanding of the whole subject, we shall
enquire,
1. What are ceremonies?
2. In what ceremonies differ from moral works?
3. How many kinds of ceremonies are there?
4. Is it lawful for the church to institute ceremonies?
1. WHAT ARE CEREMONIES?
The Romans were wont to call every form of divine worship by
the name of ceremony, from the town Caere, in which the images
of the gods were kept from the Gauls, as Livy testifies in his fifth
book. Macrobias derives the term from carendo. As understood
by the church, all external and solemn actions instituted by the
ministry, for the sake of order, or signification, are termed ceremonies.
2. IN WHAT DO CEREMONIES DIFFER
FROM MORAL WORKS?
Ceremonies differ from moral works, in the following particulars: 1. Ceremonies are temporary; moral works are perpetual. 2.
Ceremonies are always observed in the same way; moral works
are not always performed in the same way. 3. Ceremonies signify; moral actions are signified. 4. The moral is to be viewed as
the general; the ceremonial as the particular. 5. The moral is the
end and design of the ceremonial; the ceremonial contributes to
the moral. We may here refer the reader to what has already
been said in regard to these differences under the subject of the
Law. {574}
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3. HOW MANY KINDS OF CEREMONIES ARE THERE?
There are two kinds of ceremonies—some that are commanded
by God himself; and others that are instituted by men. Ceremonies which have been instituted by God, are such as constitute
his worship, and can only be changed by God himself. Sacrifices,
by which we offer and render obedience to God, are ceremonies
of this sort, being divinely instituted. So the sacraments, by
which God testifies and bestows his benefits upon us, are also
divinely instituted. Ceremonies instituted by the church are not
the worship of God, and may be changed by the advice of the
church, if there are sufficient causes to demand a change.
4. IS IT LAWFUL FOR THE CHURCH TO
INSTITUTE CEREMONIES?
The church may and ought to institute certain ceremonies, inasmuch as the moral worship of God cannot be observed without
defining and fixing the various circumstances connected with it.
We may, therefore, say that it is proper for the church to institute
ceremonies when the following conditions are observed: 1. They
must not be unholy; but such as are agreeable to the word of
God. 2. They must not be superstitious—such as may easily lead
men astray, so as to attach to them worship, merit, or necessity,
and which may occasion offence when observed. 3. They must
not be too numerous, so as to be oppressive and burdensome. 4.
They must not be empty, insignificant, and unprofitable; but
tend to edification.
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LORD’S DAY 39
QUESTION 104
104. What does God require in the fifth commandment?
A. That I show all honor, love and faithfulness to my father
and mother, and to all in authority over me; submit
myself with due obedience to all their good instruction
and correction; and also bear patiently with their
infirmities: since it is God’s will to govern us by their
hand.
EXPOSITION:
The Laws of the second table of the Decalogue now follow, the
obedience of which has respect to God as well as the commandments of the first table. The works, however, which are here
enjoined are performed immediately towards men. The immediate object of the second table is our neighbor, while God is the
mediate object.
Christ embodies the sum of the obedience required by The second table of the Decalogue in these words: You shall love your
neighbor as yourself; and lays down this rule for the better
understanding of the precepts of this table: “All things whatsoever you would that men should do to you, do you even so to
them, for this is the law and the prophets.” (Matt. 7:12) Christ
also says, in reference to the whole second table: “And the second is like unto the first” (Matt. 22:39); which must be understood: {575} 1. Of the kind of worship which is enjoined in each
table; which is spiritual, and more important than that which is
ceremonial. 2. Of the same kind of punishment, which is threatened and inflicted upon all those who violate the commandments of either table; which punishment is eternal. 3. Of the
inseparable connection which exists between the love of God
and our neighbor, which connection is like that of cause and
effect; so that the one cannot be without the other.
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Obedience to the second table is therefore necessary, and
exacted from us by God just as much as obedience to the first
table. The reasons of this are such as these: 1. That God himself
may he worshipped by this obedience, and that our love to him
may be manifested by the love which we cherish towards our
neighbor on God’s account. 2. That our conformity with God
may be made manifest by the love which we have towards our
neighbor. 3. That human society may be preserved, which was
formed and constituted by God for the praise and glory of his
name.
This fifth commandment, moreover, respecting the honor due to
parents, which Jerome expressly calls the fifth in order, is placed
first in the second table: 1. Because it is the foundation, cause,
and bond of obedience to all the other commandments belonging to this table. For if the obedience can be maintained and
enforced, which is due from those who are placed in subjection
to their superiors, who should command and preserve, in the
name of God, obedience to the commandments which follow
this precept of the Decalogue, then will obedience to all the
other precepts necessarily follow. 2. Because God has connected
with this commandment a special promise of long life, which is
always regarded as a great blessing, to those who render obedience to this precept of the Decalogue.
This commandment consists of two parts: a command and a
promise. The command is, Honor your father and your mother.
The design or end of this commandment is the preservation of
civil order, which God has appointed in the mutual duties
between inferiors and their superiors. Superiors are all those
whom God has placed over others, for the purpose of governing
and defending them. Inferiors are those whom God has placed
under others, that they may be governed and defended by them.
Superiors are included in this commandment under the terms
father and mother, and are: 1. Parents themselves, from whom
we have proceeded. 2. Tutors and guardians of children. 3.
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Schoolmasters, teachers, and ministers of the gospel. 4. Magistrates, whether high or low. 5. Elders. All these persons, now,
together with all others who may be placed in positions of
authority, are comprehended under the term parents, as used in
this commandment; and are to be honored by us, because God
gives them all to us in the place of parents, whose duties they
discharge, and are, so to speak, God’s vicegerents in ruling and
defending us, having been substituted by God in the room of
parents, when the wickedness of men began to increase in the
earth.
God, in this commandment, makes mention of parents in preference to other governors, and requires that they should he honored: 1. Because the paternal power and government was the
first that was established amongst men. 2. Because this is, as it
were, the rule and pattern according to which all other forms of
government should be formed and exercised. 3. Because this
form of government is the most agreeable to men, so that they
readily submit themselves to it. 4. Because any and every contempt {576} or disrespect shown to parents, is a sin of the most
grievous and aggravated character, and therefore condemned by
God and punished most severely, inasmuch as the obligation to
honor and obey them is of peculiar force and strength.
This commandment, therefore, does not merely require that we
honor and respect our parents, but all who are in authority over
us; and requires, also, on the other hand, obedience not merely
from children, but from all inferiors, of whatever rank or grade.
So the duties which these two classes of persons owe respectively to each other, are in like manner enjoined in this precept
of the Decalogue; for when God requires parents to be honored,
he at the same time demands that they so discharge the duties of
parents as to be worthy of honor; and in thus enjoining the
duties which are devolving upon parents, he also enjoins the
duties of all others in authority, inasmuch as they are all comprehended in the term parents, as here used. So God in like
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manner enjoins the duties of children, when he commands
them to honor their parents; and not only of children, but of all
others in subjection, since God will have all those who are in
positions of authority honored by those who are under them.
We may now, in view of what has just been said, easily return an
answer to this objection: God, in this commandment, merely
requires that parents should be honored, which is the duty of
inferiors. Therefore he here commands nothing respecting superiors. Answer: We deny the consequence; for we may retort the
argument of our opponents, and say: because God commands
parents to be honored, he also enjoins the duties which are
devolving upon all those who are in authority; for when God
gives the name to those who occupy positions of authority, he
also grants them that from which they have the name; and if he
desires them to be honored, he also requires them to do such
things as entitle them to honor and respect. And although it may
sometimes be the case that wicked men are elevated to positions
of authority, who are not worthy of honor; yet the office must be
distinguished from the persons who are invested with it; so that
while we detest the wickedness of the men, we should nevertheless honor their office, on account of its divine appointment.
And as they are to be honored on account of their office, which
is to rule their subjects according to the will of God, whose ministers they are, it is manifest that we must obey them only in as
far as they do not go beyond the proper limits of their office.
The promise annexed to this commandment is, That your days
may be long in the land which the Lord your God giveth you. God
added this promise: 1. That he might invite and urge us the more
strongly to obey this precept by placing before us so great a benefit, as a reward. 2. That he might in this way declare how highly
he esteems those who honor their parents, and how severely he
will punish all those who withhold this honor and respect. 3.
That he might teach us how necessary obedience to this commandment is, inasmuch as it is a preparation and constraining
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motive of obedience to all the commandments which follow.
Hence Paul, in referring to this promise, says that it is the first
commandment with promise; by which he means that it is the
first commandment which has the promise of any special or
certain benefit, which God promises to bestow upon those who
render the obedience which it requires. The blessing which God
here promises is a long life upon earth. {577}
Objection 1: The first table has also a promise annexed to it.
Therefore this commandment is not the first with promise.
Answer: This commandment has a special promise, while the
promise of the first table is general.
Objection 2: But a long life does not seem to be a blessing, in
view of the miseries which are connected with this present state
of being. Therefore it is a useless promise. Answer: That a long
life seems not to be a blessing, comes to pass by an accident; for
in itself it is a great blessing, although it is connected with much
misery and suffering. To this the following objections are
brought forward: 1. A good connected with great evils is rather
to be deprecated than desired. A long life now is connected with
great evils. Therefore it seems, on account of this accident,
rather to be deprecated than to be desired. We reply, that a good
is to be deprecated, if the evils connected with it are greater than
the good itself. But God promises to the godly, in connection
with a long life, a mitigation of the calamities to which we are
here subject; and a long enjoyment of his blessings, even in this
life. Then, too, the constant worship and praise of God in this life
is a blessing of such great value, that the various calamities to
which we are here subject are not worthy to be compared with
it.
Objection 2: But the wicked and disobedient are also often
blessed with a long life. Therefore it is not a blessing peculiar to
the godly. Answer: A few exceptions do not overthrow a general
rule; for the wicked and disobedient, for the most part, perish
prematurely and suddenly. “The eye that mocketh at his father,
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and despiseth to obey his mother, the ravens of the valley shall
pluck it out, and the young eagles shall eat it.” “Whoso curseth
his father or his mother, his lamp shall be put out in obscure
darkness.” (Prov. 30:17; 20:20) Again: temporal blessings are
bestowed upon the godly for their salvation, and are therefore
evidences of God’s favor towards them; while they are conferred
upon the ungodly partly that they may be rendered inexcusable,
inasmuch as they have been in this way called to repentance,
and partly that the godly and the elect, who are mixed with
them, may enjoy these things.
Objection 3: But many obedient and godly children die at an
early age, and do not live to enjoy the blessing of a long life.
Therefore the promise is not universal. Answer: We may here
reply, as we did to the former objection, that a few exceptions do
not destroy the force of a general rule. The godly, for the most
part, have the truth of this promise verified in their case. Promises of temporal blessings, too, must be understood as making
an exception respecting chastisements and the cross. And still
further, an early translation to another and better life, even a
heavenly life, is a most ample recompense for a long life.
The obedience required by this commandment comprehends
three parts: 1. The proper virtues of superiors, or those who are
placed in authority. 2. The proper virtues of inferiors, or those
who are in subjection. 3. The virtues common to both.
The proper virtues of Superiors,
distinguished according to their respective
offices.
The office and duties of parents require:
1. That they should nourish and cherish their children. (Matt.
7:9)
2. That they should defend their children from injuries. (1 Tim.
5:8) {578}
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3. That they should instruct or give them over to others, that
they may be instructed and properly educated. (Eph. 6:4; Deut.
4:9)
4. That they should govern them by such discipline as belongs to
the domestic constitution. (Prov. 13:1; 19:18) The same duties
are devolving upon guardians or tutors, who occupy the place of
parents.
The faults or sins of parents, in opposition to the duties just
enumerated, are:
1. Not to seek or provide the support and nourishment necessary for their children, or to bring them up in luxury and extravagance.
2. Not to protect them from injuries, or not to accustom them to
patience and gentleness; or to sin, by manifesting an imprudent
zeal and passion, when small, or even no injuries are inflicted
upon our children.
3. Not to educate their children, or to have no care to have them
educated according to their own, or their children’s ability; or to
corrupt them by their own evil example, or bad instructions.
4. To raise their children in idleness and licentiousness; or not to
correct them when necessity requires it; or to chastise them
with greater severity than duty or the nature of the offence
demands, and so to alienate their affections by too great severity
and cruelty.
The office of schoolmasters or teachers requires them,
1. Faithfully to teach and instruct the pupils committed to their
care, seeing that they occupy the place of parents in this respect.
2. To rule and govern them with proper and suitable discipline.
The same faults and sins which we have just enumerated as
often attaching themselves to parents, in the education and government of their children, are the ones which are found in connection with schoolmasters and teachers.
The duties of magistrates may be reduced to these heads,
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1. To require from their subjects obedience, and external propriety according to both tables of the Decalogue.
2. To enforce the precepts of the Decalogue, by defending those
who yield obedience to it, and punishing such as are disobedient.
3. To enact certain positive laws for the maintenance of civil
order. By positive laws, we mean such as determine and prescribe those circumstances which are necessary for the preservation of the order and honor of the state, and which contribute
to the obedience which the law of God requires.
4. The execution of the laws which they prescribe from time to
time.
There are two extremes in opposition to the duties of magistrates. The first is remissness, or a want of proper attention to
their duties, which shows itself, either in not requiring from
their subjects obedience to the whole Decalogue; or in not
enacting such things as are necessary for the preservation and
order of civil society; or in not defending the innocent from the
wrongs which may be inflicted upon them; or in not enforcing,
or punishing too lightly those who violate the law of God, or
such positive laws as have been enacted from time to time. The
other extreme is tyranny, which consists either in demanding
from their subjects what is unjust; or in not punishing those
who sin; or in punishing them more severely than the offence
which they have committed calls for.
The duties of Masters are,
1. To enjoin upon their servants such things as are just and possible; {579} or to command such works as are becoming and
lawful; and not such as are unlawful, impossible, oppressive and
unnecessary.
2. To afford them proper food and reward them for their labor.
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3. To rule and govern them with such discipline as is suited to
their case. The whip, fodder and burdens belong to the ass;
bread and correction to the servant.
The faults of masters are,
1. To indulge their slaves in idleness, slothfulness and licentiousness.
2. To command things which are unjust, and to oppress them by
exacting too much from them.
3. To withhold from them proper food and wages.
4. To exasperate their household by the exercise of too much
rigor and severity.
The duty of elders, and others who excel in wisdom and authority, is to govern and assist others by their examples, counsels
and admonitions. These persons sin and act contrary to the
duties of their calling, 1. When they are guilty of folly, or of giving improper counsels. 2. When they show levity and a want of
gravity in their manners, and present a bad example to others. 3.
When they neglect by their counsels and authority to reprove
and correct others who are under them when they see them sin
and do that which is wrong.
The virtues proper to inferiors,
or such as are in subjection
The commandment which we are now considering comprehends the duties which are proper to inferiors under the term
honor, which includes, first, reverence to those who are over
them, which is, 1. An acknowledgement of the will of God, who
has been pleased to institute such an office, and to endow those
who are invested with it, with necessary gifts. 2. An approbation
of this divine order, and of the gifts which God confers upon
those whom he calls to serve him in this capacity: for if we are
not convinced of the excellence of this order we will not honor
it. 3. Subjection to this order on account of the will of God. 4. An
outward declaration, both in word and deed, of this judgment
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and approbation. Secondly, love to those who are over us in view
of the office which they fill. This love is closely connected with
reverence, inasmuch as we cannot reverence those whom we do
not love. Thirdly, obedience to what those in authority command
by reason of their office and calling, which obedience should be
voluntary, as children delight to do those things which are pleasing to their parents. Fourthly, gratitude to superiors, which
requires that every one in his appropriate sphere aid and promote the interest of those over him according to his ability, and
as occasion presents itself. Fifthly, moderation and forbearance,
which shows itself in bearing with the faults and infirmities of
parents and superiors, which may be done without any reproach
to the name of God, or which are not in direct opposition to the
divine law. From these things we may easily infer what duties
are enjoined upon inferiors, and what things in accordance with
their own callings, they owe to the different grades, or ranks of
those who are in authority.
Inferiors, or those who are in subjection, violate the honor
which is due those who are over them, either when they do not
regard them as occupying {580} the place to which they have
been called of God, or when they ascribe to them more honor
than is becoming to men, or when they hate them for executing
that which their office requires them to do, or when they esteem
them more highly than they do God, or when they refuse to
yield obedience to their just and lawful commands, or when
they obey them only in appearance, and also when they command things which are unjust and wicked, or when they heap
upon them injuries and reproaches, and do not aid them in such
ways and by such means as are in their power, or when they
entertain them with flattery and in other ways which are unbecoming, or when they magnify their infirmities and faults, or
when they flatteringly praise their faults and misdeeds, and do
not admonish them with becoming reverence according to the
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position which they occupy, of their pernicious and aggravated
sins.
The virtues which are common to superiors and
inferiors, or to those who are in authority and
in subjection.
The duties which are devolving upon all men, or the virtues
which are here required of all the different grades and ranks of
men, whether they be in authority or not, with the vices which
are opposed to these virtues, are,
I. UNIVERSAL JUSTICE, which shows itself in obedience to all the
laws pertaining to us in our respective callings. That this virtue is
here enjoined is evident, inasmuch as those who are in authority
should demand it from their subjects, and provoke them to such
obedience by their own example; while those who are in subjection are commanded to yield obedience to all those commands
which are just and proper.
The opposite of this universal justice includes, 1. Every neglect
of such duties as just and wholesome laws require from every
one, whether he be a ruler or subject. 2. All obstinacy, disobedience and sedition. 3. Hypocrisy and eye-service.
II. PARTICULAR DISTRIBUTIVE JUSTICE, which is a virtue contributing to and preserving a just proportion in the distribution
of offices, rewards and punishment; or it is a virtue giving to
every one that which rightfully belongs to him. That now which
belongs to every one is the office, the honor or reward which is
suited to him, and for which he is adapted. “Render to all their
dues; tribute to whom tribute is due; custom to whom custom;
fear to whom fear; honor to whom honor.” (Rom. 13:7)
The opposite of this virtue includes error, want of judgment and
partiality in distributing offices, or conferring honors, and in
bestowing rewards.
III. LABORIOUSNESS, diligence and fidelity, which consists in correctly understanding those parts which properly and perpetu-
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ally belong to every man’s calling in life, and in performing them
according to the command of God cheerfully, constantly, diligently and with the attempt to discharge properly every known
duty, omitting whatever is foreign to any one’s appropriate calling, and whatever is unnecessary, with this chief design, that
whatever is done may be pleasing to God, and contribute to the
salvation of our fellow men. “And that you study to be quiet, and
to do your own business, and to work with your own hands as
we commanded you.” “He that ruleth let him do it with cheerfulness.” “Be obedient as the servants {581} of Christ, doing the
will of God from the heart.” “Whatsoever your hand findeth to
do, do it with all your might.” (1 Thess. 4:11; Rom. 12:8; Eph.
6:6; Eccl. 9:10) It is also proper that we should here remark, that
this virtue does not merely consist in knowing what are the different parts of our calling and duty, but also in enquiring continually whether there be not something still required of us of
which we are ignorant; for he who is ignorant of his duty and yet
does not seek to know it, is guilty of neglecting his duty, inasmuch as his ignorance does not excuse him, being voluntary
and coveted.
There is opposed to this virtue, 1. Negligence or slothfulness,
which shows itself either in not endeavoring to find out what is
duty, or in willingly omitting what is plainly required by our calling in life, or in discharging the duties of our respective callings
unwillingly, only in part; and without becoming diligence. 2. A
mere show of diligence, or dissembled assiduity, which consists
in doing that which belongs to any one’s calling in life, from selfish motives, or for the sake of our own praise and benefit. 3.
Curiosity, which shows itself in meddling with, and attempting
things which do not properly belong to any one’s calling.
IV. LOVE to those who are joined to us by consanguinity, as parents, children and relatives: for when God command that parents should be honored, he also desires that they should be
loved, and that as parents; and so, on the other hand, when he
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blesses persons with children, he designs that they should love
them, and that not as strangers, but as children.
The opposite of this virtue includes: 1. Unnaturalness, which
either hates, or does not cherish those who are allied to us by
the ties of nature, or is not concerned for their safety. 2. Excessive indulgence, which shows itself either in winking at the sins
and follies of our children and friends, injurious alike to themselves and others, on account of the love which we have towards
them, or in gratifying them in things prohibited by God.
V. GRATITUDE, which is a virtue consisting of truth and justice,
acknowledging from whom, what, and how great benefits we
have received, and at the same time having a desire or will to
perform in return such things and duties as are becoming and
possible. “Whoso rewardeth evil for good, evil shall not depart
from his house.” (Prov. 17:13)
The opposite of this virtue includes: 1. Ingratitude, which either
does not acknowledge, or does not profess the author and the
greatness of the benefits received, or which has no desire to
make suitable returns for the same. 2. Such returns or acknowledgments of benefits as are unlawful.
VI. GRAVITY, which is a virtue arising from a knowledge of our
calling and rank in society, observes what is becoming and
proper to the person, and maintains a constancy and evenness
in the words, carriage, and actions of the life, that so we may
preserve the authority and good report which we have, and not
bring a disgrace upon our calling; for seeing that God desires
that those placed in authority should be honored, he at the same
time desires that they themselves should guard and maintain
their own honor. Now, glory, being that of which our own conscience and that of others approves, judging correctly, since it is
a virtue necessary for the glory of God and the salvation of men,
is greatly to be desired, when these ends are regarded. “A good
name is rather to be chosen than great riches.” “A good name is
better than precious ointment.” “But let every man {582} prove
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his own work, and then shall he have rejoicing in himself alone,
and not in another.” “In all things showing yourself a pattern of
good works; in doctrine showing uncorruptness, gravity and sincerity.” (Prov. 21:1; Eccl. 7:1. Gal. 6:4; Tit. 2:7)
We may mention as opposed to this virtue, 1. Levity, which
shows itself in a want of regard to what is becoming and of good
report in the words, carriage and actions of the life, and which
has no desire to retain a good name and opinion amongst men.
2. Haughtiness or ambition, which consists in being elated and
filled with pride on account of the office and gifts which any one
possesses and holds, so as to despise and overlook others, and to
aspire after still higher offices, and greater honor and applause
from men, being actuated thereto merely by a desire to excel
and be above others, and not to advance the glory of God and
the welfare of our fellowmen.
VII. MODESTY is a virtue closely allied to gravity, which, from a
knowledge of our own weakness, and from a consideration of
the office and position which we occupy by divine appointment,
maintains a consistency and propriety in the actions and deportment of the life, regardless of the opinions and remarks which
men may make and entertain respecting us, with this design,
that we do not arrogate to ourselves more than is becoming, or
defraud others of the respect and honor due them; that we do
not make a greater display in our apparel, walk, conversation
and life, than is proper and needful; that we do not esteem ourselves more highly than others, or oppress them; but maintain a
deportment according to our ability and strength, with an
acknowledgment of God’s gifts in others, and of our faults and
imperfections. This and the former virtue are, as has just been
remarked, closely allied; for gravity without being joined with
modesty, soon degenerates into ambition and haughtiness. “For
if a man think himself to be something when he is nothing, he
deceiveth himself.” (Gal. 6:3) Humility and modesty differ from
each other in this, that modesty is directed towards men, and
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consists in acknowledging our own faults and the gifts of which
others are possessed; while humility has respect to God.
The following vices are opposed to this virtue: 1. Immodesty,
which transcends the bounds of propriety in the words, actions
and deportment of the life, both as it respects ourselves, and
those with whom we hold daily intercourse. 2. Arrogance, which
in conceit and outward declaration takes to itself more than it
really possesses, or admires its own gifts and attainments more
than there is any necessity of doing, and so extols and boasts of
them beyond measure. 3. A counterfeiting or mere show of modesty, which evinces itself in the admiration which any one has of
himself, while he, nevertheless, feigns to be backward in accepting of honors and offices, which he all the while desires, in order
that he may advance his own praise and conceit of modesty.
VIII. EQUITY, which is a virtue that mitigates, in view of some
just and probable cause, the rigor of strict justice in punishing
and correcting the errors of others; and which endures with
patience such defects as do not seriously injure and endanger
the safety of our fellow-men, whether publicly or privately, and
which studiously covers and corrects such vices whenever they
are found in others. “Servants be subject to your masters with all
fear; not only to the good and gentle, but also to the froward.” (1
Pet. 2:18) We may here also appropriately cite the example of
the {583} sons of Noah, as recorded in the ninth chapter of
Genesis, and likewise the commandment of the apostle Paul,
respecting the moderation and gentleness which parents should
exercise towards their children in correcting them: “Fathers provoke not your children to wrath, but bring them up in the nurture and admonition of the Lord.” “Fathers provoke not your
children to anger, lest they be discouraged.” “Masters give unto
Your servants that which is just and equal, knowing that you
also have a Master in heaven.” (Eph. 6:4; Col. 3:21; 4:1)
The opposite of this virtue embraces, 1. Immoderate rigor in censuring and reproving those faults which proceed for the most
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part from infirmity, without any serious injury, either to their
own, or others’ safety. 2. Too great lenity, which shows itself in
not punishing or reproving great and aggravated sins. 3. Flattery,
which, for the sake of gaining popularity or advancing personal
interests, praises that which ought not to be praised, or
attributes more to a certain one than is becoming.
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LORD’S DAY 40
QUESTION 105–107
105. What does God require in the sixth commandment?
A. That I do not revile, hate, insult or kill my neighbor either
in thought, word, or gesture, much less in deed, whether
by myself or by another; but lay aside all desire of
revenge; moreover, that I do not harm myself, nor
willfully run into any danger. Wherefore also, to restrain
murder, the magistrate is armed with the sword.
106. Does this commandment speak only of killing?
A. No, but in forbidding murder God teaches us that He
abhors its very root, namely, envy, hatred, anger, and
desire of revenge; and that in His sight all these are
hidden murder.
107. But is this all that is required: that we do not kill our
neighbor?
A. No, for in condemning envy, hatred, and anger, God
requires us to love our neighbor as ourselves, to show
patience, peace, meekness, mercy and kindness towards
him, and to prevent his hurt as much as possible; also, to
do good even unto our enemies.
EXPOSITION:
The end or design of this commandment is the preservation of
the life and health of the body, and so of the safety both of ourselves and of others. All those things, therefore, which have
respect to the safety and preservation of our own life and the
lives of others, are here enjoined; while, on the other hand,
every thing is prohibited which tends to the destruction of life,
which may be said to include every unlawful injury and every
desire of inflicting a wrong which any one may cherish, with
every expression of this desire. It is called murder in this prohibition, or commandment, not because God prohibits this alone,
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but that in removing the {584} effect He may at the same time
remove all the causes which contribute to it, and that embracing
under the term murder, all the sins which are connected with it,
he may, by showing its aggravated character, the more effectually restrain us from these sins, according to the rule, that when
any particular virtue is commanded or vice forbidden, the general
virtues and vices, or whatever is connected with it, is at the same
time commanded or forbidden.
We must here show, 1. That this commandment enjoins and forbids not only what is external, but also what is internal. 2. That
it prohibits any injury done to ourselves or others. 3. That it
requires us to defend ourselves and others.
1. That this commandment prohibits and requires what is internal, is proven, 1. By this rule, that when an effect is commanded
or forbidden, the cause is also understood as being commanded or
forbidden. 2. From the design of this commandment. God does
not will that we should injure any one. Therefore he also forbids
the means by which we might inflict a wrong upon any one. 3.
From the interpretation of Christ: “Whosoever is angry with his
brother without a cause shall be in danger of the judgment.”
(Matt. 5:22) Hence with external murder there is prohibited at
the same time every wrong inflicted upon our neighbor, together
with all the causes, occasions and signs of these injuries, such as
anger, envy, hatred and desire of revenge.
2. This commandment prohibits every injury, or neglect not
only to the lives of others, but also to our own life, inasmuch as
the same causes are found in us, on account of which God will
have us to regard the lives of others. These causes are, 1. The
image of God, which we may not destroy either in ourselves or in
others. 2. The likeness of nature, and our common origin from
our first parents. For as our neighbor must not be injured and
hurt by us because he is bone of our bone and flesh of our flesh,
so we are to inflict no wrong upon ourselves, for the reason that
no man ever yet hated his own flesh. 3. The greatness of the
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price, by which Christ has redeemed us and others. 4. The union,
or conjunction, which there is between those who are members
of Christ. Inasmuch now as these causes are in like manner
found in us, it follows that this commandment forbids every
injury or neglect which any one may inflict upon himself.
3. This commandment requires us to protect and defend our
neighbor; for seeing that the law commands us not only to shun
and avoid sin of every description, but also to practice that
which is opposite thereto, it is evident that God does not only
here forbid us to injure the life and safety of any one, but commands us at the same time, as far as it is in our power, to cherish
and defend our neighbor.
The sum and substance of this commandment is, that we neither
hurt by any external act our own life, or the life of another, nor
practice any injury upon our own, or the bodily safety of
another, neither by force, nor treachery, nor negligence; and that
we do not desire, either in thought or will, any injury to ourselves or others, nor signify the same by any signs, or words; but
that we, on the other hand, as much as in us lies, preserve and
protect our own, as well as the lives of others, and so prove ourselves a blessing to all. Hence when this commandment
declares, You shall not kill, it signifies, 1. You shall cherish no
desire to kill either yourself or others; for what God does not will
us to do, that he does not permit us {585} to wish or desire. 2.
You shall not express or signify any desire to murder either
yourself or others; for when God forbids any particular desire,
he also forbids every expression of this desire, whether it be in
the words, gesture or countenance of the person. 3. You shall
not put this desire into execution; for what God forbids any one
to desire, or to signify by external signs, that he much more forbids to be executed. The opposite now of all this is, You shall aid
and assist yourself and others, 1. In desire or heart. 2. In the signification of this desire. 3. In the execution of this desire. From
this all the virtues of this commandment, as well as all the vices
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which are opposite thereto, take their origin. The vices which are
forbidden in this precept of the Decalogue, tend to the destruction of life; while the virtues which it enjoins tend to the preservation of life, or the safety of men.
There are two ways in which we may contribute to the preservation of life; either by not injuring, or by rendering assistance to
men. Hence there are two classes of virtues growing out of this
commandment—the former including those which do not injure
the lives and safety of men, the other including those which
contribute to the preservation of life, and the safety of men. The
virtues included in the former class consist of three kinds; for we
may not injure any one, viz., either being not injured or provoked; or being provoked; or in both respects, whether provoked
or not. Particular justice which does wrong to no one is included
in the first; in the second, gentleness and equity; in the third,
peaceableness. The virtues contributing to the safety of man are
two-fold; for we may be said to aid, either by repelling evils and
dangers, or by doing good. The first method includes commutative justice, fortitude and indignation; the other includes humanity, mercy and friendship.
The virtues which do not injure
the safety of men
I. PARTICULAR JUSTICE, injuring no one, is that, which does not
injure the life or body of any one, neither from design, nor from
negligence, by whom we have not been injured, unless God
require it at our hands. Or it is a virtue which carefully avoids
every injury which might be inflicted upon our own, or upon the
safety of our neighbor, whether it be by violence, deceit or negligence. This is expressed in the words of the commandment, You
shall not kill.
That which is opposed to this virtue, and condemned by this
commandment, includes, 1. Every injury which may be inflicted,
either by design or by negligence, upon our own, or upon the
life and body of another. 2. Excessive lenity, by which it comes to
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pass that they are not punished, who ought to be punished by
those who are vested with the power to do so.
II. GENTLENESS, or placability, or readiness to forgive, which is a
virtue, governing and controlling anger, is not provoked without
any cause, nor by one that is trifling in its character; and where
there is a cause of just displeasure, it does not desire the destruction of the person inflicting the wrong; but is indignant at the
reproach which is cast upon the name of God, or at the injustice
and injury inflicted upon our neighbor—it indulges no desire of
revenging any injury however great it may be, but heartily
desires the safety and well-being even of enemies, and those
who deserve ill at our hands, and endeavors to contribute
thereto according to {586} its own ability and their necessity. Or
it is a virtue which moderates anger, and shows itself in shunning all unlawful excitement, and so moderates that anger
which is lawful, that it does not pass beyond the limits which
God has prescribed, and does not burn with a desire of revenge,
but extends pardon even to enemies notwithstanding their
offences and provocations have been great and heavy; so that
the anger which is felt is not directed to the persons, but to the
sins of the wicked, and that, too, in such a way that it desires the
safety even of those who transgress under the most aggravated
form. “Blessed are the meek; for they shall inherit the earth.”
(Matt. 5:5)
The opposite of this, virtue comprises, 1. Undue lenity, which is
not to be indignant in view of shocking injuries, and which does
not restrain or punish them, or is, at least, too remiss in prohibiting and suppressing them. 2. Hastiness of temper, with every
form of unlawful and immoderate anger. 3. Desire of vengeance,
grudging and animosity.
III. EQUITY is a virtue closely allied to gentleness. It is the governess of stern justice (preserves a just proportion between punishment and crime) upon just and probable causes, as when in
view of the crime itself, or our own duty, or the public and pri-
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vate safety of those who sin, or for the sake of avoiding offence,
we yield somewhat of our right in punishing sins, or in demanding satisfaction for injuries received. “Let your moderation be
known unto all men.” (Phil. 4:5)
The first thing which we may mention as opposed to this virtue
is, immoderate severity or cruelty, as when there is no proper
regard to the circumstances under which men do wrong, concerning which it is said, extreme right is extreme wrong. 2. Too
great lenity, which shows itself in not being influenced by those
things which ought to influence us, as when God commands,
etc. 3. Partiality.
IV. PEACEABLENESS, or a desire of peace and harmony is a virtue which consists in diligently and carefully avoiding all unnecessary occasions and causes of offence, discord, strife and
hatred, and in reconciling those who are offended, either at us,
or at others, and which for the sake of retaining or preserving
peace does not shrink from troubles, or from the endurance of
injuries, so long as there is no reproach cast upon the name of
God, or grievous wrong inflicted upon our own safety or that of
others. In a word, it is a virtue avoiding all offences and occasions of anger and discord, and which at the same time endeavors to remove and bring to an end such strifes and
misunderstandings as arise from time to time.
There is opposed to this virtue, 1. Quarrelsomeness, which shows
itself in giving and seizing occasions of strife, to which there is
attached an eager desire or delight in contention, slandering,
backbiting, whispering, etc. Hence all contentious persons, slanderers, backbiters, whisperers, etc., are here condemned. 2. Such
a lenity as when any one desires to keep peace without any
proper regard to the glory of God, or his own and neighbor’s
safety. This is a sinful gratification.
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The virtues which contribute to
the safety of men
V. COMMUTATIVE JUSTICE IN PUNISHING is a virtue which preserves an equality between offences and punishments, inflicting
either equal punishments, or less in view of just and satisfactory
causes, having a proper {587} regard to the circumstances
which should ever be taken into consideration in civil courts, for
the sake of maintaining the glory of God, and the preservation of
human society. For when God forbids the infliction of any wrong
upon society, and wills that the magistrate be the defender and
preserver of order according to the whole Decalogue, he also
designs that those who manifestly and grossly violate this order
be restrained and kept within proper bounds by just punishments. The magistrate, therefore, may be guilty of doing wrong
not only in being cruel and unjustly severe, but also in being too
lenient and in granting permission to certain persons to injure
others. “Because you have let go out of your hand, a man whom
I appointed to utter destruction, therefore your life shall go for
his life, and your people for his people.” “He that killeth any
man, shall surely be put to death.” “You shall take no satisfaction
for the life of a murderer, which is guilty of death; but he shall
surely be put to death. (1 Kings 20:42; Lev. 24:17; Num. 35:31)
This form of justice, therefore, belongs to this commandment.
Objection: It is here said, You shall not kill. Therefore no one
must be put to death—consequently this justice is not comprehended in this commandment inasmuch as it cannot be maintained, without putting many to death. Answer: You shall not
kill, that is, not you who are merely a private person, according
to your judgment and desire, when I do not command you, and
give you any warrant from this law. But this does not do away
with the office of the magistrate; “for he is the minister of God
and does not bear the sword in vain.” (Rom. 18:4) Hence when
the magistrate puts wicked transgressors to death, it is not man,
but God who is the executioner of the deed. We may also reply
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to this objection by reversing the argument thus: therefore some
are to be put to death, lest human society be destroyed by
thieves and robbers.
The opposite of this virtue is, 1. Cruelty, or too great severity. 2.
Private revenge. 3. Lenity, when those are not punished who
ought to be punished. 4. Partiality. Or to express it more briefly
we may say that the opposite of commutative justice is injustice,
which either does not punish at all, or else punishes unjustly.
VI. FORTITUDE is a virtue which braves such dangers as sound
reasons requires us to meet and encounter for the glory of God,
the salvation of the church and commonwealth, and for the
preservation and defense either of ourselves or others against
grievous wrongs and oppressions. The fortitude of the saints
springs from faith, hope, and the love of God and our neighbor.
Heroic fortitude is a special gift of God, as in the case of Joshua,
Sampson, Gideon, David, etc. Warlike fortitude is the defender of
justice, and the undertaker of just defense respecting ourselves
and others, although it is not accomplished without great danger. War is either a necessary defense against such as are guilty
of robbery, cruelty or oppression; or it is a just punishment for
wicked outrages, which is undertaken by the force of arms by
the ordinary power.
The opposite of this virtue comprises timidity, which shows
itself in flying from necessary dangers; and presumption, or foolhardiness in rushing into dangers unnecessarily.
VII. INDIGNATION, or zeal is, from a love of justice, and from a
regard to our neighbor, to be indignant on account of some
grievous or outrageous wrong inflicted upon the innocent, and
which, according to the ability which {588} any one possesses,
endeavors to repel and revenge the wrong according to the commandment of God. Or, it is a virtue which is justly provoked and
indignant on account of reproach cast upon the name of God
and on account of some grievous wrong by which either God, or
our neighbor is injured.
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There is opposed to this, 1. Unjust anger. 2. Lenity, or remissness,
which shows itself when there is no just grief or indignation felt
in view of grievous injuries, and when there is no disposition to
avenge them.
VIII. HUMANITY, or philanthropy, specially and properly so
called, is a true and sincere good will, and desire to perform
towards men what we desire others to perform towards us, with
a declaration of good will in such words, actions and duties as
are fit and becoming. Or it is benevolence in the mind, will and
heart towards others, and a declaration of it in such words,
actions and duties, as are possible and proper. This virtue is likewise called in the holy Scriptures the love of our neighbor. Philosophy terms it humanity. All men, by this virtue, perform
towards others what they desire others to perform towards
themselves. “Let us do good unto all men, especially unto them
who are of the household of faith.” (Gal. 6:10)
The opposite of this virtue comprises, 1. Inhumanity, or moroseness, which either omits doing those things which humanity
requires, or does the opposite. 2. Ill-will, or envy, which shows
itself in grief at the good and prosperity of others, and in a desire
to secure this good to itself, or at least to avert it from others. Mir
nicht, dir nicht (German). 3. Self-love, with a neglect of our neighbor. 4. Unlawful gratification.
IX. MERCY is a grief felt in view of the calamities and misfortunes of the innocent, or such as fall through weakness and
infirmity, with a desire and attempt to mitigate these calamities.
Or it is a virtue which pities good men in their calamities, or
those who sin through ignorance or infirmity, and which desires
to remove their misfortunes, or at least alleviate them as much
as justice will admit of, and which rejoices not in the calamities
even of such as are our enemies. “Blessed are the merciful, for
they shall obtain mercy.” (Matt. 5:7)
There is opposed to this virtue on the side of want, 1. A want of
mercy, or cruelty and hard-heartedness, which is seen in not
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having compassion upon those whom we ought to commiserate.
2. Rejoicing in the calamities of others. And on the side of excess
we may mention lenity, as that which spares those whom God
wills to be punished, which is a cruel mercy, by which society
itself is injured, and also the person that is spared.
X. FRIENDSHIP, a species of humanity, is a true and mutual good
will between good men, formed by a knowledge which each
party has of the other’s virtues, or by the performance of such
duties towards each other as are becoming and possible. “A man
that has friends must show himself friendly; and there is a
friend that sticketh closer than a brother.” (Prov. 18:24)
The extremes of friendship are, 1. Enmity. 2. Neglect of friends. 3.
Readiness in contracting and breaking friendship. 5. Flattery. 6.
Unjust gratification. {589}
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A table of the sixth commandment
I. Forbids every
unlawful injury
inflicted upon
our own or our
neighbor's life
& safety. Our
neighbor may
be injured
either:
The sixth
commandment,
Thou shalt
not kill:

1. By forsaking him, or by not assisting
him according to our ability which
includes a neglect of the duties which
are required for the preservation of life.

2. By
wronging or
injuring him,
which is done
either:

a. By external force,
or violence as by
murder, slandering,
injuries of every
description.
b. By internal
affections such as
anger, hatred, desire
of revenge.
a. Not provoked, which
belongs to justice.

II. Commands
the
preservation of
our own and of
our neighbor's
life and safety.
This is done
either:

1. By not
injuring
anyone. Those
ought not to
injure others,
who are:

2. By
rendering
asistance to
others. This is
done either:

b. Who are provoked,
which is the province of
gentleness and equity.
c. Whether provoked or
not, which is peculiar
to peaceableness.
a. By repelling injuries
from our neighbor, which
is done by commutative
justice in punishing,
fortitude, indignation.
b. By helping our
neighbor, as by humanity,
by mercy, by friendship.
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LORD’S DAY 41
Question 108 & 109
108. What does the seventh commandment teach us?
A. That all unchastity is accursed of God; and that we
should therefore loathe it with our whole heart, and live
chastely and modestly, whether in holy wedlock or in
single life.
109. Does God forbid nothing more in this commandment
than adultery and such gross sins?
A. Since both our body and soul are temples of the Holy
Spirit, it is His will that we keep both pure and holy;
therefore, He forbids all unchaste actions, gestures,
words, thoughts, desires, and whatever may entice
thereto.
EXPOSITION:
God in this commandment enjoins and sanctions the preservation of chastity and marriage, and hence authorizes marriage
itself; for whenever God forbids any thing, he at the same time
commands and authorizes the observance of that which is
opposite thereto. God, now, in this commandment forbids adultery, which is a violation of conjugal fidelity. When God singles
out adultery as the most shocking and debasing vice of all the
sins {590} which are repugnant to chastity, he at the same time
prohibits and condemns all wandering and wanton lusts,
whether they be found in married or unmarried persons, and
prohibits all other sins and vices contrary to chastity, together
with their causes, occasions, effects, antecedents, consequents,
etc. And, on the other hand, he enjoins all those virtues which
contribute to chastity. The reasons of this are these: 1. When one
thing is specified, all those are understood which are closely allied
or connected with it. Therefore, when adultery is prohibited, as
the most shocking and debasing form of lust, we are to under-
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stand all other forms of lust as forbidden at the same time. 2.
Where the cause is condemned, there the effect is also condemned; and where the effect is condemned, there the cause is
condemned. Hence the antecedents as well as the consequents
of adultery are here forbidden and condemned. 3. The design of
this commandment is the preservation of chastity amongst men,
and the guarding of marriage, or keeping it holy. Whatever,
therefore, tends to the preservation of chastity, and the protection of marriage, is enjoined by this commandment, while that
which is opposed thereto is forbidden. There are three virtues
which we may speak of under the seventh commandment: chastity, modesty and temperance.
I. CHASTITY, in general, is a virtue contributing to the purity of
body and soul, agreeing with the will of God, and shunning all
lusts prohibited by God, all unlawful intercourse and inordinate
copulation in connection with all the desires, causes, effects,
suspicions, occasions, etc., which may lead thereto, whether in
holy wedlock or in a single life. The term chastity comes,
according to some, from the Greek kazw, which means to adorn,
because it is an ornament, both of the whole man, and also of all
the other graces or virtues. The name has, therefore, been given
to this virtue by way of pre-eminence, inasmuch as it is one of
the principal virtues which constitute the image of God, according as it is said, God is chaste, and will be called upon by those who
are of a chaste mind, and has regard to such prayers.
Chastity is of two kinds—one of single life, the other of holy
wedlock. The former is a virtue shunning all wanton lusts without marriage. Conjugal chastity is to preserve in holy wedlock
the order instituted by the wonderful counsel and wisdom of
God.
The causes of chastity are, 1. The command of God, “This is the
will of God, even your sanctification, that you should abstain
from fornication; that every one of you should know how to possess his vessel in sanctification and honor.” “Follow peace with
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all men, and holiness, without which no man shall see the
Lord.” (1 Thess. 4:3, 4; Heb. 12:14) 2. The preservation of the
image of God. 3. A desire to avoid defacing or marring the image
of God, and the union between Christ and the church, of which
Paul speaks when he says, “Flee from fornication. Know you not
that your bodies are the members of Christ? Shall I then take the
members of Christ and make them the members of an harlot?
God forbid.” (1 Cor. 6:15) 4. Rewards and punishments.
We may mention as being in opposition to chastity, a dissembled
chastity, an impure single life, whoredom, concubinage, incest,
adultery, and all wanton and hateful lusts, in connection with
their causes, occasions and effects.
All the various species of lust may be referred to these three
classes: {591}
The first class or kind are those which are contrary to nature,
and from the devil—such as are even contrary to this our corrupt nature; not only because they corrupt and spoil it of conformity with God, but also because this our corrupt nature shrinks
from them and abhors them. The lusts of which the apostle Paul
speaks in the first chapter of his Epistle to the Romans, are of
this class, as the confounding of sexes, also abuses of the female
sex. The magistrate should punish these heinous sins and
abominable transgressions with extraordinary punishments.
Incest is greatly opposed to this our corrupt nature, although
examples of it occurred in our first parents. These examples,
however, were of necessity, or by a divine dispensation, and are,
therefore, to be regarded as exceptions to the general rule.
The second class of lusts are those which proceed from this our
corrupt nature; as fornication committed by such as are unmarried, adulteries by persons that are both married, and intercourse between such as are married and unmarried. If a married
person have connection with another person that is unmarried,
it is simple adultery. But if one married person have intercourse
with another person that is married, it is a double adultery; for

1044

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

he violates his own marriage, and also that of the other person.
Fornication takes place when those that are unmarried have
connection with each other. Magistrates ought by virtue of their
office to punish severely fornication and adultery. God
appointed and required capital punishment to be inflicted upon
adulterers. And although he did not appoint death as the punishment of fornicators; yet, when he frequently declared in his
word that no whore should be found among his people, he signified that it should be punished according to its heinousness and
aggravated nature. There are other lusts which are committed by
this our corrupt nature with an evil conscience; such as those
evil desires to which we give indulgence, or with which we are
delighted, and which we do not study and endeavor to avoid,
which, although they are not punished by civil power, are nevertheless joined with an evil conscience, and punished by God.
The third class of lusts are the corrupt inclinations, to which
good men give no indulgence, but which they resist, and from
which they cut off all occasions, so that their consciences are
not troubled, because they call upon God, seek the grace of
resistance, and have in their hearts the testimony that their sins
are graciously forgiven them. Marriage was instituted after the
fall as a remedy against these sins. It is therefore said, in view of
these inclinations, “It is better to marry than to burn.” (1 Cor.
7:9) Yet Paul does not in these words approve of such marriages
as are premature, injurious to the state, entered into before a
suitable age, or which are against good customs and manners.
II. MODESTY, or shamefacedness, is a virtue abhorring all
uncleanness, joined with shame, grief and sadness, either on
account of past impurity, or on account of fear of future
uncleanness; having also a desire and purpose to avoid not only
uncleanness itself, but everything that might lead to it. It is
called by the Greeks aidwV, which means bashfulness or shame,
which Aristotle defines to be a fear of disgrace. This virtue is nec-
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essary for chastity, as a help, a cause, effect, consequent and
sign of chastity.
The extremes, or vices which are repugnant to modesty, are: 1.
Immodesty, or imprudence, which makes light of impurity. 2.
Stupidity, or unrefined and perverse bashfulness, when any one
is ashamed of that of {592} which he ought not to be ashamed,
as of a thing proper and becoming, which calls for no shame. 3.
Obscenity and scurrility.
III. TEMPERANCE is a virtue observing such limits as are becoming to nature, propriety, sound reason and the order of persons,
places and times, according to the law of nature in things pertaining to the body; as meat, drink, etc. This is the mother and
nurse of all the other virtues, and is the cause of chastity—without which there can be no chastity; for without temperance we
cannot be chaste. “Take heed to yourselves, lest at any time your
hearts be overcharged with surfeiting and drunkenness, and
cares of this life, and so that day come upon you unawares.”
“And be not drunk with wine, wherein is excess.” “Let us walk
honestly as in the day; not in rioting and drunkenness, not in
chambering and wantonness, not in strife and envying; but put
you on the Lord Jesus Christ, and make not provision for the
flesh to fulfill the lusts thereof.” (Luke 21:84; Eph. 5:18; Rom.
13:13, 14)
The extremes of temperance are: 1. Intemperance in meat and
drink, gormandizing, gluttony, drunkenness, inebriation; which
signifies properly not the excess itself of drinking, but the nausea and reeling of the head, which are felt the day following. 2.
Luxury, which is too much prodigality and profusion in food,
clothing, equipage, etc. 3. Hurtful temperance, or too great abstinence, and such as does not agree with our nature, as the temperance of hermits and superstitious fasts.
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CONCERNING MARRIAGE
Since this commandment sanctions and authorizes marriage, it
is proper we should here introduce some remarks in reference
to it; and in doing so, we shall consider:
1. What marriage is
2. Why it was instituted
3. What marriages are lawful
4. Whether it be a thing indifferent
5. What duties devolve upon married persons
6. What things are contrary to marriage

