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YREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION.

IN presenting this work to the English-speaking puvlic it
is needless to say anything by way of apology or commen-
dation. For,on the one hand, no college man—in fact, no one
who is concerned for the thorough religious education of the
Catholic laity—will deny the desirableness of such a text-book
in the vernacular. On the other hand, the book speaks for
itself. It has been before the public for more than twenty
years, and is universally acknowledged to be one of the
very best of the many excellent text-books of religion in
which the German Catholic literature particularly abounds;
while in completeness, thoroughness of treatment, and ciose-
ness of reasoning it is certainly unsurpassed. The suthor
has been for well-nigh half a century widely known as cne of
the ablest, most learned and popular writers and professors
of his order.

Whatever fault may be found with the book, then, will
naturally and deservedly fall upon the editor. Therefore it is
well that the reader should know from the outset what share '
the editor had in the work in its present shape. In the first
place, the translation, which had been executed by an accom-
plished English lady, who withholds her name from the
public, has been thoroughly revised, compared with the latest
improved German edition just from the press, and freely
changed wherever change was deemed necessary or advisable.
For considerable portions of the translation, in fact, the editor
himself is entirely responsible. The propositions which in
the latest edition were substituted for general headings have
been in many instances extended so as to give a complete
summary of the whole subject-matter treated under each
heading. Finally, it was deemed necessary considerably to
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iv © Preface.

reduce the bulk of the volume, the better to adapt it to the
demands of American and English colleges. This was the
most delicate and difficult task of all, owing to the extraordi-
nary conciseness and compactness of the text. Some impor-
tant additions, however, have been made from the new
German edition, chiefly touching controversies of the present
day (cf. 115, 259). Those who are acquainted with the
original will probably regret every omission, notwithstanding
the present comprehensiveness of the work.

The book is dedicated to advanced students and to the
educated laity. By ‘““advanced students” are to be under-
stood college students proper, and those of corresponding
grades in academies for young ladies. By ¢‘the educated
laity ” are meant those readers who with a good knowledge of
the Catechism combine such a degree of intellectual maturity
as to enable them to appreciate a theological or controversial
argument. The work is manifestly intended for study and
reference, not for cursory reading.

At firsi glance the very pertinent question will suggest
itself: Can our college students master the amount of matter
contained in this volume? An experience of some years in-
clines the editor to think that the ordinary college boy can,
in three years (two lectures a week), without extraordinary
effort, profitably traverse the entire ground marked out in this

"handbook. To meet the difficulty, however, possibly arising
from the large amount of matter treated, less important ques-
tions, expositions, and proofs will be found in small print,
and may be passed over or treated briefly without interrupt-
ing the course of the argument. Should even the large type
still appear too much, the teacher can use his discretion in
the judicious choice of the varions arguments for the different
theses. The student who has but mastered the wording of
each propogition, who is able to explain all its terms and give
at least one proof for each simple thesis, or for each part, if the

- thesis is a complex one, will have a fair knowledge of his re-

ligion; and he would be a poor student indeed who could not
achieve so much, Should he fail to master all the subjects
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treated in the book during his college course, it will, in any
case, be useful for him to know where to find them in order
to refer to them in future years. The work has been written
not merely for school use, but to be the constant companion
of the educated layman, offering him the means wherewith
he may be ready at all times to give an account of the faith
that is in him.

A word on the use of the book in the schools. It is in-
tended for a three years’ course. Now, although the dog-
matic part i8 logically based on the apologetic ; and the moral,
again, on the dogmatic,—yet the editor is of opinion that it
is preferable to. begin with the moral, then to proceed to the
dogma, and to close with the apology. Thus there will be a
gradation from what is easier and more familiar to what is
more difficult and requires a higher degree of mental de-
velopment in the student. The whole may be profitably
reviewed in the fourth collegiate year, with special emphasis
on the more important and difficult subjects.

Thus used, it is hoped that this manual will continue to
fulfil its mission also in the English-speaking world, as it has
so fur effectually done among the author’s own countrymen,
for the glory of God and the up-building of His Church.

Canistus CoLLEGE, BuFraLo, N. Y., .
On the Feast of St. Ignatius, July 81, 1891,

YREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION.

IN introducing the second edition of this Handbook to the
public the editor has only to say that the favor with which it
has been received far surpasses his most sanguine hopes. The
unanimous verdict of the press, as far as it has come to his
notice, is that the book is just the thing needed for the pur-
pose. Those who have tried it in tks school-room report no
lesg favorably of its fitness. But the best evideace of its true
value is, perhaps, that, although published after the reopen-
ing of our colleges and academies last autumn, a second edi-
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tion has been called for within a few months of its first
publication.

This edition has been enlarged by a supplement of three
appendices: one giving a list of the ecumenical councils, to-
gether with the dates and occasions on which they were held;
a second, the chief creeds and professions of faith formulated
by the Church at various times; a third, a literal translation
of the Syllabus of Pius IX, This supplement, it is hoped,
will prove convenient for both teachers and students. The
third appendix particularly will be found opportune at a time
when liberalism, albeit unwittingly, crops out at times even in
Catholic circles, and necessarily calls forth adverse criticism
in the more conservative portion of the Catholic press. In
such circumstances it is well that the educated Catholic
laity should have a standard by which to judge what is, and
what is not, liberalism in the odious sense of the word
T'hose propositions, however, we would remark, are to
explained according to the doctrine laid down chiefly in the
first part of this volume.

The editor takes pleasure, on this occasion, to thank his
many friends, especially of the Catholic press, for the kind
words they have been pleased to say of this work—both on
his own behalf, and in the name of the venerable and learned
author, who views with much interest and pleasure the popu-
larity which this least of his works has attained to in its new
and extended field.

Canisrus CoLLEGE, BurFaro, N. Y.
Feast of the Circumcision, January 1, 1892,
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HANDBOOK OF THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION.

PART L
TRUTH OF THE CATHOLIO RELIGION.

SECTION 1.

CHRISTIANITY A REVEALED RELIGION.

INTRODUOTION.

1. Religion implies man’s union with God.

1. REL1GION (from religare), taken in its widest sense,
signifies a living union of mun with God; or the homage paid
to God by man’s acknowledgment of, and submission, obedi-
ence and love towards His infinite majesty. We call this
union & living one, because it is effected by the vital acts of
man, i.e., by his thoughts, desires, and actions, Religion is
called, by way of excellence, a bond or union (religio) ; be-
cause, on the one hand, there is no other tie so noble, so
powerful, so necessary; and, on the other hand, this bond is
the foundation of every other human tie (S. Aug. de vera
relig. c. 55, n. 111; Lactant. div. inst. 1v. 28).

2. Religion may be considered either objectively (in its subo-
stance) or subjectively (in its exercise). Objectively- con-
gidered, it consists in that assemblage of truths, laws, and
precepts by which the living union of man with God is
effected, and by which man’s ‘thoughts, desires, and actions
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in regard to God are actuated and governed. When & man
rules his intellect and will—his thoughts, desires, and actions
—according to these dictates, he is said to exercise religion.

‘We speak of a ¢rue religion, and of false religions. The true re-
ligion is that which pays to the true God that homage sanctioned
by Himself or dictated by reason. Those religions are false in
which either a false god is worshipped or a false worship is paid te
the true God. Thus idolatry is false, because it worships false gods;
Mohammedanism is false, because it offers to the true God a false
worship. The true religion alone deserves to bear the name of re-
ligion, because it puts man in the proper relation to God.

2. Religion is a strict obligation incumbent on man.

I. That man has the obligation, by submission, obedience,
and love, to enter into a living union with God, that is, to
practise religion, becomes evident on a little reflection.

1. God exacts man’s homage and, consequently, his submis-
gion and love. God in His infinite wisdom and sanctity must
demand right order in all things. Now, order requires that
the inferior beings should be subordinate to the Supreme, the
creatures subservient to their Creator and Lord, each in accord-
ance with its nature. But while irrational beings do the will
of their Maker unconsciously and of necessity, man, endowed
with reason and free will, then only subjects himself to God
in a manner conformable to his nature when he uses God’s
gifts for the Giver—when with his intellect he acknowledges
God’s supremacy, and with his free will he fulfils God’s law;
when he loves God and seeks Him as his last end, and thus
enters into living communion with Him.

2. Man owes this homage to God. For man knows that God
necessarily requires it. He knows that homage is due to the
Infinite Being, submission to the Lord of lords, thanks to his
supreme Benefactor, and love to the Sovereign Good. He
knows, moreover, that in finite things he cannot find that kap-
piness for which he is created, but only in the Infinite, and
that this happiness is to be obtained only by submission to
God and obedience to His holy will—in other words, by prac-
tising religion.

‘1. The whole human race bears testimony to the obhgatlon
< worshipoing God. All nations, both ancient and modern,
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whether savage or civilized, by their altars and temples testify
their conviction that homage is due to the Deity. This truth
was too plain not to be recognized by all men. By the voice
of conscience God Himself speaks so andibly that He cannot be
overheard. Nor did it escape the notice of phtlosopkars that
without the knowledge and worship of God society itsslf could
not subsist, and that religion, thcugh chiefly & union between
man and God, is at the same time the strongest bond of human
society, and the basis of all social virtues. They all plainly
perceived that justice could not exist without religion. “ With-
out justice,” in the words of St. Augustine, “ states are nothing
else than large bands of robbers, as bands of robbers are noth-
ing else but little states” (de Civ. Dei, 1v. 4). Hence the
universally acknowledged principle that religion should claim
the foremost place in our attention; hence the conviction that
he who undermines religion brings ruin upon society at large
and is an enemy of his country.

It follows, therefore, that religion is a necessary result of our
rational nature, or that man from the very fact of his being en-
dowed with reason owes to God the tribute of homage. Religion
does not, as & matter of fact, rest upon reason alone, since God
from the beginning vouchsafed to man a special revelation, traces of
which are to be found in the religious systems of all nations.

As religion is the outcome of rational nature, it cannot be re-
garded as a result or prejudice of education. It would be rather
singular that the same prejudice should exist among all nations,
Moreover, prejudices of education, particularly if they do not appeai
to the passions, are laid aside in maturer life, and are not shared
by the more enlightened. Nor can we attribute the origin of religion
to the émposition of law-givers, who might recognize in it a salutary
restraint for subjects. For, that all legislators should happen to hit
upon the same expedient, unless it were founded in the nature of
things, is in itself improbable; still more improbable is it that such
a measure could have obtained such universality and permanence.
Besides, we find religion even among savage tribes, with whom
there is, properly speaking, no trace of legislation. We find it
before all political institutions, at the very cradle of the human
race. And where revolutions have destroyed political institutions,
religion still maintains its footing. Nor can a vague and groundless
JSear on the part of man have given rise to religion; for it has been
practised not merely by timid minds. Religion is not only the ex-
pression of fear, but of joy and gratitude as well. We love to call
God the All-bountiful (Deus Optimns Maximus). We fear Him,
it is true, as the just Judge, because rational nature recognizes

Him as such. It is the knowledge of God, thus urged upon us by
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reason, which is the source of religion in general, as well as the
cause of the fear of God's justice.

3. Religion may be natural or supernatural.

Religion, objectively considered, may be natural or super-
natural, according as its substance and the manner in which
it is communicated are natural or supernatural.

1. If religion embraced only such truths and obligations as
rest on the fact that God is an infinite being, the Creator of
the universe, and of man in particular, endowed a8 he is
with reason and free will, it would be natural in substance;
for man would, in that case, acknowledge, honor, and imitate
God’s perfections only in as far as- God would have revealed
them to him through creation. Natural religion would teach,
for instance, that God is our Creator and our last end; that
He is wise, powerful, bountiful; that there is a difference
between good and evil ; that we owe God homage; that murder
and theft are wrong; ete.

A man who reflects on himself and on nature around him may
gain such truths by the light of reason ; and, therefore, we may say
that the substance of natural religion consists of those truths and
obligations which may be arrived at merely by the light of reason.

2. If the truths and precepts which form the contents of
natural religion were manifested only through creation, re-
ligion would be natural both in substance and in the manner
of communication. But if God makes known those truths
and obligations by other means than by creation, namely, by
speaking to us directly Himself, or indirectly through His
messengers—in short, by a special positive revelation,—that
religion which is natural in substance becomes, owing to the
manner in which it is communicated, supernatural in form.

8. If a religion contains truths regarding God which cannot
be arrived at by the consideration of created things, or institu-
tions and precepts which depend upon God’s free will, it is,
owing to these contents, which transcend the natural order,
supernatural in substance.

God can, for instance, reveal Himself as the Trinity—a truth

which He has not manifested through nature. He can impose upon
us certain obligations which are not founded alone upon our relations
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to Him as our Creator; He can destine us for a happiness oonsisting
in the immediate contemplation of His Civine essence, while our
natural end would be a knowledge of God obtained through the
contemplation of His creatures. Now, man is not by nature fitted
for the immediate contemplation of God. This is a gift of a higher
order, which he cannot acquire by the exertion of his natural ener-
gies, a reward which he could not merit by the greatest efforts of
his natural will. God's goodness alone can propose this reward to
him, and, by supernatural aid, make it possible for him to obtain it.

A religion supernatural in substance is necessarily super-
natural also in form, ie., revealed; because its substance
cannot be inferred from nature by the exercise of reason, but
must be communicated by divine revelation. We shall show
in the sequel that the Christian religion is supernatural in

both these respects.

4. The science of religion surpasses all others in excelience. .

A mere knowledge of religious truths and obligations, such as
every Christian is bound to possess, is to be distinguished from the
science or more perfect knowledge of religion. Religious knowledge
deserves the name of science then only when, after having proved
the existence of a divine revelation, and, consequently, the truth of
religion itself, it proceeds to demonstrate the various truths of revela-
tion from their sources, establishes its conclusions one upon another,
and constructs the whole into a harmonious system. Thus the
science of religion has the same functions as any other, with this
difference, that, while other sciences take their principles from
reason, religion takes its fundamental truths from revelation.

The excellence of a science depends chiefly upon the cer-
tainty with which it establishes its conclusions; for certainty
alone affords the mind full satisfaction. Next comes into
account the dignity of the subject-matter, and, if it pursues a
practical end, also the importance of its object. In each of
these respects the science of religion excels all others, and,
consequently, deserves to be called the queen of sciences.

1. The science of religion affords the highest and fullest
certainty conceivable. For the truths upon which it rests are
attested by the authority, that is, by the wisdom aud truth-
fulness of God Himself, while the principles of other sciences
yest upon the light of reason. As far, then, as God’s intelli-
gence surpasses the knowledge of man, so far does the
certainty of the science of religion excel that of other sciences.

2. The subiect-matter of which the science of religion chiefly
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treats is God; and everything else comes under consideration
only in as far as it relates to God. Yet the snbject-matter of
this sacred science is still more perfect from the fact that it
is presented to us, not only in the light of reason, but in a
light that transcends all our natural powers. The science of
religion unfolds truths which no finite intellect of itself can
grasp. And it is in this chiefly that it excels all the other
sciences. For, although the mind cannot penetrate those
mysteries which go beyond its sphere, yet it is more ennobled
even by the merest glimpse of them than by the result of all
human sciences togetner.

3. The science of religion, in giving us precepts regarding our
conduct, pursues the noblest of all objects, viz., our future happi-
ness, consisting in the direct contemplation of God. Though
pagan philosophers may have laid down laws of morality, and
though they may have aimed at leading man to a state of hap-
piness, yet they generally knew not that man’s happiness con-
sisted in the possession of God, or, if they did know it, still
that happiness, consisting in the beatific vision of God which
religion alone enables us to obtain, was unknown to them.

-~
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Naturaw and Supernatural Revelation. (]

CHAPTER L
REVELATION IN GENERAL.

5. Revelation may be natural or supernatural, either in
form or in substance,

Py revelation in general we understand any kind of manifesta.
tion; by divine revelation, a manifestation made by God. The sub-
ject, or substance, of divine revelation may be anything which can
be brought to the knowledge of man.

I. Revelation may be divided, first, according to its form,
i.e., according to the manner in which it is communicated,
into natural and supernatural.

1. Revelation is natural in form when it is communicated
through nature, i.e., through the visible creation. From the
created universe we infer the existence of the Creator, as well
as His power, wisdom, and goodness. From conscience, which
approves some actions as good, and condemns others as evil;
which restrains us from the latter, and urges us on to the
former; which rebukes us for these, and commends us for
those,—we infer the existence of a divine law- glver, judge,
and avenger.

What reason thus teaches regarding God is matter of knowledge,
i.e., of conviction founded upon intrinsic reasons, not matier of
/'aith, i.e., assent on external authority.

2. Revelation i8 supernatural in form when it is commun-
cated, not through nature or creation, but in a higher, super-
natural manner; that is, when Glod speaks to us, either of Him-
self or through His messengers. In the first case this super-
natural revelation is direct; in the second, indirect. Thus God
spoke to the prophets directly, to the Jewish people indirectly
through the prophets. If man can manifest to man his
thoughts and desires by words or other signs, God can, in like
manner, hold intercourse with His rational creatures, and
communicate to them truths, facts, and precepts.
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A manifestation which is supernatural, at least in form, 18 called
simply a revelation, or a divine revelation, and all that is thus com-
municated, though it may have no special bearing on God, is there-
fore called divine truth. Divine truth thus commuricated is matter
of faith, i.e., to be accepted on the authority of God ; for, to believe is
to assent to another’s statement upon his authority, and not on ac-
count of the knowledge of the thing itself ; or to hold a statement
as true because another has uttered it. To believe God. therefore,
means to accept a truth upon the authority of God, i.e., because He,
the All-knowing and All-truthful, has revealed it.

IL. Revelation is divided also, according to its subsfance,
into natural and supernatural.

1. Revelation is natural in substance if it extends only to
such truths as are expressed in creation and are, consequently,
knowable from nature. God canalso, bya positive revelation,
communicate to man what man of himself could learn from
the contemplation of nature, just as one man can impart to
another by words what the latter might find out, or may have
already found out, by reflection. Those truths which man can
know from the consideration of created nature, by the mere
light of reason, constitute the subject-matter of natural re-
ligion (3); and thus divine revelation, if it only communicated
such truths, though supernatural in form, would be natural
in substance.

Truths which may be inferred from nature, or discovered by the
mere light of reason, are called natural truths. These natural
truths, which are matter of knowledge inasmuch as they are known
by the contemplation of nature, become matter of faith when they
are communicated by the word of God. Since faith is the submis-
sion of the intellect to the authority of God, it follows that the reve-
lation also of natural truths is salutary, and, therefore, suited to the
nature of man, affording him opportunity of submitting his under-
standing to God’s sovereign truthfulness. Hence the Vatican Coun-
cil (de fide 11. can. 2) defines : “‘ If any one assert that it is impossible

or unbecoming that man should be taught by divine revelation con-
cerning God and the homage to be paid to Him, let him be anathema.”

2. Revelation is supernatural in substance when it embraces
truths which are not expressed in creation and, consequently,
cannot be known from nature, or by unaided reason. If there
are truths which God has not manifested through creation,
He is as free to reveal them as He is to reveal those which man
could find out by his own reasoning. And if these truths shoulq
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contain myslerses, man, indeed, will not compass their intrin-
sic nature; he will nor, for instance, understand why in God
there should be three persons, or how there can be three per-
sons in one substance ; but he will understand the meaning of
the proposition: In God there are three persons. A man can
understand the meaning of a geometrical proposition without
understanding its intrinsic nature and its proof.

The very fact that God is infinite makes it probable that there are
truths which He has not manifested through the creation of the
universe. -The deist, therefore, irrationally denies that there are
truths in God which can be known only by revelation. At least he
must admit chat in God there are free acts of the will, of which man
has no knowledge ; for who can say that he knows all the free acts
of another’s will? What reason teaches us as at least probable,
namely, that God’s infinite being contains truths which man of him-
self could never know, revelation, as manifesting such truths, proves
to be a fact. Hence the canon of the Vatican Council (de fide 11
can. 8): ¢ If any one assert that man cannot be raised by God to a
knowledge and perfection surpassing nature, but that he can and
must of himself, by continual progress, finally arrive at the possessior
of all truth and goodness; let him be anathema.”

6. To gain a suitable knowledge of the natural truths of
religion, a supernatural revelation was morally necessary for
the human race.

In order to disprove the existence of a revelation, rationalism
asserts that man is self-sufficient, and, therefore, needs no revelation.
But, granting that man by the aid of reason could easily and infalli-
bly arrive at the knowledge of matural truths, the conclusion that
there is no revelation would be false ; for, in the first place, there
18 this advantage in revelation, that by believing it man will have
an op%ortunity of submitting his understanding and his will to God,
and thus rendering Him homage. For, if man believes a revealed
truth, he accepts it, not because he understands it, but simply be-
cause God, the Sovereign Truth, has revealed it; and thus he humbly
submits his understanding to God’s word. Secondly, God may have
decreed to require of man the knowledge of truths, and the fui-
filment of duties, which can be known only by revelation. In this
case, faith on the of man, as well as revelation on the part of
God, is indispensable. For the present, however, we are concerned
only with the supernatural revelation of those truths which belo=g tc
the natural order.

We call that morally necessary which cannot without grest
difficulty be dispensed with, or that which as & means to a
rertain end if 80 necessary that without it the latter can
aardly, or onlv imperfectly, be attained. A supernatura
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revelation is, therefore, morally necessary to man if witnoat
such revelation he could only with great difficulty attain to a
moderately developed knowledge of the natural truths of re-
ligion, or if without it these truths could be but imperfectly
known. Now, without the aid of revelation, or of some other
extraordmary means,—for instance, a special divine rovidence
‘n regard to each individual,—mankind would inevitably be in
such a predicament, as the present state of man and experi-
ence itself amply testify.

1. Were it even established as certain that man, endowed
a8 he is with reason, possesses of himself the ability by hisown
efforts to attain to a moderate knowledge of God and of the
wruths of natural religion, yet without revelation (2) but few
would gain a sufficiently developed knowledge of God and of
those truths. To many, the weakness of their intellectual
powers would be an obstacle, rendering them unfit to investi-
gate the trnth. Others would be hindered from serious reflec-
tion upon religious questions by worldly occupations ; others,
again, by their natural indolence would shrink from the diffi-
culties of an inquiry into & matter so abstruse. () Those
who would not have to contend against such difficulties could
only hope to attain to a sufficient knowledge of religion at a
lato stage of life ; for the amount of preparatory knowledge
necessary, and the difficulty of so many of the questions relat-
ing to God and things divine, and particularly the fickleness
of youth, would render impossible an early acquaintance with
those truths which, especiallv in youth, ought to control all
cur actions. (¢) The few who might finally seem to have
reached the goal of their inquiry wourd with some truths have
gathered many errors, &s the researches of pagan philosophers
amply prove. These errors, which could not long remain un-
discovered, would necessarily produce doubt and uncertainty
regarding the rest of their knowledge; and thus certainty,
which alone can satisfy the mind and sustain the will under
all difficulties, would be wanting. The contradictions which
would exist among inquirers would weaken the confidence
'f the uneducated masses and render it impossible to impart
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to them even those truths which might otherwise be ‘aught
with certainty.

2. If we consult ezperience, it will afford us numberless
proofs of this fact. Although we find some sort of knowledge
of God and of the natural truths of religion even with the .
most barbarous nations, who have abandoned the light of rev-
elation, yet with none of them is such knowledge to be found
in a developed state or without being disfigured by the grossest
errors. Even among the most learned philosophers we meet
with the greatest uncertainty on questions of natural religion,
a3 soon as they ignore the vestiges of divine revelation pre-
served by the human race, and, trusting to reason alone, seek
the solution of religious problems. Side by side with excellent
maxims regarding virtue, we find with the same philosophers
principles which make light of justice and morality, to say
nothing of the fact that many of them, like Socrates and Cato
the Censor, dishonored themselves by gross immorality, and
thus forfeited all their influence in the religions and moral edu-
cation of the people. Not the philosophers, however, but the
poets were the chief teachers of the people in matters of religion.
And certainly the fact that these represent the gods as addicted
to the grossest vices, and thus set them up as examples of
immorality to the people, could not but produce the most
baneful effects. Hence we need not be surprised if even with
the most cultured nations of antiquity human sacrifice and
immoral practices were considered as essential parts of re-
ligious worship.

From a fact so universal we may well conclude that without
revelation a sufficient k:owledge of the natural truths of
religion is extremely difficult, i.e,, morally impossible, and.
therefore, that revelation is morally necessary. The philoso-
phers themselves confessed at times their inability to give
the people any adequate directions towards the worship of
God, and therefore reterred them to the oracles, not to the
philosophers, or consoled them with the prospect of ¢ons te
come, who would teach how to behave towards gods and men”
(Plato, Alcibiad. 1.). They were also convinced that truth
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had been better known in past ages, when' man was nearer
the primitive source of revelation.

From this moral necessity we cannot, however, conciude that God
was bound to reveal Himself to man, and that a revelation has, con-
gequently, taken place. God might have left man without a positive
. revelation, depending solely on his reason and free will, by the right
ase of which he could, though with difficulty, have attained to his
natural end, if such only had been proposed for him by the Creator.
And, although we are not inclined to think that God would have
created man in the helpless state in which we now behold him, yet
we see no obligation on the part of God to rescue man from such a
state, in case he thrust himself into it by his own doing. Now, reve-
iation teaches us that by the sin of our first parent the whole human
race fell; history shows that in the course of time mankind sank
deeper by its own fault. Man's moral helplessness, however, is such
that reason inclines us to the 1 lief that God in His goodness hae
devised some plan of succor in his behalf.

7. In the supposition of a supernatural order, a revelation
supernatural in form and substance was absolutely necessary
to man for the attainment of his end.

1. If man was destined for supernatural bliss, consisting ir:
beholding God face to face, and if he is to reach that end in +
manner suitable to his rational nature, he must, first of all
know that end. For a rational being gains his end only by the
effort of his will; but he can only will that which he knows.
Therefore man must know and worship God not merely as th-
Creator of the natural order and the giver of a natural hap-
piness, but also as the Creator of the supernatural order and
the author of a supernatural happiness. But a religion which
proposes to man a supernatural reward is supernatural in sub
stance.

Now, such supernatural truths can only be known by super-
natural revelation. For, in this life, reason knows God only
as He manifests Himself in His external works, and especially
in the faculties of the human soul and through the voice of
corscience (Rom. i. 20). Now, human nature, it is true, by
its longing for happiness, proclaims that man is destined for
a beatitude which is only to be found in God ; but it does not
reveal that this bliss is to consist in the contemplation of
God’s essence. Consequently this end, which exceeds all
linman exigence and capacity, cannot be learned from nature.




Obligation of Accepting a Divine Revelation. 18

but only from revelation, The same applies to other dispen-
sations and precepts depending on God’s free choice, by which
man is to be guided to that supernatural end.

2. Hence it follows that if man, as is actually the case, is
destined for a supernatural happiness, and is to gain it by free
effort, @ revelation supernatural in form and substance was
necessary. Therefore the Vatican Council (de fide c. 2) teaches
that revelation was necessary “ because God in His infinite
goodness has destined man for a supernatural end, namely,
for the possession of celestial goods, which surpass the knowl-
edge of the human mind.”

8. Man has the strict obligation of accepting a supernatural
revelation, if vouchsafed to him, and recognized by him as
divine.

The obligation of inquiring into the divinity of a revelation exists
only for those who are not yet convinced of its divine character.
But he who lives in the light of revelation knows its divinity, and
can never have rational grounds for a time to discontinue his
belief in order to inquire into the divine origin of revelation. For
its credibility is proved by such convincing arguments, and grace so
strongly urges him to unswerving faith, that every doubt of revela-
tion once accepted is unwarranted. We are free, however, and it is
even advisable, to examine the grounds upon which the credibility
of revelation rests.

The obligation of accepting a revelation which is proved to
be divine follows from the very nature of revelation.

1. If we consider revelation in its form, it is the word of
God; for it is God who speaks to mankind by His messengers.
Why does God speak to us? Doubtless, that we may believe
Him. It is with this intent that one man communicates his
thoughts to another, as the object of speech in general is the
mutual interchange of thought. If aman cannot be indifferent
whether we believe his words or not, whether or not his
knowledge and truthfulness be called into question, much
‘ess can God be indifferent. For in virtue of His holiness
He must exact, on the one hand, tha¢ men honor Him by
acknowledging His omniscience and truthfulness, and, on
the other hand, that he submit to Him by accepting His

words.
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2. The subject-matter of revelation comprises also the man-
ner in which God wishes to be known, honored, and wor-
shipped. In this consists religion in its objective sensc.
Now, it certainly dspends upon God to determine how He is
to be honored. Even the mighty of this earth prescribe the
manner in which they would be served by their dependents.

3. Though the supreme object of revelation is the glory of
God, yet its proximate end is the khappiness of man. Now,
a8 God is free to determine the manner in which He wishet
to be honored, so He is likewise free to predestine man for a
supernatural end, and to make its attainment dependent on
certain conditions. And as it is the duty of man to honor
God in the manner determined by Him, so is it his duty also
to endeavor to attain that end, and to fulfil those conditions
put by God for its attainment. For the very reason that God
has made man’s sole end & supernatural one, man is not free
to reject a supernatural revelation. It is only by firm faith in
revelation that he is enabled to gain his end, and, conse-
quently, he cannot dispense with its light.

If there is such a thing as revelation, deism, which pretends to be
satisfied with a natural religion- based upon a natural knowledge of
God, stands condemned; as also indifferentism, which holds the form
of religion to be a matter of indifference, and every religion to be
equally good.

9. The knowledge of divine revelation is possible to man.

If it is God’s will that man should accept a revelation, He
must invest it with certain marks by which it may be certainly
recognized as divine, and by which it may be distinguished
from a pretended revelation.

1. Considered in its object, revelation is the way which is
tn lead man to his last end. This intention of God, however,
cannot be realized unless man is able clearly to discern the
way pointed out to him by God, and to distinguish it from
any false paths he may encounter.

2. Considered in its substance, revelation is the manner in
which God wishes to be honored and served. God as the
All-wise requires a reasonable servi¢s (Rom. xii. 1). But we
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would not offer a reasonable service if caprice, not well-
grounded conviction, prompted our belief in revelation.

3. Considered in its form,revelation is the vpice of God, and
as such claims faith, i.e., an unwavering belief resting on the
authority of Ged. Without previous certainty, however, our
faith in revelation is infirm. For it is unreasonable to accept
a truth as the utterance of God so long as there can be any just
cause to doubt whether or not God has really spoken.

Groundless doubts ae to the existence of revelation do not impair
the firmness of faith, but are simply to be disregarded, since no
reasonable man allows himself to be influenced by such in his ordi-
nary actions. A conviction which rests upon such cogent argu-
ments that only groundless and unreasonable doubts can be raised
against it we call moral certainty. A conviction which rests upon
such evident reasons that it cannot give room even to unreasonable
doubts is called a metaphysical certainty. Only a moral certainty
of the existence of revelation is required for faith, i.e., for a firm
belief of a revealed truth on the authority of God. For such cer-
tainty directs man in the most important affairs of life, and suffices
to enable us firmly to grasp the motive of faith, that is, the
authority of God upon which rests our belief.

Although such arguments as make the existence of revelation only
probable do not suffice of themselves, yet they may be added to others
which produce moral certainty, as they aid us to overcome possible
doubts with greater facility and to submit with greater promptness.

10. There are distinctive marks by which a true revelation
may be recognized. .

I. The marks of revelation, i.e., those signs by which we
may judge whether a revelation is genuine or spurious, are :
(@) pusitive or negative, (b) internal or external.

By positive marks we may judge with greater or less certainty
that a revelation which pretends to be divine is really such; by
negative marks we conclude that it is not such. Internal marks are
those which are taken from the substance of revelation itself, to prove
or disprove its divine origin. From the revelation itself which is
announced as divine we may conclude whether the bringer is the
messenger of God or not. External marks are those taken from
the conduct of him who professes to be a divine messenger and the
bringer of a revelation. :

1. Among the infernal marks of revelation the negative
have the greatest weight. A pretended revelation, the sub-
stwnce of which includes anything contrary to reason, or to

the laws of morality, cannot possibly be genuine. For God is
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not the anthor of falsehood and cannot lead man to anything
unholy. By this mark alone many pretended revelations of
paganism, sanctioning polytheism and other immoral tenets,
are refuted.

In like manner, every pretended revelation which contra-
dicts a divinely approved revelation (e.g., Christianity) is
necessarily false; since God cannot contradict His own former
statements.

It does not follow, however, that in order to assure ourselves of
the genuineness or spuriousness of a revelation we are bound to test
each point of doctrine separately. (a) Such a test is not suited to
every revelation; since among revealed doctrines there may be mys-
teries which, not being accessible to human reason, may contain
truths apparently contradictory. (b) Nor is it suited to the capacity
of most persons, who, even in natural truths, are unable to judge
of the presence or absence of a contradiction. (c) Such a test is,
furthermore, needless; for, once the fact of revelation is established,
its substance cannot possibly contain anything contrary to reason;
all apparent contradictions will vanish upon closer examination.

If the substance of a revelation is noble, holy, and in keep-
ing with the higher aspirations of man, this fact is a very prob-
able positive mark of its divine origin, The divinity of such
a revelation remains probable only so long as it is not manifest
that those doctrines have not been discovered by human reason
or drawn from other sources. Even pagan philosophers have
known many sublime truths relating to God; and Mahomet
has borrowed several of his doctrines from the Mosaic ana
Christian revelations.

Internal positive marks are not calculated, under all circum-
stances, to be a convincing proof of the divinity of a revelation.
For, (a) not every doctrine can be compassed in its intrinsic nature and
sublimity, and the bulk of mankind is unable to examine the truth,
sublimity, and fitness of doctrines. (b) It is only after a man be-
lieves, often only when he takes pain to regulate his life in harmony
with them, that he discovers that certain doctrines satisfy the crav-
ings of his heart. (c) Again, there may be times of hard trial, when
coldness and insensibility take the place of spiritual consolation.
(d) Besides, the interior, spiritual life is easily subject to illusions ;
and fanatics may sometimes feel apparent satisfaction in their absurd
opinions.

2. If by external marks one is proved to be a messenger of
God, we have thereby a guarantee for the truth of all he
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announces in this capacity. A person, then, is proved by
external signs to be God's envoy if his assertion that he is
such is substantiated by divine testimony, sanctioned by God’s
signature and seal (miracles and prophecies). While, there-
fore, we may conclude a divine mission from internal evidence
taken from the substance of revelation, we may, on the other
hand, infer the divinity of a revelation from the divine mis
sion of him who announces it.

Hence the Vatican Council (de fide 1. can, 8.) decrees: *If any
one assert that divine revelation cannot be made credible by external
signs, and, therefore, that men must be moved to faith only by the
inward experience, or by the private inspiration of each individual;
let him be anathema.”

I1. The most effectual way to assure one’s self of the divinity
of a revelation is to examine the divine mission of the bringer
by means of exfernal marks. (a) It is the easiest way ; for
external facts are more easily known than the internal truth
of most dogmas, particularly when the facts attending the di-
vine revelation appear in the clearest light. (8) It attains ite
object in the shortest time, whilst the life of man would scarcely
suffice to examine in detail even those truths which are
accessible to reason. (¢) It is the safest way and, in every
case, the most convincing. For, while the knowledge of the
internal truth of dogmas and of the fitness of certain institu-
tions is often beyond our reach ; and while, even in case such -
xnowledge were attained, a reasonable doubt might still remain.
whether the doctrine in question might not be the product o
human reason,—as soon as the fact of a divine mission is
established, all doubt as to the truth and origin of the doc-
trine ceuases ; since a divine messenger, as such, can announce
only divine truth. Therefore the Vatican Council (de fide
c. 3) teaches that ¢ miracles and prophecies, because they
clearly show forth God’s omnipotence and omniscience, are
absolutely certain signs of divine revelation, and suited to the
capacity of all.”

The total absence of external signs is a proof that he who professes

to be a messenger of God and to announce a divine revelation is not
such in reality. For, if God must make revelation knowable in orde»
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that it may be reasonably and firmly believed, and if external signs
are the only adequate means for that end, we must conclude that,
if signs are wanting, God did not intend the belief of the doctrine
in question, and, consequently, that He did not reveal it. Since God
always suits the means to the end, it is certain that if He allows
the means necessary to an end to be wanting He does not intend
the end itself. This, however, applies only to a new revelation not
yet proved by previous divine facts. The teacher of a doctrine
already established as divine can justly appeal to those previous
miraculous facts on which its credibility rests.

11. Miracles and prophecies are sure evidences of the di-
vinity of a revelation.

a. By miracles we mean such extraordinary works as cannot be
accomplished by natural forces, but only by God’s omnipotence ;
e. g., the instantaneous and complete cure of a sick person, the rais-
ing of a dead man to life. God, no doubt, can, in virtue of His om-
nipotenice, whenever His wise designs demand it, change the nature
of created things, increase and diminish their forces, govern them by
other laws, substitute for these forces His own divine power, or
produce in nature such effects as no created power can produce.
Or are nature’s laws more powerful than He who framed them ?
Should He who has power to create not be able to restore lost health
or even departed life? Is He not free for a moment to withhold His
co-operation from created causes to prevent them from exerting their
power ?

God alone can work miracles, since He alone is Lord of all nature.
He alone is the ultimate cause of things, and, consequently, His
will is the last cause of their being and their laws. God may use
finite beings as means to produce miracles, but these are not the
authors, but only the instruments, of miracles.

From the knowledge we possess of many of the laws of nature it
follows that, in many cases, miracles are knowable as such. We
know, for instance, with certainty that a stone thrown in the air
must fall to the ground. Though we are not conversant with all
nature’s laws, yet we know many of them, and, consequently, we

discern what is in harmony with, and what is in opposition to them. -

If God can work miracles; if, as the Lord of the universe, He wishes
tospeak to us through miracles, He can also so dispose circumstances,
and so influence our mind, that in many cases we may know with
certainty that a miracle has taken place. However the powers of the
evil spirits may be hidden from us, yet we must concede that God
has the means of convincing us that He, and not His enemy, speaks
to us through any unusual occurrence, For the rest, the enemy of
God, who only devises evil, though for a time he may conceal his
designs, will sooner or later betray himself.

b. Prophecies are predictions based upon a certain knowledge of
future events, which cannot be, or at least were not, foreseen from
natural causes. God alone knows the whole future ; for He alone
comprehends all that is knowable, while man can only know those
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future events which may be foreseen in their causes. The free ac-
tions of man cannot, by reason of their freedom, be predicted with
certainty by a finite being ; since one act of the will does not follow
upon another as ir nature one movement is the result of another,
Nor can the evil spirits foresee free actions with certainty, although
they may perhaps, from natural causes unknown to us, surmise
much that we cannot foresee, and foretell their own future actions.

As, in many cases, a fact may be known as a miracle, so also a pre-
diction may be known as a true prophecy, as often as it can be estab-
lished, on the one hand, that the event foretold is a free action that
could not with certainty be foreseen by the human mind ; and, on
the other hand, the prediction is based on certain knowledge and is
not mere conjecture.

The Vatican Council (de fide, 1. can. 4) issued the following
definition regarding the possibility, knowableness, and convincing
force of miracles : *‘If any one assert that miracles are impossible,
and that, consequently, all records of them, though contained in
Holy Writ, are to be considered as fables or myths, or that miracles
can never be known with certainty, and that the divine origin of the
Christian religion cannot be properly demonstrated by them ; let
him be anathema.”

Miracles and prophecies are irrefragable evidences of those
truths in confirmation of which they have taken place, and,
consequently, of the divine mission of him who claims to be
an envoy of God and bases the divinity of his mission on
those supernatural signs which God works through him.

1. God the all-truthful cannot bear witness to a falsehood.
But He would bear witness to a falsehood if He worked mira
cles in favor of an impostor who appealed to such signs as
proofs of his divine mission. For a miracle, under such cir-
cumstances, would be a divine seal with which God would
confirm a false utterance.

2. God the all-holy cannot lead men to believe what is
false. Now, He would lead whole nations and races into error
if He worked miracles in favor of a false prophet, or conferred
on him the gift of miracles. And, in fact, this universal
error would, in such a case, proceed from God; for the more
prudent and upright a man is, the more he is inclined to
put faith in one to whom God has vouchsafed the gift of
miracles.

3. God the all-wise cannot renounce the fittest means of
communicating His will to man. But the fittest means to this
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end are miracles and prophecies. For, what other means could
take their place? If God appeared in visible form among
men, such a form would be an assumed one, and thus the
question would again arise, how we are to know that God has
assumed this form. If miracles are not sufficient to remove
all doubt, there is no means whatever by which God can reveal
Himself to us visibly, that is, in a manner suited to our com-
posite nature. Not without reason have men at all times
believed a doctrine to be beyond all doubt if it was announced
by one who could appeal to miracles in evidence of his mission.
God, therefore, would renounce the fittest means of conveying
His will to men if He gave a false prophet the gift of miracles
in confirmation of his doctrine. For then there would no
longer be any means of distinguishing a true from a false
revelation, and, consequently, God could not manifest Himself
in an evident manner to His rational creatures.

Though miracles and prophecies can never take place to confirm a
false doctrine, yet there is no repugnance in the fact that God
should work miracles through sinful men for some other end ; for
instance, to free His servants from suffering (Matt. vii. 22).

Hence deism is irrational in rejecting revelation on the plea that
it cannot be known: while indifferentism is equally absurd in main-
taining that the form of religion is a matter of indifference, on the

pretence that a true revelation cannot be distinguished from a false
one.
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CHAPTER 11
PRE-CHRISTIAN REVELATION.
L PRIMITIVE REVELATION.

12. The primitive revelation was supernatural in form and
substance.

I. Our first parents received a revelation supernatural
in form and substance; supernatural religion, therefore,
reaches as far back as the creation of man.

Supernatural in substance is that revelation which communica’l)
truths inaccessible to human reason, imposes obligations, holds ot .
rewards and punishments depending solely upon God’s free choie(
or extending beyond the teachings of reason. Such were the truth:,
commandments, rewards, punishments contained in the religica
communicated to our first parents. But if the primitive revelation
was supernatural in substance, it was likewise supernatural in form;
for supernatural truths can only be made known in a supernatural
manner. Besides, the Sacred Writings expressly record that God
conversed supernaturally with our first parents and made His will
known to them by a positive revelation.

1. Truths regarding his origin and condition were com-
municated to our first father which he could have learned
only from revelation. Even though he had known by the
light of reason that God was his Creator, yet reason could not
tell him that God had directly created his body as well as his
soul; nor could reason teach him how his body had been
formed by God. But from the words: “Till thou return to
the earth, out of which thou wast taken ; for dust thou art,
and into dust shalt thou return” (Gen. iii. 19), we see that
Adam was informed of both these facts. The same applies
to the creation of Eve, as may be seen from the words:
“ This is bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh” (Gen. ii. 23).
Morecver, the supernatural gift of the immortality of his body
was made known to Adam by revelation; for the threat of

losing it by disobedience clearly implies its possessicu.
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2. A positive command is involved in the words: « Of every
tree of paradise thou shalt eat ; but of the tree of knowledge
of good and evil thou shalt not eat” (Gen. ii. 16, 17).

3. A supernatural retributwn is implied in the threat and
subsequent execution of a supernatural punishment (Gen. ii.
17). Death, it is true, is natural as resulting from the nature
of man; but the privation of the supernatural gift of immor
tality was a supernatural punishment, as it proceeded from
the free design of God. Not without reason does Holy Writ
mention in particular the physical effects and penalties of sirn.
For, although these penalties were less than those affecting
the soul, viz., the loss of sanctifying grace and of the right
to eternal happiness, yet they were, for the moment, more
keenly felt and more appalling; and thus they may be con-
sidered as a foretaste of the future punishments to be inflicted
upon the soul.

II. After the fall the former supernatural state of friend-
ghip with God is restored; the conqueror of mankind himself
isconquered; and thus is again opened to man the prospect of
future supernatural happiness. All this is contained in the
solemn promise of a Redeemer. 1 will put enmities between
thee and the woman, and thy seed and her seed: she shall
. crush thy head, and thou shalt lie in wait for her heel ” {Gen.
iii. 15). This promise, justly called the Profoévangel (first
gospel), henceforth forms the germ of supernatural religion.

13. God exercised a special providence towarda the preser
vation of supernatural rehglon.

1. Though it was easy in the beginning, owing to the lengtl.
of human life, to transmit to posterity the supernatural reve-
lation once given, God nevertheless, to insure its preservation,
continued His supernatural intercourse with the human race.
With threats and punishments He rebuked the wayward Cain
(Gen. iv.); and subsequently, when moral corruption pre-
vailed, His admonitions were conveyed through Noe to all
mankind. Then followed the deluge—that great catastrophe
which impressed itself indelibly upon the memory of man-
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gind, and became to succeeding generations a striking evi-
dence of God’s retributive justice. '

2. After the deluge God kept up an intimate intercourse
with Noe, the head of our rescued race. As to our first
parents, so also to this new race He gave a positive law:
“Flesh with blood you shall not eat” (Gen. ix. 4). He
made a new covenant with man, and chose the rainbow as
its everlasting memorial. Through Noe God pronounced
a blessing upon Sem and Japheth, and cursed Canaan, the son
of Cham. ‘

The period from Adam to Abraham is called that of the natural
law, because positive laws and supernatural revelations were not
numerous during that time, and because there was as yet no proper
code of laws, such as was afterwards given to God’s people. At no
time, however, was man exclusively under the natural law.

3. But the promise of a Redeemer made to Adam and Eve
was renewed and more definitely expressed in the blessing
pronounced by Noe on his sons, Sem and Japheth. * Blessed
be the Lord God of Sem, be Canaan his servant. May God
enlarge Japheth and may he dwell in the tents of Sem, and
Canaan be his servant ” (Gen. ix. 26, 27). Sem is especially
blessed by the fact that he is chosen to be the ancestor of
the Messias. Japheth is blessed, inasmuch as his descendants,
who were scattered chiefly over Europe, have reaped the bless-
ings given to Sem. Here there is evidently a question of
spiritual blessings, of spiritual goods, and of a spiritual dwell
ing in the tents of Sem; for, if the descendants of Japheth
had taken actual possession of the tents of Sem, or had seized
on his material goods, the blessing of Japheth, contrary to the
intention of the giver, would have been a curse to Sem.

14. Yet a universal apostasy from natural as well as super-
natural religion ensued under the form of paganism and
idol-worship.

1. Notwithstanding the chastisement inflicted by the del-
age, man soon returned to his evil ways. Once more God
revealed Himself, as it were, visibly, when, by the confusion
of tungues, He prevented the completion of the tower of
Bahel, which was the goanl of man’s ambition and was in-
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tended to be the prond monument of his power. Yet cor
ruption continued to increase. A second and almost universal
apostasy from God ensued. Man disregarded the revealed
truth and all God’s commands and threats,

2. Then, as the Apostle says: “ God suffered all nations to
walk in their own ways” (Acts xiv. 15). From this time He
does not, as a rule, employ any extraordinary measures fo.
their rescue, but leaves them partly to their religious ¢radi-
tions, until these became entirely disfigured; and partly
to that voice which, through God’s creafures and human
reason, speaks to every individual, proclaiming that there is
a Lord of heaven and earth, a supreme Law-giver and
Judge, a searcher of hearts. Thus God, even after men
had rejected the gift of revelation, * did not leave Himself
without a witness ” (Acts xiv. 16). If there were individuals
among the heathens (by this name we distinguish those na-
tions who did not possess the clear light of revelation) who
knew and worshipped God as the Author of nature, we may
suppose that in His goodness He contrived a means to mani-
fest Himself to them also as the Author of grace, and thus
to bring them to salvation.

3. This natural testimony concerning God, however, though
it could not be disregarded, was misinterpreted, and thus, to
tome extent, rendered ineffectual. In the place of the one
true God other divinities were substituted by transferring to
visible objects the original, true, though indefinite, idea of
God as the sovereign Lord of all things, which is naturally
developed in every man by the contemplation of the uni-
verse. Such was the origin of idolatry. The sensual nature
of man, which leans towards sensible objects; servility to-
wards the mighty of this earth; immoderate attachment to
deceased friends and relatives, whose memory was perpetu-
ated by images ; finally, the evil one, who tried to rob God of
the worship due to Him—such have been the immediate
causes of ascribing divine attributes to nafural objects, to
heroes, to images, and even to demons. Thusarose the various
forms of idolatry.
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II. PATRIARCHAL REVELATION.

15. By the call of Abraham and the separation of his pos-
terity God secured the true religion among the Jewish people
and thus prepared for the advent of the Redeemer.

While the nations were departing more and more from
their Creator and going each its own way, God chose Abra-
ham, & descendant of Sem, and made him the father ¢f a
race which was to be the special object of His solicitude,
the guardian of the supernatural revelation, and the hersald
of the promised Messias. This race, from which the Mes:
sias was to spring, was, by its separation from other nations,
and by extraordinary temporal blessings, privileged and sanc.
tified above the rest of mankind, and, at the same time, pre-
served from moral corruption. God, if He chose, could have
effected this design by other supernatural means; but, in
His wisdom, He loves to give a natural groundwork to His
suparnatural dispensations. Abraham was ordered to leave
Chaldea, his own country, and to go into Canaan  God spoke
to him: “I will make of thee a great people, and bles:
thee ” (Gen. xii. 2, 3). Henceforth God continued to con.
verse familiarly with Abraham. As a sign of His covenant
with him He chose circumecision; and herein we discover the
first vestige of the Mosaic law.

But God gave also special and, at times, appalling evidences of a
supernatural providence towards other peoples. _Thus, for instance,
Sodom and Gomorrha were destroyed by fire and brimstone in pun
ishment for their unnatural crimes.

16. At the separation of the Jewish people God intended the
reunion of the human race through the coming Redeemer.

The human race was not, however, to be divided by an ever-
lasting barrier. This separation was made rather in order
that the Gentiles might, by their errors, finally recognize
the vanity of human aspirations, and thus become the more
susceptible for salvation; and that the Jews, on the other hand,
under the special guidance of God, might be the better fitted
to communicate salvation to the Gentiles, Salvation was
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to proceed from the Messias, to whose coming henceforth
God’s people eagerly looked forward. To the blessing pro-
nounced on Abraham God added the promise: “And in
thee shall all the kindreds of the earth be blessed > (Gen. xii.
3). This promise was still more explicitly repeated in favor
of Abraham’s son JIseac: “In him all the nations of the
parth shall be blessed” (Gen. xviii. 18). And again: “ In thy
seed all the nations shall be blessed ” (Gen. xxii. 18). It can-
not here be a question of temporal blessings; for such bless-
ings have not been given to the nations through Abra-
ham’s posterity. According to Jewish and .Christian tradi-
tion, these words refer to the spiritual blessings already
promised to our first parents, which the Messias was to
bring (Qal. iii. 8,16). Jacob, the last of the patriarchs, at his
death, addressed to his son Juda, and through him to the
tribe called after his name, the following words: ‘ The sce)-
tre shall not be taken away from Juda, nor a ruler from his
thigh, till he come that is to be sent, and he shall be the ex-
pectation of nations” (Gen. xlix. 10). The time of the com-
ing of the Messias was to be marked by the cessation of the
sovereignty of the Jewish nation. At the coming of the De-
gired of nations the barrier between the Gentiles and the
chosen people was to be removed.

III. TeE MosAalic REVELATION.

17. The Mosaic law, as to its contents, was partly of a
general nature, regarding all mankind; partly of a special
character, regarding only the people of Israel.

The revelation made to the people of God through Moses
is called the Law, because of the many precepts and ordin-
ances which it contained. Its contents are partly of a gen
eral and partly of a special nature.

I. We call that part of the Mosaic law general which
reveals truths or contains commandments directed to, and
binding on, all mankind. Among them are chiefly those
truths which make up the substance of the primitive revela
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tion—the doctrine concerning God as our Creator and last
end, and regarding the promised Redeemer. The Mosaic -
revelation gave great prominence to the unity of God, be-
cause this doctrine, though clearly contained in the patriarchal
revelation, had been gradually lost sight of by other nations.
The immortality of the soul, on the other hand, was barely
hinted at, or taken for granted rather than emphasized. The
natural moral law was definitely proposed in the Decalogue,
which contained the immediate inferences from the universal
moral law, and which, being based upon the natural relations
of man to God, is equally binding upon all.

II. The special part of the Mosaic law consists of those
ordinances which concerned only the people of Israel.

1. Among the latter are many of the more remote applications of
the natural moral law, whereby certain actions are, under given
circumstances, commanded, forbidden, advised, or permitted. If
some things which are permitted or tolerated are not quite con-
sistent with the perfection of the moral law, the reason is to be found
in peculiar circumstances. This applies especially to polygamy.
For although it is inconsistent with the perfection of marriage, yet
it is not altogether contrary to its design, and God could permit it
to the Israelites as formerly to the patriarchs, because the chosen
people were to be multiplied, not, like the Christians. by way of
aggregation, but by natural propagation. Divorce, which is likewise
not in accordance with the perfection of the marriage-bond, could
have been permitted or tolerated to prevent greater evils (e.g.,
domestic strife and murder). '

2. The ceremonial law, which defined the manner of divine wor-
ship, was founded, it is true, upon a principle binding upon all men.
But the special ordinances, which depended solely upon God's free
choice, concerned the people of Israel only. Among them are : (a)
Sacred observances, such as abstinence, ablutions, circumeision, the
various kinds of sacrifice, ete. (b) Sacred places, vessels, ete., e.g.
the temple, the tabernacle. (¢) Holy seasons, viz., numerous feasts.
chiefly in commemoration of divine favors. (d) Sacred perswms, viz.,
priests and levites, with the high priest, the supreme judge in
religious matters, at their head. The Prophets, who arose from time
to time, were extraordinary messengers of God, whose mission it
was to direct the people’s attention to the coming Messias, to unfold
the doctrines of faith, and to inculcate the observance of the law.

The multitude of precepts and observances was calculated to
separate the chosen people from other nations, and to perpetuate the
remembrance of the true God and of His promises. Besides, the
ceremonial law had also the remoter object of foreshadowing ¢* things
to come” (Col. ii. 16 ; Heb. x. 1), as prefiguring Christ and the
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spiritual goods to be obtained through Him. The Old Testament was,
in the words of St. Augustine (de Civ. Dei, xvi. 26), ‘‘ the veil of
the New, and the New Testament the unveiling of the Old.” Thus,
the paschal lamb is not only a memorial of the deliverance from
Egypt, but a type of the sacrifice of Christ on the cross and of our
deliverance from the bondage of sin.

8. The civil law regulates the mutual relations of superiors and
subjects ; of subjects among tbemselves ; of the members of families
to one another; and. finally, the relation of God’s people to foreigners.
God was properly King of the people of Israel in virtue of the cov-
enant made with them (Exod. xix. 4-8 ; Deut. xxvi. 16-19). As
such He was acknowledged by the people, and as such He manifested
Himself to them (Num, xxvii. 21). Although this relation had been
somewhat changed by the subsequent institution of kings, yet God
did not thereby cease to be the King of Israel, since the visible
kings were regarded only as His representatives. By means of
this theocracy the people were more effectually preserved from
idolatry, while afl their observances, even those of the civil law,
were marked by a sacred character.

18. The Mosaic law had also a twofold sanction: one tem-
poral, or pertaining to this life ; and one spiritual, or pertain-
ing to the next life,

As the substance of the Mosaic law was of a twofold char
acter, 80 also its sanction, that is, the reward or punishmeut
destined for those who obeyed or transgressed it.

1. Moses in the law points explicitly only to femporal pros.
perity as the reward for the observance of the law, and to
temporal evils as the punishment for its transgression. In
this sense we may say that the Mosaic law had only a tem-
poral sanction, and, in fact, the people’s attention wes justly
directed to this kind of sanction. For, being prompt of exe-
cution, such sanction was especially fitted to incite them to
the observance of the law, and was in keeping with God’s re-
lation to them as temporal Sovereign.

2. A future spiri/ual recompense, however, was also held
out to the observers of the law. The Israelites could not have
been ignorant that some sort of reward for good and punish-
ment for evil was to be expected in the next life, since even
the pagans, particularly the Egyptians, believed in the im-
mortality of the soul, as well as in some sort of future retribu-
tion. But the Israelites knew that reward to be a supernat-



Abolition of the Mosaic Law. 29

ural one; for such was the promise made to the patriarchs
(Heb. ix. and xi.), consequently also to the Israelites, on
whom the natural moral law and other traditional precepts
were likewise binding. It was also the geueral conviction of
the Jews at the time of Christ that by observing the law they
would possess everlasting life (Luke xviii. 18). This future
reward was promised not only for obedience to the moral law,
but even for the observance of positive ordinances, though
the Mosaic law makes no express mention of it, for these or-
dinances were likewise given by God’s command, and were,
therefore, snited to be the object of a future recompense.
Though it was possible for those who lived under the pre-Christian
dispensation to obtain justification through sanctifying grace (Heb.
xi.), yet the Old Law, as such, could not confer it. It is true, the law
prescribed those acts which lead to justification and to salvation —
acts of faith, hope, and charity ; but grace, which alone renders
efficacious the exercise of these and similar acts, was not the prop-

erty of the Old Covenant, but was peculiar to the Christian dispen-
sation, in view of which it was conferred in the Old Law.

19. The Mosaic law was to be abolished by the Messias.

The Mosaic law, directly as well as indirectly, points to
its own future abolition.

1. If the division of the human race effected by the call of
Abraham was to cease on the coming of the Messias (16);
therefore the barrier raised by the Mosaic legislation was
destined to be removed. Since the heathen world was not to
be excluded from salvation ; since, moreover, the Gentilesalso,
though less’ definitely, looked forward to a Redeemer (33),
they too were to be incorporated with Him, to appropriate the
bless.ngs which He brought them; and thus He was destined
to unite both Jew and Gentile in one religious communion.
This, however, could not be as long as the people of Isruel
were cut off from all the other nations, as long as Jerusalem
was the only place where the true God was to be worshipped.
The promise given to the patriarchs of a Messias, a Redeemer
of all mankind, and, consequently, the founder of a new re-
ligion, which was to embrace all nations, contained an indirect
allusion to the future abolition of the Mosaic law.
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2. 8till more definitely did the promise given by God on
Mount Horeb point to a new law-giver and, consequently,
to the abolition of the Mosaic law. When the people, fear-
ing the voice of the Lord and His majesty, begged Him to
speak to them no more, the Lord said to Moses: I will
raise them up a prophet out of the midst of their brethren
like to thee; and I will put My words in his mouth, and
he shall speak to them all Ishall command him ” (Deut. xvii.
18). God promised a prophet like to Moses, and a mediator
between Him and His people. This prophet was none other
than He who in the New Law is so often called tke prophet,
or the great prophet, who was to come into the world (John vi.
.14). Thus St. Peter (Acts iii. 22) and St. Stephen (Acts vii.
37) interpret the Mosaic prophecy. And, in fact, none other
among the prophets who came after Moses, nor even the
whole line of prophets collectively, could fully realize that
promise ; for ¢ there arose no more a prophet in Israel like
unto Moses ” (Deut. xxxiv. 10). Unless we admit that God’s
promise has remained unfulfilled, or that it was only very par-
tially fulfilled, we must conclude that it referred to a prophet
who was to be, like Moses, the founder of a new law. For it is
as a law-giver that Moses chiefly distinguished himself, and
here it is with reference to the Mosaic legislation that a prophet
like unto Moses, and, consequently, a legislator, is promised.
Thus the Mosaic law itself, by pointing to the Messias as
the founder of a new law, expressly pronounces its own future
abolition.

IV. THE D1vINE ORIGIN OF THE PRE-CHRISTIAN REVELA-
TION ESTABLISHED BY MiIrAcuLous FaAcTs.

20. Moses proved his divine mission by miracles and
prophecies,

If Moses was really a divine messenger, as he professed to be, the
divine origin of what he taught as such is established by this very
fact. But by the same fact the primitive and patriarchal revelations
are also proved to be divine, because Moses, a messenger of God,
based his law upon them as upon a supernatural foundation,
and thus handed it down to posterity as divine. To convince our-
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selves of the divine mission of Moses we might appeal to his moral
character, which excludes all possibility of imposture. We might
point to the sublimity of his teaching concerning God at a time
when other nations were shrouded in the darkmess of ignorance
and superstition. But the chief evidence of his divine mission are
the miracles and prophecies on which he himself grounded his
authority (10).

Two things must be established in regard to these miracles
and ‘prophecies in order that they may be considered as an
evidence of Moses’ divine misgion: (1) that they were real
miracles and prophecies, and (2) that Moses appealed to them
as an evidence of his divine mission.

I. It cannot be gainsaid that those extraordinary actions
performed by Moses, and considered by him as miracles,
were really such; and that his predictions were also true
prophecies. :

It is certain beyond doubt that in the narration of those facts,
set down as miracles, we possess historical records, and not, as
rationalists pretend, mere poetical exaggerations of every-day occur-
rences. Moses characterizes them as supernatural facts when he
thus addresses the people: ‘‘Know this day the things that your
children know not. who saw not the chastisements of the Lord your
God, His great doings and strong hand and stretched out arm, the
signs and works which He did in the midst of Egypt to king Pharao
and to all his land, and to all the host of the Egyptians, and to their
horses and chariots: how the waters of the Red Sea covered them,
when they pursued you, and how the Lord destroyed them until this
present day: and what He hath done to you in the wilderness, till
you came to this place: and to Dathan and Abiron, whom the earth,
opening her mouth, swallowed up with their households and tents.
Your eyes have seen all the great works of the Lord, that He hath
done” (Deut. xi. 2-7). How would Moses have dared to relate to
the people as something extraordinary every-day occurrences of
which they themselves had been witnesses? The people also readily
acquiesced in the record of these signs and wonders (Deut. vi. 22).
But how could the people permit every-day occurrences which they
themselves had witnessed to be handed down to their descendants
as signs and wonders ? There can be no doubt,.then, that we possess
an historical record in the Mosaic narrative.

1. The snpernatural character of the facts related as miracles
follows:

«. Indirectly from the conduct of Moses and the Israelites
and the behavior of their adversaries. If the facts character-
ized as miracles were not really such, how could Moses have
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dared to make them the groundwork of his law? The assur-
ance with which he appealed to them sufficiently proves that he
was fully convinced of their supernatural character. And how
could he palm off mere natural phenomena as miracles on
a people so suspicious and turbulent as the Jews are known
to have been? The people, in fact, had reason carefully to
inquire into the circumstances of the facts, since on them
depended whether or not they should submit to the heavy
yoke of the law. Much less could national vanity have been
the cause of attributing a supernatural character to the deeds
of Moses; for many of them are chastisements for the people’s
transgressions, and with almost every one is associated some
trait of disloyalty, ingratitude, or sensuality, the mention of
which would rather wound than flatter their pride. Besides,
not only the Israelites, but also the Egyptians, who were quite
familiar with the conditions of the country, and the Magi, so
expert in all arts, like Pharao, recognized in those signs
““the finger of God” (Exod. viii. 19); and the renown of
these wondrous deeds penetrated even as far as Canaan
Jos. ii. 10).

b. Moreover, it may be directly proved that in all those
occurrences there are, at least, some circnmstances which give
evidence of their supernatural character. Thus the plagues
of Egypt, by their sudden appearance and disappearance
according to the prediction and at the command of Moses,
by the rapidity of their succession, by their violent nature, and
particularly by the fact that they spared the Israelites, display
a supernatural character. It was not without cause that God
clhose facts which, under other circumstances, might appear
natural in Egypt, since in these the Egyptians could more
easily distinguish the miraculous than in less familiar occur-
rences. The passage of the Red Sea, as also the manna in
the desert, owing to the accompanying circumstances, are
manifestly supernatural. :

It was in firm reliance on a miracle, which he had expressly
predicted, that Moses led the Israelites in a southerly direction
to the Red Sea, instead of going around it in an easterly course.
Having; at God’s command, stretched forth his hand over the sca,
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the waters were divided, and. a parching wind driea the ground,
while the waters stood like a wall on their right and left. Again
Moses stretched forth his hand towards the sea, and it closed over
the Egyptian hosts (Exod. xiv).

The manna, which fed the Israelites, fell with the dew from heaven,
while the sweet gum known by that name oozes from the branches
of certain shrubs. The former fell for the first time when the Israel-
ites entered the desert of Sin, accompanied them on their eastward
journey, and fell for the last time on the plain of Jericho (Jos. v. 12).
The latter is to be found only in a small tract between the coast and
the highest mountains. The former roused the astonishment of the
Israelites; the latter has nothing remarkable about it. The former
fell at night and early morning; the latter flows all day long. The
former did not fall on the Sabbath, but a double quantity fell the
day before; the latter flows regularly. The former fed the Israelites
without intermission for the space of forty years; the latter lasts
only for six weeks, during the great heat of summer. The former
could be preserved only from the sixth to the seventh day, but
putrefied if kept on other days; the latter may be kept for years.
The former sufficed during forty years for the sustenance of nearly
three millions of men; the latter is to be found only in small quan-
tities, and some years not at all. Hence the fall of manna foretold
by Moses was a supernatural occurrence (Exod. xvi.).

2. The same may be said of the prophecies. On his first
appearance in Egypt Moses predicted the chastisements which
were to visit the country (Exod. iii. 20; x. 4); their termi-
nation (Exod. viii. 11); the fall of the manna (Exod. xvi. 6).
Neither the Israelites nor the Egyptians were so unacquainted
with the quality of the soil or the climate as not to foresee
ordinary occurrences, if there had been question of such.
Besides, it is evident that Moses could only by divine com-
munication know beforehand the events which depended, not
on natural causes, but on God’s free will.  For instance, he
could know only by divine inspiration that of all those over
twenty years of age who had set out from Egypt, only Caleb
and Josue would enter Palestine (Num. xxvi. 64).

II. From his first appearance at the court of Pharao till
the end of the forty years in the desert, Moses appealed to
these miracles and prophecies as to an evident proof of
His divine mission (Exod. vii. 9). He foretold the death
of Dathan and Abiron in these words: ¢ By this you shall
know that the Lord hath sent me to do all things that
you see, and that I have not forged them of my own head:
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if these men die the common death of men, and if they be
visited with a plague wherewith others also are wont to
be visited, the Lord did not send me; but if the Lord do
a new thing, and the earth opening her mouth swallow them
down, and all things that belong to them, and they go down
alive into hell, you shall know that they have blasphemed
the Lord” (Num. xvi. 28-30).

Thus God repeatedly sealed the mission of Moses with 'di
vine approval, and thus established the supernatural charac-
ter not only of the Mosaic but also of the patriarchal and the
primitive revelations.

V. THE SUPERNATURAL Facts oF THE Mosaic REVELA-
TION PROVED 3Y DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE.

21. The books of Moses are authentic historic documents.

That the revelation promulgated by Moses was divine is proved
by his divine mission. The divine mission of Moses is established
by miracles and prophecies, to which he appealed as an evidence.
But how do we prove the authenticity of those books whence we de-
rive our information regarding those facts and the accompanying
circumstances # The answer to this question forms the last link in
the chain of evidence which establishes the credibility of the pre-
Christian revelation.

We must distinguish a twofold authority of the sacred books :
divine and human. The divine rests on inspiration, namely, such
an influence of the Holy Ghost upon the writer as to render the
book written really divine. For the present we are not concerned
with the question of inspiration. We have only to prove that the
five books of Moses (or Pentateuch) can claim, at least, that author-
ity which is due to any other merely historical document.

An historical book is authentic if it contains historic
truth. Now, if the author of a given book is known to us,
and if we have the certainty that the book has undergone no
material change in the course of time, we may form an opin-
ion of its authenticity, whether others bear witness to the
trustworthiness of the author, or the work itself gives evi-
dence of his knowledge and truthfulness. In order, there-
fore, to show the authenticity of the books of Moses, we have
to prove (1) their genuineness, (2) their integrity, and (3) the
author’s trustworthiness.

1. A book is genuine when it has for its author the person
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whose name it bears, or, if anonymous, when it is shown to
have been written about the time to which it is attributed.
Now, the genuineness of the Pentateuch rests on both ezfernal
and infernal grounds.

a. The testimony of the Jewish people at the time of
Christ represents Moses as the author of the Pentaleuch:
“They have Moses and the prophets, let them hear them”
(Luke xvi. 29). The early Christians, who received these
books from the Jews; the pagan philosophers, who were
equally hostile to Christianity and to Judaism; the Greek
and Roman writers, who refer to those writings, were con:
vinced of their genuineness. The Jews bore the like testi-
mony to the genuineness of thess books when, about three
hundred years before Christ, they translated them into Greek;
and again when (500 B.c.), after the Captivity, Esdras col-
lected and ordered them. The Pentateuch, as may be proved
from records, existed one thousand years before Christ, at
the time of the defection of the ten tribes; for the Samari-
tans received it from the tribes of the kingdom of Israel.
But after the separation they certainly would not have ac-
cepted from the tribe of Juda a spurious book even under
the name of Moses. Moreover, the public feasts, the popular
customs, the divisions of the land,—all refer to the Law, which
derives its authority from the fact of its being written by
Moses. And the Israelites, doubtless, must have known the
author of that code of laws which shaped their religious,
moral, and social life. Thus the genuineness of the books of
Moses is clearly proved by external evidence.

b. The author’s style and tone, his familiarity with the
manners and customs of the Egyptians and other nations—
in short, all infernal evidence likewise goes to prove the
authorship of Moses. The author writes as an eye-witness,
and as one who for years had lived among the people whose
h ~tory he relates, as one who noted many of the occurrences
ju t as they took place; and therefore he subsequently sum-
marized, defined more exactly, and inculcated a second time
the laws which he had already _'vin
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2. We call a book entire or incorrupt which has not under-
gone any alteration in its essential parts. The essential parts
of the Pentateuch are the teachings regarding faith and
morals, and the record of those facts upon which the Jewish
-eligion was based.

a. That the Jews wounld not faisify their books may be in-
ferred from the high esteem in which these were universally
held. Had any falsification been attempted, it would have
been chiefly in those. passages which record and reprove tke
vices of the people; yet these are left intact to the present
day. The different readings in trifling matters, which have
beenr always scrupulously noticed, show the conscientiousness
of the copyists. '

b. The Jews could not, if they would, falsify the books of
the Law. The Scriptures were not only deposited in the
Temple; they were also in the hands of many, and at all times
the:e were zealots who would have detected and denounced
any attempt at falsification. Nor do we find that the proph-
ets, who so unsgparingly rebuked all other crimes, ever accused
priests or people of falsifying the Sacred Writings. A falsifi-
cation of the books of Moses, after the separation of the ten
tribes, was utterly impossible, owing to the jealousy with
which the two kingdoms regarded each other.

3. The trustworthiness of the author of the Pentateuch is
proved by the strongest external and internal evidence.

a. External evidence. The trustworthiness of an historian is
beyond doubt if contemporaries and posterity unite in bear-
ing witness to his veracity; for it would be only for the
gravest ohjective reasons that all would unite in such testi-
mony. Now, the contemporaries of Moses bear witness to his
~ veracity by the fact that an entire people accepted a law the
binding force of which rested upon his authority. The
people possessed the same proofs of the truthfulness of Moses
as they did of his divine mission; for a messenger of God
cannot but be truthful in his spoken and written statements
concerning the religion he proclaims, since his words in this
case are God’s voice. Posterity bears witness to the truthful-
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ness of Moses by the fact that it submitted to those laws and
precepts which rest solely upon the facts recorded by him.

b. With regard to infernal evidence, Moses must have known
without doubt (1) the truth of those occurrences which hap-
pened under his own eyes. Previous events, which he only
briefly and incidentally mentions, could easily be handed
down by tradition, considering the longevity of the patriarchs.
The prudence displayed by him on many occasions, apart
Yfrom the divine assistance, secured him against self-decep-
tion. (2) That he would not deceive we may conclude frcm
the candor and -sincerity which always characterized him.
(3) Besides, if he would have intended to deceive, he could
not ; for the facts which he relates took place before the eyes
of all, or were proved by miracles of which all were witness.
This is particularly the case with the divine apparition in the
burning bush. Moses proved to the people by many miracles
that the Lord had spoken to him. As to the facts of past
ages, they were equally well known to the people themselves,
who certainly would have coutradicted him if his narrative
were untrue.

In like manner we might show the authenticity of the other sacred
books of the Jews; for these also have the testimony of a whole
nation in their favor; and their authors are either known to us as
men worthy of credence, or must have been known as such at least
to their contemporaries, who manifestly put implicit faith in their
statements.
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CHAPTER III.
THE CHRISTIAN REVELATION.,
I. DIvINE ORIGIN OF THE CHRISTIAN REVELATION.

22. Jesus of Nazareth proves Himself a divine messenger
by miracles and prophecies,

Although Christ was infinitely greafer than Moses and the proph-
ets, yet He had this in common with them, that He came as a mes-
senger of God. We shall, therefore, first consider Him under this
aspect. If, in establishing the divine mission of Moses, we were
entitled to appeal to his personal character to prove the absence of
deceit, or to his teaching, which far surpassed the wisdom of his
contemporaries, we are much more justified in doing so in regard to
Christ, who Himself challenged His enemies fo convince Him of sin
(John viii. 46), who preached a doctrine far surpassing all worldl
wisdom. To gain our point the more easily and safely, we sha
prove His divine mission chiefly by His signs and miracles.

Christ Himself appeals to His miracles as the most eviderit
proof of His divine mission. When asked by St. John’s dis-
ciples: “Ari Thou He that is to come, or look we for an-
other ?” Jesus, who had just performed diverse miracles,
answered : “ Go and relate to John what you have heard and
seen: The blind see, the lame walk, the lepers are made clean,
the deaf hear, the dead rise again, to the poor the gospel is
preached  (Luke vii. 22). He raised Lazarus to life in order
that the bystanders might believe that the Father had sent
Him (John xi. 42). He declared to all : “ The works them-
selves, which I do, give testimony of Me that the Father hath
ser.t'Me ” (John v. 36).

