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INTRODUCTION

In two previous volumes* we considered God
as He is in Himself. The remaining treatises
of what is commonly called Special Dogmatic
Theology treat of Him in relation to His various
works, both of the natural and the supernatural
order.

God’s first and primal work is the Creation of |
the universe. Creation constitutes the funda-
mental and essential postulate of all being and
operation in the natural order as well as of all
supernatural institutions, such as the Incarnation,
Grace, the Sacraments, etc. Hence, the dog-
matic treatise De Deo Creante et Elevante, which
forms the subject matter of this volume, views
God as the Author of Nature and the Super-
natural. A true idea of Creation is indispensable
to deepen and perfect the conception of God
gained from the two preceding treatises.

1 God: His Knowability, Essence, Herder 1911.~— The Divine Trin-
and Attributes. A Dogmatic Trea- ity. A Dogmatic Treatise. By the
tise. Prefaced by a Brief General Rev. Joseph Pohle, Ph.D., D.D.
Introduction to the Study of Dog- .« » Authorized English Version,
matic Theology. By the Rev. Jos. with Some Abridgement and Nu-
Pohle, Ph.D., D.D., Authorized Eng- merous Additional References, by
lish Version, with Some Abridge-  Arthur Preuss. St. Louis, Mo.: B,
ment and Added References, by Herder 1911,

Arthur Preuss. St. Louis, Mo.: B. -



2 INTRODUCTION

Creation may be regarded from two distinct
points of vantage: either (1) subjectively, as
the creative act of God (actus creationis); or
(2) objectively, as the result of this act, namely,
the work of Creation (opus creationis). Hence
the present volume embraces two main divisions:
(I) Creation considered as a divine act, and (II)
Creation considered as the result of that act, or
the created universe.'



PART 1

CREATION CONSIDERED AS A
DIVINE ACT

As the innermost Essence of God is self-existence,?
so the cosmos (by which we mean everything not-God)
is essentially dependent on God as its first and sole cause.
The universe is no ens a se; it is entirely ab alio. This
dependency is co-existent with the universe in all its
phases. From the moment of its creation down to the
hour of its consummation the universe is and remains
essentially ens ab alio. It depends on God for its being
and operation, and would sink back into nothingness
without Him. Consequently God’s absolute causality
must be our guiding principle in studying the doctrine
of Creation. It is in the light of this principle that we
must envisage the created universe,,all things visible and
invisible, the whole of nature and the supernatural order.

Considered in His causal relation to the universe, God
is its Creator; considered in relation to the continued
existence of the universe, He is its Preserver and the
Principle of all creatural action; considered in His rela-
tion to the end of the universe (taking end in the sense
of causa finalis), He is the ultimate goal of Creation
and its Governor by virtue of Divine Providence. We
shall treat these three aspects of Creation in as many
separate Chapters.

2 Cfr., Pohle-Pteuss, God: His Knowability, Essence, and Attributes, pp.
133 sqq.

3



CHAPTER 1

THE BEGINNING OF THE WORLD, OR CREATION AS
A PRODUCTION OUT OF NOTHING

SECTION 1

THE DOGMA

That the universe was created out of nothing
is one of the fundamental articles of the Catholic
faith. Dogmatic theology demonstrates it from
Holy Scripture, defends it against the opposing
heresies of Dualism and Pantheism, clears up
certain supplementary and explanatory notions
that centre about the dogma, e. g., the liberty of
the divine act of Creation, the simultaneous be-
ginning of the world and of time, the incommuni-
cability of creative power, etc.

ARTPICIE

DEMONSTRATION FROM SACRED SCRIPTURE

1. THE CoNCEPT OF CREATION EXPLAINED.—
Catholic Philosophy, in accord with ecclesiastical
Tradition, defines Creation as “the production of

4



CREATION DEFINED 5
a thing from, or out of, nothing.” * In this defi- |
nition, “production” expresses the proximate q
genus, while “out of nothing” * gives the specific |
difference by which Creation is marked off from
all other modes of production as a singular oper-
ation peculiar to God.

a) There are two other well-known modes of pro-
duction, which, however, have nothing in common with
Creation except the genus. We mean generation and
formation.®

Generation differs from Creation in that Creation is
a production out of nothing, while generation signifies
the origin of one living being from another. This defi-
nition applies to the divine Generation of the Son from
the IFather as well as to organic generation in the physical
universe. In the Blessed Trinity, Generation is the
Procession of the Logos “from the substance of the
Father.”® The immanent production of the Holy
Ghost by Spiration cannot be called Creation.”
~ As regards the so-called formative processes, both of

nature and art, whether divine or creatural in their
origin, all postulate a substratum, or raw material,® from
‘which the artificer evolves his product. Even second

8 Creatio simpliciter est pro-

ductio rei ex mihilo.” Cfr, J. T.
Driscoll, Christian Philosophy: God,
pp. 202 sqq., 2nd ed., New York
1904.

4 Ex nihilo, in the sense of exs
nihilo sui et subjecti. * Since that
which already is, is not being made,
but that is being made which was
not; so the nothingness, or the not
being, of the thing which is being
made, is presupposed to the effect-
ing of it. This is what is called

the mnothingness of itself, as dis-
tinguished from the mothingness of
its subject.” (W. Humphrey, S. J.,
‘“His Divine Majesty,” or The Liv-
ing God, p. 206, London 1897.)

& Generatio — plasmatio s. forma-
tio.

8ék Tis odolas Tol warpls.
(Nicene Creed). Cfr.«Pohle-Preuss,
The Divine T'rinity, pp. 162 sqq.

7 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, The Divine
Trinity, pp. 209 sqq.

8 Materia praeiacens s, ex gua.



6 THE DOGMA

creation, 1. e., the formation of the universe by God, was
not creation in the strict sense, except in so far as in
process thereof God actually produced new essences out
of nothing.®

b) The phrase ex nihilo was misunderstood by Abbot
Fredegis of Tours,® who took niltilum in the sense of
real being, as some sort of invisible “ protyle,” from
which the universe was formed.** This is an altogether
erroneous notion. The nothingness that preceded the
Creation of the universe was no hyle, as conceived by
Plato and Philo under the name of p% év. The term
ex nihilo is designed merely to negative the existence of
any substratum or materia praeiacens. It means non ex
aliqguo (é¢ odk dvrwyv).!?

It would be equally erroneous to take Creation as
signifying a conversion (conversio) of nothing into
something. Every conversion must have a terminus a
quo, 1. e., some sort of being convertible into being of
another kind.** Those of the Greek Fathers who de-
fined Creation as é 7ob py elvar els 70 elvar wapaywy) —
(adductio ex non esse ad esse), merely wished to em-
phasize that a thing which previously was merely possible
had become real or actual. A transition from potentiality
to actuality is no conversion, nor even, in the proper sense
of the term, a mutation, but merely succession, 1. e.,

9 Hence the current distinction
between creatio prima (ex mnihilo)
and creatio secunda (ex materia
praeiacente).

10 De Nihilo et Tenebris. Frede-
gis flourished about the beginning
of the ninth century. Cfr. Hurter,
Nomenclator Litererius Theologiae
Catholicae, Vol. 1, col. 714 n., 3rd
ed., Oeniponte 1903.

11 Cfr. A. M. Clerke, Modern

Cosmogonies, pp. 150 sqq., London
1905,

12 Cfr. St. Thom., S. Theol., 1a,
qu. 45, art. 1, ad 3: ‘“Haec prae-
positio ‘ex’ mon designat causam
materialem, sed ordinem tantum,
sicut cum dicitur; Ex mane fit
meridies, i. e., post mane fit meri-
dies.”

13 We shall treat of this subject
more in detail in a later volume,
on the Blessed Eucharist.



CREATION DEFINED 7

there suddenly appears a thing which did not previously
exist.

Consequently, Creation is an act whereby God pro-
duces a substance which ex parte termini was preceded
by pure nothingness (76 odx év). Hence the periphrastic
definition given by St. Thomas: * Creatio est productio
alicutus ret secundum totam suam Substantiam, nullo
praesupposito — Creation is the production of the whole
substance of a thing, with nothing presupposed.” **
To mark off the concept of Creation still more clearly
from all those other kinds of purely formative pro-
duction which merely effect accidental changes in an
already existing substance,’® the Angelic Doctor de-
fines it as ‘“the production of being, as being.”
Being, as such, is opposed not only to this or that con-
crete being, but to pure nothingness. Accident, on the
other hand, is not properly being (ens), but ens entis,
or ens in alio,— that is to say, it has its being only by
inherence in a subject.’” Hence creation invariably re-
sults in substances, while accidents, as such, are not,
strictly speaking, created, but simply inhere in created
substances (“ accidentia non tam creantur, quam con-

creantur).” 1®

14 S. Theol., 1a, qu. 65, art. 3.—  quantum est ens.” S. Theol, 1a,

* The last three words [of this defi-
nition] are merely declarative. The
sense of them is contained in the
words whiclh precede them. ...
The formal object of creation is
being. . . . Creation makes that to
be, which was not. Hence, another
definition — Creation is the produc-
tion of being, as being.”—(Hum-
phrey, “ His Divine Majesty,” p.
207.) S

15 Such as a sculptor, e. g., works
in marble.

18 ““ Creatio est productio entis in

qu. 44, art. 2.

17 Cir. John Rickaby, S. J., Gen-
eral Metaphysics, p. 253 (Stony-
hurst Series).

18 “ To be created is proper to
substance, This is so, both be-
cause, if substance is to be made,
it can be made only by creation;
and because other things, even if
they are made at the same time,
and along with substance, are
nevertheless made of that substance,
because it is through the reality of
the substance that they comnsist.”’—



8 OBJECTIONS AGAINST THE DOGMA

c) Though the Scriptural and ecclesiastical concept
of Creation was more or less unknown to the most
enlightened pagan philosophers of antiquity, as Plato and
Aristotle, it is not one at which it was impossible for
human reason to arrive without supernatural aid. With
the possible exception of the teleological, all the argu-
ments by which we are able to demonstrate the exist-
ence of God show that He is the absolute Creator
of the universe, and they would be incomplete without
this final conclusion. De facto, however, human rea-
son is indebted to Divine Revelation for the true con-
cept of Creation, which philosophy might have found,
but in matter of fact did not find. This service which
Revelation has rendered to reason is the more important
because the concept of Creation clarifies our idea of
God. For unless we know God as the Creator of all
things, we do not know the true God.*®

d) The objections raised against the dogma of Cre-
ation by infidel philosophers are futile. The axiom
“ Ex nihilo nihil fit” cannot be applied to Creation, be-
cause Creation does not suppose a nihilum causae, but
merely a nihilum sui et subiecti. God is the exemplary,
the efficient, and the final cause of the universe, though,
of course, the cosmos was not educed out of a divine sub-
stratum, as the Pantheists allege. Consequently it cannot
be asserted that the dogma of Creation involves “an
overt and direct contradiction of right reason.”** On
the contrary, since the universe has its raison d’étre not
in itself, but in a supra-mundane and intelligent Creator,
Humphrey, ““ His Divine Majesty,”  Die Lehre des Aristoteles iiber das
. bp. 207 sq. Wirken Gottes, Minster 189o0.

19 Cfr. Kleutgen, Philosophie der 20 A. Lange, Geschichte des Ma-
Vorzeit, Vol. 11, p. 839, 2nd ed. terialismus, 4th ed., p. 131, Iser-

Innsbruck 1878; Suarez, Metaph., lohn 1882.
disp. 2o, sect. 1, n. 24; K. Elser,
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Creation is not only a possible but a necessary conception.
Herbert Spencer objects that to conceive a relation be-
tween nothing and something, is as impossible as to con-
ceive of a thing hovering midway betwixt nothingness
and existence. But the author of the Synthetic Phi-
losophy has overlooked the fact that in defining Creation
we employ the term “ nothing” to denote logical, not
real opposition. The terminus of active Creation (which
takes place in instanti), is Being not in fieri, but in facto
esse. Hence it is ludicrous to compare the world to
“ metamorphosed nothingness ” and to treat it as a “ de-
lusion.” ,

Another, somewhat more serious objection is that the
dogma of Creation postulates the pre-existence of an
immeasurable void, and the creation of space by an ex-
ternal agency,— which are impossible assumptions, since
“ the non-existence of space cannot by any mental effort
be imagined.” 2 But a man who allows his imagination
to picture empty space as a creatable reality, has no
right to hurl stones into the garden of Christian philos-
ophy. If only actual or real space can be concreated
with the corporeal universe, we have no more reason to
speak of the “ existence ” or “ non-existence ” of empty
or imaginary space than of the “ existence ” of a possible
triangle or man.

2. Proor oF THE Docma.—All things are|
created out of nothing. This truth is clearly
contained both in Scripture and Tradition. The
Socinian and Arminian claim that it cannot be
demonstrated from the Bible, is manifestty false.

a) Let us consider, in the first place, the

21 Herbert Spencer, Firsi Principles (Burt’s Library, p. 29).



10 PROOF OF THE DOGMA

deeper meaning of certain names applied to God
by Sacred Scripture.

a) God’s incommunicable proper name is M, & &v,
primus et novissimus. Inasmuch as this name denotes
His proper Essence, it applies to God really and truly; in
fact, as a proper name, it applies to Him alone,?? or, to put'%
it otherwise, nothing outside of God is or can be called
Yahweh. Now, if the things existing outside of God
were, like Himself, necessary, increate, and self-existing
(even though only after the manner of an eternal self-
existing hyle), God could no longer claim as exclusively
His own that self-existence which is denoted by the
name Yahweh. For the things existing outside Him
would then likewise be of the nature of ens a se,
and therefore M. But if God alone is Yahweh, or

ens a se, then whatever else exists must be ab alio, that
is, created. On this supposition alone is there any sense
in calling, as Sacred Scripture does, the things of this
world “nothing” in comparison with God. Only an
uncreated, self-existent Being can be called Being in the
full and perfect sense of the term. Is. XL, 17: “ Om-
nes gentes, quasi non sint, sic sunt coram eo, et quasi
nihilum et inane reputatae sunt ei— All nations are
before him as if they had no being at all, and are counted
to him as nothing and vanity.” Wisd. XI, 23: “ Tam-
quam momentum staterae, sic est ante te orbis terrarum,
et tamquam gutta roris antelucami, quae descendit in
terram — For the whole world before thee is as the
least grain of the balance, and as a drop of the morning
dew, that falleth down upon the earth.” Tertullian de-
velops this idea briefly and beautifully as follows:

22 Cfr, Pohle-Preuss, God: His Ignawabz'lity, Essence, and Attributes, pp.
163 sqq.
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“ Deus unicus est, nec aliter unicus, nisi quia solus; nec
aliter solus, nisi quia nihil cum illo. Sic et primus, quia
ommia post tllum; sic omnia post illum, quia omnia ab
illo; sic ab illo, quia ex nihilo— God is unique, and He
is unique because He is sole, and He is sole for the
reason that nothing co-exists with Him. Thus He is
also the first, because all other beings come after Him}
and the reason they come after Him is that they are of
Him, and they are of Him, because they are created out
of nothing.” 28
There is another divine name, viz.: {87, 6 «dpuos,
Dominus coeli et terrae, which describes God as the pro-
- prietor and ruler of the universe, precisely because He
is its Creator. Cfr. John I, 3: ‘ All things were made
by him: and without him was made nothing that was
made.” Rom. XI, 36: “ For of him, and by him, and in
him are all things.” 2* Accordingly, God is the absolute
owner and master of “ heaven and earth,” that is, of the
whole created universe.?® This could not be if He had
not created but merely fashioned the world. For an
increate, absolutely independent Being necessarily en-
joys unlimited autonomy and the right to repel all ex-
traneous interference and to resist attempts made to
modify or shape it. As St. Justin Martyr profoundly
observes: “ He who has not created, has no power over
that which is increate and cannot force anything upon
it.” 26 It follows as a necessary corollary that God could
not even assume the role of a Demiurge 2* if He were

238 Contr. Hermog.

24 Cfr. also Heb. I, 3; Deut. X,
17; Ps. CXXXV, 3; LXXXVIII,
12; 1 Paral, XXIX, 11 sqq.

25 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss,~ God: His
Knowability, Essence and Attri-
butes, pp. 286 sqq.

28 Cohort., ad Gentiles., The au-

thenticity of this work is, however,
doubtful, Cfr. Bardenhewer-Shahan,
Patrology, p. 54, Freiburg and St.
Louis 1908.

27 Cfr. J. P. Arendzen in the
Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. IV, pp.
707 SQ.



12 PROOF OF THE DOGMA

not the Creator of the universe. Nor would He be
omnipotent, for, as Tertullian rightly says: “Iam non
omnipotens, si non et hoc potens ex nihilo omnia proferre
— He would not be almighty, had He not the power to
create all things out of nothing.” 28

According to Holy Scripture, God is the Creator not
only of the visible but also of the invisible world, 7. e.,
the Angels. Col. I, 16: “In ipso condita sunt universa
in coelis et in terra, visibilia et invisibilia, sive throni sive
dominationes sive principatus sive potestates — For in
him were all things created in heaven and on earth,
visible and invisible, whether thrones, or dominations, or
principalities, or powers.” The Angels were created
either from some pre-existent substratum, or out of
nothing. They can not have been created from a pre-
existent substratum, because they are pure spirits. Con-
sequently the Angels were created out of mnothing.
And since Scripture tells us that the visible things
originated in precisely the same fashion as the Angels,
“ Heaven and earth,” too, must have been created out of
nothing.

B) Our thesis can also be demonstrated di-
rectly from Scripture. Thus the formula “ex
nithilo facere” occurs literally in the exhortation
which the mother of the Machabees addressed to
her son: “Peto, nate, ut adspicias ad coelum et
terram et ad omwia, quae in eis sunt, et intelligas,
quia ex nihilo * fecit illa Deus — I beseech thee,
my son, look-upon heaven and earth, and all that
is in them: and consider that God made them out

28 Contr. Hermog., c. 8. 29 ¢¢ ok SvTwy,
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of nothing.” * Estimating this passage at its
lowest value, it is certainly a convincing testi-
monial to the belief of the Jews that God created
all things out of nothing. But we are justified
in attaching to it the authority of an inspired
dogmatic text, because the Sacred Writer ex-
pressly says that the mother of the Machabees,
when uttering the above quoted words, was “filled
with wisdom.” 3!

The Jews no doubt derived their belief in
Creation from Gen. I, 1: “In principio creavit
Deus coelum et terram — In the beginning God
created heaven and earth.” Jews and Christians
alike regard this text as a direct enunciation
of the dogma of Creation. Aside from all
other considerations, the circumstance that this
account, which is clearly meant to be an ex
professo explanation of the origin of the uni-
verse, gives no hint of any pre-existing sub-
stratum or materia ex qua, permits us to con-
clude with a very high degree of probability that
no such substratum existed, and that, therefore,
the universe was literally created out of nothing.
We are confirmed in this inference by compar-
ing the sublimely simple Mosaic account with the
various cosmogonies of pagan philosophers and
poets, such as Plato’s in the Timaeus and Ovid’s
in the Metamorphoses. A careful analysis of

30 2 Mach. VII, 28. 31z Mach. VII, 21.
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Gen. I, 1 will render our conclusion absolutely
certain. PMYRI2 is employed without qualification
and therefore can have no other meaning than:
“In the beginning of all things,” that is, at a
time when nothing yet existed, and from whence
all things date their existence. By “heaven and
earth” we may understand either the complete
heaven and the complete earth,®® or the as yet
unformed, shapeless, and chaotic raw material
from which God in the course of six days suc-
cessively formed and fashioned the complete be-
ings that constitute the universe. In view of
Gen. I, 2: “The earth was void and empty,”
the last-mentioned assumption is decidedly the
more probable. After the act of Creation proper,
therefore, things were still in a chaotic state,
waiting to be fashioned. “Informis illa mate-
ria,” says St. Augustine, “quam de mihilo Deus
fecit, appellata est primo coelum et terra, non
quia tam hoc erat, sed quia hoc esse poterat; nam
et coelum scribitur postea factum — This un-
formed matter, which God made out of nothing,
was first called heaven and earth; not because
it was already heaven and earth, but because it
had the capacity of becoming heaven and earth;
for we read of heaven that it was made later.” *2

It must also be remembered that Holy Scrip-

32 Cfr, Petavius, De Mundi Opif., 83 De Gen. contr. Manich., 1, 7,
I, 2, 10, L.
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ture often employs the terms “coelum et terra”
in a more general sense, as denoting the entire
cosmos, or all things which exist outside of God.
Had the original terminus of God’s creative act
merely been matter in a chaotic, unformed state,
it could not possibly have been produced from
some other materia informis. For to fashion
unformed matter from unformed matter in-
volves a contradiction in terms. Consequently,
the original production was strictly a creation out
of nothing,, W)

This intérpretation is confirmed by the use of
the verb creavit, émofyoe, 873, Unlike the verbs
Y (fecit) and %) (formavit), the Hebrew ¥73,
in the forms Kal and Niphal (in which it oc-
curs no less than forty-seven times), exclusively
signifies a divine and supernatural activity.
It is, moreover, never construed with a wmateria
ex qua’* We cannot, therefore, reasonably
doubt that Moses, by employing the term ¥73,%
intended to teach the Creation of the universe out
of nothing.®

In further proof of this thesis we quote Rom. IV,
17: “Vocat ea, -quae non sunt, tamquam ea, quae sunt
— God . . . calleth those things that are not, as those
that are.” Or, as the Greek text puts it more pointedly :

34 Cfr. Hummelauer, Comment. Genes., Malines 1883; V. Zapletal,
in Gen., pp. 86 sq., Paris 189s. O.P., Der Schopfungsbericht der

35 Gen. I, 1. Genesis, Freiburg 1902.
38 Cfr. Lamy, Comment, in Libr.
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kadoivros (@cot) 74 py ovre os Svra— Ta py dvra here
cannot mean an eternal iyle. It can only mean absolute
nothingness, since the divine ““ call ” signifies an omnipo-
tent fiaf, in virtue of which Being (évra) emerges from
the abyss of non-being. Cfr. Ps. CXLVIII, g: “Ipse
dixit et facta sunt, ipse mandavit et creata sunt—
He spoke, and they were made: he commanded, and
they were created.” In the light of this passage St.
Paul’s kakeiv 7& pj) dvra @s Gvra is merely a paraphrase
of the expression employed by the mother of the Macha-
bees : woteiv ¢ odx Svrwv— creare ex nihilo.

v) No serious Scriptural difficulties can be urged
against this interpretation. The seemingly contradictory
text, Wisd. XI, 18: “ Creavit orbem terrarum ex ma-
teria invisa —[ Thy almighty hand] . . . made the world
of matter without form,” *7 is explained by Estius?® as
referring to the creatio secunda, because the Sacred
Writer points out that God had the power to send upon
the Egyptians ““ a multitude of bears, or fierce lions,” in-
stead of a swarm of comparatively harmless frogs.

