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of this signal benefit, amidst all these discourses he

establishes the ceremony of the Eucharist.

The circumstance of the time was favourable.

It was then the day of the Passover, the grand festi-

val of the Jews. Jesus Christ celebrated it with his

disciples, with the design of making it serve to an-

other usage. As they were yet at supper, he took

bread, and agreeably to the custom of the Jews,

observed especially in the Paschal solemnity, he

gave thanks to the Deity that he had given men

bread for their nourishment ;
after which he parted

it into several morsels, which he distributed to the

Apostles, saying to them,
" Take and eat, this is my

body, which is broken for you ;
do this in remem-

brance of me."

As if he had said, It is necessary that I should

be sacrificed in order to accomplish the work with

which I am charged ;
it is a payment which I owe

to God, who hath entrusted me with the salvation of

the world
;
the interests of truth require a victim—

lo here it is—it is my body. This news afflicts you,

but it ought to be to yourselves an example of cour-

age and firmness. And in order lo represent to you

my body which is going to be broken, eat of this

bread which I have cut into morsels for you. I now

do not say to you ;
This is the bread of affliction,

which your Fathers eat in Egypt ;
I say to you,

" This is my body which is broken for you." This

ceremony is no longer to celebrate the departure
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out of Egypt, but affectionately to perpetuate the

idea of your Saviour
;

"At all times, therefore, that

you shall be together, do this in remembrance of

me."

He afterwards took a cup full of wine, which he

presented to his disciples, with a command to them

all to drink of it.
"
For," says he,

"
this is my

blood, the blood of the New Covenant, which is

shed for many, to obtain the remission of their sins."

They seldom made a solemn treaty, but they slew a

victim, in order to render it in some measure more

sacred, and thereby confirm it the more. Thus

Moses did, and made himself a sprinkling of blood

upon the Israelites
; ".This is the blood of the Cove-

nant," said he,
" which the Lord makes with you."

In like manner, the blood, which Jesus Christ shed,

established the truth of his Gospel, serves as a foun-

dation to the New Covenant
;
and this effusion of his

blood is figuratively represented to us by the wine in

the Eucharist. Wherefore drink you all of it, if you
have any regard for the sacrifice which I offer to

God, and to truth
;

for this wine is the symbol of

my blood which I am going to shed in favour of men,

to the end that being confirmed in the profession of

my doctrine, they may obtain the pardon of their

sins.

Such is the origin of the Eucharist, such the end

which its Author assigns to it. One perceives noth-

ing here that savours of mystery. Every thing in it
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is clear, simple, and natural. If we consider the air

of the assistants, one observes in them no surprise,

except the grief which they witness at seeing them-

selves shortly to be separated from their master
;

and to search for the marvellous under a pretended

veil, is certainly to want to be more subtile than they.

Here is a person, who takes leave of his friends,

who eats with them for the last time, who gives them

a token that they may remember him.

Besides, it appears from all the circumstances

that this ceremony is an imitation of the Passover,

except that it represents another event. The Pass-

over recalled to the mind of the Jews the mirac-

ulous deliverance from the Egyptian captivity.
" When your children," says Moses,

"
shall ask you

what means this ceremony, you shall tell them, that

it is the Passover of the Lord, when he smote

Egypt." It is the same with regard to the Eucha-

rist. It exhibits to Christians the death of Christ,

who delivered them from spiritual Egypt ;
it pre-

serves the memory of this grand event, and trans-

mits it from age to age. If you here consult the

infallible Teacher, he will answer you, that you

should do this in remembrance of him. If you address

yourselves to the disciples, St. Paul informs you,

that
"
every time that you eat this bread, and drink

this cup, you do show forth the Lord's death till he

come."
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Remarks on John xiv. 28.

When the Arians object, that Jesus Christ, in

various passages, is represented as inferior to his

father, the Trinitarians reply, that these passages

ought to be understood of Christ as man
;

but that

though Christ be inferior to his Father as man, yet

at the same time he has in him a divine nature, by
which he is God, blessed forever, with the Father.