If, as we have shown (11), miracles and prophecies are evi-
dences of the truth of the statement in confirmation of which
they have taken place, the assertion of Christ that He was
sent by God, in proof of which He so often and solemnly ap-

pealed to His miraculous works, receives a divine sanction,
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provided those miracles and prophecies were really such. But
that they were true miracles and prophecies is beyond doubt.

I. That the extraordinary effects produced by Christ in
animate as well as inanimate nature—in behalf of the sick, the
possessed, and the dead—as related in the Gospel, were true
miracles is evident:

1. From the assurance with which Christ Himself appeals
to them, thus challenging investigation: “If I do not the
works of My Father, believe Me not. But if I do, though
you will not believe Me, believe the works, that you may
know and believe that the Father is in Me, and I in the
Father ” (John x. 37, 38).

2. From the conviction of ¢khe disciples, who fearlessly
preached those facts as miracles and recorded them with all
their circumstances, during the life of the eye-witnesses. ,

3. From the confession of the bitterest enemies of Our Lord,
the scribes and Pharisees, who openly acknowledged that He
did many miracles (John xi. 47).

4. From the acknowledgment of the later enemies of Chris.

_ tianity, for instance of Celsus, Porphyrius, Julian the Apostate;

who, Deing familiar with the philosophy and magic art of
paganism, like the Pharisees, had recourse to the pretext that
Jesus had worked miracles by the power of Satan. They did
not releet that he whom Christ dethroned, and whom He
obliged to seek a dwelling in unclean animals, could not thus
have worked his own destruction.

5. From the nature of the facts themselves, and the manner
in which they were performed.

Jesus proved Hims~'f Lord of inanimate nature. He multiplied
substances when He {cd five thousand men with five loaves and two
fishes (Matt. xiv. 17); and again four thousand with seven loaves
and a few fishes (Matt. xv. 84); the tempests were instantly calmed
at His word (Matt. viii. 26). What natural power could have pro-
duced such effects in such a manner ¢

Jesus proved Himself Lord of life and death. He raised Lazarus
to life again after he had been four days in the grave (John xi.); by
a single word He cured a man stricken with paralysis (Matt. ix. 6).
If, at times, He used natural means to work cures, as when He
spread clay over the eyes of the man born blind, and commanded
him to wash himself in the poo' ~f Siloe (John ix. 6, 7), He did so



40 Divine Origin of the Christian Revelation.

chiefly to show that all nature was subject to Him. He proved thac
He did not require such means by frequently healing the sick by His
word, and by raising the dead to life. Thus He cured the ruler’s
gon at a distance, by the words: ‘‘Go, thy son liveth” (John iv. 50).

Has any one ever by magnetic or other occult power in an instant
calmed the winds and troubled sea, multiplied substances, raised
the dead to life, or cured all manner of diseases? It were wrong to
infer from the occasional imposition of hands which Christ made
use of that He employed magnetism or any similar means. The
imposition of hands was a sacred rite; nor did Our Lord always em-
ploy it (Matt. ix. 6).

6. From the fruthfulness, holiness, and wisdom of God.
The more calmly and deliberately the contemporaries of Christ
considered those facts, the more irresistibly were they drawn
to recognize them as miracles, and, consequently, as proofs of
His divine mission. God, who is all-truthful, all-holy, and all-
wise, could not, on the one hand, bestow upon an impostor a
power by which men would be the more inevitably led into
the most pernicious errors the more sincerely they inquired ;
nor could God, on the other hand, leave men bereft of the
means of discovering the fraud and of escaping the toils of
imposture. This, however, would have been the case if the
miracles of Christ were only apparent miracles.

II. The supernatural character of Christ’s prophecies is
established with equal certainty. He frequently foretold
future events. ¢ Behold we go up to Jerusalem, and the Son
of man shall be betrayed to the chief priests and the scribes,
and they shall condemn Him to death, and shall deliver Him
to the Gentiles to be mocked, and scourged, and crucified,
and the third day He shall rise again” (Matt. xx. 18, 19).
Among the prophecies of Jesus are that of His betrayal by
Judas, the flight of the disciples, the threefold denial by St.
Peter (Mark xiv. 9). History shows us how accurately these
prophecies have been fulfilled.

It is evident that in these predictions there is question of free
actions altogether unknowable by natural power. For those events
depended on the free will of the Jews, of Pilate and the Romans,
of the soldiers, of the disciples, of God Himself. Jesus foretold
events more in detail than the prophets, and thereby showed that

He did not merely repeat their prophecies. He foretold what was to
come with the greatest assurance, making the belief in His divine
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mission dependent on His prophecies as well as on His miracles.
‘¢ At present I tell you before it come to pass, that when it shall
come to pass, you may believe that I am He” (John xiii. 9).

23. The divine mission of Christ is proved in particular by
His resurrection from the dead.

Since Our Lord wished, as it were, to summarize the proofs for
His divine mission in the miracle of His resurrection, it is meet that
we should also treat this fact as a proof comprising in itself all the
other evidences for Christ’s divine mission. And such it is in real-
ity, whether we consider it as a miracle or as the fulfilment of a
prophecy.

1. The resurrection as a miraclse. Three things are to be
established concerning this fact: (1) the fact itself, (2) its
miraculous character, and (3) its value as an evidence.

1. The resurrection of Jesus Christ is an undoubted fac.

~, It is proved by the most reliable witnesses.

As such must be reckoned the disciples of Christ, who preached
the resurrection before the world. Their truthfulness and sincerity
are manifested in their whole conduct. Nor had they any motive
for deceiving. They foresaw, and soon experienced, that their
preaching the resurrection of Christ would lead to persecution and
death. Even bad they wished, they could mot deceive. It would
have been impossible in so short a time, amidst such confusion, to
unite on a common plan of action. Much less was it possible to
execute such a plan without being betrayed by some of the many
accomplices.

The circumstances under which Christ appeared after the resur-
rection prove that the disciples themselves were not deceived. He
appeured not to a few, but to many; even to ‘‘ more than five hundred
brethren at once” (1. Ccr. xv. 6). He appeared not only once, but
repeatedly during forty days; not only in the darkness of night, but
in the light of day. He ate with them, and showed them the prints
of His wounds, and commanded one of the disciples to touch them.
So far were they from being over-cregulous that the report of the
women at first appeared to them asidle tales (Luke xxiv. 11). They
would hardly trust their own eyes (Luke xxiv. 87); and even thosc
who were convinced by obvious proofs could find no credence witk
their brethren (Mark xvi. 13). .

The murderers of Christ are witnesses to His resurrection, in the
first place, by their behavior towards the Roman guards. Instead ot
insisting upon the soldiers being tried and severely punished, they
bribed them, that they might say that, whilst they were asleep, the
disciples had stolen tne body of Jesus. St. Matthew (xxviii. 18),
some eight years after the occurrence, before Jews and Romaus,
asserts this fact without fear of contradiction. Secondly, they
render the same testimony by their behavior towards the disciples.
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Instead of bringing them to task and punishing them for this pre-
tended crime, they merely imposed silence upon them (Acts iv. 18).

Finally, the entire world, by s faith in the resurrection, bears
witness to the same fact. But a few weeks after the event the apos-
tles preached the resurrection, and based upon it the divinity of the
Christian religion (Acts ii. 82). Forthwith three thousand profess
their faith in the resurrection, and the number of believers, and,
consequently, of indirect witnesses to the divine mission of Christ,
increased from day to day.

b. Internal evidence manifestly shows that the disappear-
ance of the body of Christ cannot otherwise be explained than
by His resurrection from the dead.

It is certain that Christ’s body was really buried. The authors of
the gospels give detailed evidence of the fact ; and the Jews demand-
ed a Roman guard for the grave to prevent the possibility of deceit.

It is certain that Christ was really dead. Jews and Romans were
convinced of His death. His enemies-did not allow Him to be taken
from the cross alive. The opening of His side, and the flow of blood
and water, removed the last shade of doubt concerning His death.
Nor had the Jews at any time recourse to the subterfuge of an ap-
parent death.

It is certain that Christ’s body was not swallowed up by an earth-
quake. The winding-sheets were left intact ; and the napkin that
had been about His head lay apart, wrapped up into one place (John
xx. 7). Nor is there any trace of such an earthquake to be found.

It is certain that Christ’s body was notf removed by the disciples.
Their fear was manifestly too great; and if they had attempted
such a thing, they certainly would have been prevented.

It is no less certain that the body had disappeared on the third
day. In what manner? The admission of His resurrection from
the dead is the only explanatjon that involves no contradiction.

2. The resurrection is undoubtedly a miracle. If a certain
miracle is at all possible, the fact in question must be consid-
ered such; for it evidently leaves no room for reasonable or
well-grounded, but only for an unreasonable and groundless,
doubt. The resurrection is evidently a miracle, because it
could not be effected by any created natural force, but only
by divine power.

a. That the resuscitation of a dead person—that is, the reunion
of the soul with the body—is deyond human power is evident from
experience. And how could human activity, which can be exerted
directly only on the body, and only indirectly through the body on

the soul, recall the departed soul, over which it has no power, to its
abandoned tenement ?

b. Nor can spirits, good or evil, raise the dead to life. For they
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have no power to withdraw the souls from the reward or punishment
apportioned to them by God at their departure from life, and to put
them a%ain in the state of probation. Moreover, the evil spirits, in
particular, certainly possess no power over the souls of the blessed,
who are entirely in the hands of God; and if the good angels
have any such power it is only as the instruments of God, who is
Himself the chief agent.

3. The miracle of the resurrection is an undoubted evi
dence of Christ’s divine mission. If God cannot possibiy
work miracles in favor of one who falsely pretends to be a
divine messenger, and appeals to such miracles as a proof of
his divine mission (11), this is most certainly the case when,
a8 in the present instance, the miracle is most evident and
the appeal to it most explicit.

¢ Some of the scribes and Pharisees answered Him, saying: Mas-
ter, we would see a sign from Thee. Who, answering, said to them :
An evil and adulterous generation seeketh a sign ; and a sign shall
not be given it, but the sign of Jonas the prophet. For as Jonas
was in the whale’s belly three days and three nights, so shall the
Son of man be in the heart of the earth three days and three nights”
(Matt. xii. 38-40). Again, challenged by the Jews to prove His
divine authority, Jesus said to them : ‘¢ Destroy this temple, and in
three days I will rebuild it. . . . He, however, spoke of the temple
of His body” (John ii. 18-21). The Jews understood and remem-
bered these words. Therefore, wishing to frustrate the prophecy, they
demanded a guard to be stationed at the grave. ‘¢ We have remem-
bered that that seducer said, while He was yet alive : After three
days I will rise again ” (ifatt. xxvii. 63).

II. The resurrection as the fulfilment of a prophecy. Owm
Lord could have appealed to His resurrection as a summary
proof of His divine mission, because it presented the double
feature of a miracle and a prophecy, and thus comprised the
sum-total of all evidence. In this case it will suffice briefly
to consider the fact of the prediction, its character as a real
prophecy, and its force as an evidence.

1. His resurrection was forefold by Christ in the presence
both of His disciples (Matt. xx. 19) and of His enemies
(Matt. xii. 38, 40). He predicted His resurrection as often
as He referred to it as an evidence of His divine mission;
whence the fact of the prophecy is manifest.

2. This prediction was a real prophecy. Christ was certain

that His resurrection would take place on the third day; for
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He appealed to it expressly, and made the belief in His divine
mission dependent on it. But it was only by supernatural
means that He could foresee His resurrection, since it de-
pended altogether on the free action of God.

3. This prophecy is an incontrovertible evidence of His di-
vine mission. Iu proof of this assertion all those arguments
may be adduced by which the convincing force of miracles
and prophecies in general is established. But those argu-
ments are the more conclusive in the present case because
Christ Himself considers the prediction of His resurrection
alone a sufficient evidence of His divine mission.

24, Christ is the new law-giver and prophet promised in the
0ld Law. '

The law of Moses was only to last until a promised law-
giver and prophet should establish a new law and bring the
divine revelation to its completion. Christ in divers ways
proves Himself to be that law-giver and prophet.

1. History testifies that Christ actually established a new law.
For, after Christ the Christian law exists as a fact, as befove
Him the Mosaic. In unmistakable terms He expresses His.
intention to found a new law. He is to remove the barrier
that separates Jew from gentile, so that there will be but one
shepherd and one flock (John x. 16). He perfects the Old
Law by new precepts: ‘It was said to your fathers, . . . but
I say to you” (Matt. iv.). But as His mission was to fulfil what
wag prefigured, and to develop and perfect what was con-
tained as in a germ in the Old Law, He could truly say that
He “was come not to destroy, but to fulfil the law ” (Matt.
v. 17). Hence it follows that He is ¢he law-giver promised
by Moses; for only one law-giver is promised, and besides
Christ no other arose in Israel.

2. It is manifest that Christ is the prophet like unto Moses
promised in the Old Law and, consequently, the new law-
giver; for all those features by which Moses is distinguished
from the other prophets are strikingly verified in Him.

a. Moses acted as a law-giver, which was the case with none of
the other prophets. Christ alone resembles him in this.
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b. Moses distinguished himself by the miracles wrought by him
in confirmation of the law he promulgated. Christ worked more
miracles than all the other prophets, so that their very number
characterizes Him as the prophet that was foretold (Matt. xi. 8, 4).

c. Moses conversed familiarly with God more than any cther of
the prophets (Num. xii. 6-8 ; Deut. xxxiv. 10, 11). But Moses be-
held only the emblem of God, while Christ contemplated the essence
of God. Of Him it is written : ‘‘ The only-begotten Son, who i8 in
the bosom of the Father, He hath declared it ”’ (John i. 18).

d. Moses, moreover, distinguished himself as the deliverer of
the people to whom he gave the law. But Christ was in a higher
sense the deliverer of the people to whom He proclaimed His law,
He delivered it from sin, and could truly say: ‘‘If the Son of
man shall make you free, you shall be free indeed ” (John viii. 86).

3. Jesus Christ declared in express terms that He was the
prophet promised in the law, the Messias, and, therefore, the
law-giver. As the Samaritan woman who had recognized in
Him an inspired prophet, who knew the secrets of her heart,
said to Him: “I know that the Messias cometh, who is called
the Christ; therefore when He shall come He shall tell us all
things, ” Jesus said to her: “ I am He, who speak with thee”
(John iv. 25, 26). This explicit statement of Jesus, that He
was the Christ, the promised new law-giver, must, therefore,
be received as an infallible fruth, becanse He had by miracles
proved Himself a messenger of God, who as such could only
gpeak the truth. '

25. Jesus Christ proved Himself to be the true Son of God.

The divine origin and, consequently, the truth of the religion of
Christ has been sufficiently established by the foregoing proofs ;
for a religion proclaimed by a true messenger of God is, by that
very fact, divine, But the divinity of our religion appears in still
clearer light when it is shown that its founder was the Son of
God, and, therefore, God Himself. Of the numerous proofs for
the divinity of Christ we shall select only those that may be estab-
lished on the truths already demonstrated.

We must lay down as a fundamental principle that what-
gver a divine envoy asserts in regard to the substance of the
religion he announces is sealed with the divine authority. 1f
the messenger of God asserts that he is the Son of God, God
Himself, this truth, doubtless, belongs to the substance of the
religion he proclaims; for, in this case, he must be worshipped

as God. Since, therefore, the divzine mission of Christ has
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been established, and thus His statements regarding His re-
ligion are stamped with the seai of divine authority, there re-
mains only the question: whether Christ in any way aeclured
Himself to be the Son of God.

Viewing the matter from a merely natural standpoint. if Christ
declared Himself to be the Son of God, we are placed in the alterna.
tive either to consider Him as true God or to regard Him as the
most criminal of all men ; for the greatest of all crimes is falsely tc
assert one’s self as God. Now, all men, even His enemies, acknowl-
edge Christ to have been of a wise, upright, and blameless character ;
therefore they cannot logically doubt of the truth of His statement
when He says He is the Son of God.

1. Christ expressly declares Himself to be the true Son of
God, consequently, God Himself,

a. When the Jews reproached Him for working miracles on
the Sabbath, He answered that He, as the Son, had the same
power as the Father.

¢“ My Father worketh until now; and I work. Hereupon, there-
fore, the Jews sought the more to kill Him ; because He did not
only break the Sabbath, but also said God was His Father, making
Himself equal to God. Then Jesus answered and said to them:
Amen, amen, I say unto you, the Son cannot do anything of Him-
gelf, but what He seeth the Father doing ; for what things soever
He doth, these the Son also doth in like manner. . . . For as the
Father raiseth uF the dead, and giveth life, so the Son also giveth life
to whom He will. . . . For as the Father hath life in Himself, so
He hath given to the Son also to have life in Himself. . . . You sent
to John, and he gave testimony to the truth. . . . But I have a
greater testimony than that of John. For the works which the
Father hath given Me to perfect, the works themselves which I do,
give testimony of Me, that the Father hath sent Me” (John v. 17-36).

The words of Christ can have no other meaning than that which
the Jews really attributed to them. If it were not evident in what
sense He called Himself the Son of God, all doubt is removed by
His appeal to the testimony of John the Baptist. For John had
said : ** This is He of whom I said : After me there cometh a man
who is preferred before me: because He was before me. . . . And
I gave testimony that this is the Son of God” (John i. 80-34).
Jesus was before John only because, as God, He was from all
eternity. Christ Himself, far from giving any other meaning to Hie
words, or calling Himself the Son of God in a metaphorical sense,
confirmed the truth of His assertion. The Jews had taken
offence at His words; yet Jesus only renewed the assertion that
God was His Father, and Himself the Son of God, by attributing to
Himself the same power as the Father. ‘‘ What things soever He Ithe
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Fatherl doeth, doth in like manner the Son.” Now, only He who is

‘almighty does in like manner what God the Father does; and only

He who is almighty and God Himself can, like the Father, give life
to whom He {)lea.ses. Christ acknowledged only one distinction be-
tween Himself and the Father, namely, that of person.

& Christ approves and commends the faith of Stmon Peter,
who, by divine inspiration, clearly and lefinitely recognized in
Him the true Son of God.

When, in answer to His question: ¢ Who do men say that the
Son of man is " the apostles replied: ‘‘Some John the Baptist, and
other some Elias, and others Jeremias, or one of the prophets,” Jesus
continued : ‘‘But who do you say that I am?’ Simon Peter an-
swered : ‘¢ Thou art Christ, the Son of the living God.” But Jesus
answered and spoke to him: ‘¢ Blessed art thou, Simon Bar-Jona ;
because flesh and blood hath not revealed it to thee, but My Father
who is in heaven ” (Matt. xvi. 18-17).

¢. Jesus declared solemnly, before the tribunal, that He was
indeed the Son of God, in the true sense of the word,—He who
sitteth at the right hand of the Father, i.e., who has the
power of God—He who shall come in the clouds of heaven to
judge the world. He is accused of blasphemy because,
being questioned if He is Christ the Son of God, He an-
swered in the affirmative (Matt. xxvi. 63-66). Moreover, He
was declared worthy of death because He made Himself the
Sor of God (John xix. 7).

2. Jesus attributed to Himself the atiribute of eternity, and
declared that He proceeded from the Father—that is, that He
was the true Son of God, God Himself.

When the Jews asked Him, ‘¢ Where is Thy Father " He answered:
¢ Neither Me do {ou know, nor My Father: if you did know Me,
perhaps you would know My Father also. . . . From God I pro-
ceeded and came: for I am not of Myself, but He sent Me. . . .
Abraham {our father rejoiced that he might see My day; he saw it
and was glad. ™.e Jews, therefore, said to Him: Thou art not yet
fifty years old, and hast Thou seen Abraham? Jesus said to them:
Amen, amen, I say to you, before Abraham was made, I am. They
took up stones, therefore, to cast at Him. But Jesus hid Himself,
and went out of the temple” (John viii. 19-56).

Jesus plainly affirmed His divinity when He said that He was
before Abraham and from eternity; for the whole unchangeable
past and future is implied in the words ‘I am.” It was be-
cause of this plain language that the Jews resolved to stone Him.
Nor did Jesus correct them as having misunderstood His wordd
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which He certainly would not have failed to do 1 so important a
matter, if they had actually mistaken His meaning. It is clear,
therefore, in what sense Jesus said that He had ‘‘ come out” from,
and was ‘‘sent” by, the Father, namely, by generation ; in which
sense He calls God His Father.

3. Jesus declares that He has tke same nature as God the

Father.

Challenged by the Jews to say frankly whether He was the Christ,
Jesus answered: ‘I speak to you, and you believe not; the works
that I do in the name of My Father, they give testimony of Me. . . .
My sheep hear My voice; and I know them and they follow Me.
And I give them life everlasting. . . . That which My Father hath
given Me is greater than all; and no man can snatch them out of the
hand of My Father. I and the Father are one. The Jews then took
up stones to stone Him. Jesus answered them: many good works
I have shown you from the Father; for which of those works do
you stone Me ¢ The Jews answered Him: For a good work we stone
Thee not, but for a blasphemy; and because that Thou being man
makest Thyself God. Jesus answered them: Is it not written in
your law: I said you are gods? If He called them gods to whom
the word of God was spoken, and the scripture cannot be broken;
do you say of Him whom the Father hath sanctified and sent into
the world: Thou blasphemest; because I said, I am the son of God ¢
If T do not the works of My Father, believe Me not. But if 1 do,
though you will not believe Me, believe the works, that you may
know and believe that the Father is in Me and I in the Father.
They sought, therefore, to take Him; but He escaped out of their
hands” (John x. 25-39.) This oneness of nature of the Father and
the Son and their consequent unity of will is to be the model of
charity between His followers; and, therefore, Christ prays to the
Father that His disciples may be one, as He and the Father are
one (John xvii. 11).

4, Apparent contradictions in other passages are easily ex-
plained if we only attend to the circumstances in which the
words were spoken.

a. Sometimes Christ attributes divinity to the Father alone; not,
however, in contradistinction to the Son, but to false gods. ‘¢ This
is eternal life, that they may know Thee, the only true God, and
Jesus Christ, whom Thou hast sent ” (John xvii. 8). From the fact
that the pagan gods are not true gods it does not follow that Jesus
Christ is not true God. Moreover, it is expressly asserted in the text
that the knowledge of the Son, as well as that of the Father, is life-

ving,
glb. When Christ says: ¢‘ The Father is greater than 1" (John xiv.
28), He speaks of Himself as man. There is question here of Hi
returning to His Father. As man He also prays to His Father and
is obedient to Him ) .
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c¢. When He says that it is not His, but His Father’s, to grant ta
the sons of Zebe(fee to sit at His right hand or His left (Matt. xx.
- 23), He means that it was not His by that title under which it was
asked, i.e., the title of kindred ; but that this favor depended upon
God’s decree. Elsewhere He expressly says that to Him is giver
‘“all power in heaven and on earth ” (Matt. xxviii. 18).

d. It was only in His capacity of envoy of God that He was ignor-
ant of the day of judgment (Mark xiii. 82); as the messenger of God
He was not empowered to reveal this truth, though He knew it as the
judge of the living and the dead.

e. By the words: ¢ Why dost thou call Me good? None is good .
but God alone” (Luke xviii. 19), Jesus would only lead the young
man in the gospel to the knowledge of His divinity; as if He would
say: if I am good, as thou callest Me, know, then, that I am God.

26. The divinity of Christ is proved by the preaching of
the apostles.

Here two questions come under discussion: (1) what authority is
to be attributed to the teaching of the apostles, and (2) whether the
apostles preached the divinity of Christ.

1. The authority of the teaching of the apostles may be con-
gidered under a twofold aspect—a natural and a supernatural,
—according as we regard it as resting on natural or superv-
natural grounds.

1. Considered from a merely natural standpoint, the teach-
ing of the apostles concerning the person of Christ must be
regarded as of the greatest weight. For if we may in any
case argue from the teaching of the disciples to that of the
master, we may safely do so in the present instance, since
Christ appointed His apostles as the heralds of His doctrine.
He must, therefore, have carefully expounded to them the
meaning of the fundamental dogmas of His religion, to pre-
vent the baneful consequences which would else ensue. If,
then, any one had the facilities of conceiving rightly of the
doctrine of Christ, it was certainly His apostles, who con-
stantly conversed with Him Zuring His public life. Nor had
any others, to the same extent, occasion to convince them-
selves of the truth of Christ’s doctrine by His miracles as the
apostles had, being constant witnesses of His actions.

2. The teaching of the apostles possesses a still higher
authority if we consider it from a supernatural standpoint.
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a. By the very fact that Christ gave to His apostles the
same mission which He Himself had received from His
Father (John xx. 21) they were made partakers of the mag-
isterial power of Christ, their head. Hence the miracles and
prophecies which prove the divinity of Christ’s teaching mno
less confirm the teaching of the apostles. Without further
supernatural facts, therefore, the teaching of the apostles
_ rests upon the same divine evidence as the divine mission of
Christ Himself.

b. The apostles themselves, by numerous miracles, prove
their divine mission, as well as the truth of their own and
Christ’s doctrine, the meaning of which they rightly under-
stood after the descent of the Holy Ghost. ¢ They, going
forth, preached everywhere, the Lord working withal and
confirming the word with signs that followed ” (Mark xvi. 20).
That which is here summarized we find fully explained in the
Acts of the Apostles. The first appearance of the apostles
on the day of Pentecost was attended by miraculous facts, in
consequence of which, on that very day, three thousand souls
were added to the Christian fold. ‘‘ And fear came upon
every soul; many wonders also and signs were done by the
apostles in Jerusalem” (Acts ii. 43).

IL. That the apostles did preach the divinity of Jesus Chriet
is evident from numerous passages in their writings,

1. According to the teaching of the apostles, Jesus Christ
is the ¢rue Son of God, and God Himself.

a. St. John, whose gospel was especially intended to refute Ce-
rinthus, who had denied the divinity of Christ, begins by estab-
lishing this fundamental doctrine. ‘‘In the beginning was the
Word, . . . and the Word was God” (John i. 1). Christ, the Word
made man, is, therefore, called God in the strictest sense.

b. “ We know that the Son of God is come, and He hath given us
understanding, that we may know the true God, and may be in
His true Son. This is the true God, and life eternal” (1 John v.
20). Christ, the true Son, is, therefore, true God.

c. *“Of whom [the Israelites] is Christ according to the flesh, who
is over all things God blessed forever” (Rom. ix. 5).

d. In words no less evident, the apostle St. Thomas confessed his
belief in the divinity of Christ when, beholding His glorious wounds,
he exclaimed : ‘ My Lord and my God” (John xx. 26).
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2. According to the teaching of the apostles, Christ pos-
sesses divine atiribultes and the very fulness of the Godhead.

a. ‘““The same [the Word] was in the beginning with God. All
things were made by Him, and without Him was made nothing that
was made” (John i, 2, 8). Here eternity and omnipotence ars
plainly attributed to Christ.

b. In like manner, St. Paul teaches that by Him and in Him all
things are created .and consist (Col. i. 16, 17); and that He *‘ up-
holds all things by the power of His word” (Heb. i. 8). Christ is,
therefore, the Creator and Preserver of the world; consequently,
omnipotent.

c. ‘*“In Him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead corporally”
(Col. ii. 9); i.e., not apparently, but in reality.

3. The apostles attribute to Christ divine nature, and rep-
resent Him as equal to the Father.

¢“Being in the form of God, [He] thought it not robbery to be
eqnal with God, but emptied Himself, taking the form of a servant,
being made in the likeness of men, and in habit found as a man ”
(Phil. ii. 6, 7). By the form of a servant is here meant human
nature ; and, consequently, by the form of God, the divine nature.
Christ was like to men by his human nature; therefore He is also

said to be like to God by the identity of His nature with the divine
nature.

27. The entire chain of revelation possesses a remarkable
coherence, each link bearing a threefold evidence.

Such, by God’s providence, is the coherence of revelation from the
origin of the human race to the time of the apostles that (1) every
link bears its own evidence, (2) that every preceding link proves the
divinity of the following, and (3) that every succeeding one, in turn,
bears witness to the supernatural character of the foregoing. '

1. That every link of revelation bears in itself the evidence
of ils divinity we have seen from the miracles that attended
cach single phase. We called attention to the miracles attend-
ing the Mosaic and the Christian revelations; but God gave aiso
to the patriarchs by miraculous facts, and to our first parents
by His visible converse, evidences of His supernatural com-
munication with them.

2. That the Mosaic revelation, which comprehends also the
revelations made to our first parents and to the patriarchs,
bears witness to the divinity of the Christian revelation fol-
lows from the promise of a future law-giver (19). Since Jesus
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Christ alone possessed the marks given by Moses, He alone is
the promised law-giver (24). In like manner, the divine
mission of Christ was a warrant for that of the apostles, who
continued His work (26). Hence every foregoing revelation
is, consequently, an evidence of the succeeding.

3. We may convince ourselves of the divine origin of Chris-
tianity by beginning with the last link of the chain, the
miracles of the apostles, which are evidences of their divine
mission, or, in fact, with those miracles which in later times
testified to the truth of Christianity; the apostles and the
Church of succeeding centuries, as divinely accredited mes-
gengers, proclaiming to us the divine mission of Christ and
the truth of His entire doctrine. Again, Christ, thus ap-
proved as a divine teacher, shows us the divine mission of
Moses, and the divine origin of the Mosaic law; for He ap-
peals to the Law and to Moses, who had written of Him
(John v. 46). Moses, on his part, proves the divinity of the
patriarchal and of the primitive revelations (20). Hence each
link is an evidence of the foregoing.

Thus it is manifest that each link in the chain of revela-
tion carries with it a triple evidence of its divinity.

II. THE MiracuLovs FaAcTs oF REVELATION PROVED BY
VARrIous EVIDENCES.

28. The evidences of Christianity are documentary as well
as historiec.

1. As in the case of the Mosaic (21), so also in the case
of the Christian revelation, the question arises, on what
evidence those facfs and circumstances rest by which its di-
vinity is proved. As in the former, so also in the latter
case, we must refer to the documents in which those facts are
recorded. The arguments thus far advanced, therefore, de-
pend upon the authenticity of the writings of the apostles and
their disciples.

2. The revelation of Christ has this advantage, that it is
not only testified by His apostles and disciples, but has brought
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about momentous historical facts, which of themselves, inde-
pendently of the Sacred Writings, would suffice to prove the
divinity of its origin. For, the rapid spread of the Christian
religion, the direct and indirect testimony of the martyrs, no
less than the writings of the apostles, give evidence that the
Christian religion bears an unmistakably divine character.
We are, therefore, justified in adding these proofs to the doc-
umentary evidence for the divinity of our religion.

29. The truth of those supernatural facts on which rests the
divinity of the Christian religion is proved from the books of
the New Testament.

1t suffices for our purpose to prove the authenticity of those parts
of the New Testament in which the facts establishing the divinity of
our religion are related—the Gospels and the Acts of the Apostles.
If at times we have appealed to the epistles of the apostles (26), it
was only in those cases in which there was sufficient evidence from
the Gospels; and our citations have been only from those epistles
against the authenticity of which noserious objections have ever been
raised. For the rest, the authenticity of the latter, in general, is
based on the same evidence as that of the Gospels and of the Acts.

Taking here for granted what we have shown above (21)
concerning the twofold authenticity of the Sacred Writings,
it g our task to prove the genuineness and infegrity of the
Cospels and the Acts, and to show the ¢ruthfulness of their
respective authors.

1. That said writings are genuine, i.e., composed by the
apostles and their disciples, is testified (z) by Christian an-
tiquity, which either expressly attributes them to the apostles,
or, at least, venerates them as apostolic writings. (§) An
imposture would have been tmpossible during the lifetime of
the apostles, as the latter would manifestly protest; nor could
spurious books be subsequently introduced, as the Christians
would evidently oppose the introduction of any new and un-
heard-of writings as coming from the apostles. The strict-
ness with which the Sacred Writings were tested by the early
Church may be inferred from the fact that even some authen-
tic books were in the beginning called in question. (¢) Also
_ éntrinsic marks go to prove that the books of the New Testa-
‘ment were written in the apostolic times, and either by eye-
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witnesses or by those who learned the facts immediately from
eye-witnesses, So accurate a knowledge of persons, places,
and things as is manifested in the Gospels and in the Acts
could not well be supposed in others than eye-witnesses. The
language used is the so-called Hellenic idiom, abounding in
Hebraisms, then common among the Greek-speaking Jews,
as may be found in contemporary writers, like Josephus
Flavius.

2. A falsification of the books in essential parts would bLe
impracticable. (a) Such a falsification is the less feasible the
more numerous the copies of a book are, the more widely it is
read, and the more carefully it is guarded against corruption.
Now, the books of the New Testament were soon to be found
in many hands, and were translated into various languages.
They were read in public and in private. Not only the priests,
but also the people watched jealously over each word and ex-
pression with which they were familiar from childhood; and
as soon as heresies sprang up neither the heretios nor the
faithful could make any change without being detected.
(b) We possess manuscripts, of which some date back to the
seventh, some to the sixth and fifth, and some even to the
fourth century, which amply testify to the substantial iden-
tity of the present with the then existing text. Also the
works of the holy fathers, in which the Scriptures are ex-
pounded and in great part preserved, bear testimony to the
same fact.

3. The ¢ruthfulness of the authors is warranted () by the
testimony of all the converfs to Christianity, whether Jews
or gentiles, who in accepting the Christian religion professed
their belief in the Sacred Books, on whose testimony it mainly
rested. (b) As we conclude from the trustworthiness of a
book to the truthfulness of its author, so we may, on the
other hand, from the truthfulness of the author infer the
reliability of the work. Now, the sacred writers cowld have
had sufficient knowledge of the facts they narrate, since they
were either eye-witnesses or, at least, learned the facts imme-
diately from eye-witnesses. That they had no infention of
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decetving is manifest from a mere glance at the Gospels, for
with the greatest uniformity there is sufficient diversity to
show that there could have been no conspiracy among them.
Everywhere we have the evident marks of sincerity; they re-
veal the perfidy of Judas, the denial by Peter, and other short-
comings of the disciples. And what could induce them to
‘invent facts from which they had nothing to gain but poverty,
contempt, persecution, and death?

Even had they wished to do so, they could not have deceived;
for the facts in question had taken place before the eyes of many
who were still living; and the enemies of Christianity would
certainly have frustrated all attempts at deceit, and corrected
exaggerated statements. However, the bitterest enemies of
the Christian religion, like Celsus, admitted the t:uth of the
gospel narratives, while they tried to explain the miracles of
Christ as the effects of magic art.

30. The rapid spread of the Christian religion, as testified
in history, is an incontrovertible evidence of its divinity.

The rapid spread of Christianity is testified by St. Paul when he
says (Col. i. 6) that the gospel ‘‘is in the whole world. and bring-
etl); fruit and groweth.” Tertullian (Apol. c. 87), addressing the
pagans, says: ‘‘ We are only of yesterday, and fill all your cities,
islands, and fortified places, . . . leaving you only the temples.”
And Pliny, governor of Bithynia (about A.p. 107), writes to the
emperor Trajan that what he calls the Christian superstition had
already infected cities, villages, and country districts (Ep. x. 97).

I. Let us first consider the mere natural force of this fact
as an evidence. When a religion which grounds its truth
upon supernatural facts, that is, on signs and miracles, makes
such rapid progress, even among cultured nations, in so short
a time, we are justified in concluding that those facts were
sufficiently established to those who were led by them to em-
brace that religion. This applies particularly to the resurrec-
tion of Christ, the fundamental proof of His divinity, to
which St. Paul in his preaching chiefly appeals (1 Cor. i. 23),
and which was inserted among the articles of the Apostles’
Creed. The conversion of the world is, therefore, a proof
that the facts adduced by the apostles in support of th-
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divine origin of Christianity were acknowledged to be fully
established truths.

II. But still greater is the force of this argument if con-
sidered from a supernatural standpoint.

A religion which, while professing to be revealed, is propagated in
a supernatural manner receives in this divine aid the same sanction
as one professing to be a divine messenger receives by the gift
of miracles. Christianity is, therefore, a divine religion if it can
be shown that its rapid spread was the work of God. But the
miraculous works of Christ and the apostles as related in Seripture
form part of the Christian religion ; consequently their truth is also
established by all the arguments that go to prove the divine origin
of Christianity.

The rapid spread of Christianity will be shown to be a mira-
cle of the moral order if we consider, on the one hand, the
obstacles to be overcome and, on the other hand, the inade-
quacy of the means of overcoming them.

1. These obstacles were partly inéernal and partly external.

a. Among the infernal obstacles was the Jewish origin of
Christianity, which naturally rendered it contemptible tc
Grecks and Romans. Besides, its dogmas, though in some
poiuts perhaps attractive, were, owing to their incomprehensible
mysteries, to the necessity of submitting the understanding,
and of adoring a crucified God, repulsive to many; while the
severity of its morals rendered it distasteful to a sensual gen-
eration.

b. External obstacles originated (1) from the Jews, who
shrank from communion with other nations, clung to their
ancient customs, and expected a Messias of earthly splendor.’
Still greater were the obstacles arising (2) from the pagans :
from statesmen, who looked on the pagan religion as the bulwark
of Roman power; from the priests, who derived emolument
and influence from the pagan religion; from the philosophers,
who, depraved with sensuality or puffed up with self-conceit,
were unwilling to submit to the folly of the cross; from the
artists who were employed in the service of idolatry; from
the peaple, in fine, who, though estranged from the pagan re-
ligion, yet delighted in the revelry of pagan feasts.

?. The rapid diﬁqsion of Christianity in spite of these dif
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ficulties cannot be ascribed to natural causes. The wunity of
the empire, which afforded a certain facility of intercourse,
favored, but could not effect this extension, and was, on the
other hand, a hindrance, since it afforded equal opportunity
of persecuting Christianity. The general disposition might
be said to be favorable, inasmuch as a conviction of the futility
of paganism prevailed ; but irreligion and indifference were,
again, a serious obstacle. Commercial enterprise and military
expeditions may have diffused some knowledge of Christian-
ity ; but with this knowledge were disseminated also the
strongest prejudices against it. The charity of the Christians
might attract some ; but not all converts needed assistance ;
the means of the early Christians were limited, and con-
versions from motives of self-interest would not have been
lasting in times of persecution. If, finally, we attribute the
rapid spread of Christianity to the gifé of miracles, possessed
by the apostles and their disciples, we thereby acknowledge
its divinity, as well as the truth of those facts upon which it
rests. We may, therefore, apply to the spread of Christian-
ity St. Augustine’s argument for the truth of the resurrec-
tion of Christ: Either Christianity was miraculously propa-
gated, and is, therefore, of divine origin; or it was not
miraculously propagated, and in this case its extension is
for that very reason much the more a mirucle (de Civ. Dei
XXIL ¢. 5).

If other religions, e.g. Mohammedanism, have had a speedy ex-
tension, the causes, on reflection, will be found to be natural. Such
religions had few dogmatic truths, flattered the sensual cravings of
man, were favored by those in power, were imposed by force, or
offered temporal advantages.

81. The divinity of the Christian religion is proved by the
testimony of the martyrs.

The martyrs of early Christian times may be regarded from a
natural and from a supernatural standpoint. Regarded from a
natural point of view, in spite of tortures and even death, they
professed their conviction of the truth of those facts upon which
the Ohristian religion is founded. 8o far they are, in the ordinary
sense of the word, witnesses to those facts. Regarded from a super-
natural point of view, they displayed a fortitude resulting, not from
human, but from divine power. In this respect their fortitude is
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miracle of the moral order, wrought by God in testimony of the
truth of that religion for which they suffered and died, and, at the
z;sme?i time, in testimony of those facts upon which this religion is

I. A testimony which would be sufficient to substantiate any
other fact of moment must also suffice as proof of those facts
to which Christianity appeals as evidences of its divinity.
Now, the testimony of the martyrs is doubtless such as would
suffice to establish any other fact as certain; consequently, it
is a sufficient evidence of those facts which form the ground-
work of the Christian religion.

The testimony of the martyrs possessed all those qualities
which we can require in an evidence.

1. First, as regards the number of the witnesses; it was,
according to the records of Christian and pagan writers, ex-
traordinary. Many of them were eye-witnesses of the works
of Christ; as, for instance, the apostles, and the other disciples
who, like them, gave their lives for their faith. Others,
again, were eye-witnesses of the miracles wrought by the apos-
tles and by their disciples. Still greater was the number of
indirect witnesses, i.e., of such as, convinced by the testimony
of others who had seen the miracles of the apostles and dis-
ciples, embraced Christianity in later times. Many of these
were also eye-witnesses of miracles wrought by the preachers
of the faith ; for the gift of miracles was not unfrequent in
the early ages of Christianity.

2. If we next consider the personal qualities of the wit-
nesses, they certainly possessed both a sufficient knowledge of
what they testified and sufficient probity to testify the truth.
There was question of conspicuous patent facts, a knowledge
of which was not only easy to obtain, but even forced itself on.
the observer,and challenged investigation. Besides, there is
no doubt that a witness means to tell the truth as often as his
testimony, far from bringing him any advantage, entails the
loss of property, and of life itself. This was the case with the
martyrs,

The difference between the testimony of the martyrs and that of
JSanatics who have given their lives for false opinions is this : the
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martyrs bore testimony to facts,; fanatics, at most, to their own con-
victions. Death for one’s opinion is no proof of its truth ; but the
testimony to a fact connected with heroic sacrifice of property or
life is acknowledged by all to have the greatest weight.

II. The fortitude displayed by the martyrs is a miracle of
the moral order wrought by God, and as such an evidence
of the divine origin of Christianity, and, consequently, also
of the truth of those supernatural facts on which it rests, and
which form part of its teaching.

It matters not whether the martyrs died for the truth of the
Christian religion itself, or for some particular dogma, or some
Christian virtue. They died, in any case, for Christianity. Nor
does it matter whether they belonged to early or to later times; for,
since the evidence is taken from the fortitude of the martyrs, not-
from their formal testimony to particular facts, its force is the same.
We emphasize, however, the extraordinary number of the martyrs,
hecause, there being question of the supernatural, the inefficiency of
natural causes is more evident in the case of many than in the case
of a few, which might be accounted exceptional.

Men do not patiently submit to suffering, torture, and igno-
minious death without some powerful motive. This power-
ful motive must be either a matural or a supernatural one.
In the case of the Christian martyrs it was not a natural
motive, i.e., founded upon natural causes, but a supernatural,
‘extraordinary, marvellous effect of grace.

1. This follows from the declaration of the martyrs them-
selves, who frequently assured that it was only by strength
from on high that they endured their torments. Besides, it
happened not unfrequently that those who trusted too much to
their own strength fell of under torture. Even the pagans
themselves frankly acknowledged that the martyrs were in-
capable of enduring such torments without the special’ help
of God. Much more forcibly do the pagans confess this
conviction by the fact that, influenced by the marvellous con-
stancy of the martyrs, they themselves embraced Christianjty.

2. That the constancy of the martyrs was not inspired by
natural motives is evident from the very nature of the case.
For what natural motive would have been sufficient to
influence them ?

a. Not vainglory; for among them were many who were in-
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sensible to this motive; for instance, childreu, slaves, and
men of the lowest rank, many of whom died so utterly un-
known that not even their names are recorded. From mar-
tyrdom many, instead of honor, reaped only shame. There-
fore, though the founders of certain sects, though individuals
may have given their lives for their religious opinions from
motives of ambition, yet in the case of the Christian martyrs
such a supposition is, for the reasons alleged, inconceivable.

b. Not the prospect of religious veneration; for many of
them kuew that this veneration could never be paid to them,
since their name and their resting-place were quite unknown.
Indeed, owing to the great number of the martyrs, it often
happened that death for the faith received little notice.

c. Not the hope of a happy eternity, as a natural motive,
influenced the Christian martyrs, as the prospect of a sensual
paradise fited the followers of Mahomet. T'rue, the martyrs
had the prospect of an eternal reward, which as a supernatural
motive, in union with the grace of God, sustained them ; but
this hope alone, as & mere natural motive, could not produce
in them such extraordinary fortitude, because the goods which
were promised them were of a spiritual order, and, therefore,
less apt to move the sensual man than those pleasures which
Mahomet pretended to secure to his followers. Nay, the very
understanding of those spiritual and supernatural goods is
the work of God, who, besides, must aid the weak will of
man that he may not, in spite of the hope of heavenly joys,
be overcome by present sufferings.

d. Not fanaticism; for fanaticism urges to action and com-
bat, as it did the followers of Mahomet and of Huss ; or, if at
times it enables some, like the Brahmins, to bear extraordinary
torture, it always betrays a tendency to seek admiration.
Fanaticism is always attended with other passions ; it deprives
a man of self-possession, produces morbid excitement, and is
of short duration. But the calm self-possession which the
martyrs always maintained shows how far removed they were
from any kind of fanaticism.

3. God showed by evident signs that it was He who strength-
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ened the martyrs in their conflicts. Now He revealed to them
the day of their death; now He comforted them by a voice
from heaven; now He freed them from all sense of pain ;
now He took from their torturers the power to hurt them ;
now He visited apostates with supernatural punishments
before the eyes of all.

It is evident that this miracle which we behold in the
fortitude of the martyrs is an incontrovertible evidence of
. the truth of the Christian religion and of the divinity of its
origin. For God could not by miracle encourage the faithful
to persevere in a false religion. But by the supernatural
fortitude of the martyrs, consequently by God’s doing, the
Christian religion was strengthened and augmented by the
accession of thousands, who, invincibly drawn by the ex-
ample of the martyrs, beheld in Christianity a divine institu-
tion. This effect, the natural outcome of such a miracle,
must have been intended by God ; whence we must conclude
that God, by working this miracle through His servants, bore
testimony to the truth of Christianity, and thus confirmed
those supernatural facts on which rests the evidence of the
Christian religion. ’
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SECTION II.
THE CHURCH THE DISPENSER OF THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION

CHAPTER 1.
INSTITUTION OF THE CHURCH.

32. The religion of Christ forms one organic whole.

The religion founded by Christ comprises those truths, pre-
cepts, and means of salvation by which its professors are united
with God and, in virtue of this union, with one another. It
is, therefore, in the strict sense of the word, ona religion, not
a plurality of religions.

1. The unity of its founder alone implies the unity of the
Christian religion. This conclusion will appear the more evi-
dent if we consider Christ in His relation to Moses. Christ
waspromised as a prophet and law-giver /iZe Moses (19). But
Moses was the promulgator of one law, the founder of one
religion, which prescribed for all the same faith, thc same
duties, and the same institutions (17). Therefore Christ, as a
prophet and law-giver like Moses, must also have united all
His adherents with God and with one another by one religion.

2. Christ expressly declares His t¢nfention to unite His
followers by one common re igion. “ Other sheep I have, that
are not of this fold; them also must I bring; and they shall
hear My voice, and there shall be one fold and one shepherd
(John x. 16). Christ gathered Jews and gentiles into one
fold, of which He Himself was the shepherd. But if all form
one fold under one shepherd all have one and the same pas-
ture—that is, one and the same religion. But they can remain
united as one flock only so long as they hold and profess the
same religion; for, as experience teaches, nothing so divides
men as difference of religion,
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3. The unity of Christ’s religion is manifest from the com-
mission given by Him to the apostles: ¢ Going, therefore,
teach ye all nations, baptizing them; . . . teaching them to
observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you * (Matt.
xxviii. 19, 20). ““Go ye into the whole world and preach the
gospel to every creature. He that believeth and is baptized
shall be saved; but he that believeth not.shall be condemned ”
(Mark xvi. 15, 16). Omne and the same doctrine, namely, the
whole of the gospel of Jesus Christ, is to be preached; the
same means of salvation are to be dispensed to all the faithful;
the same divine precepts are to be imposed upon all. There-
fore by command of Christ only one religion was to be
preached to the human race.

Nothing, therefore, can be farther from the intention of Christ
than the distinction between essential and non-essential articles of
belief as advocated by Protestants. Christ wishes His whole gospel
to be preached and believed. The distinction, however, between
Jundamental and secondary truths, which are both alike to be be-
lieved, is admissible. Fundamental truths, in this sense, are those
upon which the structure of the Christian doctrine rests as on a
foundation. Such, for instance, is the dogma of the divinity of
Christ, which forms the basis of the Christian religion.

Though the truths of Christianity are to be received without dis-
tinction, yet the obligation of knowing them is not the same in re-
gard to each single article. Every Christian, for instance. is bound
toknow those truths which form the substance of the Apostles’ Creed.
The same, however, does not hold of all the other truths of revelation.
We may, therefore, aptly distinguish between truths which all are
bound to believe explicitly, and, consequently, to know, and such
as all are bound to believe only implicitly. We believe implicitly
inasmuch as we accept the entire Christian doctrine in general. or
all that the Church, the guardian of revelation, teaches, whether we
have a distinct knowledge of it or not.

83. The Christian religion is destined for all nations and for
all individuals.

I. Unlike the Mosaic law, which, according to its spec'fic
contents (17), was binding only upon the people of Isracl,
the Christian religion was to bind, not only one people, but all
nations and all individuals.

1. This universal character of the Christian religion is man-
ifest from the words of Our Lord to His apostles abave cited
(82). If the gospel is to be preached to “all nations” and
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to ¢ all [rational] cre .tures,” it is destined for all, and all are
obliged to accept it, apart from the menace of eternal punish-
ment against those who believe not (8).

The gospel answered this universal purpose, inasmuch as it pre-
scribed a divine worship which was not to be confined to one place,
but was to be offered everywhere to the omnipresent God (John iv. 21);
inasmuch as it introduced laws and customs which were not calculat-
ed for one clime only, but were intended to sanctify humanity in
every clime; inasmuch as it preached truths which enlighten and
elevate every understanding; inasmuch as it held out to its follow-
ers goods which fully satisfy the yearnings of every heart.

2. The manner in which the apostles ezecufed their com-
mission shows their conviction that Christianity was to be the
religion of all nations and of all men. For, in their preaching
they addressed themselves not only to the Jews, though they
were sent, in the first instance, to them; but, going forth,
they preached everywhere (Mark xvi. 20). Therefore in a
few years the gospel is preached, and bears its fruit in the
whole world (Col. i. 6). They knew that Christ, the Saviour
of all, although He Himself, as preacher of the gospel of sal-
vation, was sent only to the sheep that were lost from the house
of Israel (Matt. xv. 24), yet had other sheep that were not
of this fold, and which He was to lead into the one fold by
means of His disciples (John x. 16).

3. The design of providence, as far as it manifests itself in
revelation, points to one religion which is destined to embrace
all nations. To all men was promised the Redeemer who was
to restore the bond between man and God that had been sev-
ered by the disobedience of our first parents (12). Itistrue, an
almost universal apostasy from the supernatural religion ensued
(14); but meanwhile God preserved revelation among the pa-
triarchs, and, at the same time, pointed to the coming of the
Messias as a source of blessings to all the nations of the earth
(16). But only in case that all unite themselves to the Messias,
and profess one religion, can He, in the true sense, become
the author of their happiness. Though at a later period the
Mosaic law introduced a wider separation of mankind, yet
the same law points definitely to one by whom the barrier is
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again to be removed,—a prophet and law-giver (19), who is
none other than the Redeemer promised to our first parents,
and subsequently to the patriarchs. Nay, the separation of the
people of Israel, which dates from the time of Atraham, was
brought about by divine providence to facilitate the propaga-
don of the one true religion among all the nations (15).

As the Messias was frequently represented by the prophets to the
Israelites as the founder of a universal religion, 8o also, by the
providence of God, at the time of Christ’s coming, as we learn from
Tacitus and other writers, the conviction prevailed in the heathen
world that a new order of things, originating in Judea, should be
propagated over the whole world. The Roman poet Virgil, with
manifest reference to sacred books, sang the expected birth of a
child who was to free the nations from misery and inaugurate a new
golden age. The poet uses images and expressions which remind
us of those by which Isaias expresses his longing for, and points tc
the coming of, the Messias (Is. ix. 6,7 ; xi. 6-9; xlix. 13). InGreece,
Plato expresses the general longing for a divine teacher who was to
‘“teach us how to behave towards God and man.” Even India
and China bear witness to the yearning of mankind for a Redeemer.
Whether we regard these manifestations as traces of the revelation
given to man, or as indications of a divine providence influencing
the inner life of nations, or as the expression of a general feeling
of spiritual destitution, or as all these taken together,—in any case,
we may conclude from them that the idea of a universal religion, as
realized in Christianity, was altogether in keeping with divine provi-
dence, and in accord with the yearnings of the better portion of
mankind.

II. If Christianity is destined to be the one religion of all
nations and all individuals, it follows of necessity that every
other so-called religion is false, and contrary to God’s design.
Thig is true not only of those religions which pretend to rest
on a divine revelation (Mohammedanism), but also of natural
religion (deism), which professes to worship God only as the
author of nature. Also Judaism is now a false religion, since
it was destined to exist only to the coming of the Redeemer,
and refused to recognize Him in the person of Christ.

34. The Christian religion is to endure to the end of time.

The Christian religion is destined to endure to the end of
the world, not merely as a germ to be developed by divine
influence, like the primitive revelation; but it is to continue
to exist as it was promulgated in the beginning, With Christ
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and the apostles the divine revelation was brought to a close;
Christianity is, accordingly, not a phase of religious develop-
ment; it is rather the completion, or the sum of the religious
truths and institutions destined by God for mankind.

1. The primitive (12), as well as the patriarchal (16; «nd
the Mosaic revelation (19), points to Christ as to Him whc
was once fo restore the order of things intended by God in
the beginning. Now if, through Christ and through Chris-
tianity, that bond wherewith God wished to unite mankind
to Himself was restored, we must conclude that the in-
tentions of God in regard to man have been fulfilled, and,
consequently, that no new revelation, nor further new bond of
union, was intended between God and man.

2. Christ expressly declares that those truths which He
taught, and which, after the descent of the Holy Ghost, His

“apostles fully understood—in short, that the revelation which
He gave was to endure, and was not to be superseded by any
other. For He sends forth His apostles with the words : « All
power is given to Me in heaven and in earth. Going, there-
fore, teach ye all nations; . . . teaching them to observe all
things whatsoever I have commanded you; and behold I am
with you all days, even Zo the consummation of the world”
(Matt. xxviii. 18-20). If unto the end of the world the en-
tirety of the Christian truths is to be taught, it cannot be sup-
planted by other doctrines; nor is any other religion to take
the place of that given by Christ. If that power which Christ
gave His apostles is to remain unto the end of time, so also
the religion for the preaching of which that power was given.
And if Christ promised fo be with His apostles, as the
preachers of His gospel, to the end of the world, that gos-
pel itself, in its identity, will continue to be preached to the
end of time, since it is for the preaching of His doctrine that
He promised them His assistance.

3. Different from Moses, who pointed to a new law-giver
(19), the apostles not only do not promise the founder of a new
religion, but clearly emphasize the fact that Christ inaugu-
rated the last epock of history, which was to terminate with the
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general judgment (1 John ii. 18 ; 1 Thess. iv. 15). Whenoe
it follows that those institutions which God designed for the
salvation of man have reached their completion in Christianity.

Hence subsequent revelations, vouchsafed to the saints, form no

part of the general Christian revelation, and are, consequently,
called private revelations as distinguished from the public or uni-
versal revelation which is directed to all mankind. Therefore all
those who in later times pretended to add new revelations to that
already given—for instance, Montanus and his followers—have been
ooked upon by the Church as fanatics.

Hence it i8 evident that Christianity is not the initial stage of a
rocess of religious evolution by which man, either necessarily or b
is own free action, is to develop to an ever higher state of intel-

lectual life ; nor is it an intermediate stage, in time to be superseded
by a higher. Such a supposition would rob Christianity of its super-
aatural character. :

85. The Christian religion is unchangeable.

The Christian religion is unchangeable in all its revealed doctrines
—in all those precepts and institutions which are intended for all
men. No article of faith (for of doctrine there is mainly question)
can be added or subtracted ; nor can any dogma receive a different
meaning from that given it by Christ.

1. The Christian religion is unchangeable if the sum-total
of its doctrine, as preached by the apostles, is to remain ever
the same. That it will remain the same we are assured, on
the one hand, by the commission given by Christ to His
apostles and their successors; and, on the other hand, by the
promise made to them (Matt. xxviii. 18, 20). Christ charges
His apostles and their successors to preach to the end of time
that doctrine which He had precisely defined, and which, by
the inspiration of the Holy Ghost, they afterwards rightly un-
dcrstood ; and to them and to their successors, as preachers of
His doctrine, He promises His never-failing assistance. His
‘ntention was, therefore, that the entirety of His doctrine,
which He had entrusted to them, should endure to the end
of time; and by His assistance His intention continues to be
realized.

2. For the unchangeableness of doctrine it is required that
no dogma be set aside, no new article added, and no point of
doctrine interprcted contrary to its original meaning. Now,
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it is easy to show that these three conditions are verified ip
regard to the Christian doctrine.

a. No dogma can be set aside ; for Christ would have His
whole doctrine preached to the end of time; and for the ful-
filment of His will He assured His assistance to His apostles.

b. No new dogma can be added ; for with Christ, to whom
the law and the expectation of the nations point as to the
finisher of our religion, divine revelation is completed (34).

¢. No dogma can be interpreted contrary to its original sense.
For, doubtless, that meaning which the apostles, filled as they
were with the Holy Ghost (Acts ii. 4), and instructed in all
truth (John xiv. 26; xvi. 13), attributed to the various dog-
mas is the true one, and is, consequently, to be maintained to
the end of time. If the meaning of the teachings of Christ
could, owing to the progress of knowledge, change in the
course of time, the commission of Christ to His apostles and
their successors to preach His doctrine, and the promise of
His assistance, would be illusory and meaningless, extending
cnly to the bare wording, not to the substance of His doctrine.
Honce the decision of the Vatican Council (de fide 1v. can. 3):
“’f any one affirm it to be possible that dogmas at any time
lefined by the Church may, in accordance. with the progress
of science, admit of another meaning than that which the
Church understood and understands; let him be anathema.”

‘While the revealed doctrines are unchangeable in themselves and
can admit of neither increase nor diminution, yet our knowledgye of
them may be perfected, as we may infer certain implied truths from
those that are manifestly revealed ; as, for instance, from the divin-
ity of Christ we infer His omnipotence, and from His humanity we
conclude His passibility. Hence the divine revelation is not changed
by new definitions of the Church, but only such revealed truths as
were not expressly or with sufficient certainty known to the faithful
are brought to the certain knowledge of all as revealed, and thus
made an object of our belief, Therefore our knowledge, not the
deposit of faith, is affected by such definitions. Hence they show a
superficial knowledge of the Christian religion and of the Church
who agsert that dogmatic definitions affect revelation itself. This
superficial plea, recently put forward by the so-called Old-Catholics,

is as old as the history of heresy, and was advanced by the Euty-
chians against the fathers of the Council of Chalcedon.
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86. The professors of the Christian religion, according to
the intention of Christ, were to form a social organization,
which is called the Church.

By a society we understand the association of several per-
sons for one common end; or a number of individuals pursu.
ing a common end with united effort.

Three things are essential to a society: a number of individuals,
a common end, and unity of effort. A number of individuals col-
lected in one place do not compose a society. The union of such an
assemblage is only material, while the union of rational beings as
such must rest on intelligence and free will. What they thus con-
sciously aim at is the object or the end of their efforts. According
to the diversity of this end, a society may be scientific, political, re-
ligious, ete. The particular end is, ther.fore, what determines the
character of the society. A common object must be pursued, since
it is this alone which produces that union by which the many become
one. Buttheend ispursued as a common object only when it is sought
with wunited effort. If a number of learned men work at the solu-
tion of the same problem, they do not, on that account, form a
society. They form such only when they pursue the end common in
itself with united effort and with common means.

As individuals, however, differ greatly in their views and in their
choice of means, in order to secure united effort and the use of com-
mon means some power is necessary to direct the minds and wills
of individuals in the choice and application of means to the end pro-
posed. This power is called authority—the power to impose obli-
gations whether vested in one or in many. Where this element is
wanting there is but an imperfect and transient unity. Authority,
must be visible, i.e., it must reside in a visible subject, so that it
may be recognized by all as a ruling power.

1. That the followers of the Christian religion from the
outset actually formed a society or church (ecclesia) history
plainly teaches. For no sooner was the New Law preached
to the assembled people than we actually find a religious body
with the apostles at its head teaching, dispensing the means
of grace, issuing laws and precepts. The history of the Chris-
tian religion is henceforth the history of that society known
as the Church. The very heresies which arose in the course
of centuries show the endeavor to form separate societics,
resembling, however remotely, that social body from which
they seceded.

2. The relation of the Christian religion to the Mosaic law
justifies the conclusion that the followers of the New Dispen-
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sation, like those of the Old, were tc form one compaci
body. For, if the law of Moscs was a figure of the law of
Christ (17), the Synagogue, i.e., the church of the Old Law,
was a figure, however imperfect, of that church which was to
replace it, and so far to surpass it in perfection as the New
Law itself surpassed the Old.

3. Besides, the very nature of religion requires that its mem-
bers form a society. For where one and the same end is pur-
sued, there i8 one of the conditions requisite for the existence
of o society. The existence of one common object naturally
awakens the desire to secure it by united effort and common
means. The multitude will therefore, if there exist no com-
mon bond of anthority, create such, however imperfect it may
be ; and thus a religious society will naturally spring up.

87. The Church has been founded directly by Christ.

It is beyond all doubt that the Church is the work of Christ
Himself, and that, as He is the sole author of the Christian
religion, so He is also the immediate founder of the Church.
He directly instituted that authority which is the soul, or
principle, of life, that binds together in one body all those who
profess His religion. It is easily shown that it was Christ
Himself, not His followers, not even His apostles, who created
that external bond of authority which was intended to unite
. i1 the Church’s members.

‘We speak here of authority in the abstract (i.e., in itself), not in the
concrete (i.e., the subject in whom it resides). We cannot, however,

abstract from the latter altogether ; for Christ, when He created this
power, at the same time specified the subjects in whom it was to reside.

1. Christ declared His ¢nfention of founding a Church, and
that by the institution of a living authority, when He said to
Simon Peter: ¢ Thou art Peter, and upon this rock I w:ll
build My Church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail
aganst it.” Now, if Christ intends personally to build His
Church, it is not to be the work of men, Christ HHimself will
therefore give it all the necessary elements of a true social
body, and, consequently, a ruling authority. And that there
might be no room for doubt, He added : ““ And I will give to
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thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven. Whatsoever thou
ghalt bind upon earth, it shall be bound also in heaven; and
whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth, it shall be loosed also in
heaven” (Matt. xvi. 18, 19). '

It matters little for our present purpose whether this power was
promised to Peter alone or to the other apostles as well, or even to
the body of the faithful : it suffices that Christ promised to establish
a ruling authority, and, consequently, a true society.

2. This authority was actually established, and therefore
the Church founded, when Our Lord after His resurrection
said to Peter : “Feed My lambs; feed My sheep ” (John xxi.
15, 17). For, daring His mortal life Christ Himself was the
vigible head of the infant Church ; henceforth, however, the
office of visibly feeding the flock was to be discharged by an-
other, to whom Christ, together with the office, gave also the
necessary authority to discharge it.

3. From the moment when first the Church, after the de-
acent of the Holy Ghost, appeared before the world,-we find a
gompact, fully organized society, with the apostles at its head.
¢* They, therefore, that received his [Peter’s] word were bap-
tized ; and there were added in that day about three thou-
sand souls. And they were persevering in the doctrine of the
apostles, and in the communication of the breaking of bread,
and in prayers” (Acte ii. 41, 42). It was by the preaching’
of the apostles, it is true, that the faithful were gained for
the Church ; but it was not the apostles that devised the plan
of this social body, made baptism the condition of member-
ship, appointed the first fapreme head, and invested him with
authority. It was Christ Himself who did all this, and by so
doing founded the Chutch.

4. The Synagogue itself was the work, not of men, but of
God; for God, through Moses as His representative, drew
up its plan, gave it a suitable constitution, appointed its rul-
ers, and defined the extent of their power. And it was from
this divine origin that it derived its dignity and perfection.
Now, the reality would be inferior to figure and shadow if
while the Synagogue of the Old Law was the work of God
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the Church of Christ were to be the work of men; and this
would have been the case if Christ had not Himself created
the life-giving principle of authority in His Church.

A ¢ church of the future” is, therefore, no less absurd than a
Christian religion of the future ; for the founder of the Christian
religion was at the same time the immediate founder of the
Church. Hence the fathers considered it one and the same thing
to be outside the Church and to be an apostate from Christianity.
‘ He is no Christian,” says St. Cyprian, ‘‘ who is not within the
Church of Christ” (Ep. ad Antonian. 55, n. 24).
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CHAPTER IL
THE END OF THE CHURCH.

38. The proximate end of the Church is the preservation
and practice of the Christian religion.

We may distinguish a twofold end of the Church : an immediate
or proximate, and a mediate or ultimate one. The ultimate end of
the Church is to lead all men to eternal life; the proximate, to
teach all men the truths of revelation, to enforce the divine pre-
cepts, to dispense the means of grace, and thus to maintain the
practice of the Christian religion.

1. We can with certainty infer the end of the Church from
the words of Christ to the apostles when He sent them forth to
gather all nations into the Church ; for from the commission
given %0 a messenger we may gather the object of his
mission. The charge given to the apostles was to teach the
nations, to administer the sacraments, to enforce the observ-
ance of the Christian law ; and that not only for a time, but
to the end of the world. For this purpose Christ assured
them of His never-failing assistance (Matt. xxviii. 18-20).
Now, two things are implied in these words : first, that the
apostles and their successors have the duty, with the assist-
ance of Christ, to expound, to impart, to enforce the substance
of Christ’s teaching ; secondly, that it is the duty of all, with-
out exception, to believe the doctrines thus proposed, to make
use of the means of grace thus offered, and to fulfil the pre-
cepts thus enjoined. By this means the substance of the
Christian religion is preserved, and at the same time put in
practice. The administration and the maintenance of religion
is, therefore, the proximate end of Christ’s Church.

2. The same is evident from the words addressed to Peter:
«“ Feed My lambs ; feed My sheep” (John xxi. 15-17). 1le
to whom these words were addressed is to pasture and govern
men, inasmuch as they are the lambs and sheep of Christ.
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But they are the lambs and sheep of Christ by the acceptance
of His doctrine and the profession and practice of His relig-
ion. The direction of the flock in matters of religion, the
preservation of Christ’s teaching, the dispensation of the
means of grace, were, consequently, the special duties imposed
on St. Peter, and on, those who shared with him the direction
of Christ’s flock.

Since the specific nature of a society is determined by its imme-
diate object or end, the Church may be defined as the community of

the faithful, or, the union of those who profess the true faith of
Christ.
39. The ultimate end of the Church is, by the doctrine and

means of grace intrusted to it by Christ, and by its authority,
to lead men to everlasting life.

1. That the practice of the Christian religion is the God-
given way to salvation follows from the nature of religion as
a living union of man with God (1), and especially from the
divine character of the Christian religion. For, if man is
bound to practige religion in order to attain to his end as a
rational being (2), he is, consequently, bound to believe and to
practise the Christian religion, since it is manifestly of divine
origin (8). Now, the Church is charged with the preserva-
tion and dispensation of those doctrines and means of grace
which make up the Christian religion. The ultimate end of
the Church is, therefore, to lead all men to salvation, that is,
to eternal happiness.

2. The same is evidently proved from the words of Christ
“@Go ye into the whole world, and preach the gospel to every
creature. He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved,
but he that believeth not skall de condemned” (Mark xvi.
15, 16). The belief and practice of the Christian religion,
committed to the apostles, and through them to the Church,
lead to salvation, while its rejection leads to condemnation;
wherefore the object of the Church is to lead men to salvation.

3. Christ clearly intimated the same on other occasions by
the assurance that salvation depended upon the practice of all
those things that form the substance of His religion. Now
He makes salvation depend on fuith: “God so loved the
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world as to give His only-begotten Son; that whosoever be-
lieveth in Him may not perish, but may have life everlast-
ing ” (John iii. 16). Now He teaches the same of daptism :
“ Amen, amen, I say to thee, unless & man be born again of
water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter into the Zingdom
of God” (John iii. 5). Again He says with regard to the
commandments : “If thou wilt enter into life, keep the com-
mandments ” (Matt. xix. 17). The Church, accordingly,
being the divinely appointed channel of religion, is also the.
means of securing eternal salvation.

40. All who come to a sufficient knowledge of the Church of
Christ are by divine precept obliged to become its members.

The fulfilment of an obligatiun may be necessary for salvation in
two ways: either in consequence of a divine precept or as a meanc
of salvation. Invincible ignorance will excuse a person from the
non-fulfilment of a commandment, whereas without a necessary
means of salvation not even the invincibly ignorant can be saved.
Of the latter kind is, for instance, the necessity of baptism. We will
not here discuss the question whether, and how far, it is necessary
as a means of salvation to belong to the Church.. The question in
this place is only of the necessity arising from divine precept.

1. If the Christian religion is intended for all nations and
individuals (33), and if it is Christ’s will that its adherents
form one society, or Church, of which He Himself is the
founder (36, 37), it necessarily follows that all who wish to
be Christians must belong to this society, i.e., must be mem-
Lers of the Church. For fhe Church is the embodiment of
Christianity, or the visible form in which Christianity is to
be practised (88). Therefore, as it is the duty of all to accept
the Christian religion, because God, by the very fact that He
revealed it, imposed on us the obligation of accepting it, so it
is the duty of all to belong to the Church; for God by the
very fact of its foundation made it an obligation for us to
join it. His will is no more a law when Ile commands us to
accept His religion itself than when He prescribes the par
ticular form in which we are to practise that religion.

2. Every one is bound to pursue the way orduined by God
for his salvation, if 1t 18 brought within his reach. Now, the
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Church is the way of salvation intended by God (89). All
have therefore the same obligation of joining the Church as
they have of pursuing the way of salvation.

3. Christ expressly declares the duty of submitting to the
Church: ¢“If he will not hear the Church, let him be to thee
a8 the heathen and publican ” (Matt. xviii. 17). He, therefore,
who will not hear the Church—i.e., the rulers of the Church,
who, as the context shows, are invested with that authority
conferred on the Church—is to be regarded asa heathen, who
despises the means of salvation offered him, and as a publican,
who wilfully persists in impenitence. But those who hear not
the Church are, in the first instance, they who refuse even to
belong to her (cf. Luke x. 16; Mark xvi. 16).

4. All are bound to submit to fhe wuthority cstablished by
God to represent Himon earth. The Church founded by Christ
is by its very nature such divine authority ; for Christ, as we
have shown, has founded the Church by the creation of a rep-
resentative anthority which was to unite His followers in one
body (37). By being members of the Church we submit to
thus sut horify; by refusing to do so we oppose it.
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CHAPTER IIL
CONSTITUTION OF THE CHURCH.

41. Christ gave to His Church the triple office of teacher,
priest, and pastor, comprised in the twofold power of orders
and jurisdiction.

By power we here understand not only a passive right, but also
an authority, which men are bound to respect and obey. Thus the
apostles received the authority as well as the right to preach the
gospel without let or hindrance; and, consequently, those to whom
they preached were bound to accept their teaching.

The charge intrusted by Christ to His Church comprises the
threefold office and threefold power of teacher, priest, and pastor.
In virtue of the first the Church communicates the truths of reve-
lation ; in virtue of the second she administers the means of grace;
{n Vil‘tl(lie of the third she efficaciously directs the faithful to their
ast end.

This threefold office and its attendant rights are reducible to two
chief sources: orders and jurisdiction. The former ( potestas ordinis)
confers upon the priesthood of the Church the power of administer-
ing the sacraments, of dispensing the graces necessary for salvation ;
the latter ( potestas jurisdictionis) confers the power of efficaciously
directing the faithful to the attainment of salvatioh—guiding the
understanding by the light of revealed truth, and the will by law
and precept. The power of jurisdiction is required in the priest for
the valid administration of the sacrament of penance, and for the
lawyful exercise of the other ministries; wherefore orders without
jurisdiction are insufficient for the dispensation of the means of sal-
vation.

1. That Christ gave extensive prerogatives to His Church
appears from the fact that He conferred on His apostles the
same power that He Himself possessed: ¢ All power is given
to Me in heaven and in earth. Going, therefore, teach ye all
nations, baptizing them,” etc. (Matt. xxviii. 18, 19). Christ
was announced. by the prophets as teacher, priest, and king.
As such He proved Himself by His preaching, by the unbloody
sacrifice at the last supper and the bloody sacrifice on the
cross, and by the institution of the New Law (24). Hence
those to whom He transmitted His power are invested with
the same prophetic, priestly, and kingly dignity.
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2. As in the words quoted He summarizes the authority
conferred on His Church, so on other occasions He describes
it more in detail. He conferred on His apostles the priestly
office when He said to them at the last supper: ¢“Do this for a
commemoration of Me” (Luke xxii. 19). The words, “ As
the Father hath sent Me, 8o also I send you. . . . Receive ye
the Holy Ghost. W hose sins you shall forgive, they are forgiven
them ; and whose sins you shall retain, they are retaincd ”
(John xx. 21-23), refer likewise to the priestly office. The
pastoral office in its most comprehensive sense was contained
in the words addressed to St. Peter: ‘‘ Feed My lambs; feed
My sheep” (John xxi; cf. Matt. xvi. 19). Christ, moreover,
gives His apostles the charge ‘¢ to preach the gospel to every
creature;’” whence the obligation for all to accept it: “He
that believeth not shall be condemned” (Mark xvi. 15, 16).
In this charge is, therefore, contained the Zeacking office, i.e.,
the right to teach with authority. '

3. The power thus indicated in the gospel was exercised by
the Church from the earliest times. The apostles discharged
the feaching office by preaching the gospel, and demand-
ing its acceptance in the name of God. 'They exercised the
priestly office as often as they acted as “the dispensers of the
mysteries of God ” (1 Cor. iv. 1), ordaining priests and bishops
(Acts xiv. 22), celebrating the sacred functions of the Church
(1 Cor. x. 16-29). They exercised the pasforal office as often

" a8 they issued laws or precepts (Acts xv. 29), or excluded
criminals from the Church’s communion (1 Cor. v. 5; 1 Tim.
i. 20). Doubtless the apostles, who with the assistance of
Christ and the light of the Holy Ghost propagated tko
Church, must have known the extent of the authority com-
mitted to them, We must, therefore, conclude that the aun-
thority exercised by them as rulers of the Church wasactually
given them by Christ.