Heb. XI, 3, which some writers likewise urge against
the construction we have adopted, is susceptible of vari-
ous interpretations. The passage reads thus: ‘ Aptata
esse saecula®® wverbo Dei, ut ex invisibilibus visibilia
fierent —[By {faith we understand that] the world was
framed by the word of God; that from invisible things
visible things might be made.” Did St. Paul by “in-
visible things” perhaps mean a substratum from which
the visible things were made? If he did, we should
have to understand the “ framing ef the world(s)” to

87 The Bnglish rendering of this  und die Schdpfung, p. 63, Ratisbonm
passage is more accurate than that 1910,
of the Latin Vulgate — ¢& dudppov 88 Comment. in Heb,, XI, 13.

U\ns means ex materia informi, 89 aldves = worlds.
Cfr. on this text C. Gutberlet, Got¢
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refer to the creatio secunda and the “invisible things”
to mean the formless raw material from which the uni-
verse was moulded, and which according to Gen. I, 1
was called into being by the “creatio prima.” *° Other
exegetes take this aptatio to mean creatio prima, and
hold that Heb. XI, 3 formally enunciates the dogma
of Creation. They translate 7o pj é pawopévwv a BAe-
wopeva yeyovévar by :  “ The visible things were made from
what was not apparent.” A third, somewhat factitious
interpretation of the text is that adopted by St. Thomas
Aquinas,** who holds that by ‘invisible things” the
Apostle meant creative archetypes in the Divine Intellect.

b) The argument from Tradition is based
partly on the polemical discussions and partly on
the positive teaching of the Fathers.

a) Beginning with the Ionians and Eleatians, up to
Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoa, the pagan philosophers
of antiquity, and in their train the heretics of the first
centuries of the Christian era — especially the Gnostics
— either ignored or declined to accept the Christian con-
cept of Creation. In defending the faith against both
these schools, the Fathers found themselves compelled to
employ very strong arguments. In an apologetical trea-
tise formerly attributed to St. Justin Martyr, but which
is probably spurious, Plato is charged with ignoring the
fact that the universe had a womris as well as a Syuovpyds.
The writer thus explains the vast difference between the
two notions: “ Without requiring anything else, the
Creator creates by his own might and power that which
comes into being. The Demiurge, on the other hand,
needs some pre-existing raw material from which to

40 Gen. I, 1, 41 S, Th., 1a, qu. 63, art. 4, ad 1.
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fashion his works.” ** Similar arguments are advanced
by Theophilus of Antioch ** and Athanasius.** Ireneus
rightly insists against the Gnostics, that a so-called
Demiurge would have been unable to do anything with
an uncreated, and therefore immutable, hyle.** Tertul-
lian sharply criticizes Hermogenes in these words:
“Totum, quod est Deus, aufert, nolens illum ex nihilo
universa fecisse. A Christianis enim conversus ad phi-
losophos, de ecclesia in Academiam et Porticum, inde
sumpsit a Stoicis materiam cum Domino ponere, quae
ipsa semper fuerit, neque nata, neque facta, nec initium
habens omnino nec finem, ex qua Dominus omnia postea
fecit — He [Hermogenes] denies that God is God when
he denies that He made all things out of nothing. Hav-
ing left the Church for the sects of the philosophers, he
has adopted the Stoic view, that matter co-exists with
God, that it is eternal, neither generated nor made, having
neither beginning nor end, and that from it God made
all things that subsequently came into being.” *¢

B) In their positive teaching, the Fathers declared the
doctrine that the world was created out of nothing to
be an article of faith, just as it has since been held by
the Christians of all ages, and as it is laid down in the
Apostles’ Creed. “ Above all things believe,” says the
Pastor Hermae,*” “ that there is but one God, who
created and perfected all things, by drawing them out

42 Cohort ad Gent., 22. *“ Very
probably it [the Cohortatio ad

[increata]l, mundus ex eo non con-
ditur, siqguidem materia omnem mu-

Gentes] was composed at the end
of the second or the beginning of
the third century, though at present
opinions differ very widely as to
its origin.” (Bardenhewer-Shahan,
Patrology, p. 53.)

43 Ad Autol., 11, 4.

44 Serm. de Incarn, Verbi, 2.

45 “ Si  immutabilis est materia

tationem respuit, eo quod est in-
genita.” (Migne, P.G., VII, 1248.)

46 Tertull.,, Contra Hermog., c. 1.
How the Arians confounded the
concept of Creation with that of
Generation in regard to the Logos,
is explained in Pohle-Preuss, The
Divine Trinity, pp. 123, 8qq.

47 Mandat. 1, 1.
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of non-being into being.” *® Tertullian *° denounces the
“materiari,” who advocated the theory of an uncreated
hyle, as heretics and observes: “ Regula est autem fidei,
qua creditur, unum omnino Deum esse, nec alium praeter
mundi conditorem, qui universa de nihilo produxerit —
It is a rule of faith, by which we believe that there is
but one God, nor any other beside the Creator of the
world, who produced all things out of nothing.” %® For
the sources of their teaching the Fathers point to Apos-
tolic Tradition and the Mosaic narrative. Thus St.
Athanasius teaches: ‘ God created all things, which
previously did not exist, through the Logos out of noth-
ing, so that they received being, as He speaks through
the mouth of Moses: In the beginning God created
heaven and earth.”®* The Scriptural text just quoted,
according to St. Chrysostom, is a powerful bulwark
against all heresies: “ This man Moses eradicated all
heresies which were later to grow up in the Church,
when he laid down the proposition: In the beginning
God created heaven and earth. If, therefore, some
Manichzan approach thee saying that matter pre-existed,
or some other heretic like Marcion or Valentius or any
pagan,—reply to him: In the beginning God created
heaven and earth.” 52

48 roujoas éx Tou uy 8vTos els  solution of certain Patristic difficul-

70 elvac Ta mévra, ties into which we cannot enter
49 Contr. Hermog., c. 25. here, the student is referred to
60 Praescript., c. 13. Palmieri, De Deo Creante et Ele-
51 Serm. de Incarnat. Verbi, 2. vanie, pp. 53 sqq., Rome 1878,

62 Hom. in Genes., 2, 3. For the
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ARTICLE 2

THE HERESIES OF DUALISM AND PANTHEISM AND THEIR
CONDEMNATION

1. THE ANTI-CREATIONIST HERESIES.—The
dogma that God created the universe out of
nothing has two heretical antitheses, to either
one of which all unorthodox systems can be log-
ically reduced: Dualism which holds that the
universe (matter in particular) is uncreated and
on the same plane with God, and Pantheism,
which identifies the universe with God as an
emanation from His essence.

Materialism (which in our day prefers to call itself
“ mechanical Monism” or ‘ Positivism),”? though it
really denies the existence of God, may nevertheless be
regarded as a species of Dualism, because it adopts the
chief tenet of that heresy, namely, the existence of an
eternal uncreated hyle. Similarly the theory of Emana-
tion and Theosophy may be treated as varieties of Pan-
theism, because both claim that God is identical with the
cosmos. Hylozoism, so-called, is a cross between Dual-
ism and Pantheism, though for our present purpose we
may regard it merely as an imperfect form of cosmo-
logical Pantheism.

We should have to write a complete history of dogmas
and heresies, or rather of philosophy, were we to under-
take to describe the various Dualistic and Pantheistic
systems that have flourished in the course of centuries.

10On the various Monistic sys- mus wund seine philosophischen

tems cfr. the recent admirable work  Grundlagen, Freiburg 1911.
of Fr. Klimke, S. J., Der Monis-
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Both errors in very deed deserve to be called protean.
For our present purpose it will be sufficient to sketch
the more important varieties of Dualism and Pantheism,
against which the Church has been compelled to proceed
in order to keep the dogma of Creation from being be-
clouded and traduced, and to preserve the Christian (i. e.,
theistic) concept of God in its pristine purity. For
every heresy that impugns the dogma of Creation neces-
sarily entails grave errors against the Church’s teaching
on the essence and attributes of God.

a) Many of the ancient pagan philosophers,
including Plato, held that God and the world
co-existed eternally, though in opposition to
each other and incapable of conciliation by mere
dnmovpyle, which formed a peculiar feature of this
system.?

Dualism became more and more variegated, and closely
approached Pantheism, in the complex and fantastic
systems of the Gnostics, who held matter to be the seat
of evil and separated the increate syle from the centre of
divinity by a long series of intermediate beings, which
they called aeons. Marcion distinguished between the
God of the New Testament and the God of the Jewish
Covenant as between two essentially different principles.
The God of the Old Testament he held responsible for
the existence of the material world, which, however,
according to him, was not created out of nothing, but
fashioned from eternal and uncreated matter. Marcion
was a forerunner of Mani,®* who carried the system to

2 See the article ‘“ Demiurge” in  Arendzen’s article *‘ Manichaeism *
the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. IV. in the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol.
30n Mani (the Greek form is IX, pp. 591 sqq.
Mdyys) and Manichzism, consult



22 ANTI-CREATIONIST HERESIES

its ultimate conclusions by distinguishing between the
“good God” and His ““evil Anti-God.” * Priscillian-
ism represents a mitigated revival of the Manichaan
heresy.® It had thousands of adherents as early as the
fourth century, especially in Spain, and was not entirely
extinct at the time of the so-called Protestant Reforma-
tion. Since the publication by G. Schepss, in 1889, of
Priscillian’s genuine writings, theologians are inclined to
judge his teaching less harshly than that of his later
followers, though it is impossible to absolve him from
the charge of propagating ‘“ Gnostic-Dualistic specula-
tions vividly reminiscent of Manichaism, and propped
up, apparently, by a system or framework of mytholog-
ical and astrological ideas.”

4 “ The preponderance of good or
evil is explained by the temporary
advantage gained by the one over
the other. This teaching profoundly
influenced early Christianity, St.
Augustine fell under its sway for
some years (Confess.). We find it
coming out afresh in the doctrines
of the Albigensians of the XII
century. In our day it bhas been
advanced by John Stuart Mill (Ls-
say on Rel. and Nature, p. 41).”
— Driscoll, Christian Philosophy:
God, p. zo01.

6 On the theological side of Dual-
ism cfr. Pohle-Preuss, God: His
Knowability, Essence and Attri-
butes, pp. 213, 221 sqq. For a
brief general account see Michael
Maher, S. J., in the Catholic En-
cyclopedia, Vol. V, p. 169. To
avoid misunderstandings the student
should note that in modern phi-
losophy the term Dualism is em-
ployed in a different sense, signify-
ing, in opposition to Monism, the
ordinary common-sense view that

the existing universe contains two
radically distinct kinds of being or
substance — matter and spirit, body
and mind.

6 Cfr. Bardenhewer-Shahan, Pg-
trology, pp. 427 sqq.— Bardenhewer
points out that while Priscillian’s
writings, as edited by Schepss,
“ contradict in various ways the
received accounts of the heresy,
particularly those of Sulpicius Se-
verus (Chron. ii, 46-s1; Dial, ii
[iii], 11 sq.), at the same time,
by reason of their imperfect manu-
script tradition and the obscurity
of their diction, these newly found
writings contain what are at pres-
ent insurmountable difficulties.”
Cfr. Schepss, Priscillian, ein neuauf-
gefundener lateinischer Schriftstel-
ler des 4ten Jahrhunderts, Wiirzburg
1886; also E. Michael, S. J., in the
Innsbruck Zeitschrift fiir kath. The-
ologie, 1892, pp. 692 sqq., and P. J.
Healy in the Catholic Encyclopedia,
article * Priscillianism,” Vol. XII,
PpP. 429 sq., with bibliography.
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b) Pantheism at bottom is little less than
veiled Atheism.” Its teaching is tersely con-
densed in the phrase: “God and the universe are
one essence.” * Pantheism is either cosmological
or ontological. Cosmological Pantheism puts
God first—“God 1s all,”—while ontological Pan-
theism assigns first place to the universe—“All
things are God.”

a) These two forms of Pantheism are related to each
other as the two sides of a medal, or as relative and
correlative. Cosmological Pantheism sinks God in the
universe ; ontological Pantheism merges the universe in
God. This logical distinction forms the basis of impor-
tant real differences. Ontological Pantheism, in devel-
oping its axiom wav feds, finds itself constrained to as-
cribe to the universe the reality and substantiality
proper to God, together with all His quiescent attributes.
Cosmological Pantheism, conversely, immerses the God-
head in the restless process of cosmic motion and sub-
jects it to all the various mutations characteristic of
created being. It has rightly been observed that, while
cosmological Pantheism gravitates toward Pancoswmism,
ontological Pantheism rather tends towards Acosmisim.

B) Ontological Pantheism is characterized by its en-
deavor to deify the cosmos. It was held by the Eleatic
school of Greece,? and, in more recent times, by Baruch

7 0n Atheism see Pohle-Preuss,
God: His Knowability, Essence and
Attributes, pp. 49 sqq.

8¢&y «kal mwav, That existing
things are to be explained by an
emanation out of the original one
divine substance, is a doctrine
found in all ancient mythologies.
For a succinct historical sketch of

the various systems see J. T. Dris-
coll, Christian Philosophy: God, pp.
180 sqq., New York 1904; W.
Turner, History of Philosophy, pp.
17 $qq., 168 sqq., 306 sqq., 470 sq.,
Boston 1903.

9 Xenophanes, Parmenides, Zeno,
Melissus.
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Spinoza,'® a brilliant sophist, who sought by geometrical
arguments to establish the proposition that there is but
one infinite, indivisible substance, endowed with two at-
tributes, thought and extension, which, as mere modi or
‘““affections ” of the one Divine Substance, have no more
a distinct reality and substantiality of their own than
have the surging waves of the ocean in the great body
of water which sustains them.!*

Cosmological Pantheism, as we have noted, aims
rather at merging God in the universe. It may be di-
vided into three species: Emanatism, Hylozoism, and
Evolutionism. The most ancient and the crudest of
these systems is Emanatism, which holds that the indi-
vidual creatures are particles detached from the Di-
vine Substance, though not identical with it. One va-
riety of Emanatism is called realistic, because it holds
the world emanating from God to be material. There
is another variety which may be described as idealistic,
since it dissolves the whole cosmos into a series of in-
telligible momenta, corresponding to the spirituality of
God. Realistic Emanatism is held by the Brahmans, by
many Gnostics, and by the Jewish Cabalists. The Ema-
natism championed by the Neo-Platonists and John
Scotus Eriugena is distinctly idealistic.?

10 Born at Amsterdam, of Jewish
parents, in 1632. Cfr. Turner, His-
tory of Philosophy, pp. 466 sqq.

11 Cfr. B. Boedder, S. J., Natural
Theology, pp. 200 sqq., 2nd ed.,
London 1899.

12 Cfr. Turner, History of Phi-
losophy, pp. 246 sqq.; Driscoll,
Christian Philosophy: God, pp. 183
sqq. M. de Wulf-calls attention to
the curious fact that the philosophy
of Eriugena ¢ contains the germ of
subjectivism, since he endows the

human mind with the power of at-
taining, by the unaided effort of
consciousness alone (gnosticus in-
tuitus) to a knowledge of the di-
vine evolution-process as an object
of representation.” Of course,
Eriugena himself did not go so far;
nor did any medieval philosopher
or theologian push the logic of his
system to its legitimate conclusions.
(Cfr. M. de Wulf, History of Me-
dieval Philosophy, translated by P.
Coffey, p. 173, London 1909.)
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Hylozoism was taught by the Ionian philosophers of
Asia Minor, who believed that God is the world-soul,
controlling and vivifying matter as the human soul con-
trols and animates the body, and thus completely iden-
tified the life of the world with the Divine Life.

Cosmological Pantheism achieved its highest form in
Evolutionism, so-called, which holds that the Absolute
was from the beginning immanent, and undergoes a
constant process of development, in the universe.!®
According to this theory we cannot say God is, because
He is constantly in fieri. Goethe refers to the God
of the Pantheists as “ein ewig verschlingendes, ewig
wiederkiuendes Ungeheuer — an eternally devouring,
eternally ruminating monster.” This evolutionary Pan-
theism was first cast into the shape of a philosophical
system by Heraclitus of Ephesus.** It was developed by
Fichte *® and Schelling,*® and perfected by Hegel,** who,
like all other Pantheists before him, declared the visible
universe to be a mere manifestation of the Absolute,
whence it would follow that the Divine Substance is a
purely abstract, vacuous, substance-less mental phenome-
non. In Hegel’s hands this idealistic Pantheism became

13 The influence of Pantheism on  doctrine of determinism. Both Spi-

modern thought has been, and con-
tinues to be, very great. The Eng-
lish Agnostic school teaches that
God is unknowable and as such
does not come within the purview
of human thought and action;
nevertheless, in all other points it
is fashioned in the mould of
Spinoza. “ Hence comes the charge
~— 80 strange at first sight — that
Mr. Spencer is a Pantheist. In the
criticism of his system we meet
with the same difficulties that we
find in Spinoza, . e., the nature
of mind and of matter, the char-
acter of their interaction, and the

3

noza and Spencer teach a pure
Naturalism, with this difference
only that the God of the former
becomes to the latter the Unknown
and Unknowable behind the phe-
nomena.”— Driscoll, Christian Phi-
losophy: God, 189 sq.

14 His was the famous dictum:
arvra pﬂ', “ All things are flow-
ing.” Cfr. Turner, History of Phi-
losophy, pp. 53 sqq.

15 Cfr. Driscoll, Christian Philos-
ophy: God, pp. 199 sq.

16 Cfr, Turner, History of Phi-
losophy, pp. 355 sqq.

17 Turner, op. cit., pp. 560 sqq.
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Panlogism, since he asserts the complete identity of our
thought with being.*®

2. THEIR CONDEMNATION BY THE CHURCH.
—Against these various forms of Dualistic and
Pantheistic error the Church has rigorously up-
held the dogma of Creation as essential to the
purity and perfection of the Christian concept of
God.

a) In the early days she did not deem it necessary
to utter a formal dogmatic definition against the Dualis-
tic vagaries of the pagans and the Pantheistic heresies
of the Gnostics and Neo-Platonists, but merely enforced
the true doctrine through the Creed and in her ordinary
catechetical instruction. The Nicene definition of the
uncreatedness of the Logos ** may be said to imply the
dogma that all other things are created. In the sixth
century the Council of Braga condemned Manichzism
in the peculiar form in which it had been revamped by
the Priscillianists.?°

b) In the Middle Ages the Church found it
necessary to condemn the resuscitated Maniche-
ism of the Albigenses and the Pantheistic errors

18 For a general refutation of
Pantheism see B. Boedder, S. J.,
Natural Theology, pp. 112 $qq., 200
sqq., and Driscoll, Christian Phi-
losophy: God, pp. 204 sqq. Cfr.
also P. Hake, Handbuch der allge-
meinen Religionswissenschaft, Vol.
I, pp. 71 sqq., Treiburg 18735, and
Jos. Hontheim, S. J., Institutiones
Theodicaeae, pp. 465 8qq., Friburgi
1893.