1. WHAT IS MARRIAGE?
Marriage is a lawful and indissoluble union between one man
and one woman, instituted by God for the propagation of the
human race, that we may know him to be chaste, and to hate all
lust, and that he will gather to himself out of the whole human
race, thus lawfully propagated, an everlasting church, which
shall rightly know and worship him; and that it may be a society
of labors, toils, cares and prayers, between persons living in a
state of matrimony.
2. WHY WAS MARRIAGE INSTITUTED?
God himself is the author of marriage. It is, therefore, no human
device or invention, but was instituted by God himself in Paradise, before the fall of man. The causes on account of which it
was instituted are, as we may learn from the definition which we
have just given: 1. That it {593} might be the means of perpetuating and multiplying the human race in a lawful manner. 2. The
gathering of the church. 3. That it might be an image or resemblance of the union between Christ and the church. 4. That wanton and wandering lusts might in this way be avoided. 5. That
there might be a society of labor and prayer between those who
are married. This society or connection is closer and more intimate than that which exists between men generally. Hence, the
prayers of those who are living in this state are more ardent,
inasmuch as we more earnestly desire to help those by our
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prayers to whom we are united in the closest relations of life; as
parents pray more fervently for their children, than the children
do for their parents, for the reason, as it is commonly said, Love
descends, not ascends.
3. WHAT MARRIAGES ARE LAWFUL?
That the union constituted by marriage may be lawful, the following things are necessary: 1. That it be a union contracted
between persons fit to be joined together. 2. That it be contracted by the consent of both parties. 3. That it meet the approbation of parents, or those who are in the place of parents, and
whose consent is required by the law. 4. That no mistake or error
be made in the persons. 5. That suitable conditions, propriety
and lawful means, be observed in the contract. 6. That it be contracted between two persons only. “The twain shall be one
flesh.” (Gen. 2:23; Matt. 19:5) The fathers who lived under the
Old Testament had many wives; but we must judge of the propriety and lawfulness of a thing not by examples, but by law. 7.
That it be contracted in the Lord: that is, between the faithful,
and with prayer. 8. That it be not contracted between persons
who are forbidden, or who are of such near relationship, or
degrees of kindred, as are forbidden by God and wholesome
laws.
Kindred, or relation by blood, is either consanguinity or affinity.
There are some, however, who regard kindred and consanguinity as one and the same thing. Consanguinity is between persons
having sprung from the same stock or family, being closely
allied by blood. Affinity is the relation between a man and his
wife’s kindred, arising from marriage. The stock is the person
from whom the rest proceed or spring. Those, now, who are
related by blood, are distinguished by lineage and degree. Lineage is the order or line of kinsfolk descending from one stock.
The degree which distinguishes them is the distance of kinsfolk,
whether on the side of the father or mother, from the original
stock. This common rule is to be observed in reference to these
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degrees: there are as many degrees as there are persons who have
sprung from the stock. The law of God forbids the second degree
in marriage; wise and wholesome political laws forbid also the
third degree. Lineage is either of ascendants, or of descendants,
or of collaterals. Ascendants include the ancestors. Descendants
include all the posterity. Collaterals are those who are not born
one from another, but from the same persons. The lineage of
collaterals is either equal or unequal. It is equal when the distance from the common stock is equal; and unequal when the
distance is unequal. The degrees of consanguinity which God
forbids to be united in the marriage relation may be found in the
eighteenth chapter of Leviticus. And that these degrees are natural {594} and moral, is proven: 1. Because the Gentiles are said
to have committed abominations on account of having violated
them, and to have been rejected of God on this account. The
Gentiles now had not the civil and ceremonial laws of Moses. 2.
Because God punished or destroyed the world by the waters of
the deluge for the violation of these laws, or for indulgence in
wanton lusts and incestuous marriages. 3. From the design of
this commandment, which is the prohibition of incest, which
design is universal, perpetual and moral. 4. Paul most severely
reproved the incestuous man, who had married his father’s wife,
of whom we have an account in the fifth chapter of his first
Epistle to the Corinthians, and commanded that he should be
excommunicated. So John the Baptist also reproved Herod for
having married his brother’s wife, in that it was unlawful for him
so to do. (Mark 6:18)
4. IS MARRIAGE A THING INDIFFERENT?
Marriage is lawful for all who are fit or proper persons to enter
into this state. It is a thing indifferent, by which we mean that it
is neither commanded, nor prohibited by God, but left to the will
and pleasure of those who possess the gift of continency. It is
different, however, with those who do not possess this gift—to
them it is not merely permitted, but commanded by God him-
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self, that they marry in the Lord. Hence to these persons it is not
a thing indifferent, but necessary, as is evident from what the
Apostle says: “It is good for a man not to touch a woman;
nevertheless, to avoid fornication, let every man have his own
wife, and let every woman have her own husband.” “I say to the
unmarried and widows it is good for them, if they abide, even as
I. But if they cannot contain, let them marry; for it is better to
marry than to burn.” (1 Cor. 7:1, 2, 8, 9) A proper regard should
be had to time, both in first and second marriages; nor should
we give loose reins to our lusts and passions; but rather curb and
restrain them by prayer, and earnest efforts to the extent of our
power, so as not to wound our consciences or violate that which
is proper and just. Plutarch, in his life of Numa, testifies how
carefully the Romans guarded against this, and all improprieties
in reference to marriage, when he says, “Woman remained widows ten months after the death of their husbands; and that if any
one married before the expiration of ten months, the laws of Numa
required her to sacrifice a cow heavy with calf, etc. The want of a
proper regard to time in marriages, is a cause of many evils both
in civil and ecclesiastical affairs. Yet those who have once lawfully and in the Lord contracted marriage, may not break or violate their vow, except for adultery.
5. WHAT ARE THE DUTIES OF MARRIED PERSONS?
The common and mutual duties of married persons include, 1.
Mutual love. 2. Conjugal fidelity, which requires that each one
love the other only, and that constantly. 3. A community of good,
together with sympathy in each other’s sorrows and misfortunes. 4. The training and education of children. 5. Bearing each
other’s infirmities with a desire to remove them.
It is the duty of the husband, 1. To nourish and cherish his wife
and {595} children. 2. To govern them. 3. To defend them. It is
the duty of the wife, 1. To assist her husband in providing and
preserving what pertains to the family. 2. To obey and reverence
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her husband. When these duties are not performed, there is a
great breach of what tends to the lawful use of marriage.
6. WHAT THINGS ARE CONTRARY TO MARRIAGE?
The things which are contrary to marriage are the same as those
which conflict with chastity. 1. Fornication and adultery, by
which conjugal faith and chastity are violated by one, or both
parties. Also incest, unlawful copulation, and abuse of marriage.
2. Hasty and rash divorces, which in former times were common
among the Romans and Jews, and which are even at this day frequent among uncivilized nations. The divorces of which we here
speak are not such as take place on account of adultery, but
from one person deserting or leaving the other. 3. Forbidding to
marry.
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LORD’S DAY 42
Question 110 & 111
110. What does God forbid in the eighth commandment?
A. God forbids not only such theft and robbery as are
punished by the government, but God views as theft also
all wicked tricks and devices, whereby we seek to get our
neighbor’s goods, whether by force or by deceit, such as
unjust weights, lengths, measures, goods, coins, usury, or
by any means forbidden of God; also all covetousness and
the misuse and waste of His gifts.
111. But what does God require of you in this commandment?
A. That I further my neighbor’s good where I can and may;
deal with him as I would have others deal with me; and
labor faithfully, so that I may be able to help the poor in
their need.
EXPOSITION:
This commandment sanctions and authorizes a distinction in
property or possessions. The end or design of this commandment
is, the preservation of the property or possessions which God
has given to every one for the support of life: for if it is not lawful or becoming for us to steal, it is necessary that every man
should possess that which lawfully belongs to him. God, therefore, in this commandment, forbids all frauds, together with all
the cunning devices and arts by which the goods and possessions of our neighbor are injured, diminished or confounded so
as to lose his right in them, or to make it doubtful. In forbidding
these things, God at the same time enjoins all those virtues
which contribute to the preservation of our neighbor’s goods
and possessions. You shall not steal, that is, you shall not desire,
or attempt to take to yourself your neighbor’s goods by fraud.
Therefore, you shall defend, preserve and increase them, and
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give unto {593} your neighbor what belongs to him. God calls
the things that are forbidden theft, in order that he might comprehend and condemn under this, as being the grossest kind of
fraud, all other sins of a kindred nature, with their antecedents
and consequents.
The virtues of the eighth commandment
1. COMMUTATIVE JUSTICE is a virtue in the acquisition of goods,
which does not desire the possessions of another, and contributes to an arithmetical equality in contracts and in the ordinary
traffic amongst men in the purchase and exchange of goods
according to just laws. Commutative justice then consists in preserving an equality between merit and reward, wages and labor,
etc., whether it be in the acquisition, or disposition of goods. Justinian, the Roman emperor, writes in relation to the possession
and division of things: that some things are common to all by
natural right, as the air, water, the sea, the shores of the sea, etc.
Some things are public, as rivers, ports, the use of the banks of
rivers, etc. Some belong to no one as things sacred, religious, and
holy. The largest amount of things, however, belong to persons
privately and singly, and are acquired in various ways. Those
things, therefore, which are transferred to another owner, or
which any one takes to himself, belong either to no one, or to
some one. Those which belong to no one, become the property
of the persons who acquire them. Those things which belong
rightly to some one, can only pass into the hands of others,
either by violence and against the will of the rightful owner, or
by captivity in war; or with the consent of the owner, as by
inheritance, or contract. Possessions pass into the hands of others by inheritance, either by will, or without any will. A contract
is an agreement between certain persons in reference to the
transfer, giving; or exchange of possessions according to just and
wholesome laws. All contracts are included under commutative
justice, and may be comprehended under ten classes. 1. Buying
and selling, when an article passes from the vender to the pur-
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chaser, in such a way that the purchaser gives a just and equivalent price for it. This is sometimes accompanied with a
condition of selling it again, or it may be without this condition.
The buying of revenues, or the receiving an income belongs to
this, and is no more to be regarded as usury, than the letting out
of land, for which a certain yearly rent is required. 2. Borrowing
is a contract according to which the use of a certain thing is
transferred to another, in such a way that he returns that which
is equivalent. There is something given in borrowing, not that
the same thing may be returned, but only that which is similar
or of equal value. Lending is that which takes place when the use
of a certain thing is granted to some one for a certain length of
time, when he is to return the self-same thing whole and without any injury, without having to pay any remuneration for the
use of it. 4. Donation, when a certain thing is transferred to
another person, without recompense, by the rightful owner,
who alone has the right to give it by free will. But, should some
one say, that justice demands that like should be given for like;
and that inasmuch as this is not done in what is given as a donation, it must conflict with justice; we would reply that this is true
only in case the things are given with the intention that a compensation be made. 5. Exchange, when things are exchanged by
the consent of those who are the {597} lawful owners, or when
one thing is given for another which is equal in value. 6. Leasing
or letting out, is a contract according to which the use of a certain thing, without any right of possession, is given over to
another person by the rightful owner, for a certain length of
time, upon the condition that he to whom it is leased pay a given
sum for its use, and return it again in a proper state at the expiration of the time for which it was let. 7. Pledging or mortgaging is
when a certain thing is transferred to another person, which
gives him a right to it as long as certain things which are due
him are not paid; or it is a contract which takes place when a
certain thing is delivered to another person upon this condition,
that he has the right of using it according to his own pleasure, in
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case it is not redeemed within a given time. 8. Committing in
trust, is a contract according to which neither the use nor possession, but only the keeping of a certain thing is entrusted to
another person. 9. Partnership is a contract between certain persons, who associate themselves together in business, according
to which one person gives his funds, and the other his attention
or labor, upon the condition that they receive or bear an equal
proportion of the loss or gain, and that neither one reap the
entire gain, or sustain the whole loss. 10. There is, lastly, a contract according to which the use or possession of a piece of land
is transferred by the owner to a farmer to till, upon the condition
that he cultivate it, and be bound to render to the owner thereof
some particular service. These different kinds of contracts are to
be observed for the better understanding of commutative justice.
There is opposed to this virtue every unjust and unlawful transfer of property, whether it be effected by violence, as robberies,
or by fraud and deceit, as theft. Theft is the taking of that which
belongs to another, without his knowledge and will, with the
intention to deprive him of it. There are many ways in which
theft is practiced both in public and private life, of which we
may mention the following: 1. Embezzling, or taking that which
belongs to the state or commonwealth. 2. Sacrilege, which consists in taking some sacred or holy thing. 3. The various deceptions which are practiced in merchandising, as when any one uses
fraud and artifice in effecting contracts, or sales, together with
all the wicked tricks and devices by which any one designs to
appropriate to himself what belongs to another. 4. Usury is the
gain which is received in view of that which has been borrowed
or loaned. All just contracts, the contracts of paying rent, a just
compensation for any loss, partnership, buying, etc., are
exempted from usury. There are many questions respecting
usury concerning which we may judge according to the rule
which Christ has laid down: whatever you would that men
should do to you, do you even so to them.
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2. CONTENTMENT is a virtue, by which we are satisfied and contented with our present possessions, which we have honestly
acquired, and by which we quietly endure poverty and other
inconveniences, not desiring what does not belong to us, nor
what is unnecessary. The extremes of this virtue are, on the side
of want, avarice and theft; and on the side of excess, a feigned
refusal, as when any one would make it appear that he is unwilling to receive that which he nevertheless would and greatly
desires. Also, inhumanity, which is not to receive any thing.
3. FIDELITY is a virtue which has a concern and anxiety in
regard to the losses and privations of another, and endeavors to
avert them, willingly and diligently performing all the different
duties which are devolving {598} upon us in our appropriate
callings in order that we may have what is necessary to sustain
us and ours, and that we may also have that with which we may
supply the wants of others, all of which is done with the design
that we may glorify God thereby. The extremes of this virtue are,
1. Unfaithfulness, which has no care in regard to the losses and
injuries of others, and does not diligently perform what duty
requires. 2. Negligence and slothfulness, which merely desires to
reap public good without contributing anything thereto.
Objection: But mention has already been made of fidelity in the
fifth commandment. Therefore it does not properly belong here.
Answer: It is not absurd, that one and the same virtue should be
placed under different commandments for different ends and in
different respects: for the ends and designs of different actions
and virtues make a difference in the things themselves. Fidelity
is placed under this commandment in as far as it includes a
desire to guard against the disadvantages and losses of others,
and to do those things by which we may acquire for ourselves
food, raiment and such things as are necessary. And it is placed
under the fifth commandment in so far as it includes obedience
in doing our duty.
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4. LIBERALITY is a virtue which contributes of its substance to
those who are in want, from right considerations and motives:
or it is a virtue by which those who are possessed of it communicate of their own possessions to others, without being urged
thereto by any civil constraint, or enactment, but by the divine
and natural law, or for the sake of godliness and charity, with a
liberal heart, according to their ability and the necessity of others, knowing where, to whom, when, and how much they are
able to give, and at the same time preserve a medium between
penuriousness and prodigality.
The extreme of this virtue on the side of want, are penuriousness, meanness, and covetousness, which may be said to consist
in a desire on the part of any one to increase his possessions by
right or wrong; or which, by a want of confidence in God, and a
trust in the possessions of fortune, is not contented with those
things which God gives by lawful means; but desires more and
more, and seeks to take to itself, even by unlawful means, what it
has no right to, and does not give where God requires that we
should exercise our liberality. The other extreme of this virtue
shows itself in prodigality, or in a lavish expenditure of what God
has committed to our trust, which gives beyond the bounds of
propriety and without any necessity, being actuated thereto by
delight in an excessive use or waste of our gifts and possessions.
5. HOSPITALITY is a species of liberality, and is that by which we
entertain strangers and travelers, and especially those who have
been banished on account of the profession of the doctrine of
the gospel, with true Christian charity and with all the duties of
hospitality. Or it consists in liberality and kindness towards
strangers, especially towards Christians, who are driven into
exile on account of religion, or are forced to travel for the confession of the truth. The extremes of this virtue are, on the one
side, a want of hospitality towards strangers, and on the other,
extravagance in entertaining them, so exhausting the fountain of
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our beneficence that we are not left with those things which are
necessary for ourselves.
6. PARSIMONY is that virtue by which we guard against all
unnecessary expense, and by which we take care of that which
we have honestly {599} acquired for ourselves and for those
who are connected with us in the relations life, not desiring
more than what is necessary for our comfort. Liberality has parsimony connected with it: for liberality without parsimony runs
into prodigality, and parsimony without liberality soon degenerates into covetousness. They are, therefore, virtues which are
closely allied, and are two means between the same extremes,
viz.: covetousness and prodigality. Neither can any one be liberal, who is not parsimonious or frugal; nor can any one who is
not frugal be liberal. Liberality enlarges our contributions
according to sound reason; while parsimony restricts the same
according to sound reason, retaining as much as propriety will
admit of, and giving as much as is needed. It is in this way that
these two virtues are exercised in regard to the same object, and
are between the same extremes, so that the same vices which
stand in opposition to liberality, are repugnant to parsimony,
which vices are prodigality and covetousness.
7. FRUGALITY is a virtue having respect to household affairs, disposing of what has been honestly acquired, properly and profitable, and for things necessary and useful, or which incurs
expense merely for such things as are necessary and useful. It is
closely allied to parsimony, and yet it is evidently not the same.
Parsimony consists in giving moderately; frugality in a proper
disposition of things. They are both referred to and comprehended under this commandment, because their opposite,
which is prodigality, is here forbidden. The extremes of this virtue are the same as those which we mentioned under parsimony.
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Objections against the distinction which we
have made in reference to possessions.
Objection 1: The Apostles had all good things in common.
Therefore we ought to have all things in common. Answer: 1.
The examples are not the same: for a community of goods in the
time of the Apostles was easy and necessary. It was easy,
because the disciples were few in number. It was necessary
because there was great danger, that if they did not sell them,
they would be wrested from them by violence. It is different,
however, as it respects the church at the present time; for such a
community of goods would now be neither easy nor necessary.
The Apostles were, therefore, led, for just and sufficient reasons,
to have such a community of goods, which causes are now no
more in existence. 2. They did it freely; and not by any law constraining them to adopt such measures. Each one did it of his
own accord. Hence Peter said to Ananias, “While it remained
was it not your own? and after it was sold, was it not in your own
power.” (Acts 5:4) It was, therefore, voluntary. 3. It was a particular custom, not having respect to the whole church: for it
was not observed in all the churches. Alms were collected in
Macedonia and Achaia, and sent to Jerusalem. 4. It was temporary; for it was afterwards abolished when the causes which first
gave rise to it passed away.
Objection 2. Things which are natural are unchangeable. Community of goods is natural. Therefore it is unchangeable, and is
to be observed at this day. Answer: Natural things are unchangeable in respect to the moral law, but not in respect to natural
benefits and utility.
Objection 3. Christ said to the young man in the gospel, “If you
will be perfect, go and sell that you have, and give to the poor.”
(Matt. 19:21) Answer: There is a difference in the examples: 1.
Because the calling of a disciple was special, having respect to
the apostleship. 2. Christ designed by this, to show this young
man how far he was from the perfection of the law, of which he
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boasted. 3. Christ did not say, give it in common, or cast it in the
common treasury, but give to the poor.
Objection 4: All things belong to Christ. Therefore all things
belong to Christians. Answer: All things are ours as it respects
the right to the thing, but not as it respects our right in the thing.
All things are due to us, but it is not proper for us to lay hold
upon any thing before the time.
Objection: 5. Friends have things in common. Answer: Friends
have things in common, not as it respects the ownership and
possession of property, but only in their use and enjoyment,
according to just laws; or they have them in common as touching the use and duties of propriety, advantage and necessity,
according to sound reason: for we ought to desire those things
from our friends, which we desire them to ask from us. All
things, however, are not common among friends as touching
their possession and right, because every one has a distinct possession and right to his own goods. This possession of goods or
distinction of rights is recognized and sanctioned by this commandment, as we have already remarked; for if we may not
steal, it is necessary that we should possess what properly
belongs to us, and that for these reasons: 1. That we may honestly maintain and support ourselves and those who are depending upon us. 2. That we may have something to contribute
towards the preservation of the church. 3. That we may assist in
upholding the interests of the state according to our ability. 4.
That we may be able to confer benefits upon our friends, and
contribute to the relief of the poor and needy.
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LORD’S DAY 43
Question 112
112. What does the ninth commandment require?
A. That I bear false witness against no one; twist no one’s
words; be no backbiter or slanderer; join in condemning
no one unheard or rashly; but that on pain of God’s
heavy wrath, I avoid all lying and deceit as the very works
of the devil; and that in matters of judgment and justice
and in all other affairs, I love, speak honestly, and confess
the truth; and, insofar as I can, defend and promote my
neighbor’s good name.
EXPOSITION:
The design or end of this ninth commandment is the establishment and preservation of truth amongst men. It forbids, therefore the bearing of false witness, and all other things which are
closely allied to it, the genus of which is lying. You shall not bear
false witness of, or against your neighbor. There is in this negative precept, an affirmative which is, You shall bear true witness
of, or for your neighbor; that is if you will be true, love to learn
and speak the truth. The head, the fountain and genus, as it
were, of the virtues which are here enjoined, is truth, {601} or
rather veracity in our words, thoughts, judgments, contracts and
in our doctrine. For by truth, as it is here used, we are to understand the agreement or correspondence which our knowledge
or words have with the thing of which we affirm something. We
call that speech or declaration true which harmonizes and
agrees with the thing itself. So on the other hand, falsehood, in
the premises which we have laid down, is the fountain, the
genus of all the vices which are here condemned.
The Virtues of the Ninth Commandment
1. TRUTH or veracity is a firm purpose or choice in the will, by
which we constantly embrace true thoughts and opinions, and
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profess and defend the same according to a sense of duty and
the circumstances in which we are placed; keep contracts and
promises, and avoid, both in our speech and deportment all
deceitful dissemblings, for the glory of God and the safety of our
neighbor. According to this end, the devil cannot be true, even
though he may at times speak that which is true; for he alone is
true who speaks and loves the truth, and has a desire to promote
it for the glory of God and the safety of his fellow-men. Aristotle
reasons in his Ethics briefly, but most learnedly concerning this
virtue. He refers truth in contracts to justice, and calls him properly a true man, who, when it profits him nothing, is, nevertheless, true in his speech and life, and is habitually such; from
which it again appears that the devil and men are liars, and not
true, although they may sometimes speak the truth.
Truth comprehends liberty of speech or boldness, which is a virtue by which we profess the truth fearlessly and willingly to as
great an extent as is required by the time, place and necessity of
the occasion. The confession of the truth is enjoined both in this
and in the third commandment, as the same virtue is often
regarded and included in the obedience of different commandments; yet it is required here in a different respect from what it
is in the third commandment. There it is required as it is the
immediate worship and praise of God: here as we are unwilling
to deceive our neighbor, but desire that his character and safety
be preserved.
There is opposed to this virtue on the side of want, 1. Falsehood
or lying, which comprehends all the various kinds of fraud,
deceit, dissembling, lies of courtesy, slanders, backbitings and
evil speaking, which forms of lying are also opposed to candor.
The same thing may also be said of such negligence as does not
seek to obtain a true knowledge of things, together with willful
ignorance which is a lie in the understanding. 2. Vanity or levity,
which is a readiness for lying. He is a vain person who lies
much, often, and readily, and that without any shame. He is a
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liar who has a desire and fondness for lying. A lie is when any
one speaks, or declares by outward signs differently from what
he thinks, and from what the thing itself is. To lie is to go against
one’s own mind and knowledge. All lies, now, which clearly dissemble and cover the truth, are here condemned; nor are those
lies which are uttered for politeness sake, excused, because we
may not do evil, that good may come. Lactantius very correctly
says, We should never lie, because a lie always injures or deceives
some one.” Truth, however, which is uttered by a sign, is no lie,
whether he to whom the sign is made, understands it or not. Yet
we may here remark, that we should not be too severe and rigid
in passing sentence upon the actions of the saints, {602} neither should we make an apology for those things which need
none. Officious lies are often defended by bringing forward the
Egyptian midwives, who lied to the king, and were nevertheless
blessed of God: but God did not bless them because they lied,
but because they feared him and would not slay the children of
the Israelites.
Objection: That which profits another, without injuring any one,
may be done. Lies which are uttered out of respect or for fear of
giving offence, do not injure any one, but may result in good.
Therefore they may be uttered without any sin. Answer: We
deny the minor proposition, because that which God prohibits
always injures some one; and if such lies ever profit any one, it is
by an accident, on account of the goodness of God. (See Augustine lib. de mendatio ad Consentium)
There is opposed to truth, as it respects the other extreme: 1. An
untimely profession of the truth, which is to cast pearls before
swine, and to give that which is holy to the dogs, as Christ says;
who, by these words, forbids such a profession of the truth as is
not made at the proper time, and when no necessity demands it:
for it is correctly said, He who admonishes at the wrong time,
injures. 2. Curiosity, which is to inquire into what is not necessary, or impossible. Let these remarks suffice respecting truth,
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the principal virtue comprehended under this commandment.
All the other virtues which are here commended wait upon
truth, or contribute to it, and are, as it were, certain appendages
of it.
2. CANDOR is a virtue which understands, in a proper light,
things correctly and honestly spoken or done, and puts the most
favorable construction upon such things as are doubtful, in as
far as there are any just reasons for so doing; and does not
readily entertain suspicions, or indulge in them, although there
might be sufficient cause for so doing; and does not base any
actions upon these suspicions, nor resolve anything in consequence thereof. Or, it is a virtue closely related to truth, sanctioning other conclusions when there are probable reasons for
them; not indulging any ill-will; understanding in the most probable light things that are doubtful, and hoping that which is
good; but yet thinking, concerning things changeable, that the
minds of men may be changed, and that a man may err respecting another’s intention, since the inmost recesses of the human
heart are never brought fully to light.
There is opposed to candor, as it respects the want of it, calumny
and suspiciousness. Calumny is not only to criminate and find
fault with the innocent, where there is no reason for it, but it is
also to put the very worst construction upon things spoken
indifferently, or to propagate and coin what is false. Suspiciousness is to understand things, spoken correctly or ambiguously, in
the worst light, and to suspect evil things from those that are
good; or to entertain suspicions where there is no just cause for
so doing; and where there are any proper reasons for suspicions,
to indulge in them to too great an extent. It is lawful for us, at
times, to have suspicions, unless we wish to be the dupes and
fools of others. Hence the Saviour says, “Beware of men.” “Be
wise as serpents and harmless as doves.” (Matt. 10:16, 17) But it
is one thing to have suspicions, and another to indulge in them.
Suspicion, now, is the entertaining of an evil or unfavorable opin-
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ion of some one, on account of some probable and sufficient
cause, whether true or apparent. It is two-fold: good and evil.
1. It is evil when it proceeds from a cause altogether false or
insufficient, {603} as when a certain cause is imagined which is
groundless, or when our neighbor is innocent. It is good when
our suspicions are based upon just and sufficient grounds. 2. It is
an evil suspicion when any one resolves upon something merely
upon suspicion. It is good when the matter is left in suspense, as
long as there are probable causes on both sides. 3. It is evil when
any one conceives the design to injure a certain one, merely
upon the ground of suspicion. It is good when the contrary takes
place. 4. It is evil when any one is led to indulge hatred to
another, upon the ground of suspicion. Good suspicions proceed
differently.
There is on the other side of this virtue, as it respects the
extreme of excess: 1. Foolish credulity and flattery. Blind or foolish credulity is to interpret anything rashly or hastily, and to
assent to it without just and probable reasons; or, it is to believe
a thing upon the declaration of another, when there are evident
and sufficient reasons to the contrary. Flattery consists in praising and admiring things which should not be praised, for the
purpose of obtaining the fortune or favor of some one. Candor is
an assistant, or species of truth, and is, therefore, here enjoined
and commended, in connection with truth.
3. SIMPLICITY is truth in its nakedness, without any shiftings,
prevarication, or quibbles; or, it is a virtue which honestly and
openly speaks and does what is true, right, and understood in
arts and common life. Truth is regulated and tempered by candor and simplicity. The extremes of this virtue are a feigned simplicity, and duplicity in manners and conversation.
4. CONSTANCY is a virtue which does not depart from the truth
in as far as it is known, and which does not change its purpose
and design without a necessary and sufficient reason; but constantly says and does what is true, just and necessary. Or, it is a
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virtue holding fast to the truth once discovered, known and
approved of, with a profession and defense of it in the like manner. Constancy is necessary for the preservation of truth, and is,
therefore, here enjoined. The extremes of this virtue are on the
side of want, inconstancy, which is to change one’s mind or
opinion without any sufficient reason; and, on the side of
excess, it is obstinacy or stoical rigor, which clings to false opinions, and persists in doing what is unjust and unprofitable,
although convinced to the contrary. It is a vice which arises from
the confidence which any one has in his own wisdom, or from
pride and ostentation, and shows itself in an unwillingness to
yield its own judgment or opinion, which is seen to be false
from many solid arguments.
5. DOCILITY is a virtue which investigates the reasons of those
opinions which are true; readily yields and assents to those who
teach or show things which are better, and that for reasons
sound and convincing; and at the same time disposes the will to
fall in with and assent to those reasons which are true and satisfactory, and to abandon what was before received and entertained. The extremes of this virtue are the same as those of
constancy. Docility is also necessary to constancy; for constancy,
without docility, would degenerate into obstinacy; and docility,
without constancy, would degenerate into fickleness and inconstancy.
The virtues which we have thus far enumerated under this
commandment are naturally and closely connected together: for
it is necessary that truth should be tempered and regulated by
simplicity and candor; that it {604} should be perceived and
acknowledged by docility, and preserved by candor. In this way
the preceding virtues are necessary to the existence of truth. The
three following virtues are necessary, in order that it may be
profitable in the world.
6. TACITURNITY, or a discreet observance of silence, is a virtue
which keeps to itself things not known and not necessary to be
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told, where, when, and in as far as it is proper to do so, and at
the same time avoids an immoderate use of the tongue, in uttering such things as prudence would require not to be told. Or, it is
such a profession of the truth as that which keeps to itself things
that are secret, whether true or false, and which avoids conversation that is unnecessary and useless—especially that which is
untimely, baneful, and calculated to give offence. The extremes
of this virtue are, on the one side, gossiping, foolish talking, and
treachery. Gossiping or prattling is not to be able to retain anything, even things which should be kept secret. Foolish talking is
to speak unseasonably, immoderately, and foolishly. Treachery is
to betray honest enterprises and plans, to the injury of those
whose friend the betrayer seems, and ought to be; and not to
defend, nor have any regard to the danger of another, when it is
proper and possible to do so; and still further, to relate things not
worthy of being told, the narration of which is an injury to him
to whom it is told, and to disclose such things as must necessarily be spoken with no good intention or design; and lastly, to
utter anything by perjury or falsehood. That which is opposed to
this virtue, as it respects the extreme of excess, may be included
in moroseness and undue reservedness. Moroseness consists in
being silent and keeping back the truth when it ought to be
declared. Wenn man einem die Worte mus abfausen (German).
Undue reservedness is to dissemble the truth, where the glory of
God and the salvation of our fellow-men require a profession of
it.
7. AFFABILITY, or readiness of speaking, is a virtue which hears,
answers, and speaks willingly, and with evidence of good will,
where it is proper by reason of some necessary or probable
cause: or it is a virtue which makes others feel easy in their
interviews with those who are possessed of this grace, and at the
same time gives evidence of good-will in conversation, speech
and gesture; or it is a virtue which consists in hearing and
answering with a declaration and evidence of good-will. The
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extremes are the same as those of the last named virtue. Taciturnity, without affability, becomes moroseness or peevishness;
while affability, without taciturnity, degenerates into gossiping,
prattling, and foolish talking.
8. URBANITY, being that which seasons and recommends truth
and speech under every form, is the truth figuratively spoken,
for the purpose of moving, exhorting, and delighting others,
having a proper regard to the circumstances of the persons, time
and place; or it is a facility and power of speaking the truth with
a certain degree of grace, so as to teach, comfort, cheer, excite
and move others without being accompanied with any unpleasantness or bitterness. The extremes of this virtue are, on the one
side, scurrility, raillery, and backbiting. Scurrility consists in
obscene and low jesting, especially in holy things. Scurra, which
means a person who jests in the manner just described, is so
called from the Greek skwr, which means filth; because he
speaks what is obscene and filthy. Raillery is a vice which consists in bitter jesting or scoffing, and in deriding and vexing others, especially those who ought to be pitied. Backbiting is that
{605} which puts false reports into circulation in regard to others, and puts the worst construction upon what is spoken doubtfully, with a desire of revenge, and of injuring, and exciting
prejudice and opposition against some one. Foolishness, and a
want of taste, constitute the other extreme of urbanity. Foolishness is an affectation of urbanity which is altogether inappropriate and out of place; while a want of taste shows itself in a silly
imitation of urbanity.
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LORD’S DAY 44
Question 113
113. What does the tenth commandment require?
A. That not even the least inclination or thought against any
commandment of God ever enter our heart; but that with
our whole heart we continually hate all sin and take
pleasure in all righteousness.
EXPOSITION:
That this commandment, which has respect to lust, or concupiscence, is one, and not two, is evident—
1. From the fact that Moses repeats it in a different order in Ex.
20:17, and Deut. 5:21, as we have already shown.
2. From the fact that Moses comprehends it in one verse in both
of the places to which we have just referred.
3. From the interpretation of Paul, who comprises in one commandment all that Moses says in relation to this subject, when
he says, “I had not known lust, except the law had said, You shall
not covet.” (Rom. 7:7)
4. From the fact that the Papists and others are accustomed, in
their expositions of this part of the Decalogue, to join together
the coveting of our neighbor’s house and wife; because they,
without doubt, perceived that the coveting of our neighbor’s
wife, house, and all other things which belong to our neighbor,
are here forbidden, for one and the same reason. It follows,
therefore, either that there is but one precept touching concupiscence, or that there must be as many commandments enumerated, as there are things belonging to our neighbor which we are
forbidden to covet.
5. From the authority of the best ancient writers, both among
the Jews and Christians, to whom we have referred in our
remarks upon the division of the Decalogue.
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The design and end of this commandment is the internal obedience and regulation of all our affections towards God, and our
neighbor and his goods, which must also be included in all the
other commandments. Should some one object and say, Therefore this commandment is superfluous, inasmuch as it requires
nothing new, or which has not been expressed in the foregoing
precepts; we reply, that it is not superfluous, seeing that it is
added to the other commandments, as a general rule and interpretation, according to which the internal obedience of all the
other commandments must be understood, because this is spoken of the whole Decalogue generally. This commandment,
therefore, enjoins original righteousness towards God and our
neighbor, which consists in a true knowledge of God in the
mind, with {606} an inclination in the will to obey the will of
God as known. It also forbids concupiscence, which is an inordinate desire or corrupt inclination, coveting those things which
God has forbidden. It properly, however, commands original
righteousness towards our neighbor, which is a desire and
inclination to perform towards our neighbor all the duties which
are required from us, and to preserve and defend his safety.
There are two extremes of this original righteousness here forbidden: 1. Original sin towards our neighbor, which is called concupiscence, which consists in desiring and wishing those things,
which would be an injury to our neighbor; 2. An inordinate love
of our neighbor, which leads to the neglect of God for his sake.
There are some who hold that concupiscence and original sin
are one and the same thing; but they differ in the same way in
which an effect differs from a cause, or as a part of a thing differs from the whole. Concupiscence is a propensity to those
things which are prohibited by the divine law. Original sin is the
state of condemnation in which the whole human race has
become involved by the fall, and a want of the knowledge and
will of God.
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We must here observe, that not only are corrupt and disordered
inclinations sins, but the thinking of evil, in as far as it is connected with an inclination and propensity to pursue it, or with a
desire to practice it, is sin. Concupiscence, although it is without
doubt born in us, is both an evil and sin; for we are not to judge
according to nature, but according to the law whether a thing be
sin or not. Whatever is opposed to the law is sin, whether it be
born in us, or not.
The Pelagians denied that concupiscence is sin. The law, on the
contrary, declares, You shall not covet. And Paul says, “I had not
known sin, but by the law; for I had not known lust, except the
law had said, You shall not covet.” (Rom. 7:7) The Pelagians were
condemned in many councils, which were called together on
account of the errors of Pelagius and Celestius, about the year of
our Lord 420, and subsequently.
The principal Arguments of the Pelagians
Objection 1: Natural things are not sins. Concupiscence is natural. Therefore it is no sin. Answer: There is here a fallacy of the
accident in the minor proposition; for inordinate concupiscence
was not before the fall, but became joined to our nature after the
fall. It is therefore not natural in itself, but is by an accident,
inasmuch as it is now, since the fall, born with us; or it is natural
in this sense, that it is an evil accident connecting itself inseparably with a nature good in itself. Or we may reply to the objection
thus: there are four terms in this syllogism arising from the
ambiguity of the word natural. In the major it signifies a thing
created good by God naturally; viz., a natural desire of man
before the fall, which was not contrary to the will of God. But in
the minor it signifies a thing which does not properly belong to
us by creation, but which we have brought upon ourselves by
the fall.
To this it is objected: a natural desire or inclination which works
those things which contribute to the preservation of man, and
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avoids those which are injurious, is not sinful, even though it
belongs to a corrupt nature, because it is created by God, and is a
desire good in itself. Such, now, is concupiscence. Therefore, it is
no sin. Answer: We reply to the major {607} proposition, that
appetites and desires are good in themselves, in as far as they
are mere desires. It is different, however, with those desires
which are inordinate, and which are directed upon objects prohibited by God, as is the case with all the appetites and desires of
our corrupt nature; because, they are either not directed upon
such objects as they ought, or not in the manner and with the
design with which they should be, so that they are all corrupt
and sinful. “An evil tree cannot bring forth good fruit.” (Matt.
7:18) To desire the fruit of a tree was natural; but to desire it contrary to the express command of God, as Eve did, was in its own
nature wicked and sinful.
Objection 2. That which it is impossible for us to produce in ourselves, or to prevent, is no sin. Concupiscence, now, is in us in
such a way that we can neither throw it off nor produce it in
ourselves. Therefore, it is no sin. Answer: The major proposition
is false: for sin is not to be estimated by any liberty or necessity
of our nature, but by the law and will of God. Whatever is in
opposition to the law is sin, whether men have power to avoid it
or not. Nor does God do any injustice to us by requiring from us
that which we cannot perform; because he demanded these
things of us when they were possible, and gave us the power to
perform them. And although we have now lost this power, yet
God has not lost his right to demand what he committed to our
trust. For further remarks upon this subject, we would refer the
reader to what has been said in the exposition of the ninth Question of the Catechism, page 66.
Objection 3. Sin renders man obnoxious to the eternal wrath of
God. Concupiscence does not expose those who are regenerated
to the wrath of God: for there is no condemnation to them which
are in Christ Jesus. (Rom. 8:1) Therefore, concupiscence is no
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sin, at least not in the regenerate. Answer: There is a fallacy of
accident in the minor proposition; for that concupiscence does
not condemn the regenerate, comes to pass by an accident,
which is the grace of God, which does not impute it to the faithful. This, however, does not occur in this way, as though concupiscence were no sin; for other sins in like manner do not
condemn the regenerate, not because they are no sins, but
because they have obtained the pardon of them through Christ.
Objection 4: Original sin is removed in baptism. Therefore, concupiscence is no sin in those who are baptized. We reply to the
antecedent, that original sin is not simply and wholly removed
in baptism; but merely as it respects its guilt. Corruption and an
inclination to sin remain still in those who are baptized. This is
what the Schoolmen mean, when they say, The formal part of
sin is removed, but the material remains. Should any one reply,
that where the formal part of sin is removed, there the thing
itself is removed, inasmuch as the form gives being to the thing;
so that original sin itself must be removed in baptism; we
answer, that there is here an error in understanding that to be
spoken generally, which is true only in a certain respect. The
formal part of sin is removed, not simply, but in respect to the
guilt of sin; for the formal part of sin is two-fold, and includes, 1.
Opposition to the law, and an inclination to sin. 2. Guilt, or
desert of punishment. The guilt of sin is removed, but the inclination remains. “I see another law in my members’ warring
against the law of my mind.” (Rom. 7:23) {608}

QUESTION 114
114. Can those who are converted to God keep these commandments perfectly?
A. No, but even the holiest men, while in this life, have only
a small beginning of such obedience; yet so that with
earnest purpose they begin to live not only according to
some, but according to all the commandments of God.
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EXPOSITION:
The question which here claims our attention is, How is obedience to the law possible, and can those who are regenerated keep
the law perfectly which is the seventh division proposed under
the general subject of the law of God. That this question may be
the better understood, we shall distinguish the nature of man as
it was when it first came from the hands of God, pure and holy—
as fallen, and as regenerated.
Perfect obedience to the whole law, was possible to the nature of
man before it was corrupted by sin, and that as it respects every
part and degree of obedience, as it is to the angels; for man was
created good, and after the image of God, in righteousness and
true holiness.
The nature of man in its corrupt state since the fall, is entirely
unable to fulfill what the law demands; yea, it cannot so much
as commence acceptable obedience to God, according to the following declarations of Scripture: “The imagination of man’s
heart is evil from his youth.” “Can the Ethiopian change his skin,
or the leopard his spots? then may you also do good that are
accustomed to do evil.” “A corrupt tree cannot bring forth good
fruit.” “Whatsoever is not of faith is sin.” “You were dead in trespasses and sins; and were by nature the children of wrath even
as others.” “Not that we are sufficient of ourselves, to think any
thing as of ourselves; but our sufficiency is of God.” (Gen. 8:21;
Jer. 13:23; Matt. 7:18; Rom. 4:23; Eph. 2:13; 2 Cor. 8:5)
The obedience of the law is possible in the regenerate, 1. As
touching external propriety and discipline. 2. As it respects the
imputation of Christ’s righteousness, or by the benefit of justification and regeneration, which we obtain by faith. 3. As it
respects the commencement of internal and external obedience
in this life. “This is the love of God, that we keep his commandments, and his commandments are not grievous.” (1 John 5:3)
He that boasts that he knows and worships God, without the
commencement of obedience, or regeneration, is a liar.
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But the law is impossible to the regenerate in respect to God, or
the perfect internal and external obedience which it requires.
“Enter not into judgment with your servant; for in your sight
shall no man living be justified.” (Ps. 143:2) 1. Because the
regenerate do not fulfill the law perfectly, but do many things in
opposition to it. 2. Because even those things which they do
according to the law, are imperfect; for there are still many sins
remaining in the regenerate, as original sin, and many actual
sins, neglects, omissions and infirmities, which sins the godly
acknowledge and bewail in themselves. “We are all as an
unclean thing, and all our righteousnesses are as filthy rags.”
(Ish. 64:6)
There is, however, a great difference between the regenerate and
the unregenerate when they sin. 1. God has a purpose to save
the regenerate. 2. There is a certain final repentance on the part
of the regenerate. 3. Even with the sins of the regenerate there is
always remaining some {609} beginning, or seed of true faith
and conversion. It is different, however, as it respects the unregenerate; for in regard to them God has no purpose as in the
case of the godly, neither is there any certain final repentance in
their case, nor any beginning of new obedience; but they sin
willingly and persist in their opposition to God, and at length
perish, unless they are converted.
Objections against the imperfection of works
in the regenerate.
Objection 1: The works of the Holy Spirit cannot be imperfect.
The good works of the regenerate are the works of the Holy
Spirit. Therefore it must needs be that they are perfect, considered even in themselves. Answer: There is here an error in
regarding that to be absolutely true which is true only in a certain respect. Those works which are wrought simply by the Holy
Spirit must needs be pure and perfect. But the good works of the
regenerate are of the Holy Spirit, not absolutely, but in such a
way that they are at the same time the works of the regenerate

Lord’s Day 44

1075

themselves. Hence this is all that follows, that the works of the
saints are pure in as far as they are suggested and wrought by
the Holy Spirit, but in as far as they are also of men, who are as
yet imperfect and fallible, they are works accompanied with
many defects and with much that is evil.
Objection 2: The works of those who are conformed to the
image of Christ cannot be imperfect. The saints are in this life
conformed to Christ by their regeneration and adoption into the
family of God. Therefore their works cannot be imperfect.
Answer: There is here the same error which we noticed in replying to the former objection. The major proposition is spoken in
reference to those who are perfectly conformed to the image of
Christ, while the saints, of whom the minor proposition speaks,
are conformed to Christ only in part as long as they continue on
earth. For as our knowledge is, so is our love and conformity
with Christ. But here we know only in part, and prophesy only
in part, as the Apostle says. Hence our conformity with Christ is
not perfect.
Objection 3: There is no condemnation to them which are in
Christ Jesus. (Rom. 8:1) The saints are in Christ. Therefore their
works are perfectly good, considered even in themselves.
Answer: There is here a fallacy in regarding that as a cause
which is none; for it is not the perfection of the works of the
regenerate, but the satisfaction of Christ imputed to them by
faith, which is the cause on account of which there is no condemnation to them. Hence this is all that follows, that the works
of the regenerate are perfect, either in themselves or in respect
to the satisfaction of Christ imputed to them, and not condemned as impure in the judgment of God.
Objection 4: The severity of divine justice does not render good
according to works which are not perfectly good. But Christ in
the final judgment will render to every one, and so to the saints
also, according to their works. Therefore the works of the saints
are so perfect that they will in themselves stand in the judgment
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of God. Answer: There are here four terms; because the major
must be understood of a legal reward of works, while the minor
must be understood of a reward that is evangelical; or to express
it differently, we may say that the justice of God does not render
good according to works which are imperfect, if he judges
according to the covenant of perfect obedience to the law. But
Christ, in rewarding the works of the {610} saints, will not judge
according to the covenant of perfect works, but according to the
covenant of faith, or of his own righteousness imputed and
applied to them by faith; and yet he will judge them according to
their works, as according to the evidences of their faith, from
which their works have proceeded, and which they, as the fruits
of this faith, declare to be in them.
Objection 5: The Scriptures attribute perfection to the works of
the saints. “Blessed are they that keep his testimonies, and that
seek him with the whole heart.” “With my whole heart have I
sought you.” “Noah was a just man, and perfect in his generations, and Noah walked with God.” “The heart of Asa was perfect
all his days.” (Ps. 119:1, 10; Gen. 6:9; 2 Chron. 15:17) Testimonies
of a similar character are found in every part of the Scriptures.
Therefore the works of the saints are perfect. Answer: These
and similar declarations of Scripture speak of that perfection
which consists in parts, of true sincerity as opposed to hypocrisy, and a feigning of piety, and not of that perfection which
consists in the degrees of obedience which the saints ought to
render to God. For the saints do not in this life attain to that
degree of perfect obedience which the law requires; yet they,
nevertheless, have the commencement of perfect obedience to
the divine law, and of subjection to God, according to all his
commandments. And although there is much hypocrisy and sin
still remaining even in the most holy, as it is said, let every man
be a liar (Rom. 3:4), yet there is notwithstanding a great difference between those who are altogether hypocrites, whose
hypocrisy is pleasing to themselves, having no commencement
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or sense of true piety in their hearts, and those who, acknowledging and lamenting the remains of hypocrisy in themselves,
have at the same time the commencement of true faith and conversion to God. The former are condemned of God, while the latter are received into favor, not on account of this
commencement of obedience which is in them, but on account
of the perfect obedience of Christ imputed unto them. We must
therefore add, that those who are converted are perfect in the
sight of God, not only as it respects the parts of true piety which
are all begun in them, but also in the degrees of the true and perfect righteousness of Christ imputed unto them, as it is said,
“You are complete in him.” “Christ is made unto us of God, wisdom, righteousness, sanctification and redemption.” (Col. 2:10;
1 Cor. 1:30)
But, say our opponents, the Scriptures also attribute the perfection of degrees to the saints, as when it is said, “We speak wisdom among them that are perfect.” “Be not children in
understanding.” “Till we all come in the unity of the faith and of
the knowledge of the Son of God unto a perfect man, unto the
measure of the stature of the fullness of Christ.” (Cor. 2:6; 14:20;
Eph. 4:13) But these and similar declarations of Scripture, do not
mean by the term perfect, such as are absolutely or wholly conformable to the law, but such as have more knowledge, assurance and readiness (confirmed by exercise) to obey God, resist
carnal desires, and to bear the cross, than others who are not so
fully confirmed and established in the principles of piety. For so
this perfection is elsewhere explained, where it is said, “That we
be no more children tossed to and fro and carried about by every
wind of doctrine.” “Not as though I had already attained, either
were already perfect, but I follow after, that I may apprehend
that for which I am apprehended of Christ Jesus.” “To will is
present with me, but how to perform that {611} which is good, I
find not.” (Eph. 4:13; Phil. 3:12; Rom. 7:18) Hence this perfec-

1078

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

tion is relative, having respect, not to the divine law, but to such
as are weaker and less confirmed in the faith of the gospel.
It is also proper that we should here refer to the passage found
in 1 John 4:17, 18, which our adversaries are wont to bring forward against what we have just said: “herein is our love made
perfect, that we may have boldness in the day of judgment;
because as he is, so are we in this world. There is no fear in love;
but perfect love casteth out fear, because fear has torment. He
that feareth is not made perfect in love.” But John does not mean
that our love to God, but his love to us, is perfect, that is, fully
expressed and made known unto us by the effects or benefits
which God has bestowed upon us in Christ; as Paul declares in
the fifth chapter of his Epistle to the Romans, that the love of God
shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy Spirit, which is given unto
us, is the cause why we look for the day of judgment without
fear and with assurance; and that we are assured of this love and
mercy of God by this sign or testimony, because we are in this
life conformed to his image by the Holy Spirit. For we are
assured of our justification by our regeneration, not as by the
cause of the effect, but as by the effect of the cause. And
although regeneration is not perfect in this life, yet, if it be
indeed begun, it is sufficient to confirm the truth of our faith to
our consciences. And indeed that which John adds, when he
says, Love casts out fear, is a proof that love is not as yet perfect
in us, because we are not in this life perfectly delivered from fear
of the wrath and judgment of God, and of eternal punishment.
For the fear and love of God, which are contrary to each other,
are here in small degrees in the saints at the same time, their
fear decreasing, and their love and comfort or joy in God
increasing, until joy gains a complete triumph, and perfectly
casts out all agitation and fear in the life to come, when God
shall wipe away every tear.
Objection 6: David says, “I have not declined from your law.” “I
have kept your law.” “I have done judgment and justice.” “Judge
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me according to my righteousness.” (Ps. 119:50, 51, 121; 7:8)
Therefore the regenerate may declare their good works in the
judgment, as being perfectly conformable to the divine law.
Answer: These and similar declarations do not claim for the
saints absolute conformity to the law in this life, or else they
would contradict those passages which speak of the imperfection of the righteous already referred to, but of the righteousness
of a good conscience without which faith cannot stand, just as a
good conscience cannot be without faith, as it is said: “That you
by them might war a good warfare, holding faith and a good
conscience; which some having put away, concerning faith have
made shipwreck.” (1 Tim. 1:18, 19) The saints now do not dread
to come before the tribunal of God, and comfort themselves
with a consciousness of having acted correctly, not, indeed,
because they would oppose this to the judgment of God, or
because they are conscious of no sin, (for they exclaim in view
of their sins, “O Lord enter not into judgment with your servant;
if you, Lord, should mark iniquities who shall stand”) but
because they have a sincere, and not a hypocritical, desire to
obey God, and have the full assurance that their sins are covered
and washed away by the blood of Christ, and that the obedience
which is begun in them is pleasing to God for Christ’s sake, and
that they shall be graciously rewarded by Christ according to the
promises of the gospel. {612}
Objection 7: “Whosoever is born of God does not commit sin;
for his seed remaineth in him; and he cannot sin, because he is
born of God.” (1 John 3:9) Therefore new obedience in the saints
is perfect and without sin. Answer: But this is to misunderstand
the figure of speech which is here used. Not to commit sin, is
not, according to John, to be without sin, (for this he had taught
in the first and second chapters of this same Epistle, does not
take place, even, in the most holy) but it is not to have reigning
sin, nor to persevere in it, which is not inconsistent with true
faith and piety in the saints.
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Question 115
115. Why then does God so strictly enjoin the Ten Commandments upon us, since in this life no one can keep
them?
A. First, that as long as we live, we may learn more and
more to know our sinful nature, and so the more
earnestly seek forgiveness of sins and righteousness in
Christ; second, that without ceasing we diligently ask
God for the grace of the Holy Spirit, that we be renewed
more and more after the image of God, until we attain
the goal of perfection after this life.
EXPOSITION:
When we enquire concerning the use of the divine law, it is necessary that we should keep in view the differences of each part
of the law.
The use of the ceremonial laws of Moses was,
1. That it might serve as a schoolmaster to bring us to Christ and
his kingdom. “The law was our schoolmaster to bring us unto
Christ that we might be justified by faith.” (Gal. 3:24).
2. That it might distinguish the Jewish church from all other
nations.
3. That it might be an exercise of piety, and a declaration of obedience to the moral law.
4. A confirmation of faith. There were among the ceremonial
laws certain sacraments, or signs of the covenant, and seals of
grace; as circumcision, and the Passover, which declared what
benefits God would give to the faithful by the Messiah which was
to come.
The use of the judicial, or civil laws, was,
1. That they might contribute to the preservation of the Mosaic
polity.
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2. That they might be types of the government of the church in
the kingdom of Christ, inasmuch as the princes and kings of the
Jewish nation were no less, than the priests a type of Christ, the
High Priest and King of the Church. These uses, together with
the laws themselves, were done away with when the ceremonies
of the former dispensation were fulfilled and abrogated by the
coming of Christ, and the Mosaic polity overthrown by the
Romans.
The uses of the moral law are different according to man’s fourfold state.
I. In nature uncorrupted, or not as yet depraved by sin, as our
nature was before the fall, there are two principal uses of the
divine law:
1. The entire and perfect conformity of man with God. The mind
of man before the fall possessed a perfect knowledge of the law,
which produced a conformity and correspondence of all the
inclinations and actions with the will of God. {613}
2. A good conscience, or a consciousness of the divine favor, and
certain hope of eternal life. The law, according to the order of
divine justice, promises life to those who render a perfect obedience to its requirements. “Which if a man do, he shall live in
them.” (Lev. 18:5)
II. In nature corrupted, and not as yet renewed by the Holy Spirit,
there are also two uses of the law:
1. The preservation of discipline and external propriety in the
church and world. The law being engraven upon the minds and
hearts of all men by God himself, and speaking by the voice of
ministers and magistrates, curbs and restrains even the unregenerate, so that they shun those flagrant and open forms of wickedness, which are in opposition to the judgment of sound
reason as it utters itself even in persons unrenewed by the Spirit
of God, and which must be removed before regeneration. “When
the Gentiles, which have not the law, do by nature, the things
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contained in the law, these, having not the law, are a law unto
themselves; which show the work of the law written in their
hearts, their conscience also bearing witness, and their thoughts
the meanwhile accusing, or else excusing one another.” (Rom.
2:14, 15)
2. The knowledge of sin. The law accuses, convinces, and condemns all those who are not regenerated, because they are
unrighteous before God, and subject to eternal condemnation.
“We know that whatsoever things the law says, it says to them
who are under the law, that every mouth may be stopped, and
all the world may become guilty before God. Therefore by the
deeds of the law, there shall no flesh be justified in his sight; for
by the law is the knowledge of sin.” “I had not known sin, but by
the law; for I had not known lust except the law had said, You
shall not covet. (Rom. 3:19, 20; 7:7) This use of the law, which
consists in a knowledge of sin, and of the judgment of God
against sin, produces in itself in the unregenerate hatred of God,
and an increase of sin, and if they are reprobate it drives them
into despair, as it is said, “The law worketh wrath.” “Sin taking
occasion by the commandment, wrought in me all manner of
concupiscence. For without the law sin was dead.” (Rom. 4:15;
7:8) This knowledge of sin, however, is by an accident a preparation to conversion as it respects the elect, seeing that God by this
means leads and constrains them to acknowledge their unrighteousness, to despair of any help in themselves, and to seek by
faith righteousness and life in Christ the mediator. “If there had
been a law given which could have given life, verily righteousness should have been by the law. But the Scripture has concluded all under sin that the promise by faith of Jesus Christ
might be given to them that believe.” (Gal. 3:21, 22)
III. In nature restored by Christ, or as it respects the regenerate,
there are many uses of the law.
1. The preservation of discipline and outward obedience to the law.
For although this use has respect chiefly to the unregenerate, as
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we have already shown, who do not refrain from sin from love
to God and righteousness, but only from a fear and dread of
punishment and shame, as the Poet says,
Oderunt peccare mali formedine pœnae:
they hate to sin from a dread of punishment;
yet it in like manner has its use in relation to the godly, because
on account {614} of the weakness and corruption of the flesh, it
is useful and necessary, even to them, that the threatenings of
the law, and the examples of punishment set before them, may
keep them in the faithful discharge of their duty. For God threatens severe punishment even to the saints, if they become guilty
of sins of a shameful and grievous nature. “When the righteous
turneth away from his righteousness, and commits iniquity, he
shall die in his sins.” (Ezek. 18:24)
2. A knowledge of sin. This use of the law, although it likewise
has reference chiefly to the unregenerate, nevertheless, belongs
to the godly also. For the law is to the regenerate as a mirror, in
which they may see the defects and imperfection of their own
nature, and also leads them to true humility before God, that so
they may continually advance in true conversion and faith; and
that while the renewing of their nature is going forward, they
may become more earnest in prayer and supplication, that they
may become more and more conformed to God and the divine
law. “I delight in the law of God, after the inward man; but I see
another law in my members, warring against the law of my
mind, and bringing me into captivity to the law of sin, which is
in my members. O wretched man that I am! who shall deliver
me from the body of this death?” (Rom. 23:22, 23, 24) The declaration of the Apostle Paul, that the law is our schoolmaster, to
bring us unto Christ, must be understood of both these uses of
the law of which we have just spoken, and that in the elect still
unregenerate, as well as in those who are already regenerated.
To the former it is a preparation to conversion; while to the latter
it is the carrying forward, or increase of conversion, since faith
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cannot be kindled, or remain in the heart, unless open and
grievous offences, and such as wound the conscience, be hated
and shunned. “Let no man deceive you; he that commits sin is of
the devil.” (I John 3:7)
3. Another use of the moral law is, that it may be a rule of divine
worship and of a Christian life. “Your word is a lamp unto my
feet, and a light unto my path.” “I will put my law in their inward
parts, and write it in their hearts, and cause you to walk in my
statutes.” (Ps. 119:105; Jer. 31:33; Ezek. 36:26) This use of the law
is peculiar to the regenerate. For although the law be also a rule
of life to the unregenerate before their conversion, yet it is not to
them a rule of worship and gratitude to God, as in the case of the
regenerate.
4. That the exposition of the law delivered to the church may
teach that God is, and what he is.
5. The voice of the law sounding in the church is an evident testimony, teaching what the true church is, and in what true religion consists. It is in the church alone that the law is delivered
and taught in its purity, and rightly understood; for all other systems of religion have manifestly corrupted it in different ways,
by approving of manifest errors and heresies which they have
mingled more or less with it.
6. It admonishes us of the image of God in man; or, we may say it
is a testimony of the excellence of human nature before the fall,
and of the original righteousness which was in Adam, and is
again restored in us by Christ.
7. It is a testimony of eternal life, still future, in which we shall
perfectly fulfill the law. The law was given, to be observed by
man. But it is not observed in this life. Therefore there is another
life remaining, in which we shall yield a perfect obedience to the
law. {615}
IV. In nature perfectly restored and glorified after this life, the
law will also have its use; for although the preaching of it, and
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the whole ministry of the church, shall then cease, yet there will
still remain in the elect a knowledge of the law, while perfect
obedience to all its demands, and full conformity with God, will
be wrought in them. The law will, therefore, accomplish the
same ends in the life to come, when we shall be fully transformed in the image of God, that it did in our nature before the
fall.
The principal arguments of the Antinomians,
Libertines, and other profane heretics of a
similar cast, who affirm that the law is not to be
taught in the church of Christ.
Objection 1: That which cannot be kept, is taught to no purpose.
The law cannot be kept. Therefore it is to no purpose that it is
taught in the church of Christ. Answer: There is here a fallacy in
urging that as a cause, which is no sufficient reason; for the
mere fact that it is impossible for us to render perfect obedience
to the law in this infirm state of our being, is not of itself a sufficient reason why the preaching of the law should be regarded as
useless in the church, since there may be, and indeed are, other
reasons why it is not only useful, but even necessary, to teach
and enforce the law; for we have already shown that the law
accomplishes many objects, even in respect to the regenerate. It
is not necessary, therefore, that when one end or use of the law
is removed, that the others should likewise be removed. If it cannot be perfectly obeyed, it should at least be taught and
enforced, that we may be led to acknowledge this imperfection
and defect, in order that we may the more ardently desire and
seek the remission of our sins, and that righteousness which is
in Christ, and may the more earnestly strive to reach and attain
the mark set before us—even our perfection in Christ. We may
also reply to this objection, that it is of no force, inasmuch as it
assumes that to be true generally which is true only in part; for
the law may, to a certain extent, be kept by the regenerate, as we
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have just shown. Hence, the minor proposition, if it be understood generally, is not true.
Objection 2: He who commands impossibilities, commands
things which are not profitable. God commands impossibilities
in his law. Therefore he commands things which are useless,
and so by consequence the law itself is of no use. Answer: This
argument is nearly the same as the one we have just answered.
We reply, however, to the major proposition, That he commands
things unprofitable, who commands impossibilities: 1. If the
things enjoined be absolutely impossible. 2. If they be always
impossible. 3. If the command have no other objects than that
the things which are enjoined be perfectly complied with. But
there are many ends on account of which God commands and
enforces the law, and requires that it be taught in the church, as
may be seen from the remarks which we have already made
upon this subject. There is also here the same error which we
noticed in the former objection, in regarding that as a cause
which is no sufficient reason.
Objection 3: We ought not to desire that which God does not
desire to give us in this life, and which we cannot obtain. But
God does not desire to give us perfect obedience to the law in
this life. Therefore it is in vain that we desire it, and strive for it
by the doctrine of the law. Answer: We ought not to desire that
which God does not desire to give us, unless he commands us to
desire it, and there be weighty reasons why we should seek to
obtain it. But God commands us to seek and to desire the perfect
fulfillment of the law in this life, and that: 1. Because he purposes at length to accomplish it in those who desire it, and to
grant it to us after this life, if we here truly and heartily desire it.
2. That we may here make progress in true piety, and that the
desire to conform our lives to the requirements of the divine law
be daily more and more kindled and confirmed in us. 3. That
God may, by this desire of fulfilling the law, exercise in us repentance and obedience.
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Objection 4: Christ is not the lawgiver. Therefore his ministers
should not teach and enforce the law. Answer: Christ is not the
lawgiver, as it respects the principal office of the mediator; but
he was and is lawgiver: 1. In as far as he is God and the author of
the law, together with the Father. 2. In as far as it belonged to the
mediator to free the law from the errors with which it had been
corrupted, and to restore its true sense, not indeed chiefly, but
that he might be able to accomplish the principal parts of his
office, which are comprehended in the reconciliation and salvation of the human race. We may give the same answer to the
objection as it relates to the ministers of the gospel, inasmuch as
they are to teach and expound no other doctrine to the church
than that which Christ himself delivered.
Objection 5: He who makes satisfaction to the law by punishment, is not bound to obedience according to the rule, The law
binds to obedience or punishment, but not to both at the same
time. We now make satisfaction to the law by the punishment of
Christ. Therefore we are no longer bound to obey the law.
Answer: We must make a distinction in reference to the major
proposition: He who makes satisfaction by punishment, is not
bound to obedience; that is, he is not bound to render the same
obedience, for the omission of which he suffered punishment;
but after it is made, he is bound to yield obedience anew to the
law, or to suffer new punishment in case he disobey the law.
Again: he who makes satisfaction to the law by punishment
which is not his own, but another’s, and is received into favor by
God without his own satisfaction, ought still to render obedience
to the law, even though it be not to make satisfaction for his sins,
but that he may in this way show his gratitude to his redeemer.
We ought, therefore, since Christ has satisfied for our sins by his
death, to feel ourselves bound to render obedience, not indeed
for the time past, but for the time to come; and this, too, for the
purpose of showing our gratitude for the benefit of our deliverance. “He that is dead is freed from sin.” “We thus judge that if
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one died for all, then were all dead, and that he died for all that
they which live should not henceforth live unto themselves, but
unto him which died for them, and rose again.” (Rom. 6:7; 2 Cor.
5:14, 15)
Objection 6: Christians are not governed by the law, but by the
Spirit of regeneration, according as it is said, “The law is not
made for a righteous man.” (1 Tim. 1:9) Therefore, the law ought
not to be taught among Christians. Answer: Christians are,
indeed, not governed by the law; or in other words, they are not
constrained and driven to such a course of conduct as is right
and becoming by the law, and by fear of punishment as the
ungodly are; yet they are, nevertheless, ruled in this sense by the
law, that it teaches them what worship is pleasing to God; and
the Holy Spirit, likewise, uses the doctrine of the law, for the purpose of inclining them to {617} true and cheerful obedience.
The doctrine, therefore, that we are bound to give obedience to
the law remains, although there is no condemnation or constraint, as far as Christians are concerned. For to this we are
bound, that our obedience be most free and cheerful. We are
debtors not to the flesh to live after the flesh, but to the Spirit.
The law is not given for a righteous man, that is, to constrain and
bind him. (Rom. 8:12; 1 Tim. 1:9)
Objection 7: “ You are not under the law, but under grace.”
(Rom. 6:14) Therefore, the law does not bind us. Answer: This,
however, is to misunderstand the words of the Apostle; for the
expression, Not to be under the law, does not mean, that we are
not to yield obedience to the law, but that we are freed from the
curse and constraint of the law; just as, To be under grace, is to be
justified and regenerated by the grace of Christ. But say our
opponents: those who are bound to obey the law, and yet do not
comply with its demands, are subject to condemnation. But we
are not exposed to condemnation; for “there is no condemnation to them which are in Christ Jesus.” (Rom. 8:1) Therefore, we
are not bound to obey the law. We reply that the major of this
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syllogism is true, 1. In case he who is bound to yield obedience
to the law, be bound to yield it in his own person; but we are
bound to yield obedience and do yield it, not in ourselves, but in
Christ. 2. In case he be bound to obey the law in himself always,
or at all times perfectly; but we are not bound in ourselves to
yield perfect obedience to the law in this life, but only to begin
this obedience according to all the commandments of God. In
eternal life we shall be bound to a perfect conformity to the law.
Objection 8: The law is the letter which killeth, and is the ministration of death and condemnation. (2 Cor. 3:6, 7) But there is no
condemnation to Christians. Therefore, the law does not have
respect to Christians who are in Christ Jesus. Answer: There is
here a fallacy of accident; for the law is not in itself the letter
which killeth; since this comes to pass by the fault of men, who,
the more clearly they perceive the difference between themselves and the law, the more fully do they give themselves over
to despair in reference to their salvation, and are therefore slain
by the law. Again, the law alone, without the gospel, is the letter,
that is, it is the doctrine which merely teaches, demands obedience, denounces the wrath of God and death to such as are disobedient, without producing the spiritual obedience which it
requires. But when it is joined with the gospel, which is the
Spirit, it also commences to become the Spirit, which is effectual in the godly, inasmuch as those who are regenerated commence willingly and cheerfully to yield obedience to the law.
The law, therefore, is the letter, 1. By itself and without the gospel. 2. In respect to those who are unregenerated. On the other
hand, the gospel is the Spirit; that is, it is the ministration and
means through which the Holy Spirit, which works spiritual
obedience in us, is given; not indeed as though all who hear,
would receive the Holy Spirit and be regenerated, but because
faith, by which our hearts are quickened, so that they begin to
yield obedience to the law, is received by it. It does not follow,
therefore, that the law is no longer to be taught in the church; for
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Christ himself says: “I am not come to destroy the law, but to fulfill it.” (Matt. 5:17) And Paul also says, that we establish the law
through faith. (Rom. 3:31) Christ fulfilled the law in two respects:
by obedience and suffering. He was just and holy in himself and
did {618} not violate the law in a single instance, but partly performed in our behalf those things which he was not bound to
do, and partly sustained the punishment of the law. He also fulfills the law in us in two ways, by teaching it and granting unto us
his Spirit, that so we may commence obedience to it, as we
proved when speaking of the abrogation of the law.
Objection 9: That is not to be taught in the church which
increases sin. The law increases sin. (Rom. 7:8) Therefore, it is
not to be taught. Answer: There is here a fallacy of accident in
the minor proposition. The law increases sin by an accident, or
on account of the corruption of man, and that in two ways. First,
because the nature of man is so depraved and alienated from
God, that men do not perform what they know to be pleasing to
God; and, on the other hand, what they know to be prohibited
by God, that they desire, and do with the greatest willingness.
Secondly, because it works wrath, when men fret and murmur
against God, hate and turn away from him, and rush into despair
according as the law reveals to them a knowledge of their sins,
and the punishment which they deserve in consequence
thereof. The law in itself produces righteousness, conformity
with God, love to God, etc. The law also in itself increases sin, if
we understand the word increase in a different sense, viz., that it
shows unto us, and brings it to pass that we acknowledge the
greatness and magnitude of our sins; but not that it so increases
sin as that that which in itself is small is made greater and more
aggravated. There are, therefore, four terms in this syllogism, in
consequence of the ambiguity of the word increase in the minor
proposition.
Objection 10: The law is not necessary to salvation. Therefore, it
should not be taught in the church. Answer: But even though
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the doctrine of the law is not necessary in order that we may be
saved by obedience to it, yet it is, nevertheless, necessary on
account of other causes, as has been already proven.
Objection 11: We have all things in Christ according to what is
said: “And of his fullness have all we received.” “In whom are hid
all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge.” “And you are complete in him.” (John 1:16; Col. 2:3, 10) Therefore, we must not go
back from Christ to Moses, nor is there any need of the law in
the church of Christ. Answer: There is here a fallacy of the consequent, which proceeds from a statement of the whole to a
denial of a part. The whole wisdom and knowledge, or doctrine
which has been delivered unto us by Christ, is sufficient and
necessary for the church. But the moral law is also a part of this
doctrine, because Christ does not only command that faith, but
that repentance also should be preached in his name. Hence, the
doctrine of the law is not excluded from the perfect wisdom
which we have in Christ, but is rather included in it. {619}
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OF PRAYER
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LORD’S DAY 45
QUESTION 116
116. Why is prayer necessary for Christians?
A. Because it is the chief part of thankfulness which God
requires of us; and because God will give His grace and
Holy Spirit only to those who earnestly and without
ceasing ask them from Him, and render thanks unto Him
for them.
EXPOSITION:
There are many questions which may be agitated in reference to
prayer, the chief and most important of which are the following:
1. What is prayer?
2. Why is it necessary?
3. What are the things necessary to acceptable prayer
4. What is the form of prayer prescribed by Christ?

The first and second of these propositions belong to this 116th
Question of the Catechism; the third to the 117th; and the fourth
to the 118th Question.
1. WHAT IS PRAYER?
Prayer consists in calling upon the true God, and arises from an
acknowledgment and sense of our want, and from a desire of
sharing in the divine bounty, in true conversion of heart and
confidence in the promise of grace for the sake of Christ the
mediator, asking at the hands of God such temporal and spiritual
blessings as are necessary for us; or in giving thanks to God for
the benefits received. The genus or general character of prayer
consists in invocation or adoration. Adoration is often used in
the sense of the whole worship of God, since we regard him as
the true God, whom we worship. Prayer is a species or part of
invocation, for to call upon the true God is to ask of him such
things as are necessary both for soul and body, and to render
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thanks to him for benefits received. It is here used in the sense
of the general character of pray. There are, therefore, two species
or parts comprehended in prayer—petition and thanksgiving.
Petition is a prayer asking of God those blessings necessary both
for the soul and body. Thanksgiving is prayer acknowledging and
magnifying the benefits received from God, and binding those
who receive these gifts to such gratitude as is pleasing to God.
Thankfulness in general consists in acknowledging and professing what and how great is the benefit received, and in binding
those who are the recipients thereof to the performance of such
duties as are mutual, possible and becoming. It comprehends,
therefore, truth and justice.
The apostle Paul, in his first Epistle to Timothy, 2:1, enumerates
four species of prayer, saying, “I exhort, therefore, that first of all
supplication, prayers, intercessions, and giving of thanks, be
made for all men.” The first includes prayers against evil things;
the second, petitions for good things; the third, intercession for
others; and the fourth, thanksgiving for benefits received and
evils warded off. This distinction is drawn from the end or
design of prayer. {620}
Prayer is also distinguished into public and private prayer, from
the circumstances of person and place. Private prayer is the
intercourse which a faithful soul has with God, asking, alone
and apart from others, certain blessings for himself, or for others; or giving thanks for benefits received. This form of prayer is
not restricted to any particular words or places, for oftentimes
the heart, when burdened and distressed, gives utterance to
nothing more than sighs and groans; and the Apostle commands
“that men pray every where, lifting up holy hands.” (1 Tim. 2:8)
Public prayer is that which, by the use of certain words, is
offered up to God by the whole church in the congregation, the
minister leading, as it is right and proper that he should in the
public gatherings of the church. Language, or the use of the
tongue, is necessary for this form of prayer. Hence Christ said:
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When you pray, say, Our Father, etc. It was also chiefly for this
that the tongue was made, that God might be praised and magnified by it; and it is out of the abundance of the heart that the
mouth speaketh. Lastly, by this others are also invited to praise
and worship God.
2. WHY IS PRAYER NECESSARY FOR CHRISTIANS?
The reasons on account of which prayer is necessary for Christians are these: 1. The command of God. God has commanded
that we call upon him, and desires that we in this way chiefly
worship and praise him. “Call upon me in the day of trouble; I
will deliver you.” “Ask and it shall be given you.” “When you
pray, say, Our Father which are in heaven.” (Ps. 50:15; Matt. 7:7;
Luke 11:2) 2. Our necessity and want. We do not obtain the blessings which are necessary for us, except we ask them at the
hands of God; for he has promised them to none but such as ask.
Prayer is, therefore, just as necessary for us as it is necessary for
a beggar to ask alms.
The same thing must be understood respecting the necessity of
thanksgiving, which is said concerning the necessity of prayer;
for without the giving of thanks we lose those things which are
given, and do not receive those which are necessary and should
be given. And the necessity of both will readily appear, whether
we consider the effects or cause of faith, and so also faith itself.
Faith is neither kindled nor increased in any one who does not
desire or ask it. No one has faith who is not thankful for it; for all
those who are possessed of true faith taste the grace of God, and
those who have tasted of the grace of God show themselves
thankful to God for it, and desire it more and more. “The love of
God is shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy Spirit, which is
given unto us.” (Rom. 5:5) The Holy Spirit is also obtained by
prayer; for he is given to none, except those who seek and desire
him.
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Objection 1: But the wicked receive many of the gifts of the Holy
Spirit, who nevertheless do not ask or desire them. Therefore
these things are not merely given to such as desire them.
Answer: The wicked do indeed receive many gifts; but not such
as are principal nor peculiar to the elect, as faith, repentance,
conversion, remission of sins and regeneration. And still further,
the gifts which they do receive do not contribute to their salvation, but to their destruction. And should any one reply, and say
that infants do not desire the Holy Spirit, and yet receive him, so
that he must be given to more than those who ask and desire, we
answer that the Holy {621} Spirit is not given to any except
such as desire him, which is to say, to adults who are capable of
asking and seeking him. And yet even infants desire the Holy
Spirit after their manner, in that they have in possibility an inclination to seek him just as they according to their manner
believe, or have an inclination to faith. “Out of the mouth of
babes and sucklings have you ordained strength.” (Ps. 8:2)
Objection 2: The effect is not prior to its own proper cause.
Prayer is the effect of the Holy Spirit, inasmuch as no one who
does not possess the Holy Spirit can desire him; and he alone
indites prayer within us. Therefore the Holy Spirit is not received
by prayer, but is in us before we give utterance to prayer, and is
consequently given not merely to such as desire him. Answer:
The effect is not prior to its own cause in order and nature, but
in time they both exist together. So the Holy Spirit, and our
desiring him, are both in us at the same moment in respect to
time, although it is different according to nature. For the Holy
Spirit is in us, according to nature, before we give utterance to
prayer, inasmuch as we then for the first time begin to desire
him, and to ask him of God, when he is given unto us; but
according to time he is simultaneous with our prayers. For we
begin to desire the presence of the Holy Spirit as soon as he is
given unto us, and he is also given just as soon as he is desired
and sought, or in other words, God effects in us a desire of the
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Holy Spirit and gives him unto us in the very same moment. Yea
it may be said that he produces in us a desire of the Holy Spirit
by commanding us to pray for him; and in producing this desire
he at the same time gives him unto those who ask and desire
him. God does not so work in us, therefore, as when a ray of the
sun falls upon a vessel; because the Holy Spirit is a gift of such a
character, that he is given, received and prayed for at one and
the same time. We might also make a distinction between the
beginning and increase of the Spirit within us, inasmuch as we
do not desire the latter before we have the former. No one
desires the Holy Spirit, except he in whom the Spirit dwells. But
the first solution or answer which we have given must suffice.
For that which Christ says in Luke 11:13, “How much more shall
your heavenly Father give the holy Spirit to them that ask him,”
is not to be understood merely of the increase, but also of the
beginning of the gifts and graces of the Holy Spirit.