42, The apostles, not the faithful, were directly invested
by Christ with that power which He conferred on His Church.

The power possessed by a social body may reside collectively in
the members, to be deputed by them to appointed rulers; or it
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may be vested in one or several individuals independently of the
action of the inferior members. The question here arises, whether
Christ conferred His power on the Church at large, or on individual
members, to be exercised independently of the will of their inferiors.
Luther, Calvin, Febronius, and the Gallicans maintained that Christ
conferred His power on the body of the faithful. Whence they con-
cluded that the pope was subject to a general council, as the latter
represented the voice of the entire Church, as against its deputy.
The Catholic doctrine, contained in Holy Scripture, is, that Christ
conferred His authority immediately on the apostles, to be exercised
by them independently of the faithful; consequently, that the Church
is, by divine institution, an unequal soctety, consisting of superiors
and subjects.

1. It was to the apostles (and their successors) alone that
the power of binding and loosing was promised, since it was
to them only that Our Lord addressed these words: ¢ Amen,
I say to you, whatsoever you shall bind upon earth shall be
bound also in heaven; and whatsoever you shall loose upon
earth shall be loosed also in heaven” (Matt. xviii. 18). Now,
if we are naturally led to conclude that the authority in ques-
tion was promised to those, and those only, whom Christ ad-
dressed, this admission is forced upon us in the present case;
for it is a well-known fact that in the Synagogue, the type of
Christ’s Church, not the people, but the high-priest, was in-
vested with the governing power. Hence the words: ¢ Say to
the Church: he that will not hear the Church,” etec., can only
refer to the pastors of the Church, not to the faithful at large.
[n like manner it was to Pefer alone, and not to the people
at large, that Christ promised the supreme power when He
declared that upon him He would build His Church, and
that He would give Him the keys of the kingdom of heaven
(Matt. xvi. 18, 19).

The question whether the power of jurisdiction was given ¢mmedi-
ately to St. Peter and mediately through him to the other apostles, and
whether now this power is conferred immediately on the pope and
through him on the bishops of the Church, does not enter our pres-
ent investigation. Here we are only concerned to show that the
power intrusted to the Church has not been conferred on the body
of tbe faithful, but immediately on the apostles, including St. Peter,
their head; and in like manner on the bishops, their successors, in-
cluding the pope. This suffices for our present purpose.

2. The power promised was likewise crnferred on the apos-
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tles alone, since Christ in conferring it addressed Himself to
them only, not to the people (Matt. xxviii. 18). Not without
reason does the evangelist remark a little before: ¢ The eleven
disciples went into Galilee, unto the mountain, where Jesus
had appointed them” (Matt. xxviii. 16). And certainly the
charge of preaching the gospel everywhere was directed to
those who subsequently executed it. It was the apostles and
those whom they called to their aid who carried out this
commission by preaching and founding churches everywhere.
Moreover, it was to Peter alone that Christ said: ¢ Feed My
lambs; feed My sheep” (John xx. 15-1%).

3. It was the apostles alone who transferred this power to
others; and thus they proved that it was they, and not the
faithful, who possessed it. St. Paul chose and ordained Tim-
othy as his assistant (1 Tim. i. 3). He likewise appointed
Titus to the church of Crete, and charged him to ordain
priests in every city (Titusi. 5). Paul and Barnabas on their
apostolic mission ordained priests in every church, amid
prayer and fasting (Acts xiv. 22). Extraordinary power was
also conferred upon Matthias when he was raised to the
apostolate in the place of Judas (Acts i. 26). The Church, it
is true, chose the seven deacons, and presented them to the
apostles; but it was the apostles who imposed their hands
upon them, and invested them with authority (Acts vi. 6).

In like manner, the Church in later times granted the people, or
secular power, a voice in the designation of those who were to be
promoted to ecclesiastical offices; but it was neither the people nor
the secular power, but the Church, that invested them with authority.
And as often as this privilege was abused by rulers or people the
Church did not fail to restrict its use, or at least to protest against
such abuse as a usurpation.

43. Christ’s Church, with the power and constitution given
to it by its founder, will endure to the end of time.

If it is once established that Christ has founded a church, given
it a constitution, and invested it with certain powers, the only just
reason that could be assigned for its future dissolution would be the

ositive testimony of Christ; for a society, unlike individuals, is of
itself imperishable, provided its end is a perpetual one. If, there-
fore, there is in the teaching of Christ no intimation to the contrary,
such as existed in the Mosaic law concerning the Synagogue, we
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must conclude that Christ intended Bis Church to be perpetual. But,
far from finding any such indicatiun, we have the strongest positive
proofs of the perpetuity of the Church, with all its institutions and
prerogatives.

1. The end of the Church is, by the maintenance and the
d.spensation cf the Christian religion, to sanctify her children
(38) and bring them to life everlasting (39). The Churchisa
means to this end; so are also its authority and its constitu-
tion, a means of discharging this mission (41). The end
proposed to the Church will continue, therefore, as long as
the Christian religion exists, as long as there are souls to save.

. But the religion of Christ will continue to the end of time

(34), and there will always be souls to save. Consequently,
the means to this end, i.e., the Church, with its constitution
and authority, will continue to exist unless God intends to
substitute other means. But God has given no indication to
this effect; on the contrary, He has expressly assured us that
the Church will continue to the end of the world.

2. After Christ had founded His Church, given it a consti-
tution, and invested His apostles with authority, He com-
manded them to go forth and exercise their sacred ministry,
and added the words: “ Behold, I am with you all days, even
to the consummation of the world” (Matt. xxviii. 20). By the
consummation of the world is not meant the death of the
apo-tles, but the end of time, the end of the human race‘on
earth; for Christ elsewhere identifies the end of the world
with the last judgment (Matt. xiii. 49). Christ will there-
fore be all days, i.e., without interruption, to the end of time,
with His apostles in the discharge of that office with which
He invested them; for it is to those same apostles, thusinvested
and organized in one body, that He addressed Himself when
He promised His perpetual assistance. But the apostles died:
that promise of perpetual assistance was, therefore, not given
them personally, but to their successors as well; it was given
to the Church in its rulers generally, and, consequently, the
rulers of the Church, i.e., its authority and constitution ¢x ke
concrete, as they then existed, will continue to the end of time.

How are we otherwise to understand those words? Our
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Lord certainly does not address the apostles here as private
persons, but precisely as the rulers and representatives of Hie
Church, as one moral person with their successors, But as a
moral person does not die, the words addressed to the apos-
tles must be extended also to their successors. Thus we are
to understand also the words: ‘I will ask the Father, and
He shall give you anotlier Paraclete, that He may abide with
you forever, the Spirit of Truth ” (John xiv. 16, 17; cf. John
xv. 26). Not as to private persons, therefore, but as to the
preachers of the gospel, was the Holy Ghost promised to
the apostles. But the Holy Ghost can abide with the apostles
as the preachers of the gospel forever only in their successors,
who discharge the same duty.

Neither can the Church lose the doctrine intrusted to it, for
(a) the religion of Christ is to last forever (34); but the Church is
that institution by which the Christian. religion is to be preserved
(38); whence the doctrine of Christ, being an essential part of His
religion, will remain in His Church forever. (b) The Church re-
ceived its perpetual constitution and power for the continuance of
Christ’s religion and, consequently, of His doctrine. Therefore

Christ’s doctrine is no less imperishable than the Church itself, or
its constitution and prerogatives. -

44, St. Peter was designated and constituted by Christ the
supreme head of His Church.

Since the apostles were the subjects of that power conferred by
Christ on His Church, the question next arises: whether they all
held an equal share of this power, and thus governed the Church
collectively ; or whether they were subordinate to one who was the
supreme head of the apostles as well as of the faithful, and, con-
sequently, invested with higher power. The latter was mamfestly
the case.

I. That.St. Peter received from Our Lord the primacy,
not only of honor, but also of jurisdiction, and was thus con-
stituted supreme head of the Church, is manifest from sev-
eral passages of Holy Writ.

1. It was Christ’s intention to build His Church upon
Pever, as its visidle foundation. When Simon Peter made
the memorable profession of faith in the divinity of Jesus
Christ, “Thou art Christ, the Son of the living God,” Jesus

said to him: ¢ Blessed art thou, Simon Bar-Jona, because
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flesh and blood hath not revealed it to thee, but My Father
who is in heaven. And I say to thee, that thou art Peter
[rock], and upon this rock I will build My Church, and the
gates of hell shall not prevail against it > (Matt. xvi. 16-19).
These words were addressed to Simon Peter, and to him alone,
a8 the whole context shows; upon him, therefore, the Church
was to be built.

By the fact that Peter is made the visible foundation of
the Church the supreme government of the Church is vested
in him, and he is constituted its visible head, while Christ
Himself is its invisible head. For what the foundation is
to a building, the head is to a society. As the former bears
the entire edifice and supports it, holds together its different
parts, enables it to fulfil its purpose, so does the head of a
gsociety bind together all the members in one body and direct
them to their proper functions. The same place is occupied
by Peter also in regard to the other apostles, who were like-
wise invested with authority, though in an inferior degree.
He is to be elevated above them in the same degree as he had
distinguished himself among them by his faith in Jesus
Christ.

The other apostles may also be justly called the foundation of the
Church (Eph. ii. 20; Apoc. xxi. 14), inasmuch as by the preaching
of the gospel they founded the Church; but Peter alone is called the
foundation, inasmuch as by his supreme authority he gives unity and
compactness to the moral edifice. Hence he is surnamed Cephas
(rock), a name by which Christ Himself is elsewhere called (1 Cor. x.
14). Nor is this supremacy of St. Peter affected by the power which
is subsequently conferred on the other apostles (Matt. xviii. 18;
xxviii. 20); for this power is given to them as subordinate to the
supremacy of St. Peter, who had been already constituted the su-
prense head of the entire Church, the apostles included.

Sometimes the fathers of the Church, commenting on the above
words of Christ to Peter, say that the Church was founded on the
faith of Peter ; whereby they understand not the faith of Peter in
the abstract, but in the concrete, viz., that the primacy was con-
ferred on Peter on account of-the faith which he on this occasion
displayed.

If Peter is actually the foundation of the Church, i.e., supports
and governs it. his primacy is manifestly not a primacy of Zonor,
but of jurisdiction. Nor are certain portions only of the Church
dependent on him; but the entive Church.  And, in fact, if Christ
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Himself has thus made Peter the foundation of the Church, all his
power proceeds directly from Christ, and not through the medium of
the apostles, or the people. Hence it follows that Peter is the im-
mediate vicar of Christ, and that the constitution of the Church is
essentially monarchical,

2. To Peter, moreover, was promised the power of the keys,
which implies the supreme power in the Church. For thus
Our Lord continues : “ And I will give to thee the keys of the
kingdom of heaven; whatever thou shalt bind on earth shall
be bound also in heaven, and whatever thou shalt loose ou
earth shall be loosed also in heaven” (Matt. xvi. 19). Christ
addressed these words to Peter alone. That the promise ex-
pressed in these words was made to Peter alone is no less
evident from the context than that the power conferred on the
Church as such was promised to the apostles alone (41).

The power of the keys promised to St. Peter signifies the
supreme power in the Church; for the keys are naturally
the symbol of power (Is. xxii. 22). The supreme power is
meant, since it is promised to Peter alone, and is to clevate
him above the other apostles in the same degree as he had just
distinguished himself by his confession of faith in Christ.
Not without cause did Christ here make use of that symbol
under which His own sovereign power is designated (Apoc.
i. 18; iii. 7). Not without cause did He use this symbol in
reference to Peter alone, although the other aposties are also
to receive extensive powers; since Peter alone had been
chosen by Him as the rock on which His Church was to be
founded. :

The power promised to Peter is further designated as the
power of binding and loosing. To bind, in the language of
Scripture, sometimes signifies to command, sometimes tg
punish; to loose, on the other hand, means to free from an
obligation, to absolve {rom guilt or punishment. When the
power of binding and loosing was promised to the other apos-
tles on a later occasion (Matt. xviii. 18), it was not promised
to them in the same degree as to Peter; it was promised to
him in an extraordinary manner, and under circumstances
waich poiut to a very specisl d.stinction.
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Here, too, it is evidently a question of a supremacy, not merely of
honor, but of jurisdiction, which is conferred on Peter, not by the
Church, but immediately by Christ, and which extends to all the
faithful individually as well as collectively.

3. St. Peter is charged and empowered fo feed the entire
flock of Christ. For, after the resurrection Christ spoke
to him the memorable words: “Feed My lambs; feed My
sheep” (John xxi. 15-17). Now, this charge to feed the flock
of Christ was given to Peter alone, not to the apostles at
large; for it was to Peter alone that Our Lord addressed
the question, ¢ Lovest thou Me more than these ?” o him
alone He foretold his future martyrdom; nay, to show that
this privilege was to be peculiar to St. Peter, He asked him:
“ Lovest thou Me more than these ?” .

To feed the flock or sheep of Christ means to rule them, to
supply them with all the things conducive to religious life.
Kings are called the shepherds of their people (Is. xliv. 28).
Christ, who calls Himself a king (John xviii. 27), styles Him-
self also the good shepherd (John x. 14), and calls the Church
His flock (John x. 16) and His fold.

St. Peter is charged and empowered, not by the Church, but by
Christ Himself, to feed the whole flock, sheep and lambs. He is ap-
pointed pastor, without any limitation, and is, therefore, to be the
visible pastor of all whose invisible Pastor is Christ Himself.
Though the other apostles, as the rapid growth of the Church re-
quired, and their extraordinary power entitled them, also extended
their care to the whole flock, yet it remains true that greater power
was given to Peter than to them, since he was placed at their head.

4. The supremacy of Peter is further proved by the various
distinctions conferred upon him by Our Lord. To him alone
He gave a name bearing upon the constitution of the Church:
to him alone He promised that he should be a fisher of men
(Luke v. 10); for Peter as well as for Himself He causes the
tribute to be paid (Matt. xvii. 26); Peter was the first whose
feet He washed at the last supper (John xiii. 6); He ap-
peared to Peter in particular after the resurrection (Luke
xxiv. 34) ; He foretold Peter that he would die the death of
a martyr (John xxi. 19); He made Peter the stay of his
bretiiren, saying: “ I have prayed for thee that thy fa.th luil
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not ; and thou, being once converted, confirm thy brethren”
(Luke xxii. 32).

These repeated honors conferred on St. Peter made the a(;)ostles
suspect that there would be a distinction of rank in the kingdom of
Christ. Hence their strife for precedence (Matt. xviii. 1; xx. 23).
Christ confirms them in their opinion, and only directs their atten-
tion to the virtue which should characterize a leader, viz., that he
should be the servant of all (Luke xxii. 24, 25).

5. After Our Lord’s ascension we find Peter acting as the
head of the Church. Even before the descent of the Holy
Ghost, ¢ Peter, rising up in the midst of the brethren” (Acts i.
15), proposed that another be elected in the place of Judas,
to complete the number of the apostles. Peter was the first
to preach the gospel on the day of Pentecost (Acts ii).
Peter was instructed by a vision that the time was come to
preach the gospel to the gentiles ; he it was who admitted
the first converts from among them into the Church; he was
the interpreter of the divine will to his brethren in behalf
of the gentiles (Acts x., xi). In the council of the apos-
tles at Jerusalem, Peter was the first to give his opinion,
to which the other apostles submitted (Acts xv.). St. Paul
himself, after his sojourn in Arabia, repaired to Jerusalem to
see Peter, and remained with him fifteen days (Gal. i. 18).
Peter is always mentioned in the first place by the evangel-
ists when enumerating the apostles, although he was neither
the first called, nor the oldest, nor the one most dear to Our
Lord. He is, moreover, expressly called the first: ¢ The
names of the twelve apostles are these: The first Simon, who
is called Peter” (Matt. x. 2). Nor is he called the first only
numerically; for the others are not numbered. The mean-
ing is, therefore, that he is first in rank and dignity.

When St. Paul says that he ‘¢ withstood Cephas [who is commonly
understood to be Peter] to the face” (Gal. ii. 11 sq.), he mani-
festly supposes the latter's superiority ; for there would hardly be
any reason for recording this particular circumstance if Cephas
was only his equal. Hence St. Hilary, commenting on this passage,
admires the hynility of St. Peter on this occasion, who, ‘* though

the first of the apostles, was silent, when he might have asserted
his supreme authority.”



End of the Primacy of St. Peter, 87

II. That Christ made St. Peter supreme head of His Church
has been always held as the unquestioned teaching of the
Church. The Greek as well ag the Latin fathers call him the
first, the leader, the chief, the head of the apostles. . Without
attempting here to establish a detailed evidence, let it suffice
to quote the declaration made by the papal legate Philip, before
the bishops assembled at the general council of Ephesus:
¢“ There i8 no doubt—nay, it is known to all ages—that St.
Peter, the prince and head of the apostles, the pillar of the
faith and the foundation of the Catholic Church, received
from Our Lord Jesus Christ the keys of the kingdom of
heaven, and was invested with the power of binding and
loosing; and he still lives and exercises judgment in his suc-
cessors,” This Catholic belief was distinctly defined by the -
Vatican Council.

‘“ We teach and declare, according to the testimony of the gospel,
that the primacy of jurisdiction over the whole Church of God was
promised and given to blessed Peter the apostle, immediately and
directly by Christ Our Lord. If, therefore, any one assert that the
blessed apostle Peter was not constituted by Christ Qur Lord prince
of all the apostles and visible head of the entire Church militant,
or that he did not receive a primacy not only of honor, but also

of true jurisdiction, directly and immediately from Our Lord Jesus
Christ; lét him be anathema.” .

45. The end of St. Peter's primacy was the perfect unity
of the Church, and the intimate union of its members.

In every society the object of supreme power, whether it be vested
in one or in several, is essentially to unite all the members in ono
body, to urge them to the fulfilment of their duties, and thus to
effect the unity of the social body, and to promote the union of its
members. To give the Church a more perfect organic unity, and to
promote its unity of action, Christ wished it to be governed by one
head, in whom the supreme power was to be vested.

1. That Christ established the primacy in His Church for
the purpose of securing greafer unity we may justly conclude
from the very fact itself. For Christ actually conferred this
power on one ; and the fact that He did so gave greater unity
to the Church; for it is manifest that the unity of a_ society
is greater if the supreme power is vested in one than if it
were vested in several. For overy society is a moral person
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composed of head and members. If, then, the chiex power
reside in one, the society possesses physically one head, whereas
if this power is divided among several the head is only 7207-
ally one ; and, consequently, its unity is less conspicnous and
less perfect.

Moreover, unity of action and the union of the members
with one another is more effectually promoted if the supreme
power be vested in one person only; for thus dissensions are
more easily avoided ; the direction is more systematic and
the execution more prompt ; for there exists no difference of
opinion, such as must needs arise when the supreme power is
divided. Therefore St. Jerome (adv. Jovin. 1. 26) rightly re-
marks that the Church was founded on Peter, and that one
was chosen from the twelve to cut off all occasion of dissen-
gions by the appointment of one supreme head. St. Cyprian
had already called attention to the same fact (Ep. 70 ad.
Januar. et al.).

Of course God could have obviated the difficulties by supernatural
means; but since grace and nature are always in harmony, and
grace supposes and supplements nature, it was in keeping with the
divine wisdom to give the Church that form which, even from a
natural point of view, was best suited to its supernatural end.

2. The Church after Our Lord’s departure was to continue
the mission which He began when He visibly sojourned among
His disciples. Now, Christ on earth was doubtless the visible
read of the little community which clustered around Him.
But as the former visible head of the Church He would have
been but imperfectly represented if, after His death, the su-
preme power had been vested not in one, but i1 several sub-
jects.

Christ, moreover, after His departure from this earth re-
mained the tnvisible head and pastor of the faithful (1 Peter
ii. 35), while He was to be visibly represented by the authority
established in His Church. But Christ as the one invisible
head would be but unfittingly and imperfectly represented
if the supreme power were vested not in one, but in several
visible heads. '

8. This perfect oneness of its visible head best correspon4
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with the idea of the Church presented to us under different
figures by Christ and the apostles. The Church is a sheep-
fold (John x. 1); but in one fold there is but one shepherd.
The Church is a house (1 Tim. iii. 15); but one is the master
of a house. The Church is a ship (1 Pet. iii. 20); but a ship
has but one pilot. The Church is Christ’s visible body (1
Cor. xii.; Eph. v. 30); but a body has but one head.

46. The primacy of St. Peter in the Church will endure
forever.

From the idea of the Church as a moral body must be inferred
that the primacy conferred on Peter was not to cease with his death,
but to pass to his successors. For, since such a moral body does
not die, but continues to live by the incorporation of new members,
the office of any member of such a ‘body does not cease with his de-
mise, but is transmitted to his successor. But the perpetuity of the
primacy may be demonstrated also by special proofs.

1. According to Christ’s intention, the power and constitu-
tion of the Church were to last forever (48) ; consequently, the
primacy also will endure if it belongs to the constitution of the
Church. But that it does belong to the constitution of the
Church is beyond a doubt. For,evident as are the proofs
that Christ has given His Church authority, and made the
apostlez the subjects thereof, no less strong are the evidences
of the existence in the Church of a primacy, i.e., of a special
superior power conferred on St. Peter. If the mission and
the anthority of the apostles are evidently contained in the
words addressed to them all collectively (Matt. xxviii. 20),
the authority given exclusively to Peter is no less clearly con-
veyed in the words spoken to him personally (Matt. xvi. 16-19;
John xxi. 15-17). Again, if we rightly conclude from the words
addressed to the apostles collectively, promising them the
divine assistance to the consummation of the world, that
they were to continue in their successors, we must likewise
conclude from the same words that Peter, as their head,
i8 to continue in Ais successors to the end of time; since
Christ addressed those words to Peter as well as to the other
apostles, and addressed him as the head of His entire flock
surst as He addressed the apostles as the preachers of His gospe!
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and the rulers of His Church. The primacy is, therefore, to
continue forever, becanse it is un essential portion ot the
Church’s constitution, which is to endure to the consumma-
tion of the world.

2. Besides, Christ established the primacy to give the
Church a more perfect wnify (45). This end, however, did
not cease to exist with the apostles; it continued after their
death. For it is always true that the guidance of the Church
by one individual insures advantages which would not exist
if the supreme power were divided among many; that Clirist,
the once visible, but now invisible, head, is better represented
by one than by several; that the Church under one head cor-
responds best to the idea presented of it in Holy Scripture.
The primacy must, therefore, continue, if the intention of
Chlrist in regard to His Church should be realized.

3. The special mission which Christ assigned to Peter alsc
proves the perpetuity of his primacy. For although the
primacy was conferred on him to distinguish him above the
other apostles as he had distinguished himself by his faith,
the object of this supreme power, ag we see from the words of
Christ, was to give the Church stability against adverse powers,
to open heaven to the faithful by the power of the keys, and
to secure a suitable guidance for the flock of Christ. But
after the death of St. Peter the Church was just as much as
before in need of strength against the repeated and ever:
increasing onslaughts of its enemies; as long as man live:
herc below he shall need the heavenly treasures which are ac-
cessible only through the power of the keys; as long as the
flock of Christ exists it needs a visible shepherd to feed it.
The supreme power given to Peter is, therefore, to continue,
since the special end for which it has been instituted will last
forever.

4. Here we may again point to the Synagogue as the type
of the Church. One high-priest was always at its head. as
at its foundation one had been invested with that supreme
office. In like manner, there must be one primate at *he
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head of the Church, since at tie foundation of the Church
Peter was invested with this supreme dignity.

5. That St. Peter was, according to the intention of Christ,
to have successors in the primacy is clearly shown  from the
fathers of the Church who recognize in the pope the suc-
cessor of St. Peter, as well as from the councils, which declare
that the Roman pontiff is the successor of St. Peter, the
prince of the apostles (cf. 47). The Vatican Council brings
out this truth in the plainest terms: ‘‘ If any one assert that
it is not of the institution of Our Lord Jesus Christ Himself,
or of divine right, that St. Peter has perpetual successors in
the office of supreme pastor over the universal Church; let
him be anathema.”

47. The Pope, or Bishop of Rome, is the successor of St.
Peter in the primacy over the whole Church,

The pope is not only the bishop of the Roman Church in partic-
ular, or of the faithful of the city of Rome, whence he derives his title;
but by the very fact that he is bishop of Rome he is also, by divine
institution, the successor of St. Peter in the primacy, and the
head of the universal Church. Whether we suppose that Peter of
his own free choice established his see in Rome, or that he chose
this seat by divine command, his successor in the episcopal see of
Rome is in either case, by divine institution, his successor in the
primacy over the whole Church, for the reason that God intended
that the successor of 8t. Peter should be the supreme head of the
universal Church.

1. The popes are the successors of St. Peter, and by that
very fact the supreme rulers of Christendom.

1. This follows from the right of succession. As any one
who is lawfully appointed to an episcopal see thereby becomes
the successor of his predecessor, and is thus invested with all
the rights -belonging to that see, so he who, on the demise of
St. Peter, filled his episcopal chair became his successor, and
thus inherited all the rights peculiar to his apostolic see. Now,
it is a historic fact that Peter established his see at Rome,
where he also died & martyr. Therefore it is an undeniable
fact that his lawful successors succeeded to all the rights
peculiar to his see, and, like him, were the rulerr of tha uni-
versal Church.
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2. The conviction has always prevailed in the Church that
the Roman pontiffs held the see of St. Peter, and were, conse-
quently, his successors in the primacy.

The popes are acknowledged to be the successors of St. Peter by all
those writers who put St. Peter at the head of the catalogue of the
bishops of Rome. ¢ Clement,” writes St. Jerome (Script. eccl. c.
15), ‘‘was, after Peter, the fourth bishop of Rome; the second was
Linus, the third Cletus.,” Thus they are declared likewise to be alxa
the suceessors of Peter in the primacy; since the whole line of his
successors form one moral person with him, just as the Church of
later centuries forms one moral body with the primitive Church.

The same belief is implicitly expressed by others, as often as they
teach that the Church of Rome holds the supremacy. 8St.Ignatius,
died A.p. 107 (Ep. ad Rom.), called the Church of Rome the head of
the union of charity, i.e., of Christendom. Tertullian (de pud. c. 1),
after his separation from the Church, accusing Pope Zephyrinus of
too great leniency, writes: ‘‘I hear a decree has been passed, and
that a decisive one: the Supreme Pontiff, i.e., the bishop of bishops,
declares: ‘I forgive penitents their crimes.’” Tertullian thus gives
us to understand what titles were universally given to the pope, and
what weight his decisions had in the eyes of the faithful.

Others, again, expressly teach that the bishop of Rome possesses
supremacy because he ts the successor of St. Peter. Thus St.
Irensus (adv. heres. IIL c. 8): ‘‘Every church, i.e., all the faithful
from every quarter, must necessarily agree with this [the Roman]
Church, because of its preéminence; for in it has been preserved
for the faithful of all nations the true apostolic tradition.” Hs
then proceeds to give the reason for this fact. To prove that tha
apostolic doctrine has been preserved intact, he enumerates the suc-
cessors of St. Peter in the Roman see down to Eleutherius, the
twelfth pope after St. Peter, and remarks that this succession alone
affords ample proof of the agreement of the Church’s teaching at his
time with that of the apostles. The Church of Rome is, therefore,
the centre of faith, because its bishop is the successor of St.
Peter. In like manner, St. Cyprian (de unit. Eccl. 4) writes: ¢‘ He
who resists the Church, he who abandons the chair of Peter on which
the Church is founded, shall he flatter himself that he is in the
Church?’ St. Leo (Serm. v. c. 2) expresses not only his own convic-
tion, but that of all the faithful as well, when he says:-‘‘ Although
each pastor watches with special care over his own flock, yet we
share the solicitude of all, and the administration of each is part of
our labor. For from all parts of the world men have recourse to the
see of St. Peter, and claim from us that charity towards the uni-
versal Church which Our Lord recommended to Peter; whence our
burden is the heavier the greater is our obligation to all.”

Both FHast and West concurred in this belief. Therefore at the
Council of Ephesus the papal legate, Philip, after he had spoken
of the supremacy of St. Peter in the words above quoted (44) added:
‘“ His [Peter’s] successor and representative in that office, Pope
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Celestine, has sent us to this synod.” At the Council of Chalcedon
(A.D. 451) the papal legates declared in the name of the synod:
*“8t. Leo, the archbishop of all the churches, has in his letters con-
demned the heresies of Nestorius and Eutyches, and expounded the
true faith: it is this faith that the synod professes and firmly holds,
without addition or diminution.” Whereupon all the bishops ex-
claimed: ‘‘So we all believe.” Various documents presented to the
same Council by the Church of Alexandria against Dioscorus bear
the inscription: ¢ To Leo, the Most Holy and Universal Archbishop
and Patriarch of Great Rome, to the Holy and Ecumenic Synod at
Chalcedon.” Whence the pope was called universal archbishop and
patriarch in the same sense in which the council was acknowledged
to be ecumenic; and the pope’s name is placed before that of the
council. The fathers of the council themselves say in their letters
addressed to the pope asking hiin to confirm their decrees, that he
had ‘¢ directed them in their deliberations through his legates, as
the head directs the members.” The fathers of the sixth council,
the third held at Constantinople (a.D. 680), designate the Roman
see the first of the universal Church, }[]whose occupant] stands upon
the firm rock of the faith. The eighth ecumenical council, held
also at Constantinople (A.p. 869), likewise recognized and defended
the primacy of the Roman see. The Council of Florence (A.D.
1439), composed of Greeks and Latins, declared the Catholic doctrine
of the primacy to be an article of faith: ‘ We declare that the holy
apostolic see, i.e., the Roman pontiff, holds the supremacy over the
whole universe, and that he is the successor of St. Peter, prince of
the apostles, and the true vicar of Christ, the head of the whole
Church, and the father and teacher of all Christians, and that Our
Lord Jesus Christ gave to him, in the person of St. Peter, full power
to feed, to rule, and to govern, the entire Church, as contained in the
Jeerees and proceedings of the general councils.”

Even with one who does not adrit the supernatural infal-
libility of the Church in matters of faith such utterances
must have the greatest weight. For surely no one has better
facil'ties for knowing who the inheritor of the primacy of
Peter is than that body which traces its origin directly to
the apostles, and is, therefore, witness of the fact by which the
primacy was transmitted from Peter to the bishops of Rome.
It is plainly impossible that this conviction, lasting through
centuries, that the Roman pontiffs are the lawful inheritors
of the primacy of St. Peter, could have originated and as-
serted itself had it not rested upon the most convincing evi-
dence. What title-deed is valid if this be invalid ?

3. If the primacy of St. Peter has not been inherited by
the Roman ‘pontiffs, it is impossible o determine on whom it
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has devolved; nay, in that case, contrary to the intention of
Christ, it must have vanished altogether from the Church.
To become the successor of another it is necessary to produce
a title in virtue of which one is to be considered one moral
person with his predecessor and the inheritor of hic rights
Now, who except the bishop of Rome can show any suck
title? Not the bishop of Antioch ; for St. Peter transferred
his seat from Antioch to Rcme. We must therefore either
conclude that the Roman pontiff is the true snccessor of St.
Peter, or be forced to admit that the primacy has vanished
from the face of the earth, since an authority which eannot
be recognized has no claim on our recognition, and is, conse
quently, no authority.

II. The primacy of the pope i #of merely & primacy of honor,
but of jurisdiction. This is clearly proved by the same argu-
ments by which the primacy of St. Peter was proved to be one of
jurisdiction (44). Theutterances just quoted from the fathers
and the councils of the Church imply more than a primacy of
honor. And if, on the one hand, from the very earliest ages,
the protection of the pope has been invoked by Oriental bish-
ops, and generously extended to them, and if the popes, on the
other hand, always took an active part in the ecclesiastical
affairs of the East, this circumstance sufficiently shows that
the primacy of the popes was believed to be not merely of
honor, but of jurisdiction.

As early as the first century Pope Clement sends letters of gravest
import, as St. Irenaus (adv. haeres. 111. 8) expresses it, to the Church
of Corinth, which had appealed to him to settle a dispute during the
lifetime of the apostle St. John. In the second century Pope Victor
commands the bishops of the Asiatic province, under threat of ex-
communication, to conform with tho common usage of the Church
in the celebration of Easter (Euseb. hist, v. 24). In the third cen-
tury Pope Stephen compels the African and Asiatic bishops to aban-
don the custom of rebaptizing those baptized by heretics. St.
Athanasius and St. Chrysostom appeal to the popes to defend their
rights. ‘‘ When the controversy [on the divinity of the Holy Ghost]
broke out,” writes Sozomenos (hist. Ecel. vI. 22), ‘¢ the bishop of Rome
[Liberius ; died A.D. 366] wrote to the churches of the East that they
should with the bishops of the West confess three Persons in God,
equal in substance and in dignity; All submitted, since the case
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was decided by the Church of Rome, and thus the controversy
was ended.” .

III. Not from the Church, but directly from Christ, whose
vicar he is, does the pope receive the power which is con-
tained in the primacy. For he is the true successor of the
prince of the apostles; and the latter received the power
necessary for the government of the Church, not from the
apostles, nor the faithful, but directly from Christ Himself
(44). It is one thing to nominate or elect one ac the successor
of the prince of the apostles, and another thing to confer
power on him. The former proceeds from man, the latter
from God. Therefore it was defined by the Counci! of Flor-
ence that full power to feed, rule, and govern the whole
Church was given to the pope in the person of St. Peter by
Our Lord Jesus Christ. The definition of ti.e Vatican Coun-
cil above quoted (44), that this power was conferred on St.
Peter immecdiately and directly by Christ Himself, applies
likewise to the pope, his successor in the primacy.

The temporal power, which the popes in the course of centuries
justly acquired, is decidedly to the advantage of the Church. In a
state of political independence the pope, as the common father of
Christendom, is enabled to hold free intercourse with all nations;
he is less subject to outside influence, and less liable to be suspected
of connivance to the wishes of temporal sovereigns. As a temporal
sovercign he has easier communication with other sovereigns, being
their equal in rank; while his temporal power likewise furnishes
him with the material means which the administration of the
Church requires.

The difficulty is sometimes raised that it is impossible at times to
know whether a pope is lawfully elected or not, and, consequently,
whether he has the power to rule the Church or not. The answer
igsimple. If the whole Church once acknowledges any one as its
lawful head, though the election may have been for some cause in-
valid, he thereby receives the sanction of the Church, which is
equivalent to a second and valid election ; whereupon he succeeds to
all that power vested in the head of the Church. Hence no secret
flaw can practically invalidate a papal election, and every defect in
the election is removed by the ratification of the Church, so that any
pope, universally acknowledged by the Church, is necessarily the
true successor of St. Peter.

48. The pope’s primacy is defined by Christ Himself (1) as a
true power of jurisdiction, (2) ordinary and (3) immediate, (4)
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comprising the fulness of that spiritual authority conferred on
the Churci, and (5) extending to all ecclesiastical matters.

The Vatican Council (1. de Eccl. c. 8), supplementing the declara-
tion of the Council of Florence, declares: ‘‘If any one assert that
the Roman (})ontiﬁ has only the office of inspection or direction, but
not full and supreme power of jurisdiction over the whole Church,
not only in things that regard faith and morals, but also in such as
regard the discipline and government of the Church throughout the
whole world ; or that he has only the better portion, but not the full
plenitude of this supreme power ; or that his power is not ordinary
and immediate, or over all churches singly and collectively, and over
one and all of the pastors and the faithful ; let him be anathema.”

The nature and extent of the papal supremacy are to be
defined by the ordinations of Christ regarding the primacy
of St. Peter.

1. The primacy, or supreme pastoral office of the pope, im-
plies not merely a right of supervision or superintendence
such as the president of a republic may possess. The suprem-
acy of the pope is strictly a power of jurisdiction, and con-
sequently comprises legislative and judicial power. (a) The
pope in the person of St. Peter certainly received the power
to feed the lambs and sheep of Christ; consequently, the
pastoral jurisdiction over the entire Church. Now, as the
pastorul charge over a portion implies the power to rule that
portion, so the pastoral charge over the whole Church implies
the power to rule the entire Church. Moreover, the pope re-
ceived the power of the keys, or the power of binding and
loosing, over the whole Church. But this power certainly
means more than the mere right of supervision (44). ()
Hence the pope is frequently called by the fathers the bishop
of bishops and the pastor of pastors. Hence the Council of
Florence declares that full power to feed, to rule, and to govern
the whole Church was given to the pope in the person of S..
Peter (47).

2. The power which the pope possesses is ordinary, i.e.,
one that belongs to him in virtue of his office, and is not dele-
gated to him by a higher authority. () As the successor of
St. Peter he holds his office and, consequently, the powers
attached to it. Both the office and its inherent power pro-
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ceed immediately from Christ, not from the apostles or the
community. () Therefore the councils declare that the pope
has received the power to govern the Church in the person of
St. Peter. But if he received it in the perscn of Peter, it
was not conferred on him by the Church. The fourth Coun-
cil of Lateran teaches that, « by institution of Our Lord, the
Roman Church, as the mother and teacher of all the faithful,
possesses the primacy of ordinary jurisdiction over every
other church.” What is said of the Roman Church may be
said of the pope; for the Roman Church possesses the su-
premacy over the other churches only inasmuch as the pope
holds the supremacy over the other bishops.

3. The pope’s jurisdiction is ¢mmediate in this sense, that he
has not only the right of acting through intermediate powers—
for instance, on the bishops through the patriarchs and upon
the faithful through the bishops—it immediately affects the
whole and all its parts, the pastors as well as the flock.
St. Peter was certainly given charge of the lambs as well as
of the sheep. Hence the pepe as the pastor of all can deal
direcily with all. Though the apostles founded churches,
each having its own head or bishop, yet, as we see from their
epistles, they did not surrender their right to exercise their
power on the individual members of these churches (1 Cor.
v. 3; 2 Cor. ii. 10). This universal power, however, was
ordinary in the case of St. Peter, but extraordinary in the
case of the other apostles. Hence it has been inherited by
the successor of St. Peter, but not by the successors of the
other apostles.

Hence the direct interposition of the popes in various parts of the
East as well as of the West from the earliest times, their frequent
exercise of jurisdiction through legates, the custom of appealing tc
Rome. This ordinary and immediate jurisdiction of the supreme
pastor does not impair the ordinary and immediate jurisdiction of
the bishops under him, as the appointment of one chief shepherd
over many flocks does not remove the power of the special shepherd
of each flock. The existence of a higher court of appeals does not
do away with the ordinary jurisdiction of the inferior courts.

¢ From this supreme power of the Roman pontiffs to govern the
whole Church,” declares the Vatican Council (ib.), ¢ it follows thatin
the exercise of this his office he has the right of free intercourse with
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the pastors and flocks of the entire Church, that he may be ¢ble to
teach and guide them in the true way of salvation. Therefore we
condemn and reject the opinions of those who say that this inter-
course of the supreme head of the Church with pastors and flock
may be justly prevented, or who would make this intercourse de-
pendent on the temporal power, to the extent of asserting that
whatever is ordamec{)o by the Holy See or by its authority for the
government of the Church has no effect or force unless it be sanc
tioned by the approval of the temporal power.”

4. The pope possesses the fulness of that spiritmal power
granted to the Church, and not only the better portion of it,
. 80 that it has no need to be supplemented by the power of
the bishops. St. Peter was placed as the one foundation of
the whole edifice of the Church. He received the keys of the
kingdom of heaven without restriction. He was made su-
preme pastor of the entire flock. Whether we consider the
individual pastors separately or collectively, they are subject
to the supreme pastor, form part of the flock committed to
him, and have no share in the primacy nor in the. preroga-
tives attaching to it. Therefore this power is not supplo-
meunted by that conferred on the subordinate pastors, but is
in itself the fulness of jurisdiction given the Church.

Hence the second Council of Lyons declares: ¢ The Church
of Rome possesses the supreme and full primacy and princi-
pality over the whole Church, which in truth and humility she
acknowledges to have received with the fulness of authority
from Our Lord in the person of St. Peter.” The Council of
Florence likewise teaches, as we have seen, that in the person
of St. Peter full power has been given to the pope ““to feed,
to rule, and to govern the whole Church.”

5. The papal primacy extends to all ecclesiastical persons and
‘things. Hence the Vatican Council (ib.) declares: “All, both
pastors and faithful, are bound to render him true obedience,
not only in things concerning faith and morals, but also in
things relating to the discipline and government of the Church
throughout the entire globe.” Everything, therefore, upon
whicl depend the preservation of the faith, the purity of
Christian morals, the well-being of the whole Church, the
harmony among its members, is subject to the universal pas
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tor. The direct interference of the popes in ecclesiastical
~JXairs, cven from the first and second centuries (47), shows,
on the one hand, how convinced they were of their power,
and, on the other hand, how sensible both bishops and people
were of their allegiance to them.

** Since, according to the divine right of the apostolic primacy,”
says the Vatican Council (ib), *‘ the Roman pontiff is the head of the
whole Church, we teach and declare that he is supreme judge of the
faithful, and that in all questions appertaining to ecclesiastical inves-
tigation appeal may be made to his judgment; but that the decision of
the apostolic see, beyond whose authority there is no higher, can be
invalidated by no one; and that no one is competent to pronounce
judgment on its decrees. Therefore they deviate from the right
path of truth who assert that it is allowed to appeal from the deci-
sions of the Roman gontiﬂfs to a general council as to a tribunal
higher than that of the Roman pontiff.”

49. The bishops are the true successors of the apostles: hence
they, and not the people, nor the state, have been invested with
the government of the Church.

I. As the threefold office of the Church—the teach: ng,
pastoral, and sacerdotal—may be reduced to two sources, orders
and jurisdiction (41), so likewise the episcopal power. It is
in virtue of the power of orders that the bishops administer
the sacraments, also those the administration of which is

reserved to themselves (confirmation and orders). In virtue
of the power of jurisdiction they discharge the offices of
teacher and pastor; yet only in union with, and subordinate
to, their supreme head, the pope. Just as the pope is the suc-
cessor of St. Peter, so the bishops, taken collectively, are the
successors of the apostles, who formed a body organized un-
der St. Peter as their head, for the dispensation of the means
of giace and the government of the Churcn. .

Tirat gradation, instituted by Christ in the Church, consisting of
pishcns, priests, and inferior ministers, is called the ecclesiastical
hierarchy, the highest grade of which are the bishops.

1. That the apostles, according to the institution of Christ,
should have their successors is manifest from those words in
which He promised them, as His legates, His assistance to the
wid of the world (Matt. xxviii. 20). For, if these words signify
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that the authority committed to them is to last to the consum-
mation of the world (42), they, consequently, imply that it is
tc be handed down to others even to the end of time, since
such authority necessarily supposes a subject in whom it re-
sides. But on whom has this authority devolved if not on
the bishops, who occupy the highest place in the Church’s
hierarchy?

2. As a matter of fact, the apostles consecrated bishops, and
appointed them as their successors. Thus St. Paul writes to
Timothy, who, as we learn both from the letters addressed to
him (2 Tim. x. 1, 6) and from the testimony of antiquity, had
been consecrated bishop by the Apostle: ‘¢ Be thou vigilant,
o the work of an evangelist, fulfil thy ministry; . . . forIam
even now ready to be sacrificed and the time of my dissolution
isnigh” (2 Tim. iv. 5,7). Timothy is, therefore, after the death
of St. Paul, to continune in that office in which he had been
already placed as the Apostle’s fellow-worker (Rom. xvi. 21)
so likewise were others called by the apostles to a share in the
apostolic work, Thus St. Paul left Titus in Crete, that he
might ““ordain priests in every city ” (Tit. i. 5). Again, h2
admonishes the priests of the Church of Ephesus: ¢“Take heed
to yourselves and to the whole flcck, wherein the Holy Ghost
hath placed you bishops, to rule the Church of God, which He
hath purchased with His own blood ” (Acts xx. 28).

3. Christian antiquity unanimously testifies that the bish-
ops are the successors of the apostles, The Council of Trent
(Sess. XXIIL c. 4) teaches that ¢ the bishops have succeeded in
the place of the apostles, and have been placed to govern tl:.
Chureh of God.”

The bishops, being the successors of the apostles, cannot discharge
their office independently of the pope, their supreme head; for the
a{)ostles acknowledged St. Peter as their supreme head. ‘It has
always been the unanimous teaching of Catholics, and a dogma of
faith,” writes Pope Gregory XVI. (A.p. 1885 to the bishops of
Switzerland), ¢ that the pope holds not only the primacy of honor,
but also of jurisdiction throughout the entire Church, and that,
corsequently, also the bishops are subject to him.” Though the
episcopal consecration gives them the right to a share in the admin-
istration of the Church, yet this right is not independent of the
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head of the Church, since he holds the supreme power. In fact,
the dependence of the bishops upon the pope is still greater
than was that of the apostles upon Peter; for the apostles, having
received the extraordinary commission to preach the gospel to the
whole world, received also extraordinary power from Our Lord;
which they did not transmit to their successors, who had been
only placed over certain portions of the Church. Hence the bishops
individually do not inherit this extraordinary power over the whole
Shurch which was exercised by the apostles. .

II. The bishops take part in the government of the Church
in two ways. First, they administer each that portion of the
Church assigned him by the pope, personally and through the
priests or pastors whom they appoint. Secondly, they meet
in council from time to time to consult together with the
pope concerning the general welfare of the Church, and in
union with him to issue decrees and regulations for the gov-
ernment of the universal Church (57).

Hence, according to the institution of Christ, the faithful have no
share in the government cf the Church; nor have they any right to
prescribe how the Church is to be governed. Nor can the state, or
civil government, claim any right or power in ecclesiastical matters.
For a right must be proved, not supposed. But in the constitution
of the Church there is no vestige of such a right. Besides, revealed
religion is of a higher, supernatural order; while the state, its aim,
and its means are of the natural order. The state cannot, there-
fore, be the possessor and administrator of spiritual power. The
members of the Church, of course, being also members of the state,
are subject to civil authority, but in things temporal only, which
lie within the scope of civil authority.

If we sum up the result of the questions thus far treated, we may
describe the Church of Christ as the assemblage of all Christians,
united, by the profession of the same faith and the use of the same
sacraments, under one common supreme head, the pope, who is the
successor of 8t. Peter, and under the bishops in communion with
him, who are the successors of the apostles (cf. 38).
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CHAPTER IV,
MARKS OF THE CHURCH

50. The Church is a visible social organization, consisting
of a body and a soul; whence it is easily recognizable as the
true Church of Christ.

We here speak of the visibleness of the Church, because this attri-
bute belongs to its essence, but particularly because it is a necessary
condition of those marks by which the true Church may be discerned.

I. The visibleness of the Church follows from its constitu-
tion, its means, and its relalion to Christ.

1. Christ founded the Church as a society, cousisting of
rulers and subjects (41). Though authority of itself is in-
visible, yet those who wield it are visible; for it is only as
such that they can come before their subjects as teachers,
priests, and pastors. Authority, therefore, manifests itself,
as does the invisible soul in man, by its external action.

2. Although the last end of the Church, i.e., the eternal
happiness of its children, as well as its proximate end, i.e.,
the inward sanctification of souls, is invisible, yet the exercise
of the Christian religion, which is the immediate object of the
Church (38), is a visible function. For, the preaching of the
Christian doctrine, the administration of the sacraments, the
legis:ation of the Church, the outward profession of faith,
the reception of the sacraments, the submission to the Church
on the part of the faithful, are all visible actions.

3. According to the words of Christ, ‘“ As the Father hath
sent Me, I also send you” (John xx. 21), the Church through
its rulers continues the mission of Christ, sanctifying its
members by its teaching, its sacraments, and its precepts (40).
But Christ appeared visibly before men: consequently, the
Church, continuing His mission, ust also appear visibly
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among men, and visibly dispense the treasures of grace in-
t. usted to it.

II. Besides the visible, there is also an {nvistble element in
the Church; and as we speak of the Church as of a body,
consisting of a head and subordinate members, so we also
spexak of the soul of the Church.

By the soul of the Church we understand all those spiritual, super-
natural graces which constitute it the Church of Christ, and enables
its members to attain tbeir last end. What we call soul in general
is that pervading principle which gives life to a body and enables its
members to perform their peculiar functions. To the soul of the
Church belong faith, the common aspiration of all to the same end,
the invisible authority of superiors, the inward grace of sanctifica-
tion. the supernatural virtues, and other gifts of grace, The author
of all these supernatural gifts is the Holy Ghost, the promised
representative of Christ, who exerts His activity‘in the Church.

Hence we may understand why one may have a larger share than
another in the spiritual life of the Church, and how one may belong
in a greater or less degree to, or may separate himself altogether
from, the soul of the Church. For, even the influence of the human
soul upon the members of the body is different in its effects, giving
sight to the eyes, hearing to the ear; while to other organs it
gives only the sense of touch. Hence it is possible that one member
may be deprived of I‘fe altogether, though outwardly it be still
united to the body. (mly the just belong to the soul of the Church
in the fullest sense, ar d derive their life from it. For in them alone
is the end of the Chrirch—sanctitication—fully realized ; they are,
in the true sense of tae word, the temples of the Holy Ghost.

Holy Scripture is wont to represent the spiritual life of the
Ciiurch in divers ways. In one place it tells us that the Holy
Ghost unites all who are baptized into one body (1 Cor. xii.
13), consequently, performs a function similar to that which
the s.al performs in the human body. Again, it teaches that
we ure all members under one invisible head; for as the head
directs and governs the members visibly, so also does the
soul direct and govern them invisibly (Eph. v.; Col. i. 18).

Hence the soul and the body of the Church do not form two dis-
tinet churches, but one and the same, as the soul and the body of man
form but one human being. Nor are they opposed to each other, as
the divine to the human, or the supernatural to the natural ; for
the visible element of the Church, as well as the invisible, is divine

and supernatural. They contrast with each other only as the invisible
to the visible in one and the same mor-1 person.
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III. The Church is, moreover, easily recognizable as the
true Church of Christ.

From what has been said on the knowableness of revelation (9) it
follows that Christianity must be recognizable as a divine revela-
tion. The question which concerns us here is only whether that
society to which Christ intrusted the administration of His religion
may be recognized as such. If so, we can also ascertain what the
true teaching of Christ is. For once it is established that Christ
has given charge to His Church to preserve and propagate His
doctrine (38), the true teaching of Christ must be found wherever
the true Church of Christ is. .

1. From the end of the Church of Christ we may easily in-
fer that it can be recognized as such. For if it is to lead men
to eternal life by the exercise of the Christian religion (39),
this way, marked out by God for the salvation of man, must
be distinguishable from ways devised, not by God, but by
men.

2. This follows, moreover, from the obligation of all men to
become and continue to be members of the Church of Christ.
For, the fulfilment of this command is impossible unless the
true Church can be known; consequently, the true Church is
knowable and distingunighable from all others that may falsely
call themselves by that name. Therefore, since Christ im-
posed upon all the obligation to enter Ilis Church (40), He
must have made His Church easily recognizable to all,

3. If the Church is to continue Christ’s mission among
men (41), it must, like Christ. Himself, be able to prove its
mission. Now, Christ proved His divine misgion by outward
signs. And if Christ abides in His Church as in a visible
body, we must conclude that as in His humanity His divin-
ity was not altogether concealed, so also in His Church the
divine element will always sufficiently come to view, to make
it distingnishable from every merely human institution.

Hence that species of indifferentism which holds no form of

Christianity as absolutely true, on the ground that none can prove
itself as such, is groundless.

51, There is but one true Church of Christ.

There is but one ¢rue Church, if Christ founded but one. For in
this case all others are contrary to His divine will, since He impoged
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the obligation on all men to seek communion with the one Church
which He founded, and, consequently, to shun the communion of
all others 340). That Christ founded but one Church is evident
beyond all doubt.

1. Christ founded but one Church if He gave the charge
to teach all nations only to the college of the apostles united

qunder St. Peter as their common head. Now, all those pas-
‘sages of Scripture which refer to this mission combine to

show that this was the case (37, 41, 42). Any commu-
nity, therefore, which does not derive its origin from this
one mission, confided to the apostles, and in them to their -
successors, cannot have been founded by Christ, and, conse-
quently, cannot be His true Church.

2. Christ founded but one Church if it was His intention
to unite all men into one great family. That such was His
intention He tells us in the clearest terms; for He says:
“ There shall be one fold and one shepherd ” (John x. 16).
Nothing, therefore, can be farther from the intention of
Christ than a plurality of folds and shepherds.

3. That Christ founded but one Church is manifest from
the fact that He established it on one foundation and ap-
pointed but one vicar on earth, giving him the power of the
keys, and committing to him His whole flock as to one su-
preme pastor, For, where Christ has laid no foundation,
neither has He built ; where the keys are not, there is not
His house, nor His kingdom ; where He has not appointed
the shepherd, there is not His flock. Now, as has already
been shown, He chose only one as the foundation; to one
only did He give the keys of His kingdom, to one only did
He commit His flock (44). Whence He recognizes but one
adifice, one kingdom, one flock, one Church, as His own.

52. Unity, sanctity, catholicity, and apostolicity are marks
of the true Church of Christ.

The marks of the Church, strictly speaking, are not marks of the
true doctrines, but of that sociefy to which the doctrines and spirit-
ual treasures of Christianity in general have been given in charge.
This society being visible, there can be question only of visible marks.
A mark differs from an attribute in this, that it is visible, whiie an
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attribute may ve invisible. When an attribute—for instance, holi
ness—manifests itself outwardly, it becomes a mark. Since the
marks of the true Church are such that from them we may know the
Church, they must be more easily distinguished than the true
Church itself. Hence Protestants err in asserting that the true
preaching of the word of God and the right use of the sacraments
are marks of the Church; for these marks would be harder to dis-
cern than the true Church as such. Again, since the divinity of the
Church must follow with certainty from these marks, they, at least
taken collectively, can belong to the true Church only. Finally,
since we treat of the Church as it was founded in fact, its marks
cannot be arbitrarily established, but must be grounded in the nature
of the Church. These conditions are verified in the marks alluded
to, as we find in the earliest creeds referred to by the fathers.
Thus St. Cyril of Jerusalem (died 386) says in an address to the
catechumens : ‘* Since the word church may be variously under-
stood, faith proposes to thee the following article: ¢And in one
holy, catholic Church,’ that thou mayest flee the assemblies of here-
tics, and ever adhere to the holy Catholic Church. And when thou
art on a journey and comest into any city, do not ask simply where
the house of God is, for the very heretics honor their meeting-
places with the name of the house of God; nor where the Church
18, but where the Catholic Church is; for this is the true name of
this holy Church, our common mother ” (Catech. 18, n. 26). The
Second General Council (881) also emphasizes the marks of the
Church, professing its faith in one holy and apostolic Catholic
Church.

I. The true Church of Christ is necessarily one. Unity
belongs to the Church in several respects. It is one in its
founder and invisible head; it is one in its one ultimate end;
it iz one in its means to that end. Hence the Apostle, ex-
horting the Ephesians to union, says: *“ One body and one
Spirit; as you are called in one hope of your calling; one
Lord, one faith, one baptism; one God and Father of all ”
(Eph. iv. 4-6).

But when there is question of that unity which forms one
of the characteristic marks of the true Chuich, we justly em-
phasize the unity of its visible authority and its constilution.
For this unity belongs to the Church as a visible society, and
manifests itself in the person of its rulers. It is mainly the
authority of the Church that produces that internal unity—
the unity of faith,so often inculcated by the apostles (cf. Rom.
xvi. 17). Therefore the Apostle teaches that the authority
which God established in the Church has for its chief object
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the perfection of the faithful, and particularly the unity of
faith (Eph. iv. 11-14). Unity of authority is likewise the fun-
damenta! reason why there can be but one Church; for if once
that unity ceased, numerous religious societies of equal author-
ity weuld spring up (51).

That the Church must possess this unity, which rests upon
its visible authority, may be proved by all those arguments
which we have advanced (42, 46) for the existence of &
supreme visible authority in the Church.

II. The true Church of Christ is necessarily holy. The
Church is holy in its divine origin; in its object, which is the
sanctification of its members; in the means confided to it,i.e.,
Christ’s doctrine and sacraments; in its union with Christ, its
invisible head. 'When we call the Church holy we do not ex-
clude any of these qualities; yet by holiness as a mark of the
Church we mean certain supernatural and ex¢raordinary effects
of that grace with which the Holy Ghost quickens the Church.
These effects are twofold: the eztraordinary sanctity of some
of the Church’s members; and unusual gifts of the Spirit, ag
those of miracles and prophecies, which in every age have
adorned some of the Church’s children, and bear witness to
the presence of the Holy Ghost.

1. The true Church will always possess some members dis-
tinguished by eminent sanctity and heroic virtues.

a. Guided by Christ and enjoying His perpetual assistance,
the Church is certain to affain its end. This, however, does
not consist merely in securing for its members the state of
sanctifying grace, but likewise in leading at least some to
eminent sanctity; for although Christ did not make eminent
sanctity of obligation, yet He certainly recommended it
(Matt. v. 48), and the ¢ perfecting of the saints” is expressly
mentioned as part of the Church’s mission (Eph. iv. 12).
This end will not be attained by all; nor will all even perse-
vere in the state of sanctifying grace. For, according to
Christ’s own words, there will be found cockle among the
wheat. Certain as is the fulfilment of this prophecy, no less
certain it is, on the other hand, that Christ is with His Church
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“a]ll days, even to the consummation of the world* (Matt.
xxviii. 20). But this effectual assistance of Christ would be
wanting to His Church if it did not attain its end to the
full extent, i.e., lead some of its members to eminent sanctity.

b. The true Church, the visible body of Christ, represents
Christ dwelling upon earth and teaching us by word and ex-
ample (41); but this representation would be utterly deficient
if the Church did not lead some of its children to extraor-
dinary holiness.

¢. An extraordinary inward holiness will display itself at
least from time to time in eminent works of external holiness.
The sanctity of the soul is, as it were, refleeted in the body.
If this is the case with individuals it is all the more so with
the Church at large. The soul of the Church, the author of
all grace, and, in a certain sense, the inward holiness of the
Church, is the Holy Ghost Himself (50). He will therefore
produce in the visible body of the Church unmistakable
evidences of sanctity; in other words, He will render some
members of the Church conspicuous for holiness.

What we have said proves to evidence that the Church is, and may

. be justly called, holy, though all its children do not attain to sanctity.

We can only expect in the Church that holiness which was promised it

by its founder. But Christ did not promise that all or the greater

part would attain to sanctity, nor did He promise to give the Church
only those graces with which all would infallibly correspond.

2. In the true Church must be found exfraordinary gifis of
the Spirit.

a. Although those gifts of the Spirit are not essential to true
sanctity, yet they necessarily delong to the Church's sanctity,
since Christ has promised them to His Church. For speaking
of His own miracles He said: ‘¢ He that believeth in Me, the
works that I do he also shall do; and greater than these shall
he do; because I go to the Father” (John xiv. 12). He
renews the same promises in the words: “ And these signs
shall follow them that believe” (Mark xvi. 17). The gift of
miracles is, therefore, a property of the trne Church.

b. The true Church is promised imperishadleness in all
its essential attributes; for tnat comprehensive promise of
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divine assistynce (Matt. xxxii. 20) regards not only its govern.
ment and faith, but all that in any way belongs to its mission.
Now, it is certain that the Church in the first ages possessed
the gift of miracles. Not only Holy Writ (cf. Mark xvi, 20;
Acts iii.), but also the fathers of the first centuries furnish
numerous proofs of this fuct. This gift of miracles could not,
therefore, have entirely vanished from the Church. For even
though miracles were no longer necessary as an evidence of
the divinity of the Christian religion, yet they were and still
are necessary a8 the fulfilment of Christ’s promise. As the
former reason ceased to exist, miracles might naturally become
rarer; but as the latter shall always continue, they shall never
entirely cease.

I1L. The true Church of Christ is necessarily catholic. The
Church can be called catholic or universal in regard to Zime,
since by the power of Christ it is to continue to the end of the
world; in regard to doctrine, because it teaches all the truths
received from Christ; in regard to all mankind, because, un-
like the Jewish Synagogue, it receives into its fold all nations
without distinction; in regard to place, because it is destined
to be, and actually is, spread simultaneously over the whole
universe. Catholicity, considered in this last sense, is pre-
¢minently a mark of the true Church. The idea of catholic-
ity includes not only exfension, but also unity. For without
unity the Church would not be a society existing simultare-
ously in various places. - We could only speak in that case of
several societies existing in different countries.

Extension may be either virtual or actual. Virtual extension im-
plies the destination and fitness for actual extension. Universality,
moreover, may be either physical or moral. The Church would
possess physical universality if no country or district existed where
it was not represented or at least knowu. Moral universality could
exist also in the case tha{ the Church was spread or known only
throughout the greater part of the universe. This moral universality
has different degrees, according as it more or less approaches physical
universality. There is no evidence that the Church must be physi-
cally universal, i.e., simultaneously exist in all.places of the un‘verse.
On the contrary, we might naturally expect that a kingdom which

was to be propagated by inward conviction, and must, therefore,
meet with opposition (Mark xvi. 16), would not attain to physical
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universality; while it is natural to suppose that it might attain to
moral universality. _

1. The true Church possessed, even from its very oiigin,
virtual universality.

a. The destination of the Church for actual universality
was repeatedly indicated by its founder: “ Going therefore,
teach ye all nations” (Matt. xxviii. 19). ““Go ye into the
whole world, and preach the gospel to every creature” (Murk
xvi. 15). The kingdom of the Messias is represented as em-
bracing all the nations of the earth (19). According to the
prophets of the Old Law, Christ ‘“shall rule from sea to sea,
and from the river [Euphrates] unto the ends of the earth.
« « . And all kings of the earth shall adore Him, all nations
shall serve Him” (Ps. 1xxi. 8, 11). The Church is the
mighty stone which became a great mountain and filled the
whole earth (Dan. ii. 25).

b. The Church received also the fifness for universal exten-
sion in virtue of the promise: “Behold I am with you all days,
even to the consummation of the world ” (Matt. xxviii. 20).
This same fitness is a result of the presence of the Holy
Ghost in the Church (John xiv. 17), who being, as it were, its
soul (50), inspires its external action, gives efficacy to its
work, adorns some of its members with the gift of miracles,
and thus by His influence on the hearts of men facilitates the
conversion of the world. Although this supernatural power
in the Church is something invisible, yet like holiness, which
is also invisible in itself, it manifests itself in its effects, and
may, therefore, be considered a mark of the true Church.
Another proof of this virtual universality is the number of
converts on the Church’s first appearance (Acts ii. and iv.),
and its rapid spread during the lifetime of the apostles (30).

2. Actual wniversality also belongs to the true Church,
though not from its very origin.

a. Christ did not only give the apostles and their successors
the charge to preach the gospel everywhere: He also expressly
forefold that it would be preached everywhere. Speaking of
Mary Magdalen shortly before His passion, He said: “ Amen,
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1 say to you, wheresoever this gospel shall be preached in the
whole world, that also which she hath done shall be told for a
memory of her” (Matt. xxvi. 13). And before His ascension:
“You shall be witnesses unto Me in Jerusalem and in all
Judea and Samaria, and even to the uifermost part of the
earth ” (Acts i. 8).

b. For the very reason that the Church possessed virfual
universality it must have gradually become actually universal.
For the Church would have ceased to be the Church of Christ
if it had not fulfilled its essential mission, and Christ would
have been unfaithful to His promise if He had not given to
His Church a large extension. Buf since the Church was to
be extended by its own action, that is, by the preaching of the
gospel, the obligation of preaching the gospel and thus prop-
agating itself exists only where this is physically possible.
This was not possible in regard to the New World before its
discovery. Hence we may understand how the Church,
according to the intention of Christ, could be morally uni-
versal before the discovery of the New World.

¢. The Church is the ordinary way to eternal salvation (89).
Now, what can be more in keeping with the wisdom and good-
ness of God than that, so far as depends on Him, He should
offer to all men the possibility of pursuing that way? He would
offer this possibility to all only in case that the Church were
apread morally over the whole world, so that it would be the
fault of the nations themselves if they neglected to enter
upon this path of safety.

The Church is to be propagated not only by the preaching, but also
by the hearing and believing, of the gospel. Now, since divine and
human action codperate to this same end, it depends upon both these
to what extent this end is to be attained. G—odl,)‘;s we know from His
promises, will confer the grace of conversion on 8o many as to render
the Church actually universal in a moral sense. If men faithfully
codperated with grace and withdrew neither themselves nor their
offspring from the influence of the gospel, the Church would attain
to a higher degree of catholicity.

1f the true Church is necessarily catholic, and thus embraces all
nations, it is self-evident that a merely national Church, i.e., an

assemblage of Christians who are not in communion with the univer-
sal Church and its supreme head, can by no means be the true
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t(Ja‘lgurch, but rather bears in its very name the evidence of apos-
Y. .
IV. The true Church of Christ is necessarily apostolic. 1t
must be apostolic in its doctrine and sacraments, both of which
it has received from the apostles; in its constitution, since the
hierarchy introduced by the apostles at Christ’s command
must continue forever; in the succession of its rulers, i.e., the
pastors who govern the Church in every age must be successors
of the apostles, who received their mission and authority
directly from Christ. It is apostolicity in this latter sense
that constitutes a visible mark of the Church.

The apostolic origin of the Church’s doctrine and sacraments is
less evident than the apostolic succession, which is a patent fact.
And, though a schismatic body were in possession of the true faith
and the sacraments, yet it would not therefore be apostolic as a
church. In like manner there might be a hierarchy in a Christian
community resembling that constituted by the apostles, without its
being apostolic. But if it is once proved that the pastors of a church
are true successors of the apostles, and thus invested with that power
conferred on the apostles, we have an evidence that this is the true
Church of Christ, and that, consequently, its doctrine and sacra-
ments are apostolic and true (43). Hence Tertullian (de praescript.
¢. 21), to prove the truth of the Catholic doctrine, tersely argues:
““We are in communion with the apostolic Church, from which we
do not differ in a single point of doctrine—sufficient evidence of the
truth of our teaching.” To become a successor of the apostles it is
necessary to be received into the body of the apostles—into that
body to which Christ gave power to rule His Church. Thus even at
the times of the apostles their successors were appointed (48). It is
by the admission of new members, who take the place of the de-
ceased, that the power peculiar to a moral body is transmitted.
Thus the power conferred on the apostles with St. Peter at their
head must be transmitted to the bishops with the pope at their head
(48). But since a twofold power—orders and jurisdiction (41)—has
been given to the Church one cannot become successor of the apos-
tles, in the full sense of the word, not being duly ordained and in-
vested with jurisdiction. But jurisdiction is possessed only by those
in communion with, and under the obedience of, the supreme head of
the Church. Hence the Council of Trent (Sess. 28, can. 8) declares
‘‘ those incorporated by the authority of the pope to be true and
lawful bishops.”

That the Church is apostolic in the sense explained follows
$rom its constitution. ‘

1, That Church alone is the true one in which is to be
found the power conferred by Christ (37, 41)." Now, this
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power is to be found only where the body of the apostles
exists; for to it alone this power was committed (42). The
true Church must, therefore, be apostolic in this sense, that
its pastors form one moral body extending from the apostles
to the present time; in other words, that they are true suc-
cessors of the apostles.

2. That Church alone which is built upon the unshaken
foundation laid by Christ can be considered the true Church
of Christ. But that visible foundation was none other than
St. Peter, the prince of the apostles; and therefore the Church
must always rest upon St. Peter, who continues to live in
his successors. This is precisely what renders the Church
apostolic—that the bishops who are in communion with the
successor of St. Peter form one moral person with the apos-
tles who were gathered around St. Peter.

Hence we understand why, from the earliest ages, the see
of Peter was called fhe apostolic (47), and why union with
it was considered as an unmistakable proof of communion
with the true Church, according to the well-known principle
of St. Ambrose (Enarr. in ps. 48, n. 39): “ Where Peter is,
there is the Church.”

53. The Roman Caviholic Church possesses the aforesaid
marks. :

Roman Catholic expresses at the same time the catholicity and
unity of the Church—the unity, because the Roman pontiff is its one
head and centre. The appellation Roman does not limit the univer-
sality, but emphasizes that unity which is a necessary attribute of
the universal Church. English Catholic or American Catholic, on
the contrary, would exclude universality, as neither Englaad nor
America can be called the centre of the Church’s unity.

I. It is manifest that the Roman Catholic Church possesses
that wnity which rests on visible authority; since it recognizes
the pope as the successor of St. Peter in the primacy (47),
and the bishops in communion with him as the successors of
the apostles (48), and regards all who refuse to submit to their
authority as excluded from its fold.

If at times, as in the case of the great Western Schism, there was
doubt as to the lawful successor of St. Peter in the primacy, yet the
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Church in such instances no more lost her character of unity than
a monarchy loses its monarchical character by the existence of several
pretendants to the throne. If doubt existed as to the rightful pos-
sessor of the see of Peter, it was considered as vacant for the time
being, as it is vacant, in fact, at the pope’s death.

From unity of authority follows unity of faith,; for, since the
object of that authority established by Christ was to teach, it is the
duty of all to submit to it; and since this teaching body is only one,
there can be but one doctrine proposed to all. Nor is unity of faith
impaired by the fact that concerning certain points it is doubtful
what the teaching of Christ and the Church is. For, as all are
ready to submit to any decision which may be given by the Church,
all imglicitly believe the same, though their opinions may differ on
some points. Hence formal unity of faith always exists in the
Catholic Church, though there may not always be material unity.

II. That the Catholic Church has always possessed and still
possesses that sanctify which was promised to His Church by
Christ is manifest from the history of all ages.

1. In every century we find in the Catholic Church such
as not only possessed heroic virtue surpassing that which is
ordinarily granted to mortals, but also such as by miracles
wrought through their intercession after death have been
declared by God to be His chosen friends. The lives of those
whom the Church venerates as sainfs, and purticularly the
acts of their canonization, furnish numerous proofs of this
fact.

2. Every age supplies numerous evidences that the fulness

of the divine gifts—especially miracles and prophecies—
abides in the Church.

If in every age the Church lead some of its children to eminent
sanctity, it follows that the doctrine and practices of the Church,
and the means which it offers to its children, are holy. For it
was by their union with the Church, by faith in its teaching. observ-
ance of its laws and counsels, that they became saints, If we briefly
review the doctrines, precepts, and practices of the Church, we
shall readily perceive that they are all well fitted for the sanctifica-
tion of man. How much the Church insists upon good works was
plainly shown by the reformers (so-called) of the sixteenth century,
who even made this an object of reproach to it. The Church not
only requires of its children to keep the commandments of God; it
obliges them also by special precepts (the commandments of the
Church) to assist at the divine service, to receive the sacraments, to
practise mortification, etc. Those who aspire to higher perfection it
exhorts to observe the counsels of the gospel. That the Church's
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doctrine, precepts, and counsels have not been fruitless may be seen
from the self-sacrifice, charity, and other virtues practised every-
where within its pale.

Although there may be millions of Catholics who are far removed
from sanctity, and many even leading sinful lives, yet their conduct
cannot be interpreted against the holiness of the Church or of its
teaching; for they are sinners, not because they follow the Church’s
teaching, but because they disregard its voice. The fact that the
Church leads so many to eminent sanctity is sufficient proof that
it possesses the means to sanctify man, and that it enjoys the divine
assistance, which is the source of all sanctification. But Christ fore-
told that in His Church there would be cockle as well as wheat;
consequently, that some would not avail themselves of the means of
sanctification.

III. The Roman Catholic Church, as its name implies, is
catholic, or universal. What St. Augustine (de vera relig.
c. 7, n. 12) observed of the enemies of the Church in his time
is true also of those of our day: ¢ Whether they wil or no, if
they wish to be understood, they cannot call our Church by
any name but the Catholic Church; because it is known by
this name throughout the entire world.”

1. The Catholic Church possesses actual universality. For,
without losing aught of its unity, it is spread over the greatest
portion of the earth. Its adherents are more numerous than
those of all other Christian denominations together. If, then,
one church among all existing denominations is necessarily
catholic, this being an essential mark of the imperishable
Church of Christ, to which of them belongs this attribute, if
not to the Roman Catholic ? '

2. The Catholic Church, by the manner in which it has
attained to that universality, gives manifest proof: of its fitness
for self-extension. It has won its adherents, and continues to
win them, by the conversion of the heathen; which is much
more difficult than to recruit a following from the ranks of
those who have renounced the faith or reduced it to a few
dogmas, disregarding the Church’s commandments, and cast-
ing off the yoke of obedience to spiritual authority. For both
grace and good-will are necessary to bear the yoke of Christ,
while its rejection is the work of nature.

IV. The Catholic Church is apostolic.
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1. We can prove, particularly from thehistory of the coun-
cils, that the present feaching body—the assemblage of the
bishops in communion with the pope—is morally identified
with that of the apostles assembled at Jerusalem under St.
Peter. For. if we go back from the Vatican Council to that
of Trent, we shall find the same episcopal sees, to which new
ones have been added, dependent, however, upon the see of
Rome. Hence we must conclude that the present tcaching
body duly succeeds to that of the sixteenth century. The
same can be shown if we go back from the Council of Trent
to that preceding it, the Fifth of the Lateran (a.D. 1512), and
from that to the Council of Florence, and, finally, to the first
meeting of the apostles at Jerusalem.