19 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, The Divine
Trinity, pp. 125 sq.

20 Cfr. Denzinger-Bannwart, En-
chiridion, nn. 231 sqq. In former
editions of the Enchiridion, this
condemnation was attributed to St.
Leo the Great. Karl Kiinstle has
shown (dAntipriscilliana, Treiburg
1905, pp. 117 sqq.) that it is a
Spanish fabrication, made after the
year 563,



ANTI-CREATIONISM CONDEMNED 27

of Amalric of Béne and David of Dinant.** The
Fourth Council of the Lateran, A.D. 1213,
defined: “Creator omnium visibilium et invisi-
bilium, spiritualium et corporalivmn, . . . sua om-
nipotenti virtute simul ab initio temporis utram-
que de mililo condidit naturam, spiritualem et
corporalem, angelicam videlicet et mundanam, ac
deinde humanam quasi communem ex spiritu et
corpore constitutam. Diabolus enim et alii de-
mones a Deo quidem natura creati sunt boni,
sed ipsi per se facti sunt mali; homo vero diaboli
suggestione peccavit — The Creator of all things
visible and invisible, spiritual and corporeal, by
His omnipotent power, simultaneously with the
beginning of time, created a twofold nature,
spiritual and corporeal, viz.: the nature of the
angels and that of material things, and then
human nature, which partakes of both, in that it
consists of soul and body. For the Devil and
other demons were indeed good in their nature
as created by God, but they made themselves
bad by their own conduct; man sinned at the
suggestion of the Devil.” ** This definition em-
braces four distinct heads of doctrine: (1) God
created all things without exception, spiritual

21 On the teaching of the school 220 sqq. See also Funk-Cappa-
of Chartres, of which Amalric (or delta, A Manual of Church History,
Amaur) and David were the lead- Vol. I, pp. 355 sq., London 1910.
ing exponents, cfr. De Wulf-Coffey, 22 Caput ** Firmiter,” Denzinger-
History of Medieval Philosophy, pp. Bannwart, Enchiridion, n. 428,
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and corporeal, including man, who is a synthesis
of both. (2) God created all things out of
nothing. (3) As originally created by God, all
things were good. (4) Sin, both in angels and
men, is not chargeable to God, but to an abuse
of creatural liberty.

The same truths were again defined by the Ecumenical
Council of Florence,?® which formulated the teaching of
the Church against Manichzan errors as follows: “[Ec-
clesia] firmissime credit, . . . unum verum Deum, Pa-
trem et Filium et Spiritum Sanctum, esse omnium
visibilium et invisibilium creatorem: qui, quando voluit,
bonitate sua universas tam spirituales quam corporales
condidit creaturas: bonas quidem, quia a summo bono
factae sunt, sed mutabiles, quia de nihilo factae sunt,
nullamque mali asserit esse naturam, quia omnis na-
tura, in quantum natura est, bona est. . .. Praeterca
Manicheorum anathematizat insaniam, qui duo prima
principia posuerunt, unum visibilium, alivd invisibilium;
et alium Novi Testamenti Deum, alium Veteris esse
Deum dixerunt — The Church believes most firmly that
the one true God, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, is the
Creator of all things visible and invisible, who, when
it pleased Him, out of His goodness created all creatures,
spiritual and corporeal. These creatures are indeed
good, because made by Him who is the Supreme Good,
but they are mutable, because made out of nothing.
[The Church further] asserts that nothing is evil by na-
ture, because every nature, as such, is good. . . . And
she anathematizes the folly of the Manichaans who posit
two first principles, one the principle of visible, the other

28 A, D. 1439.
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of invisible things; and who say that the God of the
New Testament is different from the God of the Old
Testament.” 2¢ From this time on Manicheism with its
offshoots gradually disappears from history, and its
place is taken by Materialism and Pantheism.

¢) Materialism and Pantheism may be called
the prevailing heresies of modern times. Both
were clearly and resolutely condemned as atheis-
tic by the Council of the Vatican.*® Caput I of
the decrees of this Council, under the heading
“De Deo Rerum Ommium Creatore,” treats at
some length of God’s relation to His creatures.
The Vatican decree is substantially a restatement
of the Caput “Firmiter” of the Fourth Lateran
Council, from which it differs merely by laying
special emphasis on the doctrine that, in creating
the universe out of nothing, God acted “with abso-
lute freedom of counsel.”

Because of their great importance, the five canons
which accompany Caput I of the Constitutions of the
Vatican Council deserve to be reprinted here.

The first is directed against Atheism and reads thus:
“St quis unum verum Dewm visibilium et invisibilium
Creatorem et Dominum negaverit: anathema sit — If any
one shall deny the one true God, Creator and Lord of all
things visible and invisible ; let him be anathema.”

The second specifically condemns Materialism: “Si
quis praeter materiam nihil esse affirmare non erubuerit:

24 Decret. pro Iacobitis, cited in 25 A, D. 1870.

Denzinger-Bannwart’s  Enchiridion,
nn. 706 sq.
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anathema sit—If any one shall not be ashamed to
affirm that nothing exists except matter; let him be
anathema.”

Canon 3 anathematizes the fundamental principle of
Pantheism: “Si quis diverit, unam eandemque esse
Dei et rerum omnium substantiam vel essentiam: ana-
thema sit— If any one shall say that the substance or
essence of God and of all things is one and the same;
let him be anathema.”

Canon 4 is aimed at certain particular forms or varie-
ties of Pantheism: “Si quis diverit, res finitas tum
corporeas tum spirituales aut saltem spirituales e divina
substantia emanasse, aut divinam essentiam sui mani-
festatione vel evolutione fieri omnia, aut denique Deum
esse ens universale sew indefinitum, quod sese deter-
minando constituat rerum universitatem in genera,
species et individua distinctam: anathema sit—1If any
one shall say that finite things, both corporeal and spir-
itual, or at least spiritual, have emanated from the di-
vine substance; or that the divine essence by the
manifestation and evolution of itself becomes all things;
or, lastly, that God is universal or indefinite being,
which by determining itself constitutes the universality
of things, distinct according to genera, species, and in-
dividuals; let him be anathema.” .

Canon 5 defines the dogma of Creation in its more
important aspects: “ St quis non confiteatur, mundum
resque ommnes, quae in eo continentur, et spirituales et
materiales secundum totam suam substantiam a Deo ex
nihilo esse productas; aut Deum dixerit non voluntate
ab omni necessitate libera, sed tam mecessario creasse,
quam mnecessario amat seipsum; aut mundum ad Dei
gloriam conditum esse negaverit: anathema sit — If any
one confess not that the world, and all things which
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are contained in it, both spiritual and material, have
been, in their whole substance, produced by God out of
nothing ; or shall say that God created, not by His will,
free from all necessity, but by a necessity equal to the
necessity whereby He loves Himself ; or shall deny that
the world was made for the glory of God; let him be

anathema.” 2¢

26 These canons can be found in
Denzinger-Bannwart’s  Enchiridion,
nn. 1801 sqq. Also, with an Eng-
lish translation, in the Appendix to
Cardinal Manning’s work, The Vait-
fcan Council, 4th ed.,, New York

reprint, 1902, pp. 192 sqq. For 3
detailed analysis of them see
Scheeben, Dogmatik, Vol. I, pp. 496
sqq. Cfr. also Granderath-Kirch,
Geschichte des wvatikanischen Kon-
zils, 3 vols., Freiburg 1903-06.



SECTION 2

EXPLANATION OF THE DOGMA

The dogma of Creation presents two different
aspects, according as we contemplate either the
divine act or its creatural terminus. Viewing
it in the first-mentioned or active sense, we
shall enquire into (1) God’s conception of the
universe as the exemplary cause of all things;
(2) the relation of Creation to the Blessed
Trinity; and (3) God’s freedom of will in
creating the world. These points will be sever-
ally treated in the first three Articles of the
present section. We shall add a fourth Article on
creation as co-existent with time, and a fifth on
the question whether or not God can communicate
His creative power to creatures.

ARTICLE 1

THE DIVINE IDEA OF THE COSMOS AS THE EXEMPLARY
: CAUSE OF CREATION

I. Tue DiviNe IpeEa oF THE CosMmos.—Rea-
son tells us that the Creator must have designed
the created universe in accordance with some

32
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pattern or archetype. As an artist cannot pro-
duce a work of art unless he has previously
formed some idea of it in his mind, so God must
have had a definite conception of the cosmos be-
fore He proceeded to mould it.

Metaphysicians are agreed that the idea, or causa ex-
emplaris, is a necessary condition for setting to work
all those efficient causes which are endowed with under-
standing and free will. No intelligent cause proceeds
blindly or at random.

God’s idea of the cosmos may be regarded either sub-
jectively or objectively. Subjectively it is God’s creative
Wisdom or practical Knowledge, and as such identical
with the Divine Essence itself. Objectively, or with re-
gard to content, it is the ideal representation of whatever
is to become actual, or, in the words of St. Thomas, the
outward imitability of the Divine Essence considered as
purely conceptual.

This definition makes it quite clear that God’s idea of
the cosmos is neither a creature, nor a metaphysical en-
tity existing outside of, or side by side with God,* nor
yet the Divine Essence itself. God’s idea of the cosmos
must consequently be the possible essence of the created
universe, in so far as that essence is rooted in the Di-
vine Substance and conceived by the Divine Intellect
from all eternity.® If we are careful to guard against
the Platonic mistake of conceiving the archetypes of
things as individual existences extraneous to God, we
may safely adopt Clement of Alexandria’s distinction *

1 St. Thom., S. th., 1a, qu. 15, Knowability, Essence and Attri-
art. 2. butes, p. 117.

2 Such was the opinion of Plato. 4 Cfr. Eusebius, Praeparatio Evan-
3 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, God: His gelica, XI, 25.
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between an ideal world («éopos voyrds) and the really ex-
isting world (xdopos aiofyrss). The former is necessary
and eternal, the latter contingent and temporal.

May we speak of divine ideas of created things in
the plural number? We may, but only in regard to
the multitude of created things. In the Divine Intellect
itself there is but one absolutely simple idea,— as sim-
ple and indivisible as the Divine Essence with which
it coincides. This distinction furnishes the key for the
correct interpretation of the plural phrase rationes
rerum, or Adyot obowdwownr, which occurs in the writings
of the Fathers and theologians.

2. Tue TeacHING oF REevELATION.—While
the Church has never formally defined her teach-
ing with regard to the divine idea of the cosmos,
Holy Scripture does not permit us to doubt the
actual existence of such an idea.

a) Of the various Scriptural texts which may be cited
in this connection,® the most luminous perhaps is Gen.
I, 26: “Let us make man to our image and likeness.”
Here God appears in the réle of a thoughtful artificer,
who works out the concept of man in his own mind
before he proceeds to create him. He is an intelligent
Creator who follows a well-digested plan.

This view is utterly incompatible with the theory of
atheistic Darwinism, which attributes the creation of
things to “chance.” It is developed in the Sapiential
Books of the Old Testament and forms the necessary
substratum of St. John’s Logos-doctrine. According to
the punctuation of some manuscript codices of the Fourth

& Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, God: His Knowability, Essence and Attributes, pp.
s 225 sqq.
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Gospel, John I, 3 sq. reads as follows: “Et sine ipso
factum est nihil. Quod factum est, in ipso vita erat,”
i. e., that which was created sprang from a vital idea
in the Godhead, namely, the Logos. St. Augustine
beautifully develops this thought in his Homilies on the
Gospel of St. John,® but the punctuation on which it is
based has not stood the test of modern criticism.

b) The Fathers developed the teaching thus adum-
brated in Sacred Scripture, some of them explaining it
in consonance with, others in opposition to, the Platonic
philosophy.” It remained for the medieval Schoolmen
to give it its final polish. The most brilliant exponent
of the doctrine of the Divine Idea is St. Augustine.®
From him the Schoolmen received it and unfolded it
dialectically.?

ARTICLE 2
CREATION IN ITS RELATION TO THE TRINITY
Though the Blessed Trinity creates per modum

naturae, that is to say, qua Godhead, Creation
is specially appropriated to the Father as the

8 Tract. in Ioa., 1, 17.

7 Among those who opposed the
Platonic view were Justin Martyr,
Tertullian, and Gregory of Nazian-
zus.

8 He writes: *“ Quis audeat dicere
Deum irrationabiliter omnia condi-
disse? Quodsi recte dici et credi
non potest, restat, ut omnia ratione
sint condita, nec eadem ratione
homo qua equus; hoc enim ab-
surdum est existimare. Singula igi-
tur propriis sunt creata rationibus.,
Has autem rationes ubi arbitrandum
est esse nisi in mente Creatoris?
Non enim quidquam extra se posi-

tum intuetur, ut secundum id com-
stitueret, quod constituebat; nam
hoc opinari sacrilegum est, Quodsi
hae rerum creandarum creatarumuve
rationes in diving mente continentur,
neque in divina menie quidquam
nisi aeternum atque incommutabile
potest esse . . ., non solum sunit
ideae, sed ipsae verae sunt et eius-
modi atque tmcommutabiles manent,
quarum  participatione fit, ut sit,
guidquid est, quoquo modo est.”
In Libr. 83 Quaest., qu. 46, 2.

9 Cfr. Ruiz, De Scientia Dei,
disp. 82,
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First of the Three Divine Persons. The fact
that the Trinity cannot be demonstrated by phil-
osophical arguments, does not, rightly considered,
disprove the teaching of Catholic theologians that
all creatures contain some vestige of the Trinity,
and that, in addition thereto, the pure spirits, and
man who is endowed with reason, “represent the
Trinity by way of image.” !

Thesis I: Father, Son, and Holy Ghost created the
universe not as separate Persons, but per modum
naturae, i. e, in virtue of the essential Knowledge
and Volition common to the whole Trinity.

Proof. This thesis, which embodies an article of
faith, has been repeatedly defined by the Church.?
The “ Decretum pro Iacobitis,” adopted by the Council
of Florence, in 1439, says: “ Firmissime credit, profite-
tur et praedicat [Ecclesial, unum verum Deum, Patrem
et Filium et Spiritum Sanctum, esse omnium visibilium
et tnvisibilium creatorem — The Church most firmly be-
lieves, professes, and teaches that the one true God,
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, is the Creator of all things
visible and invisible.”®* And a few lines further up:
“Sed Pater et Filius non duo principia Spiritus Sancti,
sed unum principium, sicut Pater et Filius et Spiritus
Sanctus non tria principia creaturae, sed unum princi-
pium — But the Father and the Son [are] not two prin-
ciples of the Holy Ghost, but one principle; just as the

1 Bonjoannes, Compendium of the 2 Cfr, Conc. Lat. IV, Cap. * Fir-
Summa Theologica of St. Thomas miter.”
Agquinas. . . . Translated into Eng- 3 Denzinger-Bannwart, Enchiridi.

lish. Revised by Fr. Wilfrid Les- on, n. 706.
cher, O, P., p. 116, London 1906.
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Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost [constitute] not
three principles of the creature, but one principle.” *

We will merely outline the Biblical argument for our
thesis. Holy Scripture attributes the Creation of the
universe sometimes to the Father,® sometimes to the
Son,® and sometimes to the Holy Ghost.” The diacritical
particles ex, per, and in (é, dud, eis) in Rom. XI, 36:
“Ex Patre per Filium in Spiritu Sancto — Of the
Father, by the Son, in the Holy Ghost (are all things),”
do not signify a difference of power, but simply the
Trinitarian relation of origin. The meaning is that the
Father has the creative power of Himself, the Son by
Generation from the Father, and the Holy Ghost by
Spiration from the Father and the Son.®

Certain Patristic writers say that if it were not for
the Son, the Father could not create for lack of a cre-
ative word. This remark must not be misunderstood.
The Fathers who make it merely wish to intimate that,
if God were not Tri-une, He would not be God at all,
and therefore unable to exercise creative power.? St.
Thomas explains this point as follows: “ Processiones
personarum sunt rationes productionis creaturarum, in-
quantum includunt essentialia attributa, quae sunt scientia
et voluntas — The divine Processions are the cause of
the production of creatures, inasmuch as they include
the essential attributes of Understanding and Will.” 1

all of them, required in order to
the causality of creation; inasmuch

4 Denzinger-Bannwart, Enchiridi-
on, n. 704. Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, The

Divine Trinity, pp. 231 Sq.

5 Luke X, 21,

6 John I, 3; Col. I, 15 sqq.

7 Ps. XXXII, 6.

8 Cfr. St. Basil, De Spiritu Sanc-
to, cap. 5; Humphrey, * His Divine
Majesty,” pp. 224 sq. g

9 “ The three Divine Persons are,

as that God is required, to whom
a trinity of persons is essential, so
that without this trinity He would
not be God.”—(Humphrey,  His
Divine Majesty,” p. 226.)

10 S. th., 1a, qu. 45, art. 6, On
some very subtle problems involved
in this theory see Ruiz, De Trinit.,
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Thesis II: Creation is properly appropriated to
God the Father.

This thesis may be technically qualified as “ doctrina
catholica.”

Proof. A glance at the so-called Apostles’ Creed
shows that the Creation of the universe has always been
appropriated to the Father. ““Credo in unum Deum,
Patrem omnipotentem, factorem coeli et terrae — 1 be-
lieve in one God, the Father almighty, Creator of heaven
and earth.” The intrinsic reason for this appropriation
is the similarity existing between the creative act and the
hypostatic character of the First Person of the Trinity.
Creation is the beginning of divine operation, and as
such related to the Father in His character of principium
sine principio (épxy dvapxos). As a sign of divine power,
which culminates in the fiat “ Ipse dixit et facta sunt,” *?
Creation is related to the notional Understanding by
which the begetting Father utters His Word. “ Pater
dicendo gignit Verbum.” Therefore Creation is rightly
appropriated to the Father.?s

Thesis III: Though the Divine Trinity is the
Creator of the universe only per modum naturae,
nevertheless all creatures bear within themselves ves-
tiges of the Trinity; the spiritual creatures, moreover,
are real images of the same.

disp. 3, sect. 1. On the whole sub-  Apostles’ Creed has always been

ject cfr., Pohle-Preuss, The Divine
Trinity, pp. 275 $qq.

11 Though * we cannot safely af-
firm the Apostolic composition of
[this] Creed, there is no doubt that
in substance it goes back to Apos-
tolic times. As a result of [its]
intimate association with the liturgy
and teaching of the Church, the

held to have the authority of an
ex cathedra utterance.”— Cfr, H.
Thurston’s admirable article * Apos-
tles’ Creed,” with bibliography, in
the Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. 1.

12 Ps, CXLVIII, s.

13 On the divine Appropriations
in general see Pohle-Preuss, The
Divine Trinity, pp. 244 5qq.
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This thesis forms part of the theological teaching com-
mon to all schools.

Proof. We do not assert that the created universe
reflects the Trinity as swuch. If this were so, the
mystery of the Trinity would be demonstrable from
the cosmos. As a matter of fact the three Divine Per-
sons do not create qua Triad, but que Monad, and this
is the fundamental reason why the mystery of the Most
Holy Trinity is incapable of demonstration.?* The
meaning of our thesis is that, as productions of the
Triune God, creatures reflect the same essential attri-
butes by virtue of which there are two Processions in
the Godhead, viz.: understanding and will, knowledge and
love. Thus interpreted the thesis offers no difficulties.
For it stands to reason, and is further confirmed by the
philosophical arguments by which we can prove the ex-
istence of God, that the created universe postulates a
wise Intellect and a creative Will, and these are precisely
the attributes on which the two inner-divine Processions
are based. Consequently all creatures contain within
themselves certain vestiges !® of the Trinity. These ves-
tiges are, however, blurred and obscure, so that, if it
were not for Revelation, the human intellect could not

\\
|

14 Cfr, Pohle-Preuss, op. cit.,, pp.
196 sqq.

15 “ In every effect there is some-
thing corresponding to the cause;
something which may be said to
represent that cause. This repres-
entation may be such that the ex-
istence of the effect merely indi-
cates the existence of the cause,
and such an effect is said to show
a vestige of the cause; the proper
meaning of the word ¢vestige’ is
‘ footprint >; and a footprint which
shows thut a man has passed, but

does not tell what manner of man
he is, affords an instance of a ves-
tige. When the representation af-
fords some distinct knowledge of
the nature of the cause, even if
this knowledge be imperfect, the
representation is called an image,
such is the work of a sculptor or
painter,”— Sylvester Hunter, S. J.,
Outlines of Dogmatic Theology,
Vol. II, pp. 233 sq., London 18gs,
Cfr. also Humphrey, ““ His Divine
Majesty,” pp. 227 sqq.