Question 117
117. What belongs to such prayer which is acceptable to God
and which He will hear?
A. First, that with our whole heart we call only upon the
one true God, who has revealed Himself to us in His
word, for all that He has commanded us to ask of Him;
second, that we thoroughly know our need and misery,
so as to humble ourselves in the presence of His divine
majesty; third, that we be firmly assured that
notwithstanding our unworthiness He will, for the sake of
Christ our Lord, certainly hear our prayer, as He has
promised us in His word.
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Question 118
118. What has God commanded us to ask of Him?
A. All things necessary for soul and body, which Christ our
Lord comprised in the prayer He Himself taught us.
{622}
EXPOSITION:
The conditions of acceptable prayer are—
1. That it be directed to the true God, or that the true God be
called upon, who has revealed himself in the church by the
word delivered by the Prophets and Apostles, and by the work of
creation, preservation and redemption. This true God now is the
eternal Father, Son and Holy Spirit. ‘‘As we have received,” said
Basil, “so have we been baptized, and as we have been baptized, so
do we believe, and as we believe, so do we worship the Father, Son
and Holy Spirit.”
2. The second requisite of acceptable prayer, is a knowledge of
the divine commandment. Without the commandment of God we
doubt in regard to our being heard. The person, however, that
has an eye to the divine command, rests fully assured that his
prayers are acceptable to God; because the worship which God
requires of us, in his word, cannot be other wise than pleasing to
him. When we pray, therefore, we ought so to think and resolve,
I call upon you, because you have commanded me.
3. A knowledge of the things which we ought to ask at the hands
of God, is also necessary to effectual prayer. God does not desire
us to direct vague and wandering petitions to him, being uncertain what we would pray for. A king would consider himself
derided and mocked if any one were to kneel before him, without knowing what to ask at his hands. So God will have us consider and think what things we should ask of him, if we would
pray unto him and not mock him when we come into his presence. We, however, do not know what we should ask. It is for this
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reason that Christ has prescribed a form of prayer, which contains the sum and substance of the things which we should pray
for. To sum up the whole in as few words as possible, we would
say, we should pray for things which we are certain are approved
of by God, and promised. These consist of two kinds such as are
spiritual and temporal, both of which God desires us to ask at his
hands. Spiritual things, because they are necessary to our salvation, and temporal things, 1. That the desire of them may exercise our faith, and confirm our confidence in regard to our
obtaining such things as are spiritual. The reason is, because no
one can expect good things of God, except he be reconciled to
him. 2. That we may consider and reflect upon the providence
of God, knowing that these small and comparatively unimportant things do not come fortuitously.
4. There must be a true desire for those things which we ask of
God, if our prayers are heard. God will not have our prayer to be
feigned, or hypocritical—they must come from the heart, and
not merely from the lips. God wills us to pray with an earnest
desire of the heart, for it is not the words of the mouth, but the
sighs and groans of the heart, that constitute true prayer, as the
Lord said unto Moses, “Wherefore do you cry unto me?” when
Moses, nevertheless, said nothing. (Ex. 14:15) hence an ardent
desire is to be made the general and chief thing in the definition
of prayer.
5. A knowledge and sense of our own want. This should be the
spring or fountain from which all our desires should proceed;
for what any one does not feel himself greatly in need of, that he
will not ardently desire. All of us now stand in need of God.
6. True humility with an acknowledgement of our want. We
should {623} cast ourselves before the divine Majesty as humble suppliants. God is under no obligation to us. All of us, too,
were the enemies of God before our conversion. God now does
not hear sinners; that is, such proud sinners as the Pharisee was,
who prayed standing in the highest seat in the temple. Hence,
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true humility, penitence, and conversion are necessary to
acceptable prayer. The promises of God, too, have respect
merely to such as are converted. No one can pray in faith without conversion to God; and without faith, no one can have any
assurance of being heard, nor does he receive what he desires.
7. A knowledge of Christ the Mediator, and trust in him, are likewise necessary, in order that we may rest assured that both we
and our prayers please God, not on account of any worthiness
on our part, but only for the Mediator’s sake. It was in this way
that Daniel prayed and asked to be beard for the Lord’s sake.
(Dan. 9:17) Christ also commands us to pray to the Father in his
name. Our prayers should be placed upon our altar, even Christ.
So shall they be acceptable to God.
8. Confidence of being heard. As it respects the former condition,
faith is necessary in order that we may be fully persuaded that
we are just before God, and that he is reconciled to us in Christ.
Here faith or confidence of being heard is necessary, inasmuch
as this cannot exist independent of the former. “Because you are
sons, God has put forth the Spirit of his Son, into your hearts,
crying, Abba, Father.” “Without faith, it is impossible to please
him, for he that cometh to God must believe that he is, and that
he is the rewarder of them that diligently seek him.” (Gal. 4:6;
Heb. 11:6)
We must, however, here observe in respect to this confidence of
being heard, that there is a difference in the things which are to
be prayed for. Some gifts are necessary to salvation, as are those
which are spiritual; while there are others—such as are temporal—without which we may be saved. The former are to be simply and positively desired with full confidence that we shall as
certainly receive them, as we ask them specially at the hands of
God. The latter are indeed to be sought and desired, but with the
condition of the will of God, that he will confer them upon us, if
they contribute to his glory, and are profitable to us; or that he
will confer upon us other and better things, either now or here-
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after as may seem best in his sight. We should in praying for
these things imitate the example of the leper, who said, “Lord if
you will, you canst make me clean.” (Matt. 8:2) It is in this way
that the faithful present their prayers before God, and desire to
be heard, inasmuch as we oftentimes pray for things which, perhaps, would be more injury than advantage to us, if God were to
hear and grant our requests.
Objection: He who asks doubtingly does not ask in faith, and is
not heard. We seek temporal blessings with doubt, inasmuch as
we pray for them conditionally. Therefore, we do not ask them
in faith. Answer: The major proposition is either particular, or
else it is not true. For the nature of faith does not demand that
we be fully assured in reference to temporal blessings, but
merely in reference to spiritual blessings, such as the forgiveness of sins, and eternal life, which are necessary to salvation.
Respecting temporal benefits, it is sufficient if faith submit itself
to the word of God, and desire and pray for such things as are
profitable for us. We also deny the truth of the minor proposition; for although we do pray {624} conditionally for temporal
blessings, yet we do not simply doubt in regard to our obtaining
them. We believe that we shall obtain from God the temporal
blessings which we ask at his hand, if they contribute to our salvation, and do not desire to be heard, if. they would be injurious
to us. We, therefore, notwithstanding ask in faith, when we submit to the word of God and acquiesce in his will, and pray to be
heard according to the good pleasure of our heavenly Father. For
faith submits itself to every word and desire of God. But the will
and pleasure of God consist in this, that we desire and pray for
spiritual things simply, and for temporal things conditionally,
and that we be fully persuaded that we shall receive the former
particularly; and the latter in as far as they contribute to the
glory of God and our salvation. Praying in this way, we do not
doubt in regard to our being heard.
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9. A knowledge of the divine promise, with confidence in it. God
promises that he will hear those who call upon him, observing
the conditions which we have now specified. “Call upon me in
the day of trouble, I will deliver you.” “And it shall come to pass,
that before they call, I will answer, and while they are yet speaking, I will hear.” (Ps. 50:15; Ish. 65:24) Without this promise, that
we shall be heard in what we ask of God, there is no faith; and
without faith, prayer is of no avail. Except we have faith in the
divine promises, and have a regard to them in our prayers, they
will not avail us any thing, neither can we desire any thing with
a good conscience. Confidence in the divine promise produces
an assurance of being heard, and of our salvation, which assurance kindles in us a desire of calling upon God, and of making
supplication to him.
From the conditions which we have specified as being necessary
to constitute acceptable prayer, it readily appears what a great
difference there is between the prayers of the godly and the
ungodly. The godly desire to observe all these conditions in
drawing near to God in prayer: the ungodly, on the other hand,
either neglect all of them, or else they observe one or two of
these conditions, and fall short as it respects the rest. Some commit an error, as it were, in the very threshold, having an incorrect knowledge of the nature and will of God, and so violate the
very first condition necessary to acceptable prayer—some err in
the things which they pray for, in that they pray for things that
are evil, uncertain, and not approved of by God—some ask blessings of God hypocritically—some ask without any consciousness
or sense of the want of the blessings for which they pray—some
have no confidence in Christ the mediator—some ask that they
may be heard in the things which they pray for, and yet persist
in sin—some ask things necessary for salvation, and yet do it
with distrust, while others again address prayers to God, and yet
never think of the divine promise, and therefore ask without
faith, and so receive no answer to their prayers.
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QUESTION 119
119. What is the Lord’s Prayer?
A. Our Father who art in heaven: Hallowed be Thy name.
Thy kingdom come. Thy will be done in earth, as it is in
heaven. Give us this day our daily bread. And forgive us
our debts, as we forgive our debtors. And lead us not into
temptation; but deliver us from evil: for Thine is the
kingdom, and the power, and the glory, forever. Amen.
{625}
EXPOSITION:
The form of prayer prescribed by Christ is recited by two of the
evangelists, Matthew and Luke. It is, without doubt, the best, the
most expressive and perfect form of prayer that has ever been
delivered. It was delivered by Christ, who is the wisdom of God,
and whose words were always heard and answered by his heavenly Father. It also contains, in the most condense form, all
things which are to be sought as necessary for soul and body. It
is in like manner a rule or pattern with which all our prayers
ought to conform and agree.
It is sometimes asked, Are we so bound down to this form of
prayer, as not to be permitted to use other and different words
when we pray? We reply to this question, that Christ delivered
this form, not that we should be restricted to these words, but
that we might know what things we should ask of God, and how
we should ask them. It is a general form respecting the manner,
and the things which we should pray for. It is likewise frequently
the case that there are particular benefits necessary for us,
which we should particularly ask of God, according as it is said,
“Whatsoever you shall ask the Father in my name, he will give it
you.” “If any of you lack wisdom let him ask of God, that giveth
to all men liberally and upbraideth not, and it shall be given
him.” “Pray you that your flight be not in the winter.” (John
16:23; James 1:5; Matt. 24:20) But these things are not to be
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found in this prayer as far as the words are concerned. There are
also many examples of prayers, both in the Old and New Testament, which as to the words, at least, are different from this
prayer; as the prayers of Jehoshaphat, Solomon, Daniel; of Christ
himself, of the apostles, etc. (2 Chron. 20:6; 2 Kings 8:15; Dan.
9:4. John 17:1; Acts 4:24) These prayers, too, were heard and
answered of God. It follows, therefore, that this form prescribed
by Christ is a thing indifferent in as far as it respects the words.
Objection 1: But we must not pretend to be wiser than Christ.
Therefore since He has prescribed a certain form of prayer for
us, we should be satisfied with it, and are chargeable with doing
wrong whenever we use other forms of prayer. Answer: We
should, indeed, do wrong in departing from this form of prayer,
if Christ had intended to restrict us to its use. But he did not
design to restrict us to the very language of this prayer; for his
purpose was, when he gave this form to the disciples and taught
them thus to pray, to give them a summary of the things which
we should ask of God in our prayers.
Objection 2: That should be retained, than which no better can
be invented. But it is not possible for us to invent any better
form of prayer, nor to select more suitable words, than we find
in the Lord’s Prayer. Therefore we should retain both the form
and the words of Christ. Answer: We cannot {626} invent a better form, nor more suitable words for the purpose of expressing
the same summary, which is, as it were, the general of all those
things which we ought to seek in prayer. These kinds or classes
of benefits which Christ has prescribed in this form of prayer as
the ones to be prayed for, cannot be presented in a better form.
But then Christ will have us to descend into particulars, and pray
for special benefits according to our necessity. The form which
Christ has prescribed is nothing else than a series of certain
classes or heads, under which may he comprehended and
referred all spiritual and temporal blessings necessary for us.
Thence when Christ commands us to pray for these general ben-
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efits, he at the same time commands us to pray for every special
benefit included in that which is general. And still further, those
things which are here expressed generally, we ought to specify
particularly, that we may in this way be led to a consideration of
our necessity, and to a desire of asking God to help us in our
necessity. But it is necessary in order that we may do this, that
we should have special forms of prayer; for the explanation of
that which is general by that which is special necessarily
requires other forms of expression. Thence Augustine declares
that all the prayers of the saints which we have in the Scriptures
are contained in the Lord’s Prayer. Augustine also adds, that we
are at liberty to express the same things in other words when we
pray, but are not allowed to pray for things different from those
comprehended in this prayer.
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LORD’S DAY 46
QUESTION 120
120. Why did Christ command us to address God thus: “Our
Father”?
A. To awaken in us at the very beginning of our prayer that
childlike reverence for and trust in God, which are to be
the ground of our prayer; namely, that God has become
our Father through Christ, and will much less deny us
what we ask of Him in faith, than our parents refuse us
earthly things.
EXPOSITION:
The Lord’s Prayer consists of three parts; a preface—petitions,
and a conclusion.
The preface is contained in the words, Our Father which are in
heaven. This again consists of two parts: a calling upon the true
God contained in the words, Our Father, and a description of the
true God expressed by the words, Who are in heaven. Christ will
have us to pray in this way, because God desires to be called
upon with due honor, which consists, 1. In true knowledge. 2. In
confidence. 3. In obedience. Obedience comprehends true love,
fear, hope, humility and patience.
Our Father. God is our Father, 1. In respect to our creation.
“Which was the son of Adam, which was the son of God.” 2. In
respect to our redemption, and reception into divine favor
through Christ our mediator. Christ is the only begotten and natural Son of God—we are by {627} nature the children of wrath,
and are adopted a children by God for Christ sake. 3. In respect
to our sanctification or regeneration by the Holy Spirit.
Christ will have us call God, Father, and so to address him, 1.
That we may direct true prayer to God, who is the Father of our
Lord Jesus Christ. 2. On account of true knowledge, that we may
know and acknowledge him to be our Father, who for the sake of
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the Son of God our mediator, adopted us as his children, when
we were his enemies. “I ascend unto my Father, and your
Father.” (John 20:17) This same God also regenerates us by the
Holy Spirit, and confers upon us all necessary good. 3. On
account of reverence, or that we may be led to cherish true reverence towards God; for since he is our Father, we, therefore, conduct ourselves as it is proper for children to do, and cherish such
reverence for him as children should have for a father, especially
those who have been adopted, and are undeserving of the benefits of God. 4. On account of confidence, or that we may have such
a confidence wrought in us as that by which we may be assured
of being heard, and that God will grant us all things which pertain to our salvation. For since God, whom we call upon, is our
Father, and loved us so greatly as to give his only begotten Son to
die for us, how shall he not with him give us all things necessary
to our salvation. (Rom. 8:32) 5. For a remembrance of creation.
God now will hear none but those who thus pray unto him,
because it is in them only that he obtains the end of his blessings.
Objection 1: We call upon the Father according to the command
of Christ. Therefore we are not to call upon the Son and Holy
Spirit. Answer: We deny the consequence which is here drawn;
for it is no just conclusion which infers that certain attributes are
withdrawn from the other persons of the Godhead, when they
are attributed to one of the persons. Again: the name of the
Father, as the name of God, when it is opposed to creatures,
must be understood essentially; and where it is used in connection with the other persons of the Godhead, it must be understood personally. The name Father must, therefore, here be
understood essentially, the reasons of which are evident: 1.
Because the name of Father is not here put in opposition to the
other persons of the Godhead, but in opposition to creatures by
whom he is called upon. It is in this way that Christ is called by
the prophet Isaiah the everlasting Father. (Ish. 9:6) 2. Because
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when one of the persons of the Godhead is named, the others
are not excluded, when mention is made of their external operations or works. 3. We cannot think of God the Father, and draw
near to him, except in his Son, our mediator. The Son has also
made us the sons of God by the Holy Spirit, who is for this reason called the Spirit of adoption. 4. Christ commands us to call
upon him likewise, saying, “Whatsoever you shall ask the Father
in my name, he will give it you.” (John 16:23) 5. Christ gives the
Holy Spirit. It is, therefore, he himself from whom we are to ask
the Holy Spirit.
Objection 2: Christ is called, and is our brother. Therefore he is
not our Father. Answer: He is our brother in as far as he is man;
and our Father in as far as he is God, our Creator and Redeemer.
He is the everlasting Father. (Ish. 9:6)
Objection 3: He who receives us into favor for Christ’s sake, is
not Christ himself. But the Father, whom we here so call,
receives us into favor for {628} Christ’s sake. Therefore he is not
Christ. Answer: He who receives us into favor for Christ’s sake, is
not Christ himself, viz., in the same respect. Christ, as mediator,
is he on account of whom we are received into divine favor; but
as God he is the person who receives us.
Our Father. Why does Christ direct us to say our Father, and not
my Father? He does this:
1. That he may excite in us a confidence of being heard: for
since we do not pray alone, but seeing that the whole church
unites its voice with ours, God will not reject the prayers of the
whole church, but hears them, according as it is said: “Where
two or three are gathered together in my name, there am I in the
midst of them.” But some one may perhaps be ready to say, it is
often the case that Christians pray at home when the church is
ignorant of it; but then Christians, and the whole church, always
pray for themselves, and for all the members, with desire and
affection. Love is an habitual quality, abiding even when we are
asleep, and is not an affection or passion quickly passing away.
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Hence, when any one prays alone in his closet, the whole
church prays with him in affection and desire.
2. That he might admonish us to mutual love. Christians possessing mutual love should pray one for another. It is for this
reason that Christ, by placing the word our in the very commencement of this prayer, would admonish us of the duty of
cherishing mutual love: 1. Because where there is no true love to
our neighbor, there is no true prayer; neither can we have any
assurance that God will hear us. For if we come into the presence of God, having no regard for our brethren, the sons of God,
he will not regard us as his sons. 2. Because where there is no
love to our neighbor, there is no faith; and without faith there is
no prayer; “for whatsoever is not of faith is sin.” (Rom. 14:23)
Objection: It belongs to a father to withhold nothing from his
children. But God withholds many things from us. Therefore he
is not our Father. Answer: It belongs to a father to grant his children everything necessary and proper for them; and to withhold
from them whatever is unnecessary, useless and hurtful. It is in
this way that God deals with us, giving us all good things, temporal and spiritual, which are necessary and profitable, and contribute to our salvation.

QUESTION 121
121. Why is it added: “Who art in heaven”?
A. That we might have no earthly thought of the heavenly
majesty of God; and from His almighty power expect all
things necessary for body and soul.
EXPOSITION:
The second part of the preface of the Lord’s prayer is contained
in the words, Who are in heaven; that is, heavenly. The term
heaven, as here used, signifies the abode or habitation of God, of
the holy angels, and blessed men, concerning which God says in
the prophecy of Isaiah, Heaven is my throne; and of which Christ
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says, in my father’s house are many mansions. (Ish. 66:1; John
14:2) God is indeed everywhere by his immensity; but he is said
to exist and to dwell in heaven, because he is {629} there more
glorious than in the world, and there manifests himself immediately. Christ now commands us to address God as our Father
who are in heaven: 1. That he might show what a contrast and
difference there is between earthly parents and his Father; or
that he might separate him from earthly parents, and that we
might regard him as such a Father: 2. Who is not earthly, but
heavenly, dwelling gloriously in heaven. 3. Who rules everywhere with heavenly glory and majesty, presides over all things,
and who governs by his providence the whole world which he
himself created. 4. Who is free from all manner of corruption
and change. 5. Who even there, that is in heaven, manifests himself gloriously to angels, and declares what a Father he is, how
good, how great and rich.
2. That he might excite in us a confidence that God hears us;
because if he is our Father, and is possessed of infinite goodness,
which he especially displays in heaven, then he will also give us
all things necessary for our salvation; and if this our Father be
also Lord in heaven, and possessed of infinite power, so that he
can help us in our need, then he can also easily grant unto us
what we ask at his hands.
3. That he might excite in us reverence. For since our Father is so
great a Lord—even one that is heavenly, who rules everywhere,
and has power to cast both soul and body into hell—we ought to
reverence him, and come into his presence with the greatest
humiliation of soul and body.
4. That we may call upon him in fervency of spirit.
5. That the minds of all those who worship him may be elevated
and fixed upon heavenly things.
6. That we may be led to desire heavenly things.
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7. That we may not fall into the error of the heathen, who imagine that God can be adored and worshipped in creatures.
8. That we might be admonished not to direct our prayers to any
particular place, as under the Old Testament.
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LORD’S DAY 47
QUESTION 122
122. What is the first petition?
A. “Hallowed be Thy name.” That is, grant us, first, rightly to
know You, and to hallow, magnify, and praise You in all
Thy works, in which Thy power, goodness, justice, mercy,
and truth shine forth; and further, that we so order our
whole life, our thoughts, words, and deeds, that Thy
name may not be blasphemed, but honored and praised
on our account.
EXPOSITION:
The second part of the Lord’s Prayer now follows, containing six
petitions. The petition, Hallowed be your name, is placed first in
order, because it comprehends the end and design of all the rest,
inasmuch as the glory of God should be the end of all our affairs,
actions and prayers. The end, too, is the first thing in the
thoughts and intention of any one, and the last {630} in execution. Therefore the end of the other petitions should be sought
in the first place, if we would seek them aright, according to the
command of Christ, “Seek first the kingdom of God and his righteousness, and all other things shall be added unto you.” (Matt.
7:33)
We must consider, in reference to this petition:
1. What is the name of God?
2. What is holy, and what is it to hallow the name of God

1. WHAT IS THE NAME OF GOD?
The name of God signifies: 1. God himself. “Let them that love
your name be joyful in you.” “I will sing praise to your name.” “I
will call upon the name of the Lord.” “I purpose to build an
house unto the name of the Lord my God.” (Ps. 5:11; 9:2, 11;
116:13; 1 Kings 5:5) 2. The attributes and works of God. “The
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Lord is his name.” “The Lord, whose name is Jealous.” (Ex. 15:3;
34:14) 3. The command, will and authority of God. “I come to you
in the name of the Lord of hosts.” “Baptizing them in the name
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.” (1 Sam.
17:45; Matt. 28:19) 4. The worship, trust, praise and profession of
God. “I am ready not to be bound only, but also to die at Jerusalem for the name of the Lord Jesus.” “Be baptized every one of
you in the name of Jesus Christ;” in which place, as also in Matt.
28:19, the name of God signifies both the command and profession of God. (Acts 21:13; 2:38) There the term is to be understood, according to the first and second signification, as being
taken for God himself, and for all his attributes and works, in
which his majesty shines.
2. WHAT IS HOLY, AND WHAT TO HALLOW
The term holy signifies, 1. God himself, who is most holy and
pure; or it signifies essential and uncreated holiness, which is
God himself. For all the virtues and properties of God constitute
his essential holiness. So the angels exclaim in reference to God,
“Holy, holy, holy is the Lord of hosts.” (Ish. 6:3) 2. The holiness
which is in creatures, which consists in their conformity with
God, which, as it respects the godly, is merely begun, but is perfect in the angels. 3. The setting of anything apart to a holy use. In
this sense, whatever is consecrated to a sacred purpose is called
holy, as the temple in Jerusalem, the altar, the vessels, the
priests, etc., etc.
The word to sanctify, or hallow, has these three significations:
first, to hallow or to sanctify means to acknowledge, to reverence and praise that as holy, which is already in itself holy. In
this sense of the term, we are said to sanctify God who is holiness itself, 1. When we acknowledge him to be such as he has
revealed himself in his word and works, or when we know and
think concerning his essence, will, works, omnipotence, goodness, wisdom, and all his other attributes, what he commands us
in his word to know and think respecting them. 2. When we do
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not only acknowledge God to be holy, but also profess and
praise him, and that by our words and confession, as well as by
our actions and purity of life. 3. When we refer {631} the true
doctrine, knowledge, and profession of the holiness of God,
together with all our prayers and actions, to the end to which
God will have them referred, which is to his glory and praise.
Secondly, to sanctify, is to separate that which in itself is not holy
from all uncleanness, and make it holy. It was in this way that
the Word sanctified that nature which he assumed, which in us
is corrupt and unholy, preserving it in himself from all the contagion of sin, and at the same time adorning it with perfect holiness. So also God and Christ sanctify the church, by remitting
unto us all our sins, and sanctifying us by the Holy Spirit, and at
the same time keeping us in the enjoyment of this pardon and
holiness. So we are commanded to sanctify ourselves, which is
to keep ourselves from all the filthiness of the flesh. “Be holy, for
I am holy.” (1 Pet. 1:16)
Thirdly, to sanctify is to ordain and to direct to a holy end that
which in itself is either holy or indifferent. It was in this way that
the Father sanctified the Son, that is, he ordained him to the
office of mediator, and sent him into the world. So God sanctified the Sabbath day, the temple, the sacrifices, the priests, etc.
Christ also sanctified himself in this way for his people, that is,
he offered himself a sacrifice holy and acceptable to God. It is in
this way also, that bread is sanctified by the word of God and
prayer.
Of these significations the first and second are here in point, for
when we pray, hallowed be your name, we do not merely desire
that the name of God be hallowed by us, but also in us, or in
other words we desire, 1. That God would enlighten us with the
knowledge of his holiness, and most holy name; or in the language of the Catechism, we desire that God will grant us rightly
to know him, and to sanctity, glorify and praise him in all his
works, in which his power, wisdom, goodness, justice, mercy and
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truth are clearly displayed. 2. That his name may be sanctified in
us, and that he would regenerate us and make us more and more
holy, so that in our whole life we may prevent his most holy
name from being blasphemed, and may magnify and declare it
with honor and praise in every conceivable way. In a word, we
desire, 1. That God would enlighten us with the true knowledge
of his holiness. 2. That he would grant us true faith and repentance, and renew us by his Spirit, that we may he holy as he is
holy. 3. That he would give us a disposition to profess this holiness of his divine name in word and deed, to his own praise and
glory, that we may in this way glorify him by acknowledging and
professing him, and by conforming our lives to his holy will, so
as to distinguish him from all idols and profane things.
Objection 1: That which is holy in itself, cannot be sanctified.
The name of God is holy in itself. Therefore, it cannot be hallowed. Answer: It cannot be sanctified according to the second
signification of the term as above explained; but it may be sanctified according to the first and third signification of the term,
according to which that which is holy or indifferent in itself,
may be acknowledged, praised and celebrated, and directed to a
holy end. It is in this way now that we desire the name of God to
be hallowed, that that which is holy in itself may also be
acknowledged and praised as holy. God sanctifies us by making
us holy; we, on the other hand, sanctify God, not by making him
holy, but by declaring and acknowledging concerning him what
he desires us to know and declare. {632}
Objection 2: We ought not to desire another to do for us, what
belongs to us to do. We now ought to sanctify and hallow the
name of God. Therefore, we should not desire that God would
hallow his name; for in so doing we seem to act like a scholar,
who being commanded by his preceptor to apply himself diligently to his studies, desires his preceptor himself to do it for
him. We reply to the major proposition by making a distinction;
we should not desire another to do what is devolving upon us,
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provided we have the ability of ourselves to do it; but what we
are unable of ourselves to perform, that we properly desire God
to grant us the ability to do. But we cannot of ourselves sanctify
and hallow the name of God. Therefore, we must needs pray to
God to grant unto us the strength by which we may hallow the
name of God; yea, that he himself would hallow his holy name
in us.
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LORD’S DAY 48
QUESTION 123
123. What is the second petition?
A. “Thy kingdom come”; that is, so govern us by Thy word
and Spirit, that we submit ourselves to You always more
and more; preserve and increase Thy Church; destroy the
works of the devil, every power that exalts itself against
You, and all wicked devices formed against Thy Holy
Word, until the fullness of Thy kingdom come, wherein
Thou shalt be all in all.
EXPOSITION:
Your kingdom come. The sense is, let your kingdom grow
amongst us and increase by continual advances; and always by
new accessions, O God, let your kingdom which you have in
your church, be enlarged and multiplied.
The questions which chiefly claim our attention in connection
with this petition, are the following:
1. What is the kingdom of God?
2. How manifold is the kingdom of God?
3. Who is the Head and King of this kingdom?
4. Who are the subjects of this kingdom?
5. What are the laws of this kingdom?
6. What are the benefits enjoyed in this kingdom?
7. Who are its enemies?
8. Where is it administered?
9. How long will it continue?
10. How it comes to us?
11. Why should we pray that it may come?

1. WHAT IS THE KINGDOM OF GOD?
A kingdom in general is a form of civil government in which
some one person possesses the chief power and authority, who,
being possessed of {633} greater and more excellent gifts and
virtues than others, rules over all according to just, wholesome
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and certain laws by defending the good and punishing the
wicked. The kingdom of God is that in which God alone rules and
exercises dominion over all creatures; but especially does he
govern and preserve the church. This kingdom is universal. The
special kingdom of God—that which he exercises in his church
consists in sending the Son from the Father, from the very beginning of the world, that he might institute and preserve the ministry of the church, and accomplish his purposes by it—that he
might gather a church from the whole human race by his word
and Spirit—rule, preserve and defend it against all enemies—
raise it from death, and at length, having cast all enemies into
everlasting condemnation, adorn it with heavenly glory, that
God may be all in all, and be praised eternally by the church.
From this definition we may infer and specify these particular
parts of the kingdom of God: 1. The sending of the Son, our
Mediator, into be world. 2. The institution and preservation of
the ministry by him. 3. The gathering of the church from the
whole human race, by the preaching of the gospel, and by the
power of the Holy Spirit working true faith and repentance in
the elect. 4. The perpetual government of the church. 5. The
preservation of it in this life, notwithstanding all the fierce
assaults of enemies. 6. The casting of all the enemies of the
church into everlasting punishment. 7. The raising of the church
to everlasting life. 8. The glorification of the church in eternal
life, when God will be all in all. Of this kingdom it is said; “I have
set my King upon the holy hill of Zion.” “Rule in the midst of
your enemies.” “My kingdom is not of this world.” (Ps. 2:6;
110:2; John 18:36)
From these things it is apparent that this kingdom is not a
worldly, but a spiritual kingdom. This is taught in many of the
parables of our Lord, as well as in the declaration which he
made to Pilate, saying, “My kingdom is not of this world. We are
here taught and commanded to pray that this kingdom may
come, increase and be defended.
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2. HOW MANIFOLD IS THE KINGDOM OF GOD?
This Kingdom is only one in reality, but differs in the mode of its
administration. It is administered differently here from what it is
in heaven. It is commonly spoken of and distinguished as the
Kingdom of grace and of glory. The same distinction is sometimes expressed in this way; the kingdom of heaven is twofold—the one is begun in this life—the other is perfected in the
life to come. When we pray, your kingdom come, we desire both
that it may be established among and in us in this life, and that it
may be brought to its highest and ultimate development in the
life to come. Yet it is the same kingdom, distinct only by degrees
and in the mode of administration. This kingdom, as it exists in
this world, has need of means; but in its ultimate state of development, there will be no need of means; because the church
will then be perfectly glorified, and delivered from the evil of
guilt and punishment, when God shall be all in all.
This may be regarded as furnishing an explanation of what the
apostle Paul says in reference to this kingdom, 1 Cor. 15:24,
where he declares that Christ shall deliver up the kingdom to God
even the Father, by which we are to understand that what pertains to the form of the administration {634} of this kingdom,
Christ will deliver up to the Father after the glorification of the
church, and will then cease to discharge the office of mediator.
There will then be no need of conversion, of abolishing of sin, of
defense against enemies, of gathering the church, of raising the
dead, and glorifying them, because the saints will then have
been perfected and glorified. Christ will not then teach his people, for they shall all be taught of God. Prophecies shall be abolished, tongues shall cease, and knowledge shall vanish away; for
“when that which is perfect shall come, then that which is in
part shall be done away.” The means, therefore, by which the
church is now gathered and preserved in the world, will then be
no longer required. There will then be no enemies to subdue;
but the church will reign gloriously with Christ, and God shall he
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all in all; that is, he will manifest and communicate himself
immediately to the blessed. “And I saw no temple therein (viz.: in
this kingdom in its state of ultimate development) for the Lord
God Almighty, and the Lamb are the temple of it. And the city
shall have no need of the sun, neither of the moon, to shine in it;
for the glory of God did lighten, and the Lamb is the light
thereof.” (Rev. 21:22, 23)
3. WHO IS KING AND HEAD IN THIS KINGDOM OF GOD?
The head and King of this Kingdom is one, because there is one
God, the Father, Son and Holy Spirit. The Father reigns by the
Son and Holy Spirit. Christ is the head of this Kingdom in a particular manner: 1. Because he is God, sitting at the right hand of
the Father, ruling all things in equal power and glory with the
Father. 2. Because he is Mediator, or that person through whom
God the Father works immediately and gives the Holy Spirit.
“When the Comforter is come, whom I will send unto you from
the Father.” “And gave him to be Head over all things to the
church.” (John 15:26; Eph. 1:22)
4. WHO ARE THE CITIZENS
AND SUBJECTS OF THIS KINGDOM?
The citizens of this Kingdom include, 1. The angels, who are
confirmed in holiness. 2. The saints in heaven composing what
is called the church triumphant. 3. The godly, or those who are
converted and still living in the world, having as yet many cares
and remains of corruption, composing what is called the church
militant. 4. Hypocrites, who are members merely of the visible
church, without being truly converted. These are merely apparent citizens, being members of the kingdom of Christ only in
name. They are called citizens of this kingdom, as the Jews were
called by Christ the children of the kingdom. (Matt. 8:12) Of
these persons it is said, The first shall be last; (Matt. 20:16) that is,
those who wish to be regarded as the first and yet are not, shall

Lord’s Day 48

1121

be last—they shall be declared as such as have no place in the
kingdom of God.
5. WHAT ARE THE LAWS OF THIS KINGDOM?
The laws according to which this Kingdom is administered are—
1. The word of God, or the doctrine of the law and the gospel. 2.
The power and efficacy of the Holy Spirit working and reigning
in the hearts of the elect by the word. {635}
6. WHAT BENEFITS DOES THE KING BESTOW
UPON HIS SUBJECTS IN THIS KINGDOM?
There is no Kingdom which does not have a regard for the wellbeing of its subjects. Aristotle, in writing to Alexander, says, “A
kingdom is not injury or oppression, but bountifulness.” Hence
the kingdom of God has in like manner benefits peculiar to
itself. These are the spiritual and eternal benefits of Christ,
including true faith, conversion, the forgiveness of sins, righteousness, perseverance in holiness, the Holy Spirit, glorification
and eternal life. “If the Son shall make you free, you shall be free
indeed.” “The kingdom of God is righteousness, and peace and
joy in the Holy Spirit.” “Peace I leave with you, my peace I give
unto you; not as the word giveth give I unto you.” (John 8:36;
Rom. 14:17; John 14:27)
7. WHO ARE THE ENEMIES OF THE KINGDOM OF GOD?
The enemies of the kingdom of God are the devil and wicked
men. Of the latter, some are in the church as hypocrites, who
arrogate to themselves the name and title of citizens of this kingdom, while they are nothing more than the pretended friends of
Christ. Others again are without the church, and are its open
and avowed enemies, as the Turks, the Jews, the Samosatenians,
the Arians, and all those who defend errors that subvert the
foundation of our most holy religion.
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8. WHERE IS THIS KINGDOM ADMINISTERED?
This kingdom, as it respects the beginning and gathering of it, is
administered here upon earth, yet in such a way that it is not
confined in any one particular place, island, province and
nation; but is scattered over the whole world. “I will that men
pray everywhere.” “Where two or three are gathered together in
my name, there am I in the midst of them.” (1 Tim. 2:8; Matt.
18:20) No one ever falls from, or loses his right and title in this
kingdom if he continues in true faith. This kingdom is administered in heaven as it respects its complete development. “And if I
go and prepare a place for you I will come again, and receive
you unto myself, that where I am, there you may be also.”
“Where I am, there shall also my servant be.” “Father, I will that
they also whom you have given me, be with me where I am.”
“We shall be caught up to meet the Lord, in the air, and so shall
we ever be with the Lord.” (John 14:3; 12:26; 17:24; 1 Thess.
4:17)
9. HOW LONG WILL THIS KINGDOM CONTINUE?
The gathering of this kingdom continues from the beginning to
the end of the world, because there always were, now are, and
ever shall be some members of the true church, whether few or
many, who are to be gathered from the world into the kingdom
of God. This kingdom will continue in its state of perfection
from the glorification of the righteous to all eternity. “Then
cometh the end, when he shall have delivered up the kingdom
to God, even the Father;” which, as we have already observed,
must be understood respecting the form of the administration of
this kingdom. (1 Cor. 15:24) {636}
10. HOW THIS KINGDOM COMES TO US?
This kingdom comes to us in four ways: 1. By the preaching of
the gospel, which reveals unto us a knowledge of the true and
heavenly doctrine. 2. By conversion, when some are converted to
God, who grants unto them faith and repentance. 3. By increase
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and development. When the godly make progress in holiness, or
when the gifts peculiar to the faithful are continually being
increased in those who are converted. “He that is righteous, let
him be righteous still; and he that is holy let him be holy still.
(Rev. 22:11) 4. By the perfection and glorification of the church at
the second coming of Christ. “Even so come Lord Jesus.” (Rev.
22:20)
11. WHY SHOULD WE DESIRE
THE COMING OF THIS KINGDOM?
We ought to pray that the kingdom of God may come both as to
its commencement and ultimate development, 1. On account of
the glory of God, or for the sanctification and hallowing of his
name; for that we may sanctify the name of God, it is necessary
that he should rule us by his word and Spirit. If God does not
establish his kingdom in us, and rescue us from the kingdom of
the devil, we will never sanctify his name, but rather defile and
cast reproach upon it, so that this second petition is necessary
on account of the first. 2. On account of our comfort and salvation. God gives this kingdom to none except those who desire
and pray for it, just as he gives the Holy Spirit to none but such
as desire him.
From these things we may readily perceive what it is that we
pray for by this petition, your kingdom come. We desire and pray
that God will by his Son, our mediator, whom he sent into the
world from the very beginning, 1. Preserve the ministry which
he has instituted. 2. That he would collect his church by the
ministry of his word, and the influence of the Holy Spirit. 3. That
he would rule and govern the church thus gathered, and us his
members, by his Holy Spirit, who may subdue our hearts, control and change our wills, and conform us wholly to himself. 4.
That he would defend us and the whole church against all enemies and tyrants. 5. That he would cast all his and our enemies
into everlasting punishment. 6. That he would at length deliver
his church and us from all evils, and glorify us in eternal life.
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Objection: But that which our prayers neither hasten, nor retard,
is sought and prayed for in vain. The kingdom of God, or the
deliverance of the church from all the evils and miseries to
which it is here subject, will not take place sooner or later than
God has decreed it. Therefore it is sought and prayed for in vain.
answer: We deny the major proposition; for if this were so we
might reason and conclude in the same way in reference to all
the benefits which God confers upon us, that they should not be
sought, inasmuch as they are all comprehended in his counsel.
To this it is replied as follows:
1. But God has promised other blessings, with the condition that
we should ask them at his hands. answer: So also deliverance
from all evils shall at length reach and be granted only to those
in that day, who desire and long for it, while groaning under the
cross, and who pray that it may come according to the decree of
God, and that not one of the elect may be excluded. {637}
2. But we ought not to pray that God would hasten the deliverance of the church, because this would result in the loss of
many of the elect who are not as yet born into the world.
answer: When we pray that God would hasten the deliverance
of the church, we also pray that all those who are to be brought
into the fold of Christ may speedily be brought in, so that not
one may be excluded, and this we do, 1. That the church may be
speedily delivered, and that all the godly may enjoy a full and
perfect rest from all their labors and cares. 2. That wickedness
and ungodliness of every description may be speedily brought to
an end, and that all the enemies of Christ and his church may be
cast into everlasting punishment. 3. That the glory of God may
be speedily seen in the perfect deliverance of the church and the
rejection of all her enemies. We should, therefore, desire and ask
of God in our daily prayers this our deliverance, and that also of
the whole church, if we ourselves would at length be delivered
with the church; for those who do not desire and pray for the
coming of the Lord, to them he will not come, as to his saints.
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LORD’S DAY 49
QUESTION 124
124. What is the third petition?
A. “Thy will be done in earth, as it is in heaven”; that is,
grant that we and all men renounce our own will, and
without gainsaying obey Thy will, which alone is good; so
that every one may fulfill his office and calling as
willingly and faithfully as the angels do in heaven.
EXPOSITION:
In considering this petition we must enquire,
1. What is the will of God?
2. What we desire in this petition, and in what does it differ from the
second?
3. Why is this petition necessary?
4. Why is it added, as in heaven?

1. WHAT IS THE WILL OF GOD?
The will of God signifies in the Scriptures, 1. The commandment
of God. “You ministers of his that do his pleasure.” “This is the
will of God, even your sanctification.” (Ps. 103:21; 1 Thess. 4:8) 2.
It signifies the events, or rather the decree of God respecting
future events in which it is continually revealing and manifesting itself—“not my will, but yours be done.” “My counsel shall
stand, and I will do all my pleasure.” “Who has resisted his will.”
(Luke 22:42; Ish. 46:10; Rom. 9:19.
2. WHAT DO WE DESIRE IN THIS PETITION, AND IN
WHAT DOES IT DIFFER FROM THE SECOND?
Your will be done. The sense is cause and grant that we may do
not {638} our own will, which is corrupt and perverse, but your
which alone is just and holy, and that we may yield obedience to
you. We desire, therefore:
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1. A denying of ourselves, which consists in these two parts: 1.
That we hold ourselves in readiness to give up all our desires
and wishes which are in opposition to the law of God. 2. That we
hold ourselves in readiness to take up the cross, and submit ourselves willingly to God in all things. In offering up this petition,
your will be done, we pray, therefore, first of all, that God would
bestow upon us his grace, so as to enable us to deny and
renounce our own corrupt and perverse will, and be willing to
suffer the loss of all things contrary to his will.
2. A cheerful and proper discharge of our duty, that every one in
his appropriate sphere may be able to serve God with diligence,
and to do his will, as well in those duties which are common as
in those which are special. Those duties are common, which are
required not only from us, but also from all Christians, and comprise the virtues necessary for all the godly, as faith, conversion,
godliness, charity, temperance, etc. Special duties are those
which have respect to our own, and to every man’s proper calling in life. In praying, therefore, that the will of God may be
done, we desire that all these duties may be properly discharged,
and that every one may abide in the calling which has been
assigned him, and serve God therein, leaving the final issue of
events with God, who disposes and directs all things.
3. We desire that such events as are not contrary to the will of
God, and which are pleasing to him, may come to pass.
4. We pray that all our actions and designs may be blessed and
prospered, or that God may be pleased, out of his infinite good,
to direct and accompany with his blessing all our actions, counsels, desires and labors, so that no other events may follow them
but such as he knows will most contribute to his glory and our
salvation. God wills that we should desire these things, from
him, and leave the final issue of things with himself, we in the
mean time properly discharging our duties.
To express the whole in a few words, we may say that when we
offer up the petition, your will be done, we pray that God may, as
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it were, bury in us all corrupt desires and wishes, and that he
alone may work in us by his Spirit, so that we, being sustained
by divine grace, may discharge our various duties and carry out
the end of our calling.
Objection: But the former petition also contains a request that
we may rightly perform our duty. Therefore this seems to be
superfluous. Answer: We do not here pray for precisely the
same thing, that we do in the former petition: for in the former
we desire that God may commence his kingdom in us, by ruling
us by his Spirit, who renews our will, so that we henceforth,
rightly discharging our duty, may render such obedience to our
King, as becomes subjects of his kingdom. But in this petition
we desire that we may all faithfully carry out the will of God
respecting us by properly discharging our duties in the different
spheres in which we are placed. Or we may express the difference thus; In the former petition we pray that the church may
exist, be preserved and glorified: In this we ask of God that every
one may properly discharge his duty in the church.
We may here as we pass along notice the connection and difference between the three petitions, which we have been considering. The connection between them is of the most intimate
character, so much so that no one can {639} exist without the
others. The third contributes to the second, and the second to
the first: for the name of God is not sanctified, unless his kingdom come; nor does the kingdom of God come, except by the
use of those means by which it is advanced. These means now
are the duties which belong to every man’s calling in life. They
differ in the following respect: In the first we pray for sanctification, or for the true acknowledgement and praise of God,
together with all his works and counsels. In the second we desire
the gathering, preservation and government of the church, and
that God may rule us by his word and Spirit, defend and protect
us, and deliver us from all the evils of guilt and punishment. In
the third, we desire that every one may be diligently engaged in
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his proper place, direct all that he does to the glory of God, and
regard whatever God sends upon him as good and calculated to
advance his well-being.
3. WHY IS THIS PETITION NECESSARY?
This petition is necessary, 1. That the kingdom of God may
come, which is the thing we pray for in the second petition; for
unless God bring it to pass that every one in his own peculiar
sphere diligently do his will, this kingdom cannot be established, flourish and be preserved.
2. That we may be in this kingdom. We cannot be members of
this kingdom without doing the will of God. Nor can we of ourselves, on account of the corruption of our nature, do the will of
God, if he does not give us the necessary strength. This strength
now God does not grant unto any except those who desire it.
Hence it is necessary that we should pray to God that he may
impart it unto us.
Objection: It is not necessary that we should desire that which is
always done, and which will certainly come to pass, even though
we do not pray for it. The will of God is always done, and will
most certainly come to pass, even though we do not desire it.
Therefore it is not necessary that we should pray that it may be
done. Answer: There is in the major proposition a fallacy in
regarding that as a cause which is none; for we do not pray that
the will of God may be done as if it would. not be done, if we did
not desire and pray for it, but for other causes, viz., that it may
also be done by us, and that the events which God has ordained
may contribute to our comfort and salvation. These events will
not turn out to our advantage and salvation, unless we submit to
the will of God, and desire only that to be done which God has
decreed and desires to be done. We also deny the minor proposition, which is false, 1. As it respects the calling of every one;
because those who do not desire and pray that they may be able
in their appropriate sphere to discharge their duty correctly,
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faithfully and with comfort to themselves, never do it. 2. It is also
false as it respects the divine decrees; because God has decreed
many events, yet in such a way that he has also decreed the
means necessary thereto. And should some one reply, the
decrees of God are unchangeable, so that the things which he
determines upon will come to pass, even without our prayers;
we answer, the decrees of God are unchangeable not only as it
respects the event or end, but also as it respects the means
which lead to this end. God has decreed to give the end, but it is
by the means which lead to it, which is with the condition that
we desire and pray for it. {640}
4. WHY IS IT ADDED, AS IN HEAVEN?
Christ adds the clause, As in heaven for these two reasons, 1.
That he might set before us an example of perfection after
which we should strive. 2. That from the desire of perfection we
might be assured that God will here grant unto us the commencement, and in the life to come the consummation of all
that we desire in reference to his kingdom and will. “To him that
has shall be given.” (Luke 8:18) The reason of both is this, that in
heaven the will of God is done perfectly. Does any one ask by
whom? We answer, 1. By the Son of God, who does all that the
Father wills. “Lo I come, I delight to do your will, O my God.” “I
came down from heaven, not to do mine own will, but the will
of him that sent me.” (Ps. 40:7, 8; John 6:38) 2. By the holy
angels and blessed men. The will of God is done in heaven in
such a way by the angels, that every one of them stands before
God ready to do whatever he commands. They do the general
and special will of God most promptly and cheerfully. No one
declines or refuses to do the service which God requires from
them—no one transcends the limits which God has prescribed,
and in which he requires them to serve him—no one is ashamed
to serve us; although we offend them and God by our sins. They
are ministering spirits. (Heb. 1:14) It is in this way, therefore, we
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all desire, that we may also obey God and do his will on earth, as
the holy angels do it in heaven.
Objection: Things which are impossible should not be desired.
But to desire that the will of God may be done on earth, as in
heaven, or that we may discharge our duty as the angels do in
heaven, is impossible; yea, it is to desire and pray for that which
is contrary to the will of God. Therefore it is not to be sought,
since God designs that this shall be our state in the life to come,
and not in the present state of being. Answer: In answering this
objection we would make the following distinction in reference
to the major proposition: things which are impossible should
not be desired, unless God designs to give them at length to
those who desire them. But God wills to give the ability to perform obedience to this his will to such as desire it, in such a way
that they commence this obedience in this life, and shall have it
perfected in the life to come. The consummation of it is, therefore, to be ardently desired, while the impossibility of it should
be patiently endured in this life. The consummation of it should
also be desired that we may at length obtain it, since he who
does not desire it will certainly never obtain it. It is one thing not
to be able to obtain this consummation, and another thing not to
desire it. We also deny the minor proposition, in which there is
an error in regarding that as a cause which is no cause: for we do
not desire and pray that the consummation of our obedience to
God may be accomplished in this life; but that we may here have
the commencement, the continuation and increase of this obedience in us, and that at length, after it has been gradually carried forward by constant progression and increase, it may be
perfected, and that we may then do the will of God as fully and
perfectly as the angels continually do it in heaven. Hence when
we pray that the will of God may be done on earth as in heaven,
the word as, does not refer to and signify the degree, but the
kind of obedience, here alluded to; viz. the beginning of it; the
desire and obtaining of which is not contrary to the divine
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decree. And as to the consummation of this obedience, it is
{641} proper that we should every moment desire and pray that
we may be wholly delivered from sin: for it is agreeable to the
will of God that we should pray for this, even though he does not
design to perfect it in this life. It is not proper for us to search
and scrutinize into what God has decreed, when we have this
rule prescribed, that we pray for things upon the condition of
the will of God. We should therefore submit ourselves to the
divine will, and pray for what God has commanded us to ask of
him, whether he has decreed it, or not. God, for instance, wills
the death of our parents, and yet he does not design that we
should desire and pray for their death. So God also wills that the
church should have her seasons of affliction and oppression, but
does desire that we should pray for these afflictions, but for her
deliverance, or that she may patiently submit to the afflictions
which he sees fit to send upon her. So it is now in reference to
the subject in hand. God does not design to give us perfect deliverance from sin in this life, and yet he wills that we should
desire it and constantly pray that we may be wholly delivered
from sin. There are, therefore, some things to be sought and
prayed for, which God will not bring to pass; and on the other
hand, there are some things which God designs to bring to pass,
which we are not to desire and pray for, but patiently to endure,
if they do come to pass. And yet in doing this, we do not pray
contrary to the will of God, because we always submit ourselves
to his will in our prayers.
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LORD’S DAY 50
QUESTION 125
125. What is the fourth petition?
A. “Give us this day our daily bread”; that is, be pleased to
provide for all our bodily need; that we may thereby
acknowledge that Thou art the only fountain of all good,
and that without Thy blessing, neither our care and labor,
nor Thy gifts, can profit us; that we may therefore
withdraw our trust from all creatures and place it alone
in You.
EXPOSITION:
This petition respecting our daily bread, it would seem should
have been placed after the petition in which we pray for the forgiveness of our sins, inasmuch as such benefits as are most
important should be prayed for first, while those which are less
important should be sought last. But Christ having regard to our
infirmities, placed this fourth petition respecting our daily
bread, as it were in the middle of the prayer which he prescribed, that we might both commence and end our prayers
with petitions for spiritual blessings as being most important;
and that the obtaining and receiving of temporal benefits might
confirm in us more and more a confidence of obtaining spiritual
blessings.
In this fourth petition we are taught to pray for temporal blessings, concerning which we must enquire? {642}
1. Why temporal blessings should be prayed for
2. In what manner they are to be sought
3. Why Christ comprehends temporal blessings under the term BREAD
4. Why he calls it OUR bread?
5. Why he calls it DAILY BREAD?
6. Why it should be given DAILY?
7. Whether it is lawful for us to pray for riches?
8. Whether it is lawful to lay up any thing for the time to come.
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1. WHY TEMPORAL BLESSINGS SHOULD BE PRAYED FOR
We should desire and pray for temporal blessings from God no
less than such as are spiritual:
1. On account of the command of God, which of itself should be
sufficient, even though we could assign no other reason. We
have as a warrant for asking temporal blessings from God both a
general and special command. Christ gives a general command
when he says, “Ask and it shall be given you.” (Matt. 7:7) We
have also a special command uttered by Christ when he prescribed unto us this form of prayer, saying, “After this manner
therefore pray you;” in which he also commands us to ask
bread, or temporal blessings from God. When Christ, therefore,
commands us to take no thought in regard to what we shall eat,
and says that all these things shall be added unto us, he does not
design to forbid us to ask of God our daily bread, but condemns
distrust, or a want of confidence in God. (Matt. 5:31, 33)
2. On account of the divine promise. God has promised to give us
all things necessary for our life, and has promised them in order
that we might desire and pray for them, and that we might have
a firm confidence that we shall obtain things necessary for us,
which confidence is spiritual and not carnal. “Your heavenly
Father knoweth that you have need of all these things.” (Matt.
6:32)
3. On account of the glory of God. This petition for temporal
blessings is an acknowledgment and profession of the providence of God, especially towards the church. God desires that
this praise should be given to him, inasmuch as he is the source
of all good things, and that we may not suppose these things to
come by mere chance.
4. On account of our comfort; that they may be expressions of
God’s good-will towards us, since good gifts—such as contribute
to salvation, are promised and conferred only upon the children
of God. Hence when these gifts are conferred upon us, we
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should comfort ourselves by believing that we are of the number
of those to whom God has promised to grant these things.
5. That the desire and expectation of these blessings may be an
exercise of our confidence and hope; for we cannot promise to
ourselves temporal blessings, unless we are assured of spiritual
blessings, and of God’s good will towards us; neither can we
desire and pray for temporal blessings from God, unless we are
persuaded that we are in favor with him.
6. On account of our necessity, that we may be able to do the will
of God on earth. This we cannot do without daily bread. “The
dead praise not the Lord.” (Ps. 115:17) {643}
7. That the desire of these things may be a confirmation to us, and
a profession before the world, that it is God who confers upon us
even the smallest gifts.
8. For this comfort, that we may know that the church shall
always be preserved on earth, since God always hears our
prayers, and will constantly grant unto us our daily bread
according to his promise.
2. IN WHAT MANNER TEMPORAL BLESSINGS
ARE TO BE PRAYED FOR
Temporal blessings are to be sought and prayed for, as well as
other good things promised in the gospel:
1. With confidence in the promise of God, or from faith. If we offer
up our prayers differently they are not heard, neither are the
good things which we have, made contributary to our salvation.
2. With the condition of the will of God; that God would give us
what we pray for, if it be pleasing to him, and as he knows they
may contribute to our advantage and his glory; because he has
promised these things not with any determined circumstances.
God has not prescribed in his word, what temporal blessings he
will confer upon us. It is different, however, as it respects spiritual blessings; for in reference to these God has expressly promised that he will give them to every one that asks.
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3. With confidence of being heard; so that we believe that God will
give us as much as is necessary to meet our wants.
4. To this end, that we may in the use of these things serve God
and our neighbor, and not that they may contribute to our sensual desire.
Those who do not in this way desire these blessings are not
heard; and although they may receive what they ask, yet God
does not hear them, because the things which they receive are
not made profitable to their salvation.
There are two reasons why God has not specified in his word
what temporal blessings he will confer upon us, as the salvation
of every one, and the manifestation of his own glory demands. 1.
Because we are often ignorant what we should pray for, and
what would be good for us. God knows best what blessings it is
desirable that he should confer upon us, for the manifestation of
his own glory and our salvation. As we, therefore, often err in
asking temporal blessings, God confers only such upon us as he
knows will be profitable for us. It is different, however, as it
respects spiritual blessings; because these are all profitable unto
us, and God has prescribed the way in which we are to pray for
them, so that we cannot err in desiring them. For what God has
positively promised, that we ought to desire positively; and what
he has specially and simply promised, that we should seek and
pray for in the same way. So we should simply desire and pray
for the Holy Spirit, because God has simply and expressly promised to give the Holy Spirit to every one that asks. 2. That we may
learn to be contented with those things which we have received
from God and always submit our will to the will of God.
3. WHY CHRIST COMPREHENDS TEMPORAL BLESSINGS
UNDER THE TERM BREAD
1. Christ, by a synecdoche which is common in the Hebrew language, comprehends under the term bread all temporal blessings, and such as are {644} necessary for the sustenance of life,
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as food, raiment, health, civil peace, etc. This is evident from the
design of the petition, for we pray for bread from our necessity.
But there are many other things besides bread necessary for us.
Therefore we pray for them also under the term bread. This synecdoche so common in the Hebrew language, often occurs in
the Bible; as, “In the sweat of your face shall you eat bread.” “He
that did eat of my bread has lifted up his heel against me.” (Gen.
3:19; Ps. 41:9) Nor did Christ merely comprehend under the
term bread, things necessary for the sustenance of life, but he
also comprises such a use of these things as is profitable; for
bread, apart from such a use, is no better than a stone.
2. Christ furthermore comprehends all temporal blessings under
the term bread, 1. That he might restrain our desires, and teach
us to pray only for such things as are necessary for the support
of life, and for the service of God and our neighbor, both in our
common and proper calling.
2. That he might teach us to pray not only for such things as are
necessary, but also that the use of them might be made profitable to us, and tend to our salvation, inasmuch as these things
profit us nothing without such a use.
Bread, now, is made profitable to us, 1. If we pray for it and
receive it with faith, or with the intention—after the manner and
to the end which God directs, which requires that we look in the
exercise of faith to God, the author and giver of all good things.
2. If we desire that God will give with the bread which we receive
the virtue and power of nourishing and preserving our bodies,
which requires that we do not merely pray for bread itself, but
also for the blessing of God; for if God does not bless us in that
which we receive, all our cares and labors are vain, and the gifts
of God themselves are therefore useless and hurtful according to
the threatening, “I will break the staff of your bread.” (Lev. 26:26)
We may now easily see what we desire when we pray for bread,
viz.: 1. not great riches, but only such things as are necessary for
us. 2. That these things may be to us bread, or be made profit-
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able and salutary by the blessing of God, without which bread is
not bread, but becomes as it were a stone or poison; for He who
gives bread that it may not profit him that receives it any more
than if it were a stone, gives a stone and not bread. Such, now,
are the blessings which the wicked receive from God, and take
as it were to themselves.
4. WHY DOES CHRIST CALL IT OUR BREAD?
Christ commands us to pray for our bread, and not for mine, or
your, or any other man’s, 1. That we may desire those things
which are given to us of God; for the bread which God gives us
as necessary for the support of life is, and is made ours when it
is given unto us. This petition, therefore, Give us our bread, signifies, Give us, O God, the bread allotted to us, and which you do
design shall be ours. God, as a householder, distributes to every
one his own portion, or that which we deserve at his hands.
2. That we may desire things necessary, acquired by lawful labor
in some honest and proper calling, pleasing to God and profitable to society at large, or that we may receive what we ask at
the hands of God by ordinary means and lawful ways, the hand
of God reaching them to us from heaven. “This we commanded
you, that if any would not work, neither should he {645} eat.”
“Let him that stole, steal no more, but rather let him labor, working with his hands the thing which is good.” (2 Thess. 3:10; Eph.
4:28) 3. that we may use them with a good conscience and with
thanksgiving. For God desires that we should take unto ourselves
the assurance that when he gives us these things he also grants
unto us the privilege of enjoying his gifts. God desires that we
should use his gifts, not as thieves and robbers, but cheerfully
and with thanksgiving.
5. WHY DOES CHRIST CALL IT DAILY BREAD?
Christ calls the bread which we are commanded to ask of God,
daily bread, 1. Because he will have us to ask daily as much as
we need for each day. 2. Because he would restrain our raging
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and boundless desires. “Your heavenly Father knoweth that you
have need of all these things.” “A little that a righteous man has
is better than the riches of many wicked.” “There is no want to
them that fear him.” (Matt. 6:32; Ps. 37:16; 34:9) hence the petition, Give us our daily bread, means, Give us as much bread as is
sufficient for us—give us so much of what is necessary for the
support of life as every one of us needs, to serve you and our
neighbor in our several callings in life.
6. WHY DOES CHRIST ADD, THIS DAY?
Christ adds the phrase, This day, 1. That he might meet and
guard against our distrust and covetousness, and keep us from
both these vices.
2. That we might depend upon him alone, as yesterday, so this
day and to-morrow, and always expect the necessaries of life
from the hands of God, that we may know that they are not
obtained by our own hands, or labor, or diligence, but that God
confers them upon us, and that we may know that even though
we receive them, yet they will not profit our bodies, if the blessing of God does not accompany them. 3. That the exercise of
faith and prayer may always be continued in us; for as long as it
is said, This day, so long does Christ design that prayer should be
continued, that we may yield obedience to the command to pray
always. (2 Thess. 5:17)
7. IS IT LAWFUL FOR US TO PRAY FOR RICHES?
This, in connection with the following question, naturally grows
out of what we have already said in reference to this petition; for
when we are commanded to pray only for our daily bread, and
that, too, this day, it would seem at first view that it is not lawful
either to desire riches, or to lay anything by for tomorrow. It is,
however, certainly right and proper to desire riches, if we
remove all ambiguity from the word, and understand by it things
which are necessary for the support of life. It was in this way
also that Epicurus defined riches “to be a poverty adapted to the
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law of nature.” This is a good definition of the term; for they are
to be considered truly rich, who enjoy a sufficient amount of the
things necessary for the support of life, and are contented therewith. If we, therefore, understand the term riches as just defined,
they are certainly to be sought and prayed for at the hands of
God, inasmuch as we are to desire such things as are necessary
for nature, and for the position and office which God has
assigned us {646} in life. And the reason is, that these necessary
things, or riches, are the daily bread which we are commanded
to ask and pray for at the hands of God. There are others, again,
who define the term differently, understanding by it an abundance and plenty over and above what is necessary. So Croesus,
surnamed the Rich, said, “That no one is rich, unless he was able
to support an army by his revenue.” In this sense, riches are never
to be asked of God, seeing that this is not to pray for our daily
bread. Solomon says, in the person of all the godly, “Give me neither poverty nor riches,” (Prov. 30:8); by which words the Holy
Spirit teaches that riches, when understood to mean an abundance over and above what is necessary, are to be deprecated by
us. The declaration of the Apostle Paul, in his first Epistle to Tim.
6:9, is also here in point, where he says, “They that will be rich
fall into temptations and a snare, and into many foolish and
hurtful lusts, which drown men in destruction and perdition.”
Christ also calls riches thorns, which we cannot handle without
exposing ourselves to the danger of being pricked thereby. (Matt.
13:22) But, on the other hand, godliness is great gain, if a man
be contented with what he has. (1 Tim. 6:6) Should God, however, give us anything besides what is actually necessary for us,
we should use these things properly, or reserve them for purposes good and necessary; for Christ commanded the disciples
to gather up the fragments, that nothing might be lost. (John
6:12) We have also a remarkable example in the person of
Joseph, who, being warned of the approaching famine, gathered
and laid by provisions in the time of plenty, for the years of scarcity and dearth which were to come upon the land of Egypt.
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(Gen. 41:48) But here care must be taken: 1. That we do not
repose our trust in them. “If riches increase, set not your heart
upon them.” (Ps. 62:10) 2. That we avoid luxury and every abuse
of the gifts of God. 3. We should regard ourselves as stewards of
God, who has committed these riches to our charge for the purpose of being properly expended, and has imposed upon us the
duty of administering them so as to promote his glory, and that
we shall at some time be required to render an account to God
for our stewardship and administration.
8. IS IT LAWFUL FOR US TO LAY ANYTHING BY
FOR THE TIME TO COME?
That it is right and proper for us to lay something by for the time
to come, may be inferred from the command of Christ, “Gather
up the fragments that remain, that nothing be lost.” (John 6:12)
The same thing is also taught by the word our, as it is here used.
For we are required to aid and contribute to the support of the
commonwealth, and to give to the poor as opportunity presents
itself. This, however, we cannot do, unless we lay something of
our own by, so that we may have something to give whenever
any occasion calls for the exercise of our liberality. We may here
appropriately refer to all the precepts and rules which the Scriptures give respecting parsimony and frugality, which virtues are
employed in keeping and profitably disposing of things honestly
acquired for one’s own use, and for the benefit of his friends, so
as to avoid all sumptuousness, prodigality, luxury and waste of
the gifts of God. The Apostle Paul teaches that it is the duty of
parents to lay something in store for their {647} children, when
he says, “The children ought not to lay up for the parents, but
the parents for the children.” (2 Cor. 12:14)
These three things should, however, he observed in laying up
possessions for the time to come: 1. That the things which are
laid by in store be lawfully gotten, having been acquired by honest and lawful labor. 2. That we do not repose our confidence in
them. 3. That they be preserved for lawful and necessary pur-
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poses, both as it respects ourselves and others: such as a proper
support for our own life and for our families; for the preservation of the church and state, and for administering to the
wants of the poor and needy, concerning which we may cite the
following passages of Scripture: “Trust not in oppression, and
become not vain in robbery; if riches increase, set not your heart
upon them.” “Let him that stole, steal no more; but rather let
him labor, working with his hands the thing which is good, that
He may have to give to him that needs.” (Ps. 62:11; Eph. 4:28)
We may now easily return an answer to the objections which are
brought against this question.
Objection 1: It is not necessary to desire and pray for what is
ours. Daily bread is ours. Therefore we need not desire it from
God. Answer: There are here four terms arising from the ambiguity of the word our, which in the major proposition signifies a
thing which we have in our own power; while in the minor it
signifies a thing which becomes ours by the gift of God, or
which we obtain from God by prayer, as we have already shown.
Objection 2: It is not necessary that we should labor for that
which is obtained not by labor, but by prayer. Our daily bread is
obtained not by labor but by prayer. Therefore we should not
labor for it, but merely pray. Answer: There is here an error in
regarding that as absolutely true, which is true only in part.
Those things which are simply not obtained by labor, neither as
a cause nor as the necessary means, for these it is to no purpose
that we labor. But although our labor is not necessary, for the
purpose of obtaining temporal benefits, as the whole or principal efficient cause, yet it is, nevertheless, necessary as a means
instituted by God, according as it is said, “In the sweat of your
face shall you eat bread, till you return to the ground.” “This we
commanded you, that if any would not work, neither should He
eat.” (Gen. 3:19; 2 Thess. 3:10) God gives all things freely, but not
without labor and prayer on our part.
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Objection 3: Christ here commands us to pray for our daily
bread, and this day and not tomorrow. Therefore it is not lawful
to lay anything in store for the time to come. Why, then, does
Paul say that the parents ought to lay up for their children? (2
Cor. 12:14) Answer: This objection is of no account, inasmuch
as it regards that as a cause which is none. Christ commands us
to pray for our daily bread, and this day. Hence, we are to ask
that which is necessary for every day, this day, tomorrow, and as
long as we live. We are, therefore, not to understand Christ as
teaching that he will not have us to labor for the. morrow, or that
we are not to lay anything by for the future, or that we are to cast
away those things which God has already given us, as sufficient
for the time to come; for his object is to remove from us distrust,
covetousness, and an unrighteous acquisition of goods, and disobedience. He does indeed say, in another place, “Take no
thought for the morrow” (Matt. 6:34); but his meaning evidently
is that we should not think of the morrow with distrust, as
though {648} God would then give us nothing, or as though it
would not be necessary for us to pray. He does not, therefore,
forbid labor and prayer, but merely distrust, and a want of confidence in God.
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LORD’S DAY 51
QUESTION 126
126. What is the fifth petition?
A. “And forgive us our debts as we forgive our debtors”; that
is, be pleased for the sake of Christ’s blood, not to impute
to us miserable sinners our manifold transgressions, nor
the evil which always cleaves to us, as we also find this
witness of Thy grace in us, that it is our full purpose
heartily to forgive our neighbor.
EXPOSITION:
Cyprian correctly and piously observes, respecting the order and
argument of this fifth petition, that we pray for the pardon and
forgiveness of our sins, after praying for a supply of food, that he
who is fed by God, may live in God; nor do we merely have
regard for this present, temporal life, but also for that which is
eternal, to which all those attain whose sins are pardoned. This
same Father likewise observes, that this petition is a remarkable
and free confession of the church, in which she acknowledges
and deplores her sins, and is at the same time a comfort that the
church shall receive the forgiveness of sins according to the
promise of Christ; and also binds us to extend forgiveness to our
neighbor. Christ, therefore, by this petition wills, 1. That we
acknowledge our sins. 2. That we thirst and long after the forgiveness of sins, inasmuch as this is granted to none but such as
desire it, and who do not trample under foot the blood of the
Son of God. 3. That our faith may be exercised, seeing that this
petition springs from faith, and also confirms faith. For faith is
the cause of prayer, and prayer is the cause of faith as it respects
the increase thereof.
The principal questions which claim our attention, in connection with this petition, are the following:
1. What does Christ mean by debts?
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2. What is it to forgive debts or sins?
3. Why is the forgiveness of sins to be prayed for?
4. How are sins remitted unto us, or what is the meaning of the clause, As
we forgive our debtors?