2. The Catholic Church again proves itself to be apostolic
by the fact that, as we have already shown (47), the Romar
pontiff is the successor of St. Peter; consequently, the bishops
in union with him are the successors of the apostles in com-
munion with St. Peter. Hence St. Angustine (contra epist.
Manich. fundam. c. 4, n. 5) justly points to this apostolic suc-
cession as one of the chief reasons which bound him to the
Catholic Church.

If the Roman Catholic Church is apostolic because the body of
its teachers and rulers lawfully succeeds the college of the apostles,
it follows that the assemblage of the faithful is also apostolic; for
by the fact of its union with its lawful pastors, who are the succes-
sors of the apostles, it forms the Church apostolic. The apostolicity
of the teaching body of the Church is to us a guarantee for the
apostolicity of the Church’s doctrine and sacraments, and of all its
permanent institutions. For, since the apostolic Church is the true
Church of Christ, and can neither change its constitution nor depart
from the true doctrine (43), it follows that in the Roman Catholic
Church, being the true Church of Christ, there are the doctrine,

sacraments, and other essential institutions handed down by the
apostles.

64. No other Christian denomination possesses these marks.

I. No other religious denomination possesses unity.

1. This is self-evident of those religious denominations
which, like Protestantism, on principle admit no supreme
authority in matters of faith. HKven though—what is not the
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cage—free inquiry should happen to lead to unity of faith,
the sects following this principle would not possess the unity
which Christ gave to His Church. How quickly any religious
association, separated from vhe Church, is split up into new
factions, and how vast is the difference of opinion among
such sects regarding the most important questions, is amply
shown by exzperience. 1t is a notorious fact that Protestant-
ism was very soon rent into numerous factions.

It is evident, then, that Protestantism ¢n ¢fs entirely does not
possess the unity which belongs to the true Church of Christ, since
it has dwindled into countless sects, differing in government, faith,
the number of sacraments, the form of divine worship, etc. Nor
does this unity exist in the individual sects of Protestantism.
For the unity of government in these sects is not that instituted by
Christ on 8t. Peter and the apostles; for they are either under
secular authority, whose power does not extend beyond its own
dominion, and which, consequently, cannot become a bond of
unity ; or they form but local artificial unions, without any unitive
principle. But where there is no unity of government, no one
authoritative teaching body, there can be no wnity of faith, sacra-
ments, or divine worship. The absence of this latter kind of unity
is an obvious fact in all Protestant sects of any dimensions.

2. Neither do the schismatic churches of the East possess
that unity peculiar to Christ’s Church. They do not possess
the unily of constitution given by Christ to His Church, but
only an arbitrary and defective one. For eight centuries the
Eastern Church, the Greeks in particular, recognized the su-
premscy of the Roman pontiff over the whole Church (47).
But when their patriarchs seceded from Rome they set up
another centre of unity, the patriarchate of Constantinople ;
but they soon divested it of all power, partly because it was
their own arbitrary creation, and partly because they them-
selves set the example of insubordination to the other Greek
churches. Hence the Russian Church, and that of modern
Greece, and recently that of Roumania, made themselves in-
dependent of the patriarchate of Constantinople; and the
Greek Church is now split up into various sections.

Neither does the unity of faith exist in the Eastern churches.
The Russians believe with the Catholic Church in the validity of
baptism by infusion and aspersion, which was also formerly the be-
lief of the Grecks ; but by a decree issued by the patiiarchs of Cen-
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stantinople and Jerusalem (A.D. 1756), baptism thus conferred is
declared invalid. Besides, the Russian Church itself is now divided
into numerous sects.

II. No other religious denomination possesses that sanctity
which Christ promised to His Church.

1. None other can point to sainfs, none other is distin-
guished by extraordinary supernatural gifts; many of them,
in fact, deny the very possibility of miracles, as St. Irenaeus
(adv. haeres. 11. 31) relates of the heretics of his own time.
And though those churches which have abandoned the centre
of unity have preserved many of the revealed truths, and the
true form of baptism, which are not without influence on the
spiritual life of their members, yet those higher manifestations
of holiness which, according to the ordination of Christ, were
to be an evidence of the fulness of spiritual life in His Church
are entirely wanting.

2. Moreover, in many religious sects are maintained prin-
ctples which are. not only inconsistent with sanctity, but also
contrary to the obvious teaching of the gospel and of reason
itself; whence some sects have been forced to depart from
their original tenets in order to stay the tide of immorality.

II1. No other religious denomination is catholic.

1. No other religious. body possessing unify is at the same
time propagated over the greafer portion of the earth. ' The
boundaries of non-Catholic countries are usually also the con-
fines of their religion; for a national church may exist withount
4 common centre of unity, but not a church which is to em-
brace all the nations of the earth. Hence it is that no
heretical or schismatical body has obtained the name of catlo-
lic, although in our own days, as in the days of St. Augus-
tine, attempts have been made to usurp that title.

2. No other religious body has incorporated its members
in the way intended by Christ, i.e., by supernatural means.
For the origin of all the sects was not the conversion of non-
Christian, but the apostasy of Christian nations from the
mother Church. Hence it is that they have one and all
proved inefficient to convert heathen nations, while it is pre
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cisely from among the latter that the Catholic Church in
every age has recruited its numbers,

1V. No other denomination is apostolic.

1. No other is able to trace back its origin to the aposties.

2. On the contrary, it may easily be shown, even from
the names of the different sects, that they are of compara-
tively recent origin. With regard to the Western sects, they
only reach to the sixteenth century. The most ancient sects
of the East—for instance, the Nestorians—point to a date more
recent than the apostolic age. The history of their several
apostasies gives evidence of the non-apostolic origin of the
different sects. Although the Greek Church, being a severed
branch of the Catholic Church, was once apostolic, yet it
lost its apostolicity as soon as Photius (in the ninth century),
and particularly Michael Cerularins (1054), endeavored to
make the branch a separate tree.
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CHAPTER V.
THE TEACHING OFFICE OF THE CHURCH.

I. Tae TeEAcHING OFFICE CONSIDERED IN ITSELER

55. The Church is infallible in the discharge of its office as
teacher of Christ’s doctrine.

That the Church has the power to teach with authority, so that
all are bound to accept the divine truths which it proposes, plainly
follows from what has been already said (41). The supernatural
assistance, on which rests its infallibility, does not imply a mani-
festation of truths never before revealed, but such a gutdance as to
enable it to teach without error the truths once revealed by Christ
and the Holy Ghost to the apostles. Divine assistance does not in
any way exclude the natural activity of the mind in those invested
with the teaching office ; it only accompanies and supplements the
intellect, preserving it from error and directing it to the certain
knowledge of the revealed truth.

1. The infallibility of the Church in the discharge of its
teaching office follows from the promises of Christ. (a) Christ
promised His apostles and their successors His perpetual assist-
ance in the preaching of His doctrine: “Behold I am with
you all days, even to the consummation of the world ” (Matt.
xxviii. 20). But Christ would not be with the teaching body
in His Church unless He enabled it to discharge that office
efficiently, i.e., to preach without error that doctrine, which is
the foundation of Christian life and the ground of all our
hope (Hebrew xi. 1). (b) Christ promised the Holy Ghost to
the apostles and their successors: “1I will agsk the Father, and
He shall give you another Paraclete [advocate, helper, inter-
cessor], that He may abide with you forever, the Spirit of
truth” (John xiv. 16, 17). “ When the Spirit of truth is
come, He will teach you [He will lead you into] all truth”
(John xvi. 13). By these words is clearly indicated that the
object of the Holy Ghost’s assistance is simply to preserve the
taith pure ; and that not in the apostles only, but also in their
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successors, who have the same mission, viz., to teach the
truth. For the Holy Ghost is to remain with the apostles
forever, not only for a time. (¢) Again, Christ promised
that the Church He was to found upon St. Peter would be
imperishable : “ Upon this rock I will build My Church, and
the gates of hell shall not prevail against it ” (Matt. xvi. 18).
By the gates of hell are understood in general the assaults of
the Church’s enemies, the most dangerous of which are those
that threaten to destroy the faith, the very foundation of
Christian life. Christ, therefore, promised infallibility to
His Church by the fact that He gave it a foundation against
which error should not prevail.

2. The Church is represented by the apostles as infallible in
its teaching. (@) According to St. Paul, the Church is the
“pillar and ground of truth” (I Tim. iii. 15). The terms
pillar and ground imply firmness, stability. Now, the Church
cannot hold firmly the truth it has received unless it is ins
fallible in its teaching; for the teaching of the Church deter-
mines its faith. (5) The apostles were convinced that it was
with the assistance of the Holy Ghost that they issued decrees
which were binding on the whole Church: ¢ It hath pleased
the Holy Ghost and us” (Acts xv. 18). What is true of the
apostles is likewise true of their successors, since the same
misgion and the same promise were given to both.

3. Without the infallibility of the teaching Church fhe de-
stgn of Christ in regard to His doctrine and His Church
could not be realized. (a) The religion of Christ is to con-
tinue unchanged throughout the universe to the end of time
(34). Now, this is possible only in case that the teaching
Church, amid the numberless questions and doubts, and the
various misrepresentations of its doctrine which necessarily
arise, always possesses its true understanding, and knows to dis-
cern truth from falsehood. Since natural prudence alone, as
we see from the continnal jarring of the sects, is not sufficient
for this end, a supernatural assistance is necessary. () The
true Church must possess unity of faith, which can be attained
only by the assent of all to the doctrines proposed by the
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Church’s authority (62). But men are bound to believe only
when they have absolute certainty that what is proposed to
their belief is a revealed truth (9). Now, how can they have
this absolute certainty? Only in the case that God preserves
the official teachers of the Church from error.

4, The Catholic Church has always clatmed to be infallible
in its decrees. (a) The Church does not confine itself to
proposing its doctrines as probable; it obliges its children to
believe as abgolutely true whatever it declares as such, and
excludes from its communion whoever refuses to believe its
teaching. This clearly shows that it claims infallibility in its
decrees. (b) The Church, furthermore, demands of its chil-
dren to acknowledge its right to decide the true meaning
and interpretation of the Scriptures. Such a claim manifestly
supposes the absence of all danger of error, or infallibility, on
the part of the Church. (c¢) Hence the fathers of the Church
(cf. Athan. ep. ad episc. Afric.) call the decrees of general
councils “ God’s own word.”

Finally, if the Church erred in its teaching God would
compel us under pain of damnation to accept error for re-
vealed truth (40). He would accredit a teacher of error as
His own envoy; for He has in numberless ways testified, for
centuries, that the Church is His messenger, sent to teach all
natiouns (53). But as God cannot be made thus responsible
for error, the Church must be infallible in its teaching.

56. The pope and the bishops exclusively are invested with
the Church’'s authoritative teaching office. .

Since spiritual power in general has not been committed to eivil
authority, nor to the faithful at large (48), it is evident that both
these are excluded from the teaching body in the Church. This
is also the case, as we have already hinted, in regard to priests as
contrasted with the bishops of the Church.

I. The pope and the bishops undoubtedly possess the
authority to teach.

Though both the pope and the bishops possess power to teach, yet
it does mnot follow that both possess this power in the same degree.

The bishops are subordinate to the pope in the teaching as well as in
the government of the Church. But, though subordinate, yet they
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are truly teachers, appointed by God, as they are divinely consti-
tuted pastors of their flocks. As a judge does not cease to be a
judge because he is subordinate to higher judges, neither do the
bishops cease to be teachers by being subordinate to a higher teacher.

1. It was to St. Peter and the apostles that Christ gave
the power to preach the gospel (Matt. xxviii. 19; Mark xvi.
15). Now, the successor of St. Peter iz the pope and the suc-
cessors of the apostles are the bishops (48); therefore they
likewise, possess the authoritative power to teach.

2. The office of teaching belongs to those to whom Christ
committed the guidance of His flock. TFor, since the Church
is the communion of the faithful, its direction must extend
not only to the will, but chiefly to the understanding, it must
aim not only at enforcing the observance of the command-
ments through the will, but, above all, at the enlightening of
the understanding by faith. Nor is it only to the successor of
St. Peter, the chief pastor, that the guidance of the flock is
intrusted, but to the successors of the apostles as well; for
they too are pastors in the full sense of the word. It was
to them that St. Paul addressed the words: ¢ Take heed to
yourselves and to the whole flock, wherein the Holy Ghost
hath placed you bishops, to rule the Church of God” (Acts
xx. 28). Though the priests share their solicitude for the
flock, yet it is not to them, but to the bishops, that the flock
has been directly committed by Christ.

3. The pope and the bighops in communion with him
have always exercised the office of teaching. We need only
refer to the general councils, which were known simply as
assemblies of bishops, and which always exercised supreme
judgment in matters of faith. Therefore, since the Church
cannot lose or change that form of government which was
given to it by Christ (48), we must conclude that the exercise
of the teaching office exclusively by the pope and the bishops
is of divine institution.

1I. Only the pope and the bishops, not the priests as such,
have received the authority to teach in Christ’s Church.

We speak here only of that teaching authority which, according to
Christ’s institution, includes the power to give decisions in matters
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of faith, and, consequently, supposes infallibility. Priests who have
received ordinary jurisdiction from their bishops as parish priests
are also pastors of the flocks assigned them ; but their pastoral office
(not to be confounded with holy orders) is not, like that of the
bishops, of divine institution. Christ appointed the bishops as rulers
of His Church, while He left it to them to choose associates in the
pastoral office (48).

1. Those alone possess authority to teach in the Churck
who can be proved to possess such power according to the
mstitution of Christ. For it is certain that Christ took care

-that this function of the administration of His Church, as well
as the persons intrusted with it, should be known. Now, we
have no evidence from Scripture or tradition that this power
was conferred on simple priests. Hence we must conclude
that they do not by divine institution possess it.

The mission which Christ gave to the seventy-two disciples, short-
ly before His passion, was only a femporary one. It was not to
them, but to the twelve, whom He called apostles, that He gave the
mission that was to continue to the end of the world, as it was to
them only that He promised the power to rule His Church. If, later
on, the seventy-two disciples, with many others, were admitted to a
share in the work of the apostles, it was in virtue of the episcopal
consecration and appointment. However, we may admit with many
of the fathers that the seventy-two disciples symbolize the priesthood
in the Church. For though they were not mere priests, but bishops,
yet they were subordinate to the apostles, and in this sense represent
the order of the priesthood.

2. The priests might be said to possess the authority tc
teach, if by the institution of Christ they represented a por-
tion of the Church, as bishops represent their dioceses. But
this is by no means the case; for it is not the priests, but the
bishops only, who represent the Church as its divinely ap-
pointed pastors. Hence St. John, when chargéd by God to
write to the seven churches of Asia (Apoc. i. 11), wrote to their
bishops as the representatives of these churches. Hence the
priests were from the earliest times in all matters dependent
upon the bishops. ¢ Without the bishop,” writes St. Ignatius
(ad Smyrn. n. 8), “let no one do anything appertaining to
the Church. Without the bishop you may neither baptize
nor celebrate the feast of love.” And in like manner St.
Cyprian (Ep. 26 ad laps.), says: ¢ The Church is founded
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upon the bishops; and all ecclesiastical matters are adjusted
by them as the pastors appointed by divine law.”

3. Priests have never exercised the teaching office as a func
tion officially belonging {o them. The councils were alway
known as assemblies of bishops only. Though priests distin-
guished for learning were often admitted to their delibera-
tions, they had, as a rul2, no defining voice; in cases in which
priests signed definitions of general councils, they did so, not
in virtue of the sacerdotal character, but in virtue of a special
prerogative granted them by the Holy See.

The twofold power of orders and jurisdiction (41) is not inseparable.
One can exist without the other. Therefore a priest on the death
of a bishop may exercise the jurisdiction which belonged to the
latter for the further administration of a diocese. Also cardinals
and abbots, who are not bishops, are granted a definitive vote in the
Church’s councils, in consideration of the responsible position which
they occupy in the government of the Church. Yet it remains true
that the bishops are the ordinary subjects of the teaching authority,
and that the power of jurisdiction that beiongs to them can be ex-
ercised culy exceptionally by simple priests.

=7 I'ne Cnuren exercises its intaidible doctrinal arthori‘sy
in diverse ways: (1) through its general councus; ()
:.zough the unanimous voice of the bishops dispersed through-
out the universe, but united with the pope; (3{l through - its
ordinary and uniform preaching; (4) through the pope alone
teaching ex cathedra. .

We here treat only of that authoritative teaching by which the
Church wishes to impose an obligation on the faithful to believe
what it proposes as revealed truth. The Church does not demand
for every doctrine that same unconditioned assent which we are
bound to give to manifestly revealed truths, Many truths may be
commended as pious and well-grounded without being established
as certainly revealed. He who denies such doctrines acts rashly,
but does not oppose the Church’s teaching authority, because the
Church does not in that case impose the duty of absolute assent.

I. The Church exercises its infallible teaching authority in
its general councils, (Cf. Appendix I.)

We call those councils general to which (a) all bishops have been
summoned ; (b) over which the pope presides in person, or through
his legates ; (c) at which all the bishops, or at least as many as suf-
ciectly represent the whole teaching body of the Church, attend.
That the majority of bishops is not required to render 2 council
general is manifest from history and from the very nature of the case -
fsr those who fail to attend renounce their right of suffrage, and
wicitly give their consent to the decrees
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1. That the Church exercises its infallible teaching author-
ity in the decisions of its general councils follows from the
very nature of a general council as the union of the whole
teaching body. 1f the entire teaching body of the. Church is
infall’ble (56), a general council, repres>:.ting, as it does, the
whole Church, must be infallible.

2. 1t has always been the conviction in the Church that ae
joon as a general council decided a disputed point, or pro-
posed any doctrine to the faithful as revealed truth, the
matter was ended, and all were obliged to submit to its de-
cision. “ As the four gospels,” says St. Gregory the Great
(Ep. 1 ad Joan. Const.), ““so also I accept and venerate the
four councils.”

3. 1f a general council could err, the whole Church would
necessarily be led into error; because all are obliged fo accept
its doctrinal decisions. But the whole Church, as we have
<een, cannot be led into error. Therefore we must conclude
that a general council cannot err.

Only the legitimate decrees of a general council are binding. A
decree is legitimate only when it has received the approval of the
pope. The pope can give his approval in two ways: either person-
ally, as when he himself presides, or through his legates. In the
latter case the legates either have special instructions containing
the pope’s judgment on the point in question, or they have no such
instructions, and in this case the decrees of the council, in order
to be valid, must obtain the pope’s sanction.

IT. The Church exercises its infallible teaching authority
as often as the bishops dispersed throughout the world, in
union with the pope, decide a question of doctrine.

Such a decision takes place when the pope and bishops unite on
a certain decision, given. say, by a provineial council. or on a con-
fession of faith drawn up by some one, as, for instance, in the case
of the Athanasian creed (72); or when they unite in condemning
some error regarding faith or morals.

1. The bishops dispersed throughout the world, but united
with the pope, form no less the whole teaching body of the
Church than if they were in council assembled ; consequently,
the assistance of Christ abides with them equally in both cases.

2. The obligation of the faithful to submit to the decisions
of the teaching Church is universal; and it is nowhere im-
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plied that this obligation exists only towards the Church in
council assembled. Now, if the hearing Church is bound to
submit to such decisions of the teaching body dispersed
throughout the world, such decisions must be absolutely true;
otherwise the whole Church would be led into error, which
is impossible.

3. As a matter of fact, many heresies, especially in the first
centuries, were condemned by the Church in this manner.
The decrees on grace of the Second Council of Orange (A.D.
529), composed only of fourteen bishops, have, by the sanction
of the pope and the ratification of the bishops in other coun-
tries, attained to an authority similar to those of general
councils.

III. The Church exercises its infallible teaching authority
also in its ordinary and daily preaching of the Christian doc-
trine. What we have said concerning special points of doctrine
upon which all the bishops have explicitly pronounced must
apply also to the uniform teaching of the Church on points
concerning which no express decision has been pronounced.

1. Bince infallibility was promised to the feaching body
as such, there is no reason to restrict it to explicit decisions.
The bishops collectively form the teaching body of the Church,
and the Holy Ghost, according to the promise of Christ,
abides with that teaching body taken collectively, whether it
defines or simply teaches. .

2. The doctrine delivered by the teaching body taken col-
lectively, whether directly by the bishops or indirectly by the
priests, forms the delief of the faithful ; for they are dependent
upon their bishops or upon the priests immediately charged by
them to teach the truths of salvation, Hence the faithful
would be necessarily led into error if the teaching Church as
such could err in the ordinary preaching of Christ’s doctrine.

3. The consensus of the whole Church has always been con-
sidered an evidence of absolute truth, according to the well-
known canon of St. Vincent of Lerins: Quod ubique, quod
semper, quod ab omnibus creditum est; hoc est vere proprieque
catholicum. Now, this uniformity of belief rests upon the
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uniformity of the Church’s ordinary preaching., For this
principle has been applied to such doctrines as were not de-
cided by any council or by any explicit profession of faith,
but simply delivered to the faithful in the ordinary preach-
ing of the Church.

The consensus of the Church re ing a doctrine, however, is not
the only criterion of revealed truth. Hence 8t. Vincent himself, far
from believing this to be the only rule of faith, suggests other cri-
teria suited to those times when opinions were divided on the
Arian controversy.

IV. The Church exercises its infallible teaching authority
throngh the pope when he defines ez cathedra, i.e., when as
the supreme head and teacher of the whole Church he pro-
nounces decisions in matters of faith or morals binding the
nniversal Church,

1. It is unquestionably the teaching of the Church and of
Beripture that the faithful are bound fo submit to the de-
cisions of the pope in matters of faith, and, consequently,
that the pope kas the right to give decisions in matters of
- faith, .

a. At the Second Council of Lyons a profession of faith
was proposed to the Greeks in which, after the acknowledg-
ment of the primacyof the pope, we read: “ As he [the pope]
has the duty, above all others, to defend the faith, so contro-
versies concerning faith must be decided by his judgment.”
The rightand the duty of deciding on the one hand entails the
duty of submission on the other. The fathers of the Couneil
of Florence declare that ¢ the bishop of Rome is the head of
the whole Church, and the father and feacher of all Chris-
tians, and that to him in the person of St. Peter has been
given full power to feed, to rule, and to govern the whole
Church.” If the pope iz the authoritative teacher of all
Ohristians in matters of faith, all are bound to believe his
teaching. If he has been appointed to feed the whole flock
of Christ, the latter is bound to accept the spiritual food
offered by him as its pastor. In the Tridentine profession of
faith we read: ‘“I acknowledge the holy Catholic and apos-
tolic Church to be the mother and Zeacher of all churches,and
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I promise and vow true obedience tc the bishop of Rome.” It
is evidently not the hearing but the teaching Church of Rome
—the Church in its pastor, the pope—that is the teacher of
all churches. Moreover, obedience is due only to him who
has the right to exact it. Therefore, since we owe obedience
to the pope, and he has the right to direct us also in matters of
faith, we owe him obedience also in these matters.

5. The same conclusion may be arrived at from those pas-
sages of Scripture in which the primacy is conferred on St.
Peter. If Peter is to feed (John xxi. 16) the whole flock, both
lambs and sheep are bound to accept from him the spiritual
food offered them ; but to this spiritual food belong in the first
place the doctrines of salvation. If Peter as the head is to
confirm the faith of his brethren (Luke xxii. 32), these are
bound to follow his teaching and admonitions.

2. The pope 18 infallible in his doctrinal definitions regard-
ing faith and morals, and that independently of the consent
of the Church.

The Vatican Council (1. de Eccl. c. 14) declares : ‘‘ Firmly adhering
tothe tradition handed down from the earliest times of the Christian
faith, for the honor of God our Saviour, the exaltation of the Cath-
olic religion, and the salvation of the Christian people, with the
approval of the sacred council, we teach and define it to be a divinely
revealed truth that the Roman pontiff, when, speaking ez cathedra,
that is, when discharging the office of pastor and teacher of all Chris-
tians. in virtue of his supreme apostolic power, he defines a doctrine
regarding faith or morals, to be held by the whole Church, through
the divine assistance promised him in the person of St. Peter, pos-
gesses that infallibility with which our divine Redeemer wished His
Church to be endowed in defining doctrines of faith or morals ; and,
therefore, that such definitions of the Roman pontiff are of them-
selves, not in virtue of the consent of the Church, unalterable.
Should any one, which God forbid, presume to contradict this our
definition, let him be anathema.”

From this definition follows: (1) that the pope, when, in virtue
of his supreme apostolic power, he issues decrees on matters of faith
ard morals, binding on the whole Church, is, by divine assistance,
guarded against error; (2) that such definitions do not receive their
binding force from the consent of the Church; (3) that this infal-
lible teaching authority of the pope in matters of faith and morals
has the same extent as that infallibility granted by Christ to His
Church as such.

a. This infallibility follows from the 0bligation of assent on
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the part of the faithful. There is no doubt that our assent
to the definitions of the pope must be true, sincere, and en-
tire if the pope is the teacher of all Christians, if he posserves
full power to feed and govern the flock, if dissensions on
matters of faith must be decided by his judgment, and if we
owe him true obedience. No less certain it is that the obli.
gation of assent is independent of the consent of the bishops.
For it is in virtue of his own power, not. in consequence of
the concurrence of the bishops, that the pope possesses ail
" those titles to our obedience and submission ; and therefore
the bishops themselves, being members of the one body, are
subject to the head, and obliged to acquiesce in his decisions.
Now, if the whole Church is bound to submit to the pope’s
decisions, these can never deviate from the truth; else the
whole Church would be invincibly led into error, which is
impossible,

Although the pope alone can give a final decision in matters of
faith, it does not follow that the bishops thereby cease to be judges
of the faith, True, they cannot, once the pope has pronounced his
final judgment, bring about a contrary decision. But neither can a
later council reverse the decisions of a former one concerning
questions of faith or morals ; nor would any one say that a general
council on that account forfeits its judicial power. An infallible
sentence may be judicially ratified, but cannot, owing to its infal-
libility, be reversed by another infallible tribunal.

b. The pope’s infallibility follows from those passages of
Holy Writ in which the primacy is promised to, and conferred
on, St. Peter. It was the intention of Christ in founding
His Church on St. Peter to secure its perpetuity (Matt. xvi.
1R). Now, perpetuity implies exemption from error in faith
(55) ; therefore Christ, by founding His Church on Peter,
intended to insure its infallibility. But this end could be
attained only in the supposition that Peter, who was to con-
firm his brethren, could neither err in faith himself, nor
teach error to others. St. Peter, moreover, i3 charged to feed
the whole flock (John xxi. 16), and receives with this charge
the promise of the necessary assistance. But he cannot carry
out the intention of Christ, i.e., preserve the true faith, unless
he gives the flock to drink of the pure fountain of truth, not
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of sources tainted with error. The prerogative of infallibility,
then, or the assistancc necessary for the preservation of the
faith, would have been secured to St. Peter even though
Christ had not especially prayed that “his faith might not
fail” (Luke xxii. 32), or though He had not expressly prom-
ised him His continued assistance (Matt. xxviii. 20).

Since the infallibility of the pope in defining matters of faith or
morals rests upon the assistance of the Holy Ghost, promised to
him for that end, it is evident that this gift is not a permanent
quality attaching to all the pope's actions, opiniuns, utterances.
When we call the pope infallible in the exercise of his supreme
teaching office, we no more attribute to him a divine quality than
we do to the general councils, of whose infallibility in matters of
faith and morals no Catholic ever doubted. In short, the pope is
infallible in the same sense in which the councils are infallible, that
is, in virtue of the divine assistanee, not in virtue of personal g.-.ui-
ties. :

¢. There is no lack of Zestimonies of antiquity, either ex-
pressly ascribing infallibility to the see of Peter or attributing
to papal decisions a weight which they could possess only in
the supposition of their infallibility. If, as St. Irensus de-
clares (cf. 47), all other churches must agree with the Ro-
man, it is evident that the latter cannot err in faith without
bringing the whole Church into error. This being impossible,
it is equally impossible for the Roman Church to fall into
error. But the faith of the Roman Church is the teaching of
its supreme head, since the flock follows the teaching of the
shepherd. Hence the head of the Roman Church cannot err
in the exercise of his supreme authority as teacher. St. Cyp-
rian (Ep. 59 [al. 54] n. 14 ad Cornel) attributes the same pre-
rogitive of infallibility to the Church of Rome. How firmly
St. Augustine was convinced of the infallibility of definitions
of *he Roman pontiff is shown by a discourse delivered before
the people, in which he declares the Pelagian controversy to
be at an end, since Pope Innocent I. had pronounced upon it
(Serm. 131, n. 10). At the Council of Ephesus, Philip, the
papal legate, made the following declaration, already quoted
(47): «It has been known in all ages that St. Peter, the piiar
>f the faith, lives and excrcises judgment in his successors.”
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A decision given by one whe i: the pillar of faith cannot but
be considered infallible.

The doctrinal infallibility of the pope was unquestionably ac-
knowledged in the Church from the earliest ages. It is only in the
fourteenth century that we find it for the first time called in ques-
tion. It was violently attacked by the Gallicans during the seven-
teenth century. The opposition was continued, chiefly in Germany,
until the Vatican Council (1870) declared it to be an article of faith.

Instances cited by adversaries of the Catholic Church to prove
that popes have actually erred in doctrinal decisions are either his-
torical misrepresentations or rest upon a misunderstanding of the
object and nature of the decrees or decisions in question.

58. The infallible teaching authority of the Church extends
to all matters appertaining to faith and morals.

What comes within the scope of the teaching office of the Church
must be inferred from the Church’s mission. Now, since the im-
mediate end of the Church is the preservation and exercise of the
Christian religion (38), all that directly or indirectly belongs to the
Christian religion comes within the scope of the teaching office.
What in nowise regards religion the Church does not consider within
the competence of its teaching authority.

1. The Church can define infallibly what is revealed in mat-
ters of faith and morals. (a) Christ assured His perpetual
assistance to the apostles, when He commanded them to
preach the gospel, which contains His teaching on faith and
morals (Matt. xxviii. 19,20). Consequently, this divine assist-
ance, and with it the Church’s infallibility, extends to all the
doctrines of salvation, whether they relate to faith or morals.
() The Church has always claimed the right of proposing in
its professions of faith the true meaning of revealed truths,
and of imposing on the faithful the obligation of believing its
definitions. If the Church did not possess the right,—in other
words, if it were not infallible in its explanations and defini-
tions,—we could never be certain that it taught the truth ;
nay, by that very fact it would depart from the truth, by
falsely imposing on us the belief in its infallibility. The
same argument applies to doctrines on morals, which likewise
pertain to salvation. ‘

2. The Church can infallibly declare what is contrary te
the teaching of revelation in matters of faith and morals,



Hatent of the Churcivs Infallibility. 185

Propositions opposed to the teaching of revelation may be of two
kinds, according to the source from which they are derived. Either
they proceed from a misinterpretation of revealed truth, or they rest
on fa.{)se inferences of reason, as if one inferred from natural science
that the human soul is not a spirit.

a. If there -is question of a false mterpretatwn of a re-
vealed truth, it is evident that the Church, to whom the de-
posit of revelation has been intrusted, can infallibly declare
an assertion which is directly or indirectly contrary to faith
to be really such. For he who is infallible in the knowledge

- and understanding of truth is also infallible in detecting and
rejecting the opposite errors.

b. For the same reason the Church can infallibly declare a
proposition which is contrary to divine truth to be such,
though it be but a false conclusion of reason. For, since the
Church is infallible in the knowledge -and understanding of
divine truth, it is necessarily infallible in rejecting every error
contrary to divine truth, be its source what it may. For, by the
very fact that a proposition taken from science is opposed to
revealed truth it encroaches on the domain of the Church’s
infallible teaching office. And how could the Church guard
the deposit of faith unless it had the power and the right to
condemn errors which undermine faith, from whatever source
they may spring ? ‘ '

3. The Church is infallible in judging of so-called dog-
matic facts—facts necessarily connected with doctrines of
faith or morals. It can infallibly declare not only what is in
accordance with, or contrary to, faith and morals in the ad-
stract, but also in the concrete : that such or such a particular
statement is, or is not, orthodox ; that such or such a book
does, or does not, contain teachings contrary to faith or mor.
als, (z) For, since truth and error, so far as they come un.
der the judgment of the Church, are nearly always expressed
in a definite form of words, the teaching Church, if it is really
a judge in matters of faith, must above all know and decide
what ig expressed in those given words. (b) Therefore we find
that the Church from the earliest ages pronounced <.ecisions
upon the orthodoxy or heterodoxy of written confessions of
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faith, and even on books. (¢) The Church could not accom
plish its mission of guarding the deposit of fuith unless it
were able to discover error with unerring certainty, and thus
to point out those books that contain errors against faith and
morals. Simply to prohibit books as dangerous to faith
would in many cases not suffice to make them harmless ; it is
only by detecting the error and tracing it to its source that the
Church can sufficiently guard its children against certain
books and doctrines, The subterfuges of the Jansenists have
shown the full significance of the doctrine on the Churcl’s
infallibility in regard to dogmatic facts.

From the extent of the infallible teaching authority to all ques-
tions of faith and morals it follows that the Church, and, consc-
quently, the pope, is infallible also in decrees binding the whole
Church in matters of divine worship and discipline, since thesc are
in closest connection with faith and morals ; that such decrees,

therefore, can never contain anything contrary to faith or morals,
The same infallibility extends to the canonization of the saints.

II. SourcEs oF THE CHURcCH’s TEACHING.

59. Scripture and tradition are the two sources of the
Church’s teaching. :

The Catholic Church is the dispenser of those truths revealed by

God to mankind. We have now to consider whence the Church draws
its teaching, or where revelation is deposited and preserved. We
answer: from two sources—Scripture and tradition. As these two
sources contain the subject-matter of our faith, they are called
sources of faith; and as they determine our faith, they are like-
wise called rules of faith. They are, however, only the remote or
mediate rules of faith, while the immediate rule is the teaching
Church (69).
The Council of Trent (Sess. 1v.) teaches in expressterms that
the doctrine of salvation is contained in Scripture and in tradi-
tion. It declares both to be the sources of the Church’s
teaching, and of the faith, in order “ that all may see on what
evidences and arguments it chiefly relies in establishing the
doctrines of faith, and in the reformation of the Church’s dis-
cipline.”

Protestants, firat, practically rejected tradition ; but subsequently
they discarded it also dogmatically, making the Scriptures the only
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rule and source of taith. The Anglicans profess that the three
creeds—the Apostles’ Creed, the Nicene, and the Athanasian—are to
be aveepted and believed, but only because they can be proved from
Scripture. In recent timfes, however, many Anglicans acknowledge
the necessity of tradition as a source of faith, though some are loatl.
to call it by its proper name,.

A. Holy Scripture.

60. The Holy Scriptures contain the word of God.

We have already shown that the Mosaic revelation is to be found
in the books of Moses, and that the Christian revelation is contained
in the Gospels (21, 28). Under the name of Scriptures we here under-
stand all the books of the Old and New Testaments without exception.

1. That the Scriptures contain the word of God we are
assured by divine authority and sometimes expressly by the
writers of the sacred books themselves, as when Moses and the
prophets, for instance, declare that certain truths have been
revealed to them by God. If the Scriptures, as is the case par-
ticularly in the New Testament, were written by men whose
teaching was co 1firmed by miracles, and who were thus proved
as messengers of God, or by those who were their fellow-
laborers, and ‘aught and wrote under their supervision, we
would have svfficient evidence that all they contain is divine
revelation—the word of God.

2. The Church always considered the Scriptures as one of
the two sources of faith. To convince ourselves of this fact
we need only open the works of the fathers and ecclesiastical
writers, all of whom draw their arguments in support of the
Churcly’s doctrine from the Scriptures. The heretics them-
selves, by endeavoring to base their errors on Holy Writ, con-
fess this universal conviction.

61. The Holy Scriptures are the word of God.

Many other books—for instance, catechisms—contain, but are not,
the word of God ; just as a letter may contain a king's words and
yet not be the king’s letter. Holy Writ is the word of God, or, as the
fathers term it, a letter addressed to us by God. To prove that a
letter is the king’s, it is necessary to show that the king is truly its
author. To prove that Seripture i= God's writing, we must prove
God to be its author.



136 Sources of the Church’'s Teaching.

1. The Scriptures were always known in the Church s the
Divine Writings (cf. Concil. Carthag. 111, A.D. 397). Nor was
it on account of their contents that they bore this name.
For this name was given to the books as such, not to their
contents. Besides, a book that treats of God, of divine truths
and favors, cannot for that reason alone be called divine. The
Scriptures were expressly designated as God’s Writing, as
God’s handwriting (S.Aug. in ps. 144, n. 17). They are, there-
fore, the word of God.

2. God is expressly called the awuthor of the Scriptures.
The Council of Florence (decret. pro Jacob.)declares that the
Chareh “acknowledges one and the same God as the author
of the Old and the New Testament,” i.e., of the books of the
0Old and New Testaments. The Council of Trent likewise, in
its decree on the canonical Scriptures, calls God the author
of both Testaments. Now, if God is the author of the Scrip-
tures, they are His word. Whatever they contain, therefore,
is 1pso facto Cod’s word.

62. The Holy Scriptures are the word of God in virtue of
divine inspiration.

One may be the author of a work b) adopting another’s sentiments
and making them his own, as a sovereign can make a document,
composed by another, his own by his approval and signature, or by
composing it personally, or through another, to whom he may have
summarily suggested it. It is in this latter sense that God is the
author of Holy Writ. He has, therefore, not only preserved the
immediate authors from error by His assistance, but also inspired
them, i.e., so influenced their minds and wills, 1n the choice of their
subjects and its execution, that in virtue of this divine guidance He
may justly be said to be the author of the Sacred Writings. Hence
God is their primary author, while the inspired writer is only second-
ary and subordinate.

1. The Council of Florence in the decree above quoted,
after having called God the author of both Testaments, im-
mediately adds: “ For by inspiration of the Holy Ghost the
gaints of both Testaments have spoken; whose books [the
Church] accepts and reveres.” The books are divine, there-
fore, and God is their author, because they were written under
the inspiration of the Holy Ghost. It is in the same sense
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that the Council of Trent calls God the author of both Testa.
ments ; for since it repeats the word aucfor, which occurs in
the Florentine decrce, there can be no doubt that it under-
stands it in the usual sense.

The Council of Trent does not insist so much on inspira-
tion, because Protestants did not deny the divine origin of the
Scriptures, but rather the veneration due to tradition, which
was therefore to be particularly defended against them. For
the rest, no doubt exists on the meaning of the decree, for by
the very fact that it puts the Scriptures on an equal footing
with tradition, which it expressly declares to be dictated by
the Holy Ghost, the council plainly shows that it holds the
sacred books to be inspired. ’

The Vatican Council (de fide c. 2), definitely teaches that
“the Church holds them [the sacred books] to be holy and
canonical, not because they were composed exclusively by
human activity and afterwards sanctioned by the Church’s
suthority, nor solely because they contain revelation without
error; but decause they were written by inspiration of the
Holy Ghost and have God for their author, and as such have
been intrusted to the Church.”

As the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments without distine-
tion are declared by the councils, by the holy fathers, and by the
apostles themselves, to be inspired, we are not free to admit that
certain portions of them are not inspired, or that they contain some
erroneons facts or statements on matters of minor importance.
Hence the Council of Trent and that of the Vatican declare the
books of both Testaments ‘‘ as they are contained in the Vulgate,
with all their parts, to be holy and canonical.” Hence the holy
fathers have been always careful to reconcile even the slightest ap-
parent contradictions in the sacred text.

Since whatever is contained in the Secriptures is divine truth, o1
God's word, it follows that every item of them is matter of divine
faith. 1f, however, in the Scripture narrative it is sometimes re-
lated that some person made a false statement, that statement itselt
does not, therefore, become true; but it is true and a matter of
divine faith that the statement was made as narrated.

2. St. Paul exhorts Timothy to read the Scriptures, with
which the latter as a Jew by birth was familiar from infancy,
becange ¢ all Scripture inspired of Gud is profitable to teach,
to reprove, to correct, to instruct in justice” (2 Tim. iii. 16),
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The Apostle here refers especially to the books of the Old
Testament, and attributes the profit to be derived from them
to their inspiration ; therefore he supposes at least the Old
Testament, of which there is question in particular, to be in-
spired of God.

3. Christian antigquity bears witness to the inspiration of
she Secriptures of the Old and New Testaments. The fathers
declare them to be spoken, dictated, written by God; whilst
he who refused to accept the Scripture as God’s word was
considered by them as an wnfidel (cf. S. Iren. adv. haeres, 11.
c. 28; 8. Greg. in Job praef. c. 1; 8. Aug. in ps. 144, n. 17;
Euseb. hist. eccl. v. ¢. 28).

63. The canon of the Soriptures is composed of those books
of the Old and New Testaments contained in the authentic
Latin version called the Vulgate,

1. As canonical books the Church designates those inspired
writings recognized by it as such, and received into its cata-
logue or canon of inspired books. The fact thata book is
inspired can be known only on divine authority. For God
alone, who speaks through the writer, can give full assurance
of this fact. But as the Church received directly from the
apostles the entire deposit of faith, so it received also from
them the inspired writings of the Old and New Testaments.
Hence the canon of the Scriptures forms also part of the
Church’s imperishable deposit.

Though the divine character of most of the books of the Old and
New Testaments was at all times universally acknowledged, yet in
certain countries there was, in the beginning, some doubt hether
some of the canonical books had becn handed down by the apostles
1s inspired. These latter were called deutero-canonical, while the
sthers received the name proto-canonical. The bishops and tle
faithful were the more cautious in receiving genuine inspired writ
ings, because others of nncertain authority, called apocryphal, had
obtained circulation. The infallible teaching of the Church alone
could remove all doubts. However, we find the same canon estab-
lished by the 8ynod of Hippo (898) and by that of Carthage (397).
published by Innocent I. (402-417) as that existing in the Roman
Church, and finally confirmed and enjoined by the Councils of
Florence and Trent.

(1) The canonical books of the G/.i Testament are :
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a. Twenty-one historical books: viz., the five books of Moses
called the Pentateuch—Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and
Deuteronomy ; the book of Josue, that of Judges, that of Ruth;
the four books of Kings; two books of Paralipomenon ; the book
of Esdras; the book of Nehemias (also_called the second book of
Esdras) ; the books of Tobias, Judith, and Esther; and the two
books of the Machabees.

b. Seven didactic books : the book of Job, Psalms, Ecclesiastes,
Proverbs, Canticle of Canticles, Wisdom, Ecclesiasticus.

c. Seventeen prophetic books: the books of the so-called four
greater prophets—Isaias, Jeremias (to which is usually added that
of his disciple Baruch), Ezechiel, and Daniel ; those of the twelve
minor prophets—QOsee, Joel, Amos, Abdias, Jonas, Micheas, Nahum,
Habacuc, Sophonias, Aggeus, Zacharias, and Malachias.

(2) The canonical books of the New Testament are :

a. The four gospels of SS. Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John.

b. The Acts of the Apostles, written by St. Luke.

c. Twenty-one episties of the apostles: fourteen of St. Paul—
one to the Romans, two to the Corinthians, one to the Galatians,
one to the Ephesians, one to the Philippians, one to the Colossians,
two to the Thessalonians, two to Timothy, one to Titus, one to
Philemon, one to the Hebrews ; one of St. James, two of St. Peter,
three of St. John, one of St. Jude.

d. The Apocalypse, or Revelations, of St. John.

The Council of Trent (Sess. 1v.) anathematizes those who
“refuse to accept as holy and canonical the above-named
books, with all their parts, as they are usually read in the
Catholic Church, and are contained in the ancient Latin ver-
sion.” Thus the substantial integrity of the sacred books is
at the same time declared ; for the books as we now possess
them are divine and canonical only inasmuch as they are iden-
tical with those inspired by the Holy Ghost.

2. The council at the same time declares the ancient Latin
version, or Vulgate, to be authentic. A translation is authen-
tic when it agrees with the original. The Vulgate, there-
fore, by the very fact of its being called authentic, is declared
to be substantially identical with the original text.

And justly so; for a version of the Scriptures which was in gen-
eral use in the Church, partly from the first and partly from the
fifth and sixth centuries, and which was regarded as one of the two
sources of faith, could not be preserved in such a state as to en-
danger the Church’s deposit of faith ; and since the Church has its
doctrine, not only from Seripture, but also from tradition, and from
its ordinary preaching and usages, any change of the Scriptures
contrary to tradition would have been at once detected. The com-
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mentaries of the fathers, moreover, and the most ancient manu-
scripts of the original text prove the scbstantial identity of the Vul-
gate with the original text.

B. Tradition.

64. There exists in the Church, as different from the Secrip-
tures, a tradition of divinely revealed doctrines and institu-
tions.

By tradition in its widest sense we mean the transmission of the
truths of salvation, in whatever manner, by the teaching office of
the Church. Tradition in a stricter sense is the transmission of
revealed truths or precepts otherwise than by Holy Writ. The doc-
trines and institutions thus handed down, whether written or un-
written, are themselves frequently called traaitions, Such traditions
are called oral as contrasted with the inspired writings. We speak
here not of apostolic or ecclesiastical traditions as such, but of those
that trace their origin from Christ Himself and the Holy Ghost.

I. That certain truths revealed by God are nof contained in
Scripture may be shown by arguments as well as facts.

1. It is certain that as Christ in the beginning delivered
the gospel by word of mouth, so it was likewise preached
and propagated by word of mouth; for the first Gospel was
written about eight years after the ascension of Our Lord.
The apostles were convinced that they were sent by Christ to
preach the gospel by word of mouth (Mark xvi. 15). If some
of them subsequently, impelled by the Holy Ghost, had re-
course to written instruction, they certainly nowhere expressed
that they were to commit the whole Christian doctrine to
writing. Their practice of only incidentally touching upon
certain doetrines in their epistles rather leads us to infer the
contrary. And indeed St. John, the last of the Evangelists,
closes with these words: ¢ But there are also many other things
which Jesus did, which if they were written. every one, the
world itself, I think, would not be able to contain the books
that should be written ” (John xxi. 25). Far from having any
reason, therefore, to hold that all the doctrines intrusted to
the Church have been written down, we have the strongest
reasons for asserting the contrary.

2. Nowhere in Scripture is it said what books are canonical,



FExistence of Tradition. 141

or that all the canonical books of the New Testament are
tnspired. And yet Protestants, who deny the existence of
tradition, believe, as Catholics do, in the inspiration at least
of the four Gospels and of the Acts of the Apostles. Even
though the inspiration of the writings of the apostles might
be inferred from the fulness of the Holy Ghost, which they
had received, yet it would still remain to be explained how
we are to regard the writings of the two disciples of the apos-
tles St. Mark and St. Luke. Tradition alone accounts for
the inspiration of these writings.

II. Assome truths of revelation are not at al] go others are
only imperfectly expressed in Holy Writ. That is said to be
imperfectly expressed which is not brought out with suffi-
cient fulness and clearness ; for as St. Basil remarks regard-
ing the Arians and their followers, who denied the authority
of tradition: “ Obscurity of speech is a kind of silence.”
Tradition, therefore, supplements the sacred books, explain-
ing the true meaning of obscure passages.

1. That Holy Secripture gives but an insufficient knowledge
of some of the truths of salvation (e.g., the baptism of in-
fants, the number of sacraments) will be easily admitted by
any one who looks upon the matter without prejudice.

2. The difference of opinion regarding the most important
truths of faith among those who reject tradition and take
Scripture as its own interpreter, the multiplication of sects
and their despair of the possibility of arriving at the truth, is
proof sufficient that the truths of salvation are not fully and
clearly set forth in Scripture alone. For if Scripture con-
veyed perfect clearness on the truths of salvation, there would
be unanimity at least on the most important doctrines. But
this 1s notoriously not the case among Protestants, since they
disagree on the most important truths, even on the divinity
of Christ. The present position of the so-called orthodox
Protestants—to adhere at least to the Apostles’ Creed—is an
actnal clinging to tradition, -and a virtual acknowledgment
that Scripture cannot be the sole rule of faith.
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65. The Church’s tradition is deposited in diverse monu-
ments.

1. The preaching of the truths of salvation by word of
mouth, which at first was the only means of spreading the
doctrine of Christ, was continued after most of those truths
had to some extent been recorded in the Scriptures of the
New Testament. What was then taught and is still taught
by word of mouth in the Church soon found expression_in
other monuments, which still show us what was the teaching
of the Church in those centuries in which they took their
origin. Such monuments are :—

The councils of the Church, whether general or provincial. The
Church’s liturgical books, containing the prayers and ceremonies
used at the holy sacrifice of the Mass, the administration of the sac-
raments, the celebration of the feasts of the Church, ete. These are
the expression of the faith, not merely of individual bishops. but of
the entire Church. The acts of the martyrs, showing forth those
truths for which they gave up their lives. JInscriptions on tombs
and public monuments, showing what the early Christians believed
regarding the state of the departed, intercessory prayer, the use of
images, ete. Church history, showing the doctrines considered as
heresies, how they contrasted with the ancient teaching of the
Church. The works of the fathers of the Chureh, i.e., of those who
in the early ages, in addition to holiness of life, so distinguished
themselves in sacred science as to deserve the special acknowledg-
ment of the Church. Those only were acknowledged as such by
the Church in whose works its doctrine was faithfully reproduced.
Those whose orthodoxy or holiness of life was questioned are known
by the name of ecclesiastical writers. The title of fathers of the
Church in a stricter sense is given those eminent for learning and
sanctity who flourished in the early ages—extending from the apos-
tolic times to St. Gregory the Great (died 604) in the Western, and
to St. John Damascene (died after 754) in the Eastern Church.
Those who flourished in more recent times are simply called doctors
of the Church.

2. As soon as we have the testimony of the fathers, or of
other monuments, to prove that the Church has at any time
laught any truth as revealed, we are certain that such truth
is simply an article of the Church’s faith, since the belief of
the Church is unchangeable. We may possess that same cer-
tainty of a given dogma even though all the fathers do not
mention it; for it is impossible that all of them should treat
of each single point of doctrine. It is not necessary in order
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to establish an historical fact that all historians should men
tion it. The fathers manifestly consider a point of doctrine
as an article of faith, and not as a mere personal opinion,
when they assert that it is the belief of the faithful, or that
those who deny it are heretics.

66. Tradition possesses permanent binding force.

Whether a given truth, delivered to the Church, has or
has not been afterwards laid down in the Scriptures, our
duty to believe is the same.

1. The motive of our faith is the authority of God (5). Now,
God speaks to man no less when He communicates with him
through His envoys by word of mouth than when He reveals
His thoughts in writing. Who doubts that the early Chris-
tians, to whom the truths of salvation could be made known
only by word of mouth, were bound to believe, or that, if the
apostles had left no writings, yet faith would have been no
less obligatory? Does not St. Paul expressly command the
faithful to hold the traditions which they had received,
whether by word or by epistle ? (2 Thess. ii. 14.) Since, there-
fore, the obligation to believe oral tradition existed before
the Scriptures, and we nowhere find that the obligation of
believing what was orally transmitted was abolished after the
Scriptures had been written, the same obligation holds at the
present day in regard toall those truths that have been handed
down by tradition.

2. We are certainly hound to believe not only the word,
but chiefly the sense of the Scriptures. Now, this sense, as
we have seen (84), is not always quite clear, and can only be
" ascertained by the aid of tradition. Hence we are bound to
believe tradition as a necessary aid to the understanding of
the Scriptures.

3. Tradition has always enjoyed the same veneration in the
Chrurch as the Scriptures. It was to tradition that the Church
appealed in its struggles with heresies, as the acts of its coun-
cils prove. Tertullian (de praescript. c. 19) maintains that
in disputes with heretics we should appeal to tradition, and nof
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to Scripture, and, above all, should ask: Whose is the Scrip-
tnre? By whom, through whom, when, and to whom were the
doctrines of salvation delivered ? Commenting upon the
words of St. Paul (2 Thess, ii. 14), St. John Chrysostom
(hom, 1v. in 2 Thess.) says: It is evident that the apostles
1id not communicate all in writing, but much without writing.
Both deserve equal faith. . . . It is tradition; ask no more.”
As Catholics were distinguished by their adherence to tradition,
so lheretics, according to the fathers, were known by their
repugnance to it; tradition invariably bore testimony against
them. The Council of Trent (Sess.rv.)voiced the teaching
of the Church in all ages by anathematizing those who rejected
tradition.

III. Tae RULE oF Farra,

67. There exists no obligation binding each individual to
draw the subject-matter of his faith directly from the Script-
ures,

It is certain that God has delivered the Scriptures to the Church
with the intention that they should be read and be used as one of
the sources of faith. But to whom ? To each individual, that each
one might frame his belief from them? That is what Protestants
contend, and what Catholics justly deny.

1. The obligation of reading the Bible, if such existed, would
be founded either in the nature of the subject itself or upon a
positive divine command. The nature of the subject requires
only a knowledge of religion snited to each one’s condition.
This may be obtained in various ways, but chiefly by the oral
teaching of the Church. Nor can we point to any divine pre-
cept enjoining the reading of the Bible on all. Whenever the
apostles addressed letters to the faithful these were intended,
in the first place, for those to whom they were addressed, and
were doubtless publicly read, with the necessary comments,
by the pastors of those communities. Some of the inspired
letters were addressed to individuals, others to particnlar
churches. Nowhere do we find a precept enjoining on all
Christians, either of the times of the apostles or of later ages,

the reading of the apostolic writings,
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2. If any such divine precept existed, it could not have been
unknown to the early fathers. Now although these recom.
mend the reading of the Scriptures to those who may profit by
them, yet they expressly assert that there is no such universal
obligation. “Thy faith bath saved thee,” says Tertullian,
“not the study of the Scriptures; faith is contained in the
creed” (de praescript. c. 14). Nor does the same writer fail te
censure in another place those who do not read the Scriptures
in a proper spirit. St. Augustine (de doct. Christ, 1. c. 39)
is still more explicit on this matter: ¢ Established on faith,
hope, and charity, and holding to these immovably, man
needs not the Scriptures, except as a means of instructing
others. Hence many live by these three [virtues] in the
desert without the Scriptures.” What St. Augustine here
says of hermits St. Ireneus (adv. haeres. III c. 2) asserts of
whole nations, who had received and preserved the faith by
the oral teaching of the Church alone. And St. Jerome
(ep. ad. Paulin.) severely rebukes the presumption of those
who pretend to interpret the Scripture without authority.

The Catholic Church, therefore, in nowise infringed on the rights
of its children when it imposed restrictions on the reading of the
Bible in the vernacular. The attempts of heretics to undermine the
faith of the unwary by falsely interpreting the Scriptures justified

such precautions; and as the dangers vanished, these restrictions
were gradually relaxed.

68. Neither Scripture nor tradition is the sole rule of
faith.

The rule of faith is that norm which determines our faith. Inas-
much as our faith must conform with the contents of Scripture and
tradition, these two sources of faith may be called rules of faith (59).
A rule of faith, however, in the strict sense, is that by which our
understanding of the Scriptures and tradition is determined. Not
the Scriptures alone can be this ruling principle. The same applies
?)lgo t(;1 tradition taken apart from the living teaching office of the

urch.

We might here appeal to the existence of a living teaching au-
thority in the Church, already proved; for if there is a supreme
authority other than Scripture and tradition, the members of the
Church must submit to it, and therefore accept its interpretation of
Scripture and tradition. It will, however, not be unprofitable to
prove this truth from the very attributes of Scripture; especially as
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Protestants try to set up the Scriptures as the only rule ox raith in
the place of the living teaching authority of the Church.

1. In order to be the sole rule of faith, the Scripture should
of itself be fit to secure in the Church the perpetual and un-
changeable unity of the true faith, to solve with certainty the
most important questions regarding our salvation (e.g., the
necessity and lawfulness of the baptism of infants, the validity
of baptism conferred by heretics). But under what condi-
tions can the understanding of the Scriptures, and with it the
truths of faith, remain unchanged, the unity of faith be main-
tained, and the more important questions pertaining to salva-
tion be solved from the Scriptures? Only in the case that the
meaning of Scripture, at least in its most important points, is
go obvious that it may be understood by all in the same way.
For, as we learn from daily experience, the opinions of men in
all that does not compel assent by its evidence soon diverge.
It is hardly necessary to prove that Scripture does not possess
such evidence; it is, on the contrary, very obscure, even in
most important points of doctrine. 1n fact, heretics in every
age have sought to prove their conflicting opinions from Serip-
ture. Hence it is impossible that Scripture alone should se-
cure the perpetuity of the Christian religion, maintain unity
of faith, and solve all the important problems of salvation,
"Cherefore it is impossible that it should be the sole rule of
“aith.

The same applies to the #radition as contained in the
monuments above referred to (65), and distinct from the
living teaching body of the Church; for though we find
many truths more clearly expressed in the monuments of
tradition than in the Scriptures, yet they cannot of them-
selves give a satisfactory solution to all questions that may
arise; consequently, they are not calculated to solve those
difficulties which, if left unsolved, may undermine the truths
of revelation, destroy the unity of the faith, and endanger the
salvation of many.

2. But experience furnishes the most evident proof of the
insufficiency of Scripture alone as a rule of faith Since
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Protestantism set up the Scriptures as the sole criterion in
matters of faith we perceive an ever-growing disunion; the
truths of faith have been abandoned one by one, while no means
was left to check the evil—proof sufficient that unless we
recognize some other rule of faith than Scripture alone,
neither the preservation of the deposit of faith nor the unity
of the faith itself nor the security of salvation is possible.

As Protestants exaggerated the value of the Scriptures, so
did the Janscnists the value of tradition, or the historical
monuments of Christian antiquity, particularly the writings
of the fathers, to support their heretical opinions. Their
study of the fathers and of ecclesiastical history, without the
guidance of the living authority of the Church, led to the
schism of Utrecht; as the Bible-reading of Protestants, with-
out the Church’s guidance, resulted in the denial of the
divinity of Christ, which is the fundamental dogma of Chris-
tianity. Thus has experience shown that not even tradition
alone is sufficient to preserve the truths of revelation and the
unity of the Church’s faith.

69. The necessary attributes of a rule of faith are to be
found only in the teaching office of the Catholic Church.

I. From what we have said follows that there must be
another rule of faith different from Secripture and tradition
—an authority to direct us in the understanding of these
sources of our faith. The attributes of a rule of faith must
be determined by its object, which is chiefly the preservation
of the deposit of faith and of the unify of the Church. The
Church and the faith are in most intimate connection with
the salvation of man; and, consequently, another object of the
rule of faith is the securing of the salvation of the individual.

1. A rule of faith must be an outward, visible one. Its
object is to remove the difficulties which endanger the true
faith and the Church’s unity. But this is possible only in
case that, being consulted by doubting or contending parties,
its voice may be heard. Besides, in every society, in addition
to the written law, there is a living visible authority, which
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applies the law in given cases and dispenses justice between
litigant parties. Now, if the Church is a visible society, it
wust naturally have a visible authority to settle doubts and
disputes in matters of faith.

2. A rule of faith must as the supreme authority be such as
to compel submission to its decision, for it must be the means
of maintaining unity. But this cannot be done unless its
verdict decides all questions and removes all doubts. A final
decision that renders further opposition unavailing can be
given only by such supreme authority as commands the un-
qualified submission of all.

3. A rule of faith must be ¢nfallible. An infallible authority
alone can in all cases decide in matters of faith in such a way
a8 not to endanger the integrity of the deposit of faith; an
infallible authority alone can maintain unity of faith; for
the obligation to believe exists only when one is morally cer-
tain that what is proposed to his belief is really of divine reve-
lation (9). But only an infallible authority can give this
assurance.

4. A rule of faith must be of divine institution. For in
matters of religion we must consult, not man’s pleasure, but
God’s ordination.

II. After what we have already said (55, 56), no further
proof is required to show that the feaching authority of the
Catholic Church possesses these attributes. Though in many
cases it might remain uncertain what is the teaching of
the Church dispersed throughout the universe—what the
Church proposes as revealed truth in its ordinary preaching;
yet there are more ways than one of interrogating this
authority, and when the importance of the matter demands,
the Church has diverse means of giving a public and final
decision in all cases (57).

All other rules of faith established by Protestants are arbitrary.
This applies to the supposed illumination of the Holy Ghost vouch-
safed to those who read the Scriptures. Experience, moreover, plainly
shows that with all their pretended illumination of the Spiritin inter-
preting the Seriptures, they surrender the doctrines of faith one hy
vae. and forfeit all unity ot belief. 1t is self evident that this muct.-
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vaunted illumination cannot claim infallibility, and cannot be re-
garded as a supreme authority. Moreover, if, as the conflicting
opinions in Scripture interpretation show, this divine illumination is
not given to all, by what means are we to know who ¢s thus inspired,
so that all not only may, but must, believe his interpretation? The
fact that they have recourse to such arbitrary rules of faith is an
acknowledgment of the insufficiency of Auman reasorn as the inter-
preter of the Scriptures. Experience and reason itself manifestly
show the insufficiency of such a rule of faith. In those passages in
which the apostles exhort the faithful to try and to prove before
accepting (John iv. 1; 1 Thess, v. 20, 21), there is no question of
revealed doctrine, but either of persons of doubtful mission or of
miraculous gifts of the Spirit.

70. The Scriptures are to be interpreted according to the
Catholic rule of faith,

1. Since in the Church there is a living teaching authority,
constituting the rule of faith, and exercised in diverse ways
(57), the reason is obvious why the Council of Trent (ib.)
forbids the interpreting of Secripture in matters of faith and
morals ‘“contrary to the sense of the Church, or the unani-
mous consent of the fathers.” The sense of the Church is
manifested to us not only in its formal definitions, but also
in its ordinary preaching; wherefore the council especially
mentions the fathers as witnesse§ of the Church’s faith in
their own and in earlier times

It was not, however, the intention of the council in this decree
that commentators should not supersede the exposition of the fathers
in the interpretation of certain passages of the Scriptures, as may be
seen by a glance at modern commentaries. What the council for-
bids is: (a) to draw conclusions from the Scriptures which are con-
trary to the doctrine of the Church or the unanimous teaching of
the fathers; (b) to interpret certain passages differently from the
interpretation of the Church, if the Church has given such, or dif-
ferently from the unanimous interpretation of the fathers, who
represent the whole teaching body of the Church. For as the Vatican
Council (de fide c. 2), in accordance with the Council of Trent, de-
clares, ‘‘that interpretation of the Scriptures is to be considered
the true one which our holy mother the Church holds and always
has held.”

2. Hence in the interpretation of Scripture one may (a)
accord with the Church: either by explaining a text, the sense
of which is defined by the Church, in the sense defined; or by
interpreting a text, the mecaning of which is not defi.ied, in
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such a way as not to clash with any point of the Church’s
teaching on faith or morals. One may explain the Scripture
(8) contrary to the Church’s teaching, likewise, in two ways:
either by rejecting the meaning of a text defined by the
Church; or by giving to a text a meaning which clashes with
some other dogma of the Church’s teaching.

Hence the Church permits only such translations of the Scriptures
in the vernacular as are illustrated with annotations taken from the
fathers and doctors of the Church. Though the authority of the
fathers taken individually is not a sure guarantee of the right inter-
pretation of a passage, yet it sufficiently guards the reader from
errors in faith and morals; since it is certain at least that such an
interpretation is not against the teaching of the Church.

71. The faith of Christians is to be determined by the
Catholic rule of faith,

Every Christian is bound to believe all that God has revealed
and the Church proposes for his belief, whether it be con-
tained in the Scriptures or not.

1. All truth contained in the sources of faith is intrusted to
the Church’s keeping, and is the subject of its teaching,
inasmuch as it is the keeper and teacher of the whole deposit of
the faith. The various articles of the faith are proposed
. partly by the ordinary instruction imparted to the faithful,
and partly by embodying them in professions of faith and
formal definitions of the teaching Church. The Church, as a
rule, always gives special prominence to such doctrines as are
of great importance for Christian life, and upon which the
purity of Christian dogma depends. Hence the Church
has always emphasized those truths of the deposit of faith
that have been assailed by heretics.

2. We are bound to have faith not omly in God, but
also towards the Church—to believe every truth of revelation
proposed to us by the Church, whether in its ordinary teach-
ing or by extraordinary definition. We owe faith to God as
soon as we ascertain that any truth is revealed by Him (8);
we are bound to believe the Church, because we are subject to
its teaching authority (57), and have the obligation to belong
to its communion (58). Truths thus proposed to us are,
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therefore, matters not only of divine, but alse of Catholio
faith. Such truths we call dogmas, A dogma, therefore, is
a truth revealed by God, and at the same time proposed by
the Charch for our belief. He who deliberately and obsti-
nately denies a dogma cuts himself off from the Church; for he
thereby separates himself from the faith of the entire body,
rebels against the teaching authority of the Church, which is
the principle of unity, and thus constitutes himself a heretic.

3. Since it is unlawful to deny any truth of divine revela-
tion, or to establish any contrary doctrine, it is, consequently,
unlawful to maintain opinions which logically lead tothe denial
of a revealed truth, or which are in any way opposed to the
Church’s teaching. We are bound by the moral law not only
to avoid that which is in itself sinful, but also what leads to
gin. Hence we would be guilty of irreverence, not only
towards God, but also towards the Church’s teaching au-
thority, if we held opinions which, though not heretical, had
been declared to be in any way opposed to divine revelation.
The holy fathers of the Church admonish us to abstain even
from all expressions that might give offence to pious ears or
:ead to views discordant with the Church’s teaching.
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OHRISTIAN DOGMA.
INTRODUCTION.

72. The chief articles of the Christian dogma are embodied
in the various creeds, or professions of faith, of the Church.

Thus far the truth of the Christian religion, as revealed by God
and transmitted to us by means of the Catholic Church, has been
established. The object of this part—Christian dogma—is to pre-
sent the contents of revelation. To gain this object it will be neces-
sary to deduce the various doctrines from their sources—Scripture
and tradition—to establish and illustrate them one by another, and
to dispose the whole in suitable order.

As God is the subject-matter of the science of religion in general,
8o He is in a special manner the subject-matter of Christian dogma.
‘We may, however, consider God both in Himself and in His external
works; and since the end of God’s external works is the salvation of
man, we may again consider in particular the means to this end,
inasmuch as they effect the salvation of men individually. Hence
arises the division of the truths of faith (1) into those that regard
God and His external works, and (2) those that regard the work of
salvation as applied to man individually.

The Church has for diverse reasons (71) formulated its chiet
doctrines in creeds, or professions of faith. Such formulas of
faith are known in the language of the Church as symbols
(sign, badge, pledge), rules of faith, or creeds. In the exposi-
tion of the Catholic dogma we shall proceed chiefly according
to these summaries of the articles of faith. (Cf. Appendix [L}

1. The most ancient of all professions of faith is the Apostles’
Creed, which is familiar to all Christians. It is ascribed to the
apostles, and not without reason, as it certainly dates from the
apostolic times.

2. The Nicene Creed, formulated by the First Council of Nice,
which gives special prominence to the divinity of Christ against the
Arian heresy.

8. The Creed of Constantinople, composed by the First Council of
Oonstantinople, also called the Nicene, because it only supplements

Ly
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the latter, emphasizing in particular the divinéty of the Holy Ghost
against those heretics who denied this dogma. It is familiar to the
faithful as the Credo of the Mass.

4. The Creed of St. Athanasius, whether it had St. Athanasius
himself for its author, or is only called after him as being expressive
of the Catholie doctrines so ably defended by this holy father, brings
out particularly the doctrine of the Holy Trinity and the Incarna-~
tion of the Son of God. We have evidence of its being familiar in the
Church in the seventh century. It was regarded both by Greeks and
Latins as the expression of the Catholic doctrine, and it has attained
the highest authority in the Church by the very fact of its being
universally recognized by it (57). It has been received into the
Roman Breviary, and forms part of the Sunday office.

5. The Lateran profession of faith (generally known as the chapter
Firmiter), published by the Fourth Lateran Council, was intended to
emphasize and defend the Catholic doctrine on the Blessed Trinity.

6. The profession of faith of the Council of Trent contains first
the creeds of Nice and Constantinople, and then proposes the Cath-
olic doctrine as against the errors prevalent at that time. 1t was
composed by Pope Paul IV. in 1564. After the Vatican Council
Pius IX. added a clause containing the dogmas of the primacy and
doctrinal infallibility of the pope.
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SECTION L

GoD THE AUTHOR AND RESTORER OF OUR SALVATION.

. CHAPTER I.
GOD CONSIDERED IN HIMSELPF.
1. Gop ONE 1IN NATURE,

A. The Existence of God.

78. The existence of God is knowable from creation,

God is conceived by all right-thinking men as that supreme Being
on whom all things depend and whom all are bound to revcre.
Hence may be inferred by a process of reasoning that this Being is
not only relatively supreme, i.e., not only excels all existing things
in perfection, but also absolutely supreme, i.e., perfect beyond
every other conceivable being; and, consequently, that He possesses
all perfection in the highest degree.

1. Scripture in various places teaches that God manifests
Himself to man both in visible nature without, and in his own
tnmost heart.

a. St. Paul, in reference to the pagan philosophers, says:
“That which is known of God is manifest in them; for God
hath manifested it unto them.” He points out in the words
immediately following in what this manifestation consisted:
“For the invisible things of Him from the creation of the
world are clearly seen, being understood by the things that
are made; His eternal power also and divinity; so that they
are inexcusable. Because that, when they knew God, they have
not glorified Him as God, or given thanks. ... And they
changed the glory of the incorruptible God into the likeness
of the image of a corruptible man” . .. (Rom. i. 19-23), That
there is question here of a manifestation of God in the unives s
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may be seen both from the words themselves and from the
contrast of the pagan philosophers with the Jews, both of
whom dzserved the same reproach—the Jews because they did
not profit by divine revelation; the pagans because they did
not profit by the manifestation of God in creation,

The philosophers could have arrived, and did arrive, at the knowl
adge of a personal God, distinet from nature; else they could not
e blamed for not giving Him thanks. It is only to a person, or be’
ing sndowed with intelligence and free will, that thanksis due. When
the Apostle teaches that the philosophers could, and did, know God,
he certainly meant the {rue God. In fact, he reproaches those
philosophers precisely because, instead of the fruwe God manifested
to them by nature, they set up false gods. St. Augustine (de Civ.
Dei, vii1. 12; XI. 22), in reference to this passage, repeatedly expresses
the opinion that Plato knew not only the existence of God, but also
many other sublime truths from the contemplation of the created
universe; as, for instance, when he calls God Him who is, or when
he teaches that God created the world merely from benevolence.

But not only philosophers, but al men can know the Creator
, from the creatures. St. Paul says to the irhabitants of
Lystra: “ We preach to you to be converted from these vain
things [idols] to the living God, who made the heaven and
the earth and the sea, and all things that are in them; who
in times past suffered all nations to walk in their own ways.
Nevertheless, He left not Himself without testimony, doing
good from heaven, giving rains and fruitful seasons, filling
sar hearts with food and gladness” (Acts xiv. 14-16). The
Apostle here teaches generally that even after men had aban-
Joned divine revelation God still manifested Himself to them
through nature; and he adduces as evidences the commonest
natural phenomena,

In like manner we read in the Book of Wisdom: ¢ All men
are vain in whom there i8 not the knowledge of God; and
who by these good things that are seen could not understand
Him that is, neither by attending to the works have acknowl-
edged who was the workman. . . . Forby the greatness of the
beauty and of the creature the Creator of them may be seen
80 a8 to be known thereby. . . . For if they were able to know
80 much as to make a judgment of the world, how did they

not more easily find out the Lord thereof ?”’ (Wis. xiii. 1-9.)
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Here again the inspired writer evidently speaks of a knowt
edge of the /rue God derived from created things, and he
ascribes, not only to philosophers, but to all without excep-
tion, the possibility of such a knowledge of God.

Since this knowledge is possible for all, it cannot be very difficnlt,
but comparatively easy to obtain it. It is easy to gain an imperfect
knowledge of God, more difficult to obtain a perfect and developed
k.now}edge 6). The words addressed by St. Paul to the Athenians
likewise lead us to this distinction of the knowledge of God ¢ [God]
hath made of one all mankind, . . . that they should seex God, if
haply they may feel after Him or find Him, although He be not
far {rom every one of us; for in Him we live and move and are ™
(Acts xvii, 26, 28).

6. Conscience, by declaring that certain actions are unlaw
ful and others lawful, by its warnings and exhortations, ite
approvals and reproofs, according to the teaching of the
Apostle, gives evidence that man in his heart acknowledges a
supreme lawgiver and judge. ¢ For when the gentiles, whe
have not the law, do by nature those things that are of the.
law, these having not the law are a law to themselves; who
show the work of the law written on their hearts, their con-
science bearing witness to them, and their thoughts between
themselves accusing, or also defending one another” (Rom.
ii. 14, 15). The Apostle here speaks of a knowledge of the
natural law, which is obtained not from revelation, but from.
nature; for he teaches that the Jews who possess revelation,
u8 well as the gentiles who have lost that gift, are blame-
worthy if they do not observe the law. But only he whe
knows that the law which he transgresses is a divine law is
guilty before God; and, consequently, the knowledge of the
natural law, resulting from man’s rational nature, necessarily
supposes the knowledge of God as the supreme lawgiver.