\
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arrive at a knowledge of the mystery. It is only after
the mystery was supernaturally revealed that the mind
of man was able to discover the relation existing between
the Trinity and Creation.!®

The second part of our thesis, viz.: that every rational
creature bears within itself an image of the Trinity, is
to be understood with the same limitations. The created
intellect being endowed with understanding and free-will,
its “ internal word” (wverbum mentis) reflects the Logos,
while the immanent love which it entertains for itself
emblems the Holy Ghost. Cir. Gen. I, 26: “ Faciamus
hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem mnostram — Let
us make man to our image and likeness.” A still more
perfect image of the Trinity is produced in the human
soul by sanctifying grace " and the beatific vision.*®

ARTICLE 3

CREATION AS A FREE DIVINE ACT

It belongs to the treatise on the Essence and Attri-
butes of God to prove that the Divine Will is essentially
free.! Here we have merely to show that, in creating
the universe, God acted as a free agent, and, more spe-
cifically, that He acted libertate contradictionis sive ex-
ercitii and libertate specificationis, not, however, libertate
contrarietatis, which latter term means freedom of choice
between good and evil.

18 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, The Divine
Trinity, pp. 261 sqq.

17 Filiatio  adopiiva,
Spiritus Sancti.

18 Cfr, Hurter, Compend., Vol.
II, thes. 127; S. J. Hunter, Out¢-
lines of Dogmatic Theology, Vol.

inhabitatio

II, pp. 232 sqq., London 1895. We
shall recur to certain aspects of this
subject in our treatise on Grace.

1 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, God: His
Knowability, Essence, and Attri-
butes, pp. 430 sqq.
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Thesis I: Creation was a free act, libertate con-
tradictionis, 1. e., God was free either to create or not
to create, as He pleased.

This proposition is de fide.

Proof. The Council of Florence (A. D. 1439)
defined: “Deus, quando wvoluit, bomitate sua
universas . . . condidit creaturas — God in His
goodness created all things, when He willed.”
The Vatican Council (A. D. 1870), with an eye
to the heretical teachings of Hermes and Gun-
ther, further developed this definition as follows:
“[Deus] liberrimo consilio . . . utramque de ni-
hilo condidit naturam, spiritualem et corporalem,
angelicam videlicet et mundanam — God, with ab+
solute freedom of counsel, created out of nothing
. . . both the spiritual and the corporeal creature,
to wit, the angelical and the mundane.”? And
in Canon 5 the Council adds: “Si quis .
Deum dixerit non voluntate ab omni necessitate
libera, sed tam mecessario creasse, quam neces-
sario amat se ipsum, . . . anathema sit — If any
one . . . shall say that God created, not by His
will, free from all necessity, but by a necessity
equal to the necessity whereby He loves Him-
self, . . ..let him be anathema:.” ®

Holy Scripture teaches this truth in numerous
passages, especially in those which accentuate

2 Denzinger-Bannwart, Enchiridi- 8 Denzinger-Bannwart, Enchiridi-
on, n. 1783. on, n. 1805,

4
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the fact that God “hath done all things what-
soever he would.”* The dogma is enforced as
it were by contrast in 2 Mach. VIII, 18: “Nos
in omnipotente Domino, qui potest . . . uni-
versum mundum uno nutu delere, confidimus
—We trust in the Almighty Lord, who at a
beck can utterly destroy . . . the whole world.”
God cannot destroy at a beck except what He
has freely created. We have a still more definite
statement of this truth in Apoc. IV, 11: “Tu
creasti omnia, et propter voluntatem tuam erant
et creata sunt — Thou hast created all things;
and for thy will they were, and have been
created.” St. Paul writes: “Operatur omnia
secundum constlium voluntatis suae — [He]
worketh all things according to the counsel of
his will.” ®*  Where there is “counsel” there must
be liberty.

The teaching of the Fathers on this point i1s
in perfect consonance with Holy Scripture. St.
Irenzus says: “Ipse omnia libere fecit et quem-
admodum voluit — He made all things freely
and according to His will,”® and Hippolytus:
“He created even as He would, for He was
God.” " St. Ambrose exclaims: “Quid difficile
est ei, cut velle fecisse est?—What is difficult for

4E. g, Ps. CXIII, 3: * Deus 5 Eph. I, 11,
autem mnoster in coela; omnia quae- 6 Adv. Haer., 111, 8, 3.
cunque wvoluit, fecit.” 7 Cantr. Noét., 10,
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Him to whom to will means to do?”’® We
close the Patristic argument with a brief quota-
tion from the works of St. Augustine: “He
made [the universe] with an absolutely free
will.” ®

Reason argues thus: If God had not been free in
creating the universe, He must have acted under com-
pulsion either from without (coactio), or from within
(necessitas ab intrinseco). God cannot have acted under
external compulsion, because no higher Being existed
which could have exercised such compulsion. Nor can
He have been actuated by immanent necessity, because
in this hypothesis He would not be infinitely perfect,
nor self-sufficient, nor absolutely independent (ens a
se). Consequently, God was free either to create or
not, according to His good pleasure.

Thesis II: The divine act of Creation was free,
libertate specificationis; that is, God was free to create
either this present universe or any other.

This thesis may be technically qualified as doc-
trina catholica.

Proof. The Provincial ' Council of Cologne.

(A.D. 1860)' defines: “Quemadmodum penes
Dewm erat, mundum crearve aut non creare, ita
penes ipsum etiam evat, hunc creare mundum aut
alium — As it lay in the power of God to create
or not to create a world, so it also lay in His

8 In Hexaém., 11, 2. 10 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, The Divine
9 De Civ. Dei, 11, 24. Trinity, p. 262.
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power either to create this particular world, or
a different one.” **

a) The Scriptural argument for this thesis is
based upon the sovereignty whereby God ordains
all things according to His good pleasure. Ps.
CXXXI1V, 6: “Omnia, quaecunque wvoluit,
Dominus fecit in coelo, in terra, in mari et in
omnibus abyssis — Whatsoever the Lord pleased
he hath done, in heaven, in earth, in the sea,
and in all the deeps.” Theodoret comments
upon this text as follows: ‘““The Lord created
all things whatsoever He pleased, as Holy Scrip-
ture testifies. He did not, however, will all that
it lay in His power to do, but only what seemed
to Him to be sufficient. For it would have been
easy for Him to create ten or twenty thousand
worlds.” %

For the rest, it is easy to see, even without the
aid of Revelation, that, had God had no other
choice than to create or not to create the present
cosmos, there would be but one possible world—
a view repugnant to the attribute of divine
omnipotence, which halts only at contradiction;
incompatible also with divine wisdom and per-
fection, for it is peculiar to wisdom to select and

11 Synod. Colon., 1860, tit. 3, cap. 360 sqq., Oeniponte 1903. Cfr. also
12, Fortescue, The Orthodox Eastern
12 De Curand. Graecor. Affect., Church, pp. 56, 58, 70, London
4. On Theodoret of Cyrus cfr. 1907; Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrol-
Hurter, Nomenclator  Literarius ogy, PP. 370 sqq.
Theologiae Catholicae, Vol. I, coll.
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vary creatable forms with the utmost freedom;
while God would not be infinitely perfect if His
Essence could be the exemplar of but one cre-
atable world.

b) Absolute Optimism is incompatible with Catholic
teaching. This philosophical system, excogitated by
Leibniz,® holds that the Divine Intellect, in contemplating
an infinite number of possible worlds, was constrained
by the divine wisdom and goodness to select, and that
the divine power was forced to create, that which was
absolutely the best, i. e., the world in which the greatest
number of realities harmoniously co-exist.** The idea
of an “ absolutely best world ” involves an intrinsic con-
tradiction, because in the domain of finite objects there
can be no summum bonum or absolute optimum. The
Leibnizian conceit is also disproved by experience, which
shows that the universe is seriously disfigured by evil.
No sane person will deny that a world in which there
was no sin, and no misery caused by sin (such as pain
and death, sickness and poverty), would be a far “ bet-
ter ” world than the one in which we now live. But
even if such a thing as an absolutely “ best” world were
conceivable, the Creator would be under no compulsion
to produce it. For no matter whether He makes
things great or small, perfect or imperfect, God is suffi-
cient unto Himself, and nowise depends on His creatures.
In the words of St. Augustine: ‘‘ Deus nulld necessi-

18 Theodsc., part. 11, Bayle, who had tried to show that

14 Cfr. Tennemann’s Manual of reason and faith are incompatible.
the History of Philosophy, ed. John- The work is devoted, in a large
son-Morell (Bohn’s Philological Li- measure, to the discussion of the
brary), pp. 340 sqq., London 1878. problem of evil and te the defence

“ Leibniz’s . . . Théodicée was com- of optimism.”— Turner, History of
posed for the purpose of refuting  Philosophy, p. 511,
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tate, nulld suae cuiusquam utilitatis indigentid, sed sold
bonitate fecit, quod factum est — God made the world
not because He was compelled to make it, or because
He needed it for any advantage of His own, but out
of sheer goodness.” 1

It is to be remarked, however, that not all forms of
Optimism are irrational and repugnant. The relative
Optimism advocated by Ruiz and Palmieri, and even by
some of the Fathers of the Church,*® is supported by
solid arguments and carefully safeguards the liberty of
the Creator. The present universe may be regarded as
the best in a relative sense, 4. ¢., in so far as it is per-
fectly consonant to the divine idea, adequately serves the
purpose for which it was created, and embraces all pos-
sible species of natural ¥ and supernatural perfection.

Thesis III: The divine act of Creation was not,
however, a free act libertate contrarietatis; that is to
say, God was not free to create a bad world; He could
create none but a good world.

Proof. By a bad world we understand, not
one in which there is physical evil (disease, pain,

18 De Civit. Des, X1, 24. Among 18 Grace, glory, hypostatic union.
those who have effectively refuted For further information on the
absolute Optimism we may mention: whole subject the student is re-
Jos. Hontheim, Instit. Theodic., pp. ferred to Palmieri, De Deo Creante,
622 sqq.; Hugh of St. Victor, De thes. 12, Romae 1878; Stentrup,
Sacram., I, qu. 2, cap. 22, cited by De Deo Uno, pp. 650 sqq., Oeni-
Kilgenstein, Die Gotteslehre des ponte 1878; Humphrey, “ His Di-
Hugo von St. Viktor, pp. 212 sqq., vine Majesty,”” pp. 247 sqq., London

Wiirzburg 1897.

16 Cfr. St. Augustine, De Lib.
Arbit., 111, s; St. Chrysost.,, Hom.
in 1 Cor., 12; St. John Damasc., De
Fide Orth., 11, 29.

17 Matter, plants, brute animals,
men, and angels.

1897. Prominent among the more
recent defenders of absolute Opti-
mism is G. W, Allen, The Mission
of Ewvil. Being & Suggestion io-
wards @ Philosophy of Absolute Op-
timism, London 1900.
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death), but one replete with sin. Evil in its
primary and proper sense is sin. But God, who
is absolutely holy, cannot be the author of sin.
In this sense our thesis is an article of faith,
defined as such by the Fourth Lateran Council,
and also by the Councils of Florence ** and Trent.
The Tridentine canon says: “Si quis dixerit,
non esse in potestate hominis, vias suas malas
facere, sed mala ita ut bona Deum operari, non
permissive tantum, sed etiam proprie et per se,
anathema sit — If any one say that it is not in
the power of man to make his ways evil, but that
God worketh evil in the same manner that He
worketh good, not by permitting it, but properly
speaking and per se, let him be anathema.” *°

Of the Fathers we will only cite Augustine, who
says: “Naturas igitur Deus ommes fecit, non
solum n virtute et iustitia mansuras, sed etiam
peccaturas, non ut peccarent, sed ut essent orna-
turae universum, sive peccare sive non peccare
voluissent — God therefore created all beings,
not only those which were to persevere in virtue
and justice, but those also which were to sin;
and He created them not in order ‘that they
should sin, but that they should be an ornament
to the universe, regardless of whether they would
will to sin or not.” #!

19 Supra, p. 28. ability, Essence, and Atiributes, pp.
20 Cone. Trid,, Sess. VI, can. 6. 253 5qq. and 449 sqq.
Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, God: His Know- 21 De Lib. Arb., 111, 11.
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This dogma is denied by Pessimism, which has justly
been called “an error that is contemporaneous with
philosophic thought.” Its traces appear in every stage
of history.?? Arthur Schopenhauer may be regarded
as its chief and most consistent exponent. He holds
that the existing universe is the worst imaginable; that
it is, in fact, a veritable hell in which “man is the
devil of his fellows,” and that its only natural end and
object apparently is, to be whelmed in utter destruc-
tion.?®* Such a theory is plainly repugnant to faith and
reason. We will not deny that the problem of evil, which
has baffled so many thinkers since the days of the Gnos-
tics and Manichzans, is one of the most difficult in phi-
losophy.?* But the Pessimism of Schopenhauer is op-
posed to common sense, which tells us that evil does not
preponderate in the world ; that side by side with physical
and moral evil there exists an immense amount of
good ; that even where it takes the form of sin, evil is
oftentimes the source of good which would otherwise re-
main undone; and, lastly, that a fair equalization and the
restoration of the right order, which is partially disturbed
here on earth, can only be expected in the world beyond.
If we duly consider all these things we shall be persuaded
that relative Optimism will ultimately prevail. The most
satisfactory solution of * the riddle of the painful earth ”

23 Cfr. Driscoll, Christian Philos- such questions as these really lie at
ophy: God, pp. 275 sqq. the root of all philosophizing,

28 Cfr. Turner, History of Phi-  whether speculative or didactic, an-
losophy, p. 589 sq. For a good cient or modern; and it is mostly

critical exposition of Schopenhauer’s
system see Driscoll, Christian Phi-
losophy: God, pp. 283 sqq.

24 “ What place the principle of
evil occupies in the constitution of
things: how it came to exist: and
how it may best be treated and its
consequences avoided in practice —

as a practical way of possible es-
cape from some of the most painful
and distressing of actual or possible
experiences that religion in general
has commended itself to the mind of
man,”— A, B. Sharpe, Euil: Its
Nature and Cause, p. 7, London
1907.
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is that offered by Christianity ; in fact, “ the existence of
evil is a serious difficulty in the way of accepting any non-
theistic interpretation of the universe.” 2®

According to Catholic teaching man was originally
destined for a life of innocence and bliss. He fell
from his high estate through his own fault. The Son of
God descended from Heaven to redeem the sinful human
race, and through His merits this present life of pain
and sorrow will be followed by one of unending happi-
ness for those who faithfully obey the divine will. Our
Redeemer, who has justly been styled the “Man of
Sorrows,” furnishes a splendid pattern for the heroic
endurance of this terrestrial exile, which lasts but a
short while and affords us an opportunity to accumulate
rich merits for the life beyond. In the cross of Christ
lies our salvation and reconciliation ; its glory dispels the
terrors to which evil has given birth.*¢

ARTICLE 4

CREATION IN TIME

It is an article of faith that the world was
created in time, 1. e., that ““a certain finite num-
ber of days has elapsed since the instant when
the angels and the material world were brought
into being.”! But theologians differ with re-

25 Sharpe, op. cit., p. 4.

26 Cfr. J. Dippel, Der neuere Pes-
simismus, Wiirzburg 188¢; E. L.
Fischer, Das Problem des Ubels und
die Theodicee, Mainz 1883; v. Kep-
pler, Das Problem des Leidens in
der Moral, new ed., Freiburg 19113
A. B. Sharpe, Evil: Its Nature and

Its Cause, London 1907; IpeM, in
the Catholic Ewncyclopedia, Vol. V,
article “ Evil ”’; Driscoll, Christiar
Philosophy: God, Chapter XV, pp.
29y 8qq.; Boedder, Natural The-
alogy, pp. 393 sqq.

1 Hunter, Outlines of Dogmatic
Theology, Vol. 11, p, 249.
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gard to the question whether God, had He so
willed, could have created an eternal world.

Thesis I: God created the existing universe not
from everlasting, but in time.

This is de fide.

Proof. In its famous Caput “Firmiter,” the
Fourth Lateran Council solemnly defined against
the Albigenses, that God “simul ab initio temporis
utramque de nihilo condidit naturam,” and the
Council of the Vatican repeated this definition
word for word: “God created out of nothing,
from the very first beginning of time, both the
spiritual and the corporeal creature.”?® This
dogmatic definition is based on solid Scriptural
grounds.

a) The very first verse of Genesis declares
that the world began in time: “In principio
(P¥I3) creavit Deus coelum et terram — In
the beginning God created heaven and earth.”
Some theologians doubt whether these words
refer to the beginning of time;® but it is easy
to show that they do. P'¥®1  in Biblical usage,
signifies either the beginning of time, or a pri-
macy due to dignity, or the cause that produces
an effect, or headship in a local sense. In Gen.
I, 1 the context clearly excludes the three last

2 Conc. Vatic., Sess. 111, ¢. 1.
8 Cfr. Hunter, Outlines of Dogmatic Theology, Vol. IL. p. 250.
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mentioned meanings. Consequently, the term
must here denote the beginning of time.

Some of the Fathers* apply “beginning” to
the Divine Logos, as principium de principio.
But it 1s highly improbable that Moses had in
mind the Logos. Moreover, the Fathers in
question did not propound their construction as
the primary and only correct one; they merely
suggested it as a possible secondary interpreta-
tion resulting from a deeper study of the text.’

There are numerous other Scriptural passages
which could be adduced in confirmation of our
thesis. Cir., e. g., Ps. CI, 26: “Initio tu, Do-
mine, terram fundasti— In the beginning, O
Lord, thou foundedst the earth.” Ps. LXXXIX,
2: “Priusquam montes fierent aut formaretur
terra et orbis, a saeculo et usque ad saeculum tu
es, Deus — Before the mountains were made, or
the earth and the world was formed, from eter-
nity and to eternity thou art God.” ®

With the possible exception of Origen, the Fathers
unanimously teach that the world is not eternal. Tatian,
the Apologist, says: “ 008 yip dvaepyos % U\, kabdmep 6
@®eds — Matter is not beginningless, as God is.”7 St.
Basil, the ablest among the Patristic commentators of
the Hexaémeron, declares: “ Because many believed

4 Cfr. Theophil,, Ad Autol., 1I, 8 Cfr. also Prov. VIII, 22 sqq.;
10; Clem, Alex., Strom., VI, 7; John XVII, 5; Eph. I, 4.

Basil.,, Hom. in Hexaém., 1. 7 Contr. Graec., 5.

5 Cfr. Tertull,, Contr. Hermog.,
c. 19.
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that the world was eternal, like God, Moses purposely
chose these words: In the beginning God created heaven
and earth.”® St. Ambrose insists that the world began
simultaneously with time. “In principio temporis,” he
says, “ Deus coclum et terram fecit; tempus enim ab hoc
mundo, non ante mundum — In the beginning of time
God made heaven and earth; for time began simulta-
neously with, not prior to, the world.” ® In other words,
time began with Creation. Before the Creation of the
world there was no real, but only imaginary time.*
Quite appositely, therefore, does St. Augustine observe:
“ Procul dubio non est factus mundus in tempore, sed
cum tempore — The world was doubtless not made in
time, but with time.” ** And he brushes aside the ludi-
crous question: “What did God do during the time
that preceded the Creation?” with the remark: “Non
emim erat tunc, ubi non erat tempus— There was no
then, because there was no time.” 2

Thesis II: Creation from all eternity seems to in-
volve a contradiction, and hence was probably impos-
sible.

Proof. As against the revealed truth that the world
had its beginning in time, it is a purely speculative ques-

8 Hom. in Hexaém., 1. phrey, ‘“ His Divine Majesty,” p.
9 Praef. in Hexaém. conitr. Peri-  257.

pat. : 11 De Civ. Dei, V, 6.— Creation
10 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, God: His is said to have taken place in

Knowability, Essence, and Atiri- time, in the sense that real time

butes, pp. 306 sqq.—" The now of began with creation. Before real

time is the boundary line between
the past and the future. As soon,
therefore, as the world was created,
there existed a boundary line be-
tween an smaginary or possible past,
and a real future. This was the
beginning of real time.”— Hum-

time, there was only possible time.
This was indefinite, in the possibil-
ity of it. Hence we may, with St.
Augustine, say that the world was
made with #ime, rather than made
in time, Cfr. Humphrey, “ His Di-
vine Majesty,” p. 257.