1. WHAT DOES CHRIST MEAN BY DEBTS?
Christ comprises under the term debts all our sins, original as
well as actual, including sins of ignorance, of omission and commission, as he himself explains it in Luke 11:4, where he says,
“Forgive us our sins, for we also forgive every one that is indebted
to us. They are called debts, because they make us debtors to
God both in respect to the obedience which we have failed to
render, and also to the punishment which we are {649} bound
to pay in consequence thereof: for when we sin we neither give
nor perform to God what we owe him; and as long as we do not
yield this to him, so long do we remain debtors to God, and are
bound to make satisfaction by punishment. “Cursed be he that
confirmeth not all the words of this law to do them.” (Deut.
27:26) From this state of condemnation we could never be delivered, if God did not remit unto us our sins.
2. WHAT IS IT TO REMIT DEBTS, OR TO FORGIVE SINS?
A creditor is said to forgive a debtor when he does not demand
from him that which he owes him, but blots his account from
his books, without exacting any punishment, as though it had
been paid, as we may learn from the parable of the king who in
view of the entreaties of the servant that owed him ten thousand
talents, forgave him the debt. (Matt. 18:27) So God forgives our
debts, when he does not lay them to our account, nor punish us
on account of them, and that because he has punished them in
his Son, our Mediator. This, therefore, is what we are to understand by the forgiveness of sins, That God does not impute any
sin to us, but graciously receives us into his favor, declares us
righteous and regards us as his children out of his mere grace
and mercy for the sake of the satisfaction which Christ made in
our behalf, imputed unto us and apprehended of us by faith; and
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that he will, therefore, not punish us on account of our sins, but
grants unto us righteousness and eternal life, since the remission of sin does away with the punishment of sin; for sin and
punishment are correlatives. When sin is introduced or committed, punishment follows; but when it is taken away, punishment
is at the same time removed.
Objection: To remit sin is not to impute it, nor to be willing to
punish it in us. But this is inconsistent with the justice of God.
Therefore when we pray that God will remit sin, we desire that
he will act contrary to the order of his justice. Answer: We deny
the consequence; because the order of divine justice is not violated when God pardons sin, except he pardons it without any
satisfaction being made. But it is not in this way that we pray for
the forgiveness of sins, inasmuch as we desire it on account of
the satisfaction of Christ. Hence when our sins are remitted
there is no wrong done to the order of divine justice, as it is not
done without satisfaction having been made. And if some should
reply, that God does not graciously and freely remit our sins, if
he does it in view of a recompense having been made; we
answer that they are forgiven in view of a recompense having
been made, and, therefore, not freely in respect to Christ, but
freely in respect to us, since he does not receive satisfaction
from us, but from Christ. And if it should still further be
objected, That remission of sins is not granted freely, since we
have merited it in Christ; we answer, that the merit on account
of which our sins are pardoned is not ours, but Christ’s, who was
given by the Father freely for us, and merited this forgiveness for
us without the intervention of any desert on our part, and that
this his merit is freely imputed unto us. Hence our sins are graciously forgiven on account of the merit of Christ, from which it
is correctly inferred that they are not imputed unto us on
account of the satisfaction of Christ. For we do not desire that
God would act contrary to his justice, and that he would not
regard us as sinners; but that He would impute unto us the righ-
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teousness of another, even the righteousness of Christ, with
{650} which our sins are covered. To express it more briefly we
would say; God remits our sins freely, 1. Because he does not
demand any satisfaction from us. 2. Because he freely gave his
Son, in whom he made satisfaction. 3. Because he graciously
gives and imputes the satisfaction of his Son to such as believe.
3. WHY SHOULD WE DESIRE THE FORGIVENESS OF SINS?
We should desire and pray for the forgiveness of sins, 1. On
account of our salvation, that we may be saved: for without the
forgiveness of sins, we cannot he saved. Neither does God confer
this benefit upon any, but such as desire it. 2. That we may be
admonished, and reminded of the remains of sin which still
cleave even to the most holy in this life, and that our repentance
may thus become more earnest and deep. 3. That we may desire
and receive the former blessings; because, without the remission
of sins, these blessings are either not given, or else they are
given to their destruction. So the wicked often receive these
gifts; but not to their salvation; for they rather contribute to their
condemnation.
Objection: It is not necessary that we should desire and pray for
what we have. The godly have the remission of their sins. Therefore there is no need that they should desire it. Answer: The
godly do, indeed, enjoy the forgiveness of sins, but not wholly,
and that too not in respect to the continuance, but merely as it
respects the beginning thereof. This forgiveness should without
doubt be continued, inasmuch as sins are continually found
even in the regenerate. God does also continue it in all those to
whom he forgives sin in his Son, but with the condition that we
daily desire this continuance. Hence, although God has forgiven
our sins for Christ’s sake, yet he nevertheless designs that we
should pray for their forgiveness. It is for this reason that we
pray that God would forgive us the sins which we now, or may
hereafter commit.
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4. HOW ARE SINS REMITTED UNTO US, OR WHY IS IT
ADDED, AS WE FORGIVE OUR DEBTORS?
Our sins are so remitted unto us, as we also forgive our debtors,
which clause is added by Christ, 1. That we may rightly desire
and pray for the forgiveness of our sins, and may, therefore,
come before God in true faith and penitence, the sign of which is
love to our neighbor. 2. On account of our comfort; that we may
be assured of the forgiveness of our sins, when we extend forgiveness to others for the sins which they may have committed
against us; and may have the assurance that we are acceptable to
God, although there are many remains of sin still within us.
Objection 1: He is not pardoned who himself does not forgive.
We do not forgive. Therefore we are not forgiven. Answer: He
who does not forgive fully and perfectly, does, nevertheless,
obtain forgiveness, if he does but forgive truly and sincerely.
Therefore forgiveness shall also be extended to us, if we forgive
truly and sincerely.
Objection 2: Christ commands us to pray that God will forgive
our sins as we forgive our debtors. But we do not perfectly forgive our debtors. Therefore we, according to this petition, pray
that God will not perfectly forgive us our sins, which is to desire
our destruction since God will condemn {651} even the smallest sin. Answer: This is to put a false construction upon the
words of Christ; for the particle as, as used in this petition, does
not signify the degree of forgiveness, or teach that the forgiveness which we extend to others is equal to that which God
extends to us; but it signifies the kind of forgiveness, or the truth
and sincerity of the forgiveness which we and God extend, that
God will as truly forgive us as we certainly and truly forgive our
neighbor from the heart; or to express it more briefly, we may
say, that there is here not a comparison according to the degrees,
but according to the truth and reality of the thing, so that the
sense is, God so perfectly forgives us our sins as, we truly and
certainly forgive our neighbor.
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Objection 3: But Christ commands us in Luke to pray; forgive us
our sins; for we also forgive every one that is indebted to us. (Luke
11:4) Therefore our forgiveness is the cause on account of which
God forgives us. Answer: But this is to consider that as a cause
which is none. Our forgiveness is not meritorious, or the cause
of divine forgiveness, but is merely an argument and proof that
God has forgiven us our sins, since we have forgiven others, if
not perfectly, yet still truly and sincerely. Our forgiveness cannot
be the cause of the forgiveness of God, 1. Because it is imperfect.
2. Because if it were even perfect it could still not merit any
thing for the reason that what we now do, we owe to God. If we
were now to perform perfect obedience, it would still be due to
God. Yet we must not understand this as signifying an equality of
forgiveness in us and God, but only as referring to a comparison
of the kind of forgiveness.
Objection 4: He does not truly forgive who retains a recollection
of injuries, and is desirous of taking revenge. But we all have a
recollection of, injuries, and are desirous of taking revenge.
Therefore we do not truly forgive. Answer: He does not truly forgive who retains a recollection of injuries without showing any
signs of disapprobation, or making any resistance thereto. And
although we may scarcely be able to bury all remembrance of
offences, or at least not without the greatest difficulty, yet if we
only do not cherish it, but resist the remains of sin which still
cleave to us, and do not give indulgence to them, there is nothing which may prevent us from truly and heartily forgiving others, and of obtaining that also on account of which Christ has
added the particle as, which is, as has already been remarked,
that we might rightly pray to God, which takes place whenever
we pray in faith and repentance, both of which are confirmed in
us by this petition. Faith is strengthened and confirmed in us by
this petition, because when we truly extend forgiveness to our
neighbor, we may and ought certainly to believe, that our sins
are also forgiven us, so that we have a good conscience and are
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sure of being heard, according to the promise of Christ, “If you
forgive men their trespasses, your heavenly Father will also forgive you.” (Matt. 6:14) True repentance is in like manner confirmed and increased within us by this petition, since it was
chiefly to lead and provoke us to this, that the condition was
added, As we forgive our debtors. For if we would obtain forgiveness for ourselves we must also extend forgiveness to others.
Both causes are contained in the words of Christ as just cited, “If
you forgive men their trespasses, your heavenly Father will also
forgive you;” that is, then you may certainly believe that you will
be heard of your Father in heaven, which words comprehend a
confirmation of our faith; while the antithesis, which follows,
adds a spur, or provokes to {652} repentance: “But if you forgive
not men their trespasses, neither will your Father forgive your
trespasses.” (Matt. 6:15)
Objection 5: But Paul did not forgive Alexander, for he says, 2
Tim. 2:4, “Alexander, the coppersmith, did me much evil; the
Lord reward him according to his works.” Yet he obtained forgiveness of God. Therefore our forgiveness is not necessary in
order that we may obtain the forgiveness of God. Answer: Forgiveness is three-fold. 1. Of revenge. This pertains to all men;
inasmuch as all ought to forgive revenge. It is of this that this
petition speaks, and this Paul forgave Alexander. 2. Of punishment. This all cannot forgive as all cannot inflict punishment.
Neither ought the magistrate to whom it belongs to inflict punishment, to remit it except for just and weighty reasons; for God
desires that his justice and law should be put into execution.
This Paul also forgave Alexander in as far as it had respect to
him. Yet he at the same time desired that he should be punished
of God, in case he would persist in sin. 3. Of judgment in reference to others. This should not always be remitted; for God, who
prohibits falsehood, will not have us to judge of knaves as honest men, but designs that we should distinguish the good from
the bad. Christ enjoins the same thing, when he says, “Give not
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that which is holy to the dogs, neither cast you your pearls
before swine.” “Be wise as serpents, and harmless as doves.”
(Matt. 7:6; 10:16) Paul did not, therefore, sin in entertaining an
opinion of Alexander, as a wicked man, as long as he did not
repent of his wickedness.
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LORD’S DAY 52
QUESTION 127
127. What is the sixth petition?
A. “And lead us not into temptation; but deliver us from
evil”; that is, since we are so weak in ourselves that we
cannot stand a moment, and besides, our deadly
enemies, the devil, the world and our own flesh, assail us
without ceasing; be pleased to preserve and strengthen
us by the power of Thy Holy Spirit, that we may make
firm stand against them, and not be overcome in this
spiritual warfare, until finally complete victory is ours.
EXPOSITION:
There are some who here make one petition; while others make
two. We should not, however, strive or contend, in reference to
the matter as long as the doctrine which is here taught is fully
retained. To us the words seem rather to constitute two parts of
one and the same petition. Lead us not into temptation, is a petition for deliverance from future evil; but deliver us from evil, is a
petition for deliverance from present evil.
The things which we are here to consider are the following:
1. What is temptation?
2. What is it to lead into temptation?
3. What is it to deliver from evil?
4. Why is this petition necessary?

{653}

1. WHAT IS TEMPTATION?
There are two kinds of temptation. The one is from God, the
other is from the devil. The former is a trial of our faith, piety,
repentance and obedience, which is from God, through the various oppositions and hindrances of our salvation; as by all evils,
by the devil, the flesh, lusts, the world, afflictions, calamities, the
cross, etc., that our faith, patience, hope and constancy may be
made manifest both to ourselves and others. It is in this sense
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that God is said to have tempted Abraham, Joseph, Job and
David. “The Lord your God proveth you, to know whether you
love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your
soul.” (Deut. 13:4. See also Gen. 22:1; Ps. 139:1) So God is also
said to tempt his people by false prophets and by the cross. The
temptation of the devil, or that by which the devil, the flesh and
the wicked tempt us, is every solicitation to do wrong, which
solicitation itself is sin. It was in this way that the devil tempted
Job, that he might draw him from God, whom he loved and worshipped, although the final issue of the temptation was different
from what the devil designed, and anticipated. So he also provoked David to number the children of Israel. (1 Chron. 21:1)
Objection: But it is said in the Epistle of James 1:13, “Let no man
say, when he is tempted, I am tempted of God; for God cannot be
tempted of evil, neither tempteth he any man. But every man is
tempted, when he is drawn away of his own lust and enticed.”
Answer: God tempts no one by soliciting and enticing him to sin
or evil: but he tempts by trying us. But the devil, the world and
the flesh tempt us so as to entice and solicit us to sin for the purpose of drawing us from God. In this sense of the term God
tempts no man. Hence, when it is said that he tempted Abraham, Job and David, we are to understand it to mean nothing
more than a trial of their faith and constancy by afflictions and
the cross. So he, also, by the use of the same means tries our
faith, hope, patience, love and constancy, whether we will also
worship and serve him in afflictions.
From what has now been said we may easily perceive, since
temptation is attributed to the devil, and to the disordered inclinations of men, in what sense God is said to tempt and not to
tempt men. Satan tempts men, both by offering occasions to sin
from without, and also by instigating them from within to sin,
that he may thus plunge them into destruction, and cast
reproach upon God. Disordered inclinations tempt men; because
they tend to such actions as God prohibits. God, however,
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tempts, not to destroy us, nor to lead us into sin; but to try and
exercise us, when he either sends calamities upon us, or permits
the devil, or men, or our flesh to provoke and invite us to sin,
hiding for a time his grace and power in preserving and ruling
us, that our faith and constancy, by these exercises and trials,
may be more clearly manifested, not indeed to God, who knows
from everlasting what and how great our faith is, and how great
it will hereafter he by his blessing; but to ourselves and others,
that so by these examples of our deliverance there may be confirmed in us a confidence of the divine presence and protection—that a desire of imitating us may be awakened in others,
by seeing our perseverance, and that true gratitude may be kindled in all of us towards God, who has delivered us from our
temptations. It was in this way that God tempted Abraham when
he commanded him to offer his son Isaac as a sacrifice. Gen. 22.
So he is said to have tempted {654} his people by withholding
water from them. Ex. 15. This petition, therefore, Lead us not
into temptation, which Christ commands us to address to God,
does not simply speak of the trials and proofs of our faith and
piety, to which David willingly offers himself, when he says,
“Search me, O God, and know my heart; try me and know my
thoughts;” but also of the cunning devices and assaults of the
devil and of our flesh, and of desertion in external and internal
conflicts. Nor does the Apostle James speak of our being tried,
but of our being enticed to sin, when he says, “Let no man say,
when he is tempted, I am tempted of God, for God cannot be
tempted with evil, neither tempteth he any man. But every man
is tempted when he is drawn away of his own lust and enticed.
Then when lust has conceived it brings forth sin, and sin, when
it is finished, brings forth death.” (James 1:13-16)
Hence it is also apparent, how God punishes the wicked, and
chastises and tempts the godly by evil spirits, while he is, nevertheless, not the cause of the sins which are committed by the
devil, nor is a partaker with him in his wickedness. For that the

1154

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

wicked are punished by the wicked, and the good chastised and
exercised, is the just and holy work of the divine will; but that
the wicked execute the judgment of God by sinning, is not the
fault of God, but comes to pass by the corruption of the wicked,
which they have brought upon themselves, God neither willing,
nor approving, nor accomplishing, nor furthering their sins, but
only permitting them in his just judgment, when accomplishing
his work and purpose through them, he either does not reveal
his will to them, or does not influence their wills to regard his
revealed will as the end and rule of their actions. This distinction
between the works of God, and those of the devil, and of God’s
accomplishing his just work through the devil, and of his permitting the sin of the devil, is evidently confirmed by the history
of Job, whom God designed to try, while the devil attempted to
destroy him. The same thing is also proven by the history of
Ahab, and by the prophecy respecting anti-Christ, where the
devil deceives men that he may destroy them, while God permits them to be deceived that he may in this way punish them,
and suffers the devil to execute his will and purpose. (1 Kings 23;
2 Thess. 2)
2. WHAT IS IT TO LEAD INTO TEMPTATION?
When God is said to lead us into temptation, we are to understand by it, that he tries and proves us according to his most just
will and judgment. When the devil is said to lead us into temptation, it means that God permits him to entice and solicit us to
sin. We are here in this petition taught to pray for deliverance
from both of these forms of temptation. We therefore pray, 1.
That God will not tempt us for the sake of trying us, if such be
his will and pleasure, or if he does tempt us, that he will give us
strength to endure the temptation. 2. That he will not permit the
devil, or the world or the flesh to entice us to sin, or if he does
permit us to be tempted, that he himself will be present with us,
that we may not fall into sin. This, therefore, is the true sense
and meaning of this petition, Lead us not into temptation—suffer

Lord’s Day 52

1155

us not to be tempted above that which we are able to bear; neither permit the devil to tempt us in such a way that we may
either sin, or wholly fall from you.
Objection: Temptations which are good in respect to God, are
evil in respect {655} to the devil, and yet God, notwithstanding,
leads us into them. Therefore God is the cause of sin. Answer:
There is here a fallacy of the accident. They are sins in respect to
the devil, because he designs to entice us to sin by these temptations. In respect to God, however, they are not sins, because they
try us and withdraw us from sin, and also confirm our faith.
Temptations, therefore, in as far as they are trials, chastisements,
martyrdoms, etc., are sent of God; but in as far as they are evil
and sinful, God does not will them, so as to approve and effect
them, but only permits them.
3. WHAT IS IT, TO DELIVER US FROM EVIL?
There are some who understand by the term evil as here used,
the devil; others understand by it, sin, and others, death. It is
best, however, to understand it as comprehending all the evils of
guilt and punishment, whether they be present or future; yea,
and the devil himself, the author and grand contriver of all
wicked deeds, who is called by the Apostle John, according to a
significant form of speech, the wicked one. “I write unto you
young men, because you have overcome the wicked one.”
“Whatsoever is more than these, cometh of Evil.” (1 John 2:13;
Matt. 5:37) Cyprian understood the term evil as here used, to
include all the adverse circumstances which the enemy brings
against us, from which we can have no sure protection, except
God deliver us. Hence when we pray that God will deliver us
from evil, we desire, 1. That he will send no evil upon us, but
keep and defend us from present and future evils, both of guilt
and punishment. 2. That if he does here send evils upon us, he
will be pleased to mitigate them, and make them contribute to
our salvation that they may be profitable to us. 3. That he will at
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length fully and perfectly deliver us in the life to come, and wipe
away all tears from our eyes.
4. WHY IS THIS PETITION NECESSARY?
This petition is necessary, 1. On account of the number and
power of our enemies, together with the magnitude of the evils
to which we are exposed, and our own weakness. On account of
the preceding petition, that we may obtain the forgiveness of our
sins, inasmuch as our sins are not forgiven except we continue
in faith and repentance. But we will not continue in these, if we
are tempted above our strength, if we rush into sin, and fall from
God himself.
Objection 1: We should not pray for deliverance from things
good and profitable to us. The temptations which are from God,
such as trials by afflictions, poverty, false prophets, etc., are
things good and profitable to us. Therefore we should not pray
for deliverance from them. Answer: We are not to pray for deliverance from things which are in themselves good and profitable.
But trials, afflictions, crosses and other temptations are profitable not in themselves, but only by an accident, which is the
mercy of God accompanying them, without which they are not
only not profitable, but constitute a part of death and lead to
death, both temporal and eternal. Hence in as far as afflictions
are evil in themselves, and destructive to our nature, in so far we
are to pray for a deliverance from them; but in as far as they are
by the goodness of God, good and profitable to those who
believe, we should not desire to be delivered from them. Or we
may express it thus; {656} that which is good, and which
accompanies afflictions and the cross, we should not pray for
deliverance from; but afflictions and the cross itself, which are
evil in themselves, being destructive to our nature, from these
we should pray for deliverance, as Christ himself also prayed
when he said, Let this cup pass from me, that is, let it pass from
me in as far as it is a destruction and evil, in which sense the
Father himself did not desire it. But in as far as the death of
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Christ was a ransom for the sins of his people, in so far both
Christ and the Father desired it; “Nevertheless not as I will, but as
you will.” (Matt. 26:39)
Objection 2: We ought not to pray for deliverance from what
God wills. But God wills our temptations. Therefore we ought not
to pray for deliverance from them. Answer: We ought not to
pray for deliverance from what God wills, in as far as he simply
wills it. But he does not simply will temptations—he does not
will them in as far as they are destructive to us; but only in as far
as they are trials and exercises of our faith, prayer and constancy. In this respect we ought also to desire these things. And
that we ought not simply to desire temptations is evident from
this, that it is the part of patience to endure and submit to them,
which it would not be (but rather our duty) if we should simply
desire them, without being permitted to pray for deliverance
from them. God will not, therefore, have us to desire evils in as
far as they are evils, but will have us patiently to endure them in
as far as they are good and profitable to us.
Objection 3: It is in vain that we pray for what we never obtain.
But we shall never obtain a complete deliverance from temptations in this life; for “all that will live godly in Christ Jesus shall
suffer persecution.” (2 Tim. 3:12) Therefore it is in vain that we
pray not to be led into temptation. Answer: There is here an
error in regarding that as a cause which is none: for we pray that
we may not be led into temptation, not because we are here
wholly to be delivered from temptations; but because we are
delivered from many temptations and evils in which we should
have perished, had we not sought and prayed for deliverance.
This should be a sufficient reason why we should pray as we are
here taught. But we may add still further, that this petition is
necessary, in order that the evils into which we fall may be made
contributary to our salvation. Those now who desire deliverance
in general, obtain these two great blessings from God, notwithstanding he designs that this benefit be imperfect, even to those

1158

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

who desire it, on account of the remains of sin, which still cleave
to us; and that because he will have us to pray with confidence,
and submission to his will, that we may obtain it fully and perfectly in the life to come.
The benefit of this petition is, 1. A confession of our weakness in
enduring temptations, even the smallest, that no one may be
unduly exalted and filled with conceit, as Peter was, when he
declared himself willing to die with Christ; and that no one may
take to himself the glory of his confession and sufferings, seeing
that the Lord himself teaches us humility, saying, “Watch and
pray that you enter not into temptation.” “Let him that thinketh
he standeth, take heed lest he fall.” (Matt. 26:41; 1 Cor. 10:12) 2.
A declaration of the miseries and evils of this present life, that we
may not become secure, and fall in love with the world. 3. An
acknowledgement and confession of the providence of God, which,
as Cyprian writes, teaches that the devil can effect nothing
against us, except God first give him permission; which should
lead us to reverence and {657} fear God, since the wicked one
can accomplish nothing in all our temptations, except God give
him power to do so. God now grants Satan power over us
according as we permit sin to reign in us, as it is said, “Who gave
Jacob for a spoil, and Israel to the robbers? did not the Lord: he
against whom we have sinned? for they would not walk in his
ways, neither were obedient to his law.” (Ish. 42:24) This power
too which is given to Satan is two-fold; either for our punishment when we sin against God, or for our glory when we are
tried and exposed. This is Cyprian’s view of the subject.
It is proper that we should here notice the order and connection
between the different petitions which we have now considered.
1. The Lord commands us to seek the true knowledge or profession of God, which is the cause of all his other blessings. 2. That
God would rule us by his Spirit, and so continually confirm and
preserve us in this knowledge. 3. That every one may by this
means properly discharge his duty in his appropriate sphere and
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calling. 4. That he would give us those temporal blessings necessary, that every ones may perform his duty. The fourth petition,
therefore, agrees with the preceding, for if it is necessary that we
should all be in our proper calling, we must live and have what
is necessary for the support of life. 5. The petition for temporal
and spiritual blessings follows next in order, and is thrown in to
meet our unworthiness: that you mayest give us temporal and
spiritual blessings, forgive us our debts. The fifth petition is,
therefore, the foundation of the rest. If this be overthrown, the
rest will likewise fall to the ground. For if any one has not the
assurance that God is reconciled to him, how can he know him
to be merciful? How can he continue in that knowledge which
he has not? How can he do his duty and the will of God, when he
is the enemy of God and desires contrary to his will? How can
the gifts of God contribute to his salvation? 6. After the petition
for temporal and spiritual blessings, the petition for deliverance
from present and future evils follows, being the last. From this
last petition we return again to the first; Deliver us from all the
evils of guilt and punishment, present and future, that we may
know you, our perfect Savior, that so your name may be sanctified by us.

QUESTION 128
128. How do you close this prayer?
A. “For Thine is the kingdom, and the power, and the glory,
for ever”; that is, all this we ask of You, because as our
King, having power over all things, Thou art willing and
able to give us all good; and that thereby not we, but Thy
holy Name may be glorified for ever.
EXPOSITION:
This conclusion contributes to the confirmation of our faith, or
to our confidence of being heard, seeing that God is willing and
able to grant what we desire and pray for at his hands.
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Thine is the kingdom.—The first reason is drawn from the duty of
a king, which is to hear, defend and preserve his subjects. Therefore, you, {658} O God, since you are our king, more powerful
than all enemies, having all things in your power, both good and
evil—evil, so that you are able to restrain and repress them;
good, so that there is no blessing so great that you canst not give,
if it be agreeable to our nature; since we are your subjects, be
present with us by your power and save us, seeing you have a
love for your subjects and canst preserve and defend them.
And the power. The second reason is drawn from the power of
God. Hear us, O God, and grant us all that we pray for, since you
are able, and you alone; for this power rests in you alone, being
joined with infinite goodness.
And the glory. The third reason is from the end or final cause. We
ask these things for your glory. We desire and look for all good
things from you, the only true and sovereign God: We profess
and acknowledge you as the author and fountain of all good
things; and because this glory is due you, we therefore desire
these things from you. Therefore hear us for your glory: for this
petition and expectation of all good things from you is nothing
else than an ascription of honor and glory to you. Hear us especially since you will grant us the things which we desire. You will
do what contributes to your glory. What we desire and pray for
contributes to your glory. Therefore you will grant it unto us.
Give us, therefore, what we pray for, and the glory shall redound
to you, if you deliver us: for so shall your kingdom, power and
glory be manifested.
Objection: We seem to bring persuasive arguments to God, by
which we may constrain and influence him to do for us what we
pray for. But it is in vain that we use arguments with him who is
unchangeable. God is unchangeable. Therefore it is in vain that
we thus plead with him. Answer: We grant the argument as it
respects God, but not as it respects us. Or we may reply that
there is here an error in taking that as a cause which is none. We
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do not use arguments that we may move and influence God, or
persuade him to do what we ask; but that we ourselves may be
persuaded that God will do this—that we may be assured of
being heard, and acknowledge our necessity, and the goodness
and truth of God. These arguments are, therefore, not added to
our prayers for the purpose of moving and influencing God; but
merely to confirm and assure us, that God will do what we desire
and pray for. These now are the reasons on account of which he
does it: You are the best king. Therefore you will give to your subjects what is necessary and tends to their salvation. You are most
powerful. Therefore you will show your power in giving these
greatest of all gifts, which can be given by no one, beside you. It
shall contribute to thy glory. Therefore you will do it: because
you have a regard to your glory.

QUESTION 129
129. What is the meaning of the word “Amen”?
A. “Amen” means: so shall it truly and surely be. For my
prayer is much more certainly heard of God, than I feel in
my heart that I desire these things of Him. {659}
EXPOSITION:
The word Amen is not added, as a part of the prayer; but is connected with it to denote, 1. A true and sincere desire that we may
be heard, that the thing which we desire and pray for may be
ratified and certain, and that God would answer our request. 2. A
certainty and profession of our confidence, or a confirmation of
our faith, by which we are fully persuaded that we shall be
heard. The word Amen signifies, therefore, 1. So let it be, or let
that come to pass which we ask. 2. May God, who is not
unmindful of his promise certainly and truly hear us.
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FINIS
SOLI DEO SIT GLORIA
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Appendix 1.
Review by John Proudfit
The Heidelberg Catechism and Dr. Nevin
BY JOHN WILLIAMS PROUDFIT
[The following review of the Williard translation of Ursinus’
Commentary and Nevin’s Introduction is provided for those
who may be interested in knowing what a contemporary
Reformed and Latin scholar thought of this work. Being committed to the Reformed faith as represented by the Old New
Brunswick and Princeton traditions, he gave a trenchant critique of the translation’s weaknesses. His particular aim is
against the erroneous claims in Nevin’s Introduction and the
perverted view of the Heidelberg Catechism promoted by
Mercersburg theology. A short biographical sketch of Proudfit
follows. It is taken from The Biblical Repertory and Princeton
Review (Philadelphia). Vol. 24/1 (1852):91-134. Art. VII. A
review of The Commentary of Dr. Zacharias Ursinus on the
Heidelberg Catechism. Translated from the original Latin by
the Rev. G. W. Williard, A.M. (With an Introduction by Dr.
Nevin.) First American Edition. Columbus: Scott & Bascom,
Printers. 1851.—EDB]
THE great instrument by which God has chosen to diffuse and
perpetuate his truth among men is the living voice. John Bunyan, as usual, clothes a great truth in a quaint conceit when he
represents “Ear-Gate” as the principal entrance to the town of
Mansoul, through which Diabolus first carried the city, and
against which those valiant soldiers of the great King Shaddai,
Captain Boanerges and Captain Conviction “did bend their main
force.” The pen and the press, powerful as they are, are mostly
powerful in seconding, extending, and perpetuating the impressions of the living voice. They are utterly inadequate to the first
publication of truth as to the making immediate, profound, and
general impressions on the minds of men. They could never
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have called the world to repentance and preparation for the
coming of the Son of God as did “the voice” of John the Baptist.
They could never have sent out the “line” of the gospel “into all
the earth, and its words unto the ends of the world,” within the
space of a quarter of a century, {92} as it was “sounded forth”
by the preaching of the apostles and primitive Christians. They
could never have rolled up the population of Europe in one vast
surge, and precipitated it upon Asia, as did the preaching of
Peter the Hermit. They could never have made nor begun the
Reformation, though they had a mighty and indispensable
agency in extending and completing it. They could never have
awakened the slumbering churches of England and America as
did the preaching of Whitefield and Wesley. They could never
have agitated the general mind of Britain and of this country, as
we have recently seen it done by the presence and the voice of
one man.
The pen and the press have done and are doing great things, and
will do greater still. But they cannot transcend their office. They
cannot pass out of their sphere. Their power must be exerted,
for the most part, upon minds and communities already attentive, thoughtful, and mature. To arouse the soul, to pour into it
the vivifying power of new truth, is the peculiar work of the living voice, trembling under the vast emotions which that truth
has already awaked, and transmitting those emotions, by the
mysterious and irresistible power of sympathy, to other souls.
If this truth has, in any case, a special and peculiar force, it is in
its application to the training of the young. Then especially is
“Ear-Gate” the main avenue, and the voice the most effective, in
fact the only effective instrument when truth is to be adapted to
the ever changing moods of the young mind—all eager as it is
for knowledge, yet impatient of protracted attention; curious of
facts, yet easily wearied of abstractions; earnest and tender, yet
prone to levity; deeply and keenly susceptible at once to the
things of the spiritual and the sensible world.

Appendix 1. Review by John Proudfit

1165

Oral instruction was the great ordinance of God for perpetuating
religion in the ancient Church. “I know Abraham that he will
command his children and his household after him, and they
shall keep the way of the Lord.” Gen. 18:19. “These words which
I command thee this day—thou shalt teach them diligently unto
thy children, and shalt talk of them when thou sittest in thine
house, and when thou walkest by the way, and when thou liest
down, and when thou risest up.” Deut. 6:6-7. “Tell ye your children of it, and let your children tell their children, and their children another generation.” Joel 1:3. {93} “The priest’s lips
should keep knowledge, and they should seek the law at his
mouth.” Mal. 2:7. Thus the whole historical and spiritual life of
the Church was to be borne along from generation to generation
by the living voice of parent, priest, and prophet.
In what precise form this oral instruction was administered, cannot now, we believe, be determined. The religious instruction of
Theophilus (Luke 1:4), of Apollos (Acts 18:25), and of the Jew
addressed by Paul as the representative of his Church and
nation, (Rom. 2:18) are all alluded to under the term kathcew.
All had been “catechized,” whatever sense was then attached to
the word, in the first principles of religion. The Greek commentators of the early Church appear to have generally understood
the word in these passages as implying a system of early oral
instruction and religious truth. The Hebrew words (one of which
signifies to narrate, or rehearse; the other to inculcate, literally to
sharpen) denote a constant and earnest oral teaching, but imply
nothing as to the recipient of the instruction. Kathcew, if we
look at its derivation, seems to include more, and to denote a
process vocal and audible on both sides (qu. kat hcw didaskein)
in which the thought and the voice of the pupil give back an
echo to that of the teacher. Such a meaning must, however, we
think, rest on the vis etymi and not on the usus loquendi; though
such great names as D’Outrein and Melanchthon have claimed
even the latter in its support. “Kathcein (says Melanchthon) sig-
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nifies not simply to teach, but carries with it the idea of reading
or lecturing and hearing the pupils recite what has been said;”
and again, “that method of teaching in which the utterances of
the master are called forth by questions is properly denoted by
kathcein.” That it was not restricted by the early Christian writers to its modern signification, i.e. instruction by question and
answer, is evident from the fact that some of their writings of
this sort, for example the kathchseiV of Cyril of Jerusalem are
composed in a continuous style, without question and answer.
The communication of instruction, however, by erothseiV and
apokriseiV dates from a very early period, as we find a specimen of it in Justin Martyr, and it became thereafter a favorite
method of solving difficult questions in religion and ethics, and
of conveying Christian knowledge to the young and ignorant.
{94}
Oral instruction, at least, in a familiar way, which is the proper
and universal idea expressed by kathcsis,14 whether by question and answer or otherwise, was held in the highest estimation
in the early Church, not only as a means of holy nurture to her
own children, but of recovery to the lapsed, and of conversion to
pagans and others who were yet without. The fathers of the
Church were general and firm in the belief that they had direct
scriptural and apostolic sanction for the practice. They looked
upon the gala of Paul, 1 Cor. 3:2; Heb. 5:12, 13; and the logikon
adolon gala of Peter, 1 Pet. 2:2, as referring distinctly to familiar
oral instruction15 in Christian truth adapted to young and simple minds, and interpreted the stoiceia ths archs twn logiwn
tou qeou, Heb. 5:12, and the logos ths archV tou Cristou, Heb.
14. Kx-r4Zn est familiaris per vivam vocem facta institutio in elementis Christianae religionis. Suicer. Thes. Ecc. e Pat. Graec.
Catechesis proprie est elementaris institutio Christianae religionis, viva docentis voce tradita, et a discentibus reddita. Henr.
Altingius in explic. Cat. Pal. p. m. 2.
15. Gala;; xx•r~x;iow. Clem. Alex. Strom. on 1 Cor 3:2.
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6:1, as denoting the elements of Christian doctrine imparted in
the same form. Those who were under this kind of instruction
(kathcoumenoi) were regarded as en proquroiV ths eusebeiaV16
“in the vestibule of piety.” One class of Christian ministers was
specially devoted to this sort of instruction, and were called
kathchtai, Catechists. It has been thought by some that this
was a distinct office. It might have been so in particular cases,
but was, we think, generally attached to the office of pastor, and
Jerome and Augustine have observed that while the apostle Paul
has in other cases separated the functions of Christian ministers,
he has spoken of these two together—“Pastors and Teachers.” It
is altogether probable that in some of the larger and wealthier
churches the office of Catechist was distinct.
Some of the most venerable names of the ancient Church are
enrolled among the catechists of Alexandria. Pantaenus, Clement of Alexandria and Origen head the list. Pantaenus was the
teacher of Clemens, as Clemens was of Origen, and in both cases
the pupil succeeded his master in the office of catechist. Jerome
entitles Clemens kathchsewn {95} magister,17 and Origen adjutor kathchsewV,18 which renders it probable that in the church
of Alexandria that office was a distinct one, and formed the
proper occupation of those eminent men. Jerome says19 that
Origen availed himself of the great concourse of youth to him
for literary instruction, to teach them in the Christian faith.
According to Eusebius,20 when the entire charge of catechetical
instruction was devolved upon him by Demetrius, then bishop
16. Greg. Naz. Or. 40.
17. Alexandriae ecclesiasticam scholam tenuit et xaTnxroian magister
fuit. Catal. Scrip. Ecc. Cap. 48.
18. Ibid. Cap. 64.
19. 9Concursus ad eum mini facti sunt, quos ille propterea recipiebat, ut
sub occasione secularis literaturae, in fide Christi eos institueret. Ibid.

20. Ecc. Hist. Lib. Vl. Cap. 3.
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of that church, he immediately forsook his profession of literary
teacher, to devote himself wholly to that work. In such high estimation was the business of catechetical instruction then held, as
to command the whole time and labor of the greatest minds of
the Church.
And in the like estimation it continued to be held so long as
truth was looked upon as the proper glory and power of Christianity, and the teaching of truth as the great means of converting
souls and rearing up a holy posterity to perpetuate the Church.
But when the ecclesiastical spirit overcame the evangelical, and
the Church grew more and more worldly and material in all her
institutions and instrumentalities, relying on the secular arm
rather than the sword of the Spirit, and adopting the usages of
paganism in order to convert pagans, and making more of a
splendid ritual than of a pure faith, and magnifying church
orthodoxy above vital piety, and addressing the senses by shows
and music and incense, rather than the soul by the vivifying
light of truth, catechetical instruction of course declined. During
the proper period of Roman domination, it was almost extinct
and forgotten. The peril of awakening intellect and stimulating
thought is an arcanum imperii of all despotisms, and pre-eminently of that, the most enormous and inexorable despotism
under which the prostrate intellect and soul of man ever
groaned. There were occasional attempts in councils held for
ecclesiastical discipline, to revive the practice {96} of catechetical instruction. It was enjoined on the clergy in the Canons of
the Council of Braques (A. D. 572), of Tourain (813), and of Mentz
(1347). The Capitularia of Charlemagne also required it. But the
spirit of the dominant Church was too strong for the edicts of
princes or the canons of councils. Rubrics, breviaries, rosaries,
and agends were much more to the mind of Rome than Catechisms. They amused and tranquillized the minds of men with a
semblance of religion, but did not implant those fructifying
germs of thought and irrepressible aspirations which always
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accompany truth. Images were, in her esteem, a much safer
medium of instruction than books.21
Few and meager, however, as were the catechetical productions
of that dark period, they are never to be forgotten. There is a
curious specimen still extant of a German Catechism composed
by an unknown monk of Weissenburg, in the ninth century, containing an explanation of the Lord’s Prayer and the Apostles’
Creed, and, (instead of the ten commandments) a list of the
deadly sins.22 This substitution was not infrequent during that
period. The Papal Church has never faltered in her policy to
abrogate the law of God that she may keep her own traditions.
As the spirit of life began to stir in the Church and resistance to
Rome waxed stronger, Catechisms were multiplied. The
Waldenses, in their Confession of Faith presented to Francis I,
allude to catechetical instruction as in use among them. John
Wycliffe composed in English several tracts under the title of
Pauper Rusticus, intended to teach the poor the principal truths
of Christianity, “without an apparatus of many books.” Among
these were an exposition of the Creed, the Lord’s Prayer, and the
Ten Commandments.23 Huss wrote a catechism in his prison at
Constance, which is still extant among his works. And, (stirred
up, it is said, by these examples) Gerson, the learned and excellent Chancellor of Paris, {97} wrote a tract, (how sweet the title!)
“de parvulis ad Christum trahendis,” and spent the last days of a
21. ”Gregorius Papa idola et imagines in templis collocavit, ut
essent pro libris imperitae mullitudini.” Sibelius, quoted by Van
Alphen, Prol. ad Cat. Heid. p. 17—as if idolatry were a refuge
from ignorance! This was, indeed, throwing the blind man into
the ditch instead of attempting to restore his sight.
22. Augusti, Versuch einer Einleit, etc., p. 33.
23. From the decrees of the Councils of Braques, Tourain and
Mentz, it appears that these were of old considered the heads of
catechetical instruction.
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life distinguished by the highest honours of genius and learning,
in catechizing little children.
One of the first evidences of re-awakened Christian life at the era
of the Reformation, was the restoration, and that in tenfold glory
and efficacy, of the noble art of catechizing. More catechisms
were produced within fifty years after 1517 than in ten centuries
before. Luther, in his “brevis formula decalogi, symboli apostolici
et orationis dominicae” (1518 and 1520) and in his “Larger” and
“Lesser Catechisms” (1529) led the way. His example led to the
composition of a multitude of catechisms by his followers. Buddaeus24 enumerates no less than twenty by the Lutherans alone;
and his list is by no means complete. The Romanists, alarmed by
the rapid spread of the new doctrines in this form, were compelled in self-defense to resort to the same method. This is candidly admitted by the Jesuit Possevin while urging on his own
church the importance of catechetical instruction. “Some object,
‘the heretics use this sort of teaching. Do you think it right to
imitate them? At least, you will not deny that the word catechizing ought not to be used, for that savours too strongly of heretical practice.’ Who can bear such trifling? Ought not a Christian
rather to acknowledge his own fault than to screen his individual sin to the general peril and disadvantage?”25 Fleury composed a “Catechismus historicus,” which, bating the Romish
errors and superstitions it contains, is an admirable model, as it
uses the events of Scripture as a means of impressing its truths
and precepts on the young mind—a method which might
undoubtedly be used so as to render this kind of tuition more
interesting and attractive to the young. Loyola and his disciples
pressed with great ardor into the career of catechetical instruction. Catechisms were extensively used not only in the educa24. Isag. Hist. Theol. Lib. Post. Cap. 1 § 12.
25. Epist. de necessitate, utilitate ac ratione Cath. Cat. cited by Van
Alphen and Augusti.
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tional institutions of the Jesuits, but in their foreign missions.
The Council of Trent26 {98} ordered the preparation of a Catechism, which, under the direction of the Pope, was composed,
or at least completed and arranged by Cardinal Sirlet,277 and
was of course proclaimed as the “lydius lapis, certissima et infallibilis norma, ad quam examinanda est omnis doctrina”—(“the
touchstone, the unquestionable and infallible model whereby all
doctrine is to be tried”) whereas the Protestant Catechisms followed each answer with an array of proofs from the Bible, implying the duty of searching the Scriptures, whether those things
were so. (A striking exemplification of the genius of the Protestant and Roman Churches!) In brief, the Socinians, Remonstrants, Anabaptists, Catabaptists, and Quakers, in fact all the
sects and subdivisions of religious opinion, in which the boundless and lawless mental activity of that age manifested itself,
expounded their several doctrines in Catechisms. Even the Turks
are reported to have felt the general impulse of Christendom,
and to have reduced the doctrines of Islamism into this form.28
REFORMED CATECHISMS
The Reformed Church, properly so called in distinction from the
Lutheran, contributed its full share to the catechetical symbols
of which the age was so prolific. Besides many “Confessiones,”
“Articuli,” “Theses,” “Rationes,” and “Expositiones Fidei,” (various titles and forms indeed, but all exhibiting a harmonious system of the Reformed doctrine) the sixteenth century gave birth,
within that Church, to the Catechism of Geneva (by Calvin,
1536), that of Zurich (by Bullinger, 1559), and that of the Palatinate (by Ursinus, 1563).
26. Father Paul. Lib. 8.
27. Moreri. Sirlet.
28. Hoornbeek in Van Alphen. Prol.
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None of these enjoyed a higher repute, or exerted a wider or
more enduring influence among the Reformed churches, than
the last. It was composed by order of Frederick III., Palatine of
the Rhine, Elector of the Empire, and Duke of Bavaria, in 1562.
The work of preparing it was committed to Caspar Olevianus,
Court-Preacher of the Elector, and Zacharias Ursinus, Professor
of the Collegium Sapientiae, assisted, as some affirm, by Peter
Boquin and Immanuel Tremellius. The finishing and arranging
hand was undoubtedly that of Ursinus, and it has, therefore,
been regarded as his work. In the Electoral {99} diploma, which
accompanied its publication and ordered it to be introduced in
the churches and schools of the Palatinate, Frederick declares
his intention, in causing it to be prepared, to have been “that his
people might be led to the right knowledge of God, their Creator
and Redeemer, from his own word.” He expresses his conviction
that “there can be no well established order, either in church,
state, or families, unless the youth are instructed from their earliest years, in true and pure religion, and constantly exercised in
it.” He states that he has caused this Catechism to be prepared,
that the pastors and schoolmasters, throughout his estates, may
have a fixed and definite form by which to conduct such instruction, and earnestly enjoins upon them to be diligent and faithful
in using it to that end. We should be glad to transfer this admirable document to our pages entire. It breathes the spirit of a wise
and pious prince, “ruling over men in the fear of God,” and
“watching for their souls as one that must give an account.” That
such was the true character of Frederick, the testimony even of
those who were by no means friendly to him places beyond a
doubt. The diploma is dated January 19th, 1563.29
29. It is given entire by Van den Honert, Schat-Boek der Verklasingen over
den Nederlandschen Catechismus, Voorreede, p. 9, etc., and by Niemeyer Coll. Conf in Ecc. Ref, publ. p. 428, etc.
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Ursinus, in rapid progress and early maturity in learning, wisdom, and piety, was one of the wonders of that wonderful age.
He was born at Breslau, July 18th, 1534, of a respectable family,
but so far from being pecunious (we borrow the quaint term
from Bayle) that he was assisted in obtaining his education both
by public and private liberality: another noble son whom the
Church has raised for her own service and the glory of her Lord,
and an illustrious example of the wise economy of such liberality! He entered, in his eighteenth year, the University of Wittenberg, where he passed five years, the beloved pupil and intimate
friend of Melanchthon. He afterwards visited several foreign cities and universities, among the rest, Geneva, (where he formed a
friendship with Calvin, who gave him his books, inscribed with
his autograph) and Paris, where he resided a short time to perfect himself in {100} French and in Hebrew under the tuition of
Mercier. When about twenty-four years of age, he was called to
preside over the Elizabethan school in his native town of Breslau. But his “Theses de Sacramentis,” which showed his opinions to be of the Reformed stamp, caused so much disturbance
that he voluntarily resigned his office and left his country, “honestissimo cum testimonio Senatus,” declaring that exile was a
welcome discharge from the intolerable labor of keeping
school.30 From Breslau he went to Zurich, where he resided for a
while in the society of Peter Martyr and Gesner. Thus did his
wanderings lead him, Qeou up amumoni pomph, to intimate com30. Moreri. Dav. Pareus—“fatigues si terribles (i.e. de conduire la jeunesse
au College de Sapience) que le bon Zacharie Ursin l’estimoit heureux
d’avoir ete exile par les Lutheriens, puisque cet exil le delivroit de
cette terrible carriere.” We find this mentioned only by Moreri. But
sympathy prompts us to insert it—the only joke we have met with of
“le bon Zacharie Ursin.” That he continued in this “terrible carriere” to
the last “egregie omnes partes implens praeceptoris et magistri fidelis” (Mel. Adam) is a proof of the vis indefessa of his principles and
character.
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munion with the master minds of the Reformation, and ripened
him for the great work of his life.
Just after he had completed his twenty-seventh year, he was
invited to the University of Heidelberg, and in the following year,
was appointed to the professorship of Loci Communes. In the
faculty of that renowned University, he was associated with
Boquin and Tremellius, and with these eminent and pious men,
una manu, concordibus votis, labored in the tuition of youth and
edification of the Church of God. Many eminent preachers and
theologians were formed under their care. In the year 1562, he
was employed, as we have stated above, by order of the Elector,
in the preparation of the Heidelberg Catechism. In 1571 he was
invited to the chair of Theology in the University of Lausanne,
whither he was inclined to go, as his health was suffering
severely under his multiplied labors; but the urgent wishes of
the Elector, who at the same time permitted him to choose one
or more colleagues to lighten his toil, induced him to remain at
Heidelberg. He thereupon took a colleague, and shortly after, a
wife, being married to Margaret Trautwein, in 1572—“and yet”
(apologetically subjoins Melchior Adam) “he was none the less
diligent” (why should he be?) {101} in the education of youth
and the composition of useful works.” By this marriage he had
one son, who was haeres paternae virtutis.
In 1577 the death of the great and good Elector and the accession of his son Louis, who brought Lutheranism into the Palatinate with a high hand, were followed by a sweeping revolution
in the University, and Ursinus, dismissed from his professorship,
and once more an exile, betook himself to Neustadt, whither he
was invited by Casimir, a younger son of Frederick, who inherited his father’s attachment to the Reformed faith. This prince
founded at Neustadt, the principal town of his own estates, a college named after himself Casimirianum, in the faculty of which
Ursinus was once more associated with some of his former
friends and colleagues of the University of Heidelberg. There, in
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the various labors of a professor and an author, he spent the last
five years of his life, manfully combating the various infirmities
of an over-worked system, and even from the bed to which sickness at last confined him, dictating not only a multitude of letters, but several works of considerable size, among which was
his “Refutatio Jesuitarum.” At last, “having fought a good fight
and finished his course, he received from the heavenly Arbiter
and Rewarder that amaranthine crown. For he died in the Lord,
as if falling into a sweet sleep, with his friends around him, on
the sixth of March, 1583, and in the forty-ninth year of his age.”
He left behind him a request that as he had lived without pomp,
so he might be carried to his grave without it, and interred no
where else but in the common and public cemetery. This wish
was complied with, and a monument erected to his memory by
the Schola Casimiriana, bearing an epitaph which presents a
glowing, but not more than just picture of his great talents and
virtues.
His writings were collected after his death and published in
three folio volumes by his grateful pupils, Pareus and Quirinus.
But by far the most important work of his life and most durable
monument to his memory, is his immortal Catechism. Over
what a multitude of young minds has it scattered the seeds of
truth! How many, while repeating its “form of sound words,”
have “with the heart believed unto righteousness, and with the
mouth made confession unto salvation!” {102} His other voluminous works have been comparatively neglected. But the Catechism; translated into fourteen languages,31 expounded in
innumerable churches, and repeated by innumerable youth, has
entered into the life-blood and circulated through all the veins of
Reformed Christendom.
In no way, perhaps, has its influence been more profoundly and
permanently diffused than by the unparalleled extent to which
it has been used as a text book of theological instruction. Van
Alphen gives a list of no less than ninety Commentaries and
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illustrative works of various kinds, which had been written upon
it by eminent divines before his time (1729.) A very large portion
of these were originally delivered in the shape of lectures in the
universities and theological schools.
The ascendancy of the Catechism in the Palatinate, the country
of its birth, was, it is true, subjected to many and severe interruptions and reverses. First, by the accession of Louis and the forcible re-instating of Lutheranism (1577), afterwards by the
disasters of Frederick, the titular and transient king of Bohemia
(1620), shortly after and yet more terribly by the Thirty Years
War in which Popery was brought into the Palatinate by the merciless Tilly at the point of the bayonet; and finally, by the accession of a prince of the Romish faith, (1686.) But the same storms
which expelled it from its native seats, wafts its imperishable
seeds across the sea to this western continent, to find a far wider
field, and to yield, we hope, far richer harvests in the German
Reformed Church of the United States. {103}
31. Niemeyer (Coll. Conf. Ref. Praef. p. 62) enumerates them. Besides the
original German and the immediately subsequent Latin version by
Lagus and Pithopoeus, it was translated into Dutch, Greek, Modern
Greek, Spanish, Polish, Hungarian, Arabic, Cingalese, French, English,
Italian, Bohemian, and Hebrew. Henry Alting (Explic. Cat. p. 6) adds
“the lingua Indica,” by which he may mean the Cingalese. The same
writer says, “sed authentica est sola editio Germanica in qua omnia non
rotundiora modo, sed etiam emfatikwtra.” “The German edition

alone is of authority, in which every thing is not only more fully
but more energetically expressed,” (ibid.) It is an interesting
fact, which deserves to be mentioned, that many, if not most of
the above translations into the languages of distant races were
made under the auspices of the United States of Holland, who
sent missions along with their colonies to the ends of the earth.
A copy of the noble edition in Modern Greek, translated and
published by order of the States General (1648) is now before
us. A just monument has yet to be erected to the liberality and
Christian zeal of that heroic Republic.
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But no church of the Reformed family has imbibed the doctrine
of the Heidelberg Catechism more deeply, adhered to it more
steadily, or brought a larger share of sacred learning to its
defense and illustration, than the venerable Reformed Dutch
Church. Her princes and fathers were the first (of foreign countries)32 to adopt it as a symbol of their faith, in the Synod of
Wesel33 (1568), and solemnly re-affirmed this act at the Synod
of Emden (1571), of Dort (1578), of Middleburg (1581), of Gravenhagen (1586), and finally in the National Synod of Dort
(1618-19), where the foreign34 as well as the native divines
expressed their cordial and entire approbation of its doctrines.
Her temples have resounded with its exposition, and her children have been imbued with its truth for nearly three centuries.
The solid bulwarks which the learning of her Altinges and Hoornbeeks, and Hommiuses, and Van Tyls, and a host of other eminent divines has thrown up around the Protestant faith, were
erected, even to the outermost buttress and escarpment, on the
outline of the Catechism. The heartiness with which she
adopted it, and the predominance which her free institutions
and her vast opulence and power, as well as the learning of her
32. In varias easque florentissimas orbis Christiani provincias magno
piorum gaudio et fructu introducta est, atque etiamnum obtinet: cujus
primum exemplum dedere Ecclesiae Belgicae, Anno 1571, H. Alting,
Explic. Cat. p. 6.