If they urge, for example, this passage of St. John

xiv. 28. where Christ says,
" The Father is greater

than I ;" and that of St. Matthew xxiv. 36. where it

is said, that " the son does not know the day of

judgment," they reply, that it is as man that Jesus

Christ says, that the Father is greater than he
;

that it is as man that he does not know the day of

judgment ;
but that as God, he is equal to his

Father, he knows all things, he searches the hearts

and reins. These answers do not appear satisfac-

tory to the Arians ; they frame various difficulties

against them, which merit examination, and which

we are going to exhibit to the reader.

1. They say, that in order to apply this answer

to the passages which represent Jesus Christ as

inferior to his Father, it ought to appear very clearly

from scripture, that there are two natures in Christ,

one divine, and the other human. But this is what

does not appear from the sacred writings. There is
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not a single passage which obliges us to regard Jesus

Christ as the Supreme God. There is nothing,

therefore, which authorizes us to make this dis-

tinction.

2. One cannot apply this distinction to the pas-

sages of scripture in question, without doing violence

to them, without attributing to them a mode of

speaking, unknown to all languages, contrary to all

the rules of language. In effect, by these rides, one

may indeed attribute to an whole, what agrees to

some one of its parts ;
but one cannot deny of a

whole, what agrees to one of the parts which com-

pose it. For example, I can say of a man, that he

thinks and that he is extended, because there is in him

something that thinks and that is extended
;

but I

cannot say of a man, he does not think, he is not

extended, under pretence that there is in him some-

thing that does not think, and something that is not

extended. Thus, supposing that Jesus Christ be the

Supreme God, he cannot say, that he knows not the

day of judgment, as on this supposition he knows it in

an infallible manner by his divinity. He cannot say in

a general manner, and without any limitation, that this

day is unknown to him, without violating truth. The

language which they have made Jesus Christ em-

ploy, in supposing that he had present to his mind

this imaginary distinction, resembles that which J

might hold, if, when interrogated by a judge concern-

ing facts which are very well known to me, I should
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reply, that they were unknown to me, under pre-

tence that my body had no knowledge of them. It is as

if, when one asked me if I had seen such a person, J

should answer, no
;

because when I saw him I had

one of my eyes shut, and did not see him with that

eye. It is as if, when one should desire me to write

upon some subject, I should reply, that I was not

able to write, because my mind could not hold a pen.

There is nobody who does not see how absurd such

a mode of speaking would be. There is no absur-

dity a man might not advance, if he were allowed

to employ similar reservation. A man might say

that he neither eats nor drinks, because his mind

properly does not eat or drink. He might say, that

he does not think, that he has not an idea of any one

thing, that he remembers nothing, that he cannot

reason, because all these operations do not belong to

his body. One might say, in speaking of Jesus

Christ, that he was not born
;

that he did not suffer
;

that he was not crucified
;

that he did not die
;

that

he was not raised again, or ascended into heaven,

because all this is not true of him with regard to his

divinity. We easily see that this would be to institute

an egregious abuse of language ;
we ought therefore

to be cautious of attributing it to Jesus Christ, in

supposing that he adopted this mode of expressing

himself, in pretending that he declared to the world

his ignorance of the day of judgment, because he
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knew it not as man, though at the very time, as God,

this day was perfectly known to him.

3. This distinction, which they have framed, is

incompatible with th ideas which the orthodox

espouse of the divin, / of Jesus Christ. If they

acknowledge two persons in Jesus Christ, it might

perhaps take place ; they might say, that these two

persons in Jesus Christ take their turns in speaking,

and that it is the human person that speaks, when,

for example, Jestis Christ says that he knew not the

day of judgment. But the orthodox do not acknowl-

edge but one sole person in Christ
;

that which con-

stitutes his person according to them, is his divine

nature
;

the human nature of Christ is, with regard

to his person, only what clothes are in respect to a

man who is invested with them. It is therefore

always the divinity which speaks in Jesus Christ
;

for it is this nature, which constitutes his person,

which ought to speak ;
it is therefore the

divinity,

according to their system, which was to speak, when

they asked Jesus Christ when the day of judgment
would happen. Agreeably to their system, there-

fore, they cannot say, that it is as man that Jesus

Christ speaks on this occasion.