12 Confess., XI, 13.
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tion of decidedly minor importance, whether or not an
eternal world is intrinsically possible. Granted that it is
possible, we must carefully distinguish between * be-
ginning in time” and “being a creature.” From the
fact that a thing began in time we can rightly conclude
to its being a creature, but we could not argue conversely
that it must have begun in time because it is a creature;
an eternal creature would be as truly a creature as one
produced in time. '

Still some of the Fathers, believing that an eternal
world would involve an intrinsic contradiction, boldly
concluded from the dependence of the world to its cre-
ation in time. It should however, be noted that not a
few of the Patristic texts usually cited in this connec-
tion do not really bear on the question at issue. They
merely affirm that the dualistic assumption of an un-
created eternal hyle involves a contradiction, whereas
the question we are now considering is whether or not
creation from eternity would entail a contradiction. But
there is another group of Patristic dicta which are ger-
mane to our topic. Thus St. Cyril of Alexandria says:
“That which has been brought into being by creation,
cannot possibly have existed from all eternity.” ¥ This
view was adopted by a number of eminent Scholastics,
e. g., Albertus Magnus and Richard of St. Victor. St.
Bonaventure went so far as to declare: “To assume
that the world is eternal . . . and [at the same time] to
hold that all things were created out of nothing, is so
contrary to right reason that I cannot persuade myself
that any philosopher, no matter how small his intel-
lectual capacity, ever took this ground.” 4

But St. Bonaventure’s opinion was not shared by all

13 Thes. Assert., 32.
14 Comment, in Quatuor Libros Sent., II, dist. 1, p. 2.
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Catholic theologians and philosophers. Those two great
antagonists, St. Thomas Aquinas and Duns Scotus,
agreed that the proposition that the world necessarily
began in time, cannot be cogently established by philo-
sophic arguments. “ Mundum non semper fuisse, sola
fide tenetur et demonstrative probari non potest,” says
St. Thomas; “ That the world is not eternal we hold
solely as a matler of faith; reason cannot demonstrate
it by stringent arguments.” > The Angelic Doctor care-
fully reviews the objections raised against this thesis in
his work De Aeternitate Mundi.*®

Still less is it demonstrable that an eternal creation is
necessary.’” Such being the status of the vexed con-
troversy, there is plainly no need for us to embrace
either of the contradictory opinions current among
Catholic philosophers and theologians. We merely note,
in passing, that the authority of the Fathers seems rather
to favor the intrinsic impossibility of an eternal creation.!®

ARTICLE 3

THE INCOMMUNICABILITY OF GOD'S CREATIVE POWER

Revelation tells us that no creature ever exercised the
creative power. Still the purely speculative question may
be asked: Could God, if He would, communicate His
creative power to a creature, e. g., an angel of the
highest rank? Of course no angel could wield the cre-

15 S. Th., 13, qu. 46, art. 2, 18 Cfr. Hontheim, Instit, Theo-

18 Cfr. the learned monograph of dicaeae, pp. 710 sqq., Friburgi 1893;
Dr. P. Thomas Esser, O. P., Die  Hunter, Outlines of Dogmatic The-
Lehre des hl. Thomas von Aquino ology, Vol. 11, pp. 249 sqq.; Sten-
siiber die Maglichkeit einer anfangs-  trup, Das Dogma von der zeitlichen
losen Schipfung, Miinster 189s. Weltschopfung, Innsbruck 1870.

17 Cfr. St. Thomas, De Pot., qu.
3, art. 17.
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ative power to the full extent of its infinite perfection,
or independently of the preservative and concurring in-
fluence of the Divine First Cause. The meaning of our
question is: Could any creature, as principal, or at
least as an instrumental cause, produce anything (e. g.,
a blade of grass) out of nothing? A categorical denial
of this possibility, it is easy to see, will redound to the
glory of the Creator.

Thesis I: No mere creature ever created anything
out of nothing.

This proposition embodies an article of faith.

Proof. The Fourth Lateran Council dogmatic-
ally declared the Blessed Trinity to be “unwm uni-
versorum principiunt, creator omniwm visibilium et
invisibilium, spiritualivm et corporalium — The
one principle of all things, the Creator of all
things visible and invisible, spiritual and cor-
poreal.” * This truth can be proved from Sacred
Scripture by a twofold niethod: (1) by show- -
ing that Creation is never attributed to any
one but God; and (2) by demonstrating that
the Bible positively denies that any creature ever
exercised creative power. Heb. III, 4: “Qui
autem ommnia creavit, Deus est — He that created
all things, is God.” Apoc. IV, 11: “Tu creasti
ommnia et propter voluntatem tuam erant et creata
sunt — Thou hast created all things; and for
thy will they were, and have been created.” This

1 Cfr. Denzinger-Bannwart, Enchiridion, n. 428.
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truth is enunciated even more solemnly in Is.
XLIV, 24: “Ego swm Dominus, faciens omnia,
extendens coelos solus, stabiliens terram, et nullus
mecum — I am the Lord, that make all things,
that alone stretch out the heavens, that estab-
lish the earth, and there is none with me.” And
in John I, 3: “Ommnia per ipsum facta sunt, et
sine ipso factum est nihil, quod factum est — All
things were made by him: and without him was
made nothing that was made.” In the light of
these and similar texts the Fathers of the Church
did not hesitate to brand as heretical the proposi-
tion that the world was made by beings of an
inferior order. “Those who allege,” says St.
John of Damascus, “that the Angels are the
creators of any substance whatever, are mouth-
pieces of the Devil, who is their councillor; for
being themselves creatures, the Angels cannot be
creators.” * This view is shared by all theolog-
ical schools.

Thesis II: God cannot, even by way of grace,
communicate His creative power to any creature.

This thesis merely represents a theological conclusion.
Proof. The Scholastics generally hold ® that no crea-
ture, how high soever its rank, is able, even with
divine assistance, to create anything out of nothing.*
Holy Scripture, Tradition, and ecclesiastical teaching

2 De Fide Orth., 11, 3. Quatuor Libros Sent., 11, dist., 1,
8 Against Durandus and Gabriel qu. 4.
Biel, Cfr. the latter’s Comment. in 4 Durandus was ill-advised when
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alike regard the power to create as the true criterion
of omnipotence, and consequently as an exclusive and
incommunicable divine attribute, which as essentially
differentiates God from His creatures as His eter-
nity or immensity. Theologically, therefore, it is quite
consistent to conclude from God’s creative power to
His omnipotence and, ultimately, to His self-exist-
ence. The notion of a ‘“creating creature,” on the
other hand, is as much a contradiction as would be that
of a “created God.” Whenever, in fact, Holy Scrip-
ture wishes to exalt God’s omnipotence and to impress
His creatures with their own impotence, it usually accen-
tuates His creative power.® Hence we may properly
conclude that creative power is a mode of operation
peculiar to God, gua God, distinguishing Him from the
creature, qua creature. This is most certainly the opinion
of the Fathers, who hold that a ‘ creatura creatrix”
would involve an intrinsic contradiction. Thus St.
Athanasius says: “All things were made through the
Word, who would not have wrought all things, were
He Himself a creature. Hence even the angels are un-
able to create, since they are themselves creatures.”®
Similarly St. Augustine: “ An angel can no more create
a substance than he can create himself.” 7

The Scholastics tried to demonstrate the incommuni-

possess the power to produce some-
thing out of nothing.” L. c., n. 23.

he wrote: * Quamwvis nulli crea-
turae sit communicatum, quod creet,

tamen mon apparet aliqua ratio con-
vincens necessario, quod Deus non
posset facere aliquam creaturam,
quae possit aliquid producere nullo
supposito in quo agat — Though it
has not been given to any creature
to create, yet there appears to be
no stringent and necessary reason
why God should not be able to
make some creature which would

5

5 See the texts quoted in con-
firmation of Thesis 1, supra, p. 55.

8 Serm. contr. Arian., ii, n. 21.
Newman’s translation; cfr. Select
Treatises of St. Athanasius in Con-
troversy with the Arians, Vol. I, p.
277, oth impression, London 1903.

7 De Gen. ad Lit.,, IX, 15, 28.
For other Patristic texts bearing
on this topic cfr. Tepe, Instit,
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cability of God’s creative power by various philosophical
arguments. St. Thomas bases his demonstration on the
fact that pure being (ens in quantum est ens), which is
the terminus of creation, can be produced solely by the
causa universalissima.® Suarez starts from an analysis
of the creative act, which of its very nature, he says,
cannot be limited to this or that being (e. g., a grain
of sand), but embraces all creatable things. A power
that is able to create by a mere act of the will — so
runs his argument — can meet with no material obstacle,
and must therefore extend to all possibles. Now, such
a power cannot be conceived except as actually infinite,
and therefore cannot belong to any finite creature
Hence God alone can create.’

Thesis III: The Creator cannot employ a creature
as an instrumental cause in creating.

This thesis may be qualified as highly probable (pro-
babilissima).

Proof. An instrumental cause is far inferior to a
principal cause, because it is moved rather than moving
(as, for instance, a saw in the hands of a carpenter).
The absolute impossibility of God’s employing creatures
as instrumental causes in the act of creation is, there-
fore, not quite so evident as the truth embodied in the
preceding thesis. In fact, not a few Scholastics, follow-
ing the lead of Peter Lombard,'® opposed the thesis we
are here upholding. St. Thomas at first followed the
“ Master of the Sentences,” but later in life changed
Theol., Vol. 11, _pp. 436 sqq., Paris 9 Suarez, Metaph., disp. 2o, sect.
1895, and Chr. Pesch, Praelect. 2, n. 11. Cfr. Palmieri, De Dec
Dogmat., t. I1I, 3rd ed., pp. 12 Creante, thes. 6.

sqq., Friburgi 1908, 10 Lib, Sentsy 5, d7ct, Zs
8 S. Th., 1a, qQu. 45, art. §. e
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his opinion and admitted that it is impossible for any crea-
ture to create, even though it were only as an instrument
in the hands of God: “ Sic igitur impossibile est, quod
alicus creaturae conveniat creare, meque virtute propria
neque nstrumentaliter, sive per ministerium.’ 't A
transfer of the creative power to an instrumental cause,
akin to the transfer of divine power to man in the
working of miracles, the forgiving of sins, and at Con-
secration during Holy Mass, is inconceivable because of
the absence of a materia circa quam; for, in the act of
creating something out of nothing there is no subject to
which the instrumental cause could be applied and on
which it could exercise its causality. This consideration
removes a difficulty raised by Oswald, ziz.: that “a con-
version of one substance into another (transubstantia-
tion) would seem to postulate as great a power as the
production of a substance out of sheer nothing.” > At
the Consecration the priest takes bread and wine as a
substratum upon which to exercise his ministerial powers;
but Creation is the production of something out of noth-
ing without a pre-existing substratum.!?

ReapinGs : — *Palmieri, S. J., De Creatione et Praecipuis Crea-
turis, 2nd ed., Rome 1910.— Mazzella, De Deo Creante, 4th ed.,
Rome 1908.— Heinrich, Dogmatische Theologie, Vol. IV, §§ 257-
263, Mainz 1885.— Oswald, Schipfungslehre, Paderborn 1893 —
Th. H. Simar, Lehrbuch der Dogmatik, Vol. 1, §§ 62-go, Freiburg

11 S. Th., 1a, qu. 45, art. 5.

12 Schipfungslehre, p. 53, Pader-
dorn 1893.

13 Cfr. St. Thom., Contr, Gent.,
[I, 21 (Rickaby, God and His Crea-
tures, pp. 88 sq., London 1905);
[pEM, De Pot., qu. 3, art. 4; also
Tepe, Instit, Theol., Vol. II, pp.
451 sq.

* The asterisk before an author’s

name indicates that his treatment of
the question is especially clear and
thorough. As St. Thomas is inva-
riably the best guide, the omission
of the asterisk before his name
never means that we consider his
work in any way inferior to that of
others. There are vast stretches of
theology which he scarcely touched.
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1899.— *G. B. Tepe, Instit, Theol., Vol. 11, pp. 417 sqq., Pari:
1895.— Chr. Pesch, Praelect. Dogmat., t. 111, ed. 3, Friburg
1908.— Pesnell, Le Dogme de la Création et la Science Contem:
poraine, 2nd ed., Arras 1894.— L. Janssens, De Deo Creatore e
de Angelis, Friburgi 1905.— *St. Thom., S. Theol., 1a, qu. 44 sqq
— Suarez, De Opere Sex Dierum.— Schwane, Dogmengeschichte
Vols. I and II, 2nd ed., Freiburg 1892-1895.— Vigener, De Iden
Divinis, Monast. 1869.— Scheeben, Dogmatik, Vol. 11, § 134, Fre:
burg 1878 (Wilhelm-Scannell’s Manual, Vol. I, pp. 356 sqq., 2ns
ed., London 1899).— *Kleutgen, Theologie der Vorzeit, Vol. |
2nd ed, Minster 1867.— Stentrup, Das Dogma von der zeit:
lichen Weltschopfung, Innsbruck 1870.— Kleutgen, Vom zeii
lichen Anfang der Welt (Beilagen to the Theologie der Vorzei !
Heft 2), Miinster 1870~ Th. Esser, O. P., Die Lehre des hi
Thomas iiber die Méglichkeit einer anfangslosen Schipfung
Miinster 1895.— St. Thom., Opusc. De Aeternitate Mundi.— Bi.
luart, De Opere Sex Dierum, diss. I, art. 6.—J. T. Driscol
Christian Philosophy: God, pp. 179 sqq., 2nd ed., New Yorl
1904.— K. Gutberlet, Gott und die Schipfung, Ratisbon 1910~
W. Humphrey, “ His Divine Majesty,” pp. 205 sqq., London 189y
—B, J. Otten, S. J., A Manual of the History of Dogmas, Vci
I, St. Louis 1917, pp. 286 sqq.



CHAPTER 1I

THE CONTINUED EXISTENCE OF THE CREATED UNI-
VERSE, OR DIVINE PRESERVATION
AND CONCURRENCE

God, having produced out of nothing the va-
rious substances that constitute the created uni-
verse, with all their properties and powers, con-
tinues to influence them, (1) by preserving them
in their being,' and (2) by concurring in their
operations.? We shall consider the divine Pres-
ervation of the universe and God’s Concurrence
with His creatures in two separate Sections.

1 Conservatio in esse. 2 Concursus in operando.
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SECTION 1

DIVINE PRESERVATION

1. THE NATURE OF DIVINE PRESERVATION.—
All created beings are contingent and absolutely
dependent on the creative First Cause. It fol-
lows that, once created, they cannot continue ir
substantial existence without the co-operation o:
the Creator. A created being never for a mo:
ment ceases to be an ens ab alio,® and therefore
forever depends upon the preservative influence
of God. A sudden withdrawal of that influence
would result in the inevitable annihilation of the
creature. Consequently divine Preservation is
as indispensable for the continued existence of
the cosmos as Creation was for its beginning.’
In this sense the preservation of the universe is
sometimes called “continued creation.”

3 “ The fact that a creature actu- between the creative and the pre
ally exists, does not exist neces- servative action of God, has beer
sarily, but depends on an external justly rejected by all theologica
cause as much for its continuous  schools. Cfr. St. Thom., S. Theol.

as for its initial existence.” (Wil- 1a. qu. 104, art. 2, ad 4.— Or
helm-Scannell, Manual of Catholic  Henry of Ghent (Doctor Solemnis)
Theology, Vol. I, p. 364.) see Turner, History of Philosophy

4 The peculiar theory advanced pp. 384 sqq.; on Peter d’Aurio
by Henry of Ghent and Aureolus, (Aureolus), ibid., pp. 403 sq.
that there is a specific difference
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This does not mean that all created beings sink back
into nothingness at every moment of their existence, to
be each time promptly recreated by God, as Bayle scof-
fingly insinuated.® Divine preservation must not be con-
ceived as intermittent, but as the continued action of God.
The power which sustains the universe is an incommuni-
cable attribute of God in the same sense as the creative
power which called it into being.

What we have so far said is sufficient to show the
falsity of the systems that have been at various times
devised in respect of divine Preservation. First and
above all we must note that the divine Preservation of
the cosmos is not merely negative. It is not enough
for God not to destroy His creatures, He must exercise
some positive influence on them.”® Preservation must
be conceived as a positive divine influence directed to
the very substance of a creature, and by which the crea-
ture is enabled to continue its existence.’

Like Creation, Preservation, entitatively considered, is
an eternal and necessary act; terminatively, however, it
is temporal and free.

2. Tue TeEacHING OF REVELATION.—Though
never formally defined as an article of faith, the
doctrine of the divine Preservation of the uni-
verse is undoubtedly contained in the sources of

5 If Bayle’s opinion were true,
justly observes B. Boedder, S. J.
(Natural Theology, p. 354, 2nd ed.,
London 1899), “there would be
properly no preservation at all, but
only renewal by divine creation of
interrupted existences.”

6 Wilhelm-Scannell, Manual of
Catholic Theology, Vol. I, p. 363.

7 This last-mentioned point must

be strongly emphasized against cer-
tain modern theologians (e. g., Ber-
lage and Klee), who postulate the
Divine Preservation only for dis-
soluble compound substances (or-
ganisms), but hold that the so-
called incorruptible and simple sub-
stances (the elements, pure spirits)
preserve themselves,
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Revelation. The Roman Catechism declares that,
unless preserved by God’s Providence, the uni-
verse would instantly return to its original noth-
ingness.®

a) Holy Scripture clearly enforces the neces-
sity of divine Preservation, as distinct from
Creation. Wisd. XI, 26: “Quomodo posset
aliquid permanere (révew), nisi tu voluisses, aut

quod a te vocatum non esset, conservaretur?— |

How could any thing endure, if thou wouldst
not? or be preserved, if not called by thee?” If
this preservative influence were withdrawn, all
living beings would perish. Ps. CIII, 29: “Au-
feres spiritum eorum, et deficient et in pulverem
suum revertentur—Thou shalt take away their
breath, and they shall fail, and shall return to
their dust.” Holy Scripture describes divine
Preservation either actively as an ‘“upholding”
or keeping together, or passively as the indwell-
ing of all things in God. Heb. I, 2 sq.: “Per
quem fecit et saccula, . . . portansque® ommia
verbo virtutis suae — By whom also he made the
world . . . upholding all things by the word of
his power.” Col. I, 16 sq.: “Ommnia per ipsum et
in 1pso creata sunt . . . et ommia in ipso con-

8 Cat. Rom., P. 1, cap. ii, qu. stitutae sunt, illas conservaret,
19. ““ Nisi conditis rebus perpetua statim ad nihilum reciderent.”
eius [Dei] providentia adesset, at- 2 pépwy,

que eadem vi, qua ab initio con-
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stant **—All things were created by him and in
him . . . and by him all things consist.” **

b) The teaching of the Fathers on the whole conforms
to the Scripture texts just quoted. Origen commen-
tates on Acts XVII, 28 as follows: *In what manner
then shall we live and move and be in God, unless with
His power He grasps and holds together the uni-
verse? 2 St. Chrysostom observes: ‘“To hold the
universe together is no smaller matter than to have
created it. Nay, if we be allowed to marvel, it is some-
thing even greater. For while the act of Creation pro-
duced beings, the act of Preservation sustains them, lest
they return to nothingness.”® St. Augustine remarks:
“The world would scarcely endure even for one single
moment, if God were to withdraw His governance from
e 1

We will close the Patristic argument with a passage
from the writings of St. Gregory the Great: * Cuncta
ex mihilo facta sunt, eorumque essentia rursum ad mni-
hilum tenderet, nisi eam auctor omnium regiminis manu
teneret — All things were made out of nothing, and their
essence would tend to return to nothing, did not the
author of all sustain them by his governance.” 1
in bringing any theist to avow that
things could not be at all, if they
dropped out of the thought of the

Supreme Mind. But God’s mere
thinking of them is not enough to

10 7a wavTa év alT@ guvéoTnKey,
11 Cfr, also Acts XVII, 28,

12 De Princip., 11, 1.

13 Hom. in Hebr., II, 1, 3.

14 In Gen. ad Lit.,, IV, 14. * Be-

ing is not the mnature or essence
of anything created, but of God
alone,” says St. Thomas Aquinas.
¢ Nothing then can remain in be-
ing when the divine activity ceases.”
(Contr. Gent., III, 65.) “ This is
a truly magnificent argument,” com-
ments Fr. Rickaby. ‘“In these
idealist days, there is no difficulty

raise them out of the order of pure
possibilities, and transfer them into
the region of actual being. To give
them actuality, God must will them;
and to keep them in existence He
must will them continually.” (Of
God and His Creatures, p. 236,
note.) [

15 Moral..

XVI, 37, 4s5. Other
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¢) It may be set down as a certain theological con-
clusion that in point of fact God will never actually
withdraw His preserving influence either from the uni-
verse as a whole, or from any of its constituent parts.
He will forever sustain the substance of His Creation.
With regard to spiritual substances, their eternal dura-
tion (immortality) is an ethical postulate based upon
God’s wisdom, sanctity, and fidelity. As to material
substances (not, however, their combinations) we have
positive assurance that they will also endure forever,
Cir. Wisd. I, 14: “ Creavit Deus, ut essent [i. e., per-
manerent] omnia— He created all things that they
might be.” 1®

Transubstantiation proves nothing against this; for
though bread and wine disappear in the conversion, they
are not properly annihilated. The same quantity of nat-
ural substance is restored when the species become cor-
rupted.’