33. Van den Honert. Schat-Book der Verk. over den Ned. Cat. Voorreede, p.
12.

34. Bishops Hall and Davenant were the delegates of the Church of
England. “I well remember,” says Trigland, “that the divines of Great
Britain highly extolled that little book, and said that neither their
churches, nor the French, had such a suitable catechism; that the men
who had composed it had been unusually assisted by the Spirit of God
at the time; that they had, in sundry other matters, excelled several
divines, but in composing that catechism they had excelled themselves.” Ecc. Hist. p. 1145, quoted by Vanderkemp on the Cat. Pref. p.
25.
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divines and schools, gave her, in the seventeenth century, contributed largely to the unparalleled prominence and diffusion of
this, her favorite symbol. Holland was indebted to a pure and living faith for strength to stand up against the most fearful odds
ever perhaps successfully encountered by a nation, and ultimately to wrest her liberties from the iron grasp of Philip II; and
she sought, with grateful ardor, to repay the debt. She poured it
into the minds of the youth who resorted from far to her
universities and schools of theology; she taught it to the exiles
from {104} England, Scotland, France, and Germany, whom her
heroic arm sheltered from persecution; she sent it to her colonies in the East and West Indies; and, in fine, she, too, transmitted it with her emigrant children to America, to experience a
freer and wider diffusion after the decay of her own liberties,
and (it must be added) the decline of her own piety in the Old
World.
URSINUS’ COMMENTARY ON THE CATECHISM
Of the numerous commentaries on the Catechism which we
have above alluded to, that of Ursinus himself has, of course,
taken precedence,35 being the author’s exposition of his own
work. Ursinus, while occupying the chair of Theology in the
“Collegium Sapientiae,” “regularly went through an annual
course of lectures on the Catechism down to the year 1577.”36
These lectures, taken down at the time of delivery, were published after his death by his Friend and pupil, David Pareus. It
would appear, from a letter of Sibrand Lubbert37 to Pareus,
(dated 1591) that some one had already published Commentaries on the Catechism, which did him great injustice. He
35. Innumeris commentariis, Germanicis, Latinis, et aliarum linguarum
illustrata est: quos inter Ursiniani, Explicationum Catecheticarum titulo evulgati, primas facile tenent. H. Altingi, Exp. Cat. p. 6.

36. Henr. Altingi Mon. lit. et piet. cited by Van Alphen, Prol. p. 32.
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expresses much satisfaction that Pareus had given them to the
world in a correct form.
The work also received the fullest authentication from other disciples and friends of Ursinus, among whom were Quirinus Reuter, (one of the editors of the works of Ursinus) and Bartholomew
Keckermann, afterwards Professor of Theology at Dantzig.
Where Pareus inserts observations of his own, he does so separately and under his own name. The only instance of this we
have observed is the “Additio Davidis Parei de Transubstantiatione et Consubstantiatione,” appended to the exposition of
the 78th Question.
This “Opus Catecheticum,” originally published in Latin, {105}
was translated into various languages, passed through a multitude of editions, and was held in high repute in all the churches
of the Reformation. Pareus was (as well as Ursinus) a voluminous writer. His Critical Commentaries on the New Testament
have ranked with the best productions of that class. But none of
his works have reached a circulation at all to be compared with
this compilation of the lectures of Ursinus. Many wondered, he
tells us,38 that with such pressing occupations of his own, he
should bestow so much time and labor on the work of another,
whence no reward or reputation would accrue to himself. But,
he adds, “I shall have fruit enough, if others derive rich fruit
from hence; glory enough, if the glory, that is, the truth and
37. An eminent theologian of that day and Professor of Theology at
Franeker. He had been a pupil of Ursinus, and was so highly
esteemed by him that when the Elector allowed him to choose
an associate in his professorship, he nominated Lubbert; who,
says Moreri, “repondit modestement qu’il ne se sentoit assez
habile pour bien remplir une place, ou ce Professeur illustre
avait acquis tant de gloire.” Moreri adds, that Ursinus could find
no other whom he was willing to recommend. Lubbert himself
composed a Commentary on the Catechism.
38. Pref. and Ded. 1598.
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purity of heavenly doctrine, be by any labor of mine, transmitted
unimpaired to posterity.”
There is extant a beautiful and deeply touching letter from the
editor, David Pareus, to his accomplished and eminent son,
Philip Pareus, from which we learn that the work had been
under his hand for many years, and had been subjected to frequent and severe revision. “Even as a precious gem,” he says, “is
never so perfectly shapen and polished by the hands of the jeweler, but he desires to render it still more lustrous, and at every
glance sees some new charm which may be added to it; so I
never take this CATECHETICAL TREASURE into my hands, but I
seem to hear the living voice of my preceptor again, and to learn
something which had before escaped me; and I never lay it
aside, but something here or there occurs to my mind which I
wish to render more exact and explicit.”
Along with this letter, he commits to the hands of his son a copy
of the work which had received his “ultima cura,” his “postrema
recognitio;” and solemnly charges him, in the event of his death,
(si quid humanitus mihi accidat) to give it to the world in that
form. This letter is dated from his “Patmos,”as he terms it, (a
retreat to which he had fled from the war then raging in the
Palatinate) the 30th December, 1621, in the seventy-fourth year
of his age, and about four months before his death. Any additions or modifications after the above date {106} must, of
course, be looked upon as corruptions. The great popularity of
the work caused many surreptitious editions of it to be issued,
which as Philip Pareus tells us were often interpolated and otherwise corrupted. The only editions to be relied upon as genuine
rare those which were published before the death of David
Pareus by himself, or after it, by Philip. We have before us three
editions. That of Heidelberg in 1612; that of Geneva, 1622; and
that of Hanover, 1634.
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TRANSLATIONS OF URSINUS’ COMMENTARY
Such is the work which Mr. Williard has just presented to the
world in an English translation, and which we have reached by a
much longer détour than we expected. But these introductory
and explanatory remarks, will not, we think, be deemed amiss in
reference to a work, the wide circulation of which in a pure
form, would be an immense benefit to our churches and community, and in fact, to the great and daily increasing portion of
mankind who read the English language. It is a vast and various
treasure of sacred knowledge, in which profound learning and
logical acuteness have contributed their maturest and noblest
efforts towards the defense and illustration of Christian truth. It
has other and still higher excellencies. It is not only profound
but deeply practical, not only exact but warm with the breath
and pulse of Christian life. It solves a multitude of doubts and
difficulties which are ever afloat in the popular mind in reference to the higher and harder points (the dusnohta) of Christian
theology. The lectures which form this commentary were delivered, be it remembered, to theological classes, from which came
forth not a few of the eminent professors, preachers, and
authors of that day, among whom were Kimedontius, Keckermann, Lubbert, Pareus, and Quirinus. We should rejoice to see a
translation which would do full justice to it, placed in the hands
of every minister and theological student, and in fact, in every
reading family through our country. We do not know a system of
divinity which combines more (generally uncombined) excellencies, or better suited to furnish Christians of every profession
and grade of acquirement with “a reason of the hope that is in
them.” It breathes, moreover, that fiducial and joyful spirit in
which all, we think, will allow that the European cast of piety
has greatly the advantage of our own, and resembles much
more the scriptural and primitive {107} model, It is as rare to
hear the language of doubt there, as of assurance here. Doubt in
fact, seems to have attained, with us, to a rank among the Chris-
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tian graces, as if it were an evidence of humility and sincerity;
instead of being, as it certainly is, a dishonour to our Lord, a
reflection on his truth, and a violation of the plain precepts to
trust and rejoice in him at all times, and to offer unto him the
sacrifices of praise continually.
We have often been struck with the contrast at this point
between the piety of undoubted Christians in Europe and our
own country, and have been puzzled for an adequate cause of it.
But since we have been led to look more narrowly into the
genius of this Catechism, we are inclined to think that its extensive use among the Swiss, Dutch and German Churches has had
not a little to do with it. One of its principal beauties is that
many of the answers39 are in the form of an act of faith. This,
whenever faith is vital and sincere, would naturally tend to give
it a confident and appropriative character. The same cheerful
spirit pervades, as might be expected, the commentary which is
the author’s expansion of his own work. We would gladly welcome it to general circulation as a probable corrective to an
acknowledged defect (accompanied, we gratefully own, with
many admirable peculiarities) in Christian life and piety as it has
been developed in our highly favored country. Why should not
the characteristic activity and liberality of American Christians
be accompanied, as these qualities were in the first age, with the
fulness of Christian joy?
The old English translation of this work, we may add, by Parry,
(which passed through repeated editions in its day) is a very
unskilful performance, and besides, is now antiquated and
extremely scarce.
WILLIARD’S TRANSLATION
We heartily wish that we could speak of Mr. Williard’s work, in
its concrete form, with as cordial approbation as we can and do
39. e.g. 1, 2, 21, 32, 52, 53, and many others.
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of the project which gave birth to it. But we are speaking of an
authoritative exposition of the most widely received perhaps of
all the symbols of the Reformed Faith; and we shall speak candidly, though not, we hope, unkindly. We feel compelled to
express at once, our earnest hope and firm conviction, {108}
that the work, in its present form, can never go into general circulation in any of the Reformed Churches.
The editorial and typographical execution of the work are, ultra
spem veniae, negligent and inaccurate. The errata in spelling,
pointing and numbering are so frequent and material as to be a
serious blemish. The classics and fathers quoted in the exposition, are sometimes cruelly handled. But more and worse than
all this, the 84th, 85th, and 95th questions of the Catechism, with
the Scriptural proofs thereto pertaining, are omitted entire; the
exposition, meanwhile, jogging on as if quite unconscious that it
had parted company with the text. This must, we think, be
regarded as a peccatum mortale as it regards the present impression.
It is greatly to be regretted that Mr. Williard entered on his work
with so meager an apparatus. “The Latin copy,” he says, “from
which we have made the present translation, was published in
Geneva in the year 1616, and is, without doubt, a copy of the
best and most complete edition made by Dr. David Pareus, the
intimate friend and disciple of Ursinus. It is, in every respect,
greatly superior to another copy, the use of which we secured
from the Rev. Dr. Hendron, of the Presbyterian Church, after
having made very considerable progress in the work of translation.”
Why Mr. Williard considers his own and only copy “without
doubt the best and most complete,” and “in every respect greatly
superior” to the (not very graciously acknowledged) copy of Dr.
Hendron does not appear. We are sorry to abate his good opinion of it. But, by turning back to the letter we have quoted above
(p. 105) from Pareus himself, the reader will perceive that he
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pronounces the copy which he then sent to his son (Dec. 30th,
1621) the one which had received his ultima cura and the final
form in which he wished his compilation of his master’s lectures
to go down to future ages. That edition could not, of course, have
been published till 1622, about six years later than that possessed by Mr. Williard. He had, it seems, but two copies, and
“secured the use” of the second, only “after having made very
considerable progress in the work.” He ought, we think, as we
are sure he might, have obtained larger materials for collation.
{109}
He had, it seems, also, “the old English translation by Parry,”
“printed in the year 1645,” “which,” says he, “we constantly
consulted in making the present translation.” He did more, however, than “consult” it. “The old English translation,” he tells us,
(Pref. p. iv) “contains considerable matter which is not to be
found in either of the Latin copies now in our possession. We
have, in several instances, taken the liberty of inserting short
extracts, changing the style and construction of many of the
sentences so as to adapt it to the taste of the modern reader.
Whenever this is done, it is marked by the word ‘addenda.’ “
In this practice, (which Mr. Williard acknowledges with a praiseworthy frankness) we must remind him that he has departed
from all the just principles which ought to guide a translator. We
cannot well conceive a larger “liberty,” than for a translator to
“insert short extracts” from unknown sources, (Parry is, we
believe, unknown, save by this translation) “changing the style
and construction so as to adapt it to the taste of the modern
reader.” Especially are such “liberties” to be censured, when
taken with the writings of a man who poised and pondered
every word in which he spoke God’s truth, with such a religiosa
diligentia as did Ursinus.40
The instances are neither few nor unimportant in which Mr. Williard has failed to present the meaning of his author with fidelity
and precision. On p. 9, Ursinus, speaking of “the testimony of
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the Holy Spirit,” says that it is “renatorum proprium,” which Mr.
Williard renders “being also applicable to the unregenerate, does
not only convince their consciences, etc., but also moves and
inclines their hearts to assent to this doctrine and to receive it as
the truth of God.” Here “the testimony of the Holy Spirit,” by
which, says Ursinus, “we mean a strong and lively faith, wrought
in the hearts of the faithful by the Holy Spirit,” etc., by an erroneous translation, which precisely reverses the protasis of the
proposition, is predicated of “the unregenerate!” {110}
On p. 230, “dum adhuc vivebant,” is translated “when he hitherto
existed,” which transfers to Christ what is affirmed of “the disobedient,” (1 Pet. 3:19.) Mr. Williard was betrayed into this mistake, we doubt not, by an inaccurate copy. But, if it were so, it
shows the importance (hinted at above) of larger means of collation.
In the Exp. of 2. 66, Ursinus speaking of the application of the
word sacramentum to Christian ordinances, says, “ista quidem
satis concinna est metaphora,” which Mr. Williard (p. 341) renders, “this is, indeed, beautiful and significant!”
On p. 379, we have the words of our Lord, do this in remembrance of me, expounded as follows:—“This remembrance or
commemoration of Christ, precedes and is taken for faith in the
heart; after which, we make public confession, and acknowledgments of our thankfulness.” In what possible sense can the
commemoration of Christ “precede and be taken for faith in the
heart?” The Latin is perfectly simple, thus, “Haec recordatio et
40. ”If any of his pupils imperfectly comprehended anything that
was said in his lectures, or had any other doubt or difficulty to
submit to him, he directed them to lay the same before him in
writing, saying that he would reflect on the subject home, and
give the solution at the opening of the next day’s lecture. He
thus relieved himself from extemporaneous responses, and furnished his students with well-premeditated solutions of their
doubts.”—Mel. Adam, vit. Urs.
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commemoratio est primum ipsa fides in corde: deinde publica confessio et gratiarum actio.”
In the farther treatment of the Lord’s supper, p. 395, we have the
following unfathomable statement: “There is, therefore, no invisible thing or action that brings to view the nature or thing signified by the sacrament.” The Latin reads, “nulla igitur res sive
actio invisibilis rationem sive appellationem sacramenti tueri
potest.” This is distinct enough. Ursinus is reasoning to prove
that “the sacraments were instituted to be visible testimonies and
pledges of grace;” against the Romish doctrine that the body of
Christ, invisible under the bread, is the sacrament. He therefore
affirms, directly in point, that “no invisible thing or action can
have the nature or the name of a sacrament;” because, as he
says, in the same connection, “Sacraments or signs ought to be
visible; and that does not deserve to be called a sacrament (as
Erasmus says) which is not accomplished by an external sign.”
But we will not fatigue the reader with further specimens,
though they might easily be multiplied.
CRITIQUE OF NEVIN’S INTRODUCTION
Mr. Williard has committed a much graver error than any of
those we have noticed, in ushering his work to the Christian
public under the auspices of Dr. Nevin. The Heidelberg Catechism {111} surely needed no “Introduction” to the Reformed
Churches; as little did the name and commentary of its author.
And in introducing these, Dr. Nevin has availed himself of the
opportunity to “introduce” a good many other things besides,
forming, on the whole, very uncongenial company, to say the
least, both for the author and the book. Besides, the damage
which Mr. Williard has thus incurred is uncompensated, as far as
we can see, by the slightest gain of any sort. For, in relation to
Mr. Williard himself, and the execution of his work, Dr. Nevin
maintains a profound silence, which is even more killing than
faint praise.
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But though Dr. Nevin carefully abstains from praising Mr. Williard or his translation, Mr. Williard abundantly praises “the
excellent ‘Introduction,’ from the pen of Dr. Nevin, which,” he
tells us, “will be read with much interest, and throw much light
upon the life and character of the author of these Lectures.”41
Mr. Williard has thus fully endorsed the statements of Dr. Nevin,
and compelled us to look upon the “translation” and “Introduction,” as part and parcel of the same work.
While, in fact, Mr. Williard gives whatever weight his full commendation may carry with it, to the “excellent Introduction,” he
cautiously limits his adhesion to the doctrines of the Commentary. “We do not, of course, intend,” he says, “to be understood
as giving an unqualified approval of every view and sentiment
contained in these Lectures.” As he has not thought it necessary
thus to “qualify” his “approval” of the Introduction, the reader is,
of course, left to conclude that he is entirely identified with it.
What sort of “light” is thrown by Dr. Nevin’s Introduction on the
Catechism and Commentary of Ursinus, as well as on his “life
and character,” we propose, by a brief analysis, to show.
Dr. Nevin has certainly found no lack of “characteristic perfections” in the Heidelberg Catechism. “Its very style,” he tells
us, “moves with a sort of priestly solemnity which all are constrained to reverence and respect;” there “runs” in it “a {112}
continual appeal to the interior sense of the soul, a sort of solemn undertone, sounding from the depths of the invisible
world.” “A strain of heavenly music seems to flow around us at
all times, while we listen to its voice.” We cannot object to these
encomiums, though we are far from aspiring to understand
them. If they be indeed peculiarities of this Catechism, to Dr.
Nevin must, we think, be conceded the merit of having first discovered and brought them to light. The Catechism has been
lauded by learned divines and venerable Synods, from Bullinger
41. 1 Translator’s Pref. p. iv.
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down to the Westminster Assembly, with commendation quite
as strong and various as may safely be awarded to any merely
human composition. It has been pronounced “solid, clear, logical, scriptural;” “vix alia,” they have assured us, “dari poterit
solidior, concinnior, perfectior et ad captum adultiorum pariter et
juniorum accommodatior.”42 But for Dr. Nevin it has been
reserved to apprehend and disclose “the priestly solemnity” of
its movement and “the heavenly music which flows around” it.
If these epithets, reduced to pedestrian style, mean simply the
full, rich and harmonious exhibition of truth, the matter comes
then within the range of our humble consciousness; and we
must say, that in our plain way, we have been profoundly sensible to the same qualities in the Westminster Catechism, whose
luminous and comprehensive statements have often penetrated
and charmed our very soul.
Dr. Nevin commends the Catechism for “its care to avoid the
thorny, dialectic subtleties of Calvinism.” And again in his “History of the Catechism,” he tells us that “the knotty points of Calvinism are not brought forward in it as necessary objects of
belief, one way or the other.”43 Among these “knotty points”
and thorny dialectic subtleties of Calvinism,” he enumerates the
doctrines of “predestination,”44 “a limited {113} or particular
atonement,”45 “irresistible grace,”46 “the perseverance of the
saints,” and more faintly, the relations of the human will to con42. See the “Judicia Theologorum, etc., de Catechizandi ratione,” among
the Acta Syn. Dord. Sess. XV.

43. History and Genius of the Heidelberg Catechism, p. 131. The “Introduction” so largely consists of extracts from that work, that we are justified in viewing them as a connected exposition of Dr. Nevin’s
sentiments; especially, as at the close of the “Introduction,” he refers
his readers to the “History.”

44. Hist. and Gen. of the Heid. Cat. p. 135.
45. Hist. and Gen. of the Heid. Cat. p.135.
46. p. 136.

Appendix 1. Review by John Proudfit

1189

version and salvation. These are the “knotty” and “hard points,”
“the thorny dialectic subtleties of Calvinism” which the Catechism has taken “care to avoid,” and in relation to which it maintains, if we are to believe Dr. Nevin, a cautiously guarded noncommittal. An astonishing statement truly! Why then was it
called by way of eminence “the Calvinistic Catechism?” Why
attacked as such, by Romanists, Lutherans, Socinians, and
Remonstrants? Why adopted by all the branches of the
Reformed Church as an embodiment of Calvinism? Why was its
author banished from Breslau as a Calvinist? How totally must
he have misapprehended the character of his own work!47 How
must the Dutch, German, and Swiss Reformed Churches be
amazed to find that they have been expounding from their pulpits, and teaching to their children, for almost three centuries, a
47. 7 See his Exposition and “Miscellanea Catechetica” passim; from the
latter of which might be compiled an elaborate demonstration of the
Five (“knotty”) Points of Calvinism. We would particularly refer the
reader to No. 4 of that collection, consisting of a long letter on Predestination and the questions involved in it, addressed to a friend who
was perplexed on these points. He assures his troubled friend that it
is as clearly revealed as any other truth in the Bible, and that it is
attended with no difficulty, “provided only we read the Holy Scripture without prejudice and without bias, and with the sincere desire
not of reforming God after our own fancies (non reformandi Deum ad
nostras fantasias) but of learning of him from himself, and of ascribing all glory to him and transferring it from ourselves to him. Thus,”
he adds, “have those things become easy to me which appeared difficult, so long as I depended on the authority of men, who neither profited themselves nor me!” He clearly presents the doctrine with its
adjuncts in that aspect in which it is so beautifully expressed in the
17th Article of the Ch. of England; “The godly consideration of predestination and our election in Christ is full of sweet, pleasant, and
unspeakable comfort.” All the Five Points of (what is called) Calvinism protrude themselves in this long and admirable letter. The author
tells his friend at the close, “totam noctem impendi huic scriptioni,
summa cum difficultate.” It is dated Sept. 11, 1573.
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Catechism in which doctrines which they have ever deemed
vital and precious forms of evangelical truth, are “avoided” and
“not brought forward as necessary objects of orthodox belief!”
How incredibly strange that the Westminster Assembly never
detected this Laodicean latitudinarianism, but blindly gave it
their earnest {114} commendation! How superfluous the labor
of Coppenstein in “ex-calvinizing” it, since it contained no Calvinism at all! How utterly, in fact, has it been misunderstood, by
friends and foes, in that age and in all succeeding times, till the
“light” has been “thrown upon it” by the Introduction of Dr.
Nevin!
The reader has but to take this work into his hand and read over
Questions 1st, 2d, 7th, 8th, (but if we would complete the enumeration, we must include by far the greater portion of the Catechism; we will only add, therefore, the 21st) with the author’s
own exposition, and he will see these same “hard, knotty
points” unfolded as rich life-germs of truth to all the uses of
Christian comfort and sanctification; aye, and guarded too, by
the author, in armour of proof against all assailants. We will
promise him from our own experience, not only a full satisfaction of his doubts, (if he has any) on this particular question, but
a most edifying and delightful improvement of his time. The
Heidelberg Catechism “avoiding” Calvinism! Verily, the temerity
of mere assertion “can no farther go.” If its Calvinism was strong
enough to satisfy the Calvinists of that day, and the “hardhanded Puritans”48 of England, a hundred years later, we certainly think it may satisfy us.
Dr. Nevin commends “the broad, free character which marks the
tone of its instructions. “It is,” he says, “moderate, gentle, soft.”
Rather questionable praise, we think, for “a form of sound
words”—and certainly not more questionable in itself than in its
application to the Heidelberg Catechism, which, after all Dr.
48. “Early Christianity,” No. 11.
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Nevin has said of its “freedom from controversial,” “polemical”
and “party prejudices,” really wears a more hostile and warlike
front towards error and errorists than other Reformed symbols.
For example, the Westminster Catechism confines itself to the
simple and direct statement of truth,49 whereas the Heidelberg
Catechism repeatedly connects with such statement, a specification of the opposite error.
Prominent among its “characteristic perfections” is “the {115}
mystical element,” “the rich mystical element that is found to
enter so largely into its composition,” “the rich vein of mysticism which runs every where through its doctrinal statements.”50 Here is another occult quality of which its author and
his early expounders never appear to have dreamed. Ursinus
himself makes short work with musthrion by a very brief explanation of its classic derivation and use, and its scriptural and
theological application, in his exposition of the 66th Question.
He nowhere else uses the word, as far as we remember, even in
reference to the Lord’s supper. But Dr. Nevin has found a “rich
vein of mysticism entering largely into its composition,” “running every where through its doctrinal statements.” What is this?
Dr. Nevin has thought proper to enlighten us. “The mystical element,” he says,51 “is that quality in religion, by which it goes
beyond all simply logical or intellectual apprehension, and
addresses itself directly to the soul, as something to be felt and
believed, even where it is too deep to be explained. The Bible
abounds with such mysticism. It prevails, especially, in every
page of the Apostle John. We find it largely in Luther. It has been
often said that the Reformed faith, as distinguished from the
49. So does the Catechismus Genevensis (by Calvin.) The nearest
approach which it makes to a hostile demonstration in any direction,
is where it declares any departure from the command of Christ, in the
doctrine and celebration of the Sacraments, to be summum nefas.

50. Intro. p. 15 and 16.
51. Int. p. 15.
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Catholic and the Lutheran, is unfriendly to this element . . . and
so is ever prone to run into rationalism. And it must be confessed that there is some show of reason for the serious charge.”
A very serious charge indeed! That “the Reformed faith as distinguished from the Catholic and the Lutheran, is unfriendly to an
element” with which “the Bible abounds,” and which “prevails
in every page of the Apostle John!” But it is satisfactory to know
that the Heidelberg Catechism being “the product of the
Reformed Church in the full bloom of its historical development” has eliminated this hostile quality and thus “surmounted
the force of the objection now mentioned;” In other words, has
approximated to “the Catholic and Lutheran” systems. It seems
difficult to conceive again why it was then so “fiercely assaulted”
at once from Lutheranism and ‘’from the Church of Rome
itself!”52
CONSIDERATION OF SO-CALLED MYSTICISM
But as for the existence of this “mystical element,” this “quality
which goes beyond all intellectual apprehension” in {116} the
Heidelberg Catechism, it is sufficient to oppose to the assertion
one plain declaration of Ursinus himself from innumerable others. It occurs in the Prolegomena to the Catechism No. IV. §7—
“Instruction must be short, simple, and perspicuous,” (“brevis,
simplex et perspicua”) on account of the ignorance and infirmity
of learners.” And herein, he says, lies the great necessity and
value of catechetical instruction. How totally then must the worthy author have failed of his own aim and conception of a good
Catechism, if he has made one which is pervaded “through all
its doctrinal statements” with “that quality which goes beyond
all intellectual apprehension!” How ill adapted would such a Catechism be to impart that “true knowledge of God and of his Son
Jesus Christ, without which” (Ursinus tells us in § 3 of the same
chapter) “no one that has attained to years of discretion and
52. Int. p. 16.
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understanding can be saved;” (sustaining the assertion by John
17:3.) This whole No. of the Prolegomena is occupied with the
demonstration of the necessity of a clear, solid and intelligible
communication of the doctrines of Christianity. It has ever been
deemed an extraordinary merit of this Catechism, that it was “ad
captum tam juniorum quam adultiorum accommodatus.” Hear
what Bullinger says of it,53 after stating that he had read it with
great eagerness and many thanks to God. “Ordo libelli dilucidus
est, et res ipsae sincere verissimeque propositae. Plana sunt
omnia, piissima, fructuosissima, succincta brevitate comprehendentia magnas res et copiosas.” So far were the ablest men of that
day from detecting “the rich mystical element, going beyond all
intellectual apprehension” which Dr. Nevin has discovered,
“running everywhere through its doctrinal statements.”
That it “addresses itself directly to the soul” is perfectly true. So
do all the Reformed symbols; because they speak that “word of
God which pierceth even to the dividing asunder of the soul and
spirit.” But they “address the soul” none the less “directly”
because they address it through the intellect. “How many things
are necessary for thee to know?” {117} (says the Heidelberg Catechism, Q. 2). Again, “Whence knowest thou thy misery?” (Q. 3.)
“What is true Faith? (Q. 21.) Ans. True Faith is not only a certain
knowledge, whereby I hold for truth all that God has revealed to
us in his word, but also an assured confidence, which the Holy
Spirit works by the gospel in my heart,” etc. Here every thing is
rational, (in the true sense) manly, intelligent, and eminently
free from the “mystical element,” by Dr. Nevin’s own exposition
of it. The Reformed creeds, and those who ministered them,
sought not to stupefy and overcloud the human intellect with
“mysticism,” but to quicken and invigorate its faculties by the
vital beams of truth, and to call them forth to their highest and
53. In a letter written 1563, the same year in which the Catechism was
published. It is quoted by Van Alphen. Oec. Cat. Pal. Prol. p. 40.
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noblest exercise, in the contemplation of the sublime verities of
revelation. They therefore opened wide to them the Bible. Their
first and most earnest labor was to make it speak in the vulgar
tongue of every race. They invited all men to come to its light,
and to search into its truths, in a spirit at once reverential and
free. In a word, they “fed the souls of men with knowledge and
understanding,” not with “doctrinal statements going beyond all
intellectual apprehension!”
We dismiss this point with simply remarking that these words,
“mystery,” “mysticism,” “mystical,” (Rev. 17:5) have been great
favorites with the Papal Church. In fact, there have been wise
and good men not a few, (and the Reformers among them) who
thought they could read on her brow, written by the finger of
God, the name of “MYSTERY.”54 For that very reason, the
Reformers eschewed both the word and the thing. They looked
upon it as a sort of bandage which Rome tied over the eyes of
men, when she wanted to put her hand into their pockets, or her
“hook into their noses.” When they spoke of “mysteries,” it was
of “the mysteries of God” and “of the kingdom of God;” the
“deep things of God,” and not the inventions and impostures
which men have covered over with the veil of mystery. Nor do
we know any {118} sense in which any of them (and Ursinus as
little as the rest) would have accepted the compliment which Dr.
Nevin has here paid to the Heidelberg Catechism. With historical
“mysticism” they certainly had little sympathy; and as little, we
believe, with that “quality” in a certain school of modern German philosophy, which “goes beyond all intellectual apprehension.” The independence of the logical and intuitional
consciousness was not yet brought to light. They speak as if they
54. It is painful to observe Dr. Nevin’s fondness for this word; to hear him
for example, frequently (even in the course of this Introduction) allude
to the sacrament under the name of “the awful mystery.” It brings to
one’s mind Bellarmine’s “tremenda mysteria missae,” and the like
Romish misnomers of “the Lord’s SUPPER.”
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thought it necessary (in all things intelligible) to be understood
in order to be “felt and believed.”
But it soon becomes apparent in what direction this deep current of “mysticism” is wafting us. “The mystical element of the
Catechism” (says Dr. Nevin, p. 15) “is closely connected with the
Catholic spirit,” “its sympathy with the religious life of the old
Catholic Church.” This too, is numbered “among its characteristic perfections!” If by “the old Catholic Church” Dr. Nevin means
the old (Roman) Catholic Church, (and we can understand the
author of “Early Christianity” in no other sense) what are we to
make of its direct antagonism to the Papal Church and doctrine,
in every one of the “praecipui articuli,”55 in which the fathers of
the Protestant Church made the “controversy” with Rome to
consist. To select a few examples, see its pointed condemnation
of the claim of Rome to be “the only true Church, out of which
there is no salvation,” in Q. 54; of the Romish doctrine of good
works in Q. 91, and in its whole treatment of the doctrine of justification; of the mass, Q. 80; of the power of the keys, Q. 83, 84,
85; of the use of images, Q. 96, 97, 98; of the invocation of
saints; Q. 30, 99, 100, 102; and of enforced celibacy,56 in the
treatment of “marriage” in connection with Q. 109. This compliment of “sympathy with the old Catholic Church” appears simply ludicrous when we pass out of the Catechism into this
“exposition of its true meaning,”57 and see the author, with the
whip of small cords in his hand, laying about him vigorously
and with a will, at “schoolmen,” “Papists,” “monks,” and {119}
“mass-mongers.” A strange manifestation of sympathy, indeed!
And still the question recurs, how came it that the Catechism
was so “fiercely assaulted at the time of its appearance, (as Dr.
55. See the “Epilogus” to the Confess. Augustana. Hase, Libri Symbol. Ecc.
Evang. p. 45.

56. And of “penance” and “extreme unction” in the Expos. of Q. 68th.
57. Dr. Nevin’s Int. p. 19.
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Nevin tells us it was, p. 16) from the Church of Rome?” She generally knows her friends, even her secret friends, too well to
make them the objects of her “assaults.”
Dr. Nevin, however, is determined to divest the Catechism, not
only of all the “knotty” “hard points of Calvinism,” but of all
bristling manifestations of hostility towards Rome. He therefore
sets himself to dismantle one of the propugnacula of the
Reformed faith, in the following style.
“A great deal of offence, as is generally known, has been
taken with the unfortunate declaration, by which the Roman
mass is denounced, at the close of the 80th question, as being
‘nothing else than a denial of the one sacrifice and sufferings
of Jesus Christ, and an accursed idolatry.’ But it should never
be forgotten, that this harsh anathema, so foreign from the
spirit of Melanchthon and Ursinus, and from the reigning
tone also of the Heidelberg Catechism, forms no part of the
original work as published under the hand of Ursinus himself. It is wanting in the first two editions; and was afterwards
foisted in, only by the authority of the Elector Frederick, in
the way of angry retort and counterblast, we are told, for certain severe declarations the other way, which had been
passed a short time before by the council of Trent.”
We have here given Dr. Nevin’s statement on this subject entire,
without omitting or italicizing a word, that there may be no possibility of unfairness. We now beg the reader to compare it,
statement by statement, with the following passage from his
“History and Genius of the Heidelberg Catechism,” (p. 54, 1847)
which we transfer from his pages to our own with the same
scrupulosity.
“One remarkable distinction characterized the first edition, as
compared with all which have been published since. The
80th Question, in which the Roman mass is denounced as an
‘accursed idolatry,’ was not suffered to make its appearance.
In the second edition, it is found in its place, only the accursed
idolatry is still suppressed. Finally, however, as in this same
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year the decrees of the Council of Trent came out anathematizing all who would not own the {120} mass to be divine,
the Elector took pains to have the question restored in full to
the form in which it was originally composed, while the previous text was allowed to go out of use as defective and incorrect. This gave rise, subsequently, to no small controversy and
reproach.”
The comparison of these passages brings to light two entirely
irreconcilable discrepancies.
1. The ”Introduction” states that the passage in question “is
wanting in the first two editions.” The “History,” that “in the second edition it is found in its place, only the ‘accursed idolatry’ is
suppressed.”
2. The “Introduction” affirms that it “forms no part of the original
work as published under the hand of Ursinus himself.” The “History” states that in the first edition, the whole 80th Question was
not suffered to make its appearance; in the second it is found in
its place, only the “accursed idolatry is still suppressed, but that,
finally, the Elector took pains to have the Question RESTORED in
full to THE FORM in which it was ORIGINALLY COMPOSED,
while the previous text was allowed to go out of use as defective
and incorrect.”
How widely then, has Dr. Nevin changed ground between 1847
and 1851! We shall convince the reader presently, that his
progress, in this respect, (we fear in others too) has been in the
direction of error and not of truth. We might quote him against
himself, for he has given us the right to do so, by referring us to
the “History” at the close of the “Introduction.” But a “historian”
who makes opposite statements of facts in the space of four
years, without a syllable of retractation or explanation, is an
authority so precarious that we cannot bring ourselves to rely
upon it. Nor need we. A brief statement of unquestionable facts
will put this matter in its true light. The Catechism was first published in German, (as we have seen) in January, 1563. Three suc-
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cessive editions were issued during that year. The first did not
contain the 80th Question. The second contained it, with the
exception of the last clause, “and an accursed idolatry.” The
third contained it entire as it now stands, closing with the declaration—
”Und ist also die Mess imn grund nichts anders, denn ein Verläugnung des einigen opffers un leidens Jesu Christi, and ein
vermaledeite Abgötterey.” {121}
To this third edition was appended the following notice,
“An den Christlichen Leser.
Was im ersten truck übersehen, als fürnemlich folio 55, ist
jetzunder auss befehl Churfüstlicher Gnaden addiert worden,
1563.”
“To the Christian reader.
What was overlooked (or omitted) in the former edition, as,
especially, fol. 55, has now been added by order of his Electoral Grace, 1563.
On the 55th folio stood the 80th Question.58 The Catechism containing the 80th Question in this complete form, was translated,
the same year, 1563, into Latin, and shortly afterwards, successively, into the numerous European and Asiatic languages we
have mentioned above, all carrying with them the 80th question,
precisely as it now stands in the popular editions in use in the
Reformed Churches.
58. Koecher, Cat. Gesch., p. 250.
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These are the facts in the case which no man will contest.59 Now
for the charge of Dr. Nevin, that “the unfortunate declaration, by
which the Roman Mass is denounced, at the close of the 80th
Question, forms no part of the original work as published under
the hand of Ursinus himself, but was afterwards foisted in, only
by the authority of the Elector Frederick.”
“To foist: To insert by forgery.” Such is the whole definition of Dr.
Johnson. Have then the Reformed Churches been teaching,
preaching and expounding for nearly three centuries a forgery
under the belief that it was a truth of God? Such is the heavy
charge brought against them by Dr. Nevin. Blessed be God, there
is no truth in it.
We will take the phrase in its largest latitude. It can bear but
three interpretations, viz., that the clause in question was
inserted after the death of Ursinus, without his knowledge, or
against his consent and convictions. {122}
It was not inserted after the death of Ursinus. The whole question stands precisely in its present form in Niemeyer’s copies,
both German and Latin, printed from editions of 1563.60 Ursinus died in 1583, twenty years afterward. It was not, therefore,
inserted after his death.
It was not inserted without his knowledge. He expounded his
own catechism throughout, year by year from 1563 to 1577,
59. The reader is referred to the following authorities: Van Alphen Oec.
Cat. Pal. Prologus, p. 29 etc., Koecher Cat. Geschichte der Ref. Kir. p.
250. Augusti. Versuch, einer hist. krit. Ein. in die beyden Haupt. Kat. p.
115, etc., Niemeyer Coll. Conf. in Ecc. Ref. Praef. p. 57, etc. The latter
presents the historical argument in its fullest and at the same time its
briefest form. He printed both the German and Latin copies in his collection from the editions of 1563.

60. Collectio, etc. p. 411 and 448, Koecher says too, that he had before his
eyes, while writing his “Catechetische Geschichte,”a copy of the edition of 1563, in which the 80th Q. stood entire. Sec Cat. Gesch. des
Ref. Kir. p. 251. 1756.
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(fourteen years.) The work before us consists of these “Expositions.” It could not have been inserted therefore, without his
knowledge.
It was not inserted against his consent and convictions. Let the
reader but look through his “Explicatio” of this question, and of
the whole subject from Q. 75th to 80th, and see how he sustains
every position and clause in it, and this among the rest, from the
nature of things, from Scripture, and from the fathers, and he
will be satisfied that not only his mind but his heart was in it. Let
him read his “Theses de Sacramentis”61 and he will receive yet
more abundant proof.62 We will not tire him with citations, but
content ourselves with one which of itself will banish all doubt.
In the year 1569, (six years after the publication of the Catechism) Ursinus added to the exposition of this 80th Q. eight “discrimina” in support of its doctrine, in which he re-asserts and
proves it, clause by clause, and deduces from the whole the following conclusion. “Haec discrimina ostendunt, missam Papisticam in fundamento nihil esse aliud, quam abnegationem unici
sacrificii Christi et horribilem idololatriam.” “These discrimina
show that the Popish Mass, at bottom, is nothing else than a
denial of the one sacrifice of Christ and a horrible idolatry.” A
repetition, almost word for word, of the passage in question! It
could not, therefore, have been inserted without his consent and
against his conviction.63 {123}
But we will go further. It was contained in the original draft as
written by Ursinus. Else why was it said to have been “omitted,”
(übersehen) in the notula appended to the third impression? Can
61. Bound up with the edition of 1622.
62. We have not the entire works of Ursinus within our reach, But Van
Alphen says (Occ. Cat. Pal. Prol. p. 30) in reference to this 80th Q.—”In
operibus Ursini non tantum legitur integra, sed etiam quod ad singulas
partes explicatur et asseritur. Vide illa Tom. I:p. 285.”

63. See these “discrimina,” Lat. ed. of 1622, p. 541. Williard’s Tr. p. 421.
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any thing be said to be omitted in the printing which was not
contained in the manuscript copy? This very inscription substantiates beyond a doubt, the statement of Dr. Nevin (1847) that, in
the third edition, “it was restored to the form in which it was
originally composed.”
What shall we say then of Dr. Nevin’s charge—in contradiction
to all history, (his own “History” included) that it was “foisted in
afterwards, only by the authority of the Elector Frederick?” We
have no disposition to find a name for it. It is sufficient for us to
have demonstrated “the innocence of the Heidelberg Catechism.”
Having thus far dealt with facts, shall we offer a probable conjecture as to this gradual insertion of the 80th question? It was a
bold declaration of the truth of God. The previous questions, (75
to 79) had contained a full statement of the doctrine of the
Lord’s Supper. This (“What is the difference between the Lord’s
Supper and the Popish Mass?”) merely presented it in contrast
with the corrupt and idolatrous substitute of the Papal Church.
The Elector had to encounter the hostility of the imperial throne
and of the Popish princes. Even his Lutheran brethren were disaffected by the Calvinistic features of the Catechism. He was
overawed for a moment by the manifold perils of his position,
and thought perhaps that the positive statement of the truth was
enough, without holding up the opposite error. In the first edition, therefore, “the 80th question was not suffered to appear.”
In the second, he gathered more courage, and “it is found in its
place, only the accursed idolatry is still suppressed.” In the third,
he encouraged himself in the Lord his God, and let the whole
truth come out; in fact, “took pains” (ashamed it may be of having so far yielded to the fear of man) “to have the question
restored in full to the form in which it was originally composed,”
Saving, that “even if it should come to the shedding of blood, it
would be an honour for which, if my God and Father should so
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please to use me, I could never be sufficiently thankful in this
world or the next.” {124}
For the words of this noble confession, we are indebted to Dr.
Nevin64 (the Dr. Nevin, we mean, of 1847) as well as for the picture of his calm heroism at the Diet shortly after, where he was
called to account for his Catechism, and “witnessed a good confession” before the Emperor and Princes, saying “in conclusion,
he would still comfort himself in the sure promise of his Lord
and Saviour Jesus Christ, made to him as well as to all saints, that
whatever he might lose for his name in this life, should be
restored to him a hundred fold in the next.”65
“The unfortunate declaration,” Dr. Nevin tells us, gave “a great
deal of offence.” To whom? Not to the Reformed Church. “The
evidence of this, we have in the free, full response with which it”
(the Catechism) “was met, on the part of the Church, not only in
the Palatinate, but also, in other lands. It was, as though the
entire Reformed Church heard and joyfully recognized her own
voice in the Heidelberg Catechism.” We are indebted to Dr. Nevin
(“Introduction,” p. 14) for this glowing description of its hearty
and general approval; which is fully sustained by other authorities. Buddaeus, (himself a Lutheran) tells us that even the Lutherans praised it.66
To the Papal Court and hierarchy, the whole symbol, and preeminently this declaration “gave” no doubt “a great deal of
offence;” for it fell upon them with the awful force and majesty
64. History, etc. p. 65.
65. History And Genius of the Heidelberg Catechism. p. 66, 7. See also the
account of his truly blessed death in this same work, p. 69.

66. Isag. Hist. Theo]. p. 341. ” Catechismus Heidelbergensis. . . . magna
non tantum a reformatae Ecclesiae addictis, consensione receptus, sed
et a nostratibus interdum laudatus est.” The Catechism was libelled, he
adds, by a Jesuit of the Palatinate, and defended by the illustrious
James Lenfant, in a book entitled ,, L’innocence du Catechisme de
Heildelberg demontrée contre deux libelles d’un Jesuite,” etc.
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of truth. To them it was, indeed, “an unfortunate declaration,”
for it and other like utterances of God’s truth by the preachers,
writers, and creeds of the Reformation, broke the spell by which
Rome had long held the nations entranced in her “strong delusions,” and was at least “the beginning of the end” of her power.
It was “so foreign from the spirit of Melanchthon,” says Dr.
Nevin. Now, Melanchthon understood his own “spirit” as well
{125} as most men. Let him express it for himself. In an address
from the University of Wittenberg to the Elector Frederick, Duke
of Saxony, we meet with the following expressions, and more
like them. “Missarum perniciosus et impius abusus.” They are
numbered “inter gravissima omnium et maxime horribilia peccata.” “Merae imposturae ad fraudem et fallaciam propter quaestum excogitatae;—unde impuri sacrificuli occasione corradendae
pecuniae,” etc. (Mere tricks, devised to deceive and ensnare for
the sake of gain—whence impure priests take occasion to scrape
up money,” etc.) The profanation of the Lord’s Supper by the
Corinthian Church is called to mind, and the judgments which
followed it, and it is added, “Wherefore, since we far more
unworthily, and by utterly abominable practices, pollute a most
holy ordinance, there is no doubt but we are yet more dreadfully
punished with wars, pestilence, and infinite disasters, the greatness of which is before our eyes; and not only so, but (what is
still more sad and more to be dreaded with that blindness, and
as it were frenzy, of a reprobate mind, which are daily observed
in the ministers and defenders of the Mass.”
To this document stands subscribed the name (clarum et venerabile!) of “Philippus Melanethon.”67
“So foreign” adds Dr. Nevin, “from the spirit of Ursinus.” Now we
may suppose the reader pretty well satisfied by this time “what
67. Sententia Academiae Wittembergensis ad Principem Frider. Duc. Sax.
Elect. (Luth. Op. Tom. III.)
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manner of spirit” Ursinus “was of” in this matter. However, we
will give him one more manifestation of it.
In his exposition of the 78th Question, he says of the worship of
Christ’s body in the bread as performed in the mass, “this is that
fearful idolatry which is practised in the Popish mass, which,
without doubt, is so detestable to God that it would be better to
suffer death a thousand times than once to commit it.” Haec est
ipsa illa horrenda idololatria, quae in missa Papistica exercetur,
quae haud dubie tam est detestabilis68 Deo, ut satius sit mille
mortes oppetere, quam semel eam committere. (Lat. Ed. p. 431. Cf.
Williard, p. 399.) {126}
We are sorry to strip the brow of Ursinus of one of the laurels
with which the eloquent and somewhat poetic eulogium of Dr.
Nevin has adorned it. But the truth must be told. We fear he is
hardly entitled to all the malqhakoi logoi, the epithets of
“moderate,” “gentle,” “soft,” “quiet soul,” (Int. p. 16) with which
Dr. Nevin has somewhat profusely bepraised him. There is reason to fear that he regarded the abominations of Popery with
even more than a holy indignation. We commend him to the
charitable judgment of the reader in this matter, while we subjoin a single passage for his consideration. But he will excuse us
for dropping it into a foot-note, and leaving it modestly covered
over with the veil, (however thin to learned eyes) of its original
Latinity. It may dissipate some of the saintly hues in which Dr.
Nevin has drawn him; but, one thing is certain: it will leave him
no longer entitled, either to praise or censure, on the score of
“sympathy with the old (Roman) Catholic Church.” The letter
below was addressed “to a gentleman of Breslau who had just
come back from Italy.”69
In fact, if Dr. Nevin is looking for “sympathy with the religious
life of the old Catholic Church” in any such sense70 as he means,
68. Mr. Williard translates “detestabilis” “displeasing.” Displeasing is not a
translation of detestabilis.
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we do not know “to which of the saints” (in the Protestant calendar at least) he “will turn.” “In Luther,” he says above, (Int. p. 16)
“we find largely” that “mystical element” which “is closely connected with the Catholic spirit of which we have just spoken.”
Luther too, we insist, must have the privilege of speaking for
himself. Hear then his voice: “Quid ergo sequitur?—Missas quas
sacrificia vocant, esse summam idololatriam et impietatem.” And
shortly after, “Quare concludimus, constanti fiducia, Missarum
usum sacrificiorum idem esse quod negare Christum.”71 “What
then follows? That the masses which they call sacrifices are the
height of idolatry and {12} impiety. Wherefore, we conclude
with unshaken confidence that the use of the sacrifices of the
masses is nothing else than to deny Christ.” A startling approximation that, to the “harsh anathema” in the 80th Question! The
next page completes the resemblance—“tanta impietatis novissimae execramenta.”72
Luther too shakes off Dr. Nevin’s compliment of “sympathy” etc.,
in the same rude way as Ursinus: “That dragon’s tail,” (the mass)
“hath drawn after it many abominations and idolatries.”73
Calvin declares that “if all the angels of heaven should come to
the mass, they could not purify it from its pollutions by their
holy presence.”74
69. Zach. Ursini Epistola ad amicum (Patricium Vratislaviensem) ex Italia
reversum. Gratulor tibi felicem reditum ex cloaca Diabolorum, et precor, ut prosit tibi balneum quod post illam ingressus es. Quod si opus
est, etiam pumicem huic schedae inclusum tibi mitto, quo fricatus
redeas nobis lautes sat commode,” etc.

70. For the exposition of that sense, we refer the reader again to “Early
Christianity” in the September and November numbers of the Mercersburg Review.

71. Luther de abroganda Missa priv. Op. Tom. II. p. 260.
72. Luther de abroganda Missa priv. Op. Tom. 2:p. 261.
73. “Cauda ista draconis traxit multas abominationes et idololatrias.”
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This feeling and conviction then, and the severity with which it
is expressed, were common to all the Reformers. It was this that
made them Reformers. It was not with them a matter of temperament, but of faith. The stern soul of Calvin, the fiery vehemence of Luther, the tranquil Ursinus, the serene and
philosophic Melanchthon, were all equally terrible in denouncing the impieties of the mass. They thought and spoke of it differently from what we do, because they knew more of it. They
had emerged from the unfathomable pit of Romish corruption,
and they fled, and called other men to flee for their lives. Luther
said at his table, “I would not take a thousand florins for the
advantage of having gone to Rome. If I had not been there, I
should always have thought that I was speaking too strongly. . . I
confess that I have often been too violent, but never towards the
Papacy. To speak against that, a man ought to have a tongue on
purpose, whose words should be thunderbolts.”75
A milder age followed the stormy period of the actual Reformation, abounding in “Irenica” and “conditions of peace.” The
works and lives of such men as Junius,76 Paraeus, John {128}
Turretine and Werenfels, form a most interesting feature in the
Church History of that period. The various branches of the Protestant Church felt a strong affinity towards each other. The
Churches of England and Holland held across the channel,
“junctas manus, pignus amicitiae.” Good and great men in the
several Protestant communions, earnestly sought to bring about
a “Christian alliance.” But the works written by men of this
stamp (and even for this express object) uniformly maintain
74. “Ne omnes quidem Angelos, si Missae intersint, posse eluere ejus sordes sua sanctitate.” Epist. qui liceat participare cultui Romanae Synagogae. Op. Calv. Tom. 9. p. 205.

75. Michelet. Vie de Luther, Tome 2. p. 103.
76. Polyander asked Junius shortly before his death which of his numerous works was his own favorite. “My Irenicon,” said the good man,
“for in all the rest I wrote as a theologian, in that as a Christian.”
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“that there can be no sound agreement betwixt Popery and the
profession of the Gospel, no more than betwixt light and darkness, falsehood and truth, God and Belial; and therefore no reconciliation can be devised betwixt them.”
We cite the exact words of Archbishop Usher.77 The meek and
pacific Bishop Davenant goes still farther. “The Roman Church”
(“being,” as he elsewhere says in the same letter, “in doctrine a
false, and in practice an idolatrous Church,”) “is no more a true
Church in respect of Christ, or those due qualities and proper
actions which Christ requires, than an arrant whore is a true and
lawful wife unto her husband. You would not think, I am sure, in
that sense, of calling that strumpet a true Church.”78 “Sane non
possumus, salva conscientia, cum iis consociari,” says John Turretine,79 the very embodiment of the pacific and comprehensive
spirit. And all these peace-makers spoke the same language.80
Without exception, however, they admitted (as did also the earlier and sterner Reformers) that there were persons of sincere
piety within the communion of the Church of Rome.81 Why,
then, do they, with one voice, proclaim the impossibility of a reconciliation with the Papal Church, consistently with a good conscience? One, from their {129} many reasons, and generally the
first and foremost was the perpetual sacrilege and idolatry of
“the Roman Mass.”
77.
78.
79.
80.

Sum and Substance of Chris. Rel. p. 413, fol. 1678.
Letter to the Bp. of Exon. Life, pref. to Comm. on Col. p. 36, 37.
De Artie. Fundamentalibus. Dilucid. Joh. Alph. Turretine. Vol. III. p. 63.
Even the Romanists admired these men. See Moreri’s eloquent tribute
to “l’illustre Alph. Turretin” and Werenfels (Sam.) whom he pronounces “Théolologiens du premier ordre et animés à l’envi d’un esprit
de prudence, de charite et de concorde.” Dict. Hist. “Werenfels.”

81. Arch. Usher thinks that “even a Pope may be saved. For some, (in
likelyhood) have entered into and continued in that See ignorantly.
Wherefore, they may possibly find place for repentance,” etc. He is
remarkably cautious in handling that point. Sum and Subst. &c, ibid.
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What, then, is the Roman Mass? To answer this question, we
shall not go to “Morse & Co.82 (albeit with us decidedly respectable authority) but ascend, at once, to a source of information
which Dr. Nevin at least will admit to be august and indisputable—the Council of Trent.
The nine “Canons of the Mass” (passed by the Council of Trent,
at its 22d Session, Sept. 17, 1562) ordain the following among
other “Capita doctrina Missae;”83 that the Mass is not a commemoration of a sacrifice, but a true and proper sacrifice of
Jesus Christ, offered up to the Father by the hands of the priest;
that Christ instituted the apostles and their successors as priests,
thus to offer up his body and blood; that this offering up of the
body and blood of Christ is a propitiation for sins not only of the
living, but of the dead; that this sacrifice is rightly performed to
the memory and honour of the saints; that it is rightly performed with such ceremonies, vestments and outward signs as
the Church ordains; that it is rightly performed when the priest
sacramentally communicates alone; that it is rightly performed
when the words of consecration are uttered in an unknown
tongue, and in a low voice.”
The nine Anathemas corresponding to the Canons, ordain that
whosoever shall speak in opposition to any doctrine or usage
contained in any one of these Canons is anathematized and
damned. (“Anathemate fulminari, lit. thunderstricken with a
curse, et damnandum esse.“)
Here then, a mortal and a sinner clad in vestments and muttering (in a low voice and an unknown tongue) formulae of
purely human (and most of them of heathen) invention, pretends to offer up to God the person of his beloved, and now glorified Son; the overpowering splendor of whose presence is such
that his own beloved Apostle at the first glance, “fell at his feet as
82. “Early Christianity,” Merc. Rev. Sept. 1851.
83. Pet. Soav. Pol. Hist. Conc. Trident. l. 6. p. 520, 1.
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it were dead,” (Rev. 1:); who saith of himself, “I live for evermore!”—of whom his inspired Apostle testifies, “he hath by one
offering perfected for ever them that are sanctified.” {130} A sinful creature offers up in sacrifice his CREATOR; in the face of his
own words, “No man taketh my life from me. I lay it down of
myself.” And this horrible mockery is gone through, not only to
make a propitiation for the sins of the living, but to reverse the
doom and alter the eternal state of the dead; nay more, and (if
possible) worse, that human nature which “the Mighty God” (Is.
9:6) assumed into an unspeakable union with his own, is offered
up in sacrifice “to the memory and honour”84 of dead men
whom Rome is pleased to call saints; some of them persons
under whose crimes the very earth trembled while they lived
upon it—men who would have been hanged in any country
under the government of laws and this unutterable rite is what
Rome has made out of “the Lord’s Supper;” that sweet and
happy festival of grateful commemoration and holy communion
in which the Redeemer, to bring to mind himself, and to show
forth his death, took bread and blessed it and said, This is my
body, and took the cup saying, This is my blood, his actual person being then before their eyes, and within the reach of their
hands, his breast supporting the beloved disciple, his voice
speaking to them, his mouth eating and drinking along with
them. And Rome has not only thus turned the table into an altar,
and the feast into a sacrifice, and the blessing into a muttered
and unintelligible consecration, and the affectionate memorial
into a fearful immolation, and “the broken bread” into a wafer,
and taken away the “cup of blessing” from those to whom Christ
gave it, saying, Drink ye all of it, and changed the words which
Christ spake to his disciples that his peace might abide in them,
and that their joy might be full—words, O how full of kind explanation even of their unexpressed doubts and difficulties, (John
84. “In memoriam et honorem sanctorum.”—Hist. Concil. Trident.
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14:8, 9; 16:19) and clear, deep revelations of truth and grace, into
words of which they cannot understand a syllable, doubly concealed as they are by an unknown language and a low tone:85 but
when she has thus changed “the Lord’s Supper” into her own
“Mass,” if any man speak a word86 against jot or tittle of the new
rite which she has thus brought {131} into the place of that
which Christ bequeathed to us, she excommunicates him from
the Church on earth, (her Church, blessed be God!) and dooms
him to eternal fire in hell—aye, and gives him a foretaste of it
too, in present and material fire, wherever she has the power.
This, reader, is “the Roman Mass.”87 To see how desperately
many, even of the Roman bishops and clergy, struggled step by
step, against the horribile decretum, you have but to look into the
debates which preceded its passage in the Council. But the Pope,
through his legates, was inexorable. The canons (curses and all)
were at last passed by a plurality of votes; and Rome, on that day,
branded on her own brow the mark of an idolatrous and apostate Church, which will cleave to her in the sight of God and man
till she is herself “consumed by the breath of the Lord, and
destroyed by the brightness of his coming.”
Will it be believed that Dr. Nevin has, within a few weeks,
applied to this mixture of “abominable idolatries” the title of
“the tremendous sacrament of the altar;” and in reference to the
Papal Church and power in general, has held the following language: “The Papacy itself is a wonder of wonders.88 There is
85. “Summissa voce,” “non lingua vulgari.”—Ibid.
86. “Si quis dixerit” is the sole prefix to every anathema.—Ibid.
87. Can we wonder that Luther said of it, “It is incomprehensible that
such an impious abuse is daily endured by God.” (“Inaestimabile est
tantum impietatis abusum quotidie a Deo ferri.”—Op. II. p. 250.) Or
that Melancthon ascribes to it the “wars, pestilence, and infinite disasters” which afflicted Germany in his day? It seems, even now, that no
country in which it is performed by authorit can have either liberty or
peace.
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nothing like it in all history besides.” (That is undoubtedly true.)
“So all men will feel who stop to think about it in more than a
fool’s way. History, too, even in Protestant hands,89 is coming
more and more to do justice to the vast and mighty merits of the
system in past times. . . . Think of the theology of this old Catholic Church,90 of its body of ethics,91 of its canon law. The Cathedral of Cologne is no such work as this last. The dome of St.
Peter is less sublimely grand {132} than the first. . . However
much of rubbish the Reformation found occasion to remove, it
was still compelled to do homage to the main body of the Roman
theology as orthodox and right; and to this day, Protestantism has
no valid mission in the world any farther than it is willing to build
on this old foundation!!”92
When Dr. Nevin chooses to expatiate in this strain from his theological chair at Mercersburg, and in contrast with “the vast and
mighty merits of the Papacy,” to discourse of “Protestant myths,”
and dilate on the “vast errors and monstrous diseases of Protestantism,” nay, even to indulge in bitter sneers at “plenty of
Bibles” as the means of reforming and saving the world, while
he extols “the Papacy” as “the power of order and law, the fountain of a new civilization,” etc., etc., much as we may wonder
and grieve at the strange and sad spectacle, it is not for us to
interfere. But we cannot permit him, on the plea of “introducing” a Catechism which we all revere, and an exposition which
bears the stamp of long and wide approval, to come, in his mystical presence, into the sacred arcanum of theology, and, by a few
88.
89.
90.
91.

Cf. Rev. 13:3; “all the world wondered after the beast.”
These italics are ours.
“The old Catholic Church” is, then, “the Papacy.” Cf. above, p. 58.
This “body of ethics” has been admirably expounded by one of her
own most gifted members, Pascal. See his “Lettrés Provinciales.”

92. Mercersburg Review, Nov. 1851. “Early Christianity,” over Dr. Nevin’s
initials. See also the previous No.
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quiet postulates, unlock the very citadel of the Reformed faith,
and deliver up the key to the Romanists.
We do not hesitate to say that by the process through which he
has made the Heidelberg Catechism to pass in this “Introduction,”93 the strongest contrapositions which can be framed
in words must speedily blend into each other. A man may reason that,
“Black’s not so black, nor white so very white,”
till he has lost the power of distinguishing them. He may eventually persuade himself that “darkness is light, and light darkness.”
He may even bring his understanding to embrace the monstrous
absurdity, that Popery is “early Christianity.”
But, while we deplore that he should thus bewilder himself, it
would be treason to Christian truth, to allow him {133} voluntarily an opportunity of extensively bewildering and misleading
others by misrepresenting and (we must use the right word)
calumniating a manual so clear in the doctrine and so instinct
with the life of Protestant Christianity as the venerable Heidelberg Catechism. It is, says Dr. Nevin, “a Calvinistic Catechism,” yet it “avoids” Calvinism; it is “throughout decidedly
Protestant,”94 yet it manifests great “sympathy for the old Catholic Church;” it does indeed contain one “harsh anathema,” but
that, “it should ever be remembered,” is a forgery! Suffer Dr.
Nevin thus to “go about the bulwarks” of this ancient creed,
knock off the “hard, knotty points of Calvinism,” and spike the
tremendous ordnance that utters its thunders from the 80th
Question—and he will soon make the Catechism what he calls it,
“moderate, gentle, soft”—quite harmless towards Popery and
every other error, itself in fact, “a city broken down and without
walls.”
93. The reader may see the same process applied to the Thirty-Nine Articles of the Church of England in Tract No. 90, of the. Oxford series.