2. The same is the teaching of the fafhers. They teach
now that the existence of God is manifest from the creation
of the universe; now that, as an earthly king, though he may
not be known personally to all his subjects, yet may be
known by his laws, his representatives, and his likenesses, 3o
God is known from His works and the manifestations of
His power. Now they assert that a total ignorance of God is




God Kncwable from Nature, - 18%

impossible; now that a certain knowledge of God is the com:
mon property of human nature (cf. Hier. in Gal. 3, 2; Iren.
adv. haer. L 6; Theophil. Antioch. ad Antol. 1. 5; Tertull.
Apol. xviL; cont. Marcion, L 10). Some sort of knowledge
of God is given to man by reason itself, in this sense—that
reason, as it develops, necessarily of its natural powers comes
‘o & knowledge of God from the contemplation of visible
creation and from the testimony of conscience.

3. The teacking of the Church on the knowableness of the
existence of (tod is proposed by the Vatican Council (de fide
IL can. 1) as follows: “If any one assert that the one true
God, our Creator and Lord, cannot be known with certainty
from created things by the natural light of human reason;
let him be anathema.”

4. That which the Church teaches in accordance with
Scripture and tradition is confirmed dy reason, which by vari-
ous arguaments concludes the existence of God from created
things.

a. From the existence of contingent and produced beings
we infer the existence of God as a necessary and self-existent
being. We call that contingent which, according to its na
ture, can be or not be; which, therefore, does not possess in
itself the reason of its belng, and, consequently, must have
its reason of existence in something else. A necessary be-
ing, on the other hand, is one that has in itself the reason of
its existence and of all its attributes.

(1) If there were only contingent beings, no being could
come into existence; for if every individual contingent being
must have its reason of existence from without, so also all
sontingent beings taken collectively. Hence there must exist
a being which has not its reason of existence from withous,
but which necessarily possesses of itself existence, and all that
this existence implies; and this being, the first cause of all
things, is God.

() There are evidently beings which did not always exist,
but were produced. However vast the succession of beings
produced from one another, it leads back to a being which
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bas not been produced; for as every effect presupposes a cause,
80 also all effects, or things produced, taken collectively, sup-
poee & cause, which, being outside the whole assemblage of
things produced, must be unproduced. This necessary and
self-existing cause we call God.

Hence this self-existent being is distinct from the world. For the
Iatter is of its nature changeable, subject to various movements and
nodifications. The necessary and self-existent is, on the contrary,
incapable of change; for by its very necessity of being it is alsc
what it is.  All that it has it possesses of necessity, as it necessarily
possesses existence itself, for the reason of its existence is also the
reason cf its attributes.

b. From the order and the fitness of the universe the exist-
ence of God as an intelligent creator and ruler may be in-
ferred. That there is an admirable order in the universe—
that, for instance, the various organs of the human body are
suited to the end for which they were intended ; that one class
of beings of the universe is subservient to another; that in
nature there are various grades of subordinate beings—no one
can deny without self-contradiction. For, if in natare there
is no order, no design, where, then, is order or design to be
found ? Nor again, can any one deny, without self-contradic-
tion, that this order and fitness of things in nature is the work
of intelligence. For, if in works of art we cannot but discover
the intelligence of the artist, how much more in the work of
nature? True, the order of nature could have been different;
that the present order of nature therefore exists, with so strik-
ing an adaptation of means to end must be the result of design.
The movement of the planets, the position of the earth rela~
tively to the sun, might have been different; but it is on the
present movement precisely that the harmony of our universe
depends; and it is on the present position of the sun tha‘
all life on our earth depends. This is an evident proof of de
gsign. The fitness and the order of the universe, therefore,
force on us fhe conclusion that there is a creator and ruler of
all things, endowed with superior intelligence and wisdom.

The systematic operation of the forces of nature has its ulti-
mate canse, not in the forces themselves, bat in the intelligence
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of the Creator. For what holds of the universe itself is true also
of the forces that energize in it ; and as the order and the fitness
of the universe as such compel us to ad mit the existence of a wise
and intelligent creator, so in like manner the design observa-
ble in the forces of nature urges upon us the same conclusion.

¢. The voice of conscience within us proclaims the existence
of a supreme lawgiver, judge, and avenger. Conscience ap-
proves certain actions as lawful, condemns others as unlaw-
ful; it restrains us from the latter, urges us to the former:
one action fills us with fear, another with satisfaction. Now,
this law, which rules all men, is not reason itself; it is
higher than, and antecedent to, reason. It is not of his own
reason that man is afraid, but of a judge distinct from him-
self, who sees the secrets of his heart. He knows, with the
same necesgity as he knows other theoretical truths, that ce:.
tain actions are good and others bad; that the former are
permitted or commanded, the latter forbidden, by a superior
law; consequently, that there is a lawgiver, judge, and avenger
—in other words, that there is a God.

d. The universal belief of nations bears testimony to the
same truth. Among all nations we find temples and altars
testifying to the belief in the existence of a supreme being
Upon what does this universal conviction rest ? It must rest
upon evidence which is inseparable from man’s rational nature,
convinces every understanding, and endures through all time
—the evidence of objective truth, which alone can have this
power of conviction (3).

74. God is, however, more perfectlv known from revelation.

The knowledge of God obtained from divine revelation
aay for three reasons be called more perfect than that natural
knowledge gained simply by the light of reason.

1. It is more complete. Revelation contains not only truths
regarding God which may be acquired from the contempla-
tion of nature, but also such as have not been manifested in
creation, and, consequently, cannot be reached by the mere
light of reason (12).
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2. It is more certain. Traths known from revelation are
attested by the omniscience and truthfulness of God, while
those acquired by the consideration of nature are based on the
erring light of reason. The former are grasped by faith, the
firmness of which is proportioned to the infallibility of the
divine testimony; the latter we accept only with whatever
firmness human reason, limited and fallible as it is, can com-
mand. ’

3. It is acquired in a more perfect manner. By divine reve-
lation God speaks to us in a supernatural manner. He Him-
gelf is our teacher through His envoys, while in the case of
mere rational knowledge it is His creatures who teach us. It
was, therefore, befitting that God’s existence, though know-
able by reason, should be also proposed to us in the creed as
an article of faith (4).

By the words of the creed—I believe in God—we profess not only
our belief in God’s existence and in all that is revealed concerning
Him, but also our acknowledgment of Him as our supreme good
and our 'ast end.

B. The Nature of God.

75. @od is a pure spirit.

By spirit we mean a simple and immaterial substance, possessing
intelligence and free-will. The human soul is a spirit, because it is
immaterial, indivisible, independent of the body, fit to exist and act
separate from it; as in its present state it is capable of spiritual opera-
tions (thought and volition) exceeding the power of organic matter.
Man, however, is not a pure spirit, consisting, as he does, of soul
and body. But God is a pure spirit, being altogether immaterial.

1. When asked by the Samaritan woman whether God was
to be adored on Mount Garizim or in Jerusalem, Our Lord
answered: “'The hour cometh, and now is, when the true
adorers shall adore the Father in spirit and in truth. . . .
God is a spirit, and they that adore Him must adore Him in
spirit and in truth ” (John iv. 23, 24). A worship restricted
to one material place is less becoming the nature of God, be-
cause God i8 a spirit, i.e., absolutely immaterial. For as an
adoration restricted to a certain place would be befitting a
material being, confined to one place, s0 an adoration without
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any limit of space becomes Him who, having no corporeal
extension, is confined to no particular spot. It is, therefore,
plain that God is here called a spirit in the strictest sense ot
the word, a pure spirit; for only in this supposition is it true
that an adoration without limit of space is due to Him.

God manifested Himself to our first parents as a being possessed
of intelligence and free-will, as is plain from the fact that He gave
them precepts which could issue only from a rational and free being.
He manifested Himself also as a personal and spiritual being, as may
be seen from the conduct of our first parents, who manifestly dreaded
the wrath of an invisible avenger.

2. God is described in the Scriptures as tmmense (3 Kings
viii. 27), unchangeable (James i. 17), and immortal (1 Tim. i
17Y. But only a pure spirit, exempt from the limitations of
corporeal things, can possess immensity, The same applies
to immutability and immortality; for ounly spirits are free
from change, indissoluble, incorruptible. Therefore man,
composed of body and soul, is mortal, But his soul, being
a pure spirit, without parts, and not being dependent on
matter, is of its very nature immortal. The glorified bodies of
the blessed, after their resurrection, will be immortal, not by
nature, but by supernatural virtue.

‘When the Scriptures speak of the eyes, theears, the arm, the finger,
of God, they employ these words metaphorically, to convey a forcible
%dfa of God's omniscience, power, etc., without attributing a body to

m.

8. God must be a spirit, since He designed the order of
the universe—a work of supreme wisdom—and since He is the
supreme lawgiver, and the creator of spiritnal substances.
Unless the effect can be more perfect than the caunse, God,
who created spirits, must Himself be a spirit.

Henee it follows that God, the first cause of all things, is not a
blind force of nature bereft of intelligence and will. Being intelligent

and free, He is a personal being. To the question whether in God
there is one or three persons, reason can give no answer.

76. God is infinitely perfect.

Perfect we call a being which lacks nothing that is due to its na-
tare. A being that is limited, though it may be perfect in certain re-
spects, inasmuch as it possesses all the quaﬂties due to it, is still in
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itself imperfect. God alone is infinitely perfect, because He pos
sesses all being, all good attributes without limitation orimperfection.

1. God, when asked His name by Moses, answered : “ I am
who am.” “Thus shalt thou say to the children of Israel : He
who 78 hath sent me to you” (Ex. iii. 14). Here God, to dis-
tinguish Himself from all other beings, attributes to Himself
being without limit, and calls Himself fk¢ being. In what
sense? REvidently in a sense in which being does not belong
to other things; for, else He would not differ from other things.
Now, all other things possess a limifed being; consequently,
God, to distinguish Himself from them, attributes to Himself
unlimited being, the fulness of being, the sum of all perfec-
tions, It is in this sense also that Christ says: “ One is good,
God ” (Matt. xix. 17) ; for while other beings are good in a
limited sense, God is good without limitation.

That the notion of God as being is not identical with that of ab-
stract being, which may be predicated of every thing, may be easily
perceived if we consider : first, that while the idea of God contains
all perfection, that of being in the abstract is the most imperfect, as
applicable even to the most imperfect things ; secondly, that abstract
being does not exist except in the mind ; and, consequently, that it
has no activity, while, on the contrary, God exists in Himself and is
the first cause of all things created.

2. In order to represent God to us as an infinitely perfect
being, Scripture extols now His greatness, now His power.
‘¢ Peradventure thou wilt comprehend the steps of God, and
wilt find out the Almighty perfectly? He is higher than the
heavens, . . deeper than hell. . . . The measure of Him
is longer than the earth and broader than the sea” (Job xi.
7-9). If any one of God’s attributes is infinite, God Himself
is infinite ; since every perfection has, as it were, its source in
His essence, and is identified with the divine essence itself.
Therefore Scripture represents God as simply infinite in His
esgence, by ascribing to Him infinite perfection.

3. The same may be said of the teaching of the Church.
The Fourth Council of the Lateran calls God efernal, immense,
and almighty. thus declaring that He is infinite in His essence
and, consequently, in all His perfections, which are His essence
itself.
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4. The infinite perfection of God follows from Zke very no-
tion of God. ‘ )

a. The cause of the limitation peculiar to all created beings
does not exist in God. A created being is limited because it
does not possess existence of itself, but has received it from
some other being., Let us suppose, for a moment, that a
created being had received from its creator an infinite perfec-
tion. The absurdity of the assumption becomes apparent at
once ; for dependence upon another is itself essentially an
imperfection, incompatible with infinity. Therefore, as God
is independent of every other being, there is in Him no cause
of limitation. A

b. Precisely in this absolute independence of every other
being God possesses the most perfect existence, and, conse-
quently every other perfection in the highest degree. For
what higher grade of existence can we conceive than that in
virtue of which a thing possesses its being of itself from
eternity? If God is infinite in any respect, He is infinite in
all respects ; for, since every perfection has its reason in the
divine essence, this essence itself must be infinite if but one
of the divine perfections is infinite.

¢. All limitation is repugnant to the conception of a neces-
sary being. For what does the notion of a necessary being
imply ? That it is necessarily what it is; that it cannot be
otherwise than it is. And what does the idea of a limited
being imply? First, that its perfections have only attained
a certain degree ; secondly, that -they could be perfected be-
yond that limit. A limited being, therefore, is, of its very
nature, not necessary and unchangeable, but contingent and
changeable. Therefore necessary and finite are contradictory
in the same concept.

Heace all perfections of created things are in God, but in different
ways. Those perfections that involve no imperfection (e.g., wisdom,
iastice) are in God formally, that is, in kind the same, though in-
jnite in degree. Those attributes that imply imperfection (e.g.,
the power of reasoning, locomotion) are in God eminently and vir-
cually, i.e., God possesses an equivalent to those created endowments,
bat of a higher order, and has at the same time the power of con-
ferring such perfections on His creatures.
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From the infinity of God follows His incomprehensibility. To
comprehend an object, in the theological sense, is to form a concept
of it which fully equals the object itself, or exhausts its know-
ableness. That such a concept cannot be formed of God by any
finite intelligence is evident to reason. Nay, not even the blessed in
heaven can comprehend God. Hence it follows also that God is
ineffable—i.e., as His infinite perfections cannot be fully conceived
by a finite mind, neither can they be expressed by words. Therefore
the Lateran Creed, in accordance with the teaching of the Scriptures,
declares God incomprehensible and ineffable.

77. God is an absolutely simple substance,

God is simple, because all composition of parts which is to be
found in created beings, even in spirits, is foreign to Him. In the
human soul, the substance of which is indivisible, there is a distine-
tion, at least between its acquired modifications or perfections, and
the substance itself, or subject of these perfections; between the
different habits and faculties, and the acts which proceed from
them. The soul is one thing, and the wisdom which it may, or may
not possess, is a different thing ; the mind is one thing, and the act of
thinking is another; prudence as a virtue of the soul is one thing,
and justice is another. Not so, however, in God. He is absolutely
simple, but especially in the following respects. -

1. God’s essence is identical with His perfections. Where-
a8 man possesses wisdom, goodness, etc., as something acces-
sory to his essence, and ¢s nof the wisdom or the goodness he
possesses, we can rightly say of God that He s His wisdom and
His goodness, not merely that He possesses those attributes.
« I am the way, the truth, and the life” (John xiv. 6). “ God
18 love” (1 John iv. 16). It is only becanse we know God
imperfectly, and apply our manner of thinking to Him, that
we say that God possesses wisdom, goodness, ete. If He
really possessed wisdom or goodness as something added to His
nature, His essence would be imperfect of itself, and would
be perfected by His attributes. But that is impossible, since
God is absolutely perfect, and, consequently, incapable of fur-
ther perfection.

2. God’s perfections are not really distinct from one another,
Since each of God’s perfections is identical with His being,
there can be no real distinction between these perfections
themselves. Hence we may rightly say : God’s goodness ig

in itself His justice. But, since the effec/s of goodness are -

different from those of justice, we, therefore, say with equal
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right : God’s goodness (considered in :is effects) is different
from His justice. Even when there is no question of the
effects of God’s attributes, owing to our imperfect concept of
God, we make a distinction ; for instance, when we think of
God’s eternity apart from His immutability, and thus dis-
tinguish the two attributes. In other words: as there is no
real distinction between God’s essence and His perfections
independently of our minds, so there is none between the
perfections themselves ; the whole apparent distinction exists
only in the mind.

God, being infinite, cannot be represented by any finite conception,
consequently, no thought represents more than one or other of His
perfections. Our representation of God, however, is not therefore
false, but only imperfect. It is not false, because God really pos-
sesses that perfection which we attribute to Him, and because we do
not assert that this distinction exists in reality ; it is imperfect, be-
cause it is only a partial representation.

3. In God the acts of cognition and volition are not distinct
from the divine intelligence and will. In us the faculties are
now active, now inactive ; an inactive faculty is perfected by
action. But it is not 80 in God. His essence, being incapable
of further perfection, cannot produce any act distinct from
itself ; it is its own action, and, therefore, it is called purs
activity (actus purus), i.e., activity not like ours, consisting
in power and action, but in action only.

78, Among the different names given to God the most ap-
propriate is that which He Himself revealed to Moses, say-
ing: “Iam who am.”

1. Since we form our ideas, even in things divine, from the
consideration of finite things, and make our designations cor-
respond to our conceptions, the names which we give the
Most High are imperfect as are the conceptions themselves.
Sometimes we designate God by positive names, as the Wis~,
the Bountiful; sometimes by negative ones, as the Infin te. the
Incomprehensible. The former do not express the degrec of
wisdom or goodness, etc., nor the manner in which God pos-
sesses those attributes ; while the latter indeed affirm that
the attribute in guestion is to be ascribed to God without any
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limitation, but without expressing its relation to His being,
viz., that it is identical with His very essence. The latter
deficiency of expression remains also when we qualify the
affirmative names by saying that God is all-wise, or infinitely
wise, etc. Therefore the ordinary names of God are inade-
quate.

2. The most appropriate name is that chosen by God Him-
self: He who ¢s. For it expresses God’s essence itself, and not
an attribute which is conceived as accessory to His essence, By
the fact that it ascribes absolute being to God it expresses His
absolute infinity (76). But it is by its infinity that the divine
essence essentially differs from all finite beings. All finite
things have only a faint resemblance to the infinite. Hence
we must conclude that the most appropriate name of God is,
Hpe who 13, since it expresses His absolute and infinite being.

C. Attributes of God.

79. The attributes or perfections of God are aptly divided
into such as appertain to His divine essence, and such as be-
long to His activity (i.e., to His intelligence and will).

1. By a divine aftribute, in the widest sense, may be under-
stood whatever we can predicate of God : existence, being,
unity, etc. An attribute, in the strict sense, is only that
which is conceived as proceeding from and determining the
divine essence ; for, though all that is in God is identified in
reality with His essence, yet our limited minds conceive the
one as proceeding from the other, as we conceive the quali-
ties of finite things, which are actually distinct from, and in-
herent in, their essences. I'hat which is conceived by us as
inherent in the infinite essence of God we call a divine perfec.
tion or attribute, because we represent it to ourselves as deter-
mining and perfecting the divine nature, while it is in itself
identical with it.

Since God is infinitely perfect, it may easily be shown that He
possesses this or that perfection. With regard to the number o
attributes to be dlstmgulshed in God, there may be a difference of
opinion. For, since God is absolutely simple, and His perfections
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are not really, but only in our conception, distinet from one another,
their number depends on our manner of thinking. We may, there-
toure, conceive of the one infinite Being under various aspects, and
thus distinguish in Him few or many perfections; or we may com-
bine in one concept various perfections, which, differently viewed,
might reasonably be distinguished. The Fourth Council of Lateran
makes special mention of the following : unity, eternity, immeusity,
immutability, incompreheunsibility, omnipotence, ineffability, with-
out meaning to define that there are no more perfections in God, or
that those mentioned are all to be considered as attributes or perfec-
tions in the strictest sense of the word.

2. As in finite things, so also in God, we mentally distin-
guish between deing and action, although in God, as we have
seen, being and action are identical in themselves. More-
over, since God is & spirit, His actions are those peculiar to a
spirit, viz., cognition and volition; yet these two activities are
objectively identical. We, therefore, fitly distinguish in God
the perfections appertaining to His essence from those be-
longing to His actions. These latter may again be divided
into those of the divine ¢nfelligence and those of the divine
will. Hence arises the division into atfributes of the divine
essence, of the divine inéelligence, and of the divine will.

From another point of view the divine attributes may be divided

into absolute, or such as belong to God in Himself, and relative, or
such as belong to Him in His relation to His creatures,

80. God considered in His divine essence is unchangeable,
eternal, immense, and omnipresent.

1. God is unchangeable. A being is changeable when it
can pass from one slate to another, lose or acquire certain
nerfections; when it can be now active, now passive. Such
transitions are impossible in God.

a. Scripture attributes to God, in contrast with the most
durable of His creatures, entire exemption from change. “In
the beginning, O Lord, Thou foundedst the earth, and the
heavens are the work of Thy hands. They skall perishy . . .
out Thow art the self-same, and Thy years shall not fail”
(Ps. ci. 26-28). “With Him is no ckange and no shadow of
alteration” (James 1. 17). Where there is no trace, no shadow
of change, there is absolute immutability,
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b. Gou » .mmutability follows from the very notion of -
vine nature. . First, God is that being which exists necessarily
in virtue of its very nature, and in whom all attributes exist
with the same necessity as itself:(73). Now, that which
is necessarily what it is cannot be subject to change. Sec-
ondly, God is infinitely perfect, and at all times possesses all
perfections in the highest possible degree. The loss or gain
of any perfection, or of any degree of perfection, is there-
fore inconceivable in God. Even the act of the intellect and
will in God is eternally one and the same, although the object
known or willed by Him is realized only at the time intended
by Him,

Without any intrinsic change God in time became creator, what
He was not from eternity. By the creation a change has been pro-
duced outside of God, but not #n God ; since that same act of His
will which brought forth the world existed from eternity identi-
fied with His very essence. Again, without any change on the part
of God a man may be at one time the object of His love, at an-
other time the object of His hatred. For it is by one act, identical
with his being, that God loves and hates. Though the effects of
love and hatred are distinct in man, yet there is no distinction, and
no succession of acts, in God. A man, because he is virtuous, may

be to the divine act to-day an object of love; and, because he is a
sinner, he may be to-morrow an object of hate to that same act.

2. God is efernal, i.e., without beginning and without end.
The word efernal is used in the Scriptures sometimes to sig-
nify that which endures long, though it may have a beginning
and an end; and again, what has no end, though it may have
a beginning. In its strict sense it denotes that which has
neither beginning nor end.

a. Scripture attributes eternity, in the strictest sense, to
God as contrasted with finite things : ¢ Before the mountains
* were made, or the earth and the world was formed, from
eternity and to eternity Thow art God ” (Ps. Ixxxix. 2). God’s
existence is, therefore, not only without beginning, but also
without end. |The heavens] pass away; but Thou art the
same” (Ps. ci. 27, 28). Hence God also is called: “Who 1s,
who was, and who s fo come ” (Apoc. i. 8).

b, God is absclutely necessary; He is, consequently, with-
out beginning and without gnd'.‘ For, first, it God had not
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always been or should once cease to be, He would not be the
absolutely nccessary, self-existing being. Secoundly, if God
were not eternal, He would not be infinitely perfect; for, if
He had a beginning He would lack the perfection of that
which could have preceded His origin; and if He could
have an end He would lack that which He would possess if
He continued to exist forever. Thirdly, if God could have
a beginning or an end, He would not be unchangeable; for
beginning and ending imply change.

The eternity of God is not to be conceived as a succession of
instants, implying a succession of changes. God’s existence and
action have no past or future, but only present. They are now,
without beginning, end, or succession. For, if in God there were
succession, He would not be unchangeable or infinite; because He
would be subject to gain and loss, and would not possess all His per-
fections at once. By His eternity, therefore, God possesses His
interminable life all at once. Eternity is, consequently, the all-en-
compassing presend, excluding all past and future, and is aptly
expressed by Our Lord in the words, ‘‘ Before Abraham was, I am”
(John viii. 58).

3. God is tmmense and omnipresent. God would be im-
mense even if He had not created the universe; but IHe
could not be omnipresent without the existence of visible cre-
ation. By ¢mmensity we understand that perfection in vir-
tue of which God must necessarily pervade all things that
exist, and be present everywhere without any limitation.
Since this perfection has its foundation in the nature of God and
is identical with the divine essence, it would therefore belong
to Him even though He had created nothing. Omuipresence,
on the other hand, expresses the actual presence of God in
all things that exist, and is the result of His immensity. Just
as the sun always gives its light, but only enlightens those
objects that exist within its sphere, so God necessarily requires
to be everywhere in virtue of His immensity, but is present
only in existing things.

~ God is present in His creatures in three ways : by His knowledge,
comprehending all things; by His will, preserving all things; by
His essence, pervading all things with His presence, though totally
distinet from them. It is of this latter presence that we here treat.

a. “Do not I fill heaven and earth ?” saith the Lord (Jer
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xxiii. 24)., 1f God fills heaven and earth, He is present in
every part of the universe with His substance, as the air is in
every part of a chamber. But the air is not wholly present in
each part of the room, but only part in part. Since God, how-
ever, does not consist of parts, He is present in each part of
the universe with His whole substance. Thesoul is totally and
indivisibly present in every part of a living body. But while
the soul does not extend beyond the limits of the body, God’s
presence is not bounded by the created world, but extends
beyond it, as the sea extends beyond the boundaries of a
sponge immerged in its waters. Beyond the bounds of the
universe God is not present in anything, for nothing exists;
but He is in Himself. Hence Solomon at the dedication
of the temple says: ¢Is it, then, to be thought that God
should indeed dwell upon earth? For, if heaven and the
heavens of heavens cannot contain Thee, how much less
this house which I have built ?’ (3 Kings viii. 27). And,
in like manner, St. Paul says: ¢ [God is] not far from every
one of us; for in Him we live, and move, and are ” (Acts xvii.
27, 28).

b. Although God cannot be perfected by His actual pres-
ence in created things, yet He must, in virtue of His infinite
perfection, fill all things with His presence. The reason
why a being is present only in one place, or in one object,
is its limitation. A body is circumscribed only because
of its limited extension; the human soul is present only in
the body which it animates because of its limited being;
nor would it be a slight addition to its perfection if it
could exist and act outside the limits of the body. But God
is infinitely perfect, and, consequently, His presence cannot
be restricted to any one place. God, moreover, as the first
cause of all finite beings, preserves all His creatures; there-
fore He acts in every part of the universe. In God, how-
ever, there is no distinction between being and action; there-
fore He is present in the whole universe, not only with His
power, but also with His being. Besides, God can at any
moment creafe new beings in any given place. But He can-
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not create where He is not present. Therefore He must be
p.esent in every place. Finite things, on the contrary, show
their imperfection in that their activity, like their being, is
circumscribed by space.

Although God is equally present everywhere with His being, yet
He exerts His activity in certain places in a special manner. Hence
we say that God s ¢n these places. Thus God is in heaven, because
there He manifests Himself in a special way in the blessed; He is
in the just, because He acts in them as the dispenser of sanctifying
grace (148); He is in the churches, because there—apart from the
Real Presence—He is especially honored, and bestows special favors.

81. God, considered in regard to His intelligence, is omnis-
cient and all-wise. '

I. God Znows in the most perfect manner ail that is know-
able. The perfection of knowledge in general depends on its
mode and its eatent. God’s knowledge is infinitely perfect in
both respects.

1. As regards the mode of God’s knowledge, its infinite per-
lection manifests itself particularly in the following respects:
(@) God knows all things just as they are. We generally
know only the outward appearance of things, and thence
infer their nature; we must often be satisfied with mere con-
jectures. God’s knowledge, on the contrary, penetrates all
things; for it would be imperfect unless it equalled the
knowableness of its object. (b) God knows all things from
eternity; for, being infinitely perfect and immutable, Hie
knowledge is incapable of increase. (c) God knows all things
by one single act. While we conceive different objects by dif-
ferent acts, with God one intellectual act is sufficient to com-
prehend all that is knowable. (d) God xnows all things a?
the same instant. "While we for the knowledge of one thing
require different ideas, and proceed from one concept to an-
other, thus gaining a more perfect knowledge of our object,
God’s cognitive act, being infinite, comprehends at once all
things—the past, the present, and the future. (¢) God has
ITis knowledge nof from without—not from His creatures—but
of Himself. We, on the contrary, must be determined to our
knowledge by external objects. God, who is nowise dependent
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on outward things, does not require any external determination,
being infinitely perfect, and thus neither requiring nor ad:
mitting of external influence. External things are to God
objects only, not motives of cognition, while for us they are
both objects and motives.

Since God knows all things by one single, infinite act, without any
external influence, His knowledge, notwithstanding all changes in
things, is in itself always the same. While the human eye, which
receives the émpression of its object from without, is modified with
the modification of the object, the eye of God, seeing without exter-
nal determination, remains unchanged. It is only in the outward
objects of God’s knowledge, not in the act of the divine intellect,
that changes take place.

2. The exfent of God’s knowledge is commensurate with the
knowable.

a. God knows and comprehends Himself. <The Spirit
searcheth all things, yea, the deep things of God. For what
man knoweth the things of a man, but the spirit of & man
that is in him? So the things also that are of God no
man knoweth, but the Spirit of God” (1 Cor. ii. 10, 11).
Since, therefore, in God the knowledge of His thoughts and
counsels, and, consequently, of His being, extends as far as
their knowableness, God comprehends Himself.

In this perfect knowledge of Himself God is infinitely happy. As
happiness is the full possession of a perfect good, and the possession
of a spiritual good consists chiefly in the knowledge of it, God, com-
prehending Himself, the Supreme Good, necessarily possesses infinite
happiness. »

b. God knows all things possible, i.e., things that do not
exist, but can exist. ¢ All things were known to the Lord
God, before they were created ” (Ecclus. xxiii. 29). But how
could He create what He did not know? God knows also
that which is merely possible, i.e., what could be created but
is not. For, knowing Himself and His creative power, He
knows also the possible objects to which that power extends.
~¢. God knows all things existing, whether in the past, pres-
ent, or future, even what proceeds from the free will of His
creatures. “ Neither is there any creature invisible in Hi»
sight, but all things are naked and open to His eyes” (Heb.
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:7. 18).  Of free actions in particular we read: “Thou hast
understood my thoughts afar off; my path and my line Thon
hast searched out ” (Ps. cxxxviii. 3). ¢ Jesus knew from the
beginning who they were that did not believe; and who he
was that would betray Him” (John vi. 65). The existence of
true prophecies clearly shows that God foresees the free ac-
:.ons of His creatures. In fact, God’s knowledge, and, con-
sequently, His being, could not be infinite unless He dis-
tinctly foresaw the future. The Vatican Council (de fide,
c. 1), therefore, teaches that to the eyes of God “all things
are manifest, even those fufure events which depend on the
free action of His creatures.”

To admit the existence of God and deny His knowledge of the
future is, according to St. Augustine (de civ. Dei, v. 9), plainly
absurd. The reason why a finite mind does not foresee the future
is because it must be determined by the object of its cognition. But
most future actions, having no actual existence, cannot determine
the mind, and, therefore, cannot be motive of assent. But God does
not require outside influence. Moreover, God’s knowledge, like His
being, is not limited by time. Hence it grasps alike all truth,
whether present, past, or future. God’s foreknowledge, however,
does not in any way interfere with the freedom of our actions. For
our actions do not take place because God foresees them, but God
foresees them because they will take place. If God.foresees them
they will certainly take place; not, however, because God foresees
them, Lt 1t because man will freely perform them.

d. God knows also the merely conditional future, viz., what
would happen if any given condition were verified. “ Woe
to thee, Corozain, woe to thee, Bethsaida; for if in Tyre
and Sidon had been wrought the miracles that have been
wrought in you, they had long ago done penance in sackcloth
and ashes” (Matt. xi. 21). Our Lord does not here refer to
2 mere possibility, nor to a thing which at some time will
nappen, but to what would have happened if God had given the
same graces to the inhabitants of Tyre and Sidon as to those
of Corozain and Bethsaida. Nor does Christ merely con-
jecture, but He plainly declares what would have happened
under that condition. If His assertion had been founded
upon a mere conjectuze, it might have been false—a supposi-
tion incompatible with His divinity, It is of such knowl
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edge that St. Augustine (ad Simplic. I. q. 2, n. 13j says.
“ On whom God has pity, him He calls as He sess fi¢, that he
may not disregard His call.” In fact, God cannot but know
the merely conditional future, since He knows all truth.
That a man under given circumstances will or would act 1n
this or that manner, that with this or that grace he will or
will not co-operate, is a definite truth. For, the question: Wil;
he co-operate with such a grace? requires a definite answer in
the affirmative or in the negative.

The knowledge of God, according to the diversitf of its object,
is commonly divided by theologians into the knowledge of vision
(scientia visionis), the object of which ig the existent in the present,
past, or future; the knowledge of simple intelligence (scientia sim-
plicis intelligenti@), the object of which is God Himself and things
possible; middle knowledge (scientia media), the object of which is
the conditionally future.

IL. God is all-wise, i.e., He knows how to dispose all things
nost perfectly according to their ends,

Wisdom is knowledge, but with the difference that it regards the
regulation of our actions. Thus it implies a knowledge of the high-
23t ends and of the fittest means to attain to them.

1. Scripture frequently extol: God’s wisdom. ¢ How great
are Thy works, O Lord. Thou hast made all things wisely *

(Ps. ciii. 24). Not only in the physical, but also in the moral -

world does God’s wisdom reign, directing all things, even the
perverse will of man, to the execution of His wise designs,
though His guniding hand may not be seen, Of this infinite
wisdom the Apostle says: ‘¢ O the depth of the riches of the
w.sdom and of the knowledge of God! How incomprehen:
sivle are His judgments, and how unsearchable His ways!
For who hath known the mind of the Lord? Or who hath
been His counsellor?” (Rom. xi. 33, 34.)

2. That God is infinitely wise follows from His ¢nfinite
inowledge. In virtue of this attribute He can give not only
so all creatnres collectively the noblest ends and the most
suitable means of obtaining them, but also dispose them
ndivCaally, so that the inferior is subservient to the su-
periur, thus producing one universal system in which each
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individual has its proper place and pursues its appointed
end. That God actually does select a certain order in keep-
ing with His infinite wisdom follows from the most perfect
harmony between His intelligence and will. Our experi-
ence, however limited, testifies to an all-wise order in God’s
works,

832. God, considered in regard to His divine will, is almighty
and free ; infinitely holy and just ; bountiful, merciful, and long-
suffering ; truthful, and faithful to His promises.

As a spirit God possesses a will (75), and as an infinitely perfect
spirit He possesses the most perfect will. The perfection of the will,
like that of the intelligence, appears chiefly in the quality of its
actions. As God from all eternity knows all things by one single
act, so He has also but one act of the will whereby He loves Himself
and wills all things outside of Him. Hence there is no succession of
acts in God, and, consequent{f', nochange of will. Besides the power
and freedom of the divine will, we shall here treat of its moral per-
fections, i.e., those attributes which in our conceptions correspond
to the moral virtues in man, It is plain that in God there cannot
exist those perfections which consist in the control of the passions
(e.g., temperance), or those which imply subordination to higher
power (e.g., obedience).

1. God is almighty, i.e., He can do all things by an act of
His will. _

a. God’s omnipotence is proclaimed in many passages of
Scripture. “I am the Almighty” (Gen. xvii. 1): so spoke
God Himself to Abraham. The Church emphasizes God’s
omnipotence in its professions of faith; and justly so, since
it is the foundation of many other truths, such as that of the
creation and preservation of the universe, ete. That God can
do all things by one single act of His will Scripture declares
in reference to the creation: ‘‘ Praise [the Lord], ye heaven
of heavens: and let all the waters that are above the heavens
praise the name of the Lord; for He spoke, and thuy were
made; He commanded, and they were created” (Ps. cxlviii.
4-6). “Thou hast created all things, and for Thy will they
were and have been created” (Apoc. iv. 11).

b. Since all that is in God is infinite like His being, His
power also must be infinite. But it would not be infinite if it
could ever be exhausted, and if one single act of His will did
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not suffice to do all things; for to need external aid is an evi
dence of dependence and impotence.
‘What is intrinsically impossible, i.e., what implies a contradiction,

is not the object of God's omnipotence; for, being contradictory, it is
a nonentity, a nothing.

2. God is free in the exercise of His omnipotence. He was
free to create, or not to create; to create this or a different
world.

a. Holy Seripture calls God’s external action simply free,
‘ Whatsoever the Lord hath pleased He hath done, in heaven,
in earth, in the sea, and in all the deeps” (Ps. cxxxiv. 6).
‘‘[He] worketh all things according to the counsels of
His will” (Eph. i. 11). But God could not act freely if of
all possible worlds He were necessitated to create this or any
other world.

b. It is self-evident that God could not be necessitated by
external causes, since outside Himself there was nothing
to necessitate Him. Neither can there be any question of
an tnfernal necessity. For, in the first place, God, who
is tnfinitely perfect, does not need any creature, being in-
finitely happy in Himself and incapable of receiving any-
thing from His creatures that He does not already possess.
Secondly, none of His other perfections can necessitate Him
to create anything: not His goodness; for, although God of
His goodness is disposed to communicate His perfections to
His creatures, this disposition does not necessitate Him. Not
His wisdom; for, although His wisdom requires design and
order in the things He might possibly create, yet it does not
require that He should create anything. Not His omnipotence;
for even without creating anything God is omnipotent, nor is
He in any way obliged to display His omnipotence in external
works. :

Philosophers distinguish three kinds of freedom of will: (1) that
of choosing between an action and its omission (libertas contradic-
tionis); (2) that of choosing between this or that action (libertas
specificationis); (3) that of choosing between an action and its con-
trary (libertas conmtrarietatis). The two former kinds of freedom,

in virtue of which God could create or omit creating, create this or
another world, are common to Him with man; but not the third
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kind to its full extent, e.g., to choose between moral good and moral
evil; nor is He free to choose what is repugnant to any of His
attributes. God’s freedom is compatible with God’s immutability,
since in Him there is but one act by which He loves Himself and
wills all things else. Hence in God freedom and neces: ity are recon-
cilable; for by that same act by which He necessari., loves Himself
He also freely wills external objects.

3. God is holy, i.e., He loves and wills good and hates evil,
We call a man holy who consistently does what is morally
good and avoids what is morally -evil—observes the moral
law. The moral law commands us to love God above all
things, and to refer all things to Him as their last end; for the
infinite is lovable above all things for its own sake, the finite
only in reference to the infinite. God is, accordingly, holy
if He infinitely loves His own infinite essence and seeks in the
finite His own glory. That God infinitely loves Himself fol-
lows from the perfection of His will, which demands that He
love all things according to their objective perfection. And
since He infinitely loves Himself, He must also will that He
be known and loved and glorified above all things by His
creatures. God is, therefore, holy. Hence we see why God’s
holiness is held up as the model of our perfection. ¢ Accord-
ing to Him that hath called you, who is holy, be you also in
all manner of conversation holy; because it is written: You
shall be holy, for I am holy ” (1 Peter i. 15, 16). As God,
being the lover of order, loves and wills moral goodness in
man, He necessarily hates moral evil, because it destroys right -
order. “To God the wicked and his wickedness are'hateful
alike” (Wis. xiv. 9). '

4. God is just, i.e.,, He rewards good and punishes evil
according to merit.

a. Although God cannot owe anything to His creatures,
and would not, therefore, be unjust if He did not offer
~ reward to those who kept His law, yet it is befitting
His sanctity that He should reward goodness. For, as God
loves His own perfections, so He loves also whatever is in
keeping with them, consequently, good works and the good
will from which they proceed. But His bounty disposes Him
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to communicate His goods to His creatures, particularly such
goods as correspond to their works; but to a good work cor-
responds a reward. For the same reason God hates evil and
its cause, tke evil will. It is, therefore, in keeping with God’s
holiness, which loves order, that order violated by sin should
be restored. This restitution is made by the punishment of
the sinner; for punishment is an atonement for the outrage
done to God, since God’s right violated by the sinner is again
acknowledged by the punishment. Although God is free to
condone such satisfaction and to allow mercy to take the
place of justice, still the moral order would be less perfect if
justice never took its course.

5. That God rewards the good and punishes the wicked,
and, consequently, exercises justice, rests upon His divine
truthfulness. Repeatedly He asserts that He will reward
those that keep His law and punish those that transgress it.
St. Paul says: ¢“ God is not unjust that He should forget your
work and the lo.e which you have shown in His name, you
who have ministered and do minister to the saints” (Heb.
vi. 10). With regard to transgressors of His law Our Loril
says: ‘I say unto you that every idle word that men shall
gpeak, t.. 'y shall render an account for it in the day of judg-
ment ” (Matt. xii. 36). The punishment and reward will be
proportioned to the works. For God ¢“ will render to every
man according to his works ” (Rom. ii. 6).

Although God rewards the good and punishes the wicked accord-
ing to their merits, yet we can justly say that God rewards good be-
yond its merit and punishes evil beneath its due, not as if God did
not give that reward and that punishment which He has decreed to
give, but in this sense, the : without violation of justice He could
have set a lesser reward on good actions and a severer punishment
on evil deeds. This will easily become manifest if we consider, on
the one hand, that an eternal and objectively infinite reward is given
for a transient and finite action, whereas, on the other hand, the
punishment of sin, which is infinite in its malice, though eternal in
duration, is yet finite 1n its nature and thus capable of a higher de-
gree of inteusity.

5. God is infinitely bouhtiful, merciful, and long-suffering.
As the all-bountiful, He wills the good of His creatures, and
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bestows upon them numberless benefits; as the all-merciful,
He is disposed to avert evil, and to forgive the penitent sinner;
as the long-suffering, He defers the punishment of sinners so
as to give them time to repent.

a. The universe and all that it contains bear witness to
God’s bounty ; for all things are the work of His goodness.
* Every good and every perfect gift cometh from above, from
the father of lights” (James i. 17). God, who possesses all
perfections, could not fail to be bountiful; for even man is the
more perfect in our eyes the more he proves himself boun-
tiful and benevolent. Nor could bounty be an attribute of
" man unless God, his creator, possessed it Himself. If man
loves the image of God in his neighbor, and is thus incited to
th- practice of benevolence, must not God 1.~e His own image
in man and be disposed to enrich it with His gifts? ¢ Thoun
lovest all things that are, and hatest none of the things which
Thou hast made” (Wis. xi. 25).

The greatness of God's bounty may be inferred from the greatness
and multitude of His benefits in the natural and the supernatural
order ; from the infinite majesty of the benefactor, and the lowliness
of His creatures ; from God's motive, which is the purest liberality ;
and. finally, from His impartiality in the dispensation of His favors.
The bounty of God, in short, like all His attributes, is infinite in it-
self, though in its exercise it is finite.

b. Scripture likewise extols God’s mercy. “The Lord ic
sweet to all, and His tender mercies are over all His works?”
(Ps. cxliv. 9). The sinner from whom God is disposed to
avert the greatest evil—eternal damnation—is the particular
object of His mercy. ¢ As I live, saith the Lord God, I desire
not the death of the wicked, but that the wicked turn from
his way and live ” (Ezech. xxxiii. 11). God, 1.1 virtue of His
goodness, is inclined to avert evil from His creatures; for, to
avert evil, particularly eternal evil, is the greatest of benefits.
This same attribute is the result of His wisdom, which requires
due order in all things. Now, the evil of sin is the greatest
disorder in man, who is the image of God; the evil of eternal
damnation is opposed to the destiny of man, who is created,
not for eternal torment, but for eternal happiness, Therefore
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God is, in virtue of His wisdom, disposed to avert both these
evils, If He, nevertheless, permits evil, it is because man re-
jects His paternal hand which is outstretched to save him.

The depth of the mercy of God may, to some extent, be conceived
from the majesty of God and the vileness of the sinner; from its
universality, extending to all men, at all moments of this life; and
from the striking manner in which God displays His mercy. It is
plain that God in Himself is not capable of that sadness or sym-
pathy which is peculiar to human pity ; but, in order that His mercy
might be also sympathetic, the Son of God took our human nature,
that we might have a high-priestiwho could have compassion on our
infirmities (Heb. iv. 15 ; ii. 17).

¢. God’s long-suffering disposes Him to allow the sinner
time for repentance; it bears with the unrepentant sinner, that
he may do penance and obtain mercy. “The Lord dealeth
patiently, not willing that any should perish, but that all should
return to penance ” (2 Pet. iii. 9). God’s long-suffering is
displayed more by His dealings (Ninive and Jerusalem) than
by His promises. His long-suffering is a result of His good-
ness, which invites the sinner again and again to repentance,
a8 well as of His mercy, which uses divers means to save men
from eternal ruin. Yet His long-suffering, being the fruit of
God’s free bounty, does not prevent Him in His justice from
summoning the sinner, immediately after the commission of
his sin, before His tribunal and inflicting on him the deserved
punishment. '

6. God is fruthful,i.e., He reveals only truth; and faithful,
i.e., whatever He promises or threatens He also performs.

a. He is called #ruthful whose utterances are consistent
with truth. Man may deviate from the truth either involun-
tarily, when ba is unconscious of his error, or voluntarily,
when he utters vhat he knows to be untrue. God, being omnis-
cient, cannot err; nor can He, being all-holy, wilfully deceive;
both are in contradiction with His essence as the Supreme
Truth. Therefore, God is truthful in the fullest sense of the
word. ‘“God is true and every man a liar” (Rom. iii. 4).
And how could God reveal an untruth without contradicting
Himself, since He requires absolute assent to His words, and
Lias created man’s intelligence to accept truth and reject false-
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hood ? If God could utter a falsehood, why should not man
also lie, since God’s perfections are the rule of his actions?
And yet man’s conscience says: Thou shalt not bear false
witness (264).

b. Faithfulness consists in keeping one’s promises, and
implies conformify of one’s words with his intention, and
perseverance in one’s resolves. In God faithfulness is the
necessary result of His fruthfulness, in virtue of which
His words are necessarily the true expression of His
thoughts and intentions. It follows also from His immuta-
bility, in virtne of which He cannot change His decrees.
With God, who by -. single act of His will decreed all things
from the beginning, one resolve cannot give place to another,
as is the case with us. God would thereby contradict Him-
gelf if He were unfzithful to His promises or menaces. For,
by the fact of His promise or threat He necessarily leads us
to expect the object He promised or threatened. The Listory
of the Jewish people plainly shows how exactly God’s promises
nave been fulfilled. ¢ Thou shalt know that the Lord thy
God, He is a strong and faithful God, keeping His covenant
and mercy to them that love Him, . . . repaying forthwith
tham that hate Him ” (Deut. vii. 9, 10). :

That which God promises or threatens conditionally will, on the
verification of the condition, be certainly fulfilled. Sometimes
He threatens without expressly mentioning the conditioun, which then
we are to infer from the ordinary course of things; such was the
threat uttered against Ninive, that in forty days it would be destroyed.,

D. Unity of God.

83. The unity of God is a revealed truth.

1. God revealed His unity in the primitive revelalivn given
to our first parents. He manifested Himself as ¢cne creutor ot
man and of all other creatures, which He subjected to man
(Gen. ii. 19); as the one law-giver, who, while putting all
things else at man’s disposal, forbade him to taste of the
fruit of a certain tree (Gen. ii. 17); and as one judgse who
employs His angels (Gen. ii. 17) and even the brute creation
(Gen. iii. 17) as the ministers of His justice.
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Hence polytheism was an unnatural departure from a truth ori
inally believed by the whole human race, not, as has been falsely
asserted, a lower phase of religious development. It was unnasural
inasmuch as it originated in depraved human passion, against the
natural conviction of the unity of God deeply engraven on the human
heart (Rom. i. 20 ; ii. 14).

2. ‘The unity of God was still more strongly emphasized in
the patriarchal and Mosaic ‘revelations. This fundamental
truth of religion had been rejected and a plurality of gods
set up in its place by the greater portion of mankind, who
had fallen away from revealed religion (14). Therefore
the unity of God was justly placed as the foundation of the
whole moral law: ¢ Thou shalt not have strange gods be-
side Me *” (Exod. xx. 3).

While God is repeatedly called the God of Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacnb, and the God of Israel, on account of the peculiar relation in
which the patriarchs and the chosen people stood to Him (15), yet He
i frequently represented as the one Creator of heaven and earth,
and as the Lord and Qod of all, who had chosen Abraham and his
descendants for His people, to bring salvation to all men (16). He is,
therefore, not a national God. :

84. The unity of God is also knowable by reason.

1. The argnments advanced above (78) for the existence
of God at the same time prove the unity of God; conse-
quently, the latter truth is accessible to reason no less than
the former.

a. While from the existence of fhe contingent we neces-
sarily infer the existence of the absolute, and from things .
produced the existence of a self-existing cause, there is
no reason to infer the existence of a plurality of absolute
and self-existent beings. The admission of a plurality of
gods is therefore repugnant to reason, which demands a
sufficient motive for its conclusions.

5. The same holds of the inference from the design of the
universe to the existence of an intelligent creator. The
oneness of order testifies to one ruling mind and one author
of all creation. »

¢. The voice of conscience points only to one law-giver.
For, the universal principles of the moral law are one and
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the same everywhere, whatever difference of opinion may
cxist with regard to their application in detail.

d. The constant festimony of mankind to the existence of
God is, despite the extent of polytheism, a proof of the unity
of God rather than the contrary. For, this conviction was
uniform only as far as the exisfence of a deity was concerned;
while with regard to the number of gods there was the great-
st difference of opinion. Nor can it be said that in antiquity
polytheism reigned exclusively; for, as St. Justin (Cohort. ad
Graec. 17; de Monarch. 2) shows, Homer and other Greek
writers decidedly point to the existence of ons God. Among
the gods worshipped by the ancients commonly one was con-
sidered supreme, to whom all the minor deities were sub-
ordinate. On various occasions, moreover, as Tertullian
remarks, the primitive belief in the one true God, however
imperfectly, came to light.

There can be no doubt, however, that the primitive idea of God
was disfigured (14), and that polytheism actually prevailed in pagan
nations. The severe censures of Scripture against idolatry, and the
testimonies of pagan and Christian writers, give ample evidence of
. the fact. Pagan philosophers, however, very generally admitted the
existence of one God, though not publicly. After the spread of
Christianity the pagans, ashamed of their superstitions, began to
return more and more to the idea of one God, and to explain the
olurality of gods as symbolizing the divine attributes.

2. A plurality of gods is absolutely t¢ncompatible with the
snfinite perfection of God.

a. That being alone is infinitely perfect which contains
tn dlself all perfections and unlimited being; for although
creatures also have being, yet their being belongs to God
in the sense that it is dependent on Him (76). If several
gods existed, the first would not possess the perfections of
the second, nor the second those of the first, each being in-
dependent of the other; consequently, neither of them would
be infinitely perfect. But we can imagine a third being, su-
perior to both of these, uniting the perfections of both in it-
self. This being, uniting all conceivable perfections in itself.
would be infinitelv verfect, and, therefore, God.
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b. Since God is infinitely perfect, He must be the suprems
Lord of all things. Now, if a second infinitely perfect being
existed, this being also could create a world, dependent only
upon himself. In this case neither of these two beings would
be supreme, neither of them would be God.

¢. In the supposition of several deities, they would either have
squal or unequal power. If unequal, that which has the less
power is not God; if equal, none is God, since one could limit
the other’s activity. But a being whose power can be restricted
is not almighty nor infinitely perfect.

Hence the absurdity of Manicheism, which admitted two infinite,
independent, necessary principles, one of good, the other of evil.

II. Gop 1IN THREE PERSONS.

85. There are three persons in God: the Father, the Son,
and the Holy Ghost.

A rational being is a person by the fact that it exists in itself and
controls its own actions. There are three persons in God if there are
in Him three who, though one in substance, are numerically distinct
from one another, subsist each for himself, and act each by his own
determination.

1. The dogma of the Holy Trinity is repeatedly expressed
in the New Testament. ¢ Teach ye all nations, baptizing
them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the
Holy Ghost” (Matt. xxviii. 19). <7 will ask the Father, and
He shall give you another Paraclete” (John xiv. 16). ¢ The
Paraclete, the Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send in My
name, He will teach yon all things and bring all things to your
mind, whatsoever I shall have said to you” (John xiv. 26).
‘ But when the Paraclete cometh, whom 7 will gend you from
the Father, the Spirit of truth, who proceedeth from the Father,
He shall give testimony of Me ” (John xv. 26). The Father
says tothe Son: ‘* Zhou art My Son; this day have J begotten
Thee” (Heb. i. 5). _ '

(@) Here we have expressed a real distinction between the Father
the and the Holy Ghost. For, these three persons are not only

called by different names, but contrasted with one another by onpo-
site relations; one begets, the other is begotten; one sends, th< other
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s sent; one prays, another sends the third at his request; one pro-
ceeds, the other does not proceed. To beget and to be begotten, to
send and to be sent, to proceed and not to proceed, imply a real
distinction between him who begets and him who is begotten, be-
tween him who sends and him who is sent, between him who pro-
ceeds and him who does not proceed. (b) The three act as persons,
i.e., by their own determination. For to ask, to send, to teach, etc.,
are actions which can be attributed only to persons.

Even in the Old Testament the mystery of the Trinit{ was revealed,
albeit obscurely. Apart from certain allusions to a plurality of per-
sons, we find mention of the Son (Ps. cix.) and of the Holy Ghost
(Is. Ixi. 1; Joel ii. 28). Hence we may conclude that the doctrine
of the Trinity was known to the prophets, and others who were
zealous readers of Scripture, though it may have been but imperfectly
known to the mass of the people.

2. The Church confessed its faith in the Trinity from the
earliest times.

a. Baptism was always administered in the name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, as distinct
persons in reality as well as in name. In the Apostles’
Creed Christians always confessed their belief in God the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, as three distinct per-
sons. The ordinary forms of the doxology, used in public
worship, “Glory be to the Father, and to the Son, and to
the Holy Ghost,” etc., testifying the same belief, are of the
greatest antiquity.

b. From the earliest times all those who denied the exist-
ence of three persons in God were ¢reated as heretics by the
Church. Thus, in the second century, Praxeas (Tertull. adv.
Prax. c. 2), who asserted that the Father and Christ were
one and the same person, and that, consequently, the Father
had suffered on the cross; in the third century, Noetus,
who taught that Christ was the same person as the Father
and the Holy Ghost (8. Aug. de haeres. c. 36), and Sabellius,
who taught that the Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost
were only one person with three different names; and, in the
fourth century, Photinus and Priscillian, were condemned as
aeretics.

¢. The martyrs publicly and solemnly professed their faith
in the Trinity. St. Polycarp, disciple of the apostles (mar-
tyred A.D. 166), exclaimed before the burning pyre: I praise
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Thee, O God, in all things with Thy eternal and divine Son,
Jesus Christ, to whom, with the Holy Ghost, be honor now
and forever” (Mart. S. Polycarp. n. 14).

d. The same faith is expressed in the writings of the early
fathers. St. Ignatius of Antioch (ad Magnes. n. 13) speaks
of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost as persons tr
whom we owe an equal reverence. St. Justin (Apol. 1. 13}
repudiates the charge of atheism brought by the pagane
against the Christians, declaring that they adore the Father,
the Creator of the world; Christ, His Son; and the prophetic
Spirit. In like manner, the Christian philosopher Athena-
goras (Legat. pro Christian. n. 10) expresses his surprise that
they should be called atheists who say that the Father is
God, the Son is God, and the Holy Ghost is God, acknowledg-
ing their unity (of essence) and distinction (of persons).
The Christians were called atheists because they refused to
adore the pagan deities. St. Theophilus of Antioch (ad
Autol. ii. 5) calls the three divine persons by the name of the
Triad, or Trinity.

e. It cannot be denied that in the fourth century, when
the Church defined the dogma of the Holy Trinity agamst
the Arians at Nice, the belief in this doctrine was universal—
sufficient evidence that the Church received it from the
apostles. For it is manifest that a doctrine which demands
so great a sacrifice of human reason could not have been
universally received, especially in times of persecution, if it
were a mere human invention.

86. Each of the three persons is God.

1. The divinity of the Father is so often and so clearly set
forth in Scripture as to leave no room for doubt. “I ascend
to My Father and to your Father, to My God and to your
God” (John xx. 17). “He [the Father] hath life in Himself,
and giveth life to whom He will” (John v. 21, 26). ‘“To Him
[the Father] all things are possible” (Mark xiv. 36). It is
plain that such assertions can be made only of God.

2. The divinity of the Sox is no ess clearly expressed: “In
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the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and
the Word was God. The same was in the beginning with God.
All things were made by Him, and without Him was made
nothing that was made” (John i. 1-3). This same divine
Word is again called “the only-begoiten of the Father” (Ib.
14), and “the only-begotien Son, who is in the bosom of the
Father” (Ib. 18). The Son was, therefore, tn the beginning,
Jefore anything was created, consequently, from all eternity.
He was not created, since all things were' made by Him. He
is expressly called God. All those evidences advanced above
(25, 28) for the divinity of Jesus Christ are proofs of the
divinity of the Son. For since Jesus Christ proves Himself
to be not only God, but also the Son of God, it follows that
the Son, the Second Person, is true God.

The Church has always professed its faith in the divinity of the
Son as well as of the Father. This is manifest (1) from the form of
baptism and from the Apostles’ Creed. The divinity of the Father
being beyond all doubt, we acknowledge the divinity of the Son by
putting Him on the same level with the Father, and attributing to
Him the same efficacy. (2) The writings of the earliest fathers testify
the same belief. 8t. Clement of Rome (Ep. 11. ad Cor. 1) insists that
che faithful ‘‘ believe Jesus Christ to be God and the Judge of the
living and the dead.” 8t. Ignatius of Antioch (ad Rom. n. 8) fre-
quently calls Him God. In liks manner, 8t. Irensus (adv. haeres. 111
¢. 6, n. 1) says that the Father, the Holy Ghost, and the apostles would
not have called Christ God and Lord if He were not God and Lord
of the universe. (8) The acts of the martyrs, who, questioned by
pagan judges as to their faith, openly confessed the divinity of Jesus
Christ, are additional evidence of this dogma. St. Pionius, whe
3uffered martyrdom at Smyrra A.D. 250, in answer to the question:
‘What God dost thou adore ? replied: * Him who made the heavens
and adorned them with stars, and who founded the earth.” Where-
upon the judge said: *‘ Meanest thou Him who was crucified {” Pio-
nius: ‘I mean Him whom the Father sent for the salvation of the
world.” (4) The First Council of Nice defended the Catholic faith
by defining against Arius, who denied the divinity of Christ, ¢ tha
the Son is true God and consubstantial with the Father.” Thi.
expression, St. Athanasius (Ep. ad Afr. Episc. n. 5) remarks, by its
precision took from the Arians all possibility of concealing their un-
Catholic doctrine under ambiguous words. For though a man may
be said (in a wider sense) to be a son of God, and though creatures
also (by production, not by generation) proceed from God, yet we
E.annot say of any creature that it has the same substance as God the

8. The divinity of the Holy Ghost follows from His equaiity
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with the other two persons. But Scripture and tradition are
equally explicit in their testimony to this truth, .

Holy Scripture expressly calls the Holy Ghost God : “ Why
has Satan tempted thy heart that thou shouldst lie to the
Holy Ghost? . . . Thou hast not lied to men, but to God”
(Acts v. 34). Divine attributes are frequently ascribed ts
Him : “ There are diversities of operations, but the same God
who worketh all in all. . . . To one indeed by the Spirit is
given the word of wisdom; and to another the word of knowl-
edge, according to the same Spirit. To another faith in the
same Spirit ; to another the grace of healing in one Spirit.
To another the working of miracles; to another prophecy.
To another the discerning of spirits; to another diverse kinds
of tongunes; to another interpretation of speeches. But all
these things one and the same Spirit worketh, dividing to every
one according as He will” (1 Cor. xii. 6-11). Here God and
the Holy Ghost are represented as the one giver of those
divine gifts. He who performs such operations according as
He wills is almighty, and, therefore, God. He is likewise God
who foresees the future, who can bestow the gift of prophecy.
Moreover, as the same Apostle tells us (1 Cor. ii. 10, 11), the
Holy Ghost searcheth all things, yea, the deep things of God,
and thus reveals the counsels of God—an attribute which i
manifestly peculiar to God.

As for the belief of the Church tfrom the very earliest times in the
divinity of the Holy Ghost, wa have the testimony of the Apostles’
Creed and of the doxology, in which the same faith is professed in,
and the same praise and glory are given to, the Holy Ghost as to the
Father and the Son. The fathers, who speak of the three divine
persons, represent the Holy Ghost as equal to the other two persons
(85). In tge earliest of them we find explicit testimony to the divin
ity of the Third Person. Tertullian’s words are brief and explicit:
¢The Father is God, the Son is God, and the Holy Ghost is ; and
God is each of them ” (adv. Prax. c¢. 18). The Church solemnly
expressed its belief in the First Council of Constantinople, by con-
demning the heresy of Macedonius, who maintained that the Holy
Ghost was created by the Son: and by adding to the Nizene Creed,
in reference to the Holy Ghost, the words: ¢ The Lord and Life-

giver, who proceeds from the Father, who is adored and glorified
equally with the Father and the Son, who hath spoken by the
propheta.” : ~
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87. Each of the three persons is God by one and the same
divine nature.

The three divine persons possess the divine nature not in the same
manner in which three distinct men possess human nature. Every
human being possesses his human nature as something separate and
numerically distinct from every other nature. When we say that in
all men there is the same human nature, this is true only as far as all
men possess a like, or similarly constituted nature. God the Son, on
the other hand, possesses a nature not only similar or equal to that
of the Father, but numerically the same. We speuk of equality be-
tween the divine persons only inasmuch as identically the same
nature or substance is in distinct persons. We can rightly say that
the Son is equal to the Father, but not that the substance of the
Son is equal to that of the Father. For there can be equality only
between distinct persons or things; consequently, between the Father
and the Son, who are really distinct, not between the nature of the
Father and the nature of the Son, which are identical.

1. The Son says of Himself and the Father: ¢“I and the
Father are one ” (John x. 30). But that can be true only if
the Father and the Son, though distinet in person, have one
and the same nature. The same may be said of the unity of
the three persons : ¢ There are three who give testimony in
heaven: the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost: and these
three are one” (1 John v. 7).

2. If the divine persons had not the same nature or sub-
stance, there would be three gods; since the word God signi-
fies one having a divine nature, just as the word man signifies
one having a human nature. There would, therefore, be as
many gods as divine natures or substances; just as there are
a8 many men as there are distinct human natures. But the
Christian faith admits but one God, one divinity, and, conse-
quently, one divine nature in three persons.

3. The Church teaches us this truth in its creeds and defi-
nitions. The Athanasian Creed says: ‘“ We adore one God
in the Trinity, and the Trinity in unity without confusion of
persons or distinction of substance.” The Lateran Creed
confesses “ three persons, but one essence, substance, and
absolutely simple tature.” ¢ There is one Supreme Being,
who is truly Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, three persons at the
same time, and yet each of them distinct; and, therefore, in
God there is a trinity, not a quaternity, because each of the
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three persons is that being which is the divine substance,
essence, or nature. The Father is a distinct person, the Son
is a distinct person, and the Holy Ghost is a distinct person,
but not a distinct substance ” (Lat. 1v. cap. 2).

The holy fathers use various similes to illustrate the unity of sub-
stance and trinity of persons in God. Thus the one (yet numeri-
cally different) substance of water is in the fountain, in the river,
and in the cup; while these are distinct from one another. Again,
one and the same individual soul is in the memory, the understanding,
and the will, which are distinet faculties. But these faculties are not
only distinet from one another; they are also distinct from the sub-
stunce of the soul; consequently, the likeness is in all cases very im-
perfect.

On the unity of substance rests that communion between the
divine persons which divines call mutual indwelling (circuminsessio),
in virtue of which one person exists in the other, since all possess
the same divine nature. ‘‘ Believe you not that I am in the Father,
and the Father in Me?’ (John xiv. 11.)

88. The Son is begotten of the Father and is, consequently,
distinct from Him, .

1. The Son s begotten of the Father. The very name Son
proves His generation from the Father. Since He is the frue
and only-begotten Son, having the same substance as the
Father, He must, therefore, proceed from the Father by true
generation. Moreover, speaking of Christ, St. Paul (alluding
to psalm ii.) says: “To which of the angels hath He said at
any time: Thou art My son; to-day have I begotten Thee ?”’
(Heb. i. 5.) Here it is not a question of a metaphorical gen-
eration, nor of a special privilege. That is said of the Son
which cannot be affirmed of any angel; viz., that God has be-
gotten Him. But the angels are also children of God figura-
tively and by a divine privilege. Hence the Son, having this
in advance of the angels, that He is the Son of God, must be
a really and truly begotten Son. The Son is begotten of the
Father, not in time, but from efernity. Temporal generation
is impossible, because in God, with whom there is no change,
all things are from eternity. The word fo-day used by the
Psalmist (Ps. ii. 7) comprehends the past, present, and future,
and implies eternity (80).

2. By the very fact that the Father begets and the Son is
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begutuna the two persons are really distinct. For a real dis-
tinction consists in this, that the one is not the other. To
beget is not to be begotten; and, therefore, the Father, who
begets, is distinct from the Son whom He begets; and the
Son, who is begotten, is distinet from the Father by whom
He is begotten. The distinction between the Father and the
Son cannot consist in what is common to both, but only in
what is pecaliar to each. Now, we know that the Father and
the Son, having the same substance, have all things in common
except their personality; that the Father is distinct from the
Son only as Father,and the Son from the Father only as Son.
But why is the first person the Father? Because He begets.
And why is the second person the Son? Because He is be.
gotten. Consequently, the distinction between the two per-
sons is only this: the one begets, the other is begotten.

As the Son proceeds from the Father and the Father from no one,
the Father is distinct from the Son also in this, that He is unbegot-
ten; or, as a person, He is of Himself, i.e., proceeds from no one.

From what we have said it follows that it is the person of the
Father and not His divine nature that begets, and that it is the Son
and not His divine nature as such that is begotten: else the essence
of the Father as begetting would be as distinct from the essence of
the Son, who is begotten, as the person of the Father is from the
person of the Son. His own divine essence, being unbegotten, is
communicated by the Father to the Son by generation. Together
with the divine essence the Father communicates to the Son all His
perfections, His intelligence, and His will. The only thing which He
cannot communicate is His paternity, by which alone He differs from
the Son. The fathers and divines consider generation in God as
an act of the divine intellect. Scripture itself suggests this view
by calling the Son the Word (John i. 1), the splendor of the Father’s
glory, and the figure 1 His substance (Heb. i. 8). Man also, by
the act of cognition, p v-duces a mental word, or image of the object
conceived. When he conceives the idea of himself he produces
an image of himself: he inwardly expresses what he knows. In
our process of thought we distinguish three things: the act of
thinking, the inward expression of the object conceived, and the
object itsclf as inwardly expressed, or the mental word. Our mental
word is distinct from the substance of the soul; nor does it result in
a second person. Nevertheless, the generation of thought from the
mind, as well as the mutual relation of mind and thought, in some
way illustrates the generation of the Son from the Father.

89. The Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father and the Son
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as from one source or principle and is, in virtue of this proces-
sion, distinet from both.

1. The Holy Ghost proceeds nof only from the Father, but
also from the Son.

1. That the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father Scripture
teaches us in the clearest words: ¢ But when the Paraclete
cometh, whom I will send you from the Father, the Spirit of
truth, who proceedeth from the Father, He shall give testimony
of Me” (John xv. 26).

2. Since the time of Photius (ninth century) the schismatic
Greeks, but contrary to Seripture and tradition, denied that
the Holy Ghost proceeded from the Soz.

a. According to the teaching of Scripture the Holy
Ghost is also sent by the Son: “If I go not, the Paraclete
will not come to you; but if I go, I will send Him to
you” (John xvi. 1). The sending of a divine person im-
plies two things: His procession from the person or persons
by whom He is sent, and the peculiar mission for which
He is sent. Nowhere do we read of the Father being
sent, although He also acts externally in creation. He
is not sent because He does not proceed from any other
person.  On the other hand, we frequently read of the Son-
and the Holy Ghost being sent by the Father, from whom

hey both proceed. Therefore, since the Holy Ghost is sent
by the Son, He must also proceed from the Son. The Holy
Ghost is also called in Scripture the Spirit qf the Son. “If
any man have not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of His”
(Rom. viii. 9). ““God hath sent the (Gpirit of His Son into
your hearts, crying, Abba, Father” (Gul. iv. 6). The Holy
Ghost is called the Spirit of the Father because He proceeds
“from the Father (Matt. x. 30); consequently, He is also called
the Spirit of the Son because He proceeds from the Son. In
fact, the Holy Ghost, being God, and not a creature, cannot be
called the Spirit of the Son for any other reason than because
He proceeds from the Son. Moreover, the Holy Ghost pro-
ceeds also from the Son, if that by which the Father produces
the Holy Ghost belongs also to the Sem. But whatever the
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Father possesses the Son also possesses. ‘All things what-
soever the Father hath are Mine” (John xvi. 15). Now, the
production of the Holy Ghost (spiratio) certainly belongs to
the Father; consequently also to the Son. Hence the Son, &s
well as the Father, breathes the Holy Ghost.

b Not only the Latin but also the Greek fathers teach that
the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Son. According to St..
Basil (adv. Eunom. v.) the Holy Ghost is the Word of the
Son, as the Son is the Word of the Father. Now, the Son is
the Word of the Father because He proceeds from the Father;
consequently, the Holy Ghost is the Word of the Son because
He proceeds from the Son. St. Cyril of Jerusalem (Catech.
xvL 24) says: “The Father gives to the Son, and the Son
communicates to the Holy Ghost.” Giving and communicat-
ing in God take place by generation and production. St.
Epiphanius (Ancorat. nn, 6, 8, 9, 70, 73, 75) particularly
proposes this doctrine in diverse forms. The Holy Ghost
‘‘proceeds irom the Father and receives from the Son;” He
proceeds ¢“from the Father and the Son;” He is “ God, since
He proceeds from the Father and the Son;” He proceeds
“ from both;” ‘“He flows from the Father and the Son.”

¢. The procession of the Holy Ghost from the Father and
the Son is clearly expressed in the Athanasian as well as the
other ¢creeds. The Council of Ephesus and the Second Council
of Constantinople approved the synodal epistle of St. Cyril of
Alexandria against Nestorius, wherein he clearly asserts that
the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Son as well as from the
Father. At the Second Council of Lyons and at the Council
of Florence the Greeks declared their assent to the Catholic
doctrine.

At the beginning of the fourth century, Macedonius, bishop of
Constantinople, advanced the heretical doctrine that the Holy Ghost
was the creature of the Son, and the servant of the Father and the
Son; and that, consequently, the same adoration was not due to
Him as to the Father and the Son. The First Council of Constanti-
nople condemned this doctrine, and added to the Nicene Creed, in ref-
erence to the Holy Ghost, the words: ¢ The Lord and Life-giver, who

proceeds from the Father,” ete. This sufficed to refute the heresy
which made the Holy Ghost @ creature of the Son. 1t did not, how-
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ever, imply that the Holy Ghost proceeded from the Father only.
It was first in Spain against the Arians that the words ‘' and from
the Son (filioque)” were added to the creed, in order that the con-
verts from heresy might have the relations of the divine persons
clearly expressed. When the Greeks, at a later period, openly
preached their heresy, the whole of the Western Church adopted this
addition to the creed. The Greeks at the Council of Florence pro-
fessed their assent to this clause.

II. The Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father and the Son
as from one source or principle. Although the Father and
the Son are two distinct persons, and, therefore, two persons
produce or breathe the Holy Ghost, yet it is by the same
power and the same act that they produce Him; since what-
ever the Father has the Son likewise has, It is in virtue of
this one power and act that they are the source or prirciple
of the Holy Ghost; therefore they are but one source, one
principle, one producer (spirafor). This doctrine was not
only tanght by the fathers, but also formally defined by the
Second Council of Lyons.

ITI. The Holy Ghost, by the fact that He is produced by
the Father and the Son, and that they are the principle from
which He is produced, is distinct from both. This truth may
be proved by the same argument as the distinction between
the Father and the Son (88).

1. To produce and to be produced are distinct acts; conse-
quently, the Father and the Son, sending or producing the
Holy Ghost, are distinct from the Holy Ghost, who is sent or
produced.

2. The distinction between the Holy Ghost, on the one
hand, and the Father and the Son, on the other, can consist
only in that which is peculiar to the Holy Ghost, on His part,
and to the Father and Son as His only principle, on their part.
But what is peculiar to the Holy Ghost is that He proceeds;
and what is peculiar to the Father and the Son as His source
is that they produce or send Him. Consequently, the distinc-
tion between them can be found only in this mutual relation
of active sending or breathing, on the one hand, and being
breathed or going forth, on the other.

As the generation of the Son is conceived as the act of the divine
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intellect, so the procession of the Holy Ghost is regarded as the act
of the divine will. This view is confirmed by Scripture, which
speaks of the Third Person as the Spirit (breath), and thus brings
Him in connection with the divine will. As the understanding,
say the fathers and theologians, conceives or reproduces within it-
avlf the object which it knows, so the will seizes and embraces the
object which it loves. And as that which is conceived by the act of
the intellect is mentally generated to the image of the object known,
so that which proceeds from the act of the will is breathed (spiratur),
i e., produced, by the impulse of the will, as the word spérit implies.
Since the Holy Ghost by the mutual love of the Father and the Son
proceeds from both by the one act by which they mutually love each
other, He is, as it were, the eternal and indissoluble bond between
them (Cat. Rom. p. I a. 1, n. 14).

90. Though the divine attributes and the external works of
God are common to all three divine persons, yet certain attri-
butes and works are justly appropriated to one person raiber
than to the others.

That which one divine person possesses, but the others do not
possess, is said to be peculiar to that person. Thus paternity is
peculiar to the Father ; generation (in its passive signification) to the
Son ; procession from the Father and the Son to the Holy Ghost.
An attribute or act is said to be appropriated to one of the three
persons which, though common to all three, is especially attributed
to one, though not denied to the others.

I. The divine attributes and external works are common #c
all three divine persons.

1 The community of the aflributes follows from all that
has been said 15 proof of the divinity of the divine persons;
for, if each person fully possesses the divine nature, each pos-
sesses also all the divine attributes which are identificd with
the divine nature (77).

2. The external works are likewise common; for the divine
persons operate in virtue of their infinite wisdom, power,
grodness, ete., which are common to all three.

I1. Yet we appropriate certain attributes and works to
euch person individually.

1. To the Father, to whom paternity is peculiar, we attrib-
ute those works which reflect, as it were, dis divine father-
hood and active generation—e.g., the creation of the world, and
all those works in which divine power is especially displaved;
for creation beurs some resemblance to the eternal generation.
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In like manner, the works in which mercy is especially mani-
fested—the forgiveness of sins, which is effected by regenera-
tion and adoption of sons—symbolize the eternal generation.