READINGS : — *Scheeben, Dogmatik, Vol. 11, §§ 130, 131, Frei-
burg 1878 (Wilhelm-Scannell’s Manual, Vol. I, pp. 361 sqq.);
Heinrich, Dogmat. Theologie, Vol. V, §§ 272-273, 2nd ed., Mainz
1888 ; Lessius, De Perfect. Moribusque Div., |. 10-11; St. Thom,,
Contr. Gent., 111, 65 (Rickaby, Of God and His Creatures, pp.
236 sqq.) ; IpEM, De Potent., qu. 5; Petav.,, De Deo, VIII, 2; B.
Boedder, S. J., Natural Theology, pp. 348 sqq., 2nd ed., London
1899; L. J. Walker, S. J., art. “ Providence,” in the Catholic Ency-
clopedia, Vol. XII.

Patristic texts will be found in 17 For a detailed treatment of
Stentrup, De Deo Uno, pp. 658 this point we must refer the stu-
sqq., Oenip. 1878. dent to the treatise on the Blessed

18 Cfr, also Ps. CIII, 5; CXLV, Eucharist,
6.



SECTION 2

DIVINE CO-OPERATION OR CONCURRENCE

1. DEFINITION OF THE TERM.—The causality
of God extends to the operations (operari) of
His creatures as well as to their being (esse).
He co-operates in their operation by preserving
their substance and energy. But His co-opera-
tion is more than mediate. We hold with Cath-
olic theologians generally, against Durandus,
that God lends His immediate physical co-opera-
tion or Concursus to each and every creatural
act. This particular function of divine Provi-
dence is called concursus divinus generalis, in
contradistinction to the special assistance granted
in the order of supernatural grace.

Two extremes must be avoided in defining the divine
Concursus. First, all creatural operations are not at-
tributable solely to God. This is the error of the so-
called Occasionalists, who assert that the causae secundae
are not true causes.? Secondly, we must not exclude
the divine causality altogether by ascribing all causal in-
fluence to the creature. The First Cause actually co-

1 Comment. in Quatuor Libros Occasionalism, see J. L. Perrier,
Sent., 11, dist. 1, qu. 5. The Revival of Scholastic Philos-

~ 2For a brief summary of the ophy, pp. 70 sq., New York 1909.
considerations usually urged against

67
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operates with the secondary causes,® though this co-oper-
ation is not a cooperatio in the strict sense of the
term ; that is, God does not posit one part of the effect,
and the creature the other, but the same effect is fully
and completely wrought by the First Cause, and just as
fully and completely by the second causes. “ When
one and the same effect is attributed to a natural cause
and to the divine power,” says St. Thomas Aquinas,
“this does not mean that the effect is produced partly
by God and partly by the natural agent. The whole
effect is produced by both, though in different ways,
just as the same effect is produced wholly by the in-
strument and wholly also by the principal cause.” * The
right relation between Causa prima and causa secunda
demands that the creatural be subordinated to the divine
principle in such wise that the effect produced by both
derives its physical entity from God more than the
creature.’®

As regards sin, we must distinguish between its ma-
terial and its formal cause, that is, between the physical
entity of the sinful act (entitas peccati), and its in-
herent malice (malitia peccati). God lends His co-
operation solely to the act as such; the malice inherent
in it, or, in other words, the sinning creature’s inclination

8 “ To signify that all capabilities
of creatures for action must be
reduced to divine creation and
preservation, and that the exercise
of these capabilities can never take
place but with dependence upon di-
vine volition, Scholastics say that
God concurs with His creatures in
action as the first cause, whilst the
creatures are -second causes.”
(Boedder, Natural Theology, p. 395
sq.)

4 Contr, Gent,, 111, 70: * Patet

quod non sic idem effectus causae
naturali et divinae virtuii attribui-
tur, quasi partim a Deo et partim
o6 naturali agente fiat, sed totus ab
utroque secundum alium modum,
sicut idem effectus totus aitribuitur
instrumento et principali agents
etiam totus,” (Cfr, Rickaby, Of
God and His Creatures, p. 242,
London 1905.)

5 Cfr. St. Thomas, S. Theol., 1a,
qu. 105, art, 5.
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towards evil, is due entirely to the exercise of its free-
will.®

2. THE DivINE CONCURSUS DEMONSTRATED
FROM REVELATION.—The doctrine of the divine
Concursus is not strictly a revealed dogma. But
it is a certain theological conclusion, as appears
from the fact that it is held by all theological
schools.” We quote the Roman Catechism as of
special weight in this matter: “Non solum autem
Deus universa, quae sunt, providentid sud tuetur
atque administrat: verum etiam, quae moventur
et agunt aliquid, intimd virtute ad motum atque
actionem ita unpellit, ut, quamuvis secundarum
causarum efficientiam non impediat, praeveniat
tamen, quum eius occultissima vis ad singula
pertineat, et quemadmodum Sapiens testatur,
‘attingat a fine usque ad finem fortiter, et disponit
ommnia suaviter.” Quare ab Apostolo dictum est,
quum apud Athenienses annuntiaret Deum, quem
ignorantes colebant: ‘Non longe est ab unoquo-
que nostrum; i 1pso enim VIvimus, et nmovemur,
et sumus’— Not only does God by His Provi-
dence protect and govern all things that exist,
but by His intimate power He also impels to
motion and action whatever things move and act,
and this in such manner that, although He ex-

6 God’s predetermination, in the wural Theology, p. 372.) Cfr. St.
words of Fr. Boedder, *“causes the Thomas, De Malo, qu. 3, art. 2.
free choice which is sinful, but He 7 The isolated opposition of Du-
does not cause it as sinful.” (Nat- randus must be styled foolhardy.
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cludes not, He yet prevents, the agency of sec-
ondary causes; for His most secret influence
extends to all things, and as the Wise Man tes-
tifies, ‘reacheth from end to end mightily, and
ordereth all things sweetly.” Wherefore the
Apostle, when announcing to the Athenians the
God, whom not knowing they adored, said:
‘He is not far from every one of us, for in Him
we live, and move, and be.” ” 8

a) The Scriptural argument offers some difficulties.
In selecting probatory texts we must be careful to
choose only such as do not, on the face of them, refer
to the supernatural aid of grace or to the purely mediate
co-operation of God. For this reason, e. g., 1 Cor. XII,
6 is unavailable, This text runs as follows: “ Divi-
siones operationum sunt, idem wvero Deus, qui operatur
omnia [opera] in ommnibus [operantibus]— And there
are diversities of operations, but the same God, who
worketh all in all.” St. Paul here speaks of supernatural
co-operation on the part of God.?

Equally unavailing for our present argument is Job
X, 8 sqq.: “Manus fecerunt tuae [Domini] me. et
plasmaverunt me totum in circuitu, . . . pelle et carni-
bus wvestisti me, ossibus et nervis compegisti me — Thy
hands have made me, and fashioned me wholly round
about. . . . Thou hast clothed me with skin and flesh:
thou hast put me together with bones and sinews.”
As the plastic power of the womb is undoubtedly due

8 Cir. Cat. Rom., P. I, cap. 2, mwdvra év waoi, because of the

qu. 22, general terms in which it is

9 It shguld be noted, however, couched, is most probably meant to
thc"‘i: phrase § évepyav ra include man’s natural acts,

AE

3
€{ L IBRARY
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to the creative and preservative causality of God, this
text would not lose its force even if it did not refer to
His immediate co-operation.

There is another series of Scriptural texts so worded
as to be equally applicable to the Preservation of the
universe and to the divine Concursus with which we
are here concerned. For instance, John V, 17: “ Pater
meus usque modo operatur et ego operor — My Father
worketh until now, and I work.”

Still more to the point is Is. XXVI, 12: “Do-
mine, dabis pacem mnobis; ommnia enim opera nostra
operatus es nobis — Lord, thou wilt give us peace, for
thou hast wrought all our works for us.” Here “our
works ”’ are attributed to God. Cfr. also Acts XVII,
25: “Quum ipse det ommibus vitam'® et inspira-
tionem * et ommia **— Seeing it is he who giveth to all
life, and breath, and all things.” Probably the most
conclusive text is Acts XVII, 28, cited by the Triden-
tine Catechism: “In ipso enim wvivimus, movemur et
sumus — For in him we live, and move, and are.” The
Apostle here emphasizes the fact that we are dependent
upon the divine co-operation for our existence as well as
our life and operation.

b) The Fathers of the Church regarded this as a truth
both natural and revealed. Their teaching clearly ap-
pears from their polemical writings against the Pelagians.
St. Augustine censures those “ qui arbitrentur, tantum-
modo mundum ipsum factum a Deo, cetera iam fieri ab
ipso mundo, Deum autem mnihil operari. Contra quos
profertur illa sententia Domini: Pater meus usquemodo
operatur.” ** The doctrinal position of the Pelagians is
aptly hit off in St. Jerome’s dialogue between Crito-

10 {wijp, 12 74 wdvra,
11 7ryony == breath, 13 In Gen. ad Lit,, V, 20,
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bulus and Atticus.* Critobulus, who speaks for the Pe-
lagian heretics, objects that, “ If we need God’s aid in
everything we do, we cannot put a pen to paper, or keep
silence, or speak, or sit, or stand, or walk about, or
run, or eat, or fast, or weep, or laugh, etc., unless God
lends us His assistance.” Atticus, who defends the
Catholic view, replies that it is quite evident that we
can do none of these things except by the aid of God.*
Gregory the Great clearly teaches both the Preservation
and the divine Concursus: “ Ommnia, quae creata sunt,
per se mec subsistere wvalent nec moveri, sed intantum
subsistunt, inquantum ut esse debeant acceperunt, in-
tantum moventur, inquantum occulto instinctu disponun-
tur — Created things, of themselves, can neither con-
tinue to exist nor move; they subsist only in so far as
they have received the power of subsistence, and they
move only in so far as they are disposed thereunto by
a hidden instinct.” *®

3. THE CoNTROVERSY BETWEEN MOLINISM
AND TnHoMmism.—The famous controversy be-
tween the Molinists and the Thomists, which we
have already sketched in our volume on God:
His Knowability, Essence, and Attributes,'”
sharply reasserts itself in discussing the relation
of the concurring First Cause to the operation of
the secondary causes, especially in regard to the
free acts of rational creatures. While both

14 Dial. contr. Pelag., 1, n, 2. Schoolmen on this point see Sten-
15 Iuxta meum sensum non trup, De Deo Uno, thes. 8z.
posse perspicuum est.” Cfr. St. 17 Cfr, Pohle-Preuss, God: His
Jerome’s Ep. ad Ctesiph. Knowability, Essence, and Attri-

16 Regarding the consensus of the butes, pp. 383 sqq., St. Louis 1g9r11.
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schools agree in upholding the necessity of the
divine Concurrence in all human acts, including
those which are free, and even those which are
sinful, they differ widely in regard to its measure
and mode.

a) The Molinistic theory may be outlined thus. The
divine Concurrence postulates two efficient causes
(namely, the First Cause and a secondary cause), which
by their harmonious co-operation produce the whole
~effect. The question arises: How is the free act of
the will produced by this double cause? Liberty of
choice is essentially conditioned by an absolutely free
self-determination on the part of the will, and hence it
is evident that God, while remaining the First Cause,
must so shape His concurrence that the liberty of the
creature remains intact. “ Albeit the First Cause exerts
the strongest influence upon the effect,” says St. Thomas,
“that influence is nevertheless determined and specified
by the proximate cause.”*®* Hence the divine Concur-
sus must comprise a twofold act: an offer of co-oper-
ation, and actual co-operation. The former is called
concursus oblatus, the latter, concursus collatus.

The concursus oblatus does not as yet produce a de-
termined act of the free will, but is of its nature in-
different, equivocal, and hypothetical, though at the same
time necessary, because free volition cannot operate of
itself and independently of the First Cause. By seizing,
as it were, and leaning on the proffered arm of God, the
human will is enabled to get its bearing according to the
full extent of the active indifference which constitutes
its freedom, and to act according to its good pleasure.

18 De Potent., qu. 1, art. 4, ad 3.
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Did God proffer only a particular concursus along certain
definite lines, the choice of the will would by that very
fact be determined and its freedom destroyed.

By Concursus collatus or exhibitus we understand the
actual bestowal of divine help for the performance of a
specific act which the will freely posits, and which God
by virtue of the scientia media foresees with absolute
certainty from everlasting. This particular concursus is
by its very nature precisely as definite, univocal, and
absolute as the free determination of the will. It consists

in God’s physically positing the selfsame act to which the |

free will has determined itself.
mination precedes the divine causality as a condition

The will’s self-deter- -

precedes that which it conditions, not, however, as a

cause precedes its effect. It follows that the concursus
collatus, taken in the sense explained, is and must be
strictly simultaneous.*®

b) Thomism ** postulates what is technically known as

the concursus praevius, that is, a co-operation on the
part of God which not only co-produces the free act of
the creature, but as a praemotio physica causally pre-
determines it, and formally applies the will, which is
of itself indifferent, to the free act. According to this
much-debated theory the free-will of the creature is pre-
determined by God physically and ad unum before it
determines itself. Concursus praevius and praemotio

physica, therefore, are merely different names for one

and the same thing.

19 For further information on pp. 355 sqq., 2nd ed., London 1899.

this question see Suarez, Opusc. de

20 So called on the plea that it

Concursu, 1, 14 sqq.; Hontheim, is the doctrine of St. Thomas; the
Instit. Theodicaeae, pp. 621 sqq., Molinists claim that the Saint is
770 sqq., Friburgi 1893; Schiffini, not rightly interpreted by those
Disput. Metaph. Specialis, Vol. 1I, who impute to him this teaching.
pp. 331 sqq., August, Taurinor. Cfr. Boedder, Natural Theology, pp.

1888; B. Boedder, Natural Theology,

371 sq9., 439 sqq.



THE MOLINIST CONTROVERSY 75

Gonet defines physical premotion as follows: “ Actio
Dei, qua voluntatem humanam, priusquam se determinet,
ita ad actum movet insuperabili virtute, ut voluntas
nequeat omissionem sui actus cum illa praemotione con-
tungere.”’ 2t Let us analyze this definition. Physical
premotion is a determination, not merely an indif-
ferent, manifold, and hypothetical offer of co-operation
like the comcursus oblatus of the Molinists. It imme-
diately and irresistibly (insuperabili virtute) determines
the free will ad unum, after the fashion of some
transient quality, designed, in the words of Alvarez,
to communicate to the will and to all secondary
causes the ultimate complement of the actus primus.>?
Physical premotion is, more specifically, a predeter-
mination, for the reason that both with regard to
causality and nature it precedes the exercise of free
will on the part of the creature. It is called physical,
in order to distinguish it from every species of moral
determination (such as, e. g., a counsel, command, pe-
tition), and also to emphasize the absolute effectiveness
and irresistibility of the divine impulse. For, as it is
metaphysically impossible for the human will to act at
all without being predetermined, so, too, it is metaphys-
ically impossible for the will not to act when it is pre-
determined, or to perform an act other than that to
which it is predetermined. This predetermination does
not, however, destroy freedom of choice, because God
predetermines the will not only with regard to the sub-
stance of the act to be performed, but also in respect
of its mode, that is, He predetermines the will to act

21 Gonet, Clyp. Thomist., disp. 9, voluntati et omnibus causis secun-
art. 5, §1. dis  ultimum complementum actis

22 Alvarez, De Aux., III, disp. primi”’
18, n. 18, ad 1: ‘. .. ut conferat
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freely. Needless to say, none but an omnipotent First
Cause can so predetermine free-will as to cause it to co-
predetermine itself, and, consequently, to act with full
liberty. Therefore, say the Thomists, physical premo-
tion does not destroy free-will, but postulates and con-
firms it.?

c) This is not the place to enter into a minute criticism
of the two systems. To conform fully to the demands
of right reason, Molinism must meet the objection that
“ free-will, by predetermining itself, forces the divine
First Cause into inadmissible co-ordination.” It is more
important to guard the majesty and primacy of the di-
vine First Cause, than to preserve the freedom of the
human will. Molinism overcomes this objection by ex-

plaining that God depends on free-will merely as on a
condition, and that the divine causality is far and away

superior to that of the creature.?* That the First Cause
should accommodate and conditionally subordinate itself

L

to the nature and properties of the individual free crea-

ture, is not derogatory to the infinite dignity and sover-
eignty of God, any more than that God should make
the execution of His holy Will dependent on a condition
which the creature is free either to posit or not. Having

bound Himself by a solemn promise to reward His

creatures’ for the good they do, God cannot violate
their free-will, but owes it to His own wisdom, sanctity,

23 Cfr. Zigliara, Theologia Natu-

ralis, Lyon 1876, pp. 380 sqq.

24 “ Primo,”” says Suarez, ‘causa
prima altior est et nobilior magisque
independenti modo influit in effec-
tum, Secundo causa prima respicit
per se primo actionem illam sub
quadam universaliori ratione; nam
causa prima influit in quemlibet ef-
fectum vel actionem ex eo praecise,
gquod aliguid entitatis  participat,

sub aliqgua posteriori magisque de-
terminata ratione entis, Unde fit
tertio, ut influrus causae primae ex
se et ex suo genere dicatur etiam
prior subsistendi consequentia; nam
influxus causae primae absolute non
pendet @ causa secunda, sed quan-
tum est ex suo genere, potest esse
sine illa, non wero e converso.”
Metaphys., disp. 22, sect. 3, n. 10.

causa autem secunda semper influit
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and justice to preserve it, to foster it, and to give it
full sway. This is not derogatory to His dignity, nor
does it imply self-abasement; it is simply a mystery of
the divine omnipotence.*®

The Molinistic charge that Thomism destroys free-
will and makes God the author of sin, will be duly con-
sidered in the treatise on Grace. Another objection
against Thomism is that the concursus praevius, being
neither smmediatus nor simultaneus, cannot properly be
called a concursus ad actum. Nature and Revelation
agree that a free act of the creatural will requires an
immediate and simultaneous concurrence on the part of
God. The Thomistic concursus to all appearances pos-
sesses neither the one nor the other of these qualifications.
It is not per se simultaneus, because it is pracvius, and
it is not #mmediatus, because it is primarily directed to
the efficient cause, 1. e., the actus primus, and not to
the effect as such, 7. e., the actus secundus. Cardinal
Zigliara tries to evade this difficulty by pointing out
that the concursus simultaneus may be a continuation
of the influrus praevius?® It is indeed quite true that
the concursus simultaneus may be a continuation of
the influvus praevius,—but does not the theory of
which the learned Cardinal is an advocate, demand
that it must always be so? Duly considered, the con-
cursus praevius, as such, is not really a concursus at all,
it is merely a praecursus. As Liberatore convincingly
argues: “S1 divinus concursus in re aligua consisteret
actioni creaturarum praevia, huius vi Deus in actionem
non immediate nflueret, sed mediate, mimirum medid
re il praevid, ad quam eius operatio proxime termina-

25 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, God: His 28 Theol. Naturalis, p. 384, Lyon

Knowability, Essence, and Attri- 1876.
butes, pp. 440, 455 sqq.
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tur. Ut igitur salvetur Dei concursus tmmediatus, ne-
cesse est ut in ipsa actione creaturarum concipiatur.” *

READINGS : — *Suarez, Opusc. de Concursu; *Stentrup, S. J.,
De Deo Uno, cap. 10, Oeniponte 1878; IpEM, (more briefly),
Synopsis De Deo Uno, pp. 286 sqq., Oeniponte 1895; Dummer-
muth, O. P., S. Thomas de Doctrina Praemotionis Physicae,
Paris 1886; J. Pecci, Lehre des hl. Thomas iiber den Einfluss
Gottes auf die Handlungen der verniinftigen Geschipfe und iiber
die Scientia Media, Paderborn 18838; F. G. Feldner, O. P., Die
Lehre des hl. Thomas diber die Willensfreiheit der verniinftigen
Wesen, Graz 1890; Frins, S. J., De Cooperatione Dei cum Omni
Natura Creata, prasertim Libera, Paris 1892; *L. de San, S. J,,
De Deo Uno, t. 1: De Mente S. Thomae circa Praedeterminationes
Physicas, Louvain 1894 ; 1. Jeiler, O. F. M., S. Bonaventurae Prin-
cipia de Concursu Dei Generali ad Actiones Causarum Secunda-
rum Collecta et S. Thomae Doctrina Confirmata, Quaracchi 1897,
—B. J. Otten, S. J., 4 Manual of the History of Dogmas, Vol.
11, St. Louis 1918, pp. 487 sqq.