94. ”Hist. and Gen.”etc. p. 130.
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But we forbear. Adstat Typographus. The reader, no doubt, is
weary, and so are we. Enough we think, has been said to convince him that Mr. Williard’s work, executed, and especially
“introduced” as it is, cannot hope to be received with affection
and confidence by the Reformed Churches; with some measure
of which they would surely have welcomed it, even with its
present imperfections, if it had come before them unattended by
the “Introduction” and the “Translator’s Preface.”
An adequate translation of this noble “Body of Divinity” must
therefore be still considered a desideratum. Can we look to Mr.
Williard to supply it?
If he will return, affectionately and cordially, to the faith which
shed such unfading glory over the early annals of the German
Reformed Church; if he will look more to Heidelberg and less to
Mercersburg; and, taking this “Opus Catecheticum” in that final
and condensed form in which Pareus bequeathed the Lectures
of his venerated teacher to future times, “consulting” meanwhile
the Latin much more “constantly” than “the old English translation,” above all, retrenching inexorably, all “addenda” and
“extracts” whether “short” or {134} long from apocryphal
sources—will reproduce the work in English with as close an
imitation as possible, of the terse and elegant conciseness of the
original—he will perform a work,
Oyimon, oyitileston, oou kleoV oupot oleitai
a service for which (long after the crotchets of Dr. Nevin have
passed into oblivion) future generations of enlightened Christians will “rise up and call him blessed.”
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Appendix 2.
Editions of Ursinus’ Commentary
BY ERIC D. BRISTLEY

The Commentary by Zacharias Ursinus on the Heidelberg Catechism is the first, and has remained the most important exposition of its theology. It became the standard work on theology at
Heidelberg and was used to train many ministers of the Word.
The numerous editions demonstrate that the status of this work
was second only to Calvin’s Institutes.
But the commentary that goes under Ursinus’ name was never
prepared by him for publication. It appeared after his death
when various students published their notes taken from Ursinus’ lectures. The original editions of his Commentary appeared
in Latin, but the differences between the various versions were
such that David Pareus of Heidelberg (1548-1622) was charged
with editing a version that would be as faithful as possible to the
original lectures.
The following bibliography was made from sources on the Internet on-line libraries of: COPAC (British), Princeton Theological
Seminary, Calvin Theological Seminary, New Brunswick Theological Seminary, and Lancaster Theological Seminary. The locations are signified by codes in the Union list. The references
have not been carefully edited, and there remain some errors
and inconsistences based upon the text derived from these
sources. The references may provide a basis for further research.
For the detailed study of the various editions, consult the article
by the former librarian at the Vrije Universitat, T. D. Smid. “Bibliographische Opmerkingen over de Explicationes Catecheticae
van Zacharias Ursinus.” Gereformeerde Theologisch Tijdschrift. 41
(1940): 228-243.
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LATIN EDITIONS
PRE-PAREUS EDITIONS:
DOCTRINAE CHRISTIANAE COMPENDIUM
The following is a list of the Latin editions of Ursinus’s work that
appeared prior to the editorial work of David Pareus. The first
edition appeared at Geneva in 1584, a second at Neustadt in
1585, which was in turn printed in England at Cambridge and
London.
1584
DOCTRINAE CHRISTIANAE COMPENDIUM, seu, Commentarii
catechetici, ex ore D. Zachariae Ursini . . . diverso tempore ab
ipsius discipulis excepti. Ad septm exemplaria, diligenter inter se
collata, pluribus in locis emendata, variis questionibus, thesibus &
argumentis auctiores facti & munc primum in luce editi. Genevaes: E. Vignon, 1584. Pp. 902. Location: LCNs IaU
DOCTRINAE CHRISTIANAE COMPENDIUM, seu, Commentarii
catechetici, ex ore D. Zachariae Ursini . . . diverso tempore ab
ipsius discipulis excepti. Ad septm exemplaria, diligenter inter se
collata, pluribus in locis emendata, variis questionibus, thesibus &
argumentis auctiores facti & munc primum in luce editi. Leiden,
1584.

1585
PARS PRIMA EXPLICATIONUM CATECHETICARUM. Neustadt,
1585.
DOCTRINAE CHRISTIANAE COMPENDIUM: seu, Commentarii
catechetici . . . Cantabrigiensis: Thomas Thomasii, 1585. Pp. 867.
Location: UTS MB. University Microfilms, No. 24529, reel 1295.
Follows the Geneva edition, but supplements and inserts material
taken from Ursinus’ Loci Communes of 1584.

1586
DOCTRINAE CHRISTIANAE COMPENDIUM: seu Commentarii
Catechetici . . . Londini: Henricus Midletonus/Thomae Chardi,
1586. possibly a pirated edition, preface signed Simon Goulart.
Location: Folger Shakespeare Library (DC)

1587
EXPLICATIONUM CATECHETICARUM, quae tractationes locorvm
theologicorum kat’ epitomen (Greek) complectuntur, sicuti illae
ex repetitionibus D. Zachariae Vrsini . . . ab ipsius discipulis col-
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lectae sunt: editio altera . . . a variis erratis, quae in priorem nostram additionem, partim nostro vitio irrepserat, et adhuc
retinentur, multoque auctiora facta sunt in vitiosissima illa editione, quae Londini nuperrime excusa est impensis Thomas
Chardi, diligenter repurgata. Cantebrigiae: Thomae Thomasii,
1587. Pp. Location: Folger Shakespeare Library (DC) , University
Microfilms, No. 13493, Case 53, carton 318. In reaction to the
London edition, Thomas used the Neustadt title, and used the
Neustadt version to modify and supplement the Genevan version
for greater accuracy, while retaining the additions from the Loci
Communes.

1589
DOCTRINAE CHRISTIANAE COMPENDIUM, seu, Commentarii
catechetici, ex ore D. Zachariae Ursini . . . diverso tempore ab
ipsius discipulis excepti. Ad septm exemplaria, diligenter inter se
collata, pluribus in locis emendata, variis questionibus, thesibus &
argumentis auctiores facti & munc primum in luce editi. Genevaes: Eustathij Vignon, 1589. Pp. 902. Location: CSaT
DOCTRINAE CHRISTIANAE COMPENDIUM: seu, commentarii
catechetici, ex ore D. Zacharias Ursini, verB1e theologi (qui
Heydelberg15 catecheseos explicationem continuare solebat &
iterare) diuerso tempore ab ipsius discipulis excepti. Ad septem
exemplaria, diligenter inter se collata, pluribus in locis emendati,
varijs qu15stionibus, thesibus & argumentis auctiores facti, &
nunc denuo non parua accessione eorum, qu15 in commentarijs
desiderabantur (quod ex indice facilB1e apparebit) locupletati.
Cum indice pr15cipuorum capitum / Ursinus, Zacharias, 15341583; Goulart, Simon, 1543-1628. / [16], 867, [1] p. / [Cambridge]:
Ex officina Thom15 Thomasii inclyta Academi15 Cantabrigiensis
typographi, 1585. / Early English books, 1475-1640; 1295:3 Notes:
Beginning-page 15 and 850-end from Cambridge University
Library copy spliced at end. / Errata on recto of Iii2, final page. /
Imperfect; beginning-page 1 print show-through with some
unreadable print; some pages stained, some print covered; 624
marked. / Includes text of Heidelberg catechism. / Preface signed:
S.G.S. [i.e. Simon Goulart]. / Reproduction of the original in the
Union Theological Seminary (New York, N.Y.). Library. LCN: Birmingham
Doctrinae Christianae compendium, seu, Commentarii catechetici /
ex ore Zachariae Vrsini.... / Ad septem exemplaria, diligenter inter
se collata, pluribus in locis emendati, varijs quaestionibus, thesibus & argumentis auctiores facti, & nunc denuo non parua accessione eorum, quae in commentarijs desiderabantur.... / 8 p. l., 867
p; 16 cm. / [Cantabrigiae]: ex officina Thomae Thomasii inclytae
Academiae Cantabrigiensis typographi, 1585. LCN: Nottingham
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Doctrinae Christianae compendium: seu commentarii catechetici /
Ursinus, Zacharias. / rev. ed. / 8vo. / impensis Thomae Chardi,
1586. LCN: Aberdeen
Doctrinae christianae compendium: seu commentarii catechetici, ex
ore D. Zacharias Ursini... / Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. / 458
leaves (8vo). / Londini: Excudebat Henricus Midletonus impensis
Thomae Chardi, 1586. LCN: Glasgow
Doctrinae christianae compendium: seu, Commentarii catechetici /
ex ore D. Zachariae Ursini. Edition: Ad septem exemplaria, diligenter inter se collata, pluribus in locis emendati, variis quaestionibus, thesibus & argumentis auctiores facti, & nunc denuo non
parua accessione eorum, quae in commentariis desiderabantur
locupletati. Publication info: Londini: Excudebat Henricus Midletonus impensis Thomae Chardi, 1586. Physical descrip: [46], 867
p.; 17 cm. General Note: Includes Latin text of Heidelberg catechism. General Note: Includes index. Title subject: Heidelberger
Katechismus. HEKMAN CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL
LOCATION 1)BX9428 .U7 1586 1 RAREBOOK RARE-BOOK
Doctrinae christianae compendium: seu, commentarii catechetici, ex
ore D. Zachariae Vrsini, vere theologi (qui Heydelbergae catecheseos explicationem continuare solebat & iterare) diuerso tempore ab ipsius discipulis excepti... Cum indice praecipuorum
capitum / Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583; Goulart, Simon, 15431628. / [16], 867, [1] p; 8o. / [Cambridge]: Ex officina Thomae
Thomasii inclyta Academiae Cantabrigiensis typographi, 1585
Notes: Preface signed: S.G.S., i.e. Simon Goulart (EngSTC) Contents: Includes text of Heidelberg catechism. LCN: Durham
Doctrinæ christianæ compendium: seu, commentarii catechetici, ex
ore D. Zacharias Ursini, verè theologi (qui Heydelbergæ catecheseos explicationem continuare solebat & iterare) diuerso tempore ab ipsius discipulis excepti. Ad septem exemplaria, diligenter
inter se collata, pluribus in locis emendati, varijs quæstionibus,
thesibus & argumentis auctiores facti, & nunc denuo non parua
accessione eorum, quæ in commentarijs desiderabantur (quod ex
indice facilè apparebit) locupletati. Cum indice præcipuorum capitum [electronic resource] Publication info: [Cambridge]: Ex officina Thomæ Thomasii inclyta Academiæ Cantabrigiensis
typographi, 1585. Physical descrip: [16], 867, [1] p. General Note:
Preface signed: S.G.S. [i.e. Simon Goulart]. General Note: Includes
text of Heidelberg catechism. General Note: Errata on recto of Iii2,
final page. General Note: Imperfect; beginning-page 1 print showthrough with some unreadable print; some pages stained, some
print covered; 624 marked. General Note: Beginning-page 15 and
850-end from Cambridge University Library copy spliced at end.
General Note: Reproduction of the original in the Union Theological Seminary (New York, N.Y.). Library. Reproduction note: Electronic reproduction. Ann Arbor, Mich.: UMI 1999- (Early English
books online) Digital version of: Early English books, 1475-1640;
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1295:03. s1999 miun s Subject term: Theology, Doctrinal / Early
works to 1800. Subject term: Theology, Doctrinal / History / 6th
century. Added author: Goulart, Simon, 1543-1628. Electronic
access: http://wwwlib.umi.com/eebo/image/305 HEKMAN CALL
NUMBER COPY MATERIAL LOCATION 1)XX(619075.1) 1
EBOOK WEB-SOURCE
Doctrinae Christianae Compendium; seu Commentarii Catechetici
ex ore Z. Ursini [with the text]... (qui Heydelbergae Catecheseos
explicationem continuare solebat)... ab ipsius discipulis excepti.
Ad septem exemplaria... emendati... et nunc denuo... locupletati.
[By G. C. S.] / S., G. C.; Ursinus, Zacharias; HEIDELBERG CATECHISM. / 8o.. / Londini, 1586.. LCN: British Library
Doctrinae Christianae Compendivm: seu, Commentarii Catechetici
exore D. Zacharias Vrsini, vere Theologi (qui Heydelbergæ Catecheseos explicationem continuare solebat & iterare) diuersotempore ab ipsius discipulis excepti. Ad septem exemplaria, diligenter
inter se collata, pluribus locis emendati, varijs questionibus, thesibus, & argumentis auctiores facti, & nunc denuo... locupletati.
Cum Indice præcipuorum Capitum... / Ursinus, Zacharias, 15341583; Thomas, Thomas [printer]. / pp. [16], 867, [1] (8vo). / Cambridge: Ex officina Thomae Thomasii Inclytae Academiae Cantebrigiensis Typographi, 1585. LCN: Manchester

PAREUS EDITIONS:
EXPLICATIONUM CATECHETICARUM
Pareus’ first edition appeared at Neustadt in 1591, which was
further revised by him until his death in 1622. The impact of
these versions in be seen in the German translation at Neustadt
(1584), the nine or so editions in English, and the various Dutch
editions edited by Festus Hommius.
EXPLICATIONES CATECHETICAE. Neustadt, 1591. Pareus first edition. Latter editions of this in 1593, 1595, 1598, 1603, 1608, 1612,
1616, and 1621.
Explicationum catecheticarum D. Zachariae Ursini Silesii absolutum
opus ... oratio de vita et obitu D. Ursini est addita, hrsg. v. D. P.,
Neustadt 1591, 1593 Heidelberg 1598, 1607, 1616, 1621 (u. zahlreiche weitere Auflagen u.d.T. Corpus doctrinae christianae ... ex ore
... Zachariae Ursini in explicationibus Catecheticis exceptum ... a
... Davide Pareo, hrsg. v. (Johann) Philipp Pareus; beigebunden seit
1598 Miscellanea Catechetica Parei, sep. ersch. Neustadt 1600,
Heidelberg 1616, 1623).
NOTE: The Geneva Latin edition of 1616 was used by Williard and
called, “the best and most complete edition made by Dr. David
Pareus”
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EXPLICATIONUM CATECHETICARUM D. Zachariae Ursini Silesii
absolutum opus ... oratio de vita et obitu D. Ursini est addita,
hrsg. v. D. P., Neustadt 1591, 1593; Heidelberg 1598, 1607, 1616,
1621 (u. zahlreiche weitere Auflagen u.d.T. Corpus doctrinae
christianae ... ex ore ... Zachariae Ursini in explicationibus Catecheticis exceptum ... a ... Davide Pareo, hrsg. v. (Johann) Philipp
Pareus; beigebunden seit 1598 Miscellanea Catechetica Parei, sep.
ersch. Neustadt 1600, Heidelberg 1616, 1623).
EXPLACATATIONVM CATECHETICARVM D. ZACHARIAE VRSINI SILESII: ABSOLVTVM OPVS, TOTIVSQVE THEOLOGIAE
PVRIORIS QVASI VOVVM CORPVS. Davidis Parei Silesii. studio
& opera Quatuor partibus comprehensaum:acsecundo nunc editu.
Neustadii Palatinorvm: Matthaeus Harnisch. cIc Ic XCIII (1593)
Tome I. Pars Prima et Pars Secunda. Tome II. Pars Tertia et Pars
Quarta. Location: Westminster Theological Seminary (Philadelphia) A gift of John Macleod, Free Church College, this version is a
beautifully printed and bound edition.
ENCHIRIDION CATECHETICUM EX VRSINI PRAELECTIONIBUS
EXCERPTUM. Amberg. MDXCVI (1596).
EXPLICATIONVM CATECHETICARVM D. ZACHARIAE VRSINI
SILESII: . . . Davidis Parei opera extrema recognitum . . . Nee non
miscellaneis catecheticis seorsvm excusis: quibus oratio de vita &
obitu D. Vrsini est addita. Nevstadii in Palatinatv: W. Harnisij,
1598. Pp. 898, 239. Location: NRU
EXPLICATIONVM CATECHETICARVM D. ZACHARIAE VRSINI
SILESII ABSOLVIVM OPUS … Causas recognitionis, & quid in ea
sit praestitum, praefatio docebit. Cum gemino indice, altero capitum, altero rerum & verborum. Necnon miscellaneis catecheticis
etc. Nevstadii in Palatinatv: Vvillelmi Harnisij, 1600. Pp. 898.
Location: New Brunswick Theological Seminary (RCA); Microfilm
(negative) Los Gatos, CA: Catholic Microfilm Center, 1969?
CBGTU
EXPLICATIONVM CATECHETICARVM ABSOLVTVM OPUS
TOTIUSQUE . . . Genevae: Samuelis Crispini, 1604. 2 vols. in 1.
Location: MoSCS.
EXPLICATIONVM CATECHETICARVM D. ZACHARIAE VRSINI
SILESII . . . Editio quarta, a mendis & naevis repurgatior. Heidelbergae: Johannis Halbey, 1607. Pp. 898, 230. the Vitae is by Franciscus Junius. Location: IU PPL D.
Explicationum catecheticarum / Ursinus, Zacharias; Pareus, David
[Editor]. / 2nd ed.. / Pts 3-4. 8vo. / n.p.: n.pub., 1591. LCN: Aberdeen
Explicationum catecheticarum D. Zachariae Vrsini Silesii absolutum
opus: totiusque theologiæ purioris quasi nouum corpus: Dauidis
Parei D. operâ extremâ recognitum. Causas recognitionis, & quid
in ea sit præsitum, præfatio deocebit. Cum indice rerum & verborum locuplestissimo. Nec non Miscellaneis catecheticis seorsim
excusis: quibus oratio de vita & obitu D. Vrsini addita / Ursinus,
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Zacharias, 1534-1583; Crispin, Samuel [printer]; Pareus, David,
1548-1622. / [32], 775, [71]; [3], 4-208p; 80. / Geneuæ: sumptibus
Samuelis Crispini., M.DCIII Notes: Explicationvm catecheticarvm
D. Zachariae Vrsini Silesii absolvtvm opus: totiusque theologiæ
purioris quasi nouum corpus. / “Miscellanea catechetica” has its
own title page and pagination. / Printer’s device on title page.
LCN: Oxford
Explicationum catecheticarum D. Zachariae Vrsini Silesii absolutum
opus [microform]: totiusque theologiae purioris quasi nouum corpus / Davidis Parei D. opera extrema recognitum, causas recognitionis & quid in ea sit praestitum, praefatio docebit; cum gemino
indice: altero capitum: altero rerum & verborum; nec non miscellaneis catecheticis seorsum excusis: quibus oratio de vita & obitu
D. Vrsini est addita. Publication info: Neustadii in Palatinatu:
Apud Viduam VVilhelmi Harnisij, 1598. Physical descrip: [19],
896, [84], 239 p. General Note: Printer’s device on t.p. General
Note: Numbers 335-336, 446 are repeated in pagination. General
Note: Includes indexes. Reproduction note: Microfiche. Leiden:
IDC, 1999. 12 microfiche (Reformation in Heidelberg; HEW-85)
Filmed from the original held by: Herzog August Bibliothek,
Wolfenbüttel. Personal subject: Pareus, David, 1548-1622. Title
subject: Heidelberger Katechismus. Latin. Subject term: Catechisms / Germany / 16th century. HEKMAN CALL NUMBER
COPY MATERIAL LOCATION 1)MIC HEW-85 1 MICROFORM
MEETER
Explicationum catecheticarum Doctoris Zachariæ Vrsini Silesii / Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583; Harnisch, Matthias; Pareus, David,
1548-1622. / [16], 392 p., 1 folded leaf; 80. / Neostadii Palatinorum: Excudebat Matthæus Harnisch. Pars altera: De octo articulis posterioribus symboli / Retexta, & nunc edita studio Dauidis
Parei Silesii. Cum præfatione, ad generosum D. Iohannem Dionysium Zerotinum: qua dedicationis: & altera ad lectores, qua operis
ratio explicatur & cum indice Notes: Colophon: Typis Matthæi
Harnisch. Anno M.D.XCI. / Errata on ):(8 verso. / Printer’s device
on title page. / Signatures: ):(8 A-Z8 a8 b4. / Bound with: Explicationum catecheticarum... pars tertia [-quarta], 1591. LCN: Oxford
Explicationum catecheticarum Doctoris Zachariæ Vrsini Silesii / Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583; Harnisch, Matthias; Pareus, David,
1548-1622; Smesmann, Abraham. / [32], 365, [3]p; 80. / Heidelbergæ: Excudebat Abrahamus Smesmannus, Impensis Matthæi
Harnisch. Pars tertia: De sacramentis / Retexta, & nunc edita studio Dauidis Parei Silesii. Cum præfatione, ad illustrum ac generosum D. Philippum VVinnenburgium, Burggrauiam Alceanum: qua
declamatio satyrica Roberti Bellarmini Iesuitæ, secundo tomo Disputationum de Sacramentis præfixa excutitur: & cum indice
Notes: Errata on Z7 recto. / Signatures: a8 e8 A-Z8. / Bound with:
Explicationum catecheticarum Doctoris Zachariæ Vrsini Silesii.
Pars altera, 1591. LCN: Oxford
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Explicationum catecheticarum Doctoris Zachariæ Vrsini Silesii / Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583; Harnisch, Matthias; Pareus, David,
1548-1622. / [36], 431, [1]p., 1 folded leaf; 80. / Neustadii Palatinorum: Excudebat Matthæus Harnisch. Pars quarta: De gratitudine hominis erga Deum / Retexta, & nunc edita studio Dauidis
Parei Silesii. Cum præfatione, ad ampliss. & clariss. viros: D. Iustum Reuberum cancellarium: & D. Nicolaum Dobbinum consiliarium palatinatus: de ingratorum theologorum scriptionibus: cum
indice Notes: Errata on Dd8 verso. / Printer’s device on title page.
/ Signatures: a8 b8 c2 A-Dd8. / Bound with: Explicationum catecheticarum Doctoris Zachariæ Vrsini Silesii. Pars altera, 1591.
LCN: Oxford
Explicationum Catecheticarum Z. Ursini... opus... D. Parrei opera...
recognitum. [With the text.] Quibus oratio de vita et obitu D. Ursini est addita. Editio quinta. / Pareus, David; Ursinus, Zacharias;
HEIDELBERG CATECHISM. / 2 pt.; 8o.. / [Geneva,]: Sumptibus
S. Crispini, 1608. Notes: Each pt. has a distinct titlepage, register,
and pagination.. LCN: British Library
Explicationum catecheticarum, quae tractationem locorum theologicorum kat’ epitomB5en complectuntur, sicuti ill15 ex repetitionibus D. Zachariae Vrsini, aliquot deinceps annis Heidelberg15 in
sapienti15 collegio ab ipsius discipulis collect15 sunt; editio altera:
ex maximB1e, vt haberi illa potuerunt, idoneis exemplaribus, non
tantum inter se, sed etiam cum aliis eiusdem authoris lucubrationibus diligenter & fideliter collatis, ordine ac methodo accuratiori
retexta, a variis erratis (qu15 in priorem nostram editionem,
partim exemplaris, partim nostro vitio irrepserant, & adhuc retinentur, multoB2q[ue] auctiora facta sunt in vitiosissma illa editione qu15 Londini nuperrime excusa est impensis Thomae
Chardi) diligenter repurgata, & priori nostra quinta plus partefacta locupletior / Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. / [8], 882, [6] p.
/ Cantebrigiae: Ex officina Thomae Thomasii inclyt15 Academi15
typographi, 1587. / Early English books, 1475-1640; 318:5 Notes:
An edition of: Doctrin15 Christian15 compendium. / Includes a
translation of the Heidelberger Katechismus. / Includes index. /
Reproduction of the original in the Henry E. Huntington Library
and Art Gallery. LCN: Birmingham
Explicationum catecheticarum, quae tractationem locorum theologicorum kat epitomen complectuntur, sicuti illae ex repetitionibus
D. Zachariae Ursini, aliquot deinceps annis Heidelbergae in Sapientiae Collegio ab ipsus discipulis collectae sunt: Heidelberg Catechism / Ursinus, Zacharias. / 2nd ed.. / 8vo. / Cantebrigiae:
Thomas, 1587 Notes: With the text. LCN: Aberdeen
Explicationum Catecheticarum, quae tractationem locorum theologicorum )Síáø)P’)S ¥æóìøòïêð )Pcomplectuntur, sicuti illæ ex repetitionibus D. Z. Ursini,... Heidelbergæ in Sapientiæ Collegio ab
ipsius discipulis collectæ sunt; editio altera... repurgata, etc. [With
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the text.] / Ursinus, Zacharias; HEIDELBERG CATECHISM. / 8o..
/ Cantebrigiae, 1587.. LCN: British Library
Explicationum catecheticarum, quae tractationem locorum theologicorum kat’ epitom¯en complectuntur, sicuti illæ ex repetitionibus
D. Zachariae Vrsini, aliquot deinceps annis Heidelbergæ in sapientiæ collegio ab ipsius discipulis collectæ sunt; editio altera [electronic resource]: ex maximè, vt haberi illa potuerunt, idoneis
exemplaribus, non tantum inter se, sed etiam cum aliis eiusdem
authoris lucubrationibus diligenter & fideliter collatis, ordine ac
methodo accuratiori retexta, a variis erratis (quæ in priorem nostram editionem, partim exemplaris, partim nostro vitio irrepserant, & adhuc retinentur, multo*q[ue] auctiora facta sunt in
vitiosissma illa editione quæ Londini nuperrime excusa est impensis Thomae Chardi) diligenter repurgata, & priori nostra quinta
plus partefacta locupletior. Publication info: Cantebrigiae: Ex officina Thomae Thomasii inclytæ Academiæ typographi, 1587. Physical descrip: [8], 882, [6] p. General Note: An edition of: Doctrinæ
Christianæ compendium. General Note: Includes a translation of
the Heidelberger Katechismus. General Note: Includes index. General Note: Reproduction of the original in the Henry E. Huntington Library and Art Gallery. Reproduction note: Electronic
reproduction. Ann Arbor, Mich.: UMI 1999- (Early English books
online) Digital version of: Early English books, 1475-1640; 318:5.
s1999 miun s Subject term: Theology, Doctrinal / Early works to
1800. Uniform title: Heidelberger Katechismus. Electronic access:
http://wwwlib.umi.com/eebo/image/19539 HEKMAN CALL
NUMBER COPY MATERIAL LOCATION 1)XX(616985.1) 1
EBOOK WEB-SOURCE
Explicationum catecheticarum... absolutum opus: totiusque theologiae purioris quasi novum corpus / Ursinus, Zacharias; Du Jon,
Francois; Pareus, David [Editor]. / 8vo. / 1598 Notes: Cum miscellaneis catecheticis seorsum excusis: quibus oratio de vita & obitu
D. Ursini est addita by F. du Jon. LCN: Aberdeen
Explicationvm catecheticarvm D. Zachariae Vrsini Silesii. Secundò
nunc editarum: studio Davidis Parei Silesii. Pars tertia. De sacramentis in genere et singvlis. Cvm praefatione et indice / Ursinus,
Zacharias, 1534-1583; Pareus, David, 1548-1622. / 2v in 1, [xxx],
293, [xxxi], 476 p (8vo). / [Heidelberg: s.n., 1591?] Notes: ‘Pars
quarta’ has title-page: Explicationvm catecheticarvm D. Zachariae
Vrsii Silesii... Pars quarta. De gratitvdine hominis erga Deum.
Cum praefatione & indice. LCN: Leeds
Explicationum catecheticarum D. Zachariae Vrsini Silesii absolutum
opus totiusque theologiae purioris quasi nouum corpus / Davidis
Parei D. opera extrema recognitum, causas recognitionis & quid in
ea sit praestitum, praefatio docebit; cum gemino indice: altero
capitum: altero rerum & verborum; nec non miscellaneis catecheticis seorsum excusis: quibus oratio de vita & obitu D. Vrsini est
addita. Format: Book Subject(s): Pareus, David, 1548-1622. Heidel-
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berger Katechismus Latin. Publisher: Neustadii in Palatinatu:
Apud Viduam VVilhelmi Harnisij, 1598. Description: [19], 896,
[84], 239 p. Notes: Printer’s device on t.p. Numbers 335-336, 446
are repeated in pagination. Includes indexes. Microfiche. 12 microfiche Indexed In: VD 16, . Princeton Theological Seminary.

ENGLISH EDITIONS OF THE URSINUS/PAREUS
COMMENTARY
Zacharias Ursinus (1534-1583) Translations from the Latin commentary of Ursinus/Pareus, 1587-1645. English translations:
Parry, old English translation, 1645. Translations from the Latin
commentary of Ursinus/Paresu, 1587-1645.
HENRY PARRY:
THE SUMME OF CHRISTIAN RELIGION
THE SVMME OF CHRISTIAN RELIGION: delivered by Zacharias
Vrsinvs in his lectures vpon the catechism autorised by the noble
Prince Frederick, theoughout his dominions; wherein are debated
and resolved the questions of whatsoever points of moment,
which have beene or are controversed in divinitie Translated into
English by Henrie Parrie, out of the last & best Latin editions,
together with some supplie of wats out of his discourses of divinitie, and with correction of sundrie faults & imperfections, which
are as yet remaining in the best corrected Latin. Oxford: Ioseph
Barnes, 1587. 1 vol. in 2 parts. Pp. 1047. Location: WU Folger
Shakespeare Library (DC) PPLT ICN CSmH NcD CtY (MiU WaPS
CTS) Short-title catalogue No. 24532. University Microfilms (Ann
Arbor) No. 15708, Case 61, Carton 364. Henry Parry (1561-1616),
Bishop of Worcester, was born at Wilts and studied at Oxford. He
became a Doctor of Divinity in 1595, and Bishop in 1610. The epitaph over his grave characterized him to be ‘trium linguarum cognitione, assidua verbi divini praedicatione, provida ecclesiae
gubernatione, mentis pietate, etc. (See “English Versions of the
HC. ” Mercersburg Review. Jan-1861)
THE SVMME OF CHRISTIAN RELIGION: delivered by Zacharias
Vrsinvs . . . Trans-into English by Henry Parry . . . Oxford: Ioseph
Barnes, 1589. Pp. 966. LCNs. LCN: MnU Folger Shakespeare
Library (DC) IU TxDaM CTS
THE SVMME OF CHRISTIAN RELIGION: delivered by Zacharias
Vrsinvs . . . Trans. into English by Henry Parry . . . Oxford: Ioseph
Barnes, 1591. Pp. University Microfilms. 15709. Case 61. Carton
364. Short-title catalogue. No. 24534.. LCN: Folger Shakespeare
Library (DC) CSmH NNUT-Mc MiU WaPS
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THE SVMME OF CHRISTIAN RELIGIONS delivered by Zacharias
Vrsinvs. .: Translated into English by Henry Parry . . . Oxford:
Ioseph Barnes, 1595. Pp. 966. University Microfilms. , 1972. Early
Engl. Bks. reel 1295. Location: MH CLU MiU CaBVaU WaPS
THE SUMMEE OF CHRISTIAN RELIGION: DELIVERED BY
ZACHARIAS VRSINVS . . . Translated into English first by D.
Henrie Parry, and lately conferred with the last and best Latine
Edition of D. DAVID PAREVS Professor of Divinity in Heidelberge. Oxford: Ioseph Barnes, 1601. Pp. 1239. Location: Westminster Theological Seminary (Philadelphia) NNG
THE SVMME OF CHRISTIAN RELIGION, DELIVERED BY
ZACHARIAS VRSINVS . . . Translated into English by D. HENRIE
PARRIE . . . conferred with the last and best edition of PAREVS . .
. London: Arthur Iohnson, 1611. Pp. 1111. Location: Folger Shakespeare Library (DC) CtY MH NNUT-Mc CSmH PMA
THE SUMMEE OF CHRISTIAN RELIGION, DELIVERED BY
ZACHARIAS VRSINVS . . . Trans. into English by PARRIE . . .
conferred with the last and best Latin edition of PAREVS . . . London: Arthur Iohnson, 1617. PP. 1111. Location: Lancaster Theological Seminary (PA) Folger Shakespeare Library (DC) CU-A PPiPT
MH CtY NNUT-Mc MB MiDW
THE SUMME OF CHRISTIAN RELIGION, DELIVERED BY
ZACHARIAS URSINUS, first by way of catechisme, and then
afterwards more inlarged by a sound and judicious exposition and
application of the same. Wherein also are debated and resolved the
questions . . . controversed in divinity. First Englished by D. Henry
Parry, and now againe conferred with the best and last Latine edition of D. David Pareus . . . Whereunto is added a large and full
alphabeticall table of such matters as are therein contained. London: Robert Young, 1633. Pp. 655. Location: ICU PPiPT Folger
Shakespeare Library (DC) ICU CtY OC NNUT PPLT New Brunswick Theological Seminary (RCA) CSmH CU F
THE SUMME OF CHRISTIAN RELIGION, DELIVERED BY
ZACHARIAS URSINUS Firsted Englished by D. Henry Parry, and
now again conferred with the best and last Latine edition of D.
David Pareus . . . alphabeticall table(scripture index) . . . *To this
work of Ursinus are now at last annexed the theological miscellanies of D. David Pareus: in which the orthodoxall tenets are briefly
and solidly confirmed and the contraty errours of the Papists,
Ubiquitaries, Antitrinitaries, Eutychians,Socinians, and Arminians fully refuted; and now translated into English out of the originall Latine copie. By A. R. London: James Young, 1645. Pp. 26,
844. “The Theologicall Miscellanies of Doctor David Pareus” pp.
677-844. Location: WyU CSaT CLU-C MH NNUT CU
The summe of Christian religion: delivered by Zacharias Vrsinus in
his lectures vpon the catechisme, authorised by the noble Prince
Fredericke throughout his dominions: [w]herein are debated and
resolved the questions of whatsoever points of moment, which
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haue beene, or are controversed in divinity. Translated into
English by Henry Parry, out of the last and best Latine editions,
together with some supplie of wants out of his Discourses of
Divinity, and with corrections of sundry faults & imperfections,
which are as yet remaining in the best corrected Latine [electronic
resource] Publication info: At Oxford: Printed by Ioseph Barnes,
and are to bee solde [by T. Cooke] in Paules-churchyard at the
signe of the Tygres head, 1589. Physical descrip: [26], 966, [10] p.
General Note: Publisher’s name from STC. General Note: Pages
574, 603 and 928-29 misnumbered 754, 903 and 628-29. General
Note: Dedication to the earl of Pembroke signed by Henry Parry.
General Note: Originally published in Latin, with title: Doctrinæ
Christianæ compendium: seu, commentarii catechetici. General
Note: A commentary on the Heidelberg catechism. General Note:
Another edition of STC 24532, published in 1587. General Note:
Some print faded and considerable show-through and pages
stained, affecting text. General Note: Reproduction of original in
University of Illinois (Urbana-Champaign Campus). Library.
Reproduction note: Electronic reproduction. Ann Arbor, Mich.:
UMI 1999- (Early English books online) Digital version of: Early
English books, 1475-1640; 1368:01. s1999 miun s Subject term:
Theology, Doctrinal / Early works to 1800. Added author: Parry,
Henry, 1561-1616. Electronic access: http://wwwlib.umi.com/
eebo/image/748 HEKMAN CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL
LOCATION 1)XX(619198.1) 1 EBOOK WEB-SOURCE
The summe of Christian religion / deliuered by Zacharias Vrsinvs in
his Lectures upon the Catechism autorised by the noble Prince
Frederick, throughout his dominions: Wherein are debated and
resolued the Questions of whatsoeuer points of moment, which
haue beene or are controuersed in Diuinitie; Translated into
English by Henrie Parrie, out of the last & best Latin Editions,
together with some supplie of wats out of his Discourses of Diuinitie, and with correction of sundrie faults.... / pp. [16], 1047, [9]
(8vo). / Oxford: Printed by Joseph Barnes, & are to be sold [by T.
Cooke, London,] in Pauls Churchyard at the signe of the Tygres
head, 1587 Notes: Title within lace border. LCN: Manchester
The summe of Christian religion / delivered by Zacharias Ursinus in
his lectures upon the Catechisme; translated into English first by
D. Henrie Parrie, and lately conferred with the last and best Latine
ed. of D. David Pareus. Publication info: London: Imprinted by
H.L. and are to be sold by Arthur Iohnson, 1617. Physical descrip:
[10], 1111, [12] p.; 21 cm. Title subject: Heidelberger Katechismus. Uniform title: Heidelberger Katechismus. English. HEKMAN
CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL LOCATION 1)BX9428 .U7
1617 1 RAREBOOK RARE-BOOK
The summe of Christian religion / delivered by Zacharias Ursinus in
his lectures upon the Catechisme; translated into English first by
D. Henrie Parrie, and lately conferred with the last and best Latine
ed. of D. David Pareus. Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. London:
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Imprinted by H.L. and are to be sold by Arthur Iohnson, 1617.
[10], 1111, [12] p.; 21 cm. LANCASTER
The summe of Christian religion / Delivered By Zacharias Ursinus,
first by way of Catechisme, and then afterwards more inlarged by
a sound and judicious Exposition and Application of the same.
Wherein also are debated and resolved the Questions of whatsoever points of moment have been, or are controversed in Divinity.... / pp. [22], 655, [20] (Fol.). / London: Printed by Robert
Young, and are to be sold by Thomas Alcorne, 1633 Notes: First
Englished by D. Henry Parry, and now againe conferred with the
best and last Latine Edition of D. David Pareus, sometimes Professor of Divinity in Heidelberge. Whereunto is added a large and full
Alphabeticall Table of such matters as are therein contained,
together with all the Scriptures that are occasionally handled, by
way eyther of Controversie, Exposition, or Reconciliation, neither
of which was done before, but now is performed for the Readers
delight and benefit.. LCN: Manchester
The summe of Christian religion / delivered by Zacharias Ursinus,
first, by way of catechism, and then afterwards more enlarged by
a sound and judicious exposition, and application of the same.
Wherein also are debated and resolved the questions of whatsoever points of moment have been, or are controversed in divinitie.
First Englished by D. Henry Parry, and now again conferred with
the best and last Latine edition of D. David Pareus, sometimes
Professour of Divinity in Heidelberge. Whereunto is added a large
and full alphabeticall table... To this work of Ursinus are now at
last annexed the Theologicall miscellanies of D. David Pareus: in
which the orthodoxall tenets are briefly and solidly confirmed,
and the contrary errours of the papists, Ubiquitaries, Antitrinitaries, Eutychians, Socinians, and Arminians fully refuted; and now
translated into English out of the originall Latine copie: by A.R. /
[24], 655, [33], 689-844 p; fol. / London: Printed by James Young,
and are to be sold by Steven Bowtell, at the signe of the Bible in
Popes-head Alley., 1645 Notes: A commentary on The Heidelberg
Catechism. / Signatures: *6(*1 blank) A6 B4 C-4C6. / Sum of
Christian religion. / Theologicall miscellanies of D. David Pareus:
in which the orthodoxall tenets are briefly and solidly confirmed,
and the contrary errours of the papists, Ubiquitaries, Antitrinitaries, Eutychians, Socinians, and Arminians fully refuted. / “Theologicall miscellanies of Doctor David Pareus:” has separate dated
title page on leaf 3N1r. / Title page is *2r; the first leaf is blank.
LCN: Oxford
The summe of Christian religion / delivered by Zacharias Ursinus,
first, by way of catechism, and then afterwards more enlarged by
a sound and judicious exposition, and application of the same..;
First Englished by D. Henry Parry, and now again conferred with
the best and last Latine edition of D. David Pareus..; To this work
of Ursinus are now at last annexed the Theologicall miscellanies
of D. David Pareus... now translated into English out of the origi-
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nall Latine copie; by A.R. / [22], 844 p; 29 cm. (fol. in 6s). / London: Printed by James Young, and are to be sold by Steven
Bowtell..., 1645 Notes: A commentary on the Heidelberg Catechism. / Signatures: *6(-*6)A6B4C-3L63M43N-4C6. / Theologicall
miscellanies of Doctor David Pareus... translated into English... by
A.R. London, 1645, has special t.p., included in the continuous
pagination. LCN: Newcastle
The summe of Christian religion / delivered by Zacharias Ursinus,
first by way of catechisme, and then afterwards more inlarged by
a sound and judicious exposition and application of the same;
wherein also are debated and resolved the questions of whatsoever points of moment have been, or are controversed in divinity;
first Englished by D. Henry Parry, and now againe conferred with
the best and last Latine edition of D. David Pareus...; whereunto is
added a large and full alphabeticall table of such matters as are
therein contained, together with all the scriptures that are occasionally handled, by way eyther of controversie, exposition, or
reconciliation, neither of which was done before, but now is performed for the readers delight and benefit. / [22], 624 & p. / London: Printed by Robert Young, and are to be sold by George
Latham, at the Bishops head, in Pauls Church-yard, 1633. / Early
English books, 1475-1640; 1717:31 Notes: “A commentary on the
Heidelberg Catechism” / NUC pre-1956 imprints. / Imperfect:
“signatures Hhh1Bb31Bs-Mmm1Bb4 1Bslacking” / STC (2nd ed.) .
/ Includes marginal notes. / Pages 158 and 159 misnumbered as
148 and 149 respectively. / Reproduction of original in the Union
Theological Seminary (New York, N.Y.). Library. / Signatures:
1Bp61Bs(-1) A1Bp6 1BsB1Bp4 1BsC-3G1Bp6 1Bs3H1Bp21Bs.
LCN: Birmingham
The summe of Christian religion / delivered by Zacharias Ursinus,
first by way of Catechisme, and then afterwards more inlarged by
a sound and judicious exposition and application of the same,
wherein also are debated and resolved the questions of whatsoever points of moment have been, or are controversed in divinity;
first Englished by D. Henry Parry, and now againe conferred with
the best and last Latine edition of D. David Pareus ... Whereunto is
added a large and full alphabeticall table of such matters as are
therein contained together with all the Scriptures that are occasionally handled ... Publication info: London: Printed by Robert
Young, and are to be sold by Thomas Alcorne, 1633. Physical
descrip: [22], 655, [20] p.; 29 cm. General Note: A commentary on
the Heidelberg Catechism. Title subject: Heidelberger Katechismus. Added author: Parry, Henry, 1561-1616. Added author:
Pareus, David, 1548-1622. HEKMAN CALL NUMBER COPY
MATERIAL LOCATION 1)BX9428 .U7 1633 1 RAREBOOK
RARE-BOOK
The summe of Christian religion / delivered by Zacharias Vrsinus in
his lectures vpon the Catechisme, authorised by ... Prince Fredericke ... Translated into English by Henry Parry, out of the last and
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best Latine editions, together with some supplie of wants out of
his discourses of divinity, and with correction of sundry faults &
imperfections, which are as yet remaining in the best corrected
Latine. Publication info: At Oxford: Printed by Ioseph Barnes,
1589. Physical descrip: [16], 966, [10] p.; 17 cm. (8vo) General
Note: Signatures: [par.]p8 sA-3Pp8s. General Note: Initials; head
pieces. General Note: A commentary on the Heidelberg Catechism. Title subject: Heidelberger Katechismus / Commentaries.
Added author: Parry, Henry, 1561-1616. HEKMAN CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL LOCATION 1)BX9428 .U7 1589 1
RAREBOOK
The summe of Christian religion [electronic resource] / delivered by
Zacharias Ursinus, first by way of catechisme, and then afterwards more inlarged by a sound and judicious exposition and
application of the same; wherein also are debated and resolved the
questions of whatsoever points of moment have been, or are controversed in divinity; first Englished by D. Henry Parry, and now
againe conferred with the best and last Latine edition of D. David
Pareus ...; whereunto is added a large and full alphabeticall table of
such matters as are therein contained, together with all the scriptures that are occasionally handled, by way eyther of controversie,
exposition, or reconciliation, neither of which was done before,
but now is performed for the readers delight and benefit. Publication info: London: Printed by Robert Young, and are to be sold by
George Latham, at the Bishops head, in Pauls Church-yard, 1633.
Physical descrip: [22], 624 + p. General Note: Signatures: **(-*1)
A**B**C-3G** ************************3H². General Note:
Pages 158 and 159 misnumbered as 148 and 149 respectively. General Note: “A commentary on the Heidelberg Catechism” / NUC
pre-1956 imprints. General Note: Includes marginal notes. General
Note: Imperfect: “signatures Hhh*-Mmm**lacking” / STC (2nd
ed.). General Note: Reproduction of original in the Union Theological Seminary (New York, N.Y.). Library. Bibliography note:
Includes bibliographical references. Reproduction note: Electronic
reproduction. Ann Arbor, Mich.: UMI 1999- (Early English books
online) Digital version of: Early English books, 1475-1640;
1717:31. s1999 miun s Subject term: Catechisms, English. Added
author: Parry, Henry, 1561-1616. Added author: Pareus, David,
1548-1622. Electronic access: http://wwwlib.umi.com/eebo/
image/23569 HEKMAN
The summe of Christian religion [electronic resource]: delivered by
Zacharias Ursinus in his lectures vpon the catechisme, authorised
by the noble Prince Fredericke throughout his dominions. Wherein
are debated and resolved the questions of whatsoever pointes of
moment, which have beene or are controversed in divinity. Translated into English by Henry Parry, out of the last and best Latine
editions, together with some supply of wantes out of his Discourses of divinity, and with correction of sundry faults & imperfections, which are as yet remaining in the best corrected Latine.
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Publication info: At Oxford: Printed by Ioseph Barnes, and are to
be solde [by T. Cooke, London] in Paules churchyarde at the signe
of the Tygers head, 1595. Physical descrip: [16], 966, [10] p. General Note: Publisher’s name from STC. General Note: Henry
Parry’s translation of Explicationum catecheticarum (STC 24531),
first published in 1587, which is actually another edition of Doctrinæ christianæ compendium, first published in 1585 as STC
24529. General Note: Pages 213, 361, 365, 709, 713 and 948 misnumbered 230, 533, 357, 675, 683 and 934. General Note: Pages
356, 50, 67-9 and 81-3 tightly bound; some print show-through
and some pages stained; pages 30-89 from Bodleian Library copy
spliced at end. General Note: Reproduction of the original in the
British Library. Reproduction note: Electronic reproduction. Ann
Arbor, Mich.: UMI 1999- (Early English books online) Digital version of: Early english books, 1475-1640; 1295:04. s1999 miun s
Subject term: Catechisms, English / Early works to 1800. Added
author: Parry, Henry, 1561-1616. Electronic access: http://
wwwlib.umi.com/eebo/image/270 HEKMAN CALL NUMBER
COPY MATERIAL LOCATION 1)XX(619071.1) 1 EBOOK WEBSOURCE
The summe of Christian religion deliuered by Zacharias Vrsinus in
his lectures vpon the Catechisme, authorised by the noble Prince
Frederick throughout his dominions. Wherein are debated and resolued the questions of whatsoeuer points of moment, which haue
beene or are controuersed in diuinitie. Translated into English first
by D. Henrie Parrie, and lately conferred with the last and best
Latine edition of D. Dauid Pareus, Professor of Diuinity in Heidelberge [electronic resource] Publication info: At London: Imprinted
by H[umphrey] L[ownes] and are to be sold by Arthur Iohnson, at
the signe of the white horse, neere the great north doore of Paules
Church, 1611. Physical descrip: [12], 1113, [15] p. General Note: A
translation of: Doctrinæ Christianæ compendium. General Note:
Includes a translation of the Heidelberger Katechismus. General
Note: Edited by Richard Crosse, whose name appears on A6r. General Note: Printer’s name from STC. General Note: Cf. Folger catalogue, which gives signatures: A-4B 4C² . General Note: The last
leaf is blank. General Note: Reproduction of the original in the
Union Theological Seminary (New York, N.Y.). Library. General
Note: Some print faded and show-through; some pages misprinted, stained, and torn. Page 156 and leaf 4C1 mutilated. Title
page, pages 150-163 and 1108-end from Cambridge University
Library copy filmed at end. Reproduction note: Electronic reproduction. Ann Arbor, Mich.: UMI 1999- (Early English books
online) Digital version of: Early English books, 1475-1640; 1499:3.
s1999 miun s Subject term: Theology, Doctrinal / Early works to
1800. Added author: Parry, Henry, 1561-1616. Added author:
Crosse, Richard, fl. 1611. Uniform title: Heidelberger Katechismus. English. Electronic access: http://wwwlib.umi.com/eebo/
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image/19542 HEKMAN CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL
LOCATION 1)XX(626593.1) 1 EBOOK WEB-SOURCE
The summe of Christian religion, deliuered by Zacharias Vrsinus in
his lectures vpon the Catechisme, authorised by the noble Prince
Frederick throughout his dominions. Wherein are debated and resolued the questions of vvhatsoeuer points of moment, vvhich
haue beene or are controuersed in diuinitie. Translated into
English first by D. Henrie Parrie, and lately conferred with the last
and best Latine edition of D. Dauid Pareus, Professor of Diuinity
in Heidelberge [electronic resource] Publication info: At London:
Imprinted by H[umphrey] L[ownes] and are to be sold by Arthur
Iohnson, at the signe of the white horse, neere the great north
doore of Paules Church, 1617. Physical descrip: [10], 1111, [13] p.
General Note: A translation of: Doctrinæ Christianæ compendium. General Note: Includes a translation of the Heidelberger
Katechismus. General Note: Edited by Richard Crosse, whose
name appears on A6r. General Note: Printer’s name from STC.
General Note: Reproduction of the original in the Henry E. Huntington Library and Art Gallery. General Note: Some print faded
and show-through; some pages stained. Pages 360-369 and 482509 from the Union Theological Seminary (New York, N.Y.).
Library copy filmed at end. Reproduction note: Electronic reproduction. Ann Arbor, Mich.: UMI 1999- (Early English books
online) Digital version of: Early English books, 1475-1640;
1561:11. s1999 miun s Subject term: Theology, Doctrinal / Early
works to 1800. Added author: Parry, Henry, 1561-1616. Added
author: Crosse, Richard, fl. 1611. Uniform title: Heidelberger Katechismus. English. Electronic access: http://wwwlib.umi.com/
eebo/image/19544 HEKMAN CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL
LOCATION 1)XX(626595.1) 1 EBOOK WEB-SOURCE
The summe of Christian religion, delivered by Zacharias Ursinus
[electronic resource]: first, by way of catechism, and then afterwards more enlarged by a sound and judicious exposition, and
application of the same: wherein also are debated and resolved the
questions of whatsoever points of moment have been, or are controversed in divinitie / first Englished by D. Henry Parry, and now
again conferred with the best and last Latine edition of D. David
Pareus, sometimes Professour of Divinity in Heidelberge; whereunto is added a large and full alphabeticall table of such matters as
are therein contained; together with all the Scriptures that are
occasionally handled, by way either of controversie, exposition, or
reconciliation, neither of which was done before, but now is performed for the readers delight and benefit; to this work of Ursinus
are now at last annexed the Theologicall miscellanies of D. David
Pareus in which the orthodoxall tenets are briefly and solidly confirmed, and the contrary errours of the Papists, Ubiquitaries, Antitrinitaries, Eutychians, Socinians, and Arminians fully refuted;
and now translated into English out of the originall Latine copie
by A.R. Publication info: London: Printed by James Young, and are
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to be sold by Steven Bowtell ..., 1645. Physical descrip: [22], 844 p.
General Note: Theologicall miscellanies of Doctor Pareus ... /
[translated] by A.R., London, 1645, has special t.p. General Note:
A commentary on The Heidelberg Catechism. General Note: Signatures *6, Mmm2, pages 759 to 760, 799 to 800, 805 to 806
stained; 57 to 58 torn with loss of text; 250, 629 to 630 misnumbered; 819 print is faded in filmed copy. Pages beginning-6 General
Note: Reproduction of original in Union Theological Seminary
Library, New York. Reproduction note: Electronic reproduction.
Ann Arbor, Mich.: UMI 1999- (Early English books online) Digital
version of: Early English books, 1641-1700; 520:15. s1999 miun s
Subject term: Christianity / Early works to 1800. Added author:
Parry, Henry, 1561-1616. Added author: Pareus, David, 1548-1622.
Theologicall miscellanies. Added author: A. R. Added title: Theologicall miscellanies. Electronic access: http://wwwlib.umi.com/
eebo/image/51672 HEKMAN
The summe of Christian religion, delivered by Zacharias Ursinus,
first by way of catechisme, and then afterwards more inlarged by
a sound and judicious exposition and application of the same.
VVherein also are debated and resolved the questions of whatsoever points of moment have been, or are controversed in divinity.
First Englished by D. Henry Parry, and now againe conferred with
the best and last Latine edition of D. David Pareus, sometimes
professor of divinity in Heidelberge. Whereunto is added a large
and full alphabeticall table of such matters as are therein contained, together with all the scriptures that are occasionally handled, by way eyther of controversie, exposition, or reconciliation,
neither of which was done before, but now is performed for the
readers delight and benefit / Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583; Parry,
Henry, 1561-1616. / [24], 655, [21] p. / London: Printed by Robert
Young, and are to be sold by Iohn Rothwell, at the Sunne, in Pauls
Church-yard, 1633. / Early English books, 1475-1640; 1587:13
Notes: A translation of: Doctrin15 Christian15 compendium. /
Includes a translation of the Heidelberger Katechismus. / Includes
index. / One of four imprint variants of this edition. / Reproduction of the original in the Henry E. Huntington Library and Art
Gallery. / Some pages stained and tightly bound. / The first leaf is
blank. LCN: Birmingham
The summe of Christian religion, delivered by Zacharias Ursinus,
first by way of catechisme, and then afterwards more inlarged by
a sound and judicious exposition and application of the same.
Wherein also are debated and resolved the questions of whatsoever points of moment have been, or are controversed in divinity.
First Englished by D. Henry Parry, and now againe conferred with
the best and last Latine edition of D. David Pareus, sometimes
professor of Divinity in Heidelberge. Whereunto is added a large
and full alphabeticall table of such matters as are therein contained, together with all the scriptures that are occasionally handled, by way eyther of controversie, exposition, or reconciliation,
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neither of which was done before, but now is performed for the
readers delight and benefit / Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583; Parry,
Henry, 1561-1616. / [24], 655, [21] p. / London: Printed by Robert
Young, and are to be sold by Thomas Alcorne, at the green
Dragon, in Pauls Church-yard, 1633. / Early English books, 14751640; 1587:14 Notes: A translation of: Doctrin15 Christian15
compendium. / Includes a translation of the Heidelberger Katechismus. / One of four imprint variants of this edition. / Reproduction of the original in the University of Illinois (UrbanaChampaign campus). Library. / Signatures: 26 A26 C-Lll26
Mmm24. LCN: Birmingham
The summe of Christian religion, delivered by Zacharias Ursinus,
first by way of catechisme, and then afterwards more inlarged by
a sound and judicious exposition and application of the same.
Wherein also are debated and resolved the questions of whatsoever points of moment have been, or are controversed in divinity.
First Englished by D. Henry Parry, and now againe conferred with
the best and last Latine edition of D. David Pareus, sometimes
professor of Divinity in Heidelberge. Whereunto is added a large
and full alphabeticall table of such matters as are therein contained, together with all the scriptures that are occasionally handled, by way eyther of controversie, exposition, or reconciliation,
neither of which was done before, but now is performed for the
readers delight and benefit [electronic resource] Publication info:
London: Printed by Robert Young, and are to be sold by Thomas
Alcorne, at the green Dragon, in Pauls Church-yard, 1633. Physical
descrip: [24], 655, [21] p. General Note: A translation of: Doctrinæ
Christianæ compendium. General Note: One of four imprint variants of this edition. General Note: Includes a translation of the
Heidelberger Katechismus. General Note: Signatures: ** A* C-Lll*
Mmm*. General Note: Reproduction of the original in the University of Illinois (Urbana-Champaign campus). Library. Reproduction note: Electronic reproduction. Ann Arbor, Mich.: UMI 1999(Early English books online) Digital version of: Early English
books, 1475-1640; 1587:14. s1999 miun s Subject term: Theology,
Doctrinal / Early works to 1800. Added author: Parry, Henry,
1561-1616. Uniform title: Heidelberger Katechismus. English.
Electronic access: http://wwwlib.umi.com/eebo/image/15288
HEKMAN
The summe of Christian religion, delivered by Zacharias Ursinus,
first by way of catechisme, and then afterwards more inlarged by
a sound and judicious exposition and application of the same.
VVherein also are debated and resolved the questions of whatsoever points of moment have been, or are controversed in divinity.
First Englished by D. Henry Parry, and now againe conferred with
the best and last Latine edition of D. David Pareus, sometimes
professor of divinity in Heidelberge. Whereunto is added a large
and full alphabeticall table of such matters as are therein contained, together with all the scriptures that are occasionally han-
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dled, by way eyther of controversie, exposition, or reconciliation,
neither of which was done before, but now is performed for the
readers delight and benefit [electronic resource] Publication info:
London: Printed by Robert Young, and are to be sold by Iohn
Rothwell, at the Sunne, in Pauls Church-yard, 1633. Physical
descrip: [24], 655, [21] p. General Note: A translation of: Doctrinæ
Christianæ compendium. General Note: The first leaf is blank.
General Note: Includes a translation of the Heidelberger Katechismus. General Note: Includes index. General Note: One of four
imprint variants of this edition. General Note: Reproduction of
the original in the Henry E. Huntington Library and Art Gallery.
General Note: Some pages stained and tightly bound. Reproduction note: Electronic reproduction. Ann Arbor, Mich.: UMI 1999(Early English books online) Digital version of: Early English
books, 1475-1640; 1587:13. s1999 miun s Subject term: Theology,
Doctrinal / Early works to 1800. Added author: Parry, Henry,
1561-1616. Uniform title: Heidelberger Katechismus. English.
Electronic access: http://wwwlib.umi.com/eebo/image/18329
HEKMAN
The summe of Christian religion, delivered by Zacharias Ursinus:
first, by way of catechism, and then afterwards more enlarged by
a sound and judicious exposition, and application of the same;
wherein also are debated and resolved the questions of whatsoever points of moment have been, or are controversed in divinitie
/ Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583; Pareus, David, 1548-1622; Parry,
Henry, 1561-1616. / [22], 844 p. / London: Printed by James
Young, and are to be sold by Steven Bowtell..., 1645 Notes: A commentary on The Heidelberg Catechism. / “Theologicall miscellanies of Doctor Pareus... “/ [translated] by A.R., London, 1645, has
special t.p. LCN: Edinburgh
The summe of Christian religion, delivered by Zacharias Ursinus:
first, by way of catechism, and then afterwards more enlarged by
a sound and judicious exposition, and application of the same ... /
First Englished by D. Henry Parry, and now again conferred with
the best and last Latine edition of D. David Pareus ... To this work
of Ursinus are now at last annexed the Theologicall miscellanies
of D. David Pareus ... now translated into English out of the originall Latine copie by A.R. Publication info: London: Printed by
James Young, and are to be sold by Steven Bowtell ..., 1645. Physical descrip: [22], 844 p.; 28 cm. General Note: A commentary on
the Heidelberg Catechism. General Note: Theologicall miscellanies of Doctor David Pareus ... translated into English ... by A.R.;
London, 1645, has special t.p. included in the continuous pagination. General Note: Pages 250 and 629-630 misnumbered 249 and
639-640 respectively. General Note: Title within line border; initials; head and tail pieces. Title subject: Heidelberger Katechismus
/ Commentaries. Added author: Parry, Henry, 1561-1616. Added
author: A. R. Added author: Pareus, David, 1548-1622. HEKMAN
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The summe of Christian religion,... first Englished by... H. Parry and
now... conferred with the... Latine edition of D. Pareus... Whereunto is added... a... table of matters... To this... are annexed the
theological miscellanies of D. Pareus... translated into English... by
A. R.. / fol.. / London, 1645.. LCN: British Library
The Summe of Christian Religion. Delivered by Z. Ursinus in his Lectures upon the Catechisme authorized by... Prince Fredericke
throughout his dominions [with the text]... Translated... by H.
Parry... together with some supply of wantes out of his Discourses, etc. / Crosse, Richard; Pareus, David; Parry, Henry, successively Bishop of Rochester, of Gloucester, and of Worcester;
Ursinus, Zacharias; HEIDELBERG CATECHISM. / 8o.. / Oxford:
J. Barnes, 1595.. LCN: British Library
The Summe of Christian Religion. Delivered by Z. Ursinus in his Lectures upon the Catechisme authorized by... Prince Fredericke
throughout his dominions [with the text]... Translated... by H.
Parry... together with some supply of wantes out of his Discourses, etc. / Crosse, Richard; Pareus, David; Parry, Henry, successively Bishop of Rochester, of Gloucester, and of Worcester;
Ursinus, Zacharias; HEIDELBERG CATECHISM. / [Another edition. Edited by R. Crosse, etc.]. / 8o.. / Oxford: J. Barnes, 1601..
LCN: British Library
The Summe of Christian Religion. Delivered by Z. Ursinus in his Lectures upon the Catechisme authorized by... Prince Fredericke
throughout his dominions [with the text]... Translated... by H.
Parry... together with some supply of wantes out of his Discourses, etc. / Crosse, Richard; Pareus, David; Parry, Henry, successively Bishop of Rochester, of Gloucester, and of Worcester;
Ursinus, Zacharias; HEIDELBERG CATECHISM. / [Another edition.]. / Imprinted by H. L....; 8o.. / London: sold by A. Johnson,
1611.. LCN: British Library
The Summe of Christian Religion. Delivered by Z. Ursinus in his Lectures upon the Catechisme authorized by... Prince Fredericke
throughout his dominions [with the text]... Translated... by H.
Parry... together with some supply of wantes out of his Discourses, etc. / Crosse, Richard; Pareus, David; Parry, Henry, successively Bishop of Rochester, of Gloucester, and of Worcester;
Ursinus, Zacharias; HEIDELBERG CATECHISM. / [Another edition.]. / Imprinted by H. L....; 4o.. / London: sold by A. Johnson,
1617.. LCN: British Library
The summe of Christian religion. Delivered by Zacharias Ursinus...
First Englished by D. Henry Parry, and now again conferred with
the best and last Latine Edition of D. David Pareus... Whereunto is
added a... Table, etc.. / fol.. / London: Printed by Robert Young,
1633.. LCN: British Library
The summe of Christian religion: deliuered by Zacharias Vrsinus in
his lectures vpon the Catechism autorised by the noble Prince Frederick, throughout his dominions: wherein are debated and resol-
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ued the questions of whatsoeuer points of moment, which haue
beene or are controuersed in diuinitie. Translated into English by
Henrie Parrie, out of the last & best Latin editions, together with
some supplie of wa[n]ts out of his discourses of diuinitie, and
with correction of sundrie faults & imperfections, which ar [sic]
as yet remaining in the best corrected Latine / Ursinus, Zacharias,
1534-1583; Parry, Henry, 1561-1616. / [16], 1047, [9] p. / At
Oxford: Printed by Ioseph Barnes, & are to be sold [by T. Cooke,
London,] in Pauls Churchyard at the signe of the Tygres head,
1587. / Early English books, 1475-1640; 364:5 Notes: A translation
of: Doctrin15 Christian15 compendium. / Bookseller’s name from
STC. / Includes a translation of the Heidelberger Katechismus. /
Reproduction of the original in the Henry E. Huntington Library
and Art Gallery. / Some pages stained and tightly bound. / With
four final contents leaves. LCN: Birmingham
The summe of Christian religion: deliuered by Zacharias Vrsinus in
his lectures vpon the catechism... Translated into English by Henrie Parrie... with correction of sundrie faults / Ursinus, Zacharias,
1534-1583; Parry, Henry, 1561-1616. / [16], 1047, [9]p; 8o. / At
Oxford: printed by Ioseph Barnes, &... sold [in London, by T.
Cooke]..., 1587 Notes: Impr. expanded from STC. LCN: Durham
The summe of Christian religion: deliuered by Zacharias Vrsinus in
his lectures vpon the Catechism autorised by the noble Prince Frederick, throughout his dominions: wherein are debated and resolued the questions of whatsoeuer points of moment, which haue
beene or are controuersed in diuinitie. Translated into English by
Henrie Parrie, out of the last & best Latin editions, together with
some supplie of wa[n]ts out of his discourses of diuinitie, and
with correction of sundrie faults & imperfections, which ar [sic]
as yet remaining in the best corrected Latine [electronic resource]
Publication info: At Oxford: Printed by Ioseph Barnes, & are to be
sold [by T. Cooke, London,] in Pauls Churchyard at the signe of
the Tygres head, 1587. Physical descrip: [16], 1047, [9] p. General
Note: A translation of: Doctrinæ Christianæ compendium. General Note: Includes a translation of the Heidelberger Katechismus.
General Note: Bookseller’s name from STC. General Note: With
four final contents leaves. General Note: Reproduction of the original in the Henry E. Huntington Library and Art Gallery. General
Note: Some pages stained and tightly bound. Reproduction note:
Electronic reproduction. Ann Arbor, Mich.: UMI 1999- (Early
English books online) Digital version of: Early English books,
1475-1640; 364:5. s1999 miun s Subject term: Theology, Doctrinal
/ Early works to 1800. Added author: Parry, Henry, 1561-1616.
Uniform title: Heidelberger Katechismus. English. Electronic
access: http://wwwlib.umi.com/eebo/image/19538 HEKMAN
CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL LOCATION 1)XX(616984.1)
1 EBOOK WEB-SOURCE
The Summe of Christian Religion: delivered by Z. Ursinus in his Lectures upon the Catechism autorised by... Prince Frederick,
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throughout his dominions [with the text]... Translated... by H.
Parrie... together with some supplie of wats out of his Discourses,
etc. / Parry, Henry, successively Bishop of Rochester, of Gloucester, and of Worcester; Ursinus, Zacharias; HEIDELBERG CATECHISM. / 8o.. / Oxford: J. Barnes, 1587.. LCN: British Library
The summe of Christian religion: delivered by Zacharias Ursinus in
his lectures upon the catechisme... / Translated into English first
by D. Henrie Parrie, and lately conferred with the last and best
Latine edition of D. David Pareus.... / London: Imprinted by H.
L...., 1611. LCN: Sheffield
The summe of Christian religion: delivered by Zacharias Ursinus in
his lectures vpon the catechisme, authorised by the noble Prince
Fredericke throughout his dominions. Wherein are debated and
resolved the questions of whatsoever pointes of moment, which
have beene or are controversed in divinity / Ursinus, Zacharias,
1534-1583; Parry, Henry, 1561-1616; Signet Library (Great Britain). / [16], 966, [10] p; 17 cm. (8vo). / At Oxford: Printed by
Ioseph Barnes, and are to be solde in Paules churchyarde at the
signe of the Tygers head., 1595 Notes: Henry Parry’s translation of
Explicationum catecheticarum (STC 24531), first published in
1587, which is actually another edition of Doctrinæ christianæ
compendium, first published in 1585 as STC 24529. / Pages 213,
361, 365, 709, 713 and 948 misnumbered “230”, “533”, “357”,
“675”, “683” and “934”. / Publisher’s name from STC. LCN:
National Library of Scotland
The summe of Christian religion: delivered by Zacharias Ursinus in
his lectures vpon the catechisme, authorised by the noble Prince
Fredericke throughout his dominions. Wherein are debated and
resolved the questions of whatsoever pointes of moment, which
have beene or are controversed in divinity. Translated into English
by Henry Parry, out of the last and best Latine editions, together
with some supply of wantes out of his Discourses of divinity, and
with correction of sundry faults & imperfections, which are as yet
remaining in the best corrected Latine / Ursinus, Zacharias, 15341583; Parry, Henry, 1561-1616. / [16], 966, [10] p. / At Oxford:
Printed by Ioseph Barnes, and are to be solde [by T. Cooke, London] in Paules churchyarde at the signe of the Tygers head, 1595. /
Early english books, 1475-1640; 1295:4 Notes: Henry Parry’s
translation of Explicationum catecheticarum (STC 24531), first
published in 1587, which is actually another edition of Doctrin15
christian15 compendium, first published in 1585 as STC 24529. /
Pages 213, 361, 365, 709, 713 and 948 misnumbered 230, 533, 357,
675, 683 and 934. / Pages 356, 50, 67-9 and 81-3 tightly bound;
some print show-through and some pages stained; pages 30-89
from Bodleian Library copy spliced at end. / Publisher’s name
from STC. / Reproduction of the original in the British Library.
LCN: Birmingham
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The summe of Christian religion: delivered by Zacharias Vrsinus in
his lectures vpon the Catechisme, authorised by the noble Prince
Fredericke throughout his dominions. Wherein are debated and
resolved the questions of whatsoever points of moment, which
haue beene or are controversed in divinity. Translated into English
by Henry Parry, out of the last and best Latine editions, together
with some supplie of wants out of his discourses of divinity, and
with correction of sundry faults & imperfections, which are as yet
remaining in the best corrected Latine / Ursinus, Zacharias, 15341583; Parry, Henry, 1561-1616 [Translator]. / [16], 966, [10] p;
8[degree]. / At Oxford: Printed by Ioseph Barnes, & are to bee
solde [by T. Cooke, London,] in Paules-Churchyeard at the signe of
the Tygres head, 1591 Notes: A translation of: Doctrinæ Christianæ compendium. / Bookseller’s name from STC. / Doctrinæ
Christianæ compendium. / Includes a translation of the Heidelberger Katechismus. / Signatures: [par.]8 A-3P8. / With five final
contents leaves. LCN: Oxford
The summe of Christian religion: delivered by Zacharias Vrsinus in
his lectures vpon the Catechisme authorised by the noble Prince
Fredericke throughout his dominions. Wherein are debated and
resolved the questions of whatsoever points of moment, which
haue beene or are controversed in divinity. Translated into English
by Henry Parry, out of the last and best Latine editions, together
with some supplie of wants out of his discourses of divinity, and
with correction of sundry faults & imperfections, which are as yet
remaining in the best corrected Latine / Ursinus, Zacharias, 15341583; Parry, Henry, 1561-1616. / [16], 966, [10] p. / At Oxford:
Printed by Ioseph Barnes, & are to bee solde [by T. Cooke, London,] in Paules-Churchyeard at the signe of the Tygres head, 1591.
/ Early English books, 1475-1640; 364:6 Notes: A translation of:
Doctrin15 Christian15 compendium. / Bookseller’s name from
STC. / Includes a translation of the Heidelberger Katechismus. /
Reproduction of the original in the Henry E. Huntington Library
and Art Gallery. / With five final contents leaves. LCN: Birmingham
The Summe of Christian Religion: delivered by Zacharias Vrsinus in
his lectures vpon the Catechisme, authorised by the noble Prince
Fredericke... Translated into English by Henry Parry... together
with some supplie of wants out of his Discourses of Divinity, etc.
/ Parry, Henry, successively Bishop of Rochester, of Gloucester,
and of Worcester; Ursinus, Zacharias; HEIDELBERG CATECHISM. / pp. 966.; 8o.. / Oxford: Printed by Ioseph Barnes, 1589..
LCN: British Library
The summe of Christian religion: delivered by Zacharias Vrsinus in
his lectures vpon the catechisme, authorised by the noble Prince
Fredericke throughout his dominions: [w]herein are debated and
resolved the questions of whatsoever points of moment, which
haue beene, or are controversed in divinity. Translated into
English by Henry Parry, out of the last and best Latine editions,
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together with some supplie of wants out of his Discourses of
Divinity, and with corrections of sundry faults & imperfections,
which are as yet remaining in the best corrected Latine / Ursinus,
Zacharias, 1534-1583; Parry, Henry, 1561-1616. / [26], 966, [10] p.
/ At Oxford: Printed by Ioseph Barnes, and are to bee solde [by T.
Cooke] in Paules-churchyard at the signe of the Tygres head, 1589.
/ Early English books, 1475-1640; 1368:1 Notes: A commentary on
the Heidelberg catechism. / Another edition of STC 24532, published in 1587. / Dedication to the earl of Pembroke signed by
Henry Parry. / Originally published in Latin, with title: Doctrin15
Christian15 compendium: seu, commentarii catechetici. / Pages
574, 603 and 928-29 misnumbered 754, 903 and 628-29. / Publisher’s name from STC. / Reproduction of original in University
of Illinois (Urbana-Champaign Campus). Library. / Some print
faded and considerable show-through and pages stained, affecting
text. LCN: Birmingham
The summe of Christian religion: delivered by Zacharias Vrsinus in
his lectures vpon the Catechisme authorised by the noble Prince
Fredericke throughout his dominions. Wherein are debated and
resolved the questions of whatsoever points of moment, which
haue beene or are controversed in divinity. Translated into English
by Henry Parry, out of the last and best Latine editions, together
with some supplie of wants out of his discourses of divinity, and
with correction of sundry faults & imperfections, which are as yet
remaining in the best corrected Latine [electronic resource] Publication info: At Oxford: Printed by Ioseph Barnes, & are to bee
solde [by T. Cooke, London,] in Paules-Churchyeard at the signe of
the Tygres head, 1591. Physical descrip: [16], 966, [10] p. General
Note: A translation of: Doctrinæ Christianæ compendium. General Note: Includes a translation of the Heidelberger Katechismus.
General Note: Bookseller’s name from STC. General Note: With
five final contents leaves. General Note: Reproduction of the original in the Henry E. Huntington Library and Art Gallery. Reproduction note: Electronic reproduction. Ann Arbor, Mich.: UMI
1999- (Early English books online) Digital version of: Early English
books, 1475-1640; 364:6. s1999 miun s Subject term: Theology,
Doctrinal / Early works to 1800. Added author: Parry, Henry,
1561-1616. Uniform title: Heidelberger Katechismus. English.
Electronic access: http://wwwlib.umi.com/eebo/image/19540
HEKMAN CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL LOCATION
1)XX(616986.1) 1 EBOOK WEB-SOURCE
The summe of Christian religion:: delivered by Zacharias Ursinus in
his lectures vpon the catechisme, authorised by the noble Prince
Fredericke throughout his dominions. Wherein are debated and
resolved the questions of whatsoever pointes of moment, which
have beene or are controversed in divinity. Translated into English
by Henry Parry, out of the last and best Latine editions, together
with some supply ofntes out of his Discourses of divinity, and
with correction of sundry faults & imperfections, which are as yet
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remaining in the best corrected Latine / Ursinus, Zacharias, 15341583; Parry, Henry, 1561-1616. / 8vo. / Oxford, 1595. LCN:
Manchester