2. To the Son, who is the Word begotten by knowledge,
we ascribe the works of wisdom and order, consequently, the
order of the universe, the re-establishment of the primitive
crder of grace by the redemption, i.e., the deliverance of man
kind from sin. The incarnation and the death on the cross,
however, are not only appropriated, but are peculiar to Him,
as He alone became man and died.

3. To the Holy Ghost, who proceeds through the act of
the will, through the divine love, are attributed the works of
love; consequently, as love is especially manifested in doing
good, to Him is ascribed the giving of every good gift. While
.the visible world is the work of the Father inasmuch as it
displays omnipotence, and of the Son inasmuch as it shows
forth wisdom, it is the work of the Holy Ghost inasmuch as
it bespeaks love and goodness. But the greatest work of love
is sanctification by grace; and, therefore, we pre-eminently
attribute it to the Holy Ghost.

91. The doctrine of the Holy Trinity is a strict mystery.

A mystery strictly so called is a truth which human reason is un-
able either to discover of itself or to understand after it has been
revealed. We would understand the doctrine ot the Holy Trinity if
we knew why there should be, or at least how there can be, three
nersons in God ; as we know that God must be, and is, omnipotent.
The mystery of the Trinity is, therefore, incomprehensible in the
strictest sense, as reason cannot know its existence nor understand
its possibility even after it has been revealed. .

I. Reason cannot of itself attain to a knowledge of the Holy
Trinity.

1. St. John, after having related the generation of the Son,
adds: ‘“No man hath seen God at any time; the only-begot-
ten Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, He hath declared
Him” (John i. 17). Therefore the generation of the Son
and, consequently, the mystery of the Trinity can only be
known by him who sees God Himself ; and since this is not



The Doctrine of the Holy Trinity a Strict Mystery. 197

permitted to men in this life, they cannot of themselves arrive
at the knowledge of this mystery.

2. The Church has always held this truth to be a mystery ;
nay, the mystery of mysteries, as may be seen from the fact
that it is commonly designated as the mystery of the Blessed
Trinity.

3. The reason is that here on earth we do not see God
directly, but only indirectly through His works, which are
mirrors of His divinity. But in His works God does not
vieibly reveal Himself as three persons in one nature, but
only as one nalure, since all His external works are accom-
plished by the one wisdom, power, etc., common to all three
persons (90). Now,as we can know the cause from its effects
only so far as it is revealed by them, we can infer from crea-
tion only the existence of one creator, without any distinction
of persons.

If, as some think, traces of the doctrine of the Holy Trinity are
to be found in Plato, it must be concluded that he became ac-
uainted with this truth by direct or indirect intercourse with the
ews. Others, however, look upon Plato’s Trinity, not as that of
the Christian revelation, but as three grades of divinity irrecon-
cilable with the Christian faith. Others, again, believe those ves-
tiges of the Trinity to be found only with those disciples of Plato
who lived in Christian times. )

II. Even after the revelation of the mystery of the Trinity
we cannot positively prove its existence or possibility.

1. That which we can show to be necessary or possible by
internal reasons ceases to be a mystery. Now, the doctrine
of the Holy Trinity has always been held by the Church to be
a mystery, not only to the illiterate, but to all; which is as
much as to say that reason can neither see why there should
be, nor kow there can be, three persons in one God.

2. Experience shows that all who have ever attempted to
prove the existence of this mystery from reason proved either
too much, by finally admitting three substances, or too little,
by admitting no real distinction, or at least not a distinction
of persons in God. .

At most, reason, aided by revelation, can discover some
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grounds to show the probability of this mystery; the object
of the speculations of the great doctors of the Church on this
mystery was only to establish its probability. The fathers
expressly state that they in nowise pretend, by any of their
illustrations, to give an adequate explanation of it (S. Hilar.
de Trinit. 1. n. 19). Nor do they fail to point out the im-
perfection of the explanation borrowed from our process of
thought, and from the resemblance between the divine Word
and the word of our mind (8. Iren. adv. haer. 11. ¢.'28, n. 6;
S. Aug. de Trin. xv. 11).

Reason, however, may infer one truth from another in reference
to this mystery. For this end it is sufficient to have understood the
meaning of the mystery as revealed to us (5). Thus, for instance,
knowing from revelation that there is only one God, but that in Him
there are three persons, we can rightly conclude that these three
persons have one and the same substance, and are, therefore, equally
powerful, wise, and bountiful.

III. Reason, however, can negafively prove the possibility
of the Trinity; viz.,, it can show that the arguments made
against this mystery are futile. For this purpose it is suffi-
cient to compare these arguments with the revealed doctrines,
the meaning of which human reason perceives. If, for in-
stance, one inferred that there are three gods from the fact
that there are three persons, reason immediately perccives
that the inference is false, since revelation teaches us that
these three persons have but one and the same substance, and,
consequently, that there can be but one God.

92. The knowledge of the mystery of the Blessed Trinity is
of the highest importance to man.

Although the doctrine of the Holy Trinity is a strict mystery. yet
since we can understand 1ts meaning, it is calculated to excrcise no
slight influence upon our religious life. Its revelation, therefore,
was altogether in keeping with the divine wisdom.

1. It is befitting that man should have a definite knowledge
of the wbject of his future happiness ; for the more definitely
he knows his end the more certainly can he direct his ener-
 gies towards its attainment. If it was necessary that man
should know that his end was supernatural (7), it was meet
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that further revelation should be given him concerning its
character. But one God in three persons is the object of the
beatific vision in heaven. Therefore it was befitting that
this mystery should also be an object of man’s belief here on
earth.

2. Without the revelation of the mystery of the Blessed
Trinity man would have had only an imperfect knowledge of
the scheme of selvation. The cardinal point of this divine
economy is the incarnation of the Son of God. What was
more proper, therefore, than that man should have an inti-
mate knowledge of that divine person to whom he chiefly owes
his redemption ?

3. The doctrine of the Holy Trinity enriches the mind with
sublime truths which far surpass all natural knowledge. Re-
vealing God to us as a being far excceding all understanding, it
makes us ccnscious of our own lowliness, and begets .in us
lumility. ''he more extensive our knowledge of God is the
greater is ot r longing to possess Him. The deeper our insight
is into the life of God the more this life becomes a model for
our own lives, Our Lord Himself proposes to us the intimate
union of the three divine persons as the pattern of our union
with one another: ‘¢ And not for them [the disciples] only
do I pray, but for them also who through their words shall
believe in Me; that they all may be one, as Thou, Father, ir
Me, and I in Thee” (John xvii. 20, 21).
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CHAPTER IL

G0OD THE CREATOR OF THE WORLD AND AUTHOR OF
SALVATION.

I. THE CREATION OF THE WORLD IN GENERAL.

93. The world is created—brought forth from nothing.

By the world we here understand heaven and earth—the assem-
blage of all finite things, visible and invisible. To bring forth from
nothing is to produce without the use of pre-existent matter. When
we call ereation a bringing forth out of nothing we do not wish
nothing to signify matter, but the absence of all matter as an ele-
ment from which created things were produced.

_ 1. According to Scripture God brought forth the world

-ont of nothing. “In the beginning God created heaven and
‘earth ” (Gen. i. 1). 'The words immediately following, ‘‘And
the earth was void and empty,” plainly exclude the use of all
pre-existing matter, and show that creation, not formation,
is to be understood. For if the earth was still formless, the
foregoing words could not signify formation. Again, ‘In the
beginning was the Word. . . . All things were made by Him,
and without Him was made nothing that was made *” (John i.
1-3). If the Word made all things, there was no self-existent,
uncreated matter., Therefore the world was called into exist-
ence by Him, without the co-operation of any outside cause,
not from uncreated matter, but merely by the act of His will.

2. The error of those who, adopting the opinions of pagan
philosophers, believed in the pre-existence of uncreated primi-
tive matter, and, therefore, acknowledged in God only the
architect, not the creator, of the world, was refuted even by
the earliest fathers of the Church (8. Iren. adv. haeres. 11. c.
14, n. 4). They showed how the greatness of God is revealed
by the very fact that, whereas man can only mould existing
matter, God produces matter itself. And, in fact, God’s
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power would be limited if it required pre-existing matter for
the production of things (82). Hence the Vatican Council
(de fide, 1. can. 5) declares: “If any one confess not that the
world and all things which it contains, both spiritual and
material, are, according to their whole substance, brought
forth by God from nothing; let him be anathema.”

3. Although reason of itself could only with difficulty attain
to a definite and clear idea of creation properly so called, yet
after revelation has once supplied this idea it easily recognizes
that the world could not have originated otherwise than by
creation; since any other kind of origin is impossible.

a. The theory of self-existent primitive matter, from which all
things are made or evolved (materialism, evolutionisin, naturalism),
is alsurd.

(1) That which exists of itself, and, consequently, of necessity, is
infinitely perfect (76), absolutely simple (77), and immutable (80).
Now, the whole visible world is, on the contrary, limited, compound,
changeable, as is also the original matter itself of which it is com-

nsed.

() If, as the adversaries admit, uncreated primitive matter is
something material, the spiritual human soul cannot have been de-
veloped from it; for spirit cannot be evolved from what is utterly
inferior to it, and endowed with diametrically opposite properties.
If primitive matter, on the other hand, be a spiritual substance, it
cannot be the principle of bodies, since spirit is essentially simple and
contains no element of bodies. Spiritual matter, in short, involves
a contradiction.

b. The theory that the assemblage of finite beings, or the universe,
is God Himself (pantheism), is absurd. Pantheism admits the ex-
istence of a supreme being. It is not, however, the cause of the
world, as separate and distinct from it; it is one with the world.
However the various forms of pantheism may differ from one
another, they all agree in this, that God is the real and intrinsic
being of things, the acting principle in the universe. But the ab-
surdity of such a theory is manifest.

(1) Pantheism destroys the idea of the world, instead of explain-
ing its origin. In this theory there is no multiplicity of being, but
all things are the divine essence—all ¢s one, and one is all. Our
senses, on the contrary, represent to us a multitude of distinct beings.
A stone, a plant, an animal, are all known by their different char-
acteristics. Inanimate things are essentially different from animate
beings; what is endowed with sense essentially differs from what iz
without feeling. Where there is an essential difference in the prop-
erties and activitics of things we must admit also an essential dif-
ference of the substances underlying these different propertics and
activities; for, from these we must conclude to the substance in
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which they are inherent. Therefore, we must infer that there is not
merely one substance, but that there are many substances. More-
over every human being is conscious of his own thoughts, not of the
thoughts of others; and yet, if there were but one substance we
shoula be conscious of others’ thoughts as well as our own. Pan-
theism, therefore, contradicts our internal experience.

(2) Pantheism destroys the idea of God which it pretends to de-
fend. God is necessary and immutable (80); pantheism makes Him
contingent and mutable, by submitting Him to all the changes which
take place in the universe. God is absolutely simple (77); panthe-
ism represents Him as composite, since it makes the divine essence
subject to diverse modifications. God is infinitely perfect (76); pan-
theism, which places the one supreme being in the innumerable
multitude of limited beings, ascribes to him all the imperfections
of finite things. God is holy (82); pantheism, making Him the in-
terral cause of all action, also of the most heinous crimes, makes
Him the author of all sins and the victim of all punishments in-
flicted for crime.

(3) Pantheism does away with the distinction between moral
good and evil. If whatever we see in the world is only a
manifestation of the infinite, if it does not depend upon
man’s free will to do, or to omit, any action, he himself and
all his actions are only modes and modifications of the in-
finite. Where there is no free will there is no morality. If
the infinite reveals itself in all our actions, no deed of ours,
however our judgment and conscience may condemn it, can be
considered sinful, since the Supreme Being Himself is inca-
pable of sin. Pantheism in its various forms has been con-
demned by the Vatican Council (de fide, 1. can. 4): <If any
one assert that finite things, the material as well as the spiritual,
or that the spiritual at least, have emanated from the divine
substance; or that the divine essence by its manifestation or
evolution is transformed into all things; or, finally, that God
is a universal, or indefinite, being which by self-modification
constitutes the universe in its various kinds, species, and in-
dividuals; let him be anathema.”

¢. The theory which represents the universe as the work of chance,
or asserts that we cannot determine its origin (casuism, agnosticisn),
Is untenable. .

(1) Chance, in the strict sense of the word, i.e., an effect without
a cause, is a nonentity. We can reasonably speak of chance only in

its wider sense, i.e., as an effect occurring contrary to our intention
or expectation, or from a cause unknown to us.
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(2) Concerning the origin of the universe, reason supplies us with
something more than mere conjectures. Seeing that the world is
fiuite, we necessarily conclude that it has been created from noth-
ing, ie., that it has been produced by God independently of matter,
since no other origin is possible.

94. The world has been created in time.

1. The world did not exist from eternity; it was created ¢n fime,
or rather at the beginning of actual time; for, as there was no real
succession of changes before the creation of the world neither was
there any actual time, since time is inconceivable without real suc-
cession of changes (S. Aug. de civ. Dei, xI. 6).

The words, “In the beginning God created heaven and
earth,” refer to the beginning of time. The words of Christ
are still more evident: “ And now glorify Thou Me, O Father,
with Thyself, with the glory which I had, before the world
wasg, with Thee” (John xvii. 5). The world is not, like the
Son of God, from all eternity. Therefore the Lateran Creed
says that God ““ at the beginning of time created the spiritual
and the material world.”

Since God accomplishes all things by one infinite act of His will
which is identical with His being (82), the act-by which He created
the world existed from all eternity. But the world, the object of
this act, was to exist in time. Thus God wills to-day and from
eternity what is to take place to-morrow. Before the world came
into existence, therefore, God was not inactive. And though God
had never created anything, we could not for that reason say that
He was inactive, since from eternity He knew and loved Himself,
the necessary and primary object of the divine will and intellect.

2. Biblical chronology, however, which begins with the
creation of man, affords no sufficient data for determining the
age of our earth. TFor, it is not certain whether the creation
of the earth, as described in Genesis (i. 1), was immediutely fol-
lowed by the first daj’s work, described in the following verses
(3-5), or whether an interval elapsed during which those
changes may have taken place which are observable in the
crust of our globe. Nor is it by any means certuin in what
sense the six days are to be understood: whether they ave
days of twenty-four hours or longer periods of time, or
whether, perhaps, without any reference to time, they signify
the works themselves. In this latter case, Moses would only
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relate how God gave the earth, which He had created, its pres-
ent form, and the different orders of creatures their ex-
istence,

St. Augustine (de civ. Dei, X1. c. 6) expressed his doubts as to the
meaning of those six days. Geology, therefore, in trying to prove
the necessity of longer periods for the development of the earth's
surface doesnot contradict Scripture. We must not, however, over-
look the vast differences between geological systems. Those count-
less cycles of years which at first were thought necessary to explain
certain processes in the formation of the earth's snrface have been
considerably reduced by modern scientists.

95. God created the world of His own free choice.

1. He is said to act freely who acts in consequence neither
of intrinsic mecessity nor of external force or determination.
Now, as God is absolutely free in His outward acts (82),
there can be no question of intrinsic necessity determining
Him to create. Neither can we conceive Him as determined
by any external influence. Nor can we conceive God as moved
by any external motive, even though such motive be not a
necessitating one; else God would be dependent on an external
object, which is repugnant to His infinite perfection and all-
sufficiency. The only motive God had in the creation of the
world was His own free choice; He created the world because
this was His will. ¢ Whatsoever the Lord pleased He hath
done, in heaven, in earth, in the sea, and in all the deeps”
(Ps. cxxxiv. 6).

2. He who of two distinct means equally suited to an end
chooses the one in preference to the other acts of his own free
choice. Now, creation and non-creation are fwo means equally
suited for the attainment of the end which God necessarily
intends. God necessarily loves only Himself and His own
infinite perfections. But He can exercise this love as well by
non-creation as by creation. For, if He creates the world He
does so for the sake of His own infinite perfections, which He
wishes to manifest in His creatures; if, on the other hand,
He does not create it is for His own infinite perfection, which
suffices itself and is in no need of any creature. Therefore,
whether He creates the world or not, He does so of His own

-
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free choice, since His infinite love for Himself is the same in
either case (S. Thom. Qq. disp. de creat. a. 15).

3. God, therefore, was not only free to create this or an-
other among the infinite worlds possible (libertas specificati-
onis), but was also free to create or omit creation altogether
(libertas contradictionis). For He would have been dependent
on something external, and His own infinite perfection would
not be sufficient for Him, if, for any cause, He needed the ex-
istence of a world. Therefore the Vatican Council (de fide, 1.
can. 5) declares: “If any one assert that God did not create
with a will free from all necessity, but that He created with
the same necessity with which He loves Himself; let him be
anathema.”

God's internal glory, or His complacency in His infinite perfec-
tion, may rightly be said to have been His motive in creating the
world (finis operantis). This same internal glory, however, could
have been also God’s motive for not creating the world, since His

complacency in His infinite perfection would have been the same in
either case.

96. Though determined by His own free choice, God in-
tended by the creation of the world to communicate His good-
ness to His creatures,

1. The act of creation was essentially an act of benevolence.

God, the infinite goodness, is inclined to do good to others.
" Now, although this inclination does not create any necessity
in God, because creatures are not essential to His happiness,
yet it is displayed in the creation, just as our sense of sight is
displayed in the action of seeing. If the act of creation is a
free manifestation of God’s goodness to His creatures, God in
the creation must have intended the good of His creatures ;.
for an act of goodness has evidently a good end. Hence we
may say with St. Augustine (de doct. christ. 1. c. 32): ¢“Be-
cause God is good, we exist.”

2. God intended in creation that effect which is tnseparable
from it. But beneficence is inseparable from creation. For,
what is existence else than a divine favor, or an assemblage of
divine favors ? Therefore, since by calling the world into exist-
ence God actually conferred benefits on His creatures, He cer-
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tainly must have intended to do so; in other words, He must
have created the world for the good of His creatures. God.
moreover, can create only good. For, as every effect must
have some resemblance to its cause, creatures must bear some
resemblance to the Creator. Now God the Creator is infinite
goodness and the sum of all perfection. Consequently, what
ever He created must be good; and by the very fact that He
did create He must have intended that goodness which is in-
separable from creation. Hence the words: “God saw that
it was good” (Gen. i.).

God in creation had chiefly in view the welfare or happiness of
His rational creatures, the master-works of His power and wisdom.
We may, therefore, simply say that God’s object in the.creation of

the world was the happiness of His rational creatures, especially of
man.

97. In the creation of the world and the communication of
His goodness to His creatures God further intended His own
external glorification by His creatures.

I. God created the world for His external glory.

The external glory of God consists in the manifestation of His
perfections and their acknowledgment by His rational creatures.
This acknowledgment implies, according to God's intention, adora-
tion and love. A rafional creature, therefore, withholding tbhis
recognition from God incurs His just wrath and vengeance. Hence
the reprobate necessarily recognizes the justice of Him to whom he
refused due adoration, submission, and love.

1. If God intended the good of creatures by the very fact
that this cffect is inseparable from the act of creation (96), the
same holds of His external glory, or the manifestation of His
perfections,  For, what is creation else than a grand manifesta-
tion of God’s power, goodness, and wisdom ? From the creat-
ures we necessarily infer the existence of an infinitely powerful,
good, and wise creator (73). Now, since God’s creatures are
His interpreters to rational beings, it is His intention that we
hear their voice, recognize His perfections, and thus honor
and glorify Him. Not without reason, therefore, does St.
Paul censure the pagan philosophers because, having known
God from His works, they failed to glorify Him (Rom. i. 21).

R. Scripture repeatedly speaks of the glory of God as the
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object of His works both in the natural and the supernatural
order. “Bring My sons from afar, and every one that calleth
upon My name I have created him for My glory >’ (Is. xliii. 6,
7). Jesus Christ represents the object of His mission, now as
the salvation of man, now as the glorification of His Father.
“T1 am come that they may have /ife, and may have it abun-
dantly” (John x. 10). “I have glorified Thee [O Father] upon
earth; I have accomplished the work which Thou hast given
Me to do” (John xvii. 4). The life, the salvation, of souls
was the object of Christ’s mission in regard to man, the glory
of His Father in regard to God. Hence the Vatican Coun-
cil (de fide, 1. can. 5) declares: “If any one deny that the
world is created for the glory of God; let him be anathema.”

II. God’s external glory is the last end of creation to which
the good of His creatures is subordinate. In other words,
God wills the good of creatures, especially the happiness of
man, with reference to His own external glory; the good of
His creatures is a means to God’s glory as the ultimate end.

God by intending His own glory intends the good of His creatures.
For the manifestation of His divine power, goodness, and wisdom is
beneficial also to them. By requiring men to acknowledge His per-
fections, and thus to glorify Him, He exacts an homage of them
that is also useful to themselves. Finally, man by glorifying, honor-
ing, and praising God secures his own happiness, the service of God
being the means of obtaining his last end.

1. God, being infinitely %oly, observes the most perfect order
in His actions; but perfect order consists in this, that what
is most perfect in itself is intended as the highest object
for its own sake. Now, the glory of God is evidently higher
than the good of His creatures, for what is divine, i.e., what
immediately relates to God, is in itself mere perfect than what
relates to His creatures. Man himself would not act ration-
ally if he sought his own happiness as the end, and the glory
of God only as the means to this end; how much less God ?

2. Scripture represents God’s glory as the last end of His
works: “The Lord hath made all things for Himself, the
wicked also for the evil day [of judgment] ” (Prov. xvi. 4).
Even the reprobate must contribute to this end. But they
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are no longer capable of happiness; consequently, not the hap-
piness of man, nor the good of God’s creatures, bu’ the glory
of God, by the manifestation of His perfections, s the last
end of creation.

The glory of God is, therefore, the external end of creation, i.e.,
the object which God intends by communicating His goodness to
His creatures; it is also the last end of creation, since all things are
subordinate to it. “Happiness, however, is the last internal end of
man, since all other goods are subservient to this end. In man’s
happiness two things are to be distinguished: the énternalsubjective
state, and the external good the possession of which produces this
state, i.e., God Himself,

1t is manifest that God does not seek His own glory from selfish-
ness or ambition. He who is incapable of receiving any increase of
happiness from His external glory, and who seeks it only in as far
as His infinite holiness requires, does not act from selfish motives.
God’s gooduess towards creatures is not diminished by its subordina-
tion to His external glory, any more than our charity towards our
neighbor is lessened by its subordination to the love of God.

98. God continually preserves the world.

God not only preserves His creatures in existence inasmuch as
He negatively guards them against destructive influences, but by the
same act by which He called them into being He positively wills
‘them to continue in existence.

1. Scripture clearly distinguishes between the creation and
the preservation of the world. - After stating that the Father
made the world by His Son, it immediately adds that the Son
upholds all things by the word of His power (Heb. i. 2, 3).
If the omnipotence of the Son is shown no less in the preser-
vation of the world than in its creation, the world owes its
preservation no less than its creation to an act of God’s om-
nipotence. Agam' « A1l things were created. by Him and in
Him; and He is before all, and by Him all things consist »
(Col. i. 16, 17). For the same reason we may attribute the
action of the forces of nature to God Himself; for, as He
created all things and endowed them with activity, co He also
preserves both the things themselves and their forces. ¢ He
covereth the heavens with clouds, xnd prepareth rain for the
earth; who maketh grass to grow on the mountains, and herbs
for the service of men” (Ps. cxlvi. 8).

2. Owing to its fofal dependence on God, the world con-
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stantly requires His preserving influence. A work of art does
not need the artist’s continued co-operation, because he gave
only the form, not the matter or substance, to his work, and
the form will persevere a8 long as the material in which it is
produced. God, on the other hand, produced not only the
form but also the substance of things. Now, as created things
wholly depend upon the Creator, they do not possess in them-
selves the sufficient cause of their being the second or third,
any more than they did in the first, instant of their existence.
For the whole duration of their existence, therefore, they are
dependent on the preserving hand of God as much as in the
moment of their creation.

99. God rules the world by His providence.

God’s providence implies two things: the destination of His
creatures to an appropriate end and their direction to this
end. The latter is called the government of the world.

1. There i3 a divine providence. Scripture often com-
mends God’s providence, i.e., the divine wisdom, goodness,
and power displayed in the direction of things to their ap-
pointed end. “[God] made the little and the great, and He
hath equally care of all ” (Wis. vi. 8). “‘[His wisdom] reacheth
from end to end mightily, and ordereth all things sweetly ”
(Wis. viii. 1). And, in fact, if God is a wise creator He cer-
tainly gives to every creature an end corresponding to its
nature; if He is a good creator He will also aid His crea-
tures in the attainment of that end; if He is a powerful cre-
ator He will also execute the designs of His wisdom and
goodness.

2. God’s providence extends to the least as well as to the
greatest of His creatures. For, every being has its end; and
God, who preserves all things, directs them to this end.
Yet rational creatures are the chief object of God’s provi-
dence; for, they occupy the first place in creation; but being
endowed with free will they are exposed to greater danger of
missing their appointed end. “Are not two sparrows sold
for a farthing, and not one of them shall fall on the ground
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without your Father. But the very hairs of your head are
all numbered. Fear not, therefore; better are you than many
sparrows” (Matt. x. 29-31).

3. God’s providence executes its designs also by means of
secondary causes, i.e., by means of created things. Though
God is directly active in all things, preserving them, and ex-
ercises a still higher influence on the activity of His rational
creatures, in order to lead them to their supernatural end, yet
the co-operation of His creatures is by no means excluded;
else God would have given them their forces and faculties in
vain, By this mutual co-operation of God’s creatures towards
the attainment of their respective ends a wonderful unity and
harmony is produced. Every creature receives, a8 it were, a
divine prestige by the fact that it serves to carry out the de-
signs of God’s providence. .

4. Neither the permission of moral evil, or sin; nor of
physical evils, or suffering and affliction; nor, finally, of the
trials of the just with adversity in this life, while the wicked
often enjoy temporal prosperity, is incompatible with God’s
providence.

a. Though free will involves the possibility of transgressing the
moral law, and forfeiting our end, yet it is good in itself, and, con-
sequently, a gift of God's goodness. God’s intention was not its
abuse for evil, but its right use for good. And God, being free in
the dispensation of good, is not obliged by all possible graces to
secure man against the abuse of his free will. He displays His wis-
dom and goodness sufficiently by giving man sufficient means to
enable him to make good use of his freedom. Hence we understand
how God'’s providence can permit evil without intending it. More-
over, God knows how to draw good from evil. For, apart from the
fact that the sin of one is the occasion of virtue to another, even
final impenitence glorifies God’s justice, which is displayed in the
punishment of the impenitent sinner. Yet sin and final ilnpenitence
are not permitted with the intention that good might come. God’r
original will (voluntas antecedens) always is that good, not evil,
should be done; if, notwithstanding, evil is done, He, consequently,
in His justice decrees punishment (voluntas consequens). Thus the
last end of creation, which is the glory of God, is attained in either
case. God’s antecedent will was that rational creatures should
glorify Him by the free and loving acknowledgment of His per-
fections; His consequent will is that they should glorify Him by
suffering punishment, and thus necessarily recognizing His infinite
majesty, if they refuse Him this free and loving tribute of recogunition.
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b. Much less is the permission of physical evils incompatible with
divine providence. For these are not evils in the strict sense of the
word, because they may be the means of acquiring the greatest good,
that is, eternal happiness. And indeed they should be for the
wicked the means of conversion, and for the good the means of
acquiring virtue and merit. By the fact that God does not prevent
the natural course of things, but permits temporal prosperity and
adversity to fall to the lot of all without distinction, He shows us,
according to St. Augustine (de civ. Dei, I c. 8), that we ought not,
on the one hand, to strive too eagerly for temporal goods, but that
we should esteem them rather of little,account, since they are given
even to the wicked; and that, on the other hand, we should not
dread temporal misfortunes, since these fall also to the lot of the
just.

! c. If at times it seems that Providence favors the wicked by heap-
ing temporal blessings upon them, and chastises the good by sending
them temporal afllictions, we must bear in mind that not this life,
wut the life to come, is the time of retribution. If God does not with-
hold His goodness from the wicked, His intention is to bring them
back to Him, and to instigate the good to the imitation of His own
goodness. Hence He ‘‘ maketh His sun to rise upon the good and
bad, and raineth upon the just and the unjust” (Matt. v. 45). His
liberality towards the wicked may, at the same time, be a proof of His
justice; for although God owes nothing to any one, least of all to the
wicked, yet He may reward the little good they do here on earth; and
that all the more since, if they persevere in sin, they have no recom-
pense to expect hereafter. But although the wicked as well as the
good shall receive their due recompense in the life to come, yet sins
and crimes are not unfrequently punished, as virtues are also re-
warded, in this life. This partial retribution is given, not only by.
voice of conscience, but also by misfortunes, on the one hand, and
by a special protection on the other. It sometimes happens that this
kind of retribution is meted out Lere on earth, but not always, lest
we might imagine that no punishment awaited us after death (S.
Aug. deciv. Dei, I. ¢, 8). But if, on the other hand, God were never
to punish sin in this world, many who are weak of faith might be
tempted to doubt of God’s providence. Similarly, if God were never
to bestow temporal blessings upon the virtuous, or if, despite their
prayers, He never delivered them from their afflictions, we might
be tempted to think that He was not the giver of this world’s goods;
whereas if He were always to reward virtue with earthly favors
many would serve Him only for the sake of this temporal recompense.

{I. THE VARIOUS GRADES OF CREATION.

100. 'the variety displayed in the three grades of creation
bespeaks the wisdom of the Creator.

As creator of the universe God is also the author of the
different orders of being which make up the entire creation:
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the spiritual world, the matferial world, and man. How be-
fitting the divine wisdom such variety of creatures is may be
seen from the motive and end of creation. (1) God created
the world of His own free choice (95). His freedom of action
is manifested in the multitude and variety of His creatures.
For, a being that acts of necessity, as do the heavenly bodies,
always acts in the same way, while a free agent, as man, varies
the. mode of its actions. (2) God intended thus to exer-
cise His goodness in behalf of His creatures (96). But He
could not have done this to the same extent if He had pro-
duced only one order of creatures, or if He had bestowed the
same perfections on all ; for without multiplicity and variety
the universe, as a whole, would have been less beautiful, and,
consequently, less perfect. (3) God created the world for His
own external glory (97). But the multitude and variety of
His attributes could not be so perfectly reflected by a single
order of creatures as by three different grades, the highest
and lowest of which—the spiritnal and the material—again
embrace various intermediate grades.

A. The Spiritual World,

101. God created angels, i.e, pure spirits gifted with su-
perior endowments.

By the term angels we designate purely spiritual beings. They
are called angels (messengers) because God uses them as His min-
wters to proclaim and execute His will among Hisrational creatures.

1. The existence of spiritual, i.e., of incorporeal, beings en-
dowed with understanding and free will is testified by the
~ Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments. The angel
Gabriel was sent to Mary (Luke i. 26), angels came and min-
istered to Our Lord (Matt. iv. 11). “To which of the angels
hath God said at any time: Thou art My son, to-day have I
begotten thee? . . . And let all the angels of God adore
Him. . . . To which of the angels said He at any time: Sit
on My right hand ? . . . Are they not all ministering spirits,
gent to minister for them who shall receive the inheritance
or salvation?” (Heb.i. 5,6, 13, 14.) It isevident that Scr.p
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ture here speaks of personal beings (endowed with understand-.
ing and free will), distinet from God, but inferior to Him,
and by no means mere personifications of God’s attributes;
for His attributes are neither distinet from G .d nor inferior
to His Son. Nor does Scripture here speak £ p rsonifications
of God’s promises, or of the forces of natur ; for St. Paul
does not mean to contrast the Son of God with such, but
with real, personal beings, in order thus to show His pre-
eminence. Besides, it is well known that at the time of
Christ and the apostles the word ange! meani a personal
being; for the ruling sect of the Pharisees upheld their exist- -
ence, while that of the Saducees denied it. Therefore, when
Christ and the apostles made use of the same word thereisno -
doubt that they meant the same thing,

Moses, it is true, does not expressly mention the creation of the
angels. But since he makes repeated mention of them in his subse-
quent narrative we are justified in saying that the creation of the
angels is implied in the words: ¢ In the beginning God created
heaven and earth.” The multitude of the angels is repeatedly men-
tioned in Scripture: ‘‘The Lord came from Sinai . .. and with
Him thousands of saints. In his right hand a fiery law” (Deut.
xxxiii. 2). We read elsewhere of legions (Matt. xxvi. 58) and of
many thousands of angels (Heb. xii. 22). )

2. The angels are pure spirits. Scripture calls them simply
3pirits, which is trua only in the case that, unlike men, who
are spirit and matter, they are simply immaterial. ¢ A spirit
hath not flesh and bones”” (Luke xxiv. 89). If at times they
appeared in visible form (Tob. v. 5), that form was only as-
sumed; and if Scripture speaks of them as visible beings
(Ezech. i. 10), it is only to illustrate their invisible qualities to
sensuous man. The Lateran Creed teaches that God created
the “spiritnal and corporeal world, viz., the angels and the
vigible universe; and then man, composed of soul and body.”
Here the angels, who are pure spiritual beings, are contrasted
with man, who is not a purely spiritual being; they are, conse-
quently, represented as incorporeal.

3. From their mission as ministering spirits, or the execu-
tors of the divine decrees, it follows that the angels are natur-
ally #nore perfect than human sculs, though the latter ro also
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spirits. Secripture extols particularly their power as reflected
in their works (Ps. cii. 20; Is. xxxvii. 36; Dan. iii. 49; xiv.
35). But their power is the outcome of the perfection of
their nature. C
Reason cannot strictly demonstrate the existence of purely spiri-
tual creatures; yet it is manifest to reason that they complete the
harmony of the universe. For, since purely material beings compose
the lowest grade of creation, and man, composed of spirit and matter,
forms a higher grade, there is reason to suppose that there should be
a still higher, purely spiritual, order of creatures, to crown the
Creator’s work. Thus creation begins with mere matter, and ends
. with pure spirit. Besides, man, as the combination of two natures,
forms the binding link between a material and a purely spiritual
world. 1t is, furthermore, befitting that God, who is a pure spirit,
should also manifest His perfections by the creation of pure spirits,
which are the most perfect natural image of His divine nature; nor
would that harmony which we perceive in the visible universe
seem complete if the gradation closed in man, midway, as it were,
between the material and purely spiritual world.

102. The angels ori,ginally enjoyed a kind of natural happi-
ness, but were destined for a supernatural happiness.

1. The angels from the first moment of their existence in
a certain sense enjoyed a natural happiness. This natural
happiness consisted in the perfect development of the natursl
faculties, and, most of all, in as perfect a knowledge ot
God as they were naturally capable of; for as pure spirits
endowed with high intellectnal powers, they attained to all
the truths which they were capable of understanding in a
single moment without the labor of investigation (S. Thom. 1.
q. 62, a.1). Had their wills been in harmony with this per-
fect knowledge, had they loved God above all things as their
last end, their state might be called in the full sense a state of
natural happiness, though it lacked an essential element, viz.,
the certainty that it would last forever. . :

2. But the angels, as we see from the lot of the faithful ones
(108), were destined for a supernatural happiness, which they
too, like man, were to merit by their works; for Scripture
always represents that supernatural happiness as the reward
of loyalty to God. And indeed it wounld be less perfect if it
were & mere gratuitous gift, and in no wise a merited rewerd.
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But since supernatural felicity cannot be obtained by purely
natural means, but is the effect of grace, and since it can be
merited only by God’s adopted children, God adorned the
angels with sanctifying grace, and thus qualified them for the
performance of actions deserving of an eternal reward.

108. The reward of the faithful angels consists in the ever
lasting vision of God face to face.

1. The angels that were found faithful in their trial ob-
tained supernatural happiness, consisting in the beatific vision,
or the contemplation of God face fo face. Christ Himself
says in reference to the little ones: “ Their angels in heaven
always see the face of My Father ” (Matt. xviii. 10). Again,
He compares the felicity of the blessed in heaven with that
of the angels: ¢ They are equal to the angels and are the chil-
dren of God, being the children of the resurrection” (Luke
xx. 36). But the happiness of the blessed consists in the
vision of God face to face; in like manner, therefore, the
happiness of the faithful angels.

2. This state of happiness is an everlasting one; for, without
the assurance that their happiness will never cease their pres-
ent enjoyment would be imperfect and the fulness of their
bliss impaired (211).

The distribution of the angels into nine choirs is founded on Holy
Writ, which (Eph. i. 20; Col. i. 16; Thess. iv. 15; Is. vi. 2; Gen. ix.
24) speaks of nine different classes: angels, archangels, princedoms
(lowest hierarchy), whose name points to the immediate execution
of God's mandates to His creatures; powers, virtues, and domina-
tions (second hierarchy), who have, as their name implies, a larger
share in the execution of God’s will in His creatures; and, finally,
thrones, seraphim, and cherubim (third and highest hierarchy), who,

as their names signify, stand around the throne of God, and glowing
with love, contemplate His face evermore.

104. The fallen angels have been condemned by God to
everlasting torments.

Many of the angels were found faithless, though the fathers
seem to find certain hints in Scripture which go to signify that the
greater number remained faithful. According to the common
* opinion pride was the cause of their fall: ‘ Pride is the beginning
of every sin” (Ecclus. x. 15). What the object of their pride was
revelation does not tell us. Whether they tried to gain supernatural
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happiness by their own effort; or disdained that happiness which
they could obtain only with God’s supernatural assistance, glorying
in their own natural perfections; or refused to recognize and adore
God as the giver of their natural gifts; or withheld submission from
the Son, whose incarnation God may have revealed to them,—are
all mere conjectures.

Holy Seripture at the same time testifies to the fall and to
the punishment of the evil spirits: “ God spared not the angels
who sinned : but delivered them drawn down by infernal ropes
to the lower hell, unto forments” (2 Pet. ii. 4). The ropes
signify the duration of their punishment, which began imme-
diately after their sin; yet fresh judgment will be pronounced
upon them as well as upon men on the last day; for «the
angels who kept not their principality, but forsook their own
habitation, He hath reserved under darkness in everlasting
chains unfo the judgment of the great day” (Jude i. 6).
Though God permits them to leave their place of torment to
tempt man, their punishment in that case is not interrupted;
for as the good angels here upon earth see the face of God,
go the wicked ones can experience God’s wrath, in all places.

The fallen angels, though they are pure spirits, can in diverse ways
suffer from the fire prepared for them (Matt. xxvi. 41). The very
confinement to the place of fire is a punishment, since restriction to
one place is contrary to the nature of spirits; and the consciousness
of this confinement accompanies them even when permitted to go at
large. Again, though a pure spirit cannot naturally feel the physical
effects of fire, yet God in His omnipotence can give to fire a supernat-
ural influence; for He can elevate the natural things—for instance,
water—so that they produce supernatural effects. If, by His super-
natural influence, God can elevate the natural faculties of man to the
contemplation of His own essence, He can so raise the power (f fire
that it will exert its influence on spirits (cf. 214). Although the
fallen angels substantially preserved their natural powers, yet they
cannot be said to have preserved that natural happiness which
results from these (102). Happinessis contentment; but contentment
is impossible in the case of intelligent beings without rest in God
as their last end. But the will of the evil spirits, far from resting
in the love of God, is averted from Him by hatred. Their irtéelds-
gence, far from deriving any satisfaction from the knowledge of
God, adds to their torment by the very fact that it perfectly realizes
the greatness of their loss.

It is the common opinion of the fathers that one of the fallen
angels seduced the others to their fall. Those passages of Scripture
which ascribe the sin or its punishment to one seem to favor this
opinion. ¢‘He that committeth sin is of the devil; for the devil
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sinneth from the beginning ” (John iii. 8). ¢‘Depart from Me, you
cursed, into everlasting fire, which was prepared for the devi
and his angels” (Matt. xxv. 41). The hierarchical order of the
fallen angels still continues to exist, as may be inferred from the
words of the Apostle : ‘‘ Our wrestling is not against flesh and blood ;
but against principalities and powers, against the rulers of the
world of this darkness, against the spirits of wickedness in the high
places ” (Eph. vi. 12).

B. The Material World.

105. The material world was created and perfected by God.

By the material world, in contradistinction to the spiritual world
and to man, we mean all creatures not endowed with reason, whether
animate or inanimate.

1. Scripture first relates the creation of inorganic, or inani-
mate, nature. For after the words: ““In the beginning God
created heaven and earth,” we read: ‘“ Aund the earth was
void and empty, and darkness was upon the face of the deep,
and the spirit of God moved over the waters” (Gen. i. 1-2).
It further relates that God, after dividing the waters, caused
the green herbs and trees ‘o spring up (Ib. 11); whence it
is manifest that the foregoing verses speak only of inorganic
nature. God Himself, no other dependent or independent
agent, is here represented to us as the creator of this material
world. The Manichean heresy, which admitted two princi-
p'es, of which one was the author of the invisible, the other of
the visible world, has been rejected by the fathers and by the
whole Church, whose teaching is that God is the ‘“one prin-
ciple of all things, the creator of all things visible and in-
visible, spiritual and material” (Symb. Later.).

Since Scripture teaches that God created not only the universe in
general, but also the material world in particular, with the essential
elements of which it is composed, it is evident that those systems of
philosophy which attribute to it any other origin are not only false,
but also contrary to faith. .

2. Our globe received from God ¢ts present form, its relation
to the other heavenly bodies, its outfit with vegetation and
animal life—in short, the present state of the earth is alse
God’s work, though the co-operation of the forces of nature
isnot excluded. The Scriptures evidently attribute the order
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and the final completion of the earth to God. God said: Let
there be light; and there was light. Let the waters divide
under the firmament into one place, and let the dry land
appear; and it was so. Let the earth bring forth the green
herbs, etc. (Gen. i). Scripture by thus deriving the different
classes of beings from God as their creator teaches us two
things: first, the absurdity of paying divine honor to nature;
secondly, that God, the author of all things, deserves our
gratitude for having created such a variety of beings for our
use and enjoyment.

a. Reason itself shows that the origin of organisms cannot be
otherwise explained than by divine action. For, if inorganic mat-
ter could generate organisms, such a fact would certainly come under
our observation under some condition or other. But such is not the
case; experience teaches that life is gemerated of life. Besides, it
is inconceivable how any class of beings could produce a higher
species than itself, since, in the natural order of things, like produces
like.

b. As life cannot be developed from inorganic matter, so also one
form of life cannot be evolved from another; animal life cannot be
evolved from the vegetable, much less man from the brute animal.
For, that which is not contained in the germ cannot be evolved from
it. As life in general is produced from life, so animal life from
animal life. 'That man can descend only from man is self-evident.
The theory that distinct species are produced from one single species
of the same order is not supported, but refuted, by experience.
Only races, never different species, are developed from a species.
What Genesis relates of God’s immediate action in the production
of the different species is in perfect harmony with reason and ex-
perience.

¢. As God produced living beings by animating matter already
created, their production is not, strictly speaking, creation (93).
Scripture implies as much in the words: “Let the earth bring forth
the green herb. . . . And the earth brought forth living creatures,
according to their kind” (Gen. i. 12, 21). The earth co-operated,
inasmuch as it yielded the matter.

d. According to the Mosaic narrative, on the first day God said:
“Let there be light, and light was made. And He divided the light
from the darkness” (Gen. i. 3, 4). Whether by this light we are to
understand a light dimly penetrating through the clouds from the
sun, or light from a different source, is not decided. On the second
day “God made the firmament and divided the waters that were
under the firmament from those that were above the firmament,” i.e..
the clouds from the waters that were upon the earth. On the third
day God brought forth the earth out of the waters that surrounded it
and clothed it with vegetation. Tt is not without reason that light
and air, the necessary conditions for vegetation, were previously
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mentioned. The vegetable must have preceded the animal kingdom,
since it is only upon organic matter that animals can live. On the
fourth day God called forth to view the sun and other heavenly
bodies. Whether they already existed or not is not evident from
the text; for Moses here speaks of the heavenly bodies in their re-
lation to the earth. On the fifth day God made the lower animals:
fishes and birds. On the siwzth day were made the higher animals
and man.

It is the opinion of some geologists who hold the six days to be
longer periods of time (94) that organic nature came into exist-
ence in the order given by Moses. The lowest stratum of the earth’s
surface, they say, contains principally the remains of plants, the
next fishes, the uppermost land-animals. Others believe that the
vegetable and animal kingdoms of which Moses speaks are of a much
earlier period and quite different from those the remains of which are
found in a fossilized condition. According to this view, Moses speaks
only of the reconstruction of the earth from a chaotic state, hinted
at in the words: “The earth was void and empty.” Others again
maintain that Moses in his narrative would only classify the works
of God without intending to imply that they were produced in the
same order as narrated—plants, lower animals, higher animals. As
long as the Church, however, has not pronounced on the matter, we
are free to choose that explanation which, without contradicting
the Scriptures, best accords with the results of science. For the
rest, the results of geology are not of such a nature as to afford us
sufficient light for the interpretation of the Scripture narrative.

.

C. Man.

106. Man was created by God.

1. After the creation of the material world God proceeded
to the chief work of visible creation as indicated by the words:
“Let us make man to our own image and likeness. . . . And
the Lord God formed man out of the slime of the earth and
breathed into his face the breath of life” (Gen. i. 25). Of the
creation of animals Scripture says simply: “God made the
beasts of the earth according to their kind” (Gen. i. 5), but
in man a distinction is made between the formation of the
body and its animation by the breath of life. The body is
formed of the slime of the earth, the soul infused into it
directly by God—created.

Man is therefore created in a stricter sense than other living
beings, which are only produced from matter. The soul of man
is ereated in the strictest sense of the word, being produced out of
nothing, independently of matter. This is not the case with the
life-principle of plants and brute animals, which is produced in, and
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dependent on, matter. Neither are our thoughts created, because
they do not exist in themselves, but are inherent in the substance of
the soul. Since, therefore, the souls of animals are in their exist-
ence dependent on matter, so they are also in their origin dependent
upon the bodies which they animate. Animal souls are, therefore,
in their creation dependent upon matter; and, consequently, the
human soul, being independent of matter in its existence, is inde-
pendegt also in its origin, or production—in the strictest sense
created.

2. God formed the body of Eve from a rib of Adam. This
fact—for as such we are to consider it—was intended to in-
culcate the duty of the husband to love his wife and of the
wife to be submissive to her husband (1 Cor. xi. 8). That God
created the soul of Eve from nothing follows from what has
been said in regard to the origin of Adam’s soul,

Man is, therefore, not the result of spontaneous evolution. The as-
" sumption that nature originally possessed the power to produce man
is most unscientific. For natural science, which professes to take
its data from facts, contradicts itself if it makes an assumption for
which there is no evidence. Where are the facts to prove that man
is, or could be, spontaneously developed from inorganic matter?
Such an assumption is, moreover, irrational. For the cause must
be proportioned to its effect; for what is not contained in the cause
cannot be produced from it. How, then, can life be generated from
what is inanimate (105)?2 How can a spiritual substance be produced
from matter ?

If we assume that the first man has developed from a brute animal,
how comes it that nature has lost the power to produce men from
beasts? Even the external structure which distinguishes the ape
from man has undergone no change in the course of ages, as may be
seen from fossilized remains. Man is more elevated above the brute
creation than the latter is above inorganic and organic matter; for
the brut< animal is altogether material, while the human soul is
wholly independent of matter. Therefore, as it is impossible that
matter produce animal life, so it is much more impossible that brute
animal nature should produce man, endowed as he is with a spiritual
soul.

107. The whole human race is descended from one man and
one woman, Adam and Eve.

1. That there were no men upon earth before Adam and
Eve is manifest from the whole conlex? of the Bible narrative
God fitted out the earth, till then unpeopled, for man. More-
over, after describing the gradual completion and embellish-
ment of the earth, Scripture says: “There was nof ¢ man
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to till the earth” (Gen. ii. 5). ‘“And Adam called the name
of his wife Eve, becanse she was the mother of all the living”
(Gen. iii. 20). How Adam and Eve’s descendants gradually
spread over the earth we learn from the same historic record.
St. Paul teaches the same truth to the Athenians: “ God
hath made of ons all mankind to dwell upon the whole face
of the earth ” (Acts xvii. 26; cf. Wis. x. 1).

2. This truth is closely connected with the doctrine of origi-
nal sin, which teaches that sin was transmitted by one man
to all posterity, and with the dogma of the redemption of all
mankind, who al/ had sinned in Adam.

The descent of the whole human family from one man and one
woman is a fact which can be proved with certainty only from divine
revelation. But that all men form one species, that the different
races are but one and the same species, may be demonstrated from
reason. The test of species is the power of reproduction and con-
tinued fecundity. Now, we find that intermarriages between the
most opposite races of man are indefinitely fruitful. Hence we must
conclude that man forms but one species. Besides, the physical
organization is essentially the same in all races. The differences,
comparatively slight, are chiefly owing to climatic influences. These
moditications being transmitted by heredity give rise to the so-called
races. Moreover, philological researches point to the unity of the
human species, inasmuch as they establish with strong probability
the fact that the human race originally spoke one language; nor is it
to be overlooked, finally, that the most ancient monuments point to
Asia as the cradle of mankind.

According to the Hebrew text of the Bible, with which the Latin
Vulgate agrees, the period from the creation of man to the birth of

-Christ is about four thousand years; according to the Greek version
of the Septuagint it is more than five thousand years. The chronol-
ogies of certain nations that claim a much greater antiquity deserve
no credit, since they are proved to be utterly fabulous. The inac-
curacy of Egyptian chronology in particular has become more and
more evident of late years. If—what is very doubtful—traces of
human beings have been found in the lower strata of the earth's
surface, together with the remains of animals now extinct, it still
remains to be proved that such species of animals had become extinct
before the time assigned for the creation of man; and, furthermore,
that such human remains have been naturally deposited there, and
not, as may easily happen, especially in river-beds, brought there
by some violent catastrophe or accidental cause. Neither the one
nor the other can be proved,

108. Man was created to God's own image and likeness.
This prerogative of man includes two things: first, a likeness to
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God in His attributes, as two brothers may be said to be like each
other; and, secondly, an image of God as of a prototype, or model,
as a son may be said to be the likeness of his father.

God made man to His own vmage and likeness by the
fact that He endowed him with prerogatives which guve him
a resemblance, however imperfect, to Himself. ¢ Let us
make man to our image and likeness, and let him have domin-
ion over the fishes of the sea, and the fowls of the air, and
the beasts, and the whole earth, and every creeping creature
that moveth upon the earth ” (Gen. i. 26). Man is, there-
fore, the image of God by the fact that he has dominion over
this earth, as God has dominion over the whole universe.
Now, this dominion presupposes certain intrinsic endow-
ments in man; for he is made lord of the earth because he
gurpasses all visible creatures in excellence.

Those prerogatives which render man the image of God and the
ruler of the earth were of two kinds : natural and supernatural.

Adam, our first parent, was, therefore, both the natural and the
supernatural image and likeness of God.

109. Man is‘the natural image and likeness of God in vir-
tue of the natural endowments of his soul, i.e,—its spiritunality,
freedom, and immortality.

The natural gifts which constitute the natural image and like-
ness of God are those that are given to man as part of his human
nature. That is said to be natural which belongs to the integrity
of nature, either-as forming part of it, or resulting from it, or in
some way due toit. Body and soul are essential parts of.man’'s
nature ; from the spiritual nature of the soul resulf intellect and
free will ; God’s preserving influence is due to the human soul; for
God would contradict His own design if He withheld His preserva-
tion from it, since its nature demands immortality. Body and soul,
free will, immortality, are, therefore, gifts of the natural order, and
constitute man’s natural likeness to God. This likeness, however,
is to be found chiefly in the soul, not in the body.

1. Spirituality, freedom, and immortality render man like
to God. :

1. The human soul, according to the teaching of revelation
is a spirit. (@) The spiritual nature of the soul may be in-
ferred from its origin. It is not made of earth like the body,
nor dependent upon matter like the souls of heasts (105); it



Man the Natural Image of God. 223

is breathed into the body by God, i.e., immediately produced
by God’s action independently of matter. Moreover, the soul
18 expressly called a spirit, which returns “to God who hath -
given it” (Eccles. xii. 7). Now, by a spirit we understand a
substance endowed with reason and free will, independent of
matter. (b) The Lateran Creed expresses the belief of the
Church in the spirituality of the soul when it teaches that
“ God created the spirttual and malerial world, and man con-
sisting of spirif and body.”

Now, in virtue of his spiritual soul man is a rational being,
and as such the likeness of God, first of all, becanse he has
dominion over the earth (108). What is the foundation of
dominion in general ? Reason; for reason alone makes one
capable of disposing of a thing, since only a rational being
knows how to direct a thing ‘o an appointed end. But con-
gidered even in itself the soul of man, by its rational and
spiritual nature, comes nearer to God, who is a spirit, and re-
flects His essence more perfectly than any other terrestrial
being (cf. S. Aug. Serm. 44. c.'2).

2. The freedom of the human will is manifest from the
precept given by God to our first parents, and from the pun-
ishment threatened them. Precept and punishment can be
imposed only upon free agents. The frequent warnings cf
God to men are but as many evidences of man’s frec will.
“God made man from the beginning, and left him in the
hands of his own counsel. He added His commandments
and precepts. . . . He hath set water and fire before thee;
stretch forth thy hand to which thou wilt. Before man s life
and death; good and evil; that which he shall choose shall
be given him ” (Ecclus. xv. 14-18). But in his present state
man is also free; for in his present state also commandments
and precepts are enjoined on him.

Free will constitutes man the tmage of God. It is not
knowledge alone, but also the power of free choice, that makes
him capable of dominion over God’s visible creatures; for it is
the power of free disposal of a thing to a freely chosen end
that makes one master of it. Moreover, free will, like reason,
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elevates man above the brute animal, and thus brings him
nearer to the perfection of God, who is free in all His ex-
ternal actions.

3. The human soul is ¢mmorfal. For while the body of
man returns to the earth, the spirit returns to God, who gave
it (Eccles. xii. 7). All those passages of Scripture which
hold out to us an eternal reward or punishment testify to the
immortality of the soul. This is one of the fundamental
truths upon which religion in general, and Christianity in
particular, is based. For, what would religion be without the
belief in an eternal retribution? If there were no eternal
life, the incarnation of the Son of God, to redeem us from
eternal damnation and make us partakers of eternal happi-
ness, would be meaningless. The Church, which in its creeds
always professed its belief in the life everlasting, in the Fifth
Lateran Council solemnly condemned those who assert that
the human soul is mortal.

The immortality of the soul is another trait of man’s like-
ness to God. It is no small prerogative of man that while
all other living beings on this earth pass away the human
soul alone lives forever, and thus resembles its creator.

II. Spirituality, freedom, and immortality are natural en-
dowments, and therefore constitute man the natural image
of God. They are natural endowments because they belong
to the nature of man and are inseparable from it. While
Scripture teaches, on the one hand, that man by his fall lost
certain of his gifts, it assures us, on the other hand, that these
natural endowments remained to him after his fall (112, 114).
It distinguishes, therefore, between the "gifts conferred on
man, and indicates that those which remained are not of the
supernatural order. Apart from revelation, however, it is
eagy to prove that the aforesaid prerogatives essentially belong
to rational nature, and, consequently, that they‘are nalural
gufts. ‘

1. The human soul is a spirit, i.e., a simple substance, indepen-
dent of matter.

a. That the human soul is a substance is manifest from the con-
gciousness which each individual has that one permanent subject
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underlfes all the various acts of his mind and will. Such a perma-
nent subject, maintaining its identity under diverse changes and

« modifications, is called a substance. Without this unity of subject
in the various impressions memory and reason could not exist.

b. The human soul is a simple substance, i.e., unextended, indi-
visible, without composition of parts. We are conscious of our
thoughts, judgments, and volitions, and express this consciousness by
saying: I th.ak, I judge, I will. Now, if the soul were not simple,
these acts would proceed from, and be received in, different parts of
it; so that we would not be one, but many, thinking, judging, and
wishing subjects. But that is contrary to experience, which testifies
the greatest unity in the subject of the inward acts of our souls.

c. The soul is a spiritual substance, i.e., is independent of matter.
We learn the nature of a being from its acts. For acts are, as it were,
the product or effect of being, and cannot be more perfect than the
being itself. If we prove that the soul of man performs spiritual
acts transcending the power of the sense, we thereby prove that its
nature is spiritual. Now, the soul performs these spiritual acts when
it conceives things purely spiritual. Thus, for instance, spirit,
eternity, God, is something altogether beyond the perception of the-
senses. Again, the soul performs a spiritual act when it conceives
material things; for it conceives the material in an immaterial way:
it conceives it from a supersensuous aspect, raises it to an immaterial
state of being; for it abstracts from material and individual things
the universal, which does not exist as such in the things themselves.
It conceives the essence of things without those qualities which come
under the senses. It conceives in things the hidden substance un-
derlying the sensible properties; in short, by its whole manner of
acting the mind proves itself to be superior to the senses. The soul,
moreover, performs spiritual acts by the will. For the will loves
that which is spiritual, e.g., virtue, eternal happiness, God Himself,
which are not objects of sense.

Besides the purely spiritual acts, the soul is also endowed with
sensitive perception and sensitive appetite, which reside in material
organs, and which can reach only material objects. To the latter
belongs the imagination, whose organ is the brain, and whose ac-
tivity must as a necessary condition countinually accompany the
operations of the intellect. Hence it happens that a derangement
of the brain interferes with the functions of the mind, though the
latter itself and its product, thought, are inorganie, or spiritual.

d. In man the same rational soul is the principle of the different
vital functions: of the intellectual or spiritual, which we have in
common with pure spirits; and of the sensitive, which we have in
common with irrational animals; and of the vegetative, which we
have in common with plants. We distinguish three kinds of life:
vegetative, whose functions are nutrition, growth, and reproduction;
sénsitive, whose functions are sensitive perception, appetite, and
locomotion; intellectual, to which belong the functions of supersen-
suous cognition and volition. There are, accordingly, three kinds
of life-principles, or souls: the vegetative in plants, the sensitive in
brute animals, and the intellectual in man. The intellectual soul in
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man, however, ﬁertorms all the three species of vital functions, as is
manirest from the unity of consciousness; for one and the same sub-
jeet within us is conscious of thought, sensation, and other sensitive |
and voagetative functions, which would not be the case if those v=ri-

ous operations proceeded from distinet principles. Hence man has
been rightly defined as a rational animal, as being endowed with &
raticnal soul animating a sensitive body (cf.S. Aug. de civ. Dei, v. 11}.

Hence we see that man is composed of two distinct elements:
one matertal (body), the other spiritual (soul), both constituting
one comf)lete substance (man). The active, determining, differen-
tiating element is the soul, which gives activity, form, and species to
man. Hence the soul is called tka cubstantial form of the body,
since by its immediate and substantial union with the body it con-
stitutes it a true human body. That the rational soul of man is tha
form: of the body is a dogma defined by the Council of Vienne. IS
is, therefore, no mere philosophical question, as is evident also from
its intimate connection with the doctrine of tho Incarnation, or thc
true humanity of Christ. Therefore the Church was justified in
defining it.

2. The soul of man is naturally endowed with free will. Freedom
is an outcome of the spiritual nature of the soul. As the mind doe:
not necessarily conceive things as they present themselves to thc
sens2s, but may regard them in various relations, which transcend the

owar of sense, 80 volition is not dependent on sensitive impressions.

he will may, therefore, choose or reject an object for various rea-
song, Since the intellect may regard it under different aspects as
profitallo, hurtful, etc. Moreover, the freedom of the human will
18 not cnly an evident internal fact, of which every human being i
conscious, but it is also the groundwork of all morality, and thc
basis of all civil and social life.

8. ‘The human soul is of its naturc ¢minortal, and as cuch will be
eternally preserved by God.

2. A being is by its nature immortal which does not contain in
itseli any cause of dissolution or decay, and which cannot be de-

rivad of life by any natural power. The human soul is immortal i
it cannot, either directly of its own nature or éndirectly by the disso-
lution of the body, be deprived of its existence.

1) The soul cannot be deprived of existence directly. The direc’
destruction of a substance by natural means can take place only by
dissorution, by disintegration of its parts. But the human soul i
simple, it does not consist oi parts. Therefore it cannot be dis-
solved into parts. Neither can it be annihilated as long as God
wishes to preserve it. Hence it cannot be directly deprived of ex-
istence. :

(2) Nor can the soul be deprived of existence indirectly, i.e., by
separation from the body. For, as a spiritual substance it is in-
dependent of the body in its existence and its proper activity, and
can, therefore, continue to perform its essential functions even after
the dissolution of the body. While the animal soul, which is alto-
gether dependent on the body, by the destruction of the body loses
its activity, the human soul, being independent of the body, remains
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cssentially the same, losing only the use of those facultics which
cannot act without the aid of organs, but retaining the spiritual
faculties of thought and free choice, which are independent of organs.
The necessity of the external co-operation of the organic facultics in
intellectual cognition, which now exists, owing to the union of s;ul
and body, will cease to exist in the state of separation. The sepa-
rated soul will act after the manner of pure spirits.

b. God will eternally preserve the soul in existence.

(1) God would contradict Himself if He deprived of existence thM;
soul which He created for immortality. But God, as we have
shown, created the human soul for eternity, since of its nature it
can continue to exist forever and fulfil the' end of its existence by
the exercise of its spiritual functions. Therefore God will not
annihilate the human soul, but preserve it forever.

(2) God, the supreme lawgiver, must have given a sufficient sanc-
tion to the natural law by duly rewarding good and punishing evil.
But in this life there are not sufficient rewards and punishments to
secure the observance of the moral law; for remorse of conscience,
which might be considered a punishment for erime, chastises only
the criminal who fears future punishment. Therefore a future life
must exist in which virtue receives its reward and vice its punish-
ment. And this future life must be everlasting, for only the hope
of an eternal recompense or the fear of an eternal punishment is a
sufficient motive to counteract the present allurements of sin.

(8) The firm conviction of the immortality of the soul, and of an
eternal retribution, is to be found not only among the Jews, who
wilked in the light of revelation, but even among pagan nations.
Whether we look upon this universal belief as a trace of revelation
or not, yet it is evident that it could not have taken such deep root
in all mankind if it had not found a strong support in rational nature,
which naturally yearns for immortality, and conceives God as an
eternal and just judge.

110. Man was at the same time, in virtue of his supernat-
ural gifts, created to the supernatural image and likeness of
God.

We call that supernatural which exceeds the powers and the exigence
of nature. A gift may be supernatural in two ways: either in the
manner in which it is given (quoad modum), or in its substace
(qroad substantiam). A natural gift which is bestowed in a super-
natural way is supernatural only in manner. Health, for instance, is
in itself something natural, but it becomes supernatural in manner
if it is miraculously preserved or restored. Sanctifying grace and
the beatific vision are supernatural in substance, as simply transcend-
ing nature. What is supernatural in substance may be either 7ela-
{ively or absolutely supernatural. Relatively supernatural is that
which transcends the capacity r exigence only of certain creatures.
Thus nnmortality is supernatural to man, but not to angels. Abso-
lutely supernatural is that which exceeds the power and exigence of
all nature. Such is the cortemplation of God face to face and sanc-
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tifying grace, since these gifts raise man to a higher order surpass-
ing all natural power. All other gifts which do not appertain to
man’s nature and are nowise due to it—for instance, the immortality
of the body, immunity from concupiscence, divinely infused knowl-
edge—would not raise him above the whole order of nature. They
are, therefore, called prefernatural gifts.

. L. God conferred upon our first parents supernatural gifis.

1. He adorned them with sanctifying grace, and with the
virtues of faith, hope, charity, ete., which are infused into
the soul with sanctifying grace.

a. The passage, ¢ Let us make man to our own image and
likeness ” (Gen. i. 26), is interpreted by the fathers to refer to
the supernatural as well as the natural ¢mage and likeness of
God. Again we read: “ Only this I have found that God made
man right; and he hath entangled himself with an infinity of
questions ” (Eccles. vii. 30). Here Scripture calls man righs in
the sense in which the saints are generally called right or just;
for speaking of the justice of the saints, which consists in sanc-
tifying grace, it makes use of the same expression with which
it here characterizes the original condition of the first man.

b. Christ is represented in Scripture as the resforer of the
primitive order lost by sin, as the regainer of the inheritance
lost by our first parent (Rom. v. 18). But what Christ re-
gained and restored to us, as Scripture repeatedly teaches (cf.
Eph. i. 3-8; Rom. viii. 17), was sanctifying grace. Therefore
man was originally adorned with sanctifying grace.

c. It is the constant ¢radition of the Church that our first
parent Adam was endowed with sanctifying grace. The Coun-
cil of Trent (Sess. v. can. 1) as well as the Second Council of
Orange (A.D. 529) defined this truth in the clearest terms.

2. In the gift of sanctifying grace was included man’s des-
tination for the beatific vision. For, if Christ is the restorer
of original grace lost through Adam, and if that restora-
tion includes the right to the beatific vision, it follows that
the same supernatural gift was connected with original justice
conferred on our first parents. But Scripture tells us in
the plainest terms that man’s right to the beatific vision 18
connected with that grace which Christ has merited for us.
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¢ Behold what manner of charity the Father hath bestowed
upon us, that we should be called, and should be, the sons of
God. . . . We are now the sons of God, and it hath not yet
appeared what we shall be. We know that when He shall
appear we shall be like to Him, because we shall see Him as
He 1s” (1 Jobnmiii. 1, ).

3. Other supernatural gifts connected with sanctifying
grace, and perfecting God’s likeness in man, were at the same
time conferred upon our first parents.

3. Their minds were endowed with extraordinary knowl-
edge. God “gave them counsel and a tongue, . . . and He
filled them with the knrowledge of understanding. He created
n them the science of the spirit, He filled their heart with
wisdom, and showed them both good and evil ” (Ecclus. xvii.
5,6). This knowledge which was given to them related both
to natural and supernatural things. Adam gave proof of
natural knowledge by giving to the creatures the names corres-
ponding to their nature; he gave proof of supernatural knowl-
sdge when, as the Council of Trent says (Sess. Xx1v. de mat.),
at the inspiration of the Holy Ghost, he declared the indis-
solubility of marriage, saying: ¢ Therefore shall a man leave
father and mother and cling to his wife” (Gen. ii. 23, 24).

b. Their will possessed such power over their sensual appe-
tite that they were wholly exempt from concupiscence, i.e., free
from inordinate passions, and from the rebellion of the flesh
against the spirit. ¢‘They were both naked, and were not
sshamed ” (Gen. ii. 25). For, as St. Augustine remarks (de
pecc. merit. et remiss. IL c. 22), ¢ the order of justice effected
that as the soul obeyed God so the body obeyed the soul and
submitted to it without opposition.” The same truth follows
from the teaching of the Council of Trent (Sess. v. can. 5),
that concupiscence is the product of sin.

c. In regard to the dody our first parents were tmmortcl.
*God created man incorruptible, but by the envy of the devil
death came into the world ” (Wis. ii. 23, 24). ¢ The body,
indeed, is dead because of sin” (Rom. viii. 10). Hence the
Council of Trent (ib. can. 1) teaches that Adam ‘“ by his dis
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obedience incurred death.” Though the body naturally tends
to dissolution and death, if man had persevered in *he state
of innocence God would have preserved his vitah.y, pro-
tected him from outward dangers, and, finally, transferred
him to everlasting bliss, without his having tasted death.
This immortality was, nevertheless, as St. Paul tells us (1 Cor.
xv. 45), less perfect than that promised to the blessed in
heaven; for, while the glorified bodies will need no nutriment,
our first parents were to nourish themselves from the fruits of
the earth.

d. Our first parents were ezempt from sufferings., As they
were exempt from death so they were also free from all those
ills that lead to death. Therefore the many evils which now
aflict humanity, though resulting from the nature of the
body, are so many consequences and punishments of sin; for
' was by the disobedience of our first parent that this state
of happiness was lost to posterity (Trid. Sess. v. can. 2). To
this state of external happiness belonged, besides the blissful
abode in Paradise, the perfect dominion over nature and all its
living creatures.

II. Those gifts bestowed on our first parents were super-
natural and, therefore, constituted their supernatural likeness
to God.

All those prerogatives of our first parents taken collectively are
called original justice. While we may consider sanctifying grace as
the source of exemption from concupiscence, and immunity from
death, that superior knowledge vouchsafed to Adam may be re-
garded as conferred on him by a special dispensation as the head
and educator of the human race.

That these prerogatives were supernatural is manifest from
their relation to human nature as well as from the teaching of
the Church.

1. By sanctifying grace, according to the teaching of St.
Paul, we are made the adopted sons of God (Gal. iv. 5). It,
therefore, confers on us rights which naturally do not Lelong
tous. The right to a future happiness consisting in the bea-
tific vision is the result of this adoption. Now, this adoption
being a gift far exceeding the claims of nature, the beatifio
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vision, that happiness resulting from it, is also a supernatural
gift (cf. 8, 7, 102).

2. The exemption from concuptscence i not grounded in
nature, nor in any way due to nature. For, as every faculty
naturally tends to its peculiar object, the sensitive faculties
seek their own sensual enjoyment and thus give rise to a con-
fict with reason ; for man, endowed as he is with free will, car.
lawfully allow them only those enjoyments which reason and
the moral law approve. It wae no small boon to man that he
was exempt from the rebellion of the flesh against the spirit;
for although the first involuntary sensual motions are of them-
selves not sinful, yet they are irksome and dangerous; and
without the dominion of reason man does not possess per-
fect harmony within him. By a laborious struggle he can
now, with God’s assistance, restore the lost harmony. Since,
therefore, God gave to man the means of restoring harmony
between reason and sense, that is, free will, He has in a certain
measure restored to him that barmony itself, as far as human
nature can claim it. Consequently, we cannot say that exemp-
tion from the rebellion of the flesh, as possessed by our first
parents, is due to man’s nature. All that man can claim is
the power to restore the original order by the dominion of free
will. Thesame may be said in regard to that superior £nowl-
edge granted to our first parents; for if God left man to his
own natural powers also in this regard, “He would not,” as
St. Augustine (Retract. I. c. 9, n. 6) teaches, “therefore
deserve blame, but praise.”

3. The tmmortality of the body was a supernatural gift.
Death, with its accompanying sufferings, is the result of man’s
natare, which neither God’s goodness nor His wisdom required
that He should avert from His creature: not His goodness,
for this attribute does not oblige God to bestow all possible
benefits on man; not His wisdom, for His wisdom only re-
quires that He give His creatures the necessary means to attain
to their end. But man could gain his end without the gift of
‘mmortality.

Hence it tollows that God could have created man in a purely
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natural state (in statu nature purd), i.e., without sanctifying grace,
without a supernatural end, and without those supernatural gifts
which He bestowed on our first parents. In this case God would
have given man the means necessary to attain to his end ; but these
means, and the end itself, would have been in that case of the
natural order. Death and sufferings, which are now the punish-
ments of sin, would have been merely natural consequences. In
like manner, the struggle resulting from the rebellion of the senses
against reason would exist. But in any case, the external difficul-
ties coming from the assaults of the evil one would not be so great
as at present; for, after the fall Satan acts the part of a vietor
towards the vanquished. We may also reasonably suppose that in
the natural state God would render it comparatively easy for man
to attain to his end by abundant external help, by a bountiful
providence in the government of the world, as well as in the guidance
of individuals. In this supposition a supernatural revelation of the
truths of natural religion would not be morally necessary, since
man’s external difficulties, as we suppose, would be less, and his ex-
ternal helps more abundant. Hence the Church condemned the
proposition : ¢ God could not have created man from the beginning
as he is born at present [i.e., bereft of all supernatural gifts].”

111. Adam was destined to be the father of the human race
not only according to the flesh, but also according to the spirit.

Adam received the supernatural gifts comprised in original jus-
tice (110), particularly sanctifying grace, not only for himself, but
also for all his descendants. This is true of Adam alone as the
head and representative of the human race ; not of Eve, though she,
too, possessed the same gifts.

1. Thisisintimated in the words : ¢ Increase, and multiply,
and fill the earth, and subdueit; and rule . . . over the whole
earth ” (Gen. i. 28). Here God confers on man that sovereign
dominion which was the result of his supernatural elevation
(110).  If this dominion is to continne in Adam’s descend-
ants, so also its canse, or source—man’s supernatural likeness
0 God—is to be transmitted. Moreover, Scripture represents
Christ as the rnew Adam, who imparts to His spiritual pos-
terity the inheritance of His justice, in the same way as the
first Adam was destined to bequeath to his descendants the
spiritual goods entrusted to him (Rom. v. 16-19).

2. This is the express teaching of the Church. The Second
Council of Orange (can. 19), says that human nature, that is,
the human race, “had received salvatior in Adam.” 'lue
COouncil of Trent (Sess. v. can. 2), declares that Adam <¢lost
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the sanctity and justice received, not only for Aimself, but
also for us.” But he could not have lost it for us, if he had
not also recetved it for us.

Adam was, therefore, destined to be the father of the human race
spiritually as well as physically, being the mediator through whom
God intended to confer His spiritual favors on man. His descendants
were to inherit their natural gifts by descent from him, but sanc-
tifying grace and the mastery over the passions were to be directly
infused by God Himself into the soul. While Adam, as the head
and educator of the human race, received an extensive infused
knowledge at his creation, his descendants would in all probability
be left to acquire their knowledge by observation and instruction
(S. Thom. 1. q. 100, a. 1; q. 101, a, 1). Finally, immortality would
be ensured to all by a supernatural preservation of their natural
vitality, and by a special divine providence /S. Thom. 1. q. 97, a. 4).

The wisdom and goodness of God is cspecially manifested in the
fact that He made man himself the 1.ediator through whom His
supernatural gifts were to be transmitted tc the human race. Thus
a wonderful harmony was established between the natural and the
supernatural order, and man was made the dispenser of supernatural
grace to man.