27 Instit. Philos.,, Vol. II, n. 66,
Naples 1881, For a more com-

student is also referred to the
works cited under ‘‘ Readings*’ and

plete treatment of these subtleties
see Stentrup, S. J., De Deo Uno,
pp. 676 sqq., Oeniponte 1878. The

to the treatise on Grace, which is
to appear later as a separate volume
of this series.



CHAPTER III

THE FINAL CAUSE OR END OF CREATION, AND
DIVINE PROVIDENCE

Having treated of the efficient and the exem-
plary cause of the created universe, we now pro-
ceed to inquire into its final cause or end.

What is the final cause or ultimate object of

Creation? And by what means is that object
attained?



SECTION 1
THE FINAL CAUSE OR OBJECT OF CREATION

I. PRELIMINARY REMARKS.—An end, object,
or purpose (finis, médos) is that for the sake of
which the effect or result of an action is pro-
duced.! Aristotle calls it simply 76 o) &exa.  Since
infinite progression is impossible, there must
somewhere exist a “last cause” (finis ultinrus),
in respect of which all other causes are but means
(fines intermedii). Thus man has a last end,
an ultimate goal, beyond which there can be no
other, and to the attainment of which he must
subordinate all other ends for which he may be
striving. The created universe, too, must have
such a final cause, or last end, and this we now
proceed to examine.

It is important for the purpose of our present inquiry
to draw a clean-cut distinction between finis operis and
finis operantis. A finis operis is an end immanent in
the act or work itself, such as the alleviation of poverty
in giving alms, or the indication of time on the part of
a clock. A finis operantis, on the other hand, is that
particular end or purpose which guides or impels an
agent in acting and which constitutes the motive or

1 Finis est id, cuius gratic aliquid fit.

&
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cause of his action. The finis operantis may or may not
coincide with, though it can never frustrate, the finis
operis. Thus some men give alms out of vanity, or to
be reputed charitable, while clock-makers in construct-
ing horologes are usually impelled by motives of gain
or love of art. Similarly, in inquiring into the ultimate
end of the created universe, we must carefully distin-
guish between these two questions: (1) What induced
God (finis operantis) to create the universe? (2) What
is the ultimate end or object (finis operis) for which
the universe was created? Divine Revelation returns a
clear and distinct answer to both these questions.

2. Tue TEACHING OF REVELATION, The‘
teaching of Revelation on this head can be stated
in two propositions: (1) God in creating the
universe was impelled by His benevolence; (2)
The final object of Creation is, primarily, the
glorification of the Creator, and secondarily, the ;
beatitude of His rational creatures. v

Thesis I: God’s sole motive in creating the uni-
verse (finis operantis) was His benevolence.

This is de fide.

Proof. God is the Sovereign Lord and in-
finitely perfect, and therefore the motive of His
external operations must be within Himself.
For, being eternally self-sufficient and enjoying
absolute beatitude in and for Himself,> He re-
quires for His being or happiness nothing that

27 .. in se et ex se beatissimus.”— Conc. Vatic., Sess. I1I, cap. I.
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exists outside Himself. Ifurthermore, being sub-
stantial goodness or love,® He must have been
impelled by His own goodness or love in creating
the universe, and, since creation is free, by a free
act of His Love. This is in fact the express teach-
ing of Holy Church. “Deus bonitate sua . .

non ad augendam suam beatitudinem nec ad ac-
quirendam, sed ad manifestandam perfectionem
suam per bona, quae creaturis impertitur, liber-
rimo constlio . . . utramque de nihilo condidit
creaturam — God, of His own goodness, . . .
not for the increase or acquirement of His own
happiness, but to manifest His perfections by the
blessings which He bestows on creatures, and
with absolute freedom of counsel, created out of
nothing . . . both [the spiritual and the corpo-
real] creature. . . .”* According to Holy
Scripture, God is Alpha and Omega, the begin-
ning and the end,® . e, the final and the first
Cause, who derives the motives of His operation
solely from Himself. Isaias XLVIII, 11:
“Propter me, propter me faciam, ut non blas-
phemer, et gloriam meam alteri non dabo —
For my own sake, for my own sake will I do
it, that I may not be blasphemed: and I will
not give my glory to another.” Origen couches

8 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, God: His 5“1 am Alpha and Omega, the
Knowability, Essence, and Atiri- beginning and the end, saith the
butes, pp. 423 sqq. Lord God.” (Apoc. I, 8.)

4 Conc. Vatican., Sess. 111, cep. 1.
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|+his fundamental theological verity in the words:
| “‘When in the beginning He created the things
| He willed to create, He had no other motive for
|'His action than His own self, that is, His good-
lness.” ¢  St. Augustine says: “It is sufficient
for a Christian to assume that the goodness of
‘he Creator was the sole cause of creation.”?

Thesis II: The ultimate purpose of Creation (finis
operis) is, primarily, the glorification of God, sec-
ondarily, the beatification of His rational creatures.

Proof of the First Part of the Thesis (which
is de fide). The proposition that the glory of
(God is the ultimate end of Creation, was denied
by Descartes, who insisted that we cannot con-
ceive God as influenced by egoism and vain-
glory.® Against this error the Vatican Council
defines: “Si quis . . . mundum ad Dei gloriam
conditum esse negaverit; anathema sit — 1f any
one . . . shall deny that the world was made
for the glory of God, let him be anathema.”®

a) The same truth is implicitly taught in all those
‘Scriptural texts which describe God as the absolutely
Ifinal as well as the highest end and object of all created
ithings. The universe serves its ultimate end by revealing
and proclaiming the divine perfections, and thereby

8 De Princip., 11, 9, 6. St. Thomas in the Summa Theolo-

7 Enchirid.,, ¢. 9. Cfr. also St. gica, 1a, qu. 19, art. 2-3.

John Damascene, De Fide Orth., 8 Medit., 4.

II, 2. The philosophical argument 9 Concilium Vaticanum, Sess, III,
is developed somewhat at length by  can. 5.
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glorifying God as the last end of all things. It is in this
sense that Sacred Scripture again and again says that
God created the universe for Himself. Prov. XVI, 4:
“Universa propter semetipsum operatus est Dominus
— The Lord hath made all things for himself.” That
propter Deum here means ud gloriam Dei is patent from
Rom. XI, 36: “Ex ipso et per ipsum et in ipso *° sunt
omnia: ipsi gloria in saecula — For of him, and by him,
and in him, are all things: to him be glory for ever.”
In his letter to the Hebrews (II, 10) St. Paul, by an
inimitable play upon words, identifies the causa finalis
of the world with its causa efficiens:  Propter quem
omnia et per quem ommnia — 8’ ov & wdvra kal 8’ ol Td |
mdvra.” For this reason Yahweh Himself says: “ Om- |
nem, qui invocat nomen meum, in gloriam meam creavi
eum, formavi eum et feci ewm— And every one that |
calleth upon my name, I have created him for my glory,
I have formed him and made him.”?* The material |
universe glorifies God by objectively reflecting His maj-
esty. Ps. XVIII, 2: “Coeli enarrant gloriam Dei et
opera manuum eius annuntiat firmamentum — The
heavens shew forth the glory of God, and the firmament
declareth the work of his hands.” Rational creatures
have the additional and higher mission of converting
the objective glory of the Creator (gloria obiectiva)
into a subjective glorification (gloria formalis) by
means of knowledge, love, and praise.*> This obliga-
tion is solemnly enjoined upon them by divine command.
Deut. X, 20 sq.: “Dominum Deum tuum timebis et
ei soli servies; ipsi adhaerebis turabisque in nomine illius.
Ipse est laus tua, et Deus tuus — Thou shalt fear the
Lord thy God, and serve him only: to him thou shalt

10 els a¥rdy = finis ultimus. 12 Cfr. Rom. I, 19 sqq.
11 Is. XLIII, 7.




THE “FINIS OPERIS” 83

adhere, and shalt swear by his name. He is thy praise
and thy God.” Hence the Christmas hymn of the an-
gelic hosts, “ Gloria in excelsis Deo;” hence also the
incessant exhortation of the Psalmist, “ Laudate Do-
minum,” and of Daniel, “ All ye works of the Lord,
bless the Lord.” 3

b) The teaching of the Fathers on this point agrees
so perfectly with that of Sacred Scripture that we
need not rehearse it at length. “ What we adore,” says
St. Clement of Rome, “is the one God, who has made
this whole mass out of nothing and fashioned it as an
ornament to His majesty.” ** Tertullian copies this
passage word for word in the seventeenth chapter of
his Apologeticum.*®

¢) The Schoolmen draw an important distinction,
which is based on the teaching of Scripture, between
gloria obiectiva and gloria formalis*® By gloria obiec-
tiva they understand the objective grandeur of the cre-
ated universe as a mute manifestation of divine wis-
dom, benevolence, beauty, etc. Gloria formalis is the
subjective glorification of the Creator by His rational
creatures, in so far as they are moved by the beauty and
grandeur of the physical universe to know, love, and
praise Him.*” It is in this manner, and in this manner
only, that the ultimate object of Creation (which con-
sists in the glorification rather than in the simple glory
of God) can be truly, completely, and perfectly at-

13 Dan. III, s57.—~Why God’s Doctrina Christiana, I, 32. The

zeal for His own glory does not
imply egoism and vainglory, we
have explained in God: His Know-
ability, Essence, and Attributes, pp.
432 sqq.

14 Ep. ad Corinth., I, n. 33.

15 For the teaching of St. Augus-
tine, see that holy Doctor’s work,

philosophical argument is forcibly
stated by St. Thomas, Contr. Gent.,
III, 16 sq. (Rickaby, Of God and
His Creatures, pp. 196 sqq.). Cfr.
also Lessius, De Perfect. Moribus-
que Div., 1. XIV,

168 Cfr. Lessius, L ¢., c. 10, n. 7.

17 Cfr. Rom. I, 19 sqq.
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tained. We conclude that, in creating the universe, God
aimed principally at being glorified by those of His crea-
tures whom He has endowed with reason. Had He
omitted to kindle the light of reason, at least in some
of His creatures, the universe would be “a book with-
out a reader, a voice with no one to listen, an altar
without a priest, a dwelling without inmates.”*® In
view of these considerations it has justly been argued
that a purely material world without rational denizens
would be repugnant.’®

Proof of the Second Part of the Thesis. That |
the happiness of rational creatures is one of the
ultimate objects of Creation, is denied by two
classes of opponents. Descartes, King, Stattler,
and Kant regard the happiness of the rational
creature as the sole object of Creation, irrespec-
tive of the glory of God. Others, like Hermes
and Giinther, hold that the chief end of Creation
is the beatification of rational creatures, and that
the glory of the Creator must be subordinated
to this end. The opinion of the former has
already been refuted. It remains to show that
the happiness of rational creatures, though one of
the chief purposes of Creation, is not its highest
end, but essentially subordinate to the glorifica-
tion of God. In other words, beatitude is merely
the secondary object of Creation.*

18 Tepe, Instit. Theol., Vol. II, wund ihre Bewohner, 6th ed., pp.
n, 461. 467 sqq., 495 sqd., Cologne 1910,
19 Cfr. Pohle, Die Stermenwelten 20 Cfr, Conc. Vatic., Sess. III,
cap. 2.
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a) Holy Scripture teaches, (1) that the material uni-
verse is subject to man and exists for his benefit and
use; (2) that man’s well-being is not an end in itself,
but a means to the glorification of God. The former
purpose being subordinate to the latter, it follows that
the happiness of man (and of the Angels) is the sec-
ondary, not the primary end of Creation. Many Secrip-
tural texts could be quoted to show that all irrational
creatures are subject to, and destined to serve man,**
and that his eternal happiness is one of the ends of
Creation. It is on this truth that theologians base what
is known as the woluntas Dei salvifica, that is, the ear-
nest and sincere will of God to free all men from sin
and lead them to supernatural happiness. But as He is
the Sovereign Good, the Creator must ultimately refer
the eternal happiness of His rational creatures to Him-

- self, i. e, He must seek in it His own glorification.

Eph. I, 5 sq.: “ Qui praedestinavit nos in adoptionem
filiorum per Iesum Christum . . . laudem gloriae
gratiae suae . . . ut simus i laudem gloriae eius — Who
hath predestinated us unto the adoption of children
through Jesus Christ unto himself . . . unto the praise
and glory of his grace . . . that we may be unto the
praise of his glory.” Only in this way can those who
despise the divine glory be confounded. 1 Kings II, 30:
“ Quicunque glorificaverit me, glorificabo eum; qui autem
contemnunt me, erunt ignobiles — Whosoever shall
glorify me, him will I glorify: but they that despise
me, shall be despised.” There is no exception to this
fundamental rule. Even Christ, the Godman, glorified

21 E, g., Gen. I, 28: *“ And God rule over the fishes of the sea, and
blessed them [our first parents], the fowls of the air, and all living

saying: Increase and multiply, and creatures that move upon the
fill the earth, and subdue it, and earth.”
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His Heavenly Father in all things. John XVII, 4:
“Ego te clarificavi super terram, opus consummavi —
I have glorified thee on the earth, I have finished the
work.” Hence the life of the Elect in Heaven is nothing
but an unceasing hymn of praise in honor of the Cre-
ator. Apoc. IV, 11: “ Dignus es, Domine Deus noster,
accipere gloriam et honorem et virtutem, quia tu creasti
omnia — Thou art worthy, O Lord our God, to receive
glory, and honor, and power: because thou hast created
all things.” Cfr. 1 Cor. III, 22: “ Omnia vestra sunt, |

. . vos autem Christi, Christus autem Dei— For all
things are yours, . . . and you are Christ’s, and Christ
is God’s.”

b) There is no need of elaborating the argument
from Tradition. The Fathers all teach in perfect con-
formity with Sacred Scripture that the material uni-
verse was made for man. “ Non quasi indigens Deus
hominis plasmavit Adam,” says St. Irenzus?? “ sed
ut haberet, in quem collocaret sua beneficia — God
formed Adam, not as if He had need of him, but as
a subject upon which to confer His benefits.” On the
other hand, however, the Fathers insist that man should
be constantly mindful of the honor and glory he owes to
God, according to the exhortation of St. Paul: *“ Sive
ergo manducatis sive bibitis sive aliud quid facitis, omnia
in gloriam Dei facite — Therefore, whether you eat or
drink, or whatsoever else you do, do all to the glory of
God.” 2*  In his commentary on the Psalms ** St. Augus-
tine says: ‘“ Quo fine facias, vide. St eo id facis, ut tu
glorificeris, hoc prohibuit Deus; si autem ideo, ut Deus
glorificetur, hoc iussit — Look to the end thou hast in

22 Adv. Haer., 1V, 14. consult St. Augustine’s treatise De

231 Cor. X, 31. On this text Doctrina Christiana, ch. 22.
24 In Ps., ss.
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view. If thou dost it in order to glorify thyself, thou
dost something which God has forbidden; but if thou
dost it in order that God be glorified, thou compliest with
His command.”

¢) The glory of God and the happiness of His crea-
tures are two ends which can never clash, because the
one is subordinate to the other, and the two are so inti-
mately bound up that the attainment of either promotes
that of the other. In the last analysis, therefore, Cre-
ation has but one adequate end, viz., the glory of God,
and this is accomplished by the beatification of His ra-
tional creatures, which consists in knowing, loving, and
praising the Creator. In fact, the higher purpose is at-
tained in direct proportion to the attainment of the
lower — the greater the happiness of the creature, the
more ardent will be its love, the more intense its glorifi-
cation of God. And conversely, the more intense the
love and praise which the creature renders to God, the
greater will be its own beatitude.

It has been objected that, as some of God’s rational
creatures are eternally damned, Creation does not attain
its last end and purpose. God inevitably obtains that
measure of external glory which He wills; and Hell
itself is ultimately a revelation and glorification of the
divine justice, though, of course, God does not, voluntate
antecedente, seek His glory in the tortures of the repro-
bate sinners, but in the jubilant hymns of the Elect.?

25 Lessius explains the intrinsic
relation existing between the glory
of God and the beatitude of His
creatures as follows: * Itaque in
summa Dei gloria extrinseca for-
maliter et intrinsece includitur sum-
mum bonum nostrum, ita ut sine
tllo concipi mequeat; et hoc ipso

7

quod Deus illam gloriam intendit
et quaerit, intendit et quaerit sum-
mum bonum et commodum nostrum,
Unde non minus Deo gratias agere
debemus, quod quaerit gloriam
suam, quam quod quaerat salutem
nostram, quia glovia eius est salus
nosira,”” De Perfect. Moribusque



90 THE FINAL OBJECT OF CREATION

ReapinGs : — Kleutgen, Theologie der Vorzeit, Vol. 1, 2nd ed.,
Sec. 5, Miinster 1867.— Palmieri, De Creatione et de Praecipuis
Creaturis, thes. 10-11, Romae 1910.— Scheeben, Dogmatik, Vol.
11, §§ 132-133, Freiburg 1878 (Wilhelm-Scannell’'s Manual, 2nd
ed., Vol. 1, pp. 369 sqq.).— Stentrup, De Deo Uno, thes. 68-73,
Oeniponte 1878.— Heinrich, Dogmatische Theologie, 2nd ed., Vol.
V, §§ 265-276, Mainz 1888.— Tepe, Instit. Theol., Vol. II, pp.
453 sqq., Paris 1895.

Divin.,, XIV, 3, n. 36. For a ref- gen, Theologie der Vorzeit, Vol, I,

utation of the false theories of  Sect, s.
Hermes and Giinther consult Kleut-



SECTION 2

DIVINE PROVIDENCE

1. DEFINITION OF THE TERM.—St. Thomas
'defines Divine Providence as the all-regulating
and stable plan by which God, as the Supreme
Ruler of the universe, ordains all things.!

This definition postulates the existence of two divine
(operations, one of which is proper to the divine In-
itellect, viz.: foreknowledge of all, especially the con-
ditioned events of the future,? whereas the second, viz.:
:a preordainment of whatever is to happen or not to
happen, with due regard to the free will of rational
creatures, belongs to the divine Will. In a wider sense
{Providence is called the divine government of the world
((gubernatio mundi), in as far as it is the successive
execution of the divine plan in time.

Providence, therefore, is related to the divine gov-
ernment of the world as a design is related to its execu-
ition. Providence is eternal, while the divine government
of the world is exercised in time.

Nor are “Providence” and “divine disposition”
synonymous terms. What is usually called a divine dis-
|position (dispositio) has reference to the ordering of
things to one another, while Providence ordains things

1 8. Theol., 13, qu. 22, art. 1. Knowability, Essence and Attri-
2 See Pohle-Preuss, God: His butes, pp. 361 sqq.
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to their final end. Because of their intrinsic relation
to the final object of the universe, the various divine dis-
positions must be conceived as necessary functions of
Providence. The same is true of the divine Preserva-
tion of the universe and also of divine Concurrence, with
both of which we have dealt in a preceding chapter.

2. THE Docma.—The existence of an all-gov-

erning Providence was formally defined as an

article of faith by the Council of the Vatican:

“Umniversa vero, quae condidit Deus, providentid
sud tuetur atque gubernat, attingens a fine usque'
ad finem fortiter et disponens omnia suaviter,
omnia enim nuda et aperta sunt oculis eius, ea |

etiam, quae liberda creaturarum actione futura
sunt — God protects and governs by His Provi-

dence all things which He hath made, ‘reaching

from end to end mightily, and ordering all things
sweetly.” For ‘all things are bare and open to
His eyes,” even those which are yet to be by the
free action of creatures.”® This definition ex-
cludes the pagan notion of “fate” (euappér),
which had already been rejected by the Council of
Braga (A.D. 561), and also modern Deism,
which either denies Providence point-blank, or
represents God as an idle, uninterested spectator
of mundane affairs.

For the Scriptural argument we must refer
the reader to our work entitled God: His

8 Conc. Vatican., Sess. III, c¢. 1. (Denzinger-Bannwart’s Enchiridion,
n. 1784.)
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Knowability, Essence, and Attributes, pp. 260
sqq.

Among Patristic texts we would call special
attention to Theodoret’s ten beautiful discourses
on God’s Providence in the government of the
world,* and to the last of St. Chrysostom’s three
books to Stagirius, a treatise of consolation
written for the benefit of a sorely tried and
nearly despairing friend.’