AMERICAN EDITIONS
George Washington Williard translated the above from the 1616
edition of Ursinus/Pareus in Latin. The lengthy historical introduction is by John W. Nevin. The publishing history of Williard’s
Translation of Ursinus: (American Editions) is as follows:
THE COMMENTARY OF DR. ZACHARIAS URSINUS ON THE
HEIDELBERG CATECHISM. Translated from the original Latin
by George W. Williard.
1. First edition; Columbus: Scott & Bascom, 1851. xxxviii, Pp. 659.
2. Second edition; Columbus: Scott & Bascom, 1852. xxxviii, Pp. 659.
3. Third edition; Cincinnati: T. P. Bucher, xxxviii, Pp. 659.
4. Fourth edition; Cincinnati: Elm St. Print. Co. ,1888. xxxviii, Pp.
659.
5. Fifth edition: Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1954. xxxviii, Pp. 659.
Reprint of the 2nd American edition of 1852.
6. Sixth edition: Phillipsburg, New Jersey, Presbyterian and Reformed
Publishing company, n.d. (19??) RCUS. This is a reproduction of
the Second American Edition which was printed at Columbus,
Ohio in 1852.
The commentary of Dr. Zacharias Ursinus on the Heidelberg catechism / translated from the orginal Latin by G.W. Williard. / 2nd
American ed. / xxxviii, 659 p; 25 cm. / Columbus: Scott & Bascom, 1852 Notes: Translated from the original Latin by G.W. Williard.. LCN: Edinburgh; Glasgow
The commentary of Dr. Zacharias Ursinus on the Heidelberg catechism / translated from the Latin by G.W. Williard. Edition: 3d
American ed. Publication info: Cincinnati: T.P. Bucher, 1851. Physical descrip: xxxviii, 659 p.; 25 cm. Title subject: Heidelberger Katechismus. Added author: Williard, G. W. (George Washington),
1818-1900. HEKMAN CALL NUMBER
The commentary of Dr. Zacharias Ursinus on the Heidelberg catechism. Translated from the Latin by the Rev. G.W. Williard. Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Columbus, Scott, 1852. xxxviii, 659 p.
25 cm. SAGE
The commentary of Dr. Zacharias Ursinus on the Heidelberg catechism / Translated from the Latin by the Rev. G.W. Williard. Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Cincinnati: Elm Street Printing Co.,
1888. xxxviii, 659 p.; 25 cm. Lancaster LANCASTER
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The commentary of Dr. Zacharias Ursinus on the Heidelberg catechism / Translated from the Latin by the Rev. G.W. Williard. Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Columbus: Scott & Bascom, 1852.
xxxviii, 659 p.; 25 cm. Lancaster Albright Albright BX 9428 .U78
1852 [Available] Historical Society ERHS BX 9428 .U78 1852 [In
Transit] LANCASTER
The commentary of Dr. Zacharius Ursinus on the Heidelberg catechism. Translated from the original Latin by ... G. W. Williard.
Publication info: Grand Rapids, Eerdmans Pub. Co., 1954. Physical
descrip: xxxviii, 659 p. 23 cm. General Note: Previously published
as Commentary on the Heidelberg catechism. General Note:
Reproduction of the 2d American ed. of the theological lectures of
Ursinus printed at Columbus in 1852, based on the Latin ed. published in 1616, the most complete of the David Pareus editions.
Title subject: Heidelberger Katechismus. HEKMAN

OTHER WORKS BY URSINUS
OPERA
D. Zachariae Ursini theologi celeberrimi. OPERA THEOLOGICA:
quibus orthodoxae religionis capita perspicuâe & breviter explicantur, haerses horum temporum solidâee confutantur, ac aliae
plurimae utilissimae materiae, eruditissimâe pertractantur: partim
antehac non edita, partim ex Germanicãa in Latinam linguam
modo conversa, partim emendatius recusa, & illustrata. / Praemissa vita autoris, subjecti quintuplices indices tributa in tomos
tres, quorum indicem à praefatione pagina proxima exhibit. / edita
studio et opera Quirini Reuteri / Heidelbergae: typis Iohannis Lancelloti acad. typog., impensis Ionae Rosae, anno M D CXII [1612].
/ 3 tomes (vols) folio, 35 cm. 2o. [34 microfiche] / Quirinus Reuter, [Editor]. / Notes: Each volume has its own title page; that of
volume one is printed in red and black. Contents: Includes as pt 2
of v.3 Miscellanea catechetica... Opera... Dauidis Parei. Vol. I: co1.
10-33, Catechesis Summa theologiae, sive Religionis Christianiae.
I:34-43, Catechesis Minor Perspicua Brevitata Christianam Fidem
Complectens. Explicationes Catechesoes Palatinae, sive, corpus
Theologica. I: 46-909. LCN: Aberdeen, Glasgow, Oxford, British
Library, Durham, New Brunswick Theological Seminary.

TRACTATIONUM THEOLOGICARUM
Zacharias Ursini. TRACTATIONUM THEOLOGICARUM. 2 vols. J.
Jungnitz (ed. ) Neustadt an der Hardt, 1584/ 1589.
Tractationum theologicarum volumen secundem, quo continentur I.
Commentarius in Iesaiam. II. Refutatio Catechismi Anabaptistici
et Samosatenici, Cracoviae editi. III. Responsio ad argumenta
Martini Kemnicii Tilemanni Heshusii, de sententia patrum, theses
Iacobi Rungii de coena Domini. Nunc primùm in lucem editum,
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cum indice copioso / Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583.. / fol.. / Neustadii Palatinorum, 1589.. LCN: Glasgow
Zachariae Ursini vratislaviensis tractationum theologicarum: volumen secundum, quo continentur: I. Commentarius in Iesaiam, II.
Refutatio catechismi Anabaptistici et samosatenici, cracoviae
editi, III. Responsio ad argumenta Martini Kemnicii, Tilemanni
Heshvsii, de sententia patrum, theses Iacobi Rvngii, de Coena
Domini / Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. / [42], 652 p; 33 cm. /
Nevstadii Palatinorvm: Mathes Harnisch, 1589 Notes: Tractationum theologicarum. LCN: Newcastle
Zachariæ Vrsini... Volumen tractationum theologicarum... Omnia
nunc primum... in lucem edita, etc. (Tractationum theologicarum
volumen secundum.) / Ursinus, Zacharias. / 2 vol.; fol.. / Neustadii Palatinorum: Typis Matthoei Harnisii, 1584, 89.. LCN: British
Library
Zachariae Vrsini Vratislauiensis, theologi summi, Sacrarumque Literarum in Heidelbergensi & Neustadiana Schola professoris celeberrimi, & de Ecclesia Dei atque scholis optimè meriti, Volumen
Tractationum theologicarum: in quibus pleraque Christianae religionis capita eruditè, solidè, singulariq[ue] iudicio & dexteritate,
ex Dei verbo explicantur, et aduersùs Arianorum, Nestorianorum
& Eutychianorum, tam recentium quam veterum: item Pontificiorum, Anabaptistarum & aliorum errores & hæreses, defenduntur / Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583; Harnisch, Matthias. / 2v,
[20], 701, [25]; [44], 652 [i.e. 653], [1] p: port; fol. / Neustadii
Palatinorum: Typis Mattaei Harnisii., M. D. LXXXVII.M.D.LXXXIX Notes: Blank page between p. 591 and 592 in v. 2. /
Entitled: Volumen tractationum theologicarum. / Printer from colophon of v. 2, which was printed in 1589. / Vol. 2: Zachariae Vrsini Vratislauiensis Tractationum theologicarum volumen
secundum Contents: Contents: t. 1: I. Quaestiones & theses
breuiter complectentes summam locorum aliquot theologicorum /
II. Locorum aliquot Theologicorum tractatio / III. Theses
tradentes summa meorum, quae tum generatim de sacramentis
tam Noui quam Veteris Testamenti / IV. Vera dectrina de Sacra
Coena Domini / V. Argumenta, quibus monstratur, haec verba;
Hoc est corpus meum, quod pro vobis traditur &c; esse promissionem gratiae / VI. Vera doctrina de principali fine sacramentorum, hoc est, de fidei per sacramenta confirmatione / VII. Ad
alterius cuiusdam Theses, quibus eadem de principali sacramentorum sine doctrina impugnatur, responsio / VIII. Argumentorum, quibus D. Theodorus Beza in Confessione sua
paedobaptismum confirmat, defensio / IX. Catechesis, hoc est,
rudimenta religionis Christianae / X. Theses de officio & persona
vnici Mediatoris inter Deum & homines Christi / XI. Theses de
sacramentis ad disputationem propositae... a Luca Bacmeistero / t.
2: I. Commentarius in Iesaiam / II. Refutatio catechismi Anabaptistici et Samosatenici, Cracoviae editi / III. Responsio ad argu-
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menta Martini Kemnicii Tilemanni Heshusii, de Sententia Patrum;
thesis Iacobi Runqii, de Coena Domini. LCN: Oxford
Zachariae Vrsini Vratislaviensis, theologi summi, Sacrarumque Literarum in Heidelbergensi & Neustadiana Schola professoris celeberrimi, & de Ecclesia Dei atque scholis optimè meriti, Volumen
Tractationum theologicarum: in quibus pleraque Christianae religionis capita eruditè, solidè, singulariq[ue] iudicio & dexteritate,
ex Dei verbo explicantur, et aduersùs Arianorum, Nestorianorum
& Eutychianorum, tam recentium quam veterum: item Pontificiorum, Anabaptistarum & aliorum errores & hæreses, defenduntur / Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583; Harnisch, Matthias. / 2v,
[20], 701, [25]; [44], 652 [i.e. 653], [1] p: port; fol. / Neustadii
Palatinorum: Typis Mattaei Harnisii., 1587-1589 Notes: Blank
page between p. 591 and 592 in v. 2. / Entitled: Volumen tractationum theologicarum. / Includes indexes. / Printer from colophon
of v. 2, which was printed in 1589. / Vol. 2: Zachariae Vrsini Vratislauiensis Tractationum theologicarum volumen secundum Contents: Contents: t. 1: I. Quaestiones & theses breuiter
complectentes summam locorum aliquot theologicorum / II.
Locorum aliquot Theologicorum tractatio / III. Theses tradentes
summa meorum, quae tum generatim de sacramentis tam Noui
quam Veteris Testamenti / IV. Vera dectrina de Sacra Coena
Domini / V. Argumenta, quibus monstratur, haec verba; Hoc est
corpus meum, quod pro vobis traditur &c; esse promissionem gratiae / VI. Vera doctrina de principali fine sacramentorum, hoc est,
de fidei per sacramenta confirmatione / VII. Ad alterius cuiusdam
Theses, quibus eadem de principali sacramentorum sine doctrina
impugnatur, responsio / VIII. Argumentorum, quibus D. Theodorus Beza in Confessione sua paedobaptismum confirmat,
defensio / IX. Catechesis, hoc est, rudimenta religionis Christianae
/ X. Theses de officio & persona vnici Mediatoris inter Deum &
homines Christi / XI. Theses de sacramentis ad disputationem
propositae... a Luca Bacmeistero / t. 2: I. Commentarius in Iesaiam
/ II. Refutatio catechismi Anabaptistici et Samosatenici, Cracoviae
editi / III. Responsio ad argumenta Martini Kemnicii Tilemanni
Heshusii, de Sententia Patrum; thesis Iacobi Runqii, de Coena
Domini. LCN: Leeds

SCHOLASTICARUM
Zachariae Ursini, Vratislauiensis, scholasticarum in masteriis theologicis. Exercitationum liber [-liber secundus]: Quo quae contineantur proxima post præfationem indicat pagina, nunc primùm
in lucem editus, cum indice copioso | Ursinus, Zacharias, 15341583; Harnisch, Matthias, ca. 1535-1596 [printer]. / 2v.; 80. / Neostadii Palatinorum: Excudebat Mattæus Harnisch, Anno
M.D.LXXXIX. [-M.DC.XC] Notes: Exercitationum liber. / LCN:
Oxford
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Zachariæ Ursini, Vratislaviensis, Scholasticarum in materiis theologicis, exercitationum liber, quo quæ contineantur proxima post præfationem indicat pagina, nunc primum in lucem editus, cum
indice copioso / Neostadii Palatinoium: excudebat Matthaeus Harnisch, 1589. / Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. / [14], 551, [9] p
(8vo). / LCN: Leeds
Zachariae Vrsini scholasticarum in materiis theologicis exercitationum liber. | 1590. 8vo. | LCN: Aberdeen

DE SACRAMENTIS
De sacramentis theses theologicae ad disputationem / propositæ
anno m.d.lxxxi, in Academia Rostochiana, à Luca Bachmeistero...
Cum annotationibus Zachariae Vrsini... quibus subiuncta est eiusdem Vrsini responsio ad cuiusdam, qui & logicus esse & philosophus haberi vult, de vbiquitate corporis Christi sophismata. / [2],
102 p; 4[sup]0. / Neustadii palatinorum: Excudebat Matthaeus
Harnisch, Anno MDLXXXIV Notes: Printer’s device on title page.
/ Signatures: A-N[sup]4. LCN: Edinburgh
De sacramentis theses theologicae ad disputationem / propositæ
anno m.d.lxxxi, in Academia Rostochiana, à Luca Bachmeistero...
Cum annotationibus Zachariae Vrsini... quibus subiuncta est eiusdem Vrsini responsio ad cuiusdam, qui & logicus esse & philosophus haberi vult, de vbiquitate corporis Christi sophismata. / [2],
102 p; 40. / Neustadii palatinorum: Excudebat Matthaeus Harnisch, Anno MDLXXXIV Notes: Printer’s device on title page. /
Signatures: A-N4. LCN: Oxford

CORPUS DOCTRINAE
CORPUS DOCTRINAE ORTHODOXA, SIVE, CATECHETICARVM EXPLICATIONUM D. ZACHARIAE URSINI. Opus
absolutum D. Davidis Parei Opera extrema recognitum, nunc
autem emendatius & auctius cum indice triplici. Uno capitum sive
locorum theologiae, altero rerum & verborum tertio locorum
scripturae explicatorum adivncta svnt. Miscellanea catechetica,
seorsum excusa. Editio nova prioribus & limatior & locupletior.
Heidelbergae: Johannis Lancelloti, 1612. Pp. 744. 200. 2 vols. in 1.
Location: CTS New Brunswick Theological Seminary (RCA) UTS
PPLT TxDaM. Is this the standard edition?
CORPUS DOCTRINAE ORTHODOZAE, SIVE CATECHETICARUM EXPLICATIONUM . . . Edition nova prioribus & limatior
& locupletior. Heidelbergae: Jonae Rhodii, 1616. 2 vols. in 1 Pp.
643. Location: Presbyterian Historical Society (Philadelphia), Folger
Shakespeare Library (DC) MWA
CORPUS DOCTRINAE CHRISTIANAE ECCLESIARUM, A papatv
Romano Reformatarum. Ex ore quondam magni theologi D.
Zachariae Vrsini in explicationibus catecheticis exceptum: ac
postea crebris editionibus auctum, castigatum & consummatum a
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clarissimo theologo Davide Pareo . . . Novam hanc editionem cum
miscellaneis catecheticis ex posthuma recognitione Dav. Parei
procurauit Philippvs Parevs. Francofurti: J. Rosae, 1621. Pp. 668.
339. Location: UTS MH NN RPJCB. Francofurti: Jonae Rosae,
MDCCXXI (1721)? Pp. 669. Location: MB
CORPUS DOCTRINAE CHRISTIANAE ECCLESIARUM A PAPATU
REFORMATARUM . . . Genevae: I. Tornaesuvm, 1623. Pp. 828,
224. LCN: Princeton Theological Seminary (NJ) PPL MA
CORPUS DOCTRINAE ECCLESIARUM REFORMATARUM, continens explicationes catecheticas Zachariae Ursini, ita recognitum,
ut novum opus haberi possit. Edidio per Philippum Pareum.
Adjunota sunt Davidis Parei. Hanoviae: D. Aubrius, 1634. Pp. 692,
253. Location: New Brunswick Theological Seminary (RCA) MH.
Hanoviae: Esther Rosae, 1634. Pp. 692, 253. Location: CTS
CORPUS DOCTRINAE CHRISTIANAE ECCLESIARUM A PAPATV
ROMANO REFORMATARUM . . . Zachariae Ursini in explicationibus catecheticis rudi Minerva exceptums ac postea crebris
editionibus . . . ultimum patris elogium adcuravit Philippus Pareus
. . . Hanoviae: Jacobi Lasche/ Jonas Josae, 1651. Pp. 253 Location:
MdBJ MeB MH-AH

CORPUS DOCTRINAE
Corpus doctrinae Christianµ ecclesiarum áa papatu Romano reformatarum / ex ore quondam ... Zachariµ Ursini in explicationibus catecheticis rudi Minervãa exceptum: ac postea crebris editionibus
auctum, castigatum, & consummatum: a ... Davide Pareo ... posthumam hanc editionem iuxta ultimum patris elogium adcuravit
Philippus Pareus ... cum indice & miscellaneis theologicis. Ursinus,
Zacharias, 1534-1583. Hanoviµ: sumtibus Estherae Rosae: excudebat David Aubrius, 1634. [16], 692, [20], 253, [1] p.; 19 cm. (8 vo)
NEW BRUNSWICK SAGE
Corpus doctrinae Christianae ecclesiarum à Papatu Reformatarum,
continens explicationes catecheticas D. Zachariae Ursini: Post
varias editiones varie depravatas, denuò et postremò, à capite ad
calcem ita recognitum ac restitutum, ut novum opus haberi possit
/ Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583; Pareus, David, 1548-1622; Rosa,
Jonas. Widow [bookseller]. / [32], 884, [76] p: headpieces; 80. /
Heidelbergae: Impensis Viduae Ionae Rosae, Anno M.DCXXI
Notes: Title in red and black. / Issued with: Miscellanea catechetica... opera extrema Dauidis Parei. LCN: Oxford
Corpus doctrinae Christianae ecclesiarum à Papatu Reformatarum,
continens explicationes catecheticas D. Zachariae Vrsini: Post
varias editiones varie deprauatas, denuò & postremò, à capite ad
calcem ita recognitum ac restitutum, ut novum opus haberi possit
/ Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583; Pareus, David, 1548-1622;
Tournes, Jean de, fl. 1619-1653 [printer]. / [32], 828, [78]; 240 p;
80. / Geneuae: Apud Ioannem Tornaesium., M.DC.XXIII Notes:
Corpvs doctrinae Christianae ecclesiarum à Papatu Reforma-
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tarum, continens explicationes catecheticas D. Zachariae Vrsini. /
Title in red and black. LCN: Oxford
Corpus doctrinae Christianae ecclesiarum a papatu Romano reformatarum / ex ore quondam ... Zachariae Ursini in explicationibus catecheticis rudi Minerv^a exceptum: ac postea crebris editionibus
auctum, castigatum, & consummatum: a ... Davide Pareo ... posthumam hanc editionem iuxta ultimum patris elogium adcuravit
Philippus Pareus ... cum indice & miscellaneis theologicis. Publication info: Hanoviae: sumtibus Estherae Rosae: excudebat David
Aubrius, 1634. Physical descrip: [16], 692, [20], 253, [1] p.; 19 cm.
(8 vo) General Note: “Miscellanea catechetica ... authore Davide
Pareo ...”: 253 p. at end. General Note: Title page in red and black.
General Note: Title vignette, head and tail pieces, initials. Title
subject: Heidelberger Katechismus. Subject term: Reformed
Church / Catechisms. Added author: Pareus, David, 1548-1622.
Added author: Pareus, Johann Philipp, 1576-1648. HEKMAN
Corpus doctrinae Christianae ecclesiarum a papatu Romano reformatarum / ex ore quondam ... Zachariae Ursini in explicationibus catecheticis rudi Minerv^a exceptum: ac postea crebris editionibus
auctum, castigatum, & consummatum: a ... Davide Pareo ... posthumam hanc editionem iuxta ultimum patris elogium adcuravit
Philippus Pareus ... cum indice & miscellaneis theologicis. Publication info: Hanoviae: Typis Jacobi Lasche: apud hoeredes Jonas
Rosae, 1651. Physical descrip: [16], 692, [20], 253, [1] p.; 19 cm. (8
vo) General Note: “Miscellanea catechetica ... authore Davide
Pareo ...”: 253 p. at end. General Note: Title page in red and black.
General Note: Title vignette, head and tail pieces, initials. Title
subject: Heidelberger Katechismus. Subject term: Reformed
Church / Catechisms. Added author: Pareus, David, 1548-1622.
Added author: Pareus, Johann Philipp, 1576-1648. HEKMAN
Corpus doctrinae Christianae ecclesiarum à Papatu Romano reformatarum... in explicationibus catecheticis rudi Minervâ exceptum: ac
postea auctum, castigatum, et consummatum: a... Davide Pareo...
Posthumam hanc editionem... adcuravit Philippus Pareus, D. f.
cum indice et miscellaneis theologicis / Ursinus, Zacharias, 15341583. / p; cm. / Hanovera: [s.n.], 1634. LCN: Edinburgh
Corpus doctrinae Christianae ecclesiarum à Papatu Romano reformatarum... in explicationibus catecheticis rudi Minervâ exceptum: ac
postea auctum, castigatum, et consummatum: a... Davide Pareo...
Posthumam hanc editionem... adcuravit Philippus Pareus, D. f.
cum indice et miscellaneis theologicis / Ursinus, Zacharias, 15341583.. / 12mo.. / Hanovera, 1634.. LCN: Glasgow
Corpus doctrinae orthodoxae siue Catecheticarum explicationum /
D. Zachariae Vrsini opus absolutum: D. Dauidis Parei opera
extrema recognitum, nunc autem emendatius & auctius... Adiuncta sunt Miscellanea catechetica, seorsum excusa. / Editio noua
prioribus & limatior & locupletior. / [32], 775 [i.e. 777], [75], 207,
[1] p; 80. / [Genevae]: Sumptibus Samuelis Crispini., M. DC. XII
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Notes: Catecheticarum explicationum. / Catecheticarvm explicationvm. / Corpvs doctrinae orthodoxae sive Catecheticarvm explicationvm. / Errors in pagination: page no. 655-656 duplicated. /
Includes indexes. / “Miscellanea catechetica” (final 207, [1] p.
sequence) has separate title page with imprint Genevae, 1612. /
Signatures: a-b8 A-Z8 Aa-Zz8 Aaa-Ggg8 Hhh2, 2A-N8. / Title
page printed in red and black. / Title page vignettes; head- and
tail- pieces and initials. LCN: Oxford
Corpus Doctrinæ orthodoxæ sive, Catecheticarum Explicationum...
opus absolutum... D. Parei opera... recognitum... Adjuncta sunt
Miscellanea Catechetica, etc. Editio nova prioribus... lecupletior. /
Ursinus, Zacharias; Pareus, David. / 2 pt.; 8o.. / Genevæ, 1612..
LCN: British Library
Corpus doctrinae orthodoxae, sive / Catecheticarvm explicationum
D. Zachariae Ursini. Opus absolutum in D. Davidis Parei. Opera
extrema recognitum, nunc autem emendatius & auctius cum
indice triplici. Uno capitum sive locorum theologiae, altero rerum
& verborum terio locorum scripturae explicatorum adivncta svnt.
Miscellanea catechetica, seorsum excusa. Ursinus, Zacharias,
1534-1583. Heidelbergae: typis Johannis Lancelloti, 1612. 2 v. in
1.; 17 cm. Lancaster Rare Book Rare Book BX 9428 .U7 1612
[Available] LANCASTER
Corpus doctrinae orthodoxae, sive Catecheticarum explicationum D.
Zachariae Vrsini opus absolutum / D. Davidis Parei opera extrema
recognitum, nunc autem emendatius & auctius, cum indice triplice... Adiuncta sunt Miscellanea catechetica, seorum excusa. Editio noua prioribus & limatior & locupletior. / [24], 643, 61, 176 p;
80. / Heidelbergae: Impensis Jonae Rhodii, anno M.DC.XVI
Notes: Catecheticarum explicationum D. Zachariae Vrsini opus
absolutum. / Catecheticarvm explicationvm D. Zachariae Vrsini
opus absolutum. / Corpus doctrinae orthodoxae, sive Catecheticarvm explicationvm D. Zachariae Vrsini opus absoltum. /
Includes indexes. / “Miscellanea catechetica, seu collectio eorum,
quae catecheticis explicationibus prius sparsim intexta fuerent...”
has separate title page, signatures and pagination (final 176 p.
sequence). / Signatures: *8 **4 A-Z8 Aa-Xx8 (Xx8 blank), 2A-L8. /
Title page printed in in red and black. / Title page vignettes; headand tail- pieces; initials and printed marginalia. LCN: Oxford
Corpus doctrinæ orthodoxæ, sive catecheticarum explicationum D.
Zachariæ Vrsini opus absolutum D. Davidis Parei opera extrema
recognitum, nunc autem emendatius & auctius cum indice triplici... adiuncta sunt Miscellanea catechetica, seorsum excusa. /
Editio noua. / [24],643,[61],176p; 19cm. (8vo). / Heidelbergæ:
impensis Jonæ Rhodii, 1616 Notes: Leaf 2X8 is blank. / Miscellanea catechetica has its own titlepage, same imprint. LCN:
National Library of Scotland
Corpus doctrinae orthodoxae, sive, Catecheticarvm explicationum D.
Zachariae Ursini. Opus absolutum in D. Davidis Parei. Opera
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extrema recognitum, nunc autem emendatius & auctius cum
indice triplici. Uno capitum sive locorum theologiae, altero rerum
& verborum terio locorum scripturae explicatorum adivncta svnt.
Miscellanea catechetica, seorsum excusa. Edition: Editio nova prioribus & limatior & locupletior. Publication info: Heidelbergae,
typis Johannis Lancelloti, 1612. Physical descrip: 744, 200 p. 19
cm. Added author: Pareus, David, 1548-1622. HEKMAN
Corpus doctrinae orthodoxae, sive, Catecheticarvm explicationum D.
Zachariae Ursini. Opus absolutum in D. Davidis Parei. Opera
extrema recognitum, nunc autem emendatius & auctius cum
indice triplici. Uno capitum sive locorum theologiae, altero rerum
& verborum terio locorum scripturae explicatorum adivncta svnt.
Miscellanea catechetica, seorsum excusa. Ursinus, Zacharias,
1534-1583. Heidelbergae, typis Johannis Lancelloti, 1612. 2 v. in 1.
17 cm. NEW BRUNSWICK SAGE
Corpus doctrinae orthodoxae: sive catecheticarum explicationum Z.
Ursini / Opus absolutum D. Parei... recognitum, nunc autem
emendatius & auctius... Adjuncta sunt Miscellanea catechetica,
seorsum excusa. / Editio nova. / 744 + 200 p.. / Heidelbergae: J.
Rhodii, 1612. LCN: Manchester

DUTCH EDITIONS EDITED BY
FESTUS HOMMIUS
Festus Hommius translated and expanded Ursinus’ Commentary
on the HC into a work that was to achieve a central place in
Dutch theological literature, Het Scat-Boeck, or Treasure Book.
This work included contributions by other theologians on the
exposition of the catechism.
Festus Hommius95 (Homminga) (1576-1642) was born at Jelsum
in Friesland, and studied at Franeker, La Rochelle, and Leiden
under Junius, Gomarus, and Trelectius. In 1559 he became a
preacher at Dokkum, where he began his editions of Ursinus. He
was a leading opponent of Arminius, and authored the Collatio
Hagiensis as well as being appointed secretary of the Synod of
Dortrecht. Like his father-in-law, he became Regent of the States
College at Leiden (1619-1641), where he gave private lectures to
95. For biographical information see: 20SH (Nauta) Glasius 1:132-136. P.
J. Wijminga. Festus Hommius, Leiden, 1899.
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students in Dogmatics based on the Heidelberg Catechism. He
was a Bible-translator, and a supralapsarian in his theological
perspective. His edition of Ursinus’ Commentary exerted the
most important and lasting influence on the Dutch interpretation of the catechism.96
1602
HET SCHAT-BOECK DER CHRISTELYCKE LEERE; ofte Uytlegginghe over den Catechismvs der Geregormeerde Kercken in Nederlandt. Leiden, 1602. First Edition is a translation of the Pareus
edition of Ursinus’commentary.

1606
HET SCHAT-BOECK DER CHRISTELYCKE LEERE; ofte Uytlegginge
over de Catechismvs der Gereformeerde Kercken in Nederlandt, van
Zacharias Ursinvs, eertijds tdt Heydelberg in ‘t Latyn voorgeleseri ende
van Dr. David Pareus uijtgegeven. Tweede druck. Inde welcke bij gedaen
is uyt Balt. Copius, Hier. Bastingius, Phil. Lansbergius, Georg Spindler
ende andere die over de Catechismus geschreeven hebben, wat dient tot
breeder verclaringhe. Overgeset ende t’samengestelt door Festvs Hommius. Leyden: Andries Clouck, 1606. Pp. 254,256-fol. Location: CTS
This second edition includes additional comments by Bastingius,
Lansberg, Copius, and Spindler. These additions are clearly indicated by marginal references, and are given to cover matters on
which Ursinus had not touched.
Het Schat-boeck der christelycke leere: ofte uytlegginge over de catechismus der Gereformeerde Kercken in Nederlandt / van Zacharias
Ursinus in ‘t Latijn voorgelesen, ende van David Pareus uijtgegeven ...; overgeset ende t’samengestalt door Festus Hommius.
Edition: 2. druck. Publication info: Leyden: Andries Clouck, 1606.
Physical descrip: [7], 254, 256, [6] folio leaves; 22 cm. General
Note: Includes indexes. Title subject: Heidelberger Katechismus.
Added author: Pareus, David, 1548-1622. Added author: Hommius, Festus, 1576-1642. HEKMAN

1617
HET SCHAT-BOECK DER VERCLARINGHEN OVER DE CATECHISMUS . . DER CHRISTELICKE RELIGIE . . . 2 vols. in 1. Ley-

96. For details on the editions of the Schatboeck, see T. D. Smid,
“Bibliographische Opmerkingen over de Explicationes Qatecheticae
van Zacharias Ursinus.” Gereformeerde Theologisch Tijdschrift. 41
(1940): 228-243.
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den, 1617. Location: New Brunswick Theological Seminary (RCA)
Third edition.
Het schat-boeck der verclaringhen over de catechismus der christelicke religie: die in de Ghereformeerde Kercken ende scholen van
Hoogh ende Neder-Duytsch-landt gheleert wort / uyt de Latijnsche verclaringhen van ... Zacharias Ursinus, ende van anderen,
die over dese catechismus gheschreven hebben; overgheset ende te
samen ghestelt door Festus Hommius ... Publication info: Tot Leyden: By Andries Clouck, boeckvercooper inden ghecroonden Enghel, 1617. Physical descrip: [8], 303, 272, [15] folio leaves: port.; 24
cm. General Note: Includes index. Title subject: Heidelberger Katechismus / Commentaries. Added author: Hommius, Festus, 15761642. Uniform title: Heidelberger Katechismus. Dutch. HEKMAN

1622
HET SCHATBOECK DER VERCLARINGHEN OVER DE CATECHISMUS DER CHRISTLICHE RELIGIE, die in de Ghereformeerde Kercken . . . uyt de Latyn Verclaringen van de . . . Z.
Ursinus ende van anderen, die over dize Catechismus gheschreven
hebben, by ghedaen heeft voor elcke Sondagh corte verclaringhen
bequamelick in tafelen afghedeelt. Leydens Andries Clouck, 1622.
Location: Kampen. Reprint of the 3rd edition, also in 1630. 1642.
1647. 1650. The 3rd edition altered the format of the earlier editions by the addition of Hommius’ own commentary in the form
of tables inserted at the beginning of each Lord’s Day.

1630
HET SCHAT-BOECK . . . Leydens Andreas Clouck, 1630. 2 parts in 1
vol. Pp. 303,272 fol. LCNs CTS MH-AH.
Het schat-boeck der verclaringhen over de catechismus der christelicke religie: die in de Ghereformeerde Kercken ende scholen van
Hoogh ende Neder-Duytsch-landt gheleert wordt / uyt de Latijnsche verclaringen van ... Zacharias Ursinus, ende van anderen, die
over dese catechismus gheschreven hebben; overgheset ende te
samen ghestelt door Festus Hommius ... Publication info: Leyden:
Andries Clouck, 1630. Physical descrip: [6], 303, 272, [8] folio
leaves; 23 cm. General Note: Includes index. Title subject: Heidelberger Katechismus / Commentaries. Added author: Hommius,
Festus, 1576-1642. Uniform title: Heidelberger Katechismus.
Dutch. HEKMAN

1638
HET SCHATBOECK . . . Leyden: Andreas Clouck, 1638. Pp. 272.
Location: NcD
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1641
HET SCHATBOECK . . . Waer by gevoeght is een Belydenis-Predicatie, ghedaen door Jacobum Laurentium . . . Amstelredom: Hendrick Laurensz, 1641. Pp. 294, 272 fol. , 96. Location: CTS
Het schat-boeck der verklaringhen over de catechismus der christelicke religie: die in de Ghereformeerde Kercken ende scholen van
Hoogh ende Neder-Duytsch-landt gheleert wordt / uyt de Latijnsche verklaringen van ... Zacharias Ursinus, ende van anderen, die
over dese catechismus gheschreven hebben; overgheset ende te
samen ghestelt door Festus Hommius ...; waer by gevoeght is een
Belydenis-predicatie, ghedaen door Jacobum Laurentium ... Publication info: Amstelredam: Hendrick Laurensz., 1641. Physical
descrip: [6], 294, 272, [8] folio leaves, 96 p.; 26 cm. General Note:
Belydenis-predicatie has separate t.p. General Note: Includes
index. Title subject: Heidelberger Katechismus / Commentaries.
Subject term: Lord’s Supper. Added author: Hommius, Festus,
1576-1642. Added author: Laurentius, Jacobus, 1585-1644. Belydenis-predicatie. Uniform title: Heidelberger Katechismus. Dutch.
HEKMAN

1642
Het schat-boeck der verklaringhen over de catechismus der christelicke religie: die in de Ghereformeerde Kercken ende scholen van
Hoogh-ende Neder-Duytsch-landt gheleert wordt / uyt de Latijnsche verklaringen van ... Zacharias Ursinus, ende van anderen, die
over dese catechismus geschreven hebben,; overgheset ende te
samen ghestelt door Festus Hommius ... Publication info:
t’Amsteldam: door Hendrick Laurensz, 1642. Physical descrip: [6],
303, 272, [13] folio leaves; 26 cm. General Note: Includes index.
Title subject: Heidelberger Katechismus / Commentaries. Added
author: Hommius, Festus, 1576-1642. Uniform title: Heidelberger
Katechismus. Dutch. 1642. HEKMAN

1650
HET SCHAT-BOECK . . . Belydenis-predicatie door J. Laurentium . . .
t’Amsteldams Joannes van Ravesteyn, 1650. 2vol. in 1. Location:
many CTS Westminster Theological Seminary (Philadelphia) . Pp.
270 fol. , 77.
Het schat-boeck der verklaringhen over de catechismus der christelicke religie: die in de Gereformeerde Kercken ende scholen van
Hoogh- en Neder-Duytslandt gheleert wordt / uyt de Latijnsche
verklaringen van ... Zacharias Ursinus, ende van anderen, die over
dese catechismum geschreven hebben; overgheset en te samen
ghestelt door Festus Hommius ...; waer by gevoeght is een Belydenis-predicatie, gedaen door Jacobum Laurentium ... Publication
info: Amsteldam: Joannes van Ravesteyn, 1650. Physical descrip: 1
v.; 24 cm. General Note: Belydenis-predicatie has separate t.p.
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Title subject: Heidelberger Katechismus / Commentaries. Subject
term: Lord’s Supper. Added author: Hommius, Festus, 1576-1642.
Added author: Laurentius, Jacobus, 1585-1644. Belydenis-predicatie. Uniform title: Heidelberger Katechismus. Dutch. HEKMAN

1657
HET SCHAT-BOECK . . . Amsteldam: Joannes van Revestyn, 1657.
Location: with the addition; . . . en met toeeygeningen verrykt door
Johannes Spiliardus.

1664
SCHAT-BOECK DER VERKLARINGEN OVER DEN NEDERLANDTSCHEN CATECHISMUS, uyt de latijnsche lessen van Dr.
Zacharias Ursinus, op-gemaeckt van Dr-David Pareus, vertaelt,
ende met tafelen, &c. verlicht, door Dr. Festus Hommius. Nu van
nieuws oversien, ende nevens het stellen der schriftuer-plaetsen
na de publijcke oversettinge verrijckt met toe-eygeninge; item met
schriftmatige harmonie der nederlandtsche geloofs-formulieren;
als mede met noch twee registers, &c. door Johannes Spiljardus . .
. t’Amstelredam: J. van Ravesteyn, 1664. 2 vols in 1. Further
edited by Spiljardus (-1658), these later editions may be called
Ursinus/Pareus/Hommius/Spiljardus: Location: DLC New Brunswick Theological Seminary (RCA) CTS
Schat-boeck der verklaringen over den Nederlandtschen Catechismus, uyt de Latijnsche lessen van Dr. Zacharias Ursinus, opgemaeckt van Dr. David Pareus, vertaelt, ende met tafelen, &c.
verlicht, door Dr. Festus Hommius. Nu van nieuws oversien,
ende... verrijckt... m[et de] Schriftmatige harmonie der Nederlandtsche Geloofs-Formulieren... door Johannes Spiljardus. / Hommius, Festus; Pareus, David; Spiljardus, Johannes; Ursinus,
Zacharias; HEIDELBERG CATECHISM. / 2 dl.: plate; ports; 4o.. /
Amstelredam: [Johannes van Ravesteyn], [1664].. LCN: British
Library
Schat-boek der verklaringen over den Nederlandschen catechismus /
uyt de latynsche lessen van Dr. Zacharias Ursinus, opgemaakt van
Dr. David Pareus, vertaelt ende met tafelen &c. verlicht, door Dr.
Festus Hommius; au van nieuws overzien; ende nevens het stellen
der Schriftuer-plaatzen nans\ de publycke overzettinge, verrykt
met toe-eygeninge; item met Schriftmatige harmonie der Nederlandsche geloofs-formulieren; als mede met noch twee registers;
tr. door Johannes Spiljardus. Publication info: Amstelredam: J. van
Ravesteyn, 1664. Physical descrip: 2 v.; 24 cm. Title subject:
Heidelberger Katechismus. Added author: Pareus, David, 15481622. Added author: Hommius, Festus, 1576-1642. Added author:
Spiljardus, Johannes, d. 1658. HEKMAN
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1685
Schat-boeck der verklaringen over den Nederlandschen catechismus /
uyt de latynsche lessen van Zacharias Ursinus, opgemaeckt van
David Pareus, vertaelt ende met tafelen &c. verlicht, door Festus
Hommius; nu van nieuws oversien; ende nevens het stellen der
Schriftuer-plaetsen na de publycke oversettinge, verryckt met toeeygeninge; item met Schriftmatighe harmonie der Nederlandsche
geloofs-formulieren; als mede met noch twee registers; door
Johannes Spiljardus. Publication info: Amsteldam: J. van Ravesteyn, 1657. Physical descrip: 2 v. in 1; 27 cm. Title subject: Heidelberger Katechismus. Added author: Pareus, David, 1548-1622.
Added author: Hommius, Festus, 1576-1642. Added author: Spiljardus, Johannes, d. 1658. HEKMAN
Schat-boeck der verklaringen over den Nederlandschen catechismus /
uyt de latijnsche lessen van Dr. Zacharias Ursinus, opgemaeckt
van Dr. David Pareus, vertaelt ende met tafelen &c. verlicht door
Dr. Festus Hommius; nu van nieuws oversien, ende, nevens het
stellen der Schriftuer-plaetsen na de publijcke oversettinge, verrijckt met toe-eygeninge; item met Schriftmatige harmonie der
nederlandsche geloofs-formulieren; als mede met noch twee registers &c. door Johannes Spiljardus. Publication info: Amstelredam:
Pieter de Frans, 1685. Physical descrip: 2 v. in 1; 24 cm. General
Note: Includes indexes. Title subject: Heidelberger Katechismus.
Added author: Pareus, David, 1548-1622. Added author: Hommius, Festus, 1576-1642. Added author: Spiljardus, Johannes, d.
1658. HEKMAN

1694
SCHAT-BOECK . . . Ursinus . . . Pareus . . . Hommius . . . Spiljardus . .
. Amstelredams Casparus Loots-man/Jacobus Konynenbergh,
1694 Location: CTS New Brunswick Theological Seminary (RCA)
NNC. The additions by Spiljardus were apparently with reference
to the considerations of genuine piety. Joh. Spiljardus. De Christelijke Catechismus, door Randvragen, ontleed, verklaard, en
bevestigd. printed at Amsterdam separately, n. d.
Schat-boeck der verklaringen over den Nederlandschen catechismus /
uyt de latijnsche lessen van Dr. Zacharias Ursinus, opgemaeckt
van Dr. David Pareus, vertaelt en met tafelen &c. verlicht door Dr.
Festus Hommius; nu van nieuws overgesien, en nevens het stellen
der Schriftuer-plaetsen na de publijcke oversettinge, verrijckt met
toe-eygeninge; item met Schriftmatige harmonie der nederlandsche geloofs-formulieren; als mede met noch twee registers &c.
door Johannes Spiljardus. Publication info: Amstelredam: Casparus Loots-man, 1694. Physical descrip: 2 v. in 1; 26 cm. General
Note: Includes indexes. Title subject: Heidelberger Katechismus.
Added author: Pareus, David, 1548-1622. Added author: Hommius, Festus, 1576-1642. Added author: Spiljardus, Johannes, d.
1658. HEKMAN
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Schat-boeck der verklaringen over den Nederlandschen catechismus /
uyt de latijnsche lessen van Dr. Zacharias Ursinus, opgemaeckt
van Dr. David Pareus, vertaelt en met tafelen &c. verlicht door Dr.
Festus Hommius; nu van nieuws overgesien, en nevens het stellen
der Schriftuer-plaetsen na de publijcke oversettinge, verrijckt met
toe-eygeninge; item met Schriftmatige harmonie der nederlandsche geloofs-formulieren; als mede met noch twee registers &c.
door Johannes Spiljardus. Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Amstelredam: Casparus Loots-man, 1694. 2 v. in 1; 26 cm. NEW BRUNSWICK SAGE
Schat-boeck der verklaringen over den Nederlandschen catechismus /
uyt de latijnsche lessen van Dr. Zacharias Ursinus, opgemaeckt
van Dr. David Pareus, vertaelt en met tafelen &c. verlicht door Dr.
Festus Hommius; nu van nieuws overgesien, en nevens het stellen
der Schriftuer-plaetsen na de publijcke oversettinge, verrijckt met
toe-eygeninge; item met Schriftmatige harmonie der nederlandsche geloofs-formulieren; als mede met noch twee registers &c.
door Johannes Spiljardus. Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Amstelredam: Casparus Loots-man, 1694. 2 v. in 1; 26 cm. Lancaster
Albright Rare Book BX9428.A4 D8 1694 [Available] LANCASTER

1723
Festus Hommius. DE LEERS DER GEREFORMEERDE KERKE, vervat
in den Heydelbergzen Catechismus, bevestigt met de getuigenissen der H. Schriftuur, en beknoptelyk voorgestelt in de tafelen van
Festus Hommius, met der zelvar toe-eigeningen van Johannes
Spiljardus . . . door L. an Broek verbeterd en verrykt, met een
Voorreder, van den H. Nikolas Wiltens. 2 vols. Amsterdam: Hendrik Bosch, 1723, 1725. Pp. 431- LCNsNew Brunswick Theological
Seminary (RCA) A separate edition of Hommius’ additions to the
Schatboeck, improved and enriched by van Broeck.