112. Our first parents, being subjected to a probation, trans-
gressed the divine command, and thus incurred the severest
penalties,

1. Like the angels (102), so also our first parents were subd-
jected to a trial. Since God from mere benevolence had given
such gifts and graces to our first parents, He was free to make
their continuation and transmission to posterity dependent
on certain conditions. The probation. chosen by God was
obedience to His command not to eat of the fruit of a certain
tree (Gen. ii. 17). If it pleased God in His wisdom that
mankind should inherit the graces He had destined for them
by their descent from Adam, it is no less in keeping with
His wisdom to make the actual transmission of these gifts
dependent on the obedience of the head of our race.

If Adaum had not sinned and lost the gifts destined for his de-
scendants, yet each individual would have to undergo a like trial,
and would thus be exposed to the danger of losing the graces re-
ceived (8. Thom. 1. q. 100, a. 2).

2. Our first parents ¢ransgressed God’s command, and
thereby committed a sin that was all the more grievous be-
cause, considering the abundance of gifts and graces iraparted
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to them, they could easily have obeyed the divine precept.
They were not swayed by immoderate passions, but sinned
with full deliberation, notwithstanding the greatness of God’s
favors and the severity of His menaces.

3. The consequences of the transgression for our first par-
ents themselves were manifold (Trid. Sess. v. can. 1.).

a. They lost the supernatural gifts: (1) sanctifying grace,
and with it the supernatural life of the soul, and the super-
natural likeness to God. For it is sanctifying grace that
makes man the friend and child of God, while sin deprives
him of the divine friendship and sonship, and, consequently,
of sanctifying grace, which is inseparable from it. Spiritual
death took the place of the spiritual, supernatural life of gracc;
divine wrath took the place of the friendship of God ; and the
slavery of Satan succeeded the adoption of the children of God.
(2) They lost those prefernatural gifts which resulted from
sanctifying grace: dominion over the passions, immortality of
the body. Sickness and sufferings, the forerunners of death,
ensued.

b. The loss of the supernatural gifts produced the mo:t
baneful effects upon the natural faculties and the external
conditions of our first parents. (1) Since original justice no
longer controlled the functions of their soul, their understand-
tng was darkened and their will weakened. (2) Driven out
of Paradise, thoy were forced to till the earth in the sweat of
their brow. (3) Nature no longer willingly submitted to their
sway; they became sensible of the discomforts that awaited
them now that they no longer enjoyed the special protection
of God; the very thistles and thorns which the earth brought
forth even before man’s fall became an instrument for man's
punishment.

¢. 'The future punishments which our first parents incurred
were twofold. Having turned away from God, their last end,
they incurred the pain of loss, or banishment from the pres-
ence of God; having turned to God’s creatures, they incurred
likewise the pain of sense ; having, like Satan, rebelled against
God, they incurred, like him, the efernal pains of hell.
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118. Adam’s sin has been inherited by all his posterity.

1. This dogma is manifest from the feaching of the Apos-
tle: ¢ As by one man sin entered into this world, and by sin
death, and so death passed upon all men in whom all have
sinned. . . . Therefore as by the offence of one unto all men
to condemnation: so also by the justice of one unto all men te¢
justification of life. For as by the disobedience of one man
many were made sinners : 8o also by the obedience of one many
shall be made just ” (Rom. v. 12, 18, 19).

Here there is question of a #rue sin, which is inherent in each in-
dividual. For ail are under condemnation. But no one is con-
demned unless he is a sinner in the true sense of the word, i.e.,
under the guilt of sin. This sin is further contrasted with the
ustification through Christ. But justification is something real,
intrinsic, and inherent in the individual ; therefore this sin is a real
and true sin clinging to all men. There is, furthermore, question
of a sin inherited by all, not of a personal sin. For all who are
subject to death, also children, are subject to this sin. But
children are incapable of personal sin ; consequently, they are sin-
ners inasmuch as they have inherited the sin of Adam. Again,
Christ redeemed all, also children,; therefore they, too, have sinned
in Adam. and that only inasmuch as they inherited the sin of
Adam. not by the evil example of Adam ; for infant children are
incapable of taking scandal (Eph. ii. 8 ; Ps. L. 7).

2. That all men sinned in Adam was the constant feacking
of the Church. It always considered baptism, which, ac-
cording to its professions of faith, is conferred for the remis
siom 9f stns, as necessary even for infants in order to enter the
kingdom of heaven. By this belief it implies that chil-
dren also are under the curse of sin. All those sects that fell
away from the Church in the early ages have preserved this
doctrine; which fact of itself is sufficient to prove that this
belief prevailed in the Church from the beginning. Even
Pelagius (in the fifth century), who denied the existence of
original sin, was so convinced of the universal belief of the
Church in this doctrine that at first he ventured to oppose
it only in secret.. The Council of Trent (Sess. V. can. 2) in
its definition of this article of faith only reiteratesthe numer-
ous decrees of synods and papal utterances issued against
Pelagius.
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3. In regard to the nafure of original sin we must, above
all, adhere to the Church’s definitions. According to these
original sin is the death of the soul, and is ¢nhkerent in each in-
dividual as his own (Trid. ib. can. 3). But by the grace ot
Jesus Christ, conferred in baptism, its entire guilt is taken
away, and all that is truly sin is remitted and cancelled, not
merely not imputed (ib. can. 5).

a. Hence follows the erroneousness of various opinions put for-
ward in regard to the nature of original sin, (1) Original sin does
not consist in concupiscence, as the so-called reformers of the six-
teenth century asserted. For concupiscence remains also in those
who are baptized, even in the saints (Rom. vii. 23) ; whereas, as the
Council of Trent teaches, original sin is entirely remitted by bap-
tism, and the soul is born again and thoroughly renewed. (2) Nor
does original sin consist in the disharmony between reason and
sense, which we have inherited from Adam. For baptism, which
entirely cleanses us from original sin, does not restore this har-
mony. Nor does that holiness which is restored to us by bap-
tism eonsist in harmony between reason and sense. Therefore
original sin does not consist in the disturbance of that harmony.
(8) It does not consist in the death of the body, nor in corporal
affliction, nor in any kind of bodily disorder. For baptism does
not take away any of these. St. Paul (Rom. v.), moreover, actually
distinguishes between death and.sin. (4) Original sin is not the
mere external {mputation of the personal sin of Adam as ours inas-
much as God regards it as such. For, according to the teaching
of the Council of Trent original sin is something intrinsically 7n-
herent in man, as is the justification by which the sinner is sanc-
tified : it is the death of the soul in the same manner as sanctifying
grace is its spiritual life.

b. According to the teaching of approved divines original sin is
the state of aversion from God, our supernatural end, which by the
sin of' Adam has been inherited by all his descendants; or, what
comes to the same, it is the privation of sanctifying grace brought
upon Adam’s descendants by his disobedience. We may therefore
consider sin in two different phases—as an act and as a stafe. As
an act sin may be the work of an instant; but the state resulting
from the act is permanent ; and so longas a man perseveres in this
state he is a sinner. His state is one of aversion from God, and can
be changed only by sanctifying grace. Adam by his disobedience
turned away from God, his natural and supernatural end. The state
resulting from this act, inasmuch as it was an aversion from God as
man’s supernatural end, has, therefore, become our state, since
Adam, as the medium of salvation, received sanctifying grace, not
only for himself, but also for us (111); therefore as our head helost
this superna.turai life also for us.

This explanation comprises all the essential elements of sin : aver-
gton from God, or the privation of sanctifying grace, and that guilt
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which constitutes the state of sin. Hence we can understana wl‘:f,
if God had created him without sanctifying grace, man’s state would
not have been a state of sin. It became a state of sin by its rela-
tion to the sin of our first parent. For the same reason oursouls at
present are not created precisely asunder the curse of sin. They are
created, it is true, without sanctifying grace. But it is only by their
union with the body, which, however, takes place at the moment of
creation, that they become the souls of the children of Adam, and,
consequently, of sinners. Thus the state of privation of sanctifying
grace, in which we enter this world, is a state of sin ; for in the per- -
son of Adam we have forfeited that grace which God intended we
should possess.

114. The effects of original sin extend to the natural as
_ well as to the supernatural prerogatives of man,

I. Original sin effaced the supernatural tmage of God in
the descendants of Adam.

1. By original sin they lost the adoption of the children of God
conferred in sanctifying grace. The loss of sanctifying grace
itself, though it may be considered as constituting the essence
of sin, is itself a consequence of sin. Inasmuch as God with-
draws sanctifying grace from man, it is a punishment forsin;
inasmuch as man, by the will of Adam, his spiritual head, lost
this gift and thus turned away from his supernatural end,
and continues in this state, the privation of sanctifying grace
constitutes habitual sin.

2. The children of Adam also lost the 7ight fo supernatural
bliss, connected with sanctifying grac2: ¢ Unless a man be
born again of water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter into
the kingdom of heaven ” (John iii. 5). Hence the descend-
ants of Adam are in a sfafe of condemnation (Rom. v, 16).
For exclusion from supernatural happiness—the beatific vis-
ion—as a consequence of original sin is a real condemnation
or punishment; whereas in the state of pure nature it would
be only man’s natural condition.

There is no evidence that the pain of sense, or positive punish-
ment, is connected with this exclusion from supernatural happiness
for such as have not committed personal sins. The contrary opin-
ion is held by approved divines as the more probable, because origi-
nal sin as inherited by the descendants of Adam consists only in the
aversion from God without the conversion to His creatures.

3. The descendants of Adam lost also their préefernatural
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gifts—exemption from concupiscence and immortality—an<:
became subject to the rebellion of the flesh against the spirit, to
death and itsattendant trialsand sufferings. “The imagination
and thought of man’s heart are prone to evil from his youth”
(Gen. viii. 21). Concupiscence and death may be justly re-
garded as penalties, because they are the results of original
sin.

I1. Though original sin did not efface, yet it impaired, the
natural image of God in man; it weakened his faculties not in
their intrinsic nature, but inasmuch as it deprived them of
that supernatural justice by which they were to be shielded .
and directed.

1. Original sin obscured man’s understanding ; for the in-
ordinate passions impede the free use of reason and lead it to
mistake falsehood for truth and evil for good.

2. It weakened man’s will. Errors of judgment also mis-
lead the will. Moreover, its freedom of choice is hindered by
those inordinate passions which violently draw men to earthly
and perishable things,

Original sin, however, neither extinguished the light of reason
nor destroyed the freedom of the human will, as has been shown
(109) in connection with man’s natural likeness to God (cf. Trid.
Sess. VL. can. 5). Nor is man’s understanding in a state of total
darkness in regard to the truths of religion; for how could it arrive
at the kncwledge of the existence of God and of the general princi-
ples of morality, if it were altogether blind in religious matters ¢

That human reason is capable of knowing some religious truths is
beyond all doubt (73).

D, The different Orders of Creation in their Relation
to one Another.

115. The material world is destined for the use of man.

1. God made the earth with all its living creatures subser-
vient to man.  Fill the earth and subdue it” (Gen. i. 28).
If man had persevered in the state of innocence, he would
aave exercised a more complete dominion over the earth; yet
gven after his fall the earth is his possession (Gen. ix. 1-3).
But the keavenly bodies also were created for the use of man.
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For God made the sun and the moon “to shine upon the
eurth, and to rule the day and night” (Gen. i. 17, 18).

2. Besides, it is befitting God’s wisdom to make the lower
order subject to the higher, and, consequently, irrational cre-
ation subject to His rational creatures as a means to their
greater perfection. Organic completes inorganic nature; the
animal completes the vegetable world; in short, the mferior
everywhere subserves as a means of perfection to the superior.
Man, however, is not a merely sensitive, but a rational being,
having a higher spiritual end; and his perfection in this life
esgentially fits him for the attainment of that higher end. If
there is harmony in the works of God, then, irrational creatures
must be subservient to man in the attainment of his last end.

If we consider the spiritual element in man, we can understand
why God created the universe with its variety of living beings, and
the heavenly bodies scattered throughout space, for his sake. For
things are not to be esteemed according to their number, extent, or
magnitude, but according to their nature and intrinsic value. There
can be no doubt, therefore, that one single man, viewed in his
spiritual and supernatural nature, is more perfect than the whole
material universe taken together. Hence it follows that divine wis-
dom, which assigns to all things their proper places, could justly
make the whole universe subordinate to man as the lower order to
the higher.

3. God in the creation of the material world intended that
end which is inseparable from it. Now, the material world
is actually subservient to man; for it not only furnishes him
with the necessary means of subsistence, but also affords
him facilities towards the attainment of his last end. For
all creatures are to man so many manifestations of the divine
perfections, and thus enable him to know and to love his
creator. For who should know and praise God’s perfections
as manifested in creation if not man, who, on the one hand,
is endowed with intelligence, and, on the other, by means of
his outward senses, enters into living communion with the
material world ?

Means of knowing and praising the power and wisdom of the Crea-

tor are afforded us also by those material creatures which stand in
no immediate relation to us, and almost escape our notice; such as
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the distant fixed stars and the myriads of microscopic organisms in
nature.

The question may fitly be moved here whether God wished that
His rational creatures should possess the goods of this earth, and

articularly the earth itself, or any part of it, as private property.
?n answer to this question we may say in general that GQod originally
gave the earth to the human race as common property, but without
any prohibition to divide it; nay, with the intention that it should
be divided whenever such division should appear necessary o:' rea-
sonable.

(1) The earth is shown to be common property: (a) by the words,
““Increase and multiply, and fill the earth, and subdue it and rule
over the fishes of the sea, and the fowls of the air, and all living
creatures that move upon the earth” (Gen. i. 28). Here God ad-
dresses Himself to our first parents evidently as the representatives
of the whole human race. (b) This appears also from the equality
of human nature in all individuals; whence it follows that all have
the same right to God’s creatures, and can exercise that right as
long as it does not conflict with the right of another. Thus is to be
understood the principle common among theologians: Jure nature
omnia sunt communia.

(2) The earth was n0f so given to the human race in common, how-
ever, that it was always to remain common property. (a) No such
condition is put by the Creator, nor does such condition follow from
the nature of the case. (b) A division of the earth is possible, while it
is utterly impossible that the earth should always remain, in the strict
sense of the word, common property; for when mankind separated
into different races and migrated into various parts of the earth a
division of the earth naturally followed. The inhabitants and pos-
sessors of Asia could not simultaneously be the inhabitants and
possessors of Europe and America; nor could the inhabitants of
Europe and America be considered unjust for occupying those parts
in which they settled. v

@) In deliverinitthe earth to mankind as common property God
gave also the 7ight of dividing it and converting it into private
property, according as cirecumstances required. This fact follows
(a) from the absence of a natural or positive law prohibiting such
division. A prohibition would certainly exist if by the division of
the earth, and its conversion into private property, it would cease to
fulfil its purpose; that is, to afford man nourishment. That it does
not cease to fulfil this end is manifest. (b) The right of dividing the
earth and converting it into private property follows still more evi-
dently from the perfect dominion given to man over it. Man would
have but an imperfect dominion over the earth if he could not
dispose of it as circumstances demanded. The earth is man’s dwell-
ing-place. He can, therefore, if he thinks it proper, divide his abode
into various apartments for the different members of his family; or
he can use it in common with them, Since the residence is large
and each member of the family has an equal right to it, why should
not each one choose a portion, occupy it, and dispose of it as his
own? If any one should take more than his due, it is the duty of
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public authority to interfere and to defend the right of the weak
against the strong.

116. The good angels are the guardians of man.

1. It is a revealed fruth that the angels generally assist -
man in the work of his salvation. “ Are they [the angels] not
all ministering spirits, sent to minister for them who shall re-
ceive the inheritance of salvation ?”’ (Heb. i. 14) This doc-
trine may be to some extent inferred from other truths. The
divine wisdom, which established such intimate connection
hetween the several parts of the material world, and be-
tween the material world and man—which loves to direct the
lower orders of creation by means of the higher—doubtless es-
tablished some relation between the highest order of creation
—the pure spirits—and man, who is the next in dignity, in
order thus to complete that beautiful harmony so conspicuous
in the lower orders of His creatures. This connection is
brought about by the fact that God entrusted to His good an-
gels the guidance of man to his last end. If here on earth
God makes the salvation of one man dependent on another,
can it be probable that the angels, who burn with zeal for the
glory of God and the salvation of man, have no concern for our
salvation ?

2. The angels exercise their solicitude for our salvation in
diverse ways.

a. They pray for us. ¢ When thou didst pray with tears
and didst bury the dead, . . . I [the angel Raphael] offered
thy prayers to the Lord” (Tob. xii. 12). According to
the Apocalypse (viii. 3, 4), an angel bears the incense of the
prayers of the saints before the throne of God. To bear our
prayers, which are already known to God, before His throne
is nothing else than to unite their prayers with ours.

The angels can know our thoughts and desires both in a natural
and a supernatural way. They can know them naturally,; first, in-
directly from our outward behavior; secondly, directly if we mani-
fest our thoughts to them by signs. They know our thoughts super-
naturally, when they see them in God, or receive from Him some

special revelation concerning them (cf. 8. Thom. 1. q. 67, a. 4;
a. 12, a. 9).
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b. They ezhort us to do good. An angel admonished Cor-
nelius the centurion to send for Peter that he might instruct
him in the faith (Acts x.); an angel exhorted the apostles ta
the faithful discharge of their office (Acts v. 20).

The angels, being superior to us, can influence our mind in a
natural way, that is, by exciting sensible representations in the
imagination and thus calling forth good thoughts, just as one
man awakes salutary representations in another by speech or
action. Thus they can also influence our will; for the will is out-
wardly moved by the good presented to it, while only God, the
Strgs)wor, can determine it intrinsically (S. Thom. I. q. 111 a. 1

¢. They protect us in body and soul. ¢ He hath given His

angels charge over thee to protect thee in all thy ways. In
their hands they shall bear thee up, lest perchance thou dash
thy foot aguinst a stone” (Ps. xc. 10-12). It was an angel
who saved Lot from the destruction of Sodom (Gen. xix.); an
angel rescued young Tobias from manifold dangers.
" 3. It is an opinion generally received in the Church, and
based on solid reasons, that nof only the just, not only every
Christian, but also every human being has his guardian
«ngel. Of the children Christ says: ¢ See that you despise
—ot one of these little ones; for I say to you that their angels
in heaven always see the face of My Father whois in heaven ?
(Matt. xviii. 10). From this and similar passages the fathers
conclude that not only the little children, but also every in-
dividual, has an angel as his guardian. And justly so; for
not the children only, but all men are exposed to dangers,
which they cannot overcome without God’s special assistance,
The protection which we receive from the angels is a meang
of salvation, and is all the more necessary because the evil
gpirits are permitted to tempt us in many ways. But God
gives to all without exception the necessary means of salva-
tion. Hence the Roman Catechism teaches that God has
appointed an angel for each individual,

The opinion of the fathers that kingdoms, nations, churches, etc.,
have each its guardian angel is supported by Scripture (Dan. x),

which speaks of the guardian angels of the Jews, Persians, and
Greeks.
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117, The fallen angels are the enemies of man.

1. It is a fact testified by Scripture that the evil spirits
seek to inflict injury on man. ¢ By the envy of the devil is
death come unto the world” (Wis. ii. 24). For it was he
who seduced our first parents to the fall. Even after the
Redemption the evil one did not relax his efforts. “The.
devil goeth about as a roaring lion, seeking whom he may de-
vour” (1 Pet. v. 8). The Church sufficiently declares its
conviction of the power of Satan by praying to God for aid
against him, and seeking to guard its children against his
allurements. :

From the nature of the fallen angels as pure spirits belonging to
the hghest order of created beings it follows that they possess
vower, albeit limited, to act upon man (101). Since, therefore,

- the fall they lost none of their natural powers, the general
law that the higher beings can act upon the lower holdsalso in their
case.

2. The evil spirits seek to injure man both by leading him
into sin and by inflicting femporal evils vpon him.

a. The first effort of the evil spirits against man was to lead
him into stn. Since the design of the fallen angels, who are
God’s enemies, is to diminish His glory and to injure man,
it is natural to suppose that their chief object is to seduce
men to sin; for it is sin that frustrates God’s designs and
causes the greatest evil to man. However, we are not to snp-
pose that all temptations come directly from the evil spirits;
man’s passions also, and external circumstances, draw him to
gin. It must be said, however, that the devil is indirectly the
author of sin, inasmuch as he was the cause of the first sin
and, consequently, of our propensity to sin.

b. The history of Job, on whom the devil inflicted diverse
temporal afflictions, proves that the evil one can injure man
also in his femporal goods (cf. Tob. iii. 8). He who hates
God hates also the image of God in man, and seeks to out-
rage him who is the recipient of God’s benefits. Possession
by the evil spirit is one of those temporal evils which the
archenemy inflicts on man.
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Possession by the devil is a realitg, as is evident from many pas-
sages of Holy Writ. We read in the gospels that Christ drove out
evil spirits (Matt. viii. 16), and that these really went out (Luke viii.
83). By possession, therefore, we are not to understand any kind o
natural disease ; for the evangelists distinguish between the sick and
the possessed (Matt. iv. 24), as also between the person possessed and
the spirit by whom he is possessed. When Christ allowed the unclean
spirits at their own regquest to take possession of the swine (Matt.
v. 12), He certainly gave this permission not to the man hiruseli,
nor to the malady by which he was afflicted, but to other personal
beings distinct from both. That possession by the devil is possibie
follows from the superior power of pure spirits compared to man.
If the good angels can naturally exert an influence on us it is not
impossible for the evil ones to do the same, since their natural
powers, though impaired to some extent by the fall, have remained
substantially the same. They can, therefore, produce representations
in the imagination, and thus sway man’s reason, impede reflection,
and clog the exercise of free will. When such influence is not in-
termittent, but continual, we call it possession. It is evident that a
man in such a state is not responsible for his actions, deprived as he
is of the use of his free will.

3. God in permitting the temptations of the devil has man’s
good and His own glory in view. The more a man is tried by
affliction the more he practises virtue and accumulates merit,
provided he overcomes the temptation; and God gives him
abundant grace for that end. The sufferings caused by the
temptations of the enemy are, moreover, not seldom a just
punishment for our sins. God’s glory is thereby promoted
that all the efforts of the devil are rendered powerless, or that
from the very evil which he works, by God’s grace good re-
sults in the end. Thus the bloody persecutions to which he
instigated the Roman emperors (Apoc. xii.) produced the
glorious army of martyrs and sealed Christianity with a divine
character (31). Thus, too, the sin to which he seduced our
first parents resulted in the incarnation and death of the Son
of God for our salvation; whence the Church sings: €0
happy fault, which merited to have so great a Redeemer 1”
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CHAPTER IIIL
GOD THE REDEEMER OF FALLEN MAN.
I. DECREE AND PLAN OF THE REDEMPTION.

118. Man was of himself unable to arise from his fall.

However we may view the sin of Adam, we must come to the
conclusion that it was impossible for mankind to arise of itself and
to return to its original state. For the sin which all mankind in-
herited from Adam involved an offence against the Most High, the
loss of sanctifying grace, and of the right to the beatific vision.
But man of himself could neither atone for the offence nor regain
sanctifying grace and the right to glory.

1. An offence can be atoned for only by a full satisfaction—
by paying to the offended party an homage which is com-
mensurate with the outrage. But the whole of mankind
could not pay God an honor commensurate with the offence
committed against Him. For, the higher the dignity of the
person offended the greater is the offence; while, on the
other hand, the more abject the condition of the person whe
atones the less is the value of his atonement. Now, the dis-
tance between God the offended party and man the offender
is infinite, since God is infinitely superior to is creatures.
Consequently, all mankind could not atone for the offence
committed against God.

2. Neither was it possible for man to regain sanctifying
grace by his own effort. For sanctifying grace implies the
[riendship and the adoption as children of God,and is, there-
fore, incompatible with the wrath of God. Now, man was
constituted the enemy of God. Therefore, as it was impossible
for him to appease God by an adequate satisfaction, so it was
also impossible for him to regain the friendship of God, which
consists in sanctifying grace. Moreover, sanctifying grace is
the supernatural life of the soul; and as long as man is des
prived of it heisspirituaily dead. A dead manis, therefore,no
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more incapable of returning to life than fallen man, stript of
sanctifying grace, is unable to return to supernatural life.

3. If man could of himself neither atone for his offence
nor appease the wrath of God, neither could he avert the
punishment incurred,—the loss of glory and of the beatific
vision—for he is amenable to punishment as long as the offence
remains unatoned and the divine wrath unappeased.

119. The redemption of man is purely a work of God’s
Lenevolence.

God could have immediately condemned our first parents, like the
rebel angels (112), to eternal punishment ; or if He chose to pre-
serve the human race He could have abandoned the descendants
of Adam to the fate incurred by their first parent—leaving them
bereft of sanctifying grace and all supernatural gifts, without the
hope of supernatural happiness, and giving them merely natural
means to enable them to attain to a natural happiness. That He
raised man again, and restored him to supernatural life, was a work
of His goodness and mercy.

1. Scripture invariably represents the reconciliation of man
with God as a work of mercy, of love, of grace. “ God, who
is rich in mercy, for His exceeding charity wherewith He loved
us, even when we were dead in sins, hath quickened us to-
gether in Christ, by whose grace you are saved ” (Eph. ii.
4, 5).

2. Man’s destination for a supernatural end, and for sancti-
fying grace, was at the outset a work of pure bounty (110);
therefore also his restoration to sanctifying grace and to the
right of supernatural happiness. In both cases it was a
question of supernatural gifts nowise due to man. For, as
man on coming from the hand of God could lay no claim to
supernatural gifts, much less could he do so after his fall.

The fathers and theologians advance some reasons why God aban-
doned the angels, and not man, to their fate. In Adam the whole
human race fell, whereas only a part -of the angels had sinned.
The angels sinned of their own free will, whereas mankind fel) by the
fault of our first parent. Man, as the weaker being. appealed more
strongly to God’s mercy than the pure spirits. God, however, would

_not have acted contrary to reason, or to any of His attributes, if He
had not restored man to grace ; but His goodness and mercy would
in that case not have been so strikingly manifested as they are by the
redemption of mau.
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120. The reconciliation of man with God could have been
effected without the incarnation of the Son of God.

God, if He chose, could, of His pure benevolence, have raised up
man from his fallen state, restored him to sanctifying grace and the
inheritance of the children of God, without the incarnation of His
Son or of any divine person. He could have either pardoned the of-
fence or have required some satisfaction, however imperfect, from
all, or have accepted the satisfaction of one man for all.

It is only in the case that God could not forgive the sin
without condign satisfaction—fully commensurate with the
offence—that the incarnation of a divine person would be
necessary. Although God was justified in requiring condign
satisfaction, yet He could renounce His right and allow mercy
to take the place of justice (82). Without requiring a perfect
satisfaction for original sin, He also possessed sufficient means
to deter men from the commission of personal sins.

This doctrine is frequently to be met with in the fathers, who now
express their admiration of God’s mercy, as shown in the incarna.
tion of His Son for our salvation, though other ways of redeeming
man were not wanting; and now explicitly assert that God could
have saved us without the incarnation of His Son (cf. S. Leo, Serm.
1L. de nativ. ¢. 2; S. Bern. ep. 96 ad Innoc. II. c. 8 ; S. Aug. de agoane
christiano, c. 11.).

121. In case God required condign satisfaction, however,
the incarnation of a divine person was necessary.

Condign satisfaction to an offended party can be made only
by an atonement strictly commensurate with the offence (118).
An atonement commensurate with the offence against God
could only be made by a person of infinite dignity, a divine
person; for atonement receives its value from the dignity of
the person who atones ; consequently, a reparation made by
one inferior in dignity to the offended party cannot be anade-
quate satisfaction. But every finite person is infinitely inferior
to God ; therefore no finite person, but only a divine person,
can make adequate satisfaction to God. But kow can a divine
person make reparation? Not in His divine nature, but
only by assuming a created nature. For satisfaction can be
rendered only by some sort of reparation in word or in deed,
by subrission and self-abasement. Therefore, since a divine
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person 18 incapable of submission and self-abasement in his
own nature, he can atone only by assuming a created nature.
Hence it was necessary for the Son of God to assume a
created nature, if God required condign satisfaction from
man. For, since an offence consists in this, that the offender
exalts himself above the person offended, outrages his dig-
nity, detracts from his honor, it can be atoned for only by
the humiliation of the offender in acknowledgment of the
dignity of the offended party.

It is the universal teaching of the fathers (cf. 8. Aug. Enchir. cc.
107, 108) that only a divine person could redeem mankind by
making condign satisfaction. And it is in the supposition that God
required full and adequate satisfaction that they frequently assert
that mankind could obtain forgiveness only by the incarnation of
the Son of God (cf. Cat. Rom. P. 1. a. 2, n. 2).

122. The Redeemer was promised, and characterized by cer-
tain unmistakable marks, in the 0ld Law.

God, who of His goodness and mercy decreed to restore man to
his original state, determined to accomplish this reconciliation- in
such a way as fully to satisfy His justice. He promised a redeeme:
who, in man’s stead, was to render full satisfaction for the offence
committed against Him, who was to restore to man sanctifying grace
and the hope of supernatural bliss forfeited by his sin.

I. In the Old Testament we find numerous promises of a
redeemer repeated with ever-increasing distinctness.

1. Immediately after the fall a redeemer was promised to
man. To the serpent, by whose instrumentality Satan had
seduced Eve, God spoke:

¢ T will put enmities between thee and the woman, and thy seed
and her iseed ; she [or he] shall crush thy head, and thou shalt be in
wait for her heel ” (Gen. iii. 15). The seed of the woman who is to
crush the head of the serpent is manifestly a redeemer who is to ob-
1l:lain the victory over Satan and undo his work—raise up man from
is fall. :

2. To Abraham God gave the promise : “In thee shall all
generations of the earth be blessed ” (Gen. xii. 3); and again:
“In thy seed shall all nations of the earth be blessed ” (Gen.
xxii. 18; xxvi. 4).

This spiritual blessing promised to Abraham was not to proceed

from the whole people but from one descendant of Abraham : for it
was universally expected by the Jewish people as coming from one,
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Therefore, St. Paul argues (Gal. {ii. 16): the promise was made not
“to his seeds, as of many, but as of one; and to his seed, which is
Christ.” It was this same great descendant of Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob, who was foretold by Jacob on his deathbed as ¢ He that is to
come, the expected of nations” (Gen. iv. 9, 10), and by Moses as the
great prophet like to himself, who was to rise up from among his
people (Deut. xviii. 18), and to be their leader (19).

3. The prophet Isaias (lii., liii.) depicts this redeemer of his
people and of all mankind in words which can only be ap-
plied to the Messias; as in fact the Jews and the apostles
themselves (Mark ix. 11; Matt. viii. 17; Acts viii. 32; 1 Cor.
xv. 3) understood them. Now, this same redeemer is de-
scribed as taking our guilt upon bim, that is, satisfying for
our sins.

“Surely He has borne our infirmities and carried our sorrows;
and we have thought Him, as it were, a leper, and as one struck by
God and afflicted. But He was wounded for our iniquities, He was
bruised for our sins; the chastisement of our peace was upon Him,
and by His bruises we are healed. All we like sheep have gone astray,
every one hath turned aside into his own way, and the Lord hath
laid on Him the iniquity of us all. He was offered because it was
His own will, and He opened not His mouth : He shall be led as a
sheep to the slaughter, and shall be dumb as a lamb before His
shearers, and He shall not open His mouth” (Is. liii, 4-7). Here it
is clearly said that the Messias was to offer satisfaction to God's
offended justice in our stead. Thus He was to reconcile us with
God and regain for us peace ard salvation.

II. The prophets ckaracterized the Messias by distinct marks.

1. They definitely pointed out the fime of His coming.
According to the prophecy of Jacob (Gen. xlix. 10) His ad-
vent was to take place at the time when the sceptre would be,
or had already been, taken away from Juda (18). The time
of His coming and of His death was, likewise, distinctly fore-
told by the prophets Dantel, Aggeus, and Malachias.

While the pto(i)het Daniel, during the captivity of Babylon, was
praying for the deliverance of his people and the restoration of the
temple, the angel Gabriel appeared to him and said: ‘‘ Seventy
weeks [of years] are shortened upon thy people, and upon thy holy
city, that transgression may be finished and sin may have an end,
and iniquity may be abolished ; and everlasting justice may be
brought and vision and prophecy may be fulfilled; and the saint of
saints may be anointed [i.e., may come endowed with the gift of
the Holy Ghost]. Know thou, therefore, and take notice that from
the going forth of the word to build up Jerusalem again unto Christ
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the prince there shall be seven weeks and sixty-two weeks ; and the
street shall be built again, and the walls in troublesome times. And
after sixty-two weeks Christ shall be slain; and the people that
shall deny Him shall not be His. And a people with their leader
that shall come shall destroy the city and the sanctuary,; and the
end thereof shall be waste, and after the end of the war the ap-
pointed desolation. And He shall confirm the covenant with many,
in one week ; and in the half of the week the victim and the sacrifice
shall fail ; and there shall be in the temple the abomination of deso
lation ; and the desolation shall continue even to the consummation
and to the end” (Dan. ix. 24-27). Here there is manifestly ques-
tion of the Messias, who is to take away sin and restore justice, etc.

The prophet Aggeus plainly asserts that the Messias was to come
during the existence of the second temple when, consoling the Jews,
who wept as they compared the newly rebuilt temple with the more
magnificent temple of Solomon, he said : ¢ Thus saith the Lord of
hosts : Yet one little while, and I will move the heaven and the
earth, and the sea and the dry land. And T will move all nations,
and the desired of all nations shall come; and I will fill this house
with glory. . . . Great shall be the glory of this last house more
than of the first, saith the Lord of hosts, and in this place 1 will give
peace’ (Agg. ii. 7-10; cf. Matt. iii. 1).

2. The Messias was announced as a descendant of the #7ibe
of Juda and of the house of David, to be born in Bethlehem,
of a virgin mother.

¢“ And there shall come forth a rod out of the root of Jesse
[David’s father], and a flower shall rise up out of his root. And
the spirit of the Lord shall rest upon Him : the spirit of wisdom and
of understanding. . . . The wolf shall dwell with the lamb, . . .
The earth is filled with the knowledge of the Lord, as the cover-
ing waters of the sea” (Is. xi. 1-9; cf. John vii. 42; Matt. xxii.
42).

The Messias was to be born in Bethlehem of Juda. ¢ And thou,
Bethlehem Ephrata, art a little one among the thousands [towns of a
thousand inhabitants] of Juda ; out of tiee shall He come forth unto
me that is to be the ruler in Israel; and His going forth isfrom the
beginning, from the days of eternity” (Mich.v. 2; cf. Matt. ii. 56;
John vii. 42).

The Messias was to be born of @ virgin. God commanded the
vrophet Isaias to announce to king Achaz the speedy deliverance of
the country from the Syrian yoke, and commanded him to ask for
a sign in token of the fulfilment of this promise. On the refusal of
the king to ask for a sign, the prophet said : ‘‘ The Lord Himself
shall give you a sign: Behold, @ virgin shall conceive and bear a
Son, and his name shall be called Emmanuel [God with us] ” (Is. vii.
14). In other words: As surely as the promised Messias is to be
conceived and to be born of the virgin, so surely shall the land be
delivered from the enemy. Therefore His birth of a virgin is an
unmistakable mark of the Messias.
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3. Among the various prophecies which have reference teo
the public life of the Messins those deserve special attention
which represent Him as the great wonder-worker and denefactor
of mankind.

% Bay to the fainthearted : Take courage and fear not; behold
your God will bring the revenge of recompense ; God Himself will
come and will save you. Then shall the eyes of the blind be opened,
and the ears of the deaf shall be unstopped. Then shall the lame
man leap as a hart, and the tongue of the dumb shall be free” (Is.
xxxv. 4-6). *‘‘ The Spirit of the Lord is upon Me. because the Lord
hath anointed Me : He hath sent Me to preach to the meek, to heal
the contrite of heart, and to preach a release to the captives, and
deliverance to them that are shut up; to proclaim the acceptable
year of the Lord and the day of vengeance of our God ; to comfort
all that mourn” (Is. Ixi. 1, 2 ; cf. Luke iv. 18).

4. The passion and the death of the Messias were minutely
described by the prophets, and particularly by the Psalmist.

“0 God, my God, look upon Me ; why hast Thou forsaken Me ?

. . I am a worm, and no man ; the reproach of men and the out-
cast of the people. All they that saw Me have laughed Me to scorn 3
they have spoken with the lips and wagged the head. He hoped
in the Lord, let Him deliver Him ; let Him save Him, seeing He
delighted in Him. . . . They have dug My hands and feet: they
have numbered all My bones. And they have looked and stared
upon Me. They parted My garments amongst them, and upon My
vesture they cast lots. But Thou, O Lord, remove not Thy help
from Me. . . . And I will declare Thy name to My brethren. . . .
All the ends of the earth shall be converted to the Lord ” (Ps. xxi.).
The prophet Zacharias (xi. 12, 18) distinctly foretold that the Mes-
sias would be sold for thirty pieces of silver ; Isaias (1x. 8), that He
would be reviled and spit upon ; David (Ps. 1xviii.), that He would be
given gall and vinegar to drink ; Daniel (ix. 26), that He would be
put to death.

5. The resurrection of the Messias from the dead was fore-
told by the Psalmist. ¢Thou wilt not leave My soul in hell;
nor wilt Thou give Thy Holy One to see corruption” (Ps. xv.
10).

It is not of himself that David speaks ; for, as St. Paul remarks to
the Jews : ‘‘David slept and was laid unto his fathers, and saw cor-
ruption” (Acts xiii, 86). In like manner the ascension of Our Lord

(Ps. lxvii. 19) and the outpouring of the Holy Ghost (Joel ii. 28,
29) were distinctly foretold. :

6. Finally, the destruction of Jerusalem, the rejection o
the Jews, and the reception of the Gentiles into the Church
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were plainly foretold as the last eventsin connection with the
coming of the Messias (Dan. ix. 25-27). The extension of
the Church among the Gentiles is circumstantially described
by Isaias (1xvi. 18-21).

¢“T come that I may gather them together with all nations and
tongues ; and they shall come and shall see My glory. I will set a
sign among them ; and I will send of them that shall be saved to the
gentiles into the sea, into Africa and Lydia, into Italy and Greece
to the islands afar off, to them that have not heard of Me, and
have not seen My glory. . . . I will take of them to be priests and
Levites.”

All these prophecies have manifestly reference to the same person
who is the desired of nations, the Son of David to be born in Beth-
lehem at a stated time. The Israelites expected in fact the coming
ol one Redeemer, and that at a ¢ime definitely fixed.

123. For wise reasons God delayed the coming of the Re-
deemer. :

1. If we consider the origin of evil we see that it con-
gisted chiefly in pride, which led man to rebel against God.
Pride is remedied by kumiliation. Now, it was certainly a
humiliation for fallen man to sink deeper and deeper into
ignorance and sin during the intervening centuries, while he
was left in his fallen state, bereft of those means of grace
which the Redeemer was to procure for him., A glance at his
wretched condition could easily convince man that his revolt
against God had only brought evil upon him,

2. By the delay of the coming of the Redeemer man was ail
the better prepared for the blessings which he was to receive.
His humiliation and the consciousness of his own inability dis-
posed him to follow his Redeemer with greater docility. The
vanity of worldly aspirations, the utter dissatisfaction which
earthly pleasures beget in the human heart, were well calcu:
lated to arouse in man thoughts and desires of higher and
better things, that were dormant within aim. Even now it
is such experiences that urge the sinner to return again to
God. Man had to be awakened to a sense of his malady
and of the necessity of a physician, in order thus to become
disposed to profit by the remedy offered him. It was for the
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sick, and especially for those who were conscious of their
wretchedness, that the Redeemer came (Matt. ix. 12).

3. The dignity of the promised Redeemer required the de-
lay of His coming. For, we are inclined to undervalue that
which is given us as soon as we ask for it. It was befitting,
moreover, that mankind should be prepared for His coming,
ag, in fact, it was by the divine vocation of the children of
Israel. The Mosaic law especially performed the function
of a tutor, who was to educate the people and prepare them
for the coming of the Saviour (Gal. iv. 1-4).

Even before the advent of the Redeemer God gave grace to man,
both actual and sanctifying. For even then, according to the testi-
mony of Holy Writ, there were just men, in the strict sense of the
word. Now, without there can be no justice, properly so called.
Hence those who lived before the coming of the Redeemer, whether
belonging to the chosen people or not, could merit heaven, although
they could not enter it until Christ had opened it for all mankind.
But this possibility and the grace implied in it was the effect of the
Redemption yet o come,; for it was in view of the Redemption that
God conferred His grace. Grace flowed more abundantly, however,
after the Saviour had actually merited, and atoned, and instituted
the sacraments, which of themselves are efficacious to apply the fruits
of the Redemption to our souls.

'124. Jesus of Nazareth is both indirectly and directly
proved to be the Redeemer promised and sent by God to man,

I. It may be shown ¢ndirectly, from other truths which have
already been proved, that Jesus of Nazareth is the promised
Messias (the Christ, the anointed).

1. Jesus Christ by His mdracles and prophecies proved Him-
self to be a messenger of God (22), who as such could only
speak the truth. Besides, He distinctly asserts (John iv. 25,
%6) that He iz the Messias (24), the promised Redeemer ;
for, by the Messias the Jews understood the Redecmer that
had been promised to our first parents, and foretold by the
prophets.

2. Jesus Christ was the new lawgiver and prophet like unto
Moses promised in the Law (24). But this new lawgiver was
none other than the Messias, or Redeemer; for with Him a
new law, & new covenant, & complete regeneration of man-
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kind, was to be inaugurated. ¢ The Lord shall come forth
from Sion, and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem” (Ie. ii.
3; cf. Is. Ix. 1-6; Dan. ii. 44; John vi. 15).

3. Jesus Christ, who was true man, proved Himself to be
the frue Son of God (25), ¢ who gave Himself for the ransom
of all” (1 Tim. ii. 6). He is, therefore, ¢n fact the Redeemer
of mankind; consequently, the one Saviour, whom God had
promised. Hence we may justly say that since Jesus of
Nazareth, even independently of the - prophecies which
minutely describe the Messias, proved Himself to be the Re-
deemer promised by Glod, we are entitled, and even forced,
to believe that all the prophecies have been fulfilled in
Him,

II. The Messianic character of Jesus Christ is directly
proved by showing that the several prophecies in reference
to the Messias were fulfilled in Him. He could confidently
challenge His opponents to search the Scriptures, since every
prophecy had been fulfilled in His person. ¢Search the
Scriptures; . . . they give testimony of Me” (John v. 39).
Nor did the evangelists and apostles fail repeatedly to call
attention to the fact that the prophecies were minutely ful-
filled in the person of Jesus of Nazareth.

- 1. Jesus came at the Zime foretold by the prophets. The
sceptre had been taken away from Juda (Gen. xlix. 10).
“ We have no king but Cesar ” (John xix. 15). And, in fact,
if this sceptre means the tndependence of the Jewish people, it
had been taken away by the Roman conquest; if it means
the leadership of the house of Juda, it had ceased at the time
that Herod, an Idumean and foreigner, occupied the throne.
If we take the sceptre to mean the prerogatives of the tribe of
Juda as a body—its independence and self-government—this
body was already, at the time of Jesus of Nazareth, nearing
its dissolution, and possessed nothing more than nominal
independence.

From the edict commanding the return of the Jews and the re-
building of Jerusalem to the public manifestation of Christ sixty-nine
(62 + 7) weeks of years (483 years) were to elapse; and in ons, i.e.,
in the seventieth week, He was to confirm the covenant with many:
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and in the middle of the same (488 + 8} = 486} years after the
edict) He was to be slain. Of four edicts published coacerning the
return of the Israelites there can be question only of two, i.e., the
third and fourth, which are assigned by some respectively to the
years 467 and 454, by others to the years 457 and 444, B.c. If we take
the third edict as falling in the year 457 B.0. (297 v.c.), we find the
year 780 after the building of Rome to be the year of the public mani-
festation of Christ, which corresponds with the ordinary chronolo-
gical calculations. The convincing force of this argument is not
weakened by any difference of opinion regarding the edict or its
precise date, since, in any case, the public manifestation of the
Messias must have taken place before the expiration of seventy weeks
of years from the last edict.

It was from this and similar prophecies that the Jews formed the
general conviction that the Messias was to come at this time. Hence
on the appearance of St. John the Baptist, ‘¢ All were thinking ir.
their hearts that perhaps he might be the Christ” (Luke iii. 15).
Philip, after having seen Jesus, said immediately to Nathaniel:
‘‘We have found Him of whom Moses in the law and the prophets
did write” (John i. 45). An indefinite expectation of a coming
saviour existed also among the heathens (33).

2. Jesus Christ was a descendant of David and of Abraham.
- St. Matthew begins his narrative with these words: “ Book of
the generation of Jesus Christ, the Son of David, the Son of
Abraham.” He was the descendant of David not only through
His foster-father St. Joseph, who was reputed His father ac-
cording to the law, but also through His mother; for if she
had not belonged to the house of David she would not have
gone to Bethlehem to be enrolled there with Joseph in the
city of David (Luke ii. 45). Thus the birth of Jesus, which
in consequence of this circumstance took place at Bethlehem,
legally attests His descent from David. In reference to the
birth of Christ the evangelist says: ¢ All this was done that
it might be fulfilled which the Lord spoke by the prophet,
saying: Behold a virgin shall be with child, and bring forth a
son,” etc. (Matt. i. 22, 23).

3. Jesus Christ in the synagogue at Nazareth applied to
Himself the prophecy relating to His public life (Is. Ixi. 1,
2), saying : ¢“This day is fulfilled the Scripture in your ears”
(Luke iv. 21). A multitude of miracles authorized the fol-
lowing passage: “Go and relate to John what you have heard
and seen: the blind see, the lame walk, the lepers are cleansed,
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the deaf hear, the dead rise again, the poor have the gospel
preached to them” (Matt. xi. 4, 5).

4. The evangelists often call attention to the exact fulfil-
ment of the prophecies relating to the passion and death ot
the Saviour: “ All this was done that the Scriptures of the
prophets might be fulfilled ” (Matt. xxvi. 56). Jesus Himself
refused to evade death because the prophecies were to be ful-
filled: ¢ How then shall the Scripture be fulfilled that so it
maust be done ?” (Matt. xxvi. 54.)

5, When the apostles emphasize the resurrection as the
miracle which proves Christ’s divine mission, they do not fail
to point out to the Jews how one of the Messianic prophecies
was herein fulfilled: “We declare unto you the promise which
was made to our fathers. This same God hath fulfilled to our
children, raising up Jesus” (Acts xiii. 32, 33). They simi-
larly refer to the prophecies in regard to the ascension (Epb.
iv. 8), and to the descent of the Holy Ghost (Acts ii. 17).

6 That the prophecies regarding the destruction of Jeru-
salem, the reprobation of the Jews, and the vocation of the gen-
tiles, which were to follow the death of the Messias, were
fulfilled is amply testified by the world’s history.

Not only in words, but also through persons, things, and events,
did God foreshadow the coming Redeemer. .The Old Testament was
not only a preparation, but also a figure of the New (17). Thus the
first man Adam was ‘‘ the figure of Him who was to come” (Rom. v.
14). For as Adam, the father of the human race, lost for all the in-
heritance of justice, the Redeemer, the new Adam, was to restore our
lost heritage. Melchisedech, king of Salem (peace), was by his very
name a type of the Redeemer, but particularly by the sacrifice of
bread and wine which he offered (Gen. xiv., Heb. vii.). Moseswas in
many respects a type of the Redeemer, who was to be the prophet (24)
like unto Moses (Deut. xviii. 15). Also the paschal lamb (1 Cor. v.
7) was a type of the Lamb of God that was slain for our sins, of
whom not a bone was broken, that the Scripture might be fulfilled:
¢“You shall not break one of His bones” (John xix. 86). Christ
Himself says in reference to the brazen serpent : ‘‘ As Moses lifted
up the serpent in the desert, so must the Son of man be lifted up,
that whosoever believeth in Him may not perish, but may have life
everlasting” (John iii. 15). In like manner, in regard to Jonas He
says: ‘‘ As Jonas was in the whale’s belly three days and three nights,
so shall the Son of man be in the heart of the earth three days and
three nights” (Matt. xii. 40). A typical character may also be found
in Abel, Noe, Isaac, Jacob, Joseph, Josue, Samson, David, Solomon;
in the manna in the deserts the . various sacrifices, ete.
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II. THE REDEEMER ONE PERSON AND Two NATURES.

125. The Son of God became man by taking to Himself a
human nature.

1. The Son of God took to Himself a human nature. (a)
5 The Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us” (John i.
14). The word flesh signifies here, as in other passages of
Scripture (Gen. vi. 12), the entire nature of man. The evan-
gelist mentions that which is visible and vilest in human
nature to emphagize the reality of the Incarnation, and the
condescension of the Son of God. ¢ When the fulness of time
came, God sent His Son, made of a woman” (Gal. iv. 4),
These words express the eternal and temporal generation, the
divine and the human nature of Christ. All those passages,
moreover, which speak of Jesus of Nazareth, who proved
Himself to be truly man, as the true Son of God, testify the
truth of the Incarnation (cf. 25, 86, 124). (5) The Church
expresses its belief in the Incarnation in the words of the
Apostles’ Creed: ‘¢ born of the Virgin Mary;” and again when
it professes (Symb. Comstant.) that “for us men and for
our salvation He came down from heaven, took flesh of the
Virgin Mary, and was made man.” :

Although any one of the three divine persons could have beeome
man, yet some reasons may be assigned why it was more befitting
that the Son rather than the Father or the Holy Ghost should take
our nature. To the Son are attributed the works in which divine
wisdom is conspicuous, e.g., the order of the universe (90). Now,
the Incarnation for the redemption of man is eminently a work
of divine wisdom whereby the order of original justice was restored;
and, therefore, it was befitting that, if man was to be redeemed, he
should be redeemed by the Son. Again, by the Incarnation and
Redemption we were to become the adopted children of God, and
thus to acquire a likeness to His only-begotten Son. Therefore it was
meet that we should receive this dignity and likeness through Him
who by eternal generation is the ¢rue Son of God.

2. The Son of God assumed human nature ¢n reality, not
merely ¢z appearance. In the first and second centuries cer-
tain heretics (Docetae) maintained that Christ had assumed
only an apparent body, on the grounds that all matter was
evil, being the product of an evil principle. This heresy was
venewed by some modern sectarians, who maintained, cop
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trary to the evidence of Scripture, that the Incarnation was
only apparent (Theophany). ¢ [Christ], being in the form
of God, thought it not robbery to be equal with God, but
emptied Himself, taking the form of a servant, being made
in the likeness of men and in habit found as a man”
(Phil. ii. 7). The Apostle here represents Qur Lord as a
model of self-sacrificing love by the fact that He concealed
His divinity and displayed only His humanity. By the form
of God and the form of a servant the divine and the human
nature are here contrasted, and both are equally attributed to
Christ. Therefore the nature of man belonged to Him as
did the nature of God. Christ asserted the reality of His
body by the words He addressed to His disciples after His
resurrection: “See My hands and feet, that it is I Myself,
handle and see: for a spirit hath not flesh and bones, as you
see Me to have ” (Luke xxiv. 39).

The early fathers of the Church strenuously opposed the heresy
of the Docetae. They argued that if Christ had only an apparent
body our redemption and Christ’s death and resurrection were only
apparent (Iren. adv. haeres. ¢. 83, n. 5); that if Christ’s outward ap-
pearance does not prove the reality of His body all external things
are mere phantoms (S. Ignat. ep. ad Smyrn. nn. 2-6). In fact, the
denial of the reality of Christ’s bodyis the denial of the Incarnation
and of the Redemption, for without a true body Christ was not
man, and, consequently, could not redeem us.

3. In Christ there are, therefore, fwo natures; divine and
human. For, Christ was both God and man. He was God
by His divine, and man by His human, nature; for every
being is denominated according to its nafure. Besides,
Christ was the Son of God in virtue of His eternal gener-
ation; but He was also, as He often called Himself, the
Son of man, in virtue of His descent from David and His
birth of a virgin. As He could not be the Son of God
without receiving His divine nature from God, so He could
not be the Son of man without receiving His human nature
from man. Therefore Hehad a truly divine and a truly human
aature.
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126. Christ assumed His human nature from the Blessed
Mary ever Virgin.

L The Son of God did not bring His body from heaven, as
the Valentinians of the second century maintained, but as-
sumed it of Mary, His mother. ¢ Behold thou shalt conceive
and bring forth a son, and thou shalt call His name Jesus.
He shall be great, and shall be called the Son of the Most
High” (Luke i. 31, 32). At the moment that Mary gave her
zonsent to become the Mother of God, the Son of God, by the
intervention of the Holy Ghost, assumed of her His human
nature, which never for a moment existed separate from the
divinity. For Mary would have conceived, not God, but a
mere human being, if her Son in the instant of His concep-
tion possessed only human nature.

The action by which the human nature was united with the Son,
like all other external works of God, was common to all three per-
sons. But as a work of love, grace, and sanctification, it is attributed
especially to the Holy Ghost (80). Now, although the Father and
the Holy Ghost were active in this work as much as the Son, yet it
was the Son alone who assumed our nature. For the action by
which the union was brought about is not the union considered in
itself ; though all three divine persons, therefore, were active in
the work of the Incarnation, yet the Son alone was incarnate.

II. The Son of God was born of a virgin mother.

1. This is evident from the words of the prophet Isaias,
announcing this miracle of God’s omnipotence (122): “ Be-
hold, a virgin shall concetve and dring forth a son” (Is. vii.
14). These words express both a virginal conception and a
virginal birth, and are equally referred by the evangelist to
both these facts: ‘“Now all this was done that it might be
fulfilled which the Lord spoke by the prophet: Behold a
virgin shall be with child and bring forth a son” (Matt. i.
22). Since Mary had consented to become the Mother of
God only on condition that-her virginity should not be im-
paired, there can be no doubt that God granted her desirc, as
we learn, in fact, from the words of the angel (Luke i. 35).

2. Tradition also teaches that Mary remained a virgin a/ter
we birth of her divine Son. The fathers, particularly St
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Jerome (about A.D. 380), rejected the contrary assertion of
Helvidius as an outrage to the Mother of God, to Jesus
Christ her Son, and to the Holy Ghost. In the most ancient
records we frequently meet the title: ¢ Mary ever Virgin.”
In a synod held at the Lateran, under Pope Martin I. (a.D.
649), those who denied the perpetual virginity of the Mother
of God, also affer the birth of her Son, were anathematized.

Jesus Christ is called in Scripture the first-born of Mary, according
to the Hebrew idiom, which gives this title also to an only Son
(Exod. xii. 29). The brethren of Jesus in the gospel are His nearest
of kin. Thus Abraham calls Lot his brother, though they were but
cousins (Gen. xiii. 8; cf. Gen. xiv. 14).

127. The Son of God took to Himself an entire human
nature—a human body and a rational human son.l, with all
its faculties, spiritual and sensitive.

1. If Christ i8 ¢rue man it is evident that He took a
rational human soul as well as a human body; for body and
soul are the essential constituents of man. In fact, Christ
would not be truly man if His body had not been animated
by a human soul, or if the divine person had taken the place
of a rational soul. This latter was asserted by Apollinaris,
bishop of Laodicea, in Syria, on the grounds that a rational
goul in Christ was incompatible with His divinity and with
His sinlessness. He therefore acknowledged in Christ only
the existence of an animal soul with sensitive faculties. If
Christ took a human soul it possessed all those faculties
which are peculiar to its nature. To these belong free will,
and those sensitive faculties which make the soul capable of
receiving the impressions of material objects (109).

2. Scriplure teaches that Christ gave up the Ghost on the
cross (John xix. 30), i.e., that His rational soul was separated
from His body by death ; moreover, that He advanced in wis-
dom (Luke ii. 25), which evidently supposes a rational soul.
Besides, Christ submitted His human will to the will of God.
““Not.as I will, but as Thou villest” (Matt. xxvi. 39). He
says that He has “‘the power to lay down His life and take it
up again” (John x. 18), i.e., that He lays down His life vol-



Jesus’ Human Nature Capable of Suffering. 261

untarily. Throughout the Gospel He proves Himself in all
things like to a man.

3. According to the feaching of the Church, Christ was a
perfect man (Symb. Athan.), was of the same nature as we,
like unto us in all things, excepting sin (Concil. Chalced.
act. v.). If Christ was like us in all things compatible with
His dignity as the Son of God He possessed all the perfec-
tions of body and soul which essentially belong to our human
nature. The heresy of Apollinaris was formally condemned
by Pope Damasus in a synod held at Rome (a.D. 379 or 380).

128. The Son of God took a human nature that was capable
of suffering.

Although Christ was not amenable to the effects of original sin,
not being descended from Adam by natural generation, yet He was
pleased to assume human nature inasmuch as it was subject to cer-
tain infirmities consequent on the sin of our first parents. Among
these were the mortality and passibility of the body. He was,
however, entirely free from such infirmities as were incompatible
with His dignity and with the end of the Redemption.

1. Holy Scripture makes frequent mention of Christ’s
capacity for suffering. According to the prophet, He is the
man of sorrows ; wounded for our iniquities and druised for
our sins (Is. liii. 4, 5). He Himself says: ‘“ My soul is sorrow-
Jful unto death” (Matt. xxvi. 38); and thus He shows that He
was oppressed with fear and sorrow at the thought of His ap-
proaching death (cf. Luke xxii, 43).

2. That Christ assumed a nature capable of suffering ie
perfectly consistent with the design of the Incarnation. |
() The reality of Christ’s human nature is shown beyond a
doubt by the sorrows and sufferings He endured. (3) The
atonement for mankind was the more appropriate by the fact
that Christ took upon Himself those very temporal ills which
man had incurred in punishment of his sin. (¢) The ex-
ample of Christ is at the same time a powerful incentive tous
to bear our sufferings with patience and fortitude.

129. In Christ there is but one person, and that the divine
person—the second person of the Blessed Trinity.

Nestorius. bishop of Constantinople (about A.D. 429), asserted that
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the Son of God dwelt in the boay of Christ only as in a temple, or
as God dwells in the just. Hence the union between the Son of God
and His human nature was a moral, not a physical one. Thus Christ,
though one in appearance, was really two persons— just as God and
the temple in which He dwells, or God and the just man, are not
one, but two. He insisted that Mary should not be called the
Mother of God, but only the Mother of Chuist. And, in fact, Mary
could not be the Mother of God if only a moral union existed be-
tween the Son of God and His humanity. For, as the just man is
not God from the fact that God dwells in him, neither would Christ
be God merely because the Son of God dwelt in Him and directed
His actions; and, consequently, Mary would have been only the
mother of the man Christ, not the mother of God.

The Catholic Church, on the contrary, has always taught that
Christ is not two persons, but one; that there are two natures in
Him, but not two persons; that there is in Him but one person, who
is God; that His human nature, which if it had existed alone and
for itself would have been also a human person, is not a person,
being assumed by the divine person; that the one divine person pos-
sesses not only the divine, but also the human nature as its own.

A person is a complete substance endowed with reason, existing
in itself, and, consequently, a responsible subject of its own actions.
Hience a man is a person, but his soul alone is not a person, not
being a complete substance (109). A rational substance is a person,
and master of its own actions, by the fact that it does not require to
be united with any other being for its completion, but is physically
independent in its existence and operations ; for it is this very inde-
pendence that makes it master of its own actions. This independ-
ence, as is evident, excludes only physical union with another being,
not moral union, influence, or obligation. Man is a person because
though in many ways dependent upon, and indebted to, other beings
he does not require union with another for his completion. That
mode of existence by which a rational being is a complete and sepa-
rate substance, or a person, is usually called personality, or subsis-
tence.

It is the person that acts, suffers, etc., but he acts, suffers, ete.,
by his nature. By the word nmature we understand the subdject of
the forces peculiar to a being, or those forces themselves taken col-
lectively. There are as many persons as there are acting rational
subjects. Since, therefore, there are in God three, possessing the one
divine nature, and acting as intelligent subjects, we must acknowl-
edge in God three persons (85). Since in Christ, on the contrary,
there is but one acting subject, though acting by two natures, we
must confess that in Him there is but one person.

1. Christ is one, i.e., one person, and that a divine person,
if all His actions, whether human or divine, are to be attrib-
uted to one subject, who is the Son of God. Now, such is
actually the case. “In this we have known the charity of
God, becanse He hath laid down His life for us” (John iii. 16).
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The evangelist here speaks of the Son of God, and says
that He died for us, though He suffered death, not in His di-
vine, but in His human nature. ‘I and the Father are one”
(John x. 30). Here Christ uscribes divine nature to Himself.
One and the same, i.c., one person, therefore, possesses both
the divine and the human nature, and acts through both.

2. The Son of God became man by taking human naturc
(125). But if only a moral union existed between Him and
His human nature we could not truly say that He was made
man, or that the Word was made flesh. For, it would cer-
tainly be improper to say that God becomes the temple
wherein He chooses to dwell, or that He becomes the just man
whom He sanctifies and directs by His grace. Between the
Son of God and His human nature there is, therefore, a
closer union than that maintained by Nestorius. There is a
union in virtue of which one person possesses a divine and a
human nature, and is at the same time God and man. If
there were two persons in Christ the Church could not truly
teach in the Apostles’ Creed that God the Son  was conceived
of the Holy Ghost, d0rn of the Virgin Mary,” etc. ; nor in the
Nicene Creed that for our sake “ He came down from heaven
and was made man.”

3. If Christ were not one person, and that a divine one,
He woull not be God. If He were only, as Nestorius taught,
the temple of God, not God would have died for us, but only
the man Clirist. But such an assumption would subvert the
doctrine of the Redemption and the whole scheme of salva-
tion, for only God could redeem us by an adequate satisfac-
tion (121).

4. The Council of Ephesus (Anath. c. 2) only defended the
ancient belief of the Church when it condemned the doctrine
of Nestorius, and taught “ that Christ was only one [person],
who was both God and man.” In like manner the Council of
Chalcedon (Act. v.) defines this unity to be a unity of person,
so that Christ “is not divided into two persons, but is one
and the same Son, the Only-begotten, God the Word, Our
Lord Jesus Christ.”
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130. The divine and human natures in Christ were not
blended together, but remained after their union unmixed, un-
confused, unchanged.

Eutyches, archimandrite of a monastery in Constantinople, in his
zeal against the heresy of Nestorius, who denied the unity of per-
son in Our Lord, went so far as to assert that in Christ there was
but one nature. He taught that before the Incarnation there were
two natures, the divine and the human, but that after the Incarna-
tion there was but one. Hence the heresy called after him Futy-
chianism was also designated Monophysitisin.

The Church, on the contrary, teaches that Christ’s hnmanityz
which never for a moment existed apart from His divinity, remained
unmixed and unchanged after its union with the Word. Neither
was Christ’s humanity absorbed by the divinity, as a drop of water is
absorbed in the ocean ; nor were they both blended in one, as two
kinds of liquor may be mixed in one vessel ; nor did they mutually
complete each other so as to form a third nature distinet from both,
as do the human soul and body, which form the complete nature of
man.

1. Christ, according to the teaching of Scripture and tradi-
tion, is true God and true man. But He can be true God
only in case His divine nature remainsintact; He is true man
only in case His humanity remains unchanged; for, since
every creature is denominated according to its nature, Christ
cannot be true God or true man unless His divinity and
humanity remained essentially and truly a divine and a
human nature respectively.

2. Christ, who was in the form of God, and equal to God,
took the form of a servant, and was made into the likeness of
men (Phil. ii. 6, 7). By form St. Paul here understands
Christ’s nature, which was divine on the one hand and
human on the other. He who by nature was equal to God
would have lost this equality unless His divine natare had
remained what it was; on the other hand, by taking human
nature He would not have been made into the likeness of
men unless that human nature after the union had remained
unchanged.

3. The Council of Chalcedon (Act. v.) declared against
Eutyches that ¢ the one and the same Christ, the only-begotten
Son and Lord, is to be confessed as subsisting in two natures,

without confusion, change, division, or separation; and that
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by this union the distinctness of the natures is not destroyed.”
This definition only summarizes the doctrine laid down in the
epistle of Leo the Great to the patriarch Flavian, which was
the universal teaching of the Church. With Pope Leo and
the Council of Chalcedon the Athanasian Creed confesses that
Christ is not two, but one, and that without mizture of sub-
stance (i.e., of the two natures), but by the unity of person.

4. A union of the divine and human natures in Christ, in
which the one or the other would not exist intact, is contrary
to acknowledged articles of faith. (a) If Christ’s humanity
were absorbed by His divinity He would not be true man,
nor would His divinity remain unchanged. (&) If both were
blended together, like two different liquids, the divinity would
be changed, and would lose its simplicity; the result of such
mixture would be neither a divine nor a human nature, con-
g quently, neither God nor man. (c) If the two natures comn-
pleted each other, like body and soul in man, the divine nature
would receive from the human such a complement as in us
the soul receives from the body; and thus Christ would be
neither God nor man, but a compound of both.

We read in the Athanasian Creed: ‘‘ As the rational soul and the
body are one man, s0 God and man are one Christ.”” The meaning is,
that as the actual result of the union of soul and body is one man
(or human nature), so the result of the union of God and man is one
person. It does not imply that the manner of the union is the same.
Ths result of the union of soul and body is one complete human
nature,; the result of the hypostatic union is not one nature, asboth
natures are complete, but one person.

The change caused by this union affected only the humanity of
Christ; the humanity did not gerfect the divinity, but vice versa.
According to an illustration used by St. Augustine (de doct. christ. 1
c. 13), as our internal word, or thought, is united to the external
word, or sound, without suffering any change, so in a similar way
the divine Word united Himself to our human nature without under-
going change or deterioration. Since this union is a personal onc,
it follows that the Second Person, not the first or the third, became

man; for since the Son as Son took our human nature, He did so as
distinct from the Father and from the Holy Ghost.

181. In Christ there were two distinct wills (a divine and
a human); likewise two distinct activities (a divine and a
human).
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As Eutyches acknowledged but one nature in Christ, so, in the be-
ginning of the seventh century, other heretics arose who asserted
that Christ had but one will, and that a divine will (Monothelitism);
that His human will was absorbed in the divine, as in the doctrine of
Eutyches His human nature was absorbed in the divine nature. The
authors of this heresy admitted in words the existence of two com.
plete natures in Christ, but denied that His human nature retained
its proper activity. They taught that in Christ the humanity was
inert; that the divinity acted on it as a musician on a lifeless instru-
ment. Therefore they concluded that He had only one will and one
activity, which were divine. The Church, on the contrary, always
taught that in Christ there were two wills, the divine and the human,
two activities, likewise divine and human, proceeding from these
two wills; while, it is true, the human will was always in perfect
harmony with the divine.

1. Holy Secripture distinctly teaches that in Christ there are
. two wills. “If it be possible, let this chalice pass from Me;
nevertheless, not as I will, but as Thou wilt ” (Matt. xxvi. 39).
Not the Auman will of Christ, but the divine will of the
Father,—which is also the divine will of the Son,—should be
done (87). ¢ Not My will, but Thy will be done” (Luke xxii.
42). Now, if there are two distinct acts of the will, a divine
and a human, in Christ, there are also in Him two distinct
principles of activity, or two wills.

2. Besides the divine nature, Christ also possessed an enfire
human nature, and was as man like unto us in all things
(125). But the will forms an essential part of an entire
human nature. Now, if the human will had been absorbed
by the divine, or if it were only a passive instrument, it would
be false to say that Christ here on earth possessed an entire
human nature, and was like unto us in all things, sin ex-
cepted.

3. The Sixth General Council (third of Constantinople), in
accordance wiith the dogmatic letter of Pope Agatho, defined
(Act. xvIIL) against the Monothelites that we are to acknowl-
edge in Christ two wills, corresponding to His two natures;
that these two wills are not opposed to each other, but that
the human is subject to the divine. Even before this council
the popes had repeatedly condemned Monothelitism, and had

especially shown how the heretics had sought to misinterpret

in their favor a certain letter of Pope Honorius,
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132. In consequence of the hypostatic union the human in-
tellect of Christ possessed a twofold supernatural knowledge ;
His will was incapable of sin ; His soul was adorned with the
fulness of grace.

Christ’s human nature, being the nature of a divine person, must
have possessed all the perfections of which human nature is capable,
and which are not opposed to the design of redemption. Impassi-
bility is of itself not incompatible with human nature, as may be
seen from the state of the glorified bodies; but Christ did not pos-
sess exemption from suffering in this life, because He wished to
redeem us by His passion.

1. Christ’s human tntellect, according to the teaching of
divines, possessed, besides the natural knowledge gained and
augmented by experience, two kinds of supernatural knowl-
edge: the wvision of God face to face, and knowledge directly
infused by God. For since Christ, even as man, surpassed
every other creature in dignity, and was the head of mankind
and even of the blessed angels, He cannot be conceived as
deprived either of the beatific vision which the latter enjoy,
or of that knowledge which has often been granted to the
saints, and was bestowed particularly on our first father,
Adam (110).

2. Christ’s human will was not only actually sinless, but
notwithstanding its freedom incapabdle of sin. Power to sin
is not a perfection, but an imperfection, of the will, as is mani-
fest in the case of God Himself, who is free, though inca-
pable of sin (82). As all Christ’s actions must be ascribed
to the one divine person,—since it is the person that-acts by
means of its nature,—if Christ’s human will were capable of
sin it might be truly said that God could sin, which is evi-
dently blasphemous. That Christ was incapable of sin has
been declared by the Council of Chalcedon and other synods.

For the same reasons the human nature of Christ was not subject
to concupiscence, or what theologians call the fomes peccati (fuel of
sin); for to say that God is subject to inordinate passions is also
blasphemous. Moreover, Christ was exempt from original sin, which
in us is the source of immoderate desires, or concupiscence. The
onposite doctrine, defended by Theodore of Mopsuestia, was con-
demned by the Fifth Ecumenical Council (can. 12).

3. Christ’s human nature was sanctified not ouly by its
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union with His divine person, but also by sanctifying grace,
and that in all its fulness, as was befitting the nature assumed
by the Son of God and elevated above all created beings. « In
Him it hath well pleased the Father that all fulness should
dwell” (Col. i. 19). It was, moreover, adorned with all graces
and gifts (Is. xi. 2-5). We must, however, except those virtues
which imply an imperfection, or which are incompatible with
the beatific vision. Thus Christ could not possess the virtue
of penance, nor that of faith,

Though Christ possessed the fulness of all graces and virtues from
the beginning, yet ¢ He advanced in age and wisdom and grace
before God and man” (Luke ii. 52). Hence a 7real growth took
place in Him in this sense that He performed those works suited to
each period of His life, and thus gave evidence of real external
progress.

133. Owing to the mutual communion of the attributes of
both natures in the one divine person (communicatio idio-
matum), Christ also as man is the true Son of God, and like-
wise as man claims supreme adoration.

I. As the one divine person subsists in two natures, («)
both natures and their attributes may be predicated of the
one person. We may rightly say: The Son is God, is man, is
immortal, and mortal. (5) Of the one nature we may predicaie
the other nature and its attributes, if the nature and its attri-
butes are conceived, not in the abstract as distinct from the
person, but in the concrete as united to the person. We may
gay: God is man ; a manis God; God is mortal; this man is
almighty. The words God and man denote the person as well
as the nature; they indirectly denote the nature, i.e., that in
virtue of which the person in question is God or man; directly
they denote the person, i.e., the possessor of the nature im-
plied. But the person is indicated only indefinitely, i.e., not
as the first, or the second, or the third person, and thus it
may be interpreted to signify the second person as in the in-
stances just mentioned. It is in this sense that St. Paul says:
“ The author of life you killed” (Acts iii. 15); and St. John:
‘¢ By this we have known the charity of God, because He has
given His life for us” (1 John iii. 16). In both casesa human
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attribute is predicated of the nafure of God conceived and
expressed in the concrete. Hence the Church rightly sings :
“Quu te creavit, parvulum lactente nutris ubere.”

But if the nature is conceived in the abstract, i.e., distinct from
the person, an interchange of attributes is inadmissible. It is,
therefore, wrong to say: The godhead (i.e., divine nature) is
man, suffered, died ; or manhood (i.e., human nature) is God, is
almighty, etc. For, since the divine person has assumed human
nature, not changed it into the divinity, it is false to say that divine
nature became man or that the human nature is identical with the
divine, The human nature of Christ remained finite, though assumed
by the Son of God as His own. Hence the axiom admitted by theo-
logians : T'here is in Christ @ commmunion or interchange of divine
and human attributes, but only with a reference to His ﬂm, not
in reference to the natures as such (in concreto, non in racto).

1I. From this community of attributes of the two natures
in Christ follow other important truths.

1. Christ as man is not, as was asserted by certain heretics
in Spain during the eighth century, the adopted, but the {rue
Son of God. Adoption can take place only in the case of a
person, and of one who is no¢ already a true son. Now, in
the first place, the human nature of Christ is not a person,
and, consequently, could not be adopted; and, secondly, the
Son of God in His human nature conld not be adopted ; since
by assuming the nature of man He did not cease to be the true
Son of God. His human nature, it is true, did not confer on
Him the divine sonship, but neither did it deprive Him of its
inherent rights. Therefore St. Paul says: ¢ God did not
spare even His own Son, but delivered Him up for us all”
(Rom. viii. 32). A4s man He was delivered up to death; and
as man He is called God’s own Son.