4. If one examine the passages to which the

orthodox apply this distinction, he will find, that it

cannot take place. In effect, Jesus Christ is most

frequently represented here as the Son of God, that

is, according to the system of the orthodox, as God.
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One cannot therefore say, that it is as man that Jesus

Christ speaks on these occasions
;

for example, in

the passage we have already quoted, Jesus Christ

says,
" As for that day, and that hour, no man

knoweth it, not the angels who are in heaven, nor

even the Son, but the Father." No man knoivs it,

neither the angels, nor even the Son, that is, not

Christ himself, considered as exalted above the

angels, considered as the Son of God, as God,

according to that system ;
one cannot therefore say,

that it was as man that Jesus Christ speaks in this

passage ;
he excludes even this, when he says no

man. In effect, when the disciples addressed this

request to Jesus Christ
;

" Tell us when these

things shall come to pass ;" they did not merely ask

him what he might know 'of them by lights natural to

humanity ; they addressed themselves to him as the

Son of God
; they wished to enjoy a share of that

knowledge which Jesus might possess in this regard,

in consequence of his intimate union with the Deity.

It follows, therefore, that Jesus Christ must be

absolutely ignorant of the time of the last judgment

to answer as he did, that there are not in Jesus

Christ those two natures which serve for the basis

of that distinction they have systematically framed,

and that this distinction must be vain and chimerical.

5. Though the mode of speaking, which they

attribute to the Scriptures, were not as contrary as it

really is to the uniform rules of language, one ought
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at least to own that it is far from being natural, far

from being customary ;
that the expressions, which

the Scripture employs, would naturally and obviously

enough denote, that Jesus Christ does not know all

things, that Jesus Christ is not equal to his Father.

Now if Jesus Christ was God, is it conceivable that

the Scriptures would have chosen to make use of

expressions so equivocal ; expressions, which would

have a tendency to overthrow a doctrine of this im-

portance, which would put men in imminent danger

of being deceived ? What would the orthodox say of

a man, who, in his discourse, would very frequently

declare, that Jesus Christ is not eternal ;
that Jesus

Christ is not omnipotent ;
that Jesus Christ does not

know all things ;
that Jesus Christ did not create the

Heavens and the Earth ? It would be in vain for

him sometimes to ascribe to Jesus Christ attributes

of divinity, he would not fail to pass for a heretic
;

they would pretend, that if he were thoroughly con-

vinced that Jesus Christ was God, he would talk in a

different strain. Why do they not make the same

judgment in regard to the Scripture ? If Jesus Christ

was God, would it speak so frequently of him as a

man inferior to his Father
;

as a man who holds

every thing at his hands ? The scripture, in using

the language of the Unitarians, does it not authorize

their principles ? Why blame so heinously in indi-

viduals expressions which occasion no trouble when

one finds them in the Scripture ? Why study to
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elude, by an unnatural distinction, the clear and

natural sense which exhibits itself in these passages.

They ought at least to grant, that from the reflec-

tions which they make to justify these expressions of

scripture, which represent Jesus Christ to us as infe-

rior to his Father, they ought, I say, to grant, that

the Unitarians are authorized in speaking as they do

of Jesus Christ
; they will be able to say that Jesus

Christ is not omnipotent ; that Jesus Christ does not

know every thing ;
that Jesus Christ did not create

the Heavens and the Earth. They will follow herein

a mode of speaking approved by the orthodox
; they

will adopt the style of scripture ;
no one will have

any reason to be offended with this language. One

must perhaps say on this subject, something like

what a famous orthodox man said with regard to the

subjects of Grace ; One must preach like an Jlrmi-

nian, and believe like a Calvinist ; so here, one must

speak with the Unitarians, and believe with the ortho-

dox. Who does not see, however, whither senti-

ments of this kind lead !

To conclude, what shows the little foundation

that this distinction hath, which they employ in order

to accommodate those passages which represent Jesus

Christ as inferior to his Father, is, that the ancient

Fathers, even the most orthodox of them, never made

use of it. They took a different way to answer these

passages ; they owned that Jesus Christ, considered

even as God, was in some respects subordinate to his

")
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Father ;
that as it was from him that he derived his

being, in this regard he depended in some measure

on his Father
;

in this respect he might say, My
Father is greater than /. Several also of the most

zealous divines for the Trinity employ this expedient,

to answer the difficulties which are proposed to them,

and do not apply to all sorts of passages the distinc-

tion I have been examining.
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