1736
Latter editions of the Schatboeck include a forward by Johann van
den Honert, 1693-1758. These are basically reprints of the 3rd edition.
SCHAT-BOEK, DER VERKLARINGEN OVER DEN NEDERLANDSCHEN CATECHISMUS. Uyt de Latynsche Lessen van Dr.
Zacharias Ursinus, opgemaakt van Dr. David Pareus, Vertaalt en
met Tafelen verligt door Dr. Festus Hommius,… registers … door
Johannes Spiljardus. Nog met eenige aanmerkingen voorsein. En
nu van nieuws verrykt met eene Voorreede van Joan van den Honert. 2 Deelen. Te Gorinchem: Nicolaas Goetzee, 1736. Location:
Westminster Theological Seminary (Philadelphia) New Brunswick
Theological Seminary (RCA) CTS. Eerste Deel, Pp. 655. Tweede
Deel, Pp. 616. index. MH-AH. This edition carries the approbation
of the theolocal faculty of Leyden: Abrahm Heydanus, Johannes

1254

COMMENTARY ON THE HEIDELBERG CATECHSIM

Coccejus, and Johannes Hoornbeck (signed 1656); and the theological faculty of Utrecht: Gisbertus Voetius, Andreas Essenius,
and Matthias Nethenus (1657). A handsome two volume set.
Schat-boek der verklaringen over den Nederlandschen catechismus,
uyt de latynsche lessen van Dr. Zacharias Ursinus, opgemaakt van
Dr. David Pareus, vertaalt en met tafeln &c. verligt door Dr. Festus
Hommius. En vervolgens overzien, en, nevens het stellen der
Schriftuur-plaatzen naar de publyke overzettinge, verrykt met
toe-eygeningen; ook met Schriftmatige overeenstemminge der
nederlandsche geloofs-formulieren; als mede met nog twee registers &c. door Johannes Spiljardus. Edition: Derde druk, op nieuws
oversien ... en nog met eenige aanmerkingen voorsien. En nu van
nieuws verrykt, met eene voorreede van Joan van den Honert, T.
H. Soon. Publication info: Gorinchem, by Nicolaas Goetzee, 1736.
Met privilegie. Physical descrip: 2 v. 26 cm. Title subject: Heidelberger Katechismus. Added author: Pareus, David, 1548-1622.
Added author: Hommius, Festus, 1576-1642. Added author: Spiljardus, Johannes, d. 1658. Added author: Honert, Johannes van
den, 1693-1758. Voorreede. HEKMAN
Schat-boek der verklaringen over den Nederlandschen catechismus,
uyt de latynsche lessen van Dr. Zacharias Ursinus, opgemaakt van
Dr. David Pareus, vertaalt en met tafeln &c. verligt door Dr. Festus
Hommius. En vervolgens overzien, en, nevens het stellen der
Schriftuur-plaatzen naar de publyke overzettinge, verrykt met
toe-eygeningen; ook met Schriftmatige overeenstemminge der
nederlandsche geloofs-formulieren; als mede met nog twee registers &c. door Johannes Spiljardus. Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583.
Gorinchem, by Nicolaas Goetzee, 1736. Met privilegie. 2 v. 26 cm.
NEW BRUNSWICK

See below for a more recent Dutch translation by C. van Proosdy,
1886.
Verklaring op den Heidelbergschen catechismus / Zacharias Ursinus;
uit het latijn door C. van Proosdij. Publication info: Kampen: Zalman, 1884-1886. Physical descrip: 2 v. in 1; 25 cm. Title subject:
Heidelberger Katechismus / Commentaries. HEKMAN

OTHER WORKS BY URSINUS
TRANSLATED INTO ENGLISH:
A verie profitable and necessarie discourse concerning the observation and keeping of the Sabboth day, serving as well to confute the
superstition of the Iews . . . as also to overthrowe the vaine and
godlesse reasons of others that . . . maintaine that Christians
ought to keepe no set or appoynted time to worship and serve the
Lord in his church and faithful congregation. Written in Latine by
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Zacharias Ursinus . . . and very newly turned into English by Iohn
Stockwood. London: Iohn Harrison jr. 1584. Pp. 63 LCNt NjPT
A COLLECTION OF CERTAINE LEARNED DISCOURSES, written
by . . . Zachary Vrsine . . . For explication of divers difficult points,
laide downe by that author in his Catechisme. Lately put in print
in Latin by . . . David Parry; and now newlie translated into
English by I. H . . . . Oxford: Ioseph Barnes. , 1600. . Pp. Contains
the funeral oration by Frances Junius on the death of Ursinus.
Short-title catalogue. No-24527. University microfilms. Early
Engl. Bks. reel 1295. Location: Folger Shakespeare Library (DC)
MiU CaBVaU WaPS ICN MWA MH. also Londons Iohn Royston,
1913. Location: MiU WaPS University microfilm No. 17153, carton
582.
Personal Author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: A collection of
certaine learned discourses, written by that famous man of memory Zachary Ursine; doctor and professor of divinitie in the noble
and flourishing schools of Neustad. For explication of divers difficult points, laide downe by that author in his catechisme. Lately
put in print in Latin by the last labour of D. David Parry: and now
newlie translated into English, by I.H. for the benefit and behoofe
of our Christian country-man [electronic resource] Publication
info: At Oxford: Printed by Ioseph Barnes, and are to be solde [by
J. Broome, London] in Pauls Church-yard at the signe of the Bible,
1600. Physical descrip: [8], 341 [i.e. 327], [1] p. General Note: Publisher from STC. General Note: Pages 180-91 and 236-37 missing
in number only; 130, 131 and 177 misnumbered 132, 130 and 18.
General Note: Includes “A funerale oration of D. Frances Junius,
Professor of Divinity in the famous schoole of Neustade; vpon the
death of D. Zachary Ursine, a most worthy man and vigilant Doctor of Divinity in the saide schoole of Neustade”. General Note:
Errata on verso of X4, final page. General Note: Also published
under title: Certaine learned and excellent discourses: treating and
discussing diures hard and difficult points of Christian religion. /
NUC Pre 1956. General Note: Some print faded. General Note:
Reproduction of the original in the Bodleian Library. Reproduction
note: Electronic reproduction. Ann Arbor, Mich.: UMI 1999(Early English books online) Digital version of: Early English
books, 1475-1640; 1295:02. s1999 miun s Added author: I. H., fl.
1600. Added author: Pareus, David, 1548-1622. Added author:
Junius, Franciscus, 1545-1602. Electronic access: http://
wwwlib.umi.com/eebo/image/317 HEKMAN CALL NUMBER
COPY MATERIAL LOCATION 1)XX(619077.1) 1 EBOOK WEBSOURCE

A VERIE PROFITABLE
A verie profitable and necessarie discourse concerning the obseruation and keeping of the Sabboth day: seruing as well to confute
the superstition of the Iewes, which obstinately vrge the strict
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keeping of the seuenth day, as also to ouerthrowe the vaine and
godlesse reasons of others, that stiffely at this day maintaine, that
Christians ought to keepe no set or appoynted time to worship
and serue the Lord in, in his church and faithfull congregation.
Written in Latine by Zacharias Vrsinus, sometimes reader of the
diuinitie lecture in the Vniuersitie of Heidelberg in Germanie, and
very nevvly turned into English, by Iohn Stockvvood schoolemaster of Tunbridge / Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583; Stockwood,
John, d. 1610. / [66] p; cm. / At London: Imprinted [by T. East?]
for Iohn Harrison the yonger, 1584. / Early English books, 14751640; 1612:12 Notes: Printer’s name from STC. / Verie profitable
and necessarie discourse concerning the observation and keeping
of the Sabboth day. LCN: Edinburgh
A verie profitable and necessarie discourse concerning the obseruation and keeping of the Sabboth day: seruing as well to confute
the superstition of the Iewes, which obstinately vrge the strict
keeping of the seuenth day, as also to ouerthrowe the vaine and
godlesse reasons of others, that stiffely at this day maintaine, that
Christians ought to keepe no set or appoynted time to worship
and serue the Lord in, in his church and faithfull congregation.
Written in Latine by Zacharias Vrsinus, sometimes reader of the
diuinitie lecture in the Vniuersitie of Heidelberg in Germanie, and
very nevvly turned into English, by Iohn Stockvvood schoolemaster of Tunbridge / Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583; Stockwood,
John, d. 1610. / [66] p. / At London: Imprinted [by T. East?] for
Iohn Harrison the yonger, 1584. / Early English books, 1475-1640;
1612:12 Notes: Printer’s name from STC. / Reproduction of the
original in the Bodleian Library. / Signatures: A [-A1] B-D E22.
LCN: Birmingham
A verie profitable and necessarie discourse concerning the obseruation and keeping of the Sabboth day [electronic resource]: seruing
as well to confute the superstition of the Iewes, which obstinately
vrge the strict keeping of the seuenth day, as also to ouerthrowe
the vaine and godlesse reasons of others, that stiffely at this day
maintaine, that Christians ought to keepe no set or appoynted
time to worship and serue the Lord in, in his church and faithfull
congregation. Written in Latine by Zacharias Vrsinus, sometimes
reader of the diuinitie lecture in the Vniuersitie of Heidelberg in
Germanie, and very nevvly turned into English, by Iohn Stockvvood schoolemaster of Tunbridge. Publication info: At London:
Imprinted [by T. East?] for Iohn Harrison the yonger, 1584. Physical descrip: [66] p. General Note: Signatures: A [-A1] B-D E² . General Note: Printer’s name from STC. General Note: Reproduction
of the original in the Bodleian Library. Reproduction note: Electronic reproduction. Ann Arbor, Mich.: UMI 1999- (Early English
books online) Digital version of: Early English books, 1475-1640;
1612:12. s1999 miun s Subject term: Sunday / Early works to
1800. Added author: Stockwood, John, d. 1610. Electronic access:
http://wwwlib.umi.com/eebo/image/3777
HEKMAN
CALL
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NUMBER COPY MATERIAL LOCATION 1)XX(620952.1) 1
EBOOK WEB-SOURCE
Corpus doctrinae christianae: ecclesiarum à papatu Romano reformatarum ... / D. Davide Pareo. Format: Book Subject(s): Ursinus,
Zacharias, 1534-1583. Corpus doctrinae christianae. Theology,
Doctrinal / Early works to 1800. Reformed Church / Doctrines /
Early works to 1800. Catechisms / History and criticism. Publisher: Hanoviae: Estherae Rosae, 1634. Description: 692 p.; 19 cm.
Notes: With this is bound Pareus’: Miscellanea catechetica (halftitle page) From the library of Samuel Miller. . Princeton Theological Seminary.
Corpus doctrinae christianae: ecclesiarum à papatu Romano reformatorum / Ex ore quondam Magni Theologi D. Zachariae Ursini ...
D. Davide Pareo. Format: Book Subject(s): Ursinus, Zacharias,
1534-1583. Corpus doctrinae christianae. Theology, Doctrinal /
Early works to 1800. Reformed Church / Early works to 1800.
Publisher: Hanoviae: Typis Jacobi Lasche, apud Jonas Rosae, 1651.
Description: 692 p.; 19 cm. Notes: With this is bound Pareus’: Miscellanea catechetica (half-title page) Copy 2 title page mutilated. .
Princeton Theological Seminary.
Author: Sudhoff, Karl, 1820-1865. Other Author(s): Olevian, Caspar,
1536-1587. Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: C. Olevianus und
Z. Ursinus Leben und ausgewählte Schriften / nach handschriftlichen und gleichzeitigen Quellen von Karl Sudhoff. Format: Book
Subject(s): Olevian, Caspar, 1536-1587. Ursinus, Zacharias, 15341583. Reformed (Reformed Church) / Biography. Publisher: Elberfeld: R.L. Friderichs, 1857. Description: x, 643 p.; 23 cm. Series:
Leben und ausgewählte Schriften der Väter und Begründer der
reformirten Kirche; 8. T. Notes: Microfiche. 2 microfiche. High
reduction. Silver based film. . Princeton Theological Seminary.
Author: Universität Heidelberg. Theologische Fakultät. Other
Author(s): Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: Gründtlicher Bericht vom Heiligen Abendmal vnsers Herren Jesu Christi, aus einhelliger Lere der Heiligen Schrift, der alten rechtgläubigen
christlichen Kirchen vnd auch der Augspurgischen Confession gestellt durch der Vniuersitet Heydelberg Theologen. Format: Book
Subject(s): Lord’s Supper Sacraments Publisher: Gedruckt in der
churfürstlichen Stadt Heydelberg: Durch Johannem Mayer, im Jar
1564. Description: 168, [1] leaves. Notes: Initials; printed marginal notes. Microfiche. 4 microfiche Indexed In: VD 16, . Princeton Theological Seminary.
Author: Universität Heidelberg. Theologische Fakultät. Other
Author(s): Luther, Martin, 1483-1546. Ursinus, Zacharias, 15341583. Title: Verantwortung wider die vngegründten Aufflagen
vnnd Verkerungen, mit welchen der Catechismus christlicher
Lere, zu Heidelberg im Jar M.D.LXIII. aussgangen, von etlichen
vnbillicher Weise beschweret ist geschrieben durch die Theologen
der Vniuersitet Heidelberg; Item, D. Martin Luthers Meinung vom
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Brotbrechen im H. Abendmal ... Format: Book Subject(s): Jesus
Christ / Ascension. Heidelberger Katechismus. Lord’s Supper Sacraments Publisher: Gedruckt in der churfürstlichen Statt Heidelberg: Durch Johannem Maier, im Jar 1564. Description: 91, [1]
leaves. Notes: Herzog August Bibliothek ascribes authorship to
Zacharias Ursinus. Imprint from colophon. Initials. Microfiche. 3
microfiche Indexed In: VD 16, . Princeton Theological Seminary.
Author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Other Author(s): Jungnitz,
Johann. Title: Organi Aristotelei, libri quinque priores a doct.
Zacharia Vrsino Vratislauiensi, per quaestiones perspicue & erudite expositi, ita vt prouectioribus quoque, docti commentarij
vsum praestare possint; eiusdem Vrsini, de Petri Rami dialectica &
rhetorica iudidium, ad illustrissimum Principem Fridericum III,
Electorem Palatinum &c, perscriptum anno 1570. Format: Book
Subject(s): Aristotle. Ramus, Petrus, 1515-1572. Logic in teaching.
Rhetoric / Study and teaching. Publisher: Neustadii in Palatinatu:
Excudebat Matthias Harnisch, 1586. Description: Omnia nunc
primum in lucem edita opera ac studio Iohannis Iungnicij Vratislauiensis. [20], 192, [1] leaves: ill. Notes: Printer’s device on t.p.
Initials; printed marginal notes; vignettes. Includes index. Errata.
Microfiche. 6 microfiche Indexed In: VD 16, . Princeton Theological Seminary.
Corpus doctrinae christianae ecclesiarum, à papatu romano reformatarum: continens catecheticas explicationes / D. Zachariae Ursini;
post varias editiones varie ... studio Davidis Parei ... Format: Book
Subject(s): Heidelberger Katechismus / History and criticism.
Reformed Church / Creeds / History and criticism. Theology,
Doctrinal / Early works to 1800. Catechisms / History and criticism. Publisher: Genevae: Ioannem Tornaesium, 1623. Description: 828 p.; 18 cm. Notes: With this is bound David Pareus’:
Miscellanea catechetica (half-title page) From the library of Samuel Miller. . Princeton Theological Seminary.
Explicationum catecheticarum D. Zachariae Ursini Silesii absolutum
opus ... / Davidis Parei ... Format: Book Subject(s): Catechisms,
Latin. Publisher: Heidelbergae: Johannis Halbey, 1607. Description: Ed. 4a, à mendis & repurgatior. 898 p.; 16 cm. . Princeton
Theological Seminary.
The summe of Christian religion: delivered by Zacharias Ursinus in
his lectures upon the catechisme ... / Translated into English by
Henry Parry ...] Format: Book Subject(s): Catechisms, English /
History and criticism. Puritans / Doctrines. Publisher: [Oxford:
Printed by Ioseph Barnes, 1591]. Description: 966 p.; 17 cm.
Notes: Title page wanting; title from Catalogue of the McAlpin
collection. Puritan collection of English and American literature.
Princeton Theological Seminary.
Corpus doctrinae orthodoxae: sive, Catecheticarum explicationum D.
Davidis Parei opera extrema recognitum. Format: Book Subject(s):
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Catechisms, Latin. Publisher: [Genevae]: Samuelis Cripini, 1612.
Description: [32], 774 p.; 17 cm. . Princeton Theological Seminary.
The commentary of Dr. Zacharias Ursinus on the Heidelberg catechism / translated from the Latin by G.W. Williard. Format: Book
Subject(s): Heidelberg catechism. Publisher: Cincinnati: T.P.
Bucher, 1851. Description: 3d American ed. xxxviii, 659 p.; 25 cm.
. Princeton Theological Seminary.
A verie profitable and necessarie discourse concerning the observation and keeping of the Sabboth day: serving as well to confute
the superstition of the Iewes ... as also to ouerthrowe the vaine
and godlesse reasons of others that ... maintaine that Christians
ought to keepe no set or appoynted time to worship and serue the
Lord in, in his church and faithfull congregation / written in Latine by Zacharias Ursinus ... and very nevvly turned into English
by Iohn Stockvvood ... Format: Book Subject(s): Sabbath / Early
works to 1800. Sunday / Early works to 1800. Puritans. Publisher:
London: Imprinted for Iohn Harrison the yonger, 1584. Description: [62] p.; 14 cm. Notes: p. 63 ff. lacking. Puritan collection of
English and American literature. Princeton Theological Seminary.
Opera Theologica ... Format: Book Subject(s): Theology, Doctrinal /
Early works to 1800. Publisher: Hiedelbergae: Typis Johannis Lancelloti, impensis Ionae Rosae, 1612. Description: 3 v. in 1: ill.; 36
cm. . Princeton Theological Seminary.
Author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: Antwort auff etlicher
Theologen Censur vber die am Rand dess Heydelbergischen Catechismi, auss Heiliger Schrifft angezogene Zeugnusse Jtem, Antwort auff sechs Fragen vo[m] Nachtmal, mit Gegenfragen: Jtem,
Artickel, in dem die Euangelischen im Handel des Abendmals einig
oder strittig seind / gestelt durch D. Zachariam Vrsinum. Format:
Book Subject(s): Reformed Church Heidelberger Katechismus.
Lord’s Supper. Publisher: Gedruckt zur Newstadt an der Hardt:
Durch Mattheum Harnisch, [1584] Description: 86 p.; (8vo)
Notes: Publication date from VD 16. Printer’s device on t.p.
Printed marginal notes; vignettes. Microfiche. 1 microfiche
Indexed In: VD 16, . Princeton Theological Seminary.
Author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: Antwort Josue Lagi
Pomerani, Dieners des Worts Gottes zu Heidelberg, auff Johann
Marbachs und Joachim Mörlins Schrifften wider der Heidelbergischen Theologen Format: Book Subject(s): Marbach, Johannes.
Mörlin, Joachim. Publisher: Gedruckt in der churfürstlichen Statt
Heidelberg: Durch Johannem Mayer, 1565. Description: [8], 164 p.
Notes: Place of publication and printer from colophon. Printer’s
device on t.p. Errata on p. [165] Microfiche. 2 microfiche Indexed
In: VD 16, . Princeton Theological Seminary.
Author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: Bedencken ob P. Rami
Dialectica vnd Rhetorica in die Schulen einzuführen an Pfaltzgraff
Friederich Churfürsten den III. gestellet durch Zachariam Vrsinum ... Variant Title: Bedencken ob P. Rami Dialectica und Rhetor-
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ica in die Schulen einzuführen Format: Book Subject(s): Ramus,
Petrus, 1515-1572. Logic in teaching. Rhetoric / Study and teaching. Publisher: Gedruckt zu Franckfurt an der Oder: Durch
Andream Eichorn, anno 1586. Description: [14] p. Notes: Printer’s
device on t.p. Initials. Microfiche. 1 microfiche Indexed In: VD 16,
. Princeton Theological Seminary.
Author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: Christliche Erinnerung
vom Concordibuch so newlich durch etliche Theologen gestelt
und im Namen etlicher Augspurgischer Confession verwandten
Stände publicirt ...; auss dem Latein verteutscht und an etlichen
Orten weiter aussgeführt. Format: Book Subject(s): Reformed
Church / Doctrines. Konkordienbuch. Lord’s Supper Publisher:
Gedruckt zu Newstatt an der Hardt in der fürstlichen Pfaltz:
Durch Mattheum Harnisch, 1581. Description: [6], 823 p. Notes:
Translation of: De libro concordiae quem vocant, a quibusdam
theologis, nomine quorundam Ordinum Augustanae confessionis... Initials; printed marginal notes. Errata on p. [2] Microfiche. 8
microfiche Indexed In: VD 16, . Princeton Theological Seminary.
Enchiridion catecheticum ... Format: Book Publisher: Ambergae:
[s.n.], 1596. Description: 2 fiches Notes: Microfiche. 2 microfiche.
Princeton Theological Seminary.
Author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: Erinnerung wessen sich
ein Christ bey der Absterbung vnd Begräbnis seiner Mitbrüder
trösten vnd wie er sich selbst seliglich zu sterben bereiten sol zu
jederzeit, sonderlich aber in Sterbensläuffen tröstlich vnd nützlich
/ gestelt durch D. Zachariam Vrsinum. Format: Book Subject(s):
Death / Religious aspects. Publisher: Gedruckt zu Herborn ...:
Durch Christoff Rab, 1589. Description: 45 p. Notes: Printer’s
device on t.p. Initial. Microfiche. 1 microfiche Indexed In: VD 16, .
Princeton Theological Seminary.
Author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: Kurtze Antwort auff D.
Selneckers lügenhafftigs vnd lesterlichs Tractätlein, vor einem halben Jar aussgangen gestellt durch Josuam Lagum Pomeranum. ...
Format: Book Subject(s): Selneccer, Nicolaus, 1530-1592. Publisher: Gedruckt zu Newstatt an der Hardt, in der fürstlichen
Pfaltz: Durch Mattheum Harnisch, 1581. Description: [4] leaves;
(4to) Notes: Printer’s device on t.p. Microfiche. 1 microfiche
Indexed In: VD 16, . Princeton Theological Seminary.
Zachariae Vrsini vratislaviensis ... Volumen Tractationum Theologicarum In quibus pleraque Christianae Religionis capita erudite,
solide, singularique iudicio & dexteritate, ex Dei verbo explicantur, et aduersus Arianorum, Nestorianorum & Eutychianorum,
tam recentium quam veterum: item Pontificiorum, Anabaptistarum & aliorum errores & haereses, defenduntur: Omnia nunc
primum, ex ipso autographo autoris, fideliter in lucem edita:
Additi sunt indices: prior rerum & sententiarum, posterior
locorum vtriusque Testamenti.... Variant Title: Tractationum
Theologicarum. Format: Book Subject(s): Theology / 16th cen-
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tury. Publisher: Nevstadii Palatinorvm: Mathes Harnisch, 1589.
Description: 2. v. in 1 ([18], 701, [24] & [42], 652 p.); 34 cm.
Notes: Includes indexes. . Princeton Theological Seminary.

CERTAIN DISCOURCES ENGLISH:
A collection of certaine learned discourses, written by that famous
man of memory Zachary Ursine; doctor and professor of divinitie
in the noble and flourishing schools of Neustad. For explication of
divers difficult points, laide downe by that author in his catechisme. Lately put in print in Latin by the last labour of D. David
Parry: and now newlie translated into English, by I.H. for the benefit and behoofe of our Christian country-man / Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583; I. H, fl. 1600; Junius, Franciscus, 1545-1602;
Pareus, David, 1548-1622. / [8], 341 [i.e. 327], [1] p. / At Oxford:
Printed by Ioseph Barnes, and are to be solde [by J. Broome, London] in Pauls Church-yard at the signe of the Bible, 1600. / Early
English books, 1475-1640; 1295:2 Notes: Also published under
title: Certaine learned and excellent discourses: treating and discussing diures hard and difficult points of Christian religion. /
NUC Pre 1956. / Errata on verso of X4, final page. / Includes “A
funerale oration of D. Frances Junius, Professor of Divinity in the
famous schoole of Neustade; vpon the death of D. Zachary Ursine,
a most worthy man and vigilant Doctor of Divinity in the saide
schoole of Neustade”. / Pages 180-91 and 236-37 missing in number only; 130, 131 and 177 misnumbered 132, 130 and 18. / Publisher from STC. / Reproduction of the original in the Bodleian
Library. / Some print faded. LCN: Birmingham
Certaine learned and excellent discourses: treating and discussing
diuers hard and difficult points of Christian religion: collected,
and published in Latine, by D. Dauid Parreus, out of the writings
of that late famous and worthie light of Gods Church, D. Zachary
Vrsine. Faithfully translated / Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583;
Junius, Franciscus, 1545-1602; Pareus, David, 1548-1622. / [8],
341, [1] p. / At London: Imprinted by H. L[ownes] and are to be
sould by Iohn Royston, at his shop at the great North Dore of
Pauls, at the signe of the Bible, 1613. / Early English books, 14751640; 582:15 Notes: Bookseller’s name from STC. / First issued as
“A collection of certaine learned discourses”, and reissued with
cancelled titlepage as above. / Identified as STC 24527a on UMI
microfilm. / Includes: A funerall oration of D. Francis Junius,.. on
the death of D. Zachary Vrsine. / Reproduction of the original in
the Folger Shakespeare Library. LCN: Birmingham

OTHER
In obitum... Z. Ursini... Professoris im Schola... Neapolitana apud
Nemetas celeberrimi oratio. [By the Rector of the School.] / Ursi-
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nus, Zacharias. / 4o.. / Neapoli Nemetum, 1583.. LCN: British
Library
Informatiun Chrastiauna [i.e. the Heidelberg Catechism]: cun sias
explicatiuns sün tuotts principæls puonks de la vaira religiun,
quiduaunt tres... Z. Ursinus... Mu huossa pilgio our da sien tractat
grand Latinn, staratrat insemel... la süstauntza da quell sün la pii
courta & incligiantaiul..., & aschanto in noas Rumauntsch d.
courta Ængiadina zura, tres me P. S. Schuchiaun. / Schuchiaun,
Peidar Schimun; Ursinus, Zacharias; HEIDELBERG CATECHISM.
/ 8o.. / Tiguri, 1613.. LCN: British Library
Mellificium catecheticum: continens epitomen catecheticarum explicationum Ursino-Pareanarum, cum auctario testimoniorum Scripturae / Diest, Henricus a; Pareus, David; Ursinus, Zacharias. / rev.
ed. / Daventriae, 1640. LCN: Aberdeen
Miscellanea catechetica, seu collectio eorum, quae catecheticis explicationibus prius sparsim intexta fuerunt: hoc potissimum consilio
seorsim excusam vt liber explicationum minus excresceret / Opera
extrema Dauidis Parei d. / [4], 5-240 p; 80. / Heidelbergae: Sumptibus viduae Ionae Rosae, Anno M.DC.XXI Notes: Signatures: AP8. / Issued with: Corpus doctrinae Christianae ecclesiarum à Papatu reformatarum, continens Explicationes catecheticas D.
Zachariae Ursini... / studio Dauidis Parei. LCN: Oxford
Dr. Z. U.’ Einleitung in den Christlichen Religions-Unterricht, wie er
in dem Heidelberger Katechismus enthalten ist. Ein Auszug aus
dessen Corpus Doctrinæ Orthodoxæ. Mit einem Vorworte herausgegeben von E. W. Krummacher, etc. / Ursinus, Zacharias; Krummacher,
Emil
Wilhelm;
HEIDELBERG
CATECHISM,
8308.a.57.(9.). / 8o.. / Duisburg, 1863.. LCN: British Library
Ecloga in obitum... Z. Ursini, etc. / Stenius, Simon; Ursinus, Zacharias. / 4o.. / Neapoli Nemetum, 1583.. LCN: British Library

HEIDELBERG FACULTY
Confessio fidei theologorvm et ministrorvm Heidelbergensium.... /
Germanicè primùm edita, nunc verò à quodam sinceræ Theologiæ
studioso in latinam linguam conversa. / 17x10cm. / Heidelbergae,
[15 / ] Notes: The original German is by Caspar Olevian and
Zacharias Ursinus. LCN: Cambridge
Corporate Author: Universität Heidelberg. Theologische Fakultät.
Title: Gründtlicher Bericht vom Heiligen Abendmal vnsers Herren
Jesu Christi, aus einhelliger Lere der Heiligen Schrift, der alten
rechtgläubigen christlichen Kirchen vnd auch der Augspurgischen
Confession [microform] / gestellt durch der Vniuersitet Heydelberg Theologen. Publication info: Gedruckt in der churfürstlichen
Stadt Heydelberg: Durch Johannem Mayer, im Jar 1564. Physical
descrip: 168, [1] leaves. General Note: Initials; printed marginal
notes. Reproduction note: Microfiche. Leiden: IDC, 1999. 4 microfiche (Reformation in Heidelberg; HEW-35) Filmed from the original held by; Herzog August Bibliothek. Subject term: Lord’s
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Supper / Early works to 1800. Subject term: Sacraments / Early
works to 1800. Added author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583.
HEKMAN CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL LOCATION
1)MIC HEW-35 1 MICROFORM MEETER
Corporate Author: Universität Heidelberg. Theologische Fakultät.
Title: Verantwortung wider die vngegründten Aufflagen vnnd
Verkerungen, mit welchen der Catechismus christlicher Lere, zu
Heidelberg im Jar M.D.LXIII. aussgangen, von etlichen vnbillicher
Weise beschweret ist [microform] / geschrieben durch die Theologen der Vniuersitet Heidelberg; Item, D. Martin Luthers Meinung
vom Brotbrechen im H. Abendmal ... Publication info: Gedruckt in
der churfürstlichen Statt Heidelberg: Durch Johannem Maier, im
Jar 1564. Physical descrip: 91, [1] leaves. General Note: Herzog
August Bibliothek ascribes authorship to Zacharias Ursinus. General Note: Imprint from colophon. General Note: Initials. Reproduction note: Microfiche. Leiden: IDC, 1999. 3 microfiche
(Reformation in Heidelberg; HEW-56) Filmed from the original
held by: Herzog August Bibliothek, Wolfenbüttel. Personal subject: Jesus Christ / Ascension. Title subject: Heidelberger Katechismus. Subject term: Lord’s Supper / Early works to 1800.
Subject term: Sacraments / Early works to 1800. Added author:
Luther, Martin, 1483-1546. Added author: Ursinus, Zacharias,
1534-1583. HEKMAN CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL LOCATION 1)MIC HEW-56 1 MICROFORM MEETER
Uniform title: Augsburg Confession. German. Title: Augspurgischer
Confession [microform]: derselben Apologia vnnd Repetition,
auch Franckfordischen Abscheids Lere von Sacramenten, mit jhren
eignen Worten jn Fragstuck gestellt. Publication info: Getruckt in
der churfürstlichen Statt Heidelberg: Durch Johannem Mayer,
anno 1566. Physical descrip: [3], 7 leaves. General Note: Printer’s
device on t.p. General Note: Initial; printed marginal notes. Reproduction note: Microfiche. Leiden: IDC, 1999. 1 microfiche (Reformation in Heidelberg; HEW-72) Filmed from the original held by:
Herzog August Bibliothek, Wolfenbüttel. Subject term: Lutheran
Church / Creeds. Subject term: Reformation / Germany. Subject
term: Lord’s Supper / Early works to 1800. Subject term: Sacraments / Early works to 1800. Subject term: Baptism / Early works
to 1800. Added author: Melanchthon, Philipp, 1497-1560. Added
author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. HEKMAN CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL LOCATION 1)MIC HEW-72 1 MICROFORM MEETER

GERMAN
GERMAN
Henrici à Diest SS. theol. doct. & prof. Mellificium catecheticum:
Continens epitomen catecheticarum explicationum Ursino-Parea-
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narum. Cum auctario testimoniorum scripturae multorumque
locorum, partim additorum, partim interpolatorum. Ornatumque
percommodâ analysi marginali, nec non indice gemino / Diest,
Heinrich von, 1595-1673; Jansson, Jan, 1588-1664 [publisher];
Thomaeus, Conradus [printer]; Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. /
Editio tertia / prioribus auctior. / [24], 622, [6] p; 80. / Daventriae:
Impensis Joannis Janssonii, typis Conradi Thomaei., M DC XLVIII
Notes: A commentary on the Heidelberg Catechism, with particular reference to Zacharias Ursinus’ Corpus doctrinae Christianae
ecclesiarum. / Mellificium catecheticum. / Penultimate leaf recto
numbered 623 bearing “Errata”, verso is blank. Both other unnumbered final leaves are blank. / Printed marginalia. / Title page
vignette. LCN: Oxford
Henrici à Diest... Mellificium catecheticum. Continens epitomen catecheticarum explicationum Vrsino-Pareanarum. Cum auctario testimoniorum Scripturæ... Editio tertia, prioribus auctior. / Diest,
Henricus à; Pareus, David; Ursinus, Zacharias. / pp. 623.; 8o.. /
Daventriæ: Impensis Joannis Janssonii, 1648.. LCN: British
Library
Organi Aristotelei, libri quinque priores, per quaestiones perspicuè et
eruditè expositi... De Petri Rami Dialectica et rhetorica iudicium...
perscriptum anno 1570. Omnia nunc primùm in lucem edita,
opera ac studio Iohannis Iungnicij Vratislauiensis / [Ursinus]. /
4to.. / Neostadii, 1586.. LCN: Glasgow
Other Author(s): Juda, Leo, 1482-1542. Micronius, Marten, d 1559.
Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Lang, August, 1867- Title: [Heidelberger Katechismus. Der Heidelberger katechismus und vier verwandte katechismen (Leo Jud’s und Micron’s kleine katechismen,
sowie die zwei vorarbeiten Ursins) / herausgegeben von A. Lang.
Format: Book Publisher: Leipzig: A. Deichert (G. Böhme), 1907.
Description: 4 p.l., civ, 218 p.; 21 cm. Series: Quellenschriften zur
Geschichte des Protestantismus; Heft. 3. Princeton Theological
Seminary.
Other Author(s): Melanchthon, Philipp, 1497-1560. Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: [Augsburg Confession. German. Augspurgischer Confession derselben Apologia vnnd Repetition, auch
Franckfordischen Abscheids Lere von Sacramenten, mit jhren
eignen Worten jn Fragstuck gestellt. Format: Book Subject(s):
Lutheran Church Reformation / Germany. Lord’s Supper Sacraments Baptism Publisher: Getruckt in der churfürstlichen Statt
Heidelberg: Durch Johannem Mayer, anno 1566. Description: [3],
7 leaves. Notes: Printer’s device on t.p. Initial; printed marginal
notes. Microfiche. 1 microfiche Indexed In: VD 16, . Princeton
Theological Seminary.
Pars prima explicationum catecheticarum, quæ tractationem locorum
theologicorum [katepitomen] complectuntur, sicuti illæ ex repititionibus / D. Zachariae Vrsini Vratislauensis, aliquot deinceps
annis Heidelbergæ in sapientiæ collegio ab ipsius discipulis col-
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lectæ sunt: nunc verò ex maximè, vt haberi illa potuerunt, idoneis
exemplaribus, non tantùm inter se, sed etiam cum alijs eiusdem
autoris lucubrationibus diligenter & fideliter collatis, ordine ac
methodo accuratiori retextæ, multoq[ue], quàm anteà, emendatiùs ac pleniùs editæ. Additus est catalogus librorum à Zacharia
Vrsino conscriptorum: & index præcipuorum capitum huius
primæ partis. / [16], 558, [2]p; 80. / Neustadii in Palatinatu:
Excudebat Matthæus Harnisch., M.D.LXXXV Notes: Errata on
Mm8 recto. / Greek on title page transliterated in square brackets.
/ Signatures: )(8 A-Mm8. LCN: Oxford
Personal Author: Olevian, Caspar, 1536-1587. Title: A catechisme or
briefe instruction in the principles and grounds of the true Christian religion [electronic resource]: With a short treatise premised
concerning the profity and necessitie of catechizing. Publication
info: London: Printed by Edvvard Griffin for Henry Fetherstone,
1617. Physical descrip: [22], 41, [1] p. General Note: Includes,
with caption title: To Christian parents, house-holders, schoolemasters, and such as haue charge of youth: E.B. wisheth the fruition and encrease of all-sauing grace, and true blessednesse. General Note: A version of the Heidelberg Catechism, adapted by
Caspar Olevian and Zacharias Ursinus / Cf. Halkett and Laing,
3rd. ed., 1475-1640, 1980, p. 30. General Note: Identified as STC
4802 on UMI microfilm, reel 1229. General Note: Reproductions
of the original in the Bodleian Library. General Note: Appears at
reel 869 and at reel 1229. Reproduction note: Electronic reproduction. Ann Arbor, Mich.: UMI 1999- (Early English books online)
Digital version of: Early English books, 1475-1640; 869:12,
1229:09. s1999 miun s Subject term: Catechisms, English / Early
works to 1800. Added author: E. B., fl. 1617. Added author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Uniform title: Heidelberger Katechismus. English. Electronic access: http://wwwlib.umi.com/eebo/
image/16322 HEKMAN CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL
LOCATION 1)XX(616001.1) 1 EBOOK WEB-SOURCE
Personal Author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: Antwort auff
etlicher Theologen Censur vber die am Rand dess Heydelbergischen Catechismi, auss Heiliger Schrifft angezogene Zeugnusse
[microform]: Jtem, Antwort auff sechs Fragen vo[m] Nachtmal,
mit Gegenfragen: Jtem, Artickel, in dem die Euangelischen im
Handel des Abendmals einig oder strittig seind / gestelt durch D.
Zachariam Vrsinum. Publication info: Gedruckt zur Newstadt an
der Hardt: Durch Mattheum Harnisch, [1584] Physical descrip: 86
p.; (8vo) General Note: Publication date from VD 16. General
Note: Printer’s device on t.p. General Note: Printed marginal
notes; vignettes. Reproduction note: Microfiche. Leiden: IDC,
1999. 1 microfiche (Reformation in Heidelberg; HEW-29) Filmed
from the original held by: Herzog August Bibliothek, Wolfenbüttel. Title subject: Heidelberger Katechismus. Subject term:
Reformed Church / Catechisms. Subject term: Lord’s Supper /
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Early works to 1800. HEKMAN CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL LOCATION 1)MIC HEW-29 1 MICROFORM MEETER
Personal Author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: Antwort Josue
Lagi Pomerani, Dieners des Worts Gottes zu Heidelberg, auff
Johann Marbachs und Joachim Mörlins Schrifften wider der
Heidelbergischen Theologen [microform]. Publication info:
Gedruckt in der churfürstlichen Statt Heidelberg: Durch Johannem Mayer, 1565. Physical descrip: [8], 164 p. General Note: Place
of publication and printer from colophon. General Note: Printer’s
device on t.p. General Note: Errata on p. [165] Reproduction note:
Microfiche. Leiden: IDC, 1999. 2 microfiche (Reformation in
Heidelberg; HEW-83) Filmed from the original held by: Herzog
August Bibliothek, Wolfenbüttel. Personal subject: Marbach,
Johann, 1521-1581. Personal subject: Mörlin, Joachim. HEKMAN
CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL LOCATION 1)MIC HEW-83
1 MICROFORM MEETER
Personal Author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: Bedencken ob
P. Rami Dialectica vnd Rhetorica in die Schulen einzuführen
[microform] / an Pfaltzgraff Friederich Churfürsten den III. gestellet durch Zachariam Vrsinum ... Publication info: Gedruckt zu
Franckfurt an der Oder: Durch Andream Eichorn, anno 1586.
Physical descrip: [14] p. General Note: Printer’s device on t.p.
General Note: Initials. Reproduction note: Microfiche. Leiden:
IDC, 1999. 1 microfiche. (Philosophy and the liberal arts in the
early modern period; HEW-59) (Reformation in Heidelberg; HEW59) Filmed from the original held by: Herzog August Bibliothek,
Wolfenbüttel. Personal subject: Ramus, Petrus, 1515-1572. Subject
term: Logic in teaching. Subject term: Rhetoric / Study and teaching. HEKMAN CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL LOCATION
1)MIC HEW-59 1 MICROFORM MEETER
Personal Author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: Christliche
Erinnerung vom Concordibuch [microform] / so newlich durch
etliche Theologen gestelt und im Namen etlicher Augspurgischer
Confession verwandten Stände publicirt ...; auss dem Latein verteutscht und an etlichen Orten weiter aussgeführt. Publication
info: Gedruckt zu Newstatt an der Hardt in der fürstlichen Pfaltz:
Durch Mattheum Harnisch, 1581. Physical descrip: [6], 823 p.
General Note: Translation of: De libro concordiae quem vocant, a
quibusdam theologis, nomine quorundam Ordinum Augustanae
confessionis... General Note: Initials; printed marginal notes. General Note: Errata on p. [2] Reproduction note: Microfiche. Leiden:
IDC, 1999. 8 microfiche (Reformation in Heidelberg; HEW-76)
Filmed from the original held by: Herzog August Bibliothek,
Wolfenbüttel. Title subject: Konkordienbuch. Subject term:
Reformed Church / Doctrines. Subject term: Lord’s Supper / Early
works to 1800. HEKMAN CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL
LOCATION 1)MIC HEW-76 1 MICROFORM MEETER
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Personal Author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: De libro concordiae quem vocant, a quibusdam theologis, nomine quorundam
ordinum Augustanae confessionis, edito, admonitio christiana:
scripta a theologis et ministris ecclesiarum in ditione illustrissimi
principis Johannis Casimiri Palatini ad Rhenum Bavariae ducis ...
Publication info: Neustadii in Palatinatu: excudebat M. Harnisch,
1581. Physical descrip: 455, [1] p.; 21 cm. General Note: Printer’s
mark on title-page. General Note: Erste Ausgabe des letzten
Werkes von Ursinus. Adams L-2083; Jackson 503. General Note:
With: Examen ad Rubricam / Ant. de Mattheis Paparescis. Francofurti ad Moenum: Andreas Wechel, 1576. Title subject: Konkordienbuch. Subject term: Reformed Church / Doctrines. HEKMAN
CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL LOCATION 1)BX8068 .A1
1581 1 RAREBOOK MEETER-RB
Personal Author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: Enchiridion
catecheticum [microform]: seu notae brevissimae in catechesin
christianae religionis ecclesiarum Electoralis Palatinus / ex clariss.
theologi Zachariae Ursini praelectionibus quondam excerpta, & ab
ipso authore castigatae. Publication info: Ambergae: Ex officina
Michaëlis Forsteri, 1596. Physical descrip: 174 p. General Note:
Initials. Reproduction note: Microfiche. Leiden: IDC, 1999. 2
microfiche (Reformation in Heidelberg; HEW-62) Filmed from the
original held by: Herzog August Bibliothek, Wolfenbüttel. Title
subject: Heidelberger Katechismus. Latin. Subject term: Catechisms / Germany / 16th century. HEKMAN CALL NUMBER
COPY MATERIAL LOCATION 1)MIC HEW-62 1 MICROFORM
MEETER
Personal Author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: Erinnerung
wessen sich ein Christ bey der Absterbung vnd Begräbnis seiner
Mitbrüder trösten vnd wie er sich selbst seliglich zu sterben bereiten sol [microform]: zu jederzeit, sonderlich aber in Sterbensläuffen tröstlich vnd nützlich / gestelt durch D. Zachariam
Vrsinum. Publication info: Gedruckt zu Herborn ...: Durch Christoff Rab, 1589. Physical descrip: 45 p. General Note: Printer’s
device on t.p. General Note: Initial. Reproduction note: Microfiche. Leiden: IDC, 1999. 1 microfiche (Reformation in Heidelberg; HEW-65) Filmed from the original held by: Herzog August
Bibliothek, Wolfenbüttel. Subject term: Death / Religious aspects.
HEKMAN CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL LOCATION
1)MIC HEW-65 1 MICROFORM MEETER
Personal Author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: Kerk en
uitverkiezing / door Zacharias Ursinus. Publication info: Rotterdam: Mazijk, 1939. Physical descrip: 78 p.; 22 cm. Series Title:
(Wat zegt; 2) Reproduction note: Photocopy. [Cambridge, Mass.:
Andover-Harvard Library, 1981]. Subject term: Perseverance (Theology) Subject term: Election (Theology) HEKMAN
Personal Author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: Kurtze Antwort auff D. Selneckers lügenhafftigs vnd lesterlichs Tractätlein,
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vor einem halben Jar aussgangen [microform] / gestellt durch
Josuam Lagum Pomeranum. ... Publication info: Gedruckt zu
Newstatt an der Hardt, in der fürstlichen Pfaltz: Durch Mattheum
Harnisch, 1581. Physical descrip: [4] leaves; (4to) General Note:
Printer’s device on t.p. Reproduction note: Microfiche. Leiden:
IDC, 1999. 1 microfiche (Reformation in Heidelberg; HEW-30)
Filmed from the original held by: Herzog August Bibliothek,
Wolfenbüttel. Personal subject: Selneccer, Nicolaus, 1530-1592.
HEKMAN CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL LOCATION
1)MIC HEW-30 1 MICROFORM MEETER

ORGANI ARISTOTEL
Personal Author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: Organi Aristotelei, libri quinque priores [microform] / a doct. Zacharia Vrsino
Vratislauiensi, per quaestiones perspicue & erudite expositi, ita vt
prouectioribus quoque, docti commentarij vsum praestare possint;
eiusdem Vrsini, de Petri Rami dialectica & rhetorica iudidium, ad
illustrissimum Principem Fridericum III, Electorem Palatinum &c,
perscriptum anno 1570. Edition: Omnia nunc primum in lucem
edita opera ac studio Iohannis Iungnicij Vratislauiensis. Publication info: Neustadii in Palatinatu: Excudebat Matthias Harnisch,
1586. Physical descrip: [20], 192, [1] leaves: ill. General Note:
Printer’s device on t.p. General Note: Initials; printed marginal
notes; vignettes. General Note: Includes index. General Note:
Errata. Reproduction note: Microfiche. Leiden: IDC, 1999. 6
microfiches. (Philosophy and the liberal arts in the early modern
period; HEW-54) (Reformation in Heidelberg; HEW-54) Filmed
from the original held by: Herzog August Bibliothek, Wolfenbüttel. Personal subject: Aristotle. Personal subject: Ramus, Petrus,
1515-1572. Subject term: Logic in teaching. Subject term: Rhetoric
/ Study and teaching. Added author: Jungnitz, Johann. HEKMAN
CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL LOCATION 1)MIC HEW-54
1 MICROFORM MEETER
Personal Author: Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. Title: Zachariae Vrsini...Volumen tractationum theologicarum... Omnia nunc primum...in lucem edita. Publication info: Nevstadii Palatinorum,
Mathes Harnisch, 1584. Physical descrip: 10 p. ., 701, [24] p. port.
34 cm. General Note: Bound with: Commentarii in sacram Actuum Apostolicorum historiam / Aretius. Subject term: Theology /
History / 16th century. HEKMAN CALL NUMBER COPY MATERIAL LOCATION 1)BT70 .U7 1 RAREBOOK RARE-BOOK
Scholasticarum in materiis theologicis exercitationum liber... Cum
indice copioso / [Baer]. / 12mo.. / Neostad. Palat., 1589.. LCN:
Glasgow
Summa Theologiae.-Catachesis Minor. (Herausgegeben von Lic. A.
Lang.) / Ursinus, Zacharias. / [Quellenschriften zur Geschichte
des Protestantismus. Hft. 3.]. LCN: British Library
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A CATECHISM
A Catechism of Christian religion, etc. / Ursinus, Zacharias. LCN:
British Library
A Catechism of Christian Religion. Appointed to be printed for the
use of the Kirke of Edinburgh. [By Z. Ursinus.] / Ursinus, Zacharias. / 8o.. / 1615.. LCN: British Library
A Catechisme of Christian Religion, appointed to be printed for the
use of the Kirke of Edinburgh. (Composed by Z. Ursin... translated
into English... with the arguments... of the several doctrines
therein contained, by J. Bastingius.) / Ursinus, Zacharias. LCN:
British Library
A catechisme or briefe instruction in the principles and grounds of
the true Christian religion: With a short treatise premised concerning the profity and necessitie of catechizing / Olevian, Caspar,
1536-1587; E. B, fl. 1617; Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. / [22],
41, [1] p. / London: Printed by Edvvard Griffin for Henry Fetherstone, 1617. / Early English books, 1475-1640; 869:12 Notes:
Appears at reel 869 and at reel 1229. / A version of the Heidelberg
Catechism, adapted by Caspar Olevian and Zacharias Ursinus /
Cf. Halkett and Laing, 3rd. ed., 1475-1640, 1980, p. 30. / Identified
as STC 4802 on UMI microfilm, reel 1229. / Includes, with caption title: To Christian parents, house-holders, schoole-masters,
and such as haue charge of youth: E.B. wisheth the fruition and
encrease of all-sauing grace, and true blessednesse. / Reproductions of the original in the Bodleian Library. LCN: Birmingham
A catechisme or briefe instruction in the principles and grounds of
the true Christian religion: With a short treatise premised concerning the profity and necessitie of catechizing / Olevian, Caspar,
1536-1587; E. B, fl. 1617; Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. / [22],
41, [1] p. / London: Printed by Edvvard Griffin for Henry Fetherstone, 1617. / Early English books, 1475-1640; 869:12 Notes:
Appears at reel 869 and at reel 1229. / A version of the Heidelberg
Catechism, adapted by Caspar Olevian and Zacharias Ursinus /
Cf. Halkett and Laing, 3rd. ed., 1475-1640, 1980, p. 30. / Identified
as STC 4802 on UMI microfilm, reel 1229. / Includes, with caption title: To Christian parents, house-holders, schoole-masters,
and such as haue charge of youth: E.B. wisheth the fruition and
encrease of all-sauing grace, and true blessednesse. / Reproductions of the original in the Bodleian Library. LCN: Birmingham

BIOGRAPHICAL BY OTHERS
C. Olevianus und Z. U. Leben und ausgewählte Schriften... von K.
Sudhoff. / Ursinus, Zacharias. LCN: British Library
C. Olevianus und Z. Ursinus: Leben und ausgewählte Schriften /
nach handschriftlichen und gleichzeitigen Quellen von Karl Sudhoff. / x, 643p; 23cm. / Elberfeld: R.L. Friderichs, 1857. / Leben
und ausgewählte Schriften der Väter und Begründer der
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reformirten Kirche; 8 Notes: Language: German. LCN: Aberdeen;
Cambridge
Necessitas satisfactionis? Eine systematische Studie zu den Fragen
12-18 des Heidelberger Katechismus und zur Theologie des
Zacharias Ursinus. / Metz, Wulf; Ursinus, Zacharias; HEIDELBERG CATECHISM, X.100/9813.. / pp. 236; 23 cm. bibl. pp. 223232.. / Zwingli Verlag: Zürich, Stuttgart, [1970].. / (Studien zur
Dogmengeschichte und systematischen Theologie. Bd. 26.) Notes:
A thesis.. LCN: British Library
Briefe des Heidelberger Theologen Zacharias Ursinus, 1534-1583. Von
[i.e. edited by] Gustav Adolf Benrath. [With a facsimile.] / Ursinus, Zacharias; Benrath, Gustav Adolf. LCN: British Library
Der Heidelberger Katechismus und vier verwandte Katechismen. Mit
einer historisch-theologischen Einleitung hrsg. von A. Lang.
(Unverèanderter reprografischer Nachdruck der Ausg. Leipzig
1907.) Darmstadt, Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1967. civ,
218 p. 20 cm. NEW BRUNSWICK SAGE
Der Heidelberger Katechismus und vier verwandte Katechismen:
(Leo Jud’s und Micron’s kleine Katechismen, sowie die zwei
Vorarbeiten Ursins): mit einer historisch-theologischen Einleitung
/ Jud, Leo, 1482-1542; Lang, August, 1867-1945; Micronius, Martinus, ca.1522-1559; Ursinus, Zacharias, 1534-1583. / Leipzig:
Deichert, 1907. / Quellenschriften zur Geschichte des Protestantismus; Heft 3 Notes: Contents: Der Heidelberger Katechismus Der kürzere Katechismus Leo Jud’s - Der kleine Katechismus
Micron’s - Die Vorarbeiten des Ursinus: Summa theologiae und
Catechesis minor. LCN: Glasgow
Der Heidelberger Katechismus und vier verwandte Katechismen:
(Leo Juds und Microns kleine Katechismen sowie die 2 Vorarbeiten Ursins) / mit einer historisch-theologischen Einleitung herausgegeben von A. Lang. / civ, 218 p; 20 cm. / Darmstadt:
Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1967. / Quellenschriften zur
Geschichte des Protestantismus; Heft 3 Notes: Photographic
reprint of the Leipzig, 1907 ed. LCN: Edinburgh
Der junge Zacharias Ursin. Sein Weg vom Philippismus zum Calvinismus, 1534-1562. / Sturm, Erdmann K.; Ursinus, Zacharias. / pp.
xi. 323; 24 cm.. / Neukichen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, [1972]..
/ (Beiträge zur Geschichte und Lehre der Reformierten Kirche. Bd.
33.). LCN: British Library
Etwas über Catechismen überhaupt, über Ursins und Luthers Catechismen insbesondere, und über Vereinigung der beiden evangelischen Confessionen. / Ewald, Johann Ludwig; Luther, Martin;
Ursinus, Zacharias. / 8o.. / Heidelberg, 1816.. LCN: British Library
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Biographical Notes
David Pareus (1548–1622),
the Compiler
A German Reformed theologian, Pareus was born at Frankenstein/Schlesien (s. of Breslau), Dec. 30, 1548. His German name
was Wängler. After seven years of attending the schools in his
native town, he was apprenticed to an apothecary (pharmacist)
and then to a shoemaker. In 1564 he entered the high school of
the learned Christoph Schilling at Hirschberg. But in 1566,
Schilling, expelled because of his approach to the Calvinism,
took some of his like-minded students, including Pareus, to
Amberg and then to the Palatinate. It was there that Pareus
entered the Collegium Sapientiae at Heidelberg, and was
instructed by Zacharias Ursinus in Reformed theology and Aristotelian philosophy. In December 1570, Pareus defended his thesis before the professor of dogmatics, Girolamo Zanchi, “De
Scripturae autoritate, perfectione, perspicuitate sacrae et lectione.”
On May 13, 1571, Pareus became pastor at Niederschlettenbach
near Bergzabern. After months of dispute with the Roman Catholic population, he came to serve as a teacher in the Paedagogium at Heidelberg. On August 24, 1573, he resumed the
pastorate in the previously Roman Catholic village of Hemsbach
a. d. Bergstraße; where, with the consent of the congregation, he
reconstructed the church along Reformed lines, including the
removal of pictures from the church. At that time he was married to Magda Lena Stibels on January 5, 1574, which resulted in
five children during their 41 years together.
Pareus was dismissed from his teaching office after the death of
Frederick III., by the new Elector, Lutheran Ludwig VI. Pareus
was then appointed, in 1577, by the reformed Pfalsgrave (Count
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Palatinate) Johann Casimir, as pastor in the country situated at
Oggersheim near Frankenthal. By August 1580, Pareus was
transferred to Winzingen where he served as pastor. During this
time he cultivated intimate acquaintance with the teachers at
the Collegium Casimirianum, in the neighboring Neustadt a. d.
Haardt, especially with Ursinus. After the death of Ludwig VI.,
September 1584, Pfalsgrave Casimir called Pareus to be teacher
at the Collegium Sapientia in Heidelberg. Pareus began his literary activity in these mature years, with a tract against the doctrine of ubiquity, Methodus ubiquitarioe controversioe, (Neustadt,
1586), and was promoted to the master atrium February 14,
1587.
In 1587-88 Pareus issued the first German reformed Bible version, the so-called Neustädter Bible, an edition of Luther’s translation, with appended table of contents, superscriptions. He also
happened to leave out some of Luther’s comments, which
expressed his peculiar views. This raised a storm of theological
controversy with the Lutherans, who revered Luther’s words.
Because of this Pareus had to defend it against Lutheran invectives, answering the attacks made on him by such ‘Gnesio-Lutherans’ as Jakob Andreä. Andreä, who identified Calvinism and
Jesuitism in his Christliche Erinnerung (Tubingen, 1589), styled
Pareus’ Bible as an “arrant piece of knavery.” Pareus replied to
him in his Rettung der Neustadter Bibel (Neustadt, 1589), yet with
a more moderate tone. Andreä also wrote a very severe letter to
the young Elector Frederick against the Reformed, trying to
influence him from the Reformed to the Lutheran faith. Pareus
further contended against Siegwart in his Sieg der Neustadtischen Bibel (Neustadt, 1591), and with Aegidius Hunnius, in 159399 with his Clypeus veritatis catholioe de sacrosancta trinitate
and Orthodoxus Calvinus, answering the objection of what the
Lutherans considered the judaizing error of the Reformed.
Pareus’ reputation as teacher increased from year to year, and he
attracted students from far and wide. He became the director of
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the Collegium Sapientia from 1591 to 1598. In 1592 he also
became a member of the church council of the Palatinate. At this
time it fell to him to oversee the publication of the literary works
of Ursinus. Ursinus, while teaching at the Sapienz College, gave a
course of lectures on the catechism in Latin, which he repeated
annually till 1577. After his death, several of his pupils published their notes of his lectures. But as there were discrepancies
between them. David Pareus, who had been Ursinus’ favorite
scholar, published an authentic and carefully prepared edition
of Ursinus’ lectures in 1591 at Heidelberg. Ursinus’ works were
afterward published by Pareus, printed by Harnish, in three folio
volumes.
Pareus was promoted to the Doctor of Theology on July 5, 1593.
He entered into further confrontation with Aegidius Hunnius
about Calvin and Calvinism. In 1598 he became professor of the
Old Testament and “extra professor controversiarum theologicarum exactor et censor.” From 1602 until his death he assumed
professorship of New Testament, was president of the College,
and issued various tracts against the papacy. In his latter years,
Pareus was much afflicted with sickness.
Despite then many literary battles, Pareus was also irenic, and
much lamented the useless wranglings of his age. His assumed a
positive, constructive position; evident in the many editions,
after 1593, of his Summarische Erklärung der Katholischen in der
Churpfalz geübten Lehre; and especially his numerous commentaries on the Old and New Testament Scriptures, published in the
years 1605-18. Efforts were also made by him to unite the Lutherans and the Reformed. He took up the work, begun by Bucer
half a century before, and aimed at organic union between the
two groups. Significant also was his desire, in 1608, though
rejected by strict Calvinists, that, in connection with the doctrine
of the Lord’s Supper, the Reformed Churches might use the
terms essentialiter et substantialiter, so as to approach the Lutheran teaching.
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His irenic spirit, however, appeared above all in the famous
Irenicum sive de unione et synodo evangelicorum liber votivus
(Heidelberg, 1614-1615). In it he proposes a general synod of all
Evangelicals to unite the Lutherans and the Calvinists, who, he
represents, were surely at one in every essential doctrine. He
aimed to bring out the points of unity between the Lutherans
and the Reformed rather than their differences. On only one
point, however, not affecting the foundation of belief, was there
divergence. Why not forbear with erring brethren in love, and
cease consuming one another in strife to the joy of the
“papists”? But this yearning appeal brought little response, as his
overture for peace was rudely rejected by the Lutheran theologians Hutter and Siegwart. The high Lutherans of the sixteenth
century opposed any effort at union; so his labors were fruitless.
By this time Pareus, now an old man, was not able to participate
in the Synod of Dordrecht in 1618–19. After the outbreak of the
thirty year old war in September 1621, as the Spanish troops
approached the Palatinate, Pareus fled to Annweiler, and later to
Neustadt. When the Spaniards approached, he had fled to Neustadt, because he had written severely against the Pope. When
Elector Frederick V. returned temporarily to the Palatinate, the
Reformed inhabitants of the Palatinate rejoiced that they had
their prince once more among them. The most touching scene
was the return of Professor Pareus back to Heidelberg, in spite of
dangers, because he wanted to die there. On June 9 he received
communion with the Elector and the congregation. The following week he passed, full of hope, to the Lamb’s Supper in heaven
as he fell asleep in Christ on June 15, 1622. He was survived
only by his son Philipp (1576-1648), who issued his father’s
writings, to which he prefixed a life (Frankfort, 1647). In this
biography, Philipp lavished excessive praise upon his father.
Pareus was a godly man and a distinguished theologian and
scholarly Bible translator who while feared as an orthodox-
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reformed dogmatist and polemicist, also promoted the unity of
the Spirit.
STUDIES:
Johann Philipp Pareus, Narratio historica de (curriculo) vita(e) et
obitu ... D. Davidis Parei: D. D. Parei ... Operum theologicorum
exegeticorum tomi I. pars prima(-quarta) ... elucubrata a J. P.
Pareo, Dav. filio, Frankfurt a. M. 1628, 1647, Genf 1642; This is
the life by his son, prefixed to the collection of works.

George Washington Williard (1818–1900),
the Translator
George W. Williard97 was a leading German Reformed pastor
and educator. He was born in Frederick County, Maryland, on
June 10, 1818, the son of John and Marie (Shaffer) Williard, of
Huguenot descent. He graduated from Marshall College in 1838
and went on to study theology at Mercersburg under Dr. Lewis
Mayer. He was licensed to preach in 1840 and ordained shortly
thereafter. He held pastorates in Virginia, at Huntington, Pennsylvania (where he also taught school), and at Winchester, Virginia, where he remained three years.
He then accepted a call to became pastor of the Reformed
Church in Columbus, Ohio. It was here, in 1851, that Dr. Williard
published his translation of Dr. Ursinus’ Commentary on the
Heidelberg Catechism. This charge he resigned in 1855 to accept
a call to the First Reformed Church of Dayton, Ohio, where he
remained until 1866. In that year he succeeded Rev. George W.
Aughinbaugh, D.D., as president of Heidelberg College, Tiffin,
Ohio.
Dr. Williard found the college in a very discouraging condition,
with a small teaching force and with scarcely any endowment.
Gradually, however, he succeeded in placing it on a solid finan97. Based on The National Cyclopaedia of American Biography. Vo. XI:94.
New York: James T. White, 1909.
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cial basis and raising the educational standard to an equality
with that of the other colleges of the land. It was during this
period that in he assisted in the preparation of the western liturgy of the Reformed Church of the United States which
appeared in 1871, as an alternative to the liturgical liturgy of
Mercersburg, and defended this viewpoint against Nevin. He,
along with Jeremiah H. Good, believed that the Mercersburg men
were the real troublers of the church because they brought in a
liturgy that was not Reformed, was something foreign, and led to
Lutheranism. He also opposed their proposal to merge the two
seminaries—Heidelberg and Mercersburg.
He was also a frequent contributor to the different periodicals of
the Reformed church and was editor of the Western Missionary.
He also wrote A History of Heidelberg College (1879); A Treasury
of Family Reading (1883); and Life, Work and Character of Henry
Leonard (1890), who for thirty years was the successful financial
agent of Heidelberg College. He received the degree of D.D. from
Franklin and Marshall College in 1866 and the LL.D. from Monmouth College, Illinois, in 1888.
In 1891 Dr. Williard next accepted the chair of ethics and apologetics in Ursinus College and Theological Seminary, Collegeville,
Pa., which he held for nearly three years. There he also taught
Homiletics and Catechetics using his translation of Ursinus. During this period he published The Comparative Study of the Dominant Religions of the World.
After a short residence in Lancaster, Pennsylvania, Williard
returned to Ohio in 1895, and organized the Memorial Reformed
Church in Dayton. Prior to coming to Dayton, Dr. Williard had
spent 54 years in ministry. Dr. Williard retired as Pastor Emeritus
until his death on September 17, 1900.
PUBLICATIONS:
The Commentary of Dr. Zacharias Ursinus on the Heidelberg Catechism.
Translated from the Latin by the Rev. G. W. Williard. Columbus,
[Ohio]: Scott & Bascom, 1851. Columbus: Scott, 1852. 2nd Amer-
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ican ed. xxxviii, 659 p. 25 cm. 4th American ed. Cincinnati, Elm
Street Printing Co., 1888. xxxviii, 659 p. 25 cm.
The History of Heidelberg College; Including Baccalaureate Addresses and
Sermons. Cincinnati: Elm Street Printing Co., 1879. viii, 347 p. 20
cm.
A Treasury of Family Reading, pertaining to God, the Church, the family,
life, death, and heaven. Edited by Rev. G. W. Williard [and others]
Dayton, Ohio: Reformed Publishing Co., 1883. 648 p. illus. 23 cm.
The Life, Character and Work of Henry Leonard: “The Fisherman” by G.
W. Williard. Dayton, Ohio: Reformed Pub. Co., 1890. viii, 152 p.:
ill.; 19 cm.
Comparative Study of the Dominant Religions of the World. Reading, Pa:
D. Miller, 1893. 308 p. port. 20 cm.

John Williams Proudfit (1803-1870),
the Reviewer
BY REV. DR. R. H. STEELE
John Proudfit98 was the son of Rev. Alexander Proudfit, D.D.
(1795-1835), a man of eminent piety, a ripe scholar, and one of
the most distinguished ministers in Northern New York. For
forty years he was the pastor of the Associate Reformed Church
of Salem, New York, where John was born on Sept. 22, 1803.
Receiving a most excellent home training, he enjoyed every
advantage that could be afforded to a young man on his
entrance into life. He pursued his literary course at Union College, graduating from that institution with honor in 1821. One of
his classmates represents him to have been a diligent student,
very far in advance of many of his associates, and especially
developing a proficiency in the languages, which was quite
remarkable. Dr. Nott, the president of the college, regarded him
as one of the best of his students, and saw in him signs of future
prominence.
98. From Edward T. Corwin, A Manual of the Reformed Church in America.
New York: Board of Publication of the Reformed Church in America,
1902. pp. 665-67.
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His theological education was obtained at Princeton, from which
he graduated in 1824. And here also he took a very high stand
among his fellow students as a man, a scholar, and a Christian.
Few were esteemed more highly, or made a better use of their
opportunities than he did. He was regarded as a thoughtful, conscientious, and earnest man, devoting himself with singular
fidelity to the work before him. He was a man of faith and of
prayer, and even at that early period of life he was full of good
works. As a scholar he stood among the best in his class. Study
was a joy to him. The Greek and Latin languages became almost
as familiar to him as the English itself. He read much, and
thought deeply. He was not superficial, but went to the root of
things, and understood what he read. In his daily reading of the
Scriptures he preferred the original languages, and his translation was easy, rapid, and accurate. And this was a habit that he
kept up through life.
He was ordained in 1825. His only settlement in the ministry
was at Newburyport, Mass., in the Federal Street Church, the
leading society of the city. He displayed during his short residence among that people rare traits of excellence as a minister
of the gospel, and as the pastor of a congregation. He prepared
his sermons with great care, and presented the truths of Scripture in such an orderly way as to attract the attention of thoughtful hearers. As a pastor he was very successful, going among his
people as a son of consolation; and towards young men especially he was warm-hearted and affectionate, giving to them
excellent counsels, and stimulating them to aim at a high standard in some honorable calling. He continued in this field about
six years (1827-33), laboring with some disadvantages arising
from impaired health, and from the rigor of the climate, compelling him to cease from his work for a considerable period, and
seek rest in foreign travel. Yet he was remarkably successful. The
church continued united during his ministry and prospered. The
large number of three hundred and forty were received into the
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church during his pastorate, a proof of his ministerial fidelity
and usefulness, as well as of God’s blessing upon his labors.
The principal part of his life was occupied in the work of teaching, first as Professor of the Latin Language and Literature in the
University of New York (1833-41) during the presidency of his
fellow-townsman, Dr. Mathews, and subsequently in Rutgers
College. In 1841 he received the D.D. degree from Union College.
He was in New York seven years, and in Rutgers College at New
Brunswick twenty-one years (1840-1859). This latter period was
the most useful portion of his life, where he was professor of
Latin and Greek Language and Literature. He was associated with
most valuable and learned men in the faculty, and was esteemed
by them as a man of culture, a laborious student himself, and in
his own department a very admirable teacher. He gathered
around him a large and valuable library, and among his books
he was always at home. He secured the confidence of the students, and manifested a very warm solicitude for their welfare.
The college was then under the charge of Dr. Hasbrouck, whose
government was firm but mild, and in Dr. Proudfit he found a
very cordial and intelligent supporter. While in New Brunswick
he wrote much for the press, and always contributed articles of
sterling value. The Bibliotheca Sacra, the Princeton Review, as
well as the daily press, were enriched by his well-prepared and
finely written papers. For one year he conducted the New Brunswick Review, displaying considerable ability as an editor, and
enriching its pages with several valuable contributions.
He did not neglect the cause of the Master while occupied with
his literary labors. He preached frequently, attended prayer
meetings with regularity, instituted stated religious worship at
the jail, carried on missionary work on the canal, and went
among the sick and afflicted with messages of consolation.
After leaving the college he employed himself in various useful
ways. At the outbreak of the Civil War he became deeply interested. He attended public meetings and addressed vast assem-
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blies. He preached a most powerful sermon, which was
published and widely circulated. He went to the camp and
labored among the soldiers, and to the hospitals and aided the
sick and wounded. In the darkest day he encouraged hope and
never for a moment doubted the triumph of the good cause.
Dr. Proudfit was a tall man and well proportioned. He was very
grave in his appearance, and while his countenance did not
exhibit austerity, it did display an unusually thoughtful mind. As
a preacher he was not what might be called popular. His voice,
although distinct, was rather feeble, and his delivery by no
means distinguished for animation or vivacity. He gestured but
little, and even then not in a very forcible way. But his matter
was of a very superior quality. He chose such topics as were
adapted to his cast of mind; and from his rich treasures of
knowledge he brought forth truths, and arranged them in such a
garb as would always attract attention. His sermons to the graduating class were always timely, judicious, and most valuable in
their counsels. Some are still remembered with interest by his
students, and the few that are published are excellent specimens
of his skill as a preacher to young men. We may instance his sermon on “The Choice of a Profession,” and also on “The Nature
of True Greatness.” The doctor had traveled much abroad, and
he carried on an extensive correspondence with distinguished
men in Europe. And he did much in his labors among the
churches in his own country to stir up an interest on behalf of
the evangelical work that was going on in Europe. He died March
9, 1870.
PUBLICATIONS:
See Princeton Review, xv, 312; and Index to the Princeton Review, p. 275;
“Choice of a Profession” Baccalaureate Sermon, Rutgers College,
1841;
“Nature of True Greatness”;
“The Captives.” “A Comedy of Plautus, with English Notes.” 1843;
Articles in Princeton Review on “Inspiration and Catholicism.” 1851;
“The Heidelberg Catechism and Dr. Nevin.” Princeton Review, 1852;
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“Remarks on History, Structure, and Theories of the Apostles’
Creed.” Princeton Review, 1852;
Editor of New Brunswick Review 1855;
”The Sanctuary of God consulted in the Present Crisis.” 1861;
“Man’s Two-fold Life” included in the “Promise of Godliness: A Discourse at the Installation of Rev. Wm. Irwin at Rondout.” 1862;
“Address at the funeral of Theodore Strong, LL.D.” 1869;
Article in Sprague’s Annals on Dr. J. S. Cannon;
”Review of Voelcker and others on Homeric Ideas of the Soul and a
Future State.” Bibliotheca Sacra, xv, 753;
Other articles appeared in Bibliotheca Sacra, Independent, Evening Post,
Ledges, etc.

The End