2. We owe the same adoration to the humanity of Christ
a8 to His divinity. The human nature of Christ is just as
much an object of divine worship as is His divine nature;
but the reason of this divine worship is His divine nature.
We adore the human nature of Christ not precisely for its own
sake, inasmuch as it is human, but on account of the divin-
ity, inasmuch as it is the nature of a divine person. If we wich
to honor the virtue or wisdom of any one we honor not only
his soul, which is the seat of virtue and wisdom ; we honor
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the whole man—all that is comprised in the person we
wish to honor. In like manner, we adore not only the
divinity of Christ, but Christ alfogetier—all that the divine
person of Christ comprises, consequently, His htmanity.
Such is the adoration implied in the words: “ When H-
bringeth in the first begotten into the world e sa'th

And let all the angels of God adore Him> (Heb. i. 6), ‘it

Son of God appeared as man, in a visible form, and a.+ ssice.
He is tobeadored. Hence the Fifth General Council (can. v.\
declares : “ If any one does not with one and the same adois-
tion adore God the Word Incarnate and His flesh, according
to the tradition of Holy Church; let him be anathema.”

Since the Sacred Heart of Jesus as part of His human body is
hypostatically united with the divine person, it is evident that it
deserves the same adoration as His humanity taken collectively. The
same may be said of other parts of Christ’s human body. But rea-
sons may be advanced to show why the Sacred Heart ought to be
specially adored and honored. Christ Himself, in fact, points to His
Heart as to the seat of those virtues and sentiments which we ought
to imitate : ‘‘ Learn of Me; for I am meek and humble of heart”
(Matt. xi. 28). Consciousness teaches that the sentiments of the
soul are, in some way, manifested in the heart, or, at least, exert an
influence upon it. Besides, according to the usage of languages,
also of the language of Scripture, the heart is considered the emblem
of love. The Sacred Heart of Jesus is, therefore, the symbol of His
love to us (cf. 2 Cor. vii. 8). Pius VI. (A.D. 1794), in the constitution
Auctorem fidet (pp. 62, 63), vigorously defended the devotion to the
Sacred Heart against the assaults of the Jansenist synod of Pistoia.

134, The Blessed Virgin Mary is truly the Mether of God;
and as such she was preserved from original sin.

I. Mary, the Mother of Jesus, is truly the Mother of God.
For, since He who was born of her is God, she must, con-
sequently, be the Mother of God. The divine person who
took flesh and was born of her had two natures, a divine and
a human nature, and was both God and man. Now, as it is
true that God suffered, and died, although He was capable of
suffering only in His human nature, it is equally true that
God was born of the Virgin Mary, although He took only His
human natare from her. Only in the supposition of Nesto-
rius, that in Christ there werz two persons, could it be asserted
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that the Blessed Virgin wus not the Mother of God, but the
mother of the man Christ only. Hence it was that the fathers -
of the Council of Ephesus (Anath. can. 1.) condemned, first of
all, the doctrine of Nestorius that Mary was not the Mother
of God, and thereby condemned the heresy that there were two
persons in Christ.

II. Another singular prerogative of the Blessed Virgin
connected with the dignity of her divine motherhood is her
Immaculate Conception: viz., in the first instant of her con-
ception, by a special privilege, in view of the merits of Jesus
Christ, her Son, ske was preserved from all stain of original sin.

1. Although this dogma is not clearly and distinctly ex-
pressed in Scripture, yet it is sufficiently indicated in the
words: “I will put enmities between thee and the woman, and
thy seed and her seed ; she [or he] shall crush thy head, and
thou shalt lie in wait for her heel ” (Gen. iii. 15). As by the
seed of the woman we are to understand Christ (122), so by
the woman herself we are to understand the Virgin Mary, not
Eve; for to Eve, who had sinned and become the enemy of God,
oniy punishment is threatened. But Scripture here speaks
of & woman who, like her son, is to be at enmity with Satan ;
who, through her son, is to vanquish the serpent. According
to the promise of God, enmity is to exist between Satan and
the woman (Mary); but this would not be the case if she, like
the other descendants of Adam, were infected with original sin,
which makes man the enemy of God and the slave of Satan.
The enmity which is to exist between the seed of the woman
(Christ) and that of the serpent is also to exist between the
woman and the serpent. But that enmity was complete and
victorious on the part of Christ; consequently, the enmity
between the woman and the serpent was also complete and
_ victorious on the part of the woman. Now, this would not be

the case if Mary had been even for a moment under the sway
of Satan and the curse of original sin.

The fathers of the Church speak of Mary as the {mmaculate and
absolutely stainless (S. Ephrem. or. ad sanct. Dei genit.) virgin,
who had never been tainted by the venomous breath of the serpent
(Origen [ ] hom, iii. in divers. loc.). They wish her to be excevted
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as often as there is question of sin (S. Aug. de nat. et grat. c. 36).
They plainly assert that she was adorned with original grace, as we
were tainted with original sin (S. Max. Taur. hom. v. de nat. Dom.).
She is called simply the ¢mmaculate in the most ancient liturgies of
the East. St. Paschasius Rhadbertus (died 865) distinctly pronounces
her free from original sin (de partu virg. 1.). In the same sense St.
Thomas is to be understood when he says that the purity of the
Mother of God is the greatest possible after the purity of God Him-
self, since she was free from o~iginal as well as actual sin (1. Dist.
xliv. q. i. a. 8, ad 8).

2. It was certainly befitting that God the Father, who had
prepared Paradise as an abode of delight for our first parents,
should have prepared a suitable dwelling-place for His Son;
that God the Son, who condescended to free mankind from
the slavery of Satan, should preserve His own Mother from
the power of the enemy—that He who sanctified St. John,
His forerunner, in his mother’s womb, should grant to His own
Mother a still higher grace, proportioned to her dignity ; and
that God the Holy Ghost should not suffer His spouse, whost
heart was His chosen abode, to be for a moment defiled by
sin.
3. After the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception of the
Mother of God had gained in the course of the preceding
centuries universal belief among the faithful, Pius IX. re-
moved every remaining doubt by its solemn definition (Deec
8, 1854).

II1. THE WORK OF THE REDEMPTION,

185. Christ restored the order of salvation by His death on
the cross, thus offering Himself as a ransom for mankind.

1. Christ restored man to supernatural life by His death on
the cross.

1. He came to resfore the order of salvation which had been
destroyed by original sin (111), to bring back mankind Zo ¢the
way of salvation. The very name of the Son of God made
man implies this object. ¢ She [Mary] shall bring forth a
son, and thou shalt call His name Jesus,; for He shall save
His people from their sins” (Matt. i. 21). The name Christ,
or Messias (the anointed), signifies the sanctification of Christ’s
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bumanity by the divine nature; but the name Jesus
(Saviour) indicates His office and the work which He was to
accomplish. Christ Himself declares His mission in the
words: “The Son of man is come to save that which is lost”
(Matt. xviii. 11). He was to renew all things, since God had
resolved ¢‘to re-establish all things in Christ that are in
heaven and on earth” (Eph. i. 10). According to this, even
the angels in heaven are to enter into a new and closer rela-
tion with man restored to the way of salvation. The Nicene
Creed expresses this truth in the words: “ Who for us men,
and for our salvation, came down from heaven.”

2. Although this restoration might have been effected by
any act performed by Christ, yet it was to be accomplished
precisely by His death as the consummation of His passion,
the satisfaction imposed by the divine justice. In numerous
passages of Scripture our redemption is attributed to the
passion and death of Christ. “He hath loved us and washed
us from our sins by His blood ” (Apoc. i. 15). ‘ He humbled
Himself and became obedient unto death, even unto the death
of the cross” (Phil. ii. 8). ¢‘[He] bore our sins in His body
upon the tree, that we being dead to sins should live to justice;
by whose stripes you were healed ” (1 Pet. ii. 24).

The descent of Christ into hell, His resurrection and ascension,
were in intimate relation with the work of redemption, which was
actually accomplished by His death. The Son of God, whose body,
still united with His divinity, lay buried in the tomb, was pleased in
union with His soul to descend into Limbus, the prison of the just,
to announce to them their deliverance, and make them partakers of
the beatific vision (S. Thom. 111. q. 52, a. 5), and at the same time to
manifest His glory even in hell. The resurrection of Christ was
to be the cause of our future resurrection and the model of the
Zlorious resurrection of the just (8. Thom. 1L q. 56, a. 1), It was
the cause of the resurrection of all, inasmuch as Christ, the new
Adam, brought life to all, as the first Adam had brought death upon
us. St. Paul expresses this relation of the resurrection of Christ to
our resurrection in the following words : ‘‘ If there be no resurrec-
tion of the dead, then Christ is not risen again” (1 Cor. xv. 13).
The ascension of Christ is also in a certain sense the cause of our sal-
vation, since Christ ascended into heaven to prepare a place for us
(John xiv. 2) ; for where Christ, the head, is there also we, the
members, should be. He prays for us, inasmuch as His human
nature, in which He suffered for us, is a standing oblation in the
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sight of His Father. Thus He daily pours down His gifts and
graces upon us (S. Thom. 1. q. 57, a. 6).

II. Christ offered Himself as a ransom for us.

By a ransom we understand a price offered for the deliverance of
a captive; or, in a wider sense, any satisfaction made for another.
By His death Christ offered Himself as a ransom to His Father, since
He made satisfaction for the offence committed against Him, thus
to restore the primitive relation between God and man.

1. Scripture in diverse ways teaches that Christ offered
Himself to His Father as a ransom in satisfaction for our
sins. (@) It expressly calls His death, and His blood, a 7ansom.
“He gave Himself a redemption [ransom] for all” (1 Tim.
ii. 6). “ You are bought with a great price” (1 Cor. vi. 20).
“You were not redeemed with corruptible things, as gold or
silver, but with the precious blood of Christ as of a lamb un-
spotted and undefiled ” (1 Pet. xviii. 19). () It teaches
that Christ, as our representative, has satisfied God’s justicein
our slead. It was of Christ that the prophet said: ¢ The
Lord hath laid on Him the iniquity of us all” (Is. xliii. 6).
Hence the words of St. Peter, ¢“[He] bore our sins in His
body upon the tree” (1 Pet. ii. 24). (c) It teaches that
Christ ‘“ hath delivered Himself for us an oblation and a sac-
rifice unto God ” (Eph. v. 3). But it belongs to the essence
of a sacrifice that the victim, whicb is innocent, takes the
place of the guilty for whom it is offered. All this clearly
demonstrates that Christ offered Himself as a ransom for us.

2. This teaching of Scripture is confirmed by the fact that
in the sacrifice of Christ all the conditions necessary for an
adequate satisfaction were strictly fulfilled. (a) The repara-
tion must be made by the ofender to the offended party.
Christ was the offender in a moral, though not in the physical,
sense of the word; for, as the new Adam He had taken our
sins upon Himself. He made reparation to the Father and
to the Holy Ghost, as two persons distinct from Himself, and
to Himself (i.e., to the Second Person considered in His
divinity) as morally distinct from the same divine person
considered as incarnate; as, for instance, a person who is
a citizen of one community may discharge duties towards
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himself as the magistrate of another community. (5) The
satisfaction must be equal fo the offence. 'The works of Christ
possessed an infinite value, because they were performed by a
person of infinite dignity. (¢) In an adequate satisfaction
what is offered in reparation must no¢ be otherwise due. The
atonement of Christ was not otherwise due; He Himself had
no sin to atone for. (d) The satisfaction must be voluntary;
but it was of His own free will that Christ died for us. ¢ He
was sacrificed because it was His own will” (Is. liii. 7). A
precept imposed on Him by His Father would in no way take
away His liberty; nor would it prevent Him from praying to
His Father to remove the bitter cup from Him (Matt. xxvi.
53). (¢) What is offered in reparation must be such that it
can not be rejected. Although God could at the outset
refuse to accept satisfaction and abandon mankind to their
ruin, yet He could not do so after decreeing that His Son
should become the new head or representative of the human
race and should take the guilt of all upon Himself.

Since every one of Christ’s actions possessed an infinite value, any
one of them would have sufficed for our redemption. But Christ
wished to suffer and die in order to manifest His love for us, on the
one hand, and the malice of sin, on the other. He suffered also to
give us an example of heroic virtue. The redemption, however,
does not consist in the example of Christ, as was maintained by the
Pelagians of the fifth century and by the Socinians of the sixteenth.
Holy Scripture clearly distinguishes between the redemption of man
and the ¢mitation of Christ (1 Cor. vi. 20).

136. Christ gave Himself as a ransom for all men.

1. Holy Scripture expressly says in more than one place that
Christ died for all. “[He] gave Himself a redemption for
all” (1 Tim. ii. 6). ‘“There is one God, and one mediator
of God and man, the man Jesus Christ, who gave Himself a
redemption for all” (1 Tim. ii. 5, 6). Therefore, as God is
the God of all, so Christ is the mediator of all (cf. 2 Cor.
v. 14; Rom. viii. 32).

2. The Council of Trent (Sess. VI. c. 2, 3) declares against
Calvin, who asserted that although the merit of Christ’s
death on the cross was sufficient for all yet He did not offer
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it for all, that ¢ the heavenly Father, the Father of mercies,
sent Christ, His Son, to men, that all might become His
adopted children. . . . Yet, although He died for ail, all do
not receive the benefits of His death, but oniy those who
become partakers of the merits of His passion.” The follow-
ing proposition of Jansenius has been condemned by the
Church: “It is a Semi-Pelagian error to assert that Christ suf-
fered death, or shed His blood, for ¢/l men.” This proposi-
tion, in the sense that Christ died for the salvation of th
predestined only, was condemned as impious and herctical.

137. Christ, by the ransom of His blood, (1) satisfied the
divine justice, (2) delivered us from sin and eternal damnation,
and (3) purchased for us the supernatural goods lost by cin,

1. Christ made satisfaction to God’s offended justice. Sat-
isfaction is made by offering a reparation proportioned to a
given offence (118). This Christ did by His obedience in
submitting to the death of the cross; for if the disobedience
of Adam was an infinite offence on account of the dignity of
the person offended, the obedience of Christ was also an in-
finite homage on account of the divinity of Him who offered
it.” And however numerous the actual sins of men were,—
for Christ offered Himself for the sins of the whole world (1
John ii. 2),—the glory to God resulting from the obedience of
Christ was still greater; for every action of Christ was of
infinite value. The sacrifice of the cross was especially suited
to appease the just anger of God; for the end of every sacri-
fice, inasmuch as it is the destruction of a victim, is to satisfy
che claims of divine justice and express our recognition of
God’s supreme right (S. Thom. 111. q. 49, a. 4).

2. Christ redeemed us from sin, and from eternal damna-
tion, the punishment of sin: ¢ [He] hath loved us, and washed
us _from our sins in His own blood ” (Apoc. i. 5). ¢‘[He] Him-
self dore our sins in His body upon the tree” (1 Pet. ii. 24).
By the obedience of the second Adam unto the death of the
cross, by the oblation of Himself as a sacrifice in our stead, by
the sufferings undergone by Him, mankind offered humble
submission to God, appeased His wrath, and repaired the dis-
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order of sin. With sin He also removed the consequent
bondage of Satan, to which man was subjected, as well as the
eternal punishment due to sin. “[Christ blotted] out the hand-
writing of the decree that was against us, which was contrary
to us. He hath taken the same out of the way, fastening it
to the cross” (Col. ii. 14).

The other consequences of original sin—death, and sufferings,
its attendants and forerunners—remained, because Christ, whom we
should resemble as our head, for wise reasons (128) was pleased to
take a body subject to sufferings. The resurrection will relieve the
just from the bane of death. Then will also take place that renewal
of external nature of which St. Paul speaks: ‘‘ The creature itself
shall be delivered from the servitude of corruption into the hberty
of the glory of the children of God” (Rom. viii. 2).

3. Christ recovered for mankind those supernatural goods
which had been lost by sin: sanctifying grace, the adoption
as children of God, and the consequent right to supernatural
happiness, together with actual graces. “For as by the diso-
bedience of one man many were made sinners, so also by the
obedience of one man many shall be made just” (Rom. v. 19).
What the Apostle here says of Christ’s obedience is also true
of His oblation on the cross. Sacrifice as a solemn act of rec-
ognition of the divine majesty has in the highest degree the
power of conciliating for the priest or the person in whose behalf
it is offered the favor of God, and of securing for him God’s
benefits. ¢ Christ hath delivered Himself for us, an oblation
and a sacrifice to God for an odor of sweetness” (Eph. v. 2).

Christ was, in the strict sense of the word, capable of merit from
the first moment to the last of His mortal life, since all the condi-
tions necessary for merit were realized in Him. He was a woy
Jarer on this earth. He was free; for He freely laid down His life,
and He could obey the natural law from different free motives,
though He could pot break it owing to His inability to sin. Thus
He could exercise His free will. Christ merited for Himself those
gifts which, though due to His humanity because of the hypostatic
union, He did not possess from the beginning because they were
mcompatlble with the design of the Incarnation. Thus He merited,
in the first place, the glory of' His body: ‘‘ Ought not Christ to have
suffered these things, and so to enter into His glory ?” (Luke xxiv.
26.) He merited His own exaltation : ¢ He humbled Himself,
for which cause God hath exalted Him, and hath given Him a name
which, is above all names, that in the name of Jesus every kncee
should bow” (Phil. ii. 8-10).
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138. Christ was invested with, and duchwged, the three.
fold office of prophet, priest, and king.

1. Christ was & prophet. As such He interpreted to us the
will of the heavenly Father, disclosed to us truths concern-
ing God and things divine, established a new law (24), and
revealed future events.

2. Christ was a priest; and as a priest He offered Himself as
3 victim for us on the cross. For, though He was physically
put to death by others, yet He morally sacrificed Himself by
freely laying dewn His life; and thus He was both priest and
victim. “Thou art a priest forever according to the order of
Melchisedech” (Ps. cix. 4). St. Paul (Heb. ix.) describes the
priesthood of Christ. As Hedistinguished Himself asa prophet
above all other prophets, so also as a priest He surpassed all
other priests. Being without sin, He had no need to offer
sacrifice for Himself. His sacrifice—i.e., Himself—is of in-
finite value. His priesthood is perpetual ; and the sacrifice
which was offered in & bloody manner on the cross He daily
renews by the hands of His ministers in an unbloody manner
on our altars. As a priest He is the mediafor between God
and men.,

3. Christ was king. “He hath on His garment and on
His thigh [i.e., on His whole person] written: ¢King of
kings and Lord of lords’” (Apoc. xix. 16). He could truly
say of Himself: ¢¢ All power is given to Me in heaven and on
earth ” (Matt. xxviii. 18). It is not by the power of the
sword, however, but by that of the Spirit, that He is to rule
and to establish His kingdom. This is what is meant by the
words: “ My kingdom is not of this world ” (John xviii. 36).
It was in virtue of His royal power that He founded the
Church of which He made St. Peter the head. To His
kingly power refer the words of the Creed: ¢ Sitteth at the
right hand of God, the Father Almighty.”” The place at the
right hand signifies extraordinary honor and corresponding
majesty, power, and goodness. As God He possesses the same
power and majesty as His Father; as man He has a greater
ghare in all divine attributes than any other created being.
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SECTION I1.
THE PraAN oF SALVATION AS REALIZED IN INDIVIDUALS.

139. The plan of salvation is realized by the actual applica-
tion of the fruits of the Redemption to individuals,

Although Christ died for all, yet all do not reap the benefit of His
death ; but only those who make themselves partakers of the merits
of His passion (Trid. Sess. vI. ¢. 8). The passion of Christ is a life-
giving remedy ; but as a medicine, though efficacious in itself, profits
only those who actually apply it, so also' the saving remedy of
Christ’s passion and death. God, who procured the means of salva-
tion for one and all, requires our own co-operation. The merits and
satisfactions of Jesus Christ, on the one hand, are communicated or
applied to us by God ; but, on the other hand, they must be applied
or appropriated by ourselves.

I. The fruits of the Redemption—the merits and satisfac-
tions of Jesus Christ—are not merely ¢mputed to us exter-
nally; they must be internally communicated, and made our
own.

1. Christ by the Redemption became our new spiritual
kead (Rom. v. 18), as Adam was our natural head and was
destined to become our spiritual head (111). But Adam
was our natural head by the fact that the natural goods
conferred on him were to become the possession of his chil-
dren individually; and he was likewise to become our spiritual
father by actually transmitting original justice, with all its
accompanying gifts, to his children individually. Therefore
Christ also, as our spiritual head, was to confer those blessings
on us individually, as something belonging to us personally. .

2. By His death on the cross Christ not only made satisfac-
tion to God’s justice and atoned for our sins, but also restored
to us sanctifying grace and the right of inheritance of the
children of God (137). But these spiritual gifts were an
inherent quality of the soul, which rendered it the supernat-
wal image of God (110). Therefore, the fruits of Christ’
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death on the cross must likewise be real spiritual gifts, in-
herent in the soul, and raising it to a supernatural state; but
this can be the case only in the supposition that these gifts
are really communicated to us as our own.

By the communication of the fruits of Christ’s passion a renewal
and regeneration of man takes place. ‘ Unless a man be born again
of water and the Holy Ghost he cannot enter into the kingdom of
God” (John iii. 5). This regeneration is attributed to the Holy
Ghost ; for the communication of gifts and graces is the peculiar
function of the third person, who proceeds through the will or
mutual love of the other two persons, and is, therefore, the divine
love and the bond between the Father and the Son (80).

II. Although the beginning and finishing of our justifica-
tion is from God, yet in the case of adults co-operation is
necessary. By our own actions, inspired and executed by
divine grace, we must appropriafe to ourselves the merits of
Christ crucified.

1. To this co-operation God exhorts us with the words:
“Tarn ye to Me, and I will turn to you” (Zach. i. 3). Again,
by the words “ Convert us, O Lord, to Thee, and we shall be
converted ” (Lament, v. 21), we are reminded of our own in-
ability and the efficacy of God’s assistance. Our participa-
tion in the merits of Christ is, therefore, the effect at the
same time of divine and human action (Trid. Sess. vI. c. 5).

2. Holy Scripture in numerous passages points to the ne-
cessity of our own co-operation in order to reap the fruits of
the Redemption. Now it urges the unecessity of faith, now
the use of the means of grace instituted by Christ, now the
observance of the commandments. Hence the charge given
by Christ to His apostles to Zeach all nations, baptizing them,
and teaching them to observe all things whatsoever He had
commanded (Matt. xxviii. 19, 20).

3. For the rest, it is but meef that man, endowed as he is
with free-will, should by its use attain to his end, that is, to
the full possession of the fruits of the Redemption. There-
fore St. Augustine (Serm. 169 [ed. Maur.], ¢. 11. n. 13) says:
¢ He who created thee without thy doing does not justify
thee without thy doing. He made thee without thy knowl
edge, but He will justify thee only by thy own will.”
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CHAPTER L
GRACE.

140, Grace is a supernatural aid or gift, and may be either
actual or habitual.

1. By grace, in the strict sense of the word, is understood
a spiritnal, supernatural aid or gift granted to us by God
through the merits of Christ for our eternal salvation.

Grace (gratia), in the widest sense, means either God’s benevolence
(Luke i. 30) or any gif? freely bestowed by God. The gifts bestowed
upon us by God’s pure bounty are either natural or supernatural.
By natural gifts we mean those that are given us with human nature
itself, or which result from our own natural activity, or which are in
some way due to nature (cf. 109). Supernatural, on the other hand,
are those gifts which neither form part of human nature, nor resulf
from it, nor are in any way due to it (110). Such is particularly ou1
future happiness, consisting as it does in the contemplation of God
face to face, and all that actually disposes and enables us to attain
to that end (7). Such supernatural gifts we commonly call grace in
che strict sense of the word. Supernaturai gifts are either external
or tnternal. The gospel, the miracles, and the example of Christ are
external graces. The divine influence which moves our souls, pre-
paring them for the attainment of supernatural happiness—the
supernatural enlightenment of the mind and inspiration of the will,
with all other gifts bestowed on us by God for our supernatural end
—are tnternal graces. These internal helps or gifts are graces in a
stricier sense of the word. Internal gifts may be conferred on man
either for his own salvation or for that of others. Thus the inspira-
tion of the will to do good and avoid evil is given for our salvation ;
the gift of miracles, prophecy, etc., is conferred for the benefit of
others. The former kind is called gratia gratum faciens, because it
renders the possessor pleasing to God ; the latter, gratia gratis data,
i.e., gratuitously given. Only those graces which make us pleasing
to God are called graces in the strictest sense. In our present failen
state grace is given us in view of the merits of Christ, since by His
death He has reconciled us with God, and purchased for us the
means of salvation,

2. Grace thus taken in its strictest sense is divided into
actual or transient grace (also called helping grace) and kabit-
ual or sanctifying grace (also called the grace of justification).
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a. Actual grace consists in the supernatural enlightenment
of the understanding and inspiration of the will, to shun what
is evil, and to will and to do what is good. It is called actual
because it is not permanent or inherent, but a transient divine
influence upon the soul.

Actual grace is called preventing (praeveniens), helping (adju-
sans), or consequent (perficiens), according as it arouses or solicits
our natural faculties to do good or avoid evil, or aids the will in its
free resolve, or, finally, strengthens it in the execution of its good
purpose. '

Habitual or sanctifying grace is an inward gift communi-
cuted by God to the soul, in virtue of which man is made ho'y

and pleasing to God, a child of God, an heir of heaven.

Sanctifying grace, being an abiding quality, is called a gift (do-
num) in the strict sense of the word. This applies for similar reasons
to all supernatural qualities or habits. Actual grace, on the other
hand, consisting in a transient act, not in a permanent quality, is
called a help (auzilium,).

I. Actuar Gr. CE.

141. Grace is necessary to everything that is profitatle for
our eternal salvatfon,

Pelagius and his followers in the fifth century denied not only the
state of original justice and the existence of original sin, but also the
necessity of grace. They asserted, at first, that man’s natural strength
was sufficient to enable him to observe all the commandments of God,
to overcome all temptations, and to gain everlasting life. At a later
stage of the controversy they accepted the word grace, but only in
the meaning of free will. Still further pressed, they substituted for
free will the teaching of the gospel and the example of Christ,
which are supernatural, indeed, but only external graces. Finally,
they admitted the necessity of the enlightenment of the mind, but
not of the inspiration of the will, still maintaining that this enlighten-
ment, which, for the rest, could be obtained by natural good works,
was not necessary to enable a man simply to do good, but only
to enable him to do it more easily. The Catholic Church, on the
other hand, teaches that a supernatural and inward grace, n-
fluencing both the understanding and the will, is absolutely neces
sary for the performance of all works profitable for salvation.
We call profitable for salvation, or salufary, anything in any way
conducing to salvation, though it be not, like good works performed
in the state of sanctifying grace, in itself meritorious of eternal life.

1. According to the teaching of Holy Scriptnre, we are not
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of ourselves capable of {hinking, willing, or accomplishing
anything profitable for salvation, but only by & divine and
supernatural influence. St. Paul declares that we are not
“ gufficient to ¢hink anything of ourselves, as of ourselves;
but our sufficiency is from God” (2 Cor. iii. 5). Again: “It
is God who worketh in you both to will and to accomplish,
according to His good will” (Phil, ii. 13). ¢ Without Me you
can do nothing ” (John xv. 5). In these passages is asserted,
not only a great difficulty, but the utter impossidility of our
doing anything of ourselves that is profitable for salvation
(cf. Eph. ii. 10; John vi. 14; xv. 4, 5).

2. The Church’s conviction of the necessity of grace is
manifest from the stealthy manner in which Pelagius sought
to introduce his innovation—his efforts to deceive the pastors
of the Church by ambiguous words and the perversion of the
meaning of orthodox expressions—by the firmness with which
the fathers, especially St. Jerome and St. Augustine, opposed
his doctrine ; and, finally, by the Church’s explicit definitions
against Pelagianism (Araus. II. can. 7; cf. Trid. Sess. VI
cap. 2, 3).

3. The necessity ot grace for all that is conducive to sal-
vation follows from the very nature of eternal salvation. Our
eternal salvation is supernatural, i.e., of a higher order (110).
Consequently, the means by which we are to attain to it must
be supernatural, and belong to the same order, for the means
must be proportionate to the end. We can no more attain to
eternal life by purely natural means than we can hear with
our ears or see with our eyes or understand with our external
senses.

An external and accidental cause of the necessity of grace is the
weakness of our natural powers resulting from original sin. Even
in the state of pure nature we should require at least a special nat-
ural aid tc overcome the difficulties of observing the natural law.
Much more do we need a special assistance in our present state, as
the difficulties connected with the supernatural order are still greater.
But in the present order this aid must be a supernatural one, be-
cause it is a means to a supernatural end. As in our fallen state
this supernatural grace heals our languid nature from the wounds
of original sin, it is called in contradistinction to original justice
remedial grace (gratia medicinalis).
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142. Grace is also necessary for the good will to believe
and for the first desire of salvation.

In the course of the Pelagian controversy there arose in southern
Gaul a numerous sect which, unlike the Pelagians, admitted the
state of original justice as well as the fallen state, and the neces-
ity of grace for salutary works, but maintained that the beginning
of salvation is the result, not of grace, but of free will ; that man ‘n
virtue of his own free will arouses within himself the good will to be
lieve and the first desire of salvation, and thus infallibly obtains the
first preventing grace. Thus the will prevents grace, and not grace
the will. The followers of this doctrine were known as Sem?
Pelagians, because they adopted only part of the Pelagian heresy
The Catholic Church, on the other hand, teaches that grace is not
only necessary for faith, but also for the good will, or readiness, i0
believe, and for the first desire of salvation.

1. According to the teaching of St. Paul (2 Cor. iii. 5), we
are not of ourselves sufficient even to have a salutary thought
—a thought that is in any way profitable for our salvation.
But a thought is less than a good will or desire; for it is less
closely connected with the work of our salvation. If, there-
fore, a thought, which only precedes and leads the way to
faith, must come from God, how much more the will or de-
sire to be saved. If the beginning of salvation came from
ourselves, so that God had to await our good pleasure in
order to confer His grace upon us, St. Paul could not say:
“Who hath first given to Him [God], and recompense shall
be made to him?” (Rom. xi. 35.) Grace would no longer be
gratuitous, and would not be purely the work of God’s good-
ness; it would cease to be grace, that is, a free gift of God.
If the beginning of salvation were the work of man’s free will
and not of preventing grace, the Apostle could not say: ¢ Whe
distinguisheth thee? Or what hast thou that thou hast not
received ?” (1 Cor. iv. 7.) Predestination to grace and sl-
vation in that case would be the work not of God, but of man.

2. Semi-Pelagianism as well as Pelagianism was rejected as
a heresy by the futlers, especially by St. Augustine. The de-
crees formulated against it by the Second Council of Orange
(cf. can. 5), after being confirmed by Pope Boniface 1I,
were accepted by the whole Church.

3. The desire of salvation and the readiness to believe.
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which lead to faith and conversion, are the first steps towards
justification, the foundation of the supernatural structure,
and, therefore, a means towards the attainment of eternal
salvation. But such they can be only in the supposition that
they are supernatural acts; for the means must be propor-
tioned to the end; nor can they be supernatural without grace.

We can, therefore, neither merit nor in any way obtain grace b,
our own natural resources. The first grace is always unmerited, an
is altogether a free gift of God’s goodness; for ‘‘if by grace, it is
not now by works; otherwise grace is no more " (Rom. xi. 6).
Neither can we by merely natural works positively dispose ourselves,
i.e., make ourselves worthy of the first grace ; for there is no sro-
portion between what i3 natural and what is supernatural ; nor does
God await man’s will, but He prevents it by His grace (Araus. I1.
coan. 4). Man can, however, negatively dispose himself, i.e., abstain
from sin, which would make him not only less worthy, but also less
susceptible of God’s grace ; though no sin, however grievous, forms
an absolute obstacle to grace. God gives sufficient grace to all, even
to unbelievers. Therefore the generally received principle, ¢ That
God does not refuse His grace to those who do what lies in their
power,” must be understood to mean, that God does not refuse
Jurther graces to those who, to the best of their ability, co-operate
with the graces given them.

143. The necessity of grace extends also to the observance
of the natural moral order.

Pelagius, having denied the existence of original sin and its conse-
quences, was forced to the conclusion that man in his present state,
by his own natural power, is equally capable of knowing the natural
truths of religion and morality, of observing the natural law, and
of overcoming grievous temptations as our first parents were. We
do not here speak of supernatural truths, or of an observance of
the natural law or a victory over temptations which would be effec-
tual for eternal salvation; for from what we have already said (141)
it follows that grace is absolutely necessary to that effect. We mean
natural truths (3), an observance of the natural law and a victory
over temptations based solely on natural motives. This necessity
of grace results not from total depravity, but from moral weakness
in man ; therefore the necessity of grace for the observance of the
natural law is not absolute, but only moral (6).

1. Man left to himself, without grace, without the aid of
revelation or some equivalent, could nof without error know
the substance of the truths of natural religion. (a) That
man of his own nature, as at present constituted, is incapable
of obtaining a sufficient knowledge of the essential truths of
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religion we have already shown (8) to be the result of experi-
ence. How much less capable, then, is he of kunowing the
entire system of religious truths without error? (8) We can
more easily understand this incapacity, or invincible diffi-
culty, from what has been said (114) of the darkness of man’s
understanding resulting from original sin. (¢) Hence Scrip-
ture says: ¢ The thoughts of mortal men are fearful, and ou:
counsels uncertain, For the corruptible body is a load upon
the soul, and the earthly habitation presseth down the mind”
(Wis. ix. 14, 15). '

Man can, however, by his own natural faculties, without the as-
sistance of grace, arrive at the knowledge of the existence of God,
and of some other religious truths. Nay, he cannot completely elude
all knowledge of God and of the principles of morality (73).

2. Without the aid of grace it is impossible for man to 0d-
serve the entire code of the natural law for any considerable
length of time. Man left to himself will, at some moment -
or other, transgress the moral law, because of the difficulties
connected with its observance. His transgression will be
voluntary, and therefore sinful, because at that parficular
moment it was not impossible for him to observe the law, and
because God, moreover, was ready to supply by His assist-
ance what was wanting to him. (¢) What the Apostle says of
fimself applies to all men. ‘I see another law in my mem-
bers fighting against the law of my mind, and capfivating me
in the law of sin, that is in my members. Unhappy man that
T am, who shall deliver me from the body of this death ? 7%s
grace of God by Jesus Christ Our Lord ” (Rom. vii. 23-25).
It is not in himself, therefore, but in God’s grace that St.
. Paul possessed power to observe the law of the mind, the moral
law. () If, on the one hand, we consider the difficulty of
observing the whole law, and, on the other hand, the insta-
bility of man’s will resulting from original sin, we may easily
perceive that man cannot o. his own strength constantly ful-
fil all his moral duties, but that he will sooner or later viol:te
them in some point or other. (c) The fathers characterize
as an error irreconcilable with the Catholic faith the assertion
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of Pelagius that without grace man can fulfil the entire law
(cf. S. Aug. de haeres. c. 88).

As original sin has not altogether destroyed man’s free will and
effaced from his soul the natural likeness of God, he is not of him-
self, without the assistance of grace, unfit to fulfil his natural
duties, so long as they involve no great difficulty. Hence St. Paul
says that even the heathens ‘‘ do by nature those things that are of
the law” (Rom. ii. 14). It is, therefore, false to assert with Baius
that *¢all works performed by unbelievers are sinful, and the
virtues of the philosophers are vices,” or that ‘‘he who admits the
existence of a naturally good work, i.e., a work proceeding from
merely natural faculties, is guilty of Pelagianism” (prop. dam. 25, 87).

3. Without the aid of grace man is unable from a morally
good motive to overcome strong temptations. e may be able
to resist the allurements of one passion by motives derived
from another—for instance, lust by the motives of ambition
or avarice—but without the assistance of grace motives
founded on morality or a sense of duty are not sufficiently
strong to secure him against violent temptations. For, («)
in consequence of original sin his intellect is too much ob-
scured, especially in regard to supragensible truths, and his
will too weak efficaciously to struggle after that which is be-
yond the realm of sense. (b) Hence St. Paul (Rom. vii. 25)
hoped from grace alone to obtain strength sufficient-to over-
come his evil inclinations. (¢) The koly fathers are wont to
infer this necessity of grace from Christ’s precept to watch
and pray, that we may not enter into temptation (cf. S. Aug
de bono vid. c. 17).

As man can of his own strength discharge the easier moral dutivs,
so he can also of himself overcome the lesser temptations ; for every
difficulty which deters us from doing our duty is.a temptation to
evil, and therefore the possibility of fulfilling easier duties implies
the possibility of overcoming lighter temptations.

144. The assistance of grace is necessary also for the just
(1) to perform supernatural works, (2) to observe the moral
law and overcome grievous temptations; while (3) final per-
severance requires a special grace, and (4) the preservation
from all venial sins is an extraordinary privilege.

I. The just man needs the help of grace for the perform.
ance of supernaturnal works. whether this aid is habitual, con-
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sisting in sanctifying grace itself with the accompanying
virtues, or, what is more probable, actual grace distinct from
the grace of just.fication.

1. “ As the branch cannot bear fruit of itself, unless it
abide in the vine, so neither can you unless you abide in Me.
« oo Without Me you can do nothing” (John xv. 4, 5).
These words were addressed to the disciples, who are presumed
to possess the grace of justification, and, consequently, they
cannot refer to sanctifying grace; therefore actual grace is
necessary also for the just.

2. The Council of Trent (Sess. V1. can. 22) says that “as the
head infuses strength into the members, and the vine into the
branches, so Christ constantly infuses strength into the just,
which always precedes, attends, and follows their good works,
and without which they in nowise could please God.”

3. Though the just man possesses in sanctifying grace the
power tc perform supernaturally good works, yet this power
must be aroused and sustained ; and this is done by means of
actual grace.

II. The just, moreover, need acfual grace to enable them
to observe the entire moral law, and to overcome strong temp
tations. TFor the reasons advanced above (143) are of a gen-
eral nature, and may be applied also to the case in question.
He who is in the state of grace is still weak ; for sanctifying
grace does not remove the difficulties arising from our depraved
nature.

II1. Even the just man needs a special grace to persevere in
good to the end.

Those are called ordinary graces which are given to all the just in
virtue of sanctifying grace. The grace or series of graces constitut-
ing final perseverance is not necessarily connected with sanctifying
grace, and is, consequently, itself an extraordinary grace.

1. St. Panl attributes perseverance in good to the same
cause as the beginning of salvation: “ He who hath begun a
good work in you will perfect it unto the day of Jesus Christ”
(Phil. i. 6). But the beginning is from God; therefore also
the consummation.
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2. The Second Council of Orange (can. 10) teaches against
the Semi-Pelagians, who attributed perseverance to man’s free
will, that “ the regenerate and holy must aiso implore the help
of God in order to be able to attain to a happy end or perse-
vere in good.” The Council of Trent (Sess. VI. can. 22) con-
demns the assertion that the just man can without a special
assistance of God (sine speciali auzilio) persevere in justice,
or that with such assistance he is unable to persevere.

IV. The just require a very special privilege, exceptionally
granted to very few, in order to avoid, not only mortal, but
also venial sins during the whole or even a considerable part
of life.

1. “In many things we all offend” (James iii. 2). Here
the apostle speaks generally, and addresses himself directly te
the early Christians, who are to be presumed in the state of
grace.

2. The fathers and the councils of the Church defend this
doctrine as a Cathclic truth against the Pelagians; and they
expressly teach that, owing to the depravity of human nature,
without God’s special providence and protection man is unable
to guard agumst all transgressions (cf. S. Aug. de civ. Dei,
XIX. ¢. 27). True, if man sins he does so voluntarily; but
certain it is that, owing to his weakness and to the difficulty
of perfectly fulfilling all his duties, he will fall sooner or later.

3. The Council of Trent (Sess. VI. can. 23), in accordance
with Scripture and tradition, condemns those who maintain
that  the just man can, during his whole life, without a spe-
cial divine privilege (speciali Dei privilegio), avoid all, even
venial sins, as the Church believes concerning the Blessed
Virgin.” :

145. God gives sufficient grace to all men—also to sinners
and infidels.

1. God gives sufficient grace Zo all the just to fulfil their
duties and to overcome temptations. () *“The eyes of the
Lord are upon the just, and His ears unto their prayers”
(L Pet. iii. 12). This particular care of God for the just entitles
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us to conclude that He will give them all graces requisite for
their salvation, at least if they ask for them. St. Paul, ad-
dressing the first Christians, whom we may reasonably presnme
a8 just, says: “ Wherefore he that thinketh himself to stand,
let him take heed lest he fall. . . . God is faithful, who will
not suffer you to be tempted above that which you are able,
but will make also with temptation issue, that you may be
able to bear it >’ (1 Cor. x. 11-13). God, therefore, being faith-
ful, gives to the just grace either immediately sufficient for
the fulfilment of all their duties and for the victory over all
their temptations, or at least mediafely sufficient, i.e., the
grace of prayer, by means of which they may obtain further
graces. () The Council of Trent (Sess. VI. can. 18; cf. c. 14)
condemns the reformers who asserted that ¢“it is impossible
even for the just and those living in the state of grace to keep
all of God’s commandments.” Innocent X. condemned as
heretical the following proposition of Jansenius: “Some of
the commandments of God are impossible to observe for the
just, considering their present powers, despite all their good
will and efforts; the grace by which they may be fulfilled is
also wanting.” (c) Is it conceivable that God, who is full of
goodness towards all, would refuse the just, who are His
friends and children, the means necessary for observing His
commandments and saving their souls?

2. God gives also to those who are in the state of sin suffi-
cient grace to keep the commandments, consequently, to avoid
further sin, and %o be converted to God. (a) The sinner, as
we must conclude from the many warnings addressed to him
in Scripture, is bound to keep the commandments, and to
avoid sin. But such an obligation cannot exist without the
grace sufficient for its fulfilment, since man’s natural strength
is insufficient. The repeated exhortations to penance, more-
over, suppose that conversion is possible; but without grace
it would be impossible. Therefore the apostle says: ¢ The
Lord dealeth patiently for your sake, not willing that any
should perish, but that all should return to penance ” (2 Pet.
iiil. 9). (b) Again, if God had not promised His grace to all
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without exception, the Council of Trent (Sess. V1. c. 14) could
not teach without restriction ‘‘ that those who have lost the
grace of justification once acquired may again be justified.”
Therefore God never so abandons the sinner as to withdraw
His grace entirely from him.

Though God has promised the superrnatural means of conversion
to all sinners, yet He has not assured them of the continuance of
those matural conditions without which grace cannot be effectual.
Thus He has not promised them the free use of their mental facul-
ties to the end of their lives.

3. God gives even to infidels sufficient grace to enable them
to believe and to save their souls. (@) The refusal to accept the
teaching of the Gospel, contrary to the words of Christ (John
xvi. 18, 19), would be no sin if those to whom it was preached
did not receive grace sufficient to believe. (8) Faith is nc
less necessary for salvation than the keeping of the command-
ments (148); therefore it must be equally possible. But it is
not possible without sufficient grace to believe. We have, in
fact, the testimony of Scripture (Wis. xii.) that the heathen
tribes of Canaan particularly experienced the influence of
grace. Hence the doctrine that pagans, Jews, heretics, and
the like, receive no influence from Jesus Christ has been con-
demned by Alexander VIII.

The heathen, who is in total ignorance of revelation, but spurns
the inspirations of God, sins, of course, by resisting God’s grace.
But his unbelief as such is not a sin, as he does not know that it is a
conscquence of his disregard of the divine inspirations. The first
solicitations of grace are not a revelation, nor the light of faith; they
are only a supernatural inspiration, whereby God would dispose the
soul of the unbeliever, and bring it to the faith.

146. Grace can be rendered ineficacious by man’s free will,

Jansenius, a native of Laerdam, in Holland (born A.p. 1535),
taught that in our present fallen state internal grace can never ic
resisted ; that, consequently, every grace is efficacious, i.e., attains its
end ; and that a grace which is merely sufficient—with which onc
can co-operate, but does not—is never given. According to Jan-
senius grace is a pure spiritual delectation, opposed to the impure
earthly concupiscence of the heart. Grace and concupiscence are to
each other as the two scales of a balance. If the spiritual appetite
is the stronger it outweighs the carthly, and man’s will follows it:
if the sensual appetite is the stronger it conquers the spiritual, and
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man’s will follows concupiscence. In short, if grace preponderates
so that man can co-operate with it he will actually co-operate; if,
on the other hand, he follows his sensual appetite it is because grace
weighs so little in the balance that his will cannot co-operate. This
doctrine, which revived the errors already condemned by the Council
of Trent, was justly declared heretical by the Holy See (145).

1. That man may resist grace and withhold his co-opera-
tion; that there is, consequently, grace which is barely suffi-
cient, but inefficacious through our own fault,—may be con-
cluded from the words of Our Lord: ¢ Jerusalem, Jerusalem,
thou that killest the prophets and stonest them that are sent
unto thee, how often would I have gathered together thy chil-
dren as the hen doth gather her chickens under her wings, and
thow wouldst not” (Matt. xxiii. 37). The judgments of God
were, therefore, executed on Jerusalem because it spurned the
graces offered it (cf. Matt. xi. 21; Acts vii. 51).

2. If, as we have seen (145), sufficient grace is given, at
lea:t to all the just, to keep the commandments and to over-
come temptations; and if, on the other hand, even the just
yield to temptation and relapse into sin,—it is manifest that
there are graces which are sufficient, but ineffectual throngh
man’s own fault.

3. St. Augustine, from whom Jansenius pretended to have
taken his doctrine, is in perfect harmony with the belicf of
the Church, for he teaches that it depends upon man’s free
will to consent to the solicitation of grace, or to withhold his
consent and render it ineffectual (de spir. et lit. c. 34).

147 The efficacy of grace does not impair the freedom of
the human will.

As grace consists in the enlightenment of the understanding and
the inspiration of the will, every grace is efficacious in the sense
that it is productive of some activity. The first motions of grace,
however, are involuntary, and not in man’s power. Not until he is
conscious of them can he by the action of his free will ¢o-operate
with them or resist them. We call those graces strictly efficacious
with which man freely co-operates, which have the effect intended by
God. That there are efficacious graces, which obtain their end, is
as certain as it is that there are supernaturally good actions; for
every supernatural action is the effect of an efficacious grace. ‘It
is God who worketh in you both to will and to accomplish” (Phil.
ii. 18). The so-called reformers of the sixteenth century denied the
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freedom of the human will under the influence of grace ; and in this
error Jansenius substantially concurred. The freedom of the human
will, however, under the influence of grace is manifest both from
Scripture and tradition.

1. Scripture thus characterizes the just man: ‘“He that
could have transgressed, and hath not transgressed, and could
do evil things, and hath not done them” (Ecclus. xxxi. 10).
He who from a supernatural love of virtue abstains from sin
follows the inspiration of grace. But he follows the inspira-
tion of grace woluntarily, since he could do the contrary.
And if it were not fully in our power to do good and shun
evil, why should Scripture repeatedly exhort us to do so?

2. St. Augustine, to whom the adversaries of the Catholic
doctrine on the efficacy of grace generally appeal, always main-
tained the freedom of the human will, and defended it ex
professo in one of his works (de gratia et lib. arbit.). The
Council of Trent (Sess. vI. can. 4) defined the Catholic doc-
trine against the innovators of the sixteenth century.

That God could direct man’s will as He pleases without impairing
its freedom, though we may not understand how, is manifest. For,
being the almighty and absolute ruler of the universe, He can direct
every creature according to tts nature; consequently the will of man
in accordance with its freedom. God’s wisdom and power would
not be infinite if man’s malice could frustrate all His graces under
all circumstances, and thus thwart His intent. Hence St. Augustine
(ad Simplic. 1. q. 2, n. 18), explaining this difficulty, appeals to
God’s omniscience, which foresees with what graces and under what

eircumstances man's free will would co-operate, so that He can give
that grace with which He foresees that man would freely co-operate.

II. HABITUAL OR SANCTIFYING GRACE.

148. By sanctifying grace internal justification and regen-
eration, together with the divine virtues of faith, hope, and
sharity, and the Holy Ghost Himself, the author of grace, are
vommunicated to the soul.

By sanctifying grace (140) we are justifled, i.e., from being unjust,
or sinners, we are made just, children of God, and heirs of heaven.
Sanctifying grace, being a gift inwardly communicated to the soul,
renews or regenerates us. Justification is not merely, as the re-
formers would have it, forgiveness of sins or the mere reputation of
Christ’s merits as ours. By the merits of Jesus Christ, it is true,
we are justified (137), and the forgiveness of sins is an essential
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part of justification ; but justification itself is the gift of sanctifying
grace, imparting spiritual life to the soul, adorning it with super-
natural beauty, and thus destroying death and sin, which disfigured
the soul. It is, as the Council of Trent (Sess. VI. cap. 7) teaches, ‘‘ not
only the remission of sins, but also the sanctification and regenera-
tion of the inward man by the voluntary acceptance of God’s grace
and gifts.” :

1. Justification conferred by sanctifying grace is an inlernal,
inherent gift. For (a) it is contrasted with the sin in-
herited from our first parents. “ As by the disobedience of
one man many were made sinners, so also by the obedience of
one many shall be made just” (Rom. v. 19). But the sin in-
herited from our first parents, which is the spiritual death of
the soul, is something internal and inherent in each (113).
Consequently, the justification obtained by Christ, by which
we ure born anew to a supernatural life, is an internal quality
inherent in the soul of each individual. () By justification
we are born again (John iii. 5, 6). Now, as natural genera-
tion bestows natural gifts, so supernatural regeneration con-
fers supernatural gifts, and is, therefore, not a mere outward
imputation of the merits of Christ. This regeneration and
internal renewal by sanctifying grace is described by the
Apostle in the words: “ He saved us by the laver of regenera-
tion and renovation of the Holy Ghost, whom He hath poured
forth upon us abundantly through Jesus Christ our Saviour;
that being justified by His grace we may be heirs, according
to hope, of life everlasting” (Tit. iii. 5-7; cf. Rom. v. 17).
(¢) The Council of Trent (Sess. VI. can. 11; cf. c. 7) defended
tke notion of justification, based on Scripture and tradition,
declaring that justification did not consist, as the innovators
pretended, simply in the imputation of the justice of Jesus
Christ to us, or merely in the remission of sins, without that
grace or charity which is diffused in our hearts by the Holy
Ghost, and that the grace by which we are justified is not
merely the favor of God.

As justification is a spiritual renewal and regeneration, it follows
that sin is really destroyed by it, and not, as the reformers nain-

tained, merely covered, or no longer imputed, according to the words,
¢‘The blood of Jesus Christ cleanseth us from all sin” (1 John i. T,
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and again: *You are washed, you are sanctified, you are justified”
(1 Cor. vi. 11; cf, Trid. Sess. v. can. 5).

2. In justification through sanctifying grace we receive, not
only forgiveness of sins, but also the virtues of faith, hope, and
charity, i.e., the supernatural habit or fitness of elic.ting
the acts of these divine virtues. As by generation according
to the flesh we receive, not only life itself, but also our facul!
ties, 80 also in supernatural regeneration we receive, besidc:
the spiritual life itself, also supernatural faculties for the
more perfect exercise of the supernatural functions. Thus
only can sanctifying grace, or the principle of supernatural
life, act in a congeniul munner, when it hus certain permanent
faculties. Before these virtues are infused into his soul man
can and must elicit certain supernatural acts—for instanrce, of
faith; but ench acts are elicited by aid of actual grace.

3. The Holy Ghost is the immediate author of sanctifying
mace, and as such He Himself is communicated to the soul
in justification. ¢ The charity of God is poured forth in our
hearts by the Holy Ghost, who is given to us” (Rom. v. 5).
¢ Know you not that you are the tempies of God and that tne
Holy Ghost dwelleth in you?” (1 Cor. ii. 4.) In virtue of
justification God dwells within us in a special way so that it
He were not already in us by His omnipresence He would
in virtue of justification be present in us as the dispenser of
grace. The numerous passages of Scripture in which a real
union of the Holy Ghost with the souls of the just and tk»
participation of the divine nature are spoken of are inter-
preted by the fathers not in a figurative, but in a literal sense.

The union of the Holy Ghost with the soul is different from the
substantial union of body and soul in man, since the Holy Ghost
and the soul of the just do not form one substance, as do body and
soul in man. It differs also from the Aypostatic union of the eternal
Word with human nature in Christ ; for the Holy Ghost does not
receive the sanctified soul into one person with Himself, but man
sanctified by the presence of the Holy Ghost remains as before an
independent person ; nor does the Holy Ghost become man. The
relation of the Holy Ghost to the soul of the just is rather that of
an indweller to his dwelling-place. Hence the fathers objected
against Nestorius (129) that the union he maintained between the
eternal Word and the humanity of Christ vas the same as that ex
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isting between the Holy Ghost agg the souls of the just. Therefore,
while Christ as man is the ¢{rue Son of God, because He is one and
the same divine person as the Son, the just man is only the amigpted
son of God.

149, Man, obedient to the inspirations of preventing grace,
must by diverse acts dispose himself for sanctifying grace.
- 1. Like every other supernatural work (141, 142), the
justification of the sinner in particular proceeds from pre-
venting grace; but the sinner must prepare himself for sancti-
fying grace by co-operating with actual grace. (a) If our
own co-operation is necessary in order to have any part in the
fruits of the Redemption in general, this is most especially the
case in regard to justification, which is the communication of
the merits of Christ. (b) It was to this preparation that St.
Peter exhorted his hearers when, on the day of Pentecost,
after first leading them to the faith he further called upon
them to do penance and to be baptized for the remission of
their sins, that they might receive the gift of the Holy Ghost
(Acts ii. 38). (c) The Council of Trent (Sess. VI can. 4),
aguinst the innovators of the sixteenth century, who denied to
man all activity in the work of his salvation, declared in
reference to this point: ‘‘ If any one assert that man’s free
will, moved and aroused by God, by its obedience to the
divine inspiration and vocation does nothing towards pre-
paring itself for the grace of justification, but that, like an
inanimate thing, it remains entirely inactive ; let him be
anathema.” ,

Those works which with the help of grace are performed before
justification are, it is true, not meritorious for eternal life, as we
shall show in the sequel (152, 153); but they are supernaturally
good and salutary, and not, as the reformers asserted, sinful. As
soon as faith proposes to the sinner his supernatural end he can
with the help of grace act from supernatural motives ; and hence
his actions are swpernaturally good. They are at the same time
salutary, since they prepare him for justification, and thus actually
conduce to salvation, to supernatural happiness.

2. The sinner prepares himself for justification by various
nels.

. Faith is the first essontial, being the ¢ beginning of
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saivation, the foundation and root of justification” (Trid.
Se:8. VL. ¢. 6).  For ‘“he that cometh to God must believe
that He is, and is a rewarder to them that seek Him » (Heb.
xi. 6). We must gain our end by our own free action; but we
cannot do so unless we know our end; and this knowledge
we obtain by faith (7). We must, therefore, first of all be-
lieve ““what God has revealed and promised, in particular
that the sinner is justified by God through His grace, and by
the redemption which is in Christ Jesus” (Trid. Sess. vI.
c. 6). . As soon as we know that God has spoken the obliga-
tion arises to believe in general all that God has revealed in
particular, and the divine promises, and the possibility of sal-
vation through Jesus Christ. Thus we must dispose our-
selves for further progress on the way of salvation.

The Council of Trent, in accordance with the teaching of St. Paul,
condemned the assertion that the faith necessary for justification con-
sists only in confidence in God’s mercy. And how is it possible to hope
in God without the pre-existence of faith? In like manner, the coun-
c¢il condemned the following assertions: that to obtain forgiveness
it is necessary for the sinner fo believe firmly that his sins are for-
given him (Sess. VI. can. 12, 18); that the sinner is justified because
he firmnly believes that he is justified; that no one is really justified
unless he believes that he is justified (ib. can. 14). And, in fact,
since faith must precede justification, it is impossible defore justifica-
tion fo believe that one is actually justified. Moreover, though
Scripture generally exhorts us to trust in God, it does not therefore
require that every one firmly believe, even before having done pen-
ance, that he is individually justified. Such faith would rather

- hinder than help the sinner to seek pardon of God.

b. Faith alone 18 not a sufficient preparation. Holy Serip-
ture requires other acts. ‘Be penitent, therefore, and be
converted that your sins may be blotted out” (Acts iii. 19).
A man despite his faith may be a sinner; but sinners « will
not possess the kingdom of God” (1 Cor. vi. 10). The doc-
vwrine that man is justified by faith only has therefore been
justly condemned by the Council of Trent (ib. can. 9).

Fuith in God a8 the all-fust judge with the help of grace gives
rise to a salutary fear of His just punishments, and a horror of sin;
thence results the hope of obtaining salvation, which draws the sinncr
to God, his last end. It was the constant effort of the prophets and
of Our Saviour Himself (Matt. xi. 28; xxiii. 27) to arouse in the
sinner sentiments of fear and hope. Hope iuspires love; for. how
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could the consideration of eternal happiness, the greatest of all
benefits, fail to elicit from the sinner a love for its bountiful author
and source? Then follows repentance, or sorrow and detestation of
sin—that evil which is the source of eternal ruin, deprives man of
his last end, and offends God. All this arouses in the sinner the
desire of reconciliation with God by baptism, or the other means of
grace, and the purpose to begin a new life and to keep God’s com-
mandments (Trid. ib. e. 6). )

Although revelation teaches, and we are bound to believe, that in
the sacraments of baptism and penance God forgives the sins of
those who have duly prepared themselves, yet no one without a
special divine revelation can know for certain that he has thus duly
prepared himself; and therefore no one can know with the certainty
of faith that he has received the grace of justification, though in
many cases one may presume it with confident hope. ‘I am
not conscious to myself of any thing; yet am I not hereby jus-
tified ; for He that judgeth me is the Lord” (1 Cor. iv. 4). The
assurance given us by Scripture that we are the sons of God (Rom.
viii. 17) is only conditional; and therefore the Council of Trent
(ib. can. 15; cf. c. 9) condemned the assertion that the regen-
erate can, or must, believe with the certitude of faith that they are
justified.

Every one receives in justification sanctifying grace ‘¢ in that meas-
ure which the Holy Ghost wishes to bestow on him and in propor-
tion to his disposition and co-operation” (Trid. ib. ¢. 7). The measwre
of the essential effects of the sacraments—e.g., the grace and love con-
ferred in baptism—is determined by the disposition and co-operation
of the recipient; for although the sacraments produce their effects
of their own intrinsic power (ex opere operato), yet these effects
are proportioned to the disposition of the recipient; as the effect of
fire, for instance, is proportioned to the state of the combustible
matter. The accidental effects sometimes attached to the sacraments
—e.g., the gift of tongues, which was sometimes received in baptism
—are altogether dependent on the liberality of the Holy Ghost.

150. Sanctifying grace can be lost, and is actually lost by
every grievous sin.

1. That sanctifying grace may be lost is evident from those
passages of Scripture which exhort the just to fear the eternal
death of the soul (Matt. x. 28), or to take heed lest they fall
(1 Cor. x. 12). In like manner, those passages which put
before us the example of those who from being friends of God
became His enemies by grievous sin. The doctrine of Calvin
—that he who has been once justified can never lose the grace
of God—is, therefore, contrary to Holy Writ, and was justly
condemned by the Council of Trent (Sess. V1. can. 23).

2. Sanctifying grace s actually lost, not by heresy alone, as
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Luther taught, but by every grievous sin (Trid. ib. can. 26).
For the Apostle excludes from the kingdom of heaven (1 Cor.
vi. 9) not only unbelievers, but also “adulterers, thieves, ex-
tortioners,” etc. And why should heresy alone deprive man
of the friendship of God, since every grievous transgression of
the commandments is equally opposed to. the infinite sanctity
of God as unbelief is against His infinite truthfulness.

The loss of sanctifying grace does not always entail loss of faithy
and the faith that remains after grace is lost is still true faith,
although it is not enlivened by charity (Trid. ib. can. 28). For,
although every grievous sin is contrary to charity, yet not every
grievous sin is contrary to faith; but only unbelief. We have,
therefore, no reason to assume that with charity faith likewise per-
ishes. In fact, St. Paul speaks of a faith strong enough to remove
mountains, yet without charity (1 Cor. xiii. 2).

For the same reason theologians teach that sanctifying grace is
not diminished or weakened in any degree by venial sins. For,
sanctifying grace or any degree of it gives us the pledge of eternal
salvation. Now, venial sins, though they bring upon us temporal
punishment, do not deprive us of eternal salvation, nor of any portion
of it, since every degree of salvation is salvation itself, as every degree
of sanctifying grace is sanctifying grace itself. Therefore venial sin,
not depriving us of salvation itself, does not deprive us of that grace
which is the pledge of salvation. Venial sins, however, mar the
effects of sanctifying grace. For they make us less capable of avoid-
ing mortal sin, of obeying God’'s inspirations, and of doing good
works. They even tndirectly prepare the way for the loss of grace:
for they deprive us of the more abundant actual graces which secure
us against grievous sin; and they beget evil habits, which by degrees
lead to mortal sin.

151. Sanctifying grace is preserved and increased by good
works.

Against the heretics of the sixteenth century, who represented
good works as only the fruits and signs of righteousness without any
intrinsic value, the Council of Trent (ib. can. 24) declared: *‘ If any
one assert that justice once received is not preserved and increased
in the sight of God by good works, but that good works are only the
fruits and signs of justification already obtained, and not the cause
of its increase ; let him be anathema.” The council acknowledges
that good works are also the fruits and sigrs of sanctifying grace.
And justly so; for ‘“‘every good tree bringeth forth good fruit”
(Matt. vii. 17). But good works, according to the council, at the
same time preserve and increase inward sanctity.

1. By good works sanctifying grace is preserved. By good
works we mean both the internal and external exercise of the
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virtues of faith, hope, and charity, or the proper fulfilment of
God’s commandments and counsels. Now, it is certain that
the just man while practising these works endeavors to avoid
sin and its occasions; and, since he acts according to the will
of God, he receives abundant actual graces, which protect
him from mortal gin; and thus he preserves sanctifying grace,
which can be destroyed only by sin.

2. By good works sanctifying grace i3 increased. Whether
this increase is only a pure gift of God’s goodness, or may be
regarded at the same time as a recompense, will be discussed
later on (168). If sanctifying grace is given in greater abun-
dance to those who with the help of actual grace dispose them-
gelves to receive it (149), why should not the measure of grace
be increased in the just who seek to progress in virtue ? Why
should not the talent he has received, and of which he makes
good use, be multiplied, since Christ Himself teaches that
“to every one who hath shall be given, and he shall abound ”’ ?
(Matt. xxv. 29.) If good works did not increase sanctifying
grace there would be no meaning 1n the words, « He that is
just let- him be justified still; and he that is holy let him be
sanctified still” (Apoc. xxii. 11).

152. Good works are under certain conditions truly meri-
torious.

Meritorious is that work which, being performed in the service or
in behalf of another, owing to its intrinsic value, is worthy of a re-
ward. Merit differs from satisfaction. The latter implies atone-
ment for an offence; it differs from ¢mpetration,; for in impetration
it is not the intrinsic value of the work, but the humble disposition
of the petitioner, that comes into consideration. Prayer, however,
considered as a good work is also meritovious.

We distinguish two kinds of merit with God—merit strictly so-
called (de condigno), which rests upon the worth of the action, and
merit in a wider sense (de congruo), which is not grounded on jus-
tice, but on a certain fitness. Merit in the strict sense exists when
the value of the action is in some way equal to the reward due to it
at least in virtue of God’s promise; if such equality does not exist
there can be merit only in the wider sense. Merit in the strict sense
can never go without its reward; while the reward due to merit in
the wider sense is infallible only when God has promised it.

1. The good works of the just are strictly meritorious. (a)
Scripture promises to the just a reward, a reward proportioned
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to the work done, & crown. “Be glad and rejoive; 1ii youi
reward is great in heaven” (Matt. v. 11). ¢‘ Every man shall
receive his own reward according to his own labor” (1 Cor.
iii. 8). ¢“As to the rest, there is laid up for me a erown of
justice which the Lord, the just judge, will render to me in
that day ” (2 Tim. iv. 8). That which is promised simply as
v reward, and which is given in virtue of God’s justice, implies
merit properly so-called; for that only demands a reward
which is strictly meritorious. (b) The Church in its councils
proposes the same doctrine. Thus it says in the Second
Council of Orange (can. 18): “ A reward ts due to good
works, whan performed; but grace, which is not due, must
precede in order that such works may be performed.” Again,
the Council of Trent (Sess. V1. can. 32) declares: ¢ If any one
assert that the just man does not #ruly merif an increase o1
grace and eternal life, and, if he dies in the state of grace,
the possession of eternal life, by the good works which he has
performed through the grsze of God and the merits of Jesus
Christ, whose living member he is; let him be anathema.”
True merit is merit strictly so-called, and, therefore, presup-
poses some sort of equality between the value of the action
and its reward.

Not without reason does the council call attention to the fact that
the just man performs meritorious works through the merits of Jesus
Christ, ‘‘ whosc living member he is.” For it is by this union that
our works acquire a value in some way equal to eternal salvation.
Good works are our works, inasmuch as we perform them; but they
are at the same time the works of Christ, inasmuch as by grace
we are the members of Christ and partake of His infinite merits.
We are the branches, Christ is the vine; we are enlivened by His
divine life, and thus enabled to perform those divine works which
are peculiar to Him. ‘

When 8t. Paul says that ‘‘the sufferings of this time are not
worthy to be compared to the glory to come, that shall be revealed in
us ” (Rom. viii. 18), he regards the intensity and duration of the suf-
ferings, not their supernatural value. The just are to esteem them-
selves unprofitable servants (Luke xvii. 10), not because their good
works are not meritorious, but because it is God's grace alone that
enables them to will and to perform good works.

2. In order that a good work may be meritorious certain

conditions are requireds
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a. On the part of God—the promise of a reward is necessary
For a strictly meritorious work is one which produces the strict
right to a reward and a corresponding obligation. But God,
the sovereign Lord of all things, cannot have an obligation
towards .1is creatures unless in virtuc of a free promise (82).

b. On the part of the doer—in order to be capable of merit
ae must still be a wayfarer, ie., in thc state of probatior
here on earth. For after this life “the night cometh wher
no man can work” (John ix. 4). Besides, he must be in
the stafe of sanctifying grace; for this alone makes him a
member of Christ, an ‘adopted son of God, and thus gives
his works a value in some way proportioned to an infinite
reward.

¢. On the part of the work—it is necessary that it should be
free (i.e., exempt from external force or internal necessity).
¢ [The just man] could do evil things, and hath not done
them; therefors are his goods established in the Lord”
{Ecclue. xxxi. 10, 11). Moreover, it must be, in its object,
‘n it8 end, and in its circumstances, morally good; for only
what ig pleasing to God is deserving of & reward. Finally,
it must be supernatural, i.e., proceed from grace and from
a supernatural motive; for only the supernatural can claim
supernatural reward.

As often as all these conditions exist good works are meritorious in
the strict sense (de condigno). If any one of these conditions is
wanting merit may yet exist, but only in a wider sense (de congruo).
Hence it follows that the good works of the sinner are profitable.
For, although they neither simply merit nor increase habitual grace
and the right to glory, yet the sinner may hope that in consideration
of his good works he may from the goodness of God obtain the grace
of conversion.

Merit is greater or less according to the perfection of the work
in itself, in its end, and in its circumstances, and according to the
degree of sanctifying grace possessed by the person who performs
the good work, and the actual disposition of the will with which it
is performed. The difficulty of the work also increases its merit.
inasmuch as it requires greater zeal and fortitude in the performer
Facility, however, arising from the perfection or virtue of the acting
subject does not lessen the merit of his actions, but rather increases
't. since it perfects the actions themselves.
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158. The chief object of merit is eternal salvation and the
increase of sanctifying grace.

1. That salvation can be merited we know from Scripture,
which describes it asa reward proportioned to our works. “Be
glad and rejoice, for your reward is very great in heaven”
(Matt. v. 12). ¢ Every man shall receive his own reward ac-
sording to his own labor” (1 Cor. iii. 8; cf. 152). It is true,
however, that salvation is at the same time a free gif¢ of God’s
goodness, as well as an inkeritance. It is a gift inasmuch as
God of His pure bounty destined us for eternal salvation, and
we perform our good works by the help of His grace. Itis an
inneritance inasmuch as Christ by His death purchased it for
us. For the just, however,—we speak only of adults—salva-
tion is also a reward whenever their works possess the condi-
tions necessary for true merit. We can also merit an increase
of glory or salvation; for glory is the proportionate reward of
our works (1 Cor. iii. 8), and is, consequently, commensurate
with the value of our good works.

2. The increase of sanctifying grace is also an object of
merit. We have already shown (151) that sanctifying grace
is increased by our faithful co-operation. This increase is the
result of merit, strictly so-called; for the supernaturally good
works of the just have all the necessary conditions for merit,

"and particularly the divine promise given by Our Lord (Matt.

xxv. 29). The same truth may be concluded from the possi-
bility of meriting an increase of glory. For the degree of
glory corresponds to the degree of sanctifying grace, since the
reward of the just man is proportioned ‘to his right as the
adopted child of God, and this right is determined by the
aegree of sanctifying grace.

Together with the increase of sanctifying grace the just
merit also the necessary means of preserving it, which con-
gist in acfual graces; for the promise of the end—increasc
of grace and glory—includes the promise of the necessarr
means, which embrace also actual graces.
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The adult can, by due preparation, merit sanctifytng grace itself,
or the first grace, only in the wider sense (de congruo) ; for he
is not yet the adopted child of God. But if nothing is wanting
in his preparation he is certain to obtain sanctifying grace, since
God has promised it on certain conditions. In like manner, it is
only in the wider sense that the just man can merit final persever-
ance, since this grace was not promised as a reward of supernaturally
good works ; it may, however, be reasonably presumed that God in
His goodness will grant this grace to the just man in answer to ear-
nest and constant prayer. The just man may, in the siricter semse,
merit the grace necessary to avoid sin, but not that special series ot
graces without which he would net actually persevere to the end.
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CHAPTER IL
THE SACRAMENTS AS MEANS OF GRACE.
I. THE SACRAMENTS IN GENERAL.

154. A sacrament is an outward sign by which grace is
vommunicated to the soul, instituted by Jesus Christ, and con-
sisting of two elements—matter and form.

Besides our own good works which, by God’s grace, as we have
seen, are profitable for salvation, God has given us two powerful
means of salvation—prayer and the sacraments. Prayer oblains
grace by humble petition ; the sacraments effect grace by their own
virtue. Prayer obtains graces of all kinds,; the sacraments, besides
sanctifying grace or its increase, confer special graces for special
ends.

1. A sacrament is an oulward or visible sign instituted by
Christ by which invisible grace is imparted to the soul.
Therefore any sacred rite or ceremony possessing these three
characteristics is a sacrament.

1. A sign in general is anything by which we can recognize an
object. There are two kinds of sigus : tndicative and effective. An
indicative sign supposes the existence of the object which it signifies ;
an effective sign produces its object. Thus thunder is an indicative
sign of lightning, a cloud is the effective sign of rain. The sacraments
are effective signs, viz., they produce of themselves, not in virtue of
the disposition of the recipient, the grace which they signify.

2. Ipvisible grace is the object signified and effected by these signs.
Grace is to be understood here in its strictest sense (gratia gratum
Jaciens), i.e., as that which renders the subject pleasing to God
(140). For, though some of the sacrameunts confer a permanent
character on the recipient (160), and are sometimes attended by
gratuitous gifts (gratia gratis data), yet their essential and ordinary
effect is grace strictly so-called.

8. The institution by Christ is essential to a sacrament, since God
alone can attach invisible grace to a visible sign. A visible rite by
which Christ Himself would confer grace would not be a sacrament
unless He had made it a permanent institution in His Church. The
rite, for instance, by which He forgave her sins to Mary Magdalene
Wwas not a sacrament,

IL This outward sign is composed of two elements, matter
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and form; for matter alone, e.g., water, as St. Aungustine
(tract. 80 in Joan. n. 3) remarks, is not a sufficiently expres.
sive sign without some form of words.

In visible bodies philosophers distinguish an indefinite and a de-
fining or differentiating element. The former is called matter, the
latter form. Thus metal (matter), for instance, is defined or shaped
into a certain instrument by a given form. This notion of matter
and form is applicable to visible signs. An action or movement of
the hand, for instance, may mean anything of itself ; but if it is ae-
companied with words all uncertainty vanishes and the sign becomes
intelligible. Hence the words which give full signification to the
action are called the form } the action, which is in itself indefinite, is
called the matter. Thus the sprinkling with water might signify
purification or refreshment; the form which is added in baptism
makes it signify the cleansing from sin. Matter is remote or proxi-
mate according as we consider it in #¢self or in its actual application.
Thus water #n itself is the remote, the pouring of water the proxi-
mate, matter of baptism.

From the matter and form of the sacraments are to be distin-
guished the ceremonies attached—certain symbolic actions some of
which have Christ Himself as their author, while others have been
instituted by the apostles, and others again by the Church. Their
object is to represent more forcibly to us the dignity of the sacra-
ment, to give suitable expression to the devotion of the minister,
and to give edification to the faithful.

155. The sacraments are productive of two kinds of grace,
—sanctifying and sacramental—and that by their own in-
herent virtue (ex opere operato).

Among the reformers of the sixteenth century some asserted with
Luther that the sacraments were only a pledge or sign of the re-
mission of sins already received, or a means of fostering faith;
others contended with Zwingli that they were only a profession of
faith; while others, again, held with Calvin that they conferred
grace, but on the predestined only. All these opinions are opposed
to Catholic teaching.

1. The sacraments not only signify, but effect grace. They
are effective signs of grace; yet they are more properly called
signs than causes of grace, because a sign means some-
thing visible, and has a certain visible resemblance with an
invisible thing. (&) In regard to baptism we read: ¢‘Be
baptized every one of you for the remission of your sins”
(Acts ii..3, 8). Now, if baptism remits sins it is not merely
an indicative sign, but an effective one. The same holdsof the
other sacramen