3. DErsm.— By Deism we understand a conception of
the universe which acknowledges the existence of a
personal Creator, distinct from the world, but holds that
He does not care for the universe which He has created,
simply letting it shift for itself. Deism differs not only
from Christian Theism, but likewise from Pantheism and
Materialism, and consequently also from Atheism. It
may be fitly described as an incomplete, defective, and
‘halting Theism.®

Deism originated in the seventeenth century, in Eng-
land, by way of reaction against the Episcopal Church.
Under the leadership of Toland (1696), Collins
(+ 1724), Tindal (1730), who is called “the great
apostle of Deism,” Thomas Morgan (1737), and other
notorious Freethinkers, it began by attacking the super-

4 JIepl mpovolas Néyor {,

5 IIpds Zravyelpov doknTiy ddi-
wov@yra, Cfr. Bardenhewer-Sha-
han, Patrology, p. 334. There is a
difficult passage in the writings of
St. Jerome, which the reader will
find quoted, with a brief expla-
nation, in Pohle-Preuss, God: His
Knowability, Essence, and Aitri-
butes, pp. 358 sq. Ruiz has brought
togethef quite a number of Patris-

tic texts in his work De Providen-
tia, disp. 3, sect. 3. The philosoph-
ical argument is well developed by
J. Hontheim, S. J., in his- Institu-
tiones Theodicaeae, pp. 803 sqq.,
Friburgi 1893. Cfr. also Pohle~
Preuss, op. cit., pp. 445 sqd.

8 For a good account of Deism
see Fr. Aveling in the Catholic En-
cyclopedia, Vol. IV, s. v.
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natural truths of Christianity and, under Dodwell
(1742) and David Hume (+4- 1776), sank deep into the
quagmire of religious scepticism. German Rationalism

(die Aufklirung)— whose leading champions were

G. E. Lessing and Im. Kant — like the Freethought of
the French Encyclopedists, was merely an offshoot of
English Deism. In Germany Deism ultimately devel-
oped into Pantheism. In France it engendered Athe-
ism, which celebrated its terrible triumphs in the Revo-
lution. At present Deism is leading a shadowy exist-
ence in certain Freemasonic lodges which have not yet
adopted rank Pantheism. It is a comfortable creed,
for, while freely acknowledging the existence of a
“ Grand Architect of the Universe,” it cares not how He
is worshipped or whether He be worshipped at all. The
God of the Deists allows the mighty engine of the uni-
verse to run at rovers and permits the droll little crea-

tures called men to disport themselves as they please. -

Of course, if the universe is ruled by immutable laws
and left to itself by its Creator, there can be no room for
miracles; supernatural Revelation is impossible and the
Christian world-view must be set down as a chimera.
In its last analysis, therefore, Deism is pure Naturalism,
or Rationalism, and utterly incompatible with revealed
religion. It cannot even keep up the appearance of a
“religion of pure reason” upon which it loves to plume
itself. Having cut loose from God it has lost all sem-
blance of religion and must lead to rank Atheism. Thus
the most effective refutation of Deism is its own his-
tory.”

7 On God’s relation to evil, espe- ity, Essence, and Attributes, pp.
cially moral evil or sin,—a relation 442 $qq. See also our remarks on

which Deism blandly ignores,— cfr., Pessimism, supra, pp. 48 sq. St.
Pohle-Preuss, God: His Knowabil- Thomas deals with this aspect of



DEISM 05

READINGS : — St. Thomas, Contr. Gent., 1II, 64-97 (Rickaby,
Of God and His Creatures, pp. 235 sqq.).— Ruiz, De Providentia
Dei, disp. 1-4.— Lessius, De Perfect. Moribusque Div.,, 1. XI.—
IpeM, De Providentia Numinis, etc— Chr. Pesch, Praelect. Dog-
mat., t. II, 3rd ed., pp. 173 sqq., Friburgi 1906.— Wilhelm-Scan-
nell, A Mawnual of Catholic Theology, Vol. 1, 2nd ed., pp. 372 sqq.,
London 1899.— B. Boedder, Natural Theology, pp. 381 sqq., 2nd
ed., London 1899.— A. Lehmkuhl, Die géottliche Vorsehung, sth
ed., Koéln 1906.—K. Gutberlet, Gott und die *Schépfung, pp.
106 sqq., Ratisbon 1910.— F. Aveling, art. “ Deism ” in the Catholic
Encyclopedia, Vol. IV.
the subject in his Summa Theo-  Natural Theology, Appendix VI,

logica, 1a, qu. 49. On the Opti- pp. 467 sqq.
mism of St. Thomas, cfr. Boedder,
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PART II

CREATION PASSIVELY CONSID-
ERED, OR THE CREATED
UNIVERSE

By Creation in the passive sense (creari s.
creatum esse) we understand the created uni-
verse or world (mundus). This, as its Greek
name (xdopos) indicates, is not a chaos, but a
well-ordered, graduated, and articulated whole,
consisting of three kingdoms, which rise one
above the other: (1) The material universe,
which embraces animals and plants, (2) the
human race, and (3) the Angels.’

Accordingly we shall treat of Creation pas-
sively considered, ¢. e., the created universe, in
three Chapters, entitled respectively: (1) Cos-
mology, (2) Anthropology, and (3) Angel-

ology.

1 Cfr, Conc. Vatican., Sess. I1I, cap. I (quoted supra, pp. 29 sqq).
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CHAPTER'1

DOGMATIC COSMOLOGY

SECTION 1

FIRST AND SECOND CREATION

1. DEFiNITION OF TERMS.—In respect of
matter, both inorganic and organic, God’s cre-=
ative operation is divided into two logically
and really distinct functions, viz.: (1) The cre-
ation of primordial matter out of nothing, and
(2) the formation of chaotic matter, 1. e., the
fashioning of earth and heaven, oceans and con-
tinents, plants and animals out of the primitive
world-stuff.

The former of these two functions is called first cre-
ation (creatio prima). It is creation in the proper sense
of the term. The second (creatio secunda) can be called
creation only in a figurative or metaphorical sense.
Creatio secunda may be said to partake of the nature
of creation proper, inasmuch as no one but God in His'
omnipotence was able to fashion and form the cos-
mos. Active formation ? has for its term or object pas-

2 Formation is an operation their own proper forces, and or-
which, from already created matter, dains them towards an end.”
moulds different natures, fittingly (Humphrey, “ His Divine Majesty,”

compounds them, collects them into p. 262.)
one synthesis, furnishes them with
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sive formation, 4. e., the things formed or fashioned. In
this passive formation St. Thomas discriminates between
distinctio and- ornatus. The work of distinction or dif-
ferentiation which God performed on the first three
days of the Hexaémeron consisted in the separation of
light from darkness, of the firmament from the waters
below, and of the solid land from the sea. The work
of ornamentation, which took place on the last three days,
consisted in the allocation of the various celestial and
terrestrial bodies, supplying the water with fishes, the air
with birds, and the continents with plants and animals.

2. Tue TEACcHING OF DiVINE REVELATION.—
Revelation furnishes a sufficient basis for the
distinction between first and second creation.

a) The book of Genesis begins by describing how
God created all things out of nothing. Before He un-
dertook the work of formation, which took six “ days,”
the earth was “ void and empty,” and the light as yet
undivided from the darkness; in other words, the uni-
verse was still in a chaotic state. To this twofold
condition there corresponded a twofold operation on the
part of the Almighty, viz.: creare and formare, which
we call first and second creation. It is characteristic
of the conception existing in the mind of the Sacred
Writer that He does not describe the act of mere for-
mation or ordering by the verb X2, which he em-
ployed in the first verse, but by such verbs as nyxg and

W, which are capable of being construed with a materia
ex qua® The only exceptions to this rule are Gen. I,

21: “Creavit (N)3N) Deus cete grandia — God created
the great whales;” and Gen. I, 27: “Et creavit Deus

2 Supra, p. 15.



100 DOGMATIC COSMOLOGY

hominem . . . masculum et feminam creavit (XI3) eos

— And God created man, ... male and female he
created them.” With regard to these two passages it
should be noted that in the one there is question of a
true creation, viz.: the creation of the human soul; while
the other is specially designed to show forth God’s
omnipotence, which manifests itself with special gran-
deur in the creation of the huge ocean monsters. The
playful ease with which the Creator produced these gi-
gantic beings, proves that He is absolutely independent
of matter and, therefore, at least indirectly demonstrates
His creative power.

For a further confirmation of the distinction between
first and second creation we may quote from Wisd. XI,
18 the phrase ““ex materia invisa (scil. informi, &
dudppov TAzs).”* It is no argument against our thesis
that a distinction is made in Gen. I, 1 between “ heaven”
and “ earth,” for heaven and earth were present at the
Creation of the universe only with regard to their sub-
stance ; they were not as yet divided off and moulded into
shape,— this took place later (Gen. I, 7-8).

b) The distinction between first and second creation

is quite common in the writings of the Fathers. Thus
Severian of Gabala (-} after 408) says: “On the
first day God created out of mnothing (é& py évrev)
whatever He has made; but on the following days He
did not create out of nothing (olk ék py évrwv), but ac-
cording to His good pleasure fashioned (peréBadev) that
which He had made on the first day.” ® The three Cap-
padocians expressed themselves in a similar manner.®

4 Our English version correctly 6 De Mundi Creatione, Or. 1, n. 3
renders this passage thus: ‘ Thy al- (Migne, P.G., LVI, 433).
mighty hand, whick made the 6 Basil,, Hom. in Heraém,, 2;

world of matter without form.’ Greg. Naz., Orat., 44, n. 4; Greg.
(Cfr. supra, p. 15). Nyss., Hom. in Hexaim., 2.
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St. Augustine very distinctly insists on the concept of
creatio secunda.”

In determining the nature of the materia informis
out of which God gradually fashioned the cosmos in
the course of six days, the Fathers were entirely de-
pendent on the scientific theories prevalent in their day.
In expounding these theories, needless to say, they
do not represent Tradition, but merely the inade-
quate notions of an unscientific age, and we are not
bound by their speculations. St. Chrysostom’s® or St.
Ephrem’s ® explanations of the process of Creation in
the light of the peripatetic theory of the four elements
(earth, water, air, and fire), have no more authority
than the Patristic or Scholastic defense of the geocentric
system of the universe, and we Catholics of the twentieth
century are free to substitute for the crude hypotheses
of the Patristic period the more solidly established con-
clusions of modern science, e. g., to regard the molecules
as the proper object of the creatio prima and the various
chemical compositions as the objects of the creatio se-
cunda.

While, as we have shown, Revelation offers a solid
basis for a real distinction between first and second
creation and their products, it remains an open question
whether or not the two processes were separated by a
temporal interval. The great majority of the Fathers not
only admit but. positively assert an intermission be-
tween creatio prima and creatio secunda. It was only
the great authority of St. Augustine that preserved later
theologians from unduly limiting freedom of interpreta-
tion in regard to a question which, because of its rela-
tions to natural science, must be handled with the greatest

7 Supra, p. 14, 8 Hom, in Gen., 3. 9In Gen., I.



102 DOGMATIC COSMOLOGY

reserve. St. Augustine’s own interpretation 1° has, it is
true, been generally rejected as forced and artificial;
but St. Thomas,’* though himself a defender of the
theory of temporal succession, invariably speaks of the
Augustinian theory with great respect, and many later
theologians, especially those who in some form or other
prefer the so-called ideal interpretation, base their right
to espouse a less slavishly literal view upon the example
of the learned and pious Bishop of Hippo.:? 3

READINGS : — Palmieri, De Creatione et Praecipuis Creaturis,
thes. 14-15, Romae 1910.— Stentrup, De Deo Uno, thes. 78-79,
Oeniponte 1875.— Scheeben, Dogmatik, Vol. 11, § 144, Freiburg
1878 (Wilhelm-Scannell’s Manual, Vol. I, pp. 383 sqq.).— Os-
wald, Schipfungslehre, pp. 42 sqq., Paderborn 1885.— G. B. Tepe,
Instit. Theol.,, Vol. 11, pp. 461 sqq., Paris 1895.— Chr. Pesch,
Praelect. Dogmat., Vol. 111, 3rd ed., pp. 32 sqq., Friburgi 1908 —
Among the commentaries on Genesis we recommend especially
those by Lamy, Hummelauer, and Hoberg.

10 Basing on Ecclus. XVIII, 1:
*“ Creavit omnia simul (kowf)— He
created all things together,” Au-
gustine contracts the six days of
Creation into one day, nay, into one
single moment of time, and inter-
prets “ evening” as referring to

the cognitio vespertina of the An-
gels.
11 S. Theol., 1a, qu. 74, art. 2.
12 Cfr. Petavius, De Opere Sex
Dierum, I, s; Grassmann, Die
Schiopfungslehre des hl. Augustinus
und Darwins, Ratisbon 1889.



SECTION 2

THE HEXAEMERON IN ITS RELATION TO SCIENCE
AND EXEGESIS

ARTICLE 1

THE MOSAIC ACCOUNT OF THE CREATION AND PHYSICAL
SCIENCE

This subject properly belongs to higher apolo-
getics or fundamental theology.! In the present
(purely dogmatic) treatise it will suffice to lay
down certain leading principles which theolo-
gians and scientists must constantly keep before
them in order to safeguard the sacred rights of
revealed religion without trenching on the just
claims of science.

Thesis I: Nature and the Bible both tell the his-
tory of Creation, and consequently the assured results

of scientific investigation can never contradict Holy
Writ.

Explanation. The Word of God, rightly interpreted,
cannot clash with the firmly established conclusions
of science, because both Sacred Scripture and science
have God for their author. Any apparent contradiction

1 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, God: His Knowability, Essence, and Attributes, p.

7 8q.
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between the two must be traceable either to some false
and unproved claim on the part of science, or to an in-
correct interpretation of Holy Writ. A thorough in-
vestigation of all the data involved usually lays bare the
source of error. Thé Galilei controversy is a case in
point.2 There can be no doubt that the various natural
sciences — astronomy, geology, paleontology, etc.— fur-
nish, or at least are able to furnish, valuable aids to the
exegete who undertakes to interpret the Mosaic cos-
mogony. The prudent theologian will not spurn these
aids. On the contrary, the respect he owes to the Al-
mighty Creator, whose vestiges these sciences seek to
trace, will prompt him to welcome their co-operation and
to pay due regard to whatever evidence they may have to
offer. God has, as it were, set down an objective com- |
mentary on the Bible in the “ Book of Nature,” to which |
the theologian can and should devote most careful atten-
tion. All true scientists are after a fashion exegetes,® and -
therefore friends, not enemies, of the theologians. Those
among them who antagonize revealed religion,* have de-
serted the solid ground of science for moors and fens
in which they gleefully chase deceptive will-o’-the-wisps.
Of course, Science has a perfect right to follow her
own methods, and the fact that her representatives con-
duct their researches without constantly trying to square
themselves with the Bible does not argue that they mis-
trust religion or despise Christianity. The history of
the inductive sciences shows that in many cases an undue
London 1907; B. C. A. Windle, The

2 The most recent and the best

account of the Galilei case is that
by Adolf Miiller, S. J., in his two
excellent volumes: Galileo Galilei
and Der Galileiprozess (Freiburg
1909). Cfr. also G. V. Leahy, 4s-
tronomical Essays, pp. 181 sqq.,
Boston 1910; J. Gerard, S. J., The
Church wvs, Science, pp. 22 sqq.,

Church and Science, London 1917,
pp. 22 sqq.

3 Some of them, like Cuvier,
Linné, Newton, Secchi, consciously;
others, like Lyell, Kolliker, Virchow,
unconsciously.

4 E. g. Vogt, Bilchner, Héckel.
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N

regard for certain favorite interpretations of Scripture
has misled science and bred false theories which it
took ages to get rid of. We may instance the Coper-
nican system,® the debate between Neptunists and Plu-
tonists,® the problem of the geological deluge,” etc. Un-
fortunately, too, there have always been over-zealous
though perfectly well-intentioned theologians who were
ready to add to the confusion by supplying * theological
arguments ” for unproved and unprovable hypotheses.
This explains the existence and animus of such works
as J. W. Draper’s History of the Conflict between Re-
ligion and Science.®

Thesis II: The proper purpose of the Mosaic nar-
rative is not scientific, but strictly religious; hence
we must not seek astronomy, physics, geology, etc.,
in the Hexa€meron, but chiefly religious instruction.

Explanation. The grounds for this proposition are
quite evident. The Bible is not a text-book of science.
Had it been written to teach a supernaturally revealed
system of physics, chemistry, astronomy, or geology, it
would be a sealed and unintelligible book, nay, it would
have proved positively dangerous to the faith of the
masses, because scientific views and terms are subject
to constant change. Consequently, in order to accom-
plish its purpose, it was necessary that the Bible in
matters of natural science should adopt the language of
the common people, who derive their views of nature
from external appearances. This popular idiom is ever

6 Cfr. G. V. Leahy, Astronomical  Last Geological Period, New York

Essays, pp. 45 sqq. 1895.
6 Cfr. A. M. Clerke, Modern Cos- 8 New York 1889. A splendid an-
mogonies, London 1905. tidote to this venomous book is Fr.

7 Prestwich, On Certain Phenom-  Lorinser’s Das Buch der Natur, 7
ena Belonging to the Close of the  vols.,, Ratisbon 1876-8o.
8
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true, because it employs relative standards in the con-
templation of nature, and remains forever intelligible
to the masses, because it makes no claim to describe abso-
lute facts. Even at the present day, despite the universal
adoption of the Copernican system, certain popular modes
of expression, based upon ocular observation of the ap-
parent movements of the heavenly bodies, retain the geo-
centric color which they had in the days of Ptolemy.
Even learned astronomers still speak of the summer and
winter solstices, still refer to the sun as rising and set-
ting, and so forth. “We must remember,” says St.
Thomas, “that Moses addressed himself to an unculti-
vated people, and, condescending to their ignorance, pro-
posed to them only what was obvious to the senses.”?
Moses’ chief purpose was to impress the Jews and
the nations that were to come after them, with four fun-
damental truths, viz.: (1) The existence of one true
God, Lord of heaven and earth; (2) the creation of
all things out of nothing, which implied the falsity of
the Egyptian animal and star worship no less than of
Dualism and Pantheism; (3) the duty of keeping holy
the Sabbath day, after the example of the divine Arti-
ficer, who created the universe in six days, and rested
on the seventh;?*® (4) that all the things which God
made were originally good.’?* We do not mean to say,
of course, that the purely scientific portions of the Bible
have no claim to divine authority, or to deny that they
are absolutely infallible. As part of the Inspired Word
they embody divine revelation. However, since the
Hexaémeron is susceptible of many different explana-
tions, and the infallible Church has never given an
authentic interpretation of it, but, on the contrary, has

9 S. Theol.,, 1a, qu. 68, art. 3. 11 ““ And God saw that it was
10 Cfr. Exod. XX, 8 sq. good.” Gen, I, 25.
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igranted full liberty to exegetes, Science is nowise
hampered in her peculiar field of enquiry. St. Augustine
went so far as to contend that the creation of the uni-
verse was simultaneous with its formation and that what
Sacred Scripture calls six days was in reality but a
single moment of time.'?

Thesis ITI: The relationship between the Mosaic
marrative and natural science may, in principle, be
defined thus: The Hexa€meron constitutes a nega-
itive, but not a positive guiding principle for scientists.

Explanation. By a positive guiding principle (norma
ipositiva) we mean a rule, the conscientious observance
of which guarantees the immediate possession of truth,
while its non-observance entails error. Thus the mul-
itiplication table is a positive guiding principle in all
mathematical calculations and in the affairs of everyday
life. A negative guiding principle merely requires that,
while enjoying the greatest possible latitude in a certain
sphere, we avoid forming any conclusion which directly
contradicts said principle. Thus the axiom of parallel
lines is a negative guiding principle in geometry, because
any proposition that runs counter to it must inevitably
prove false. That the Mosaic Hexaémeron does not pre-
.scribe what route science must travel is plain from the
fact that the true sense of Genesis I, 1 has never been
defined either by the infallible teaching office of the
Church or by scientific exegesis. Hence the Mosaic
inarrative is not a positive norm for the guidance of the

12 De Gen. ad Lit.,, IV, 22; De
Civ, Dei, X1, 9. Supra, pp. 101 sq.

spiration der hl. Schrift in der An-
schauung des Mittelaliers von Karl

Cfr. Fr. Schmid, De Inspirationis
Bibliorum Vi et Ratione, Brix. 1895;
P. Dausch, Die Schriftinspiration,
Freiburg 1891; K. Holzhey, Die In-

dem Grossen bis zum Konzil von
Trient, Miinchen 1895; Chr. Pesch,
De Inspiratione S. Scripturae, Fri-
burgi 1906.
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naturalist. The very multiplicity of attempted interpre-
tations which the Church has countenanced at various
times, confirms this proposition. All that can justly be
demanded, therefore, is that the scientist refrain from
positively contradicting the Word of God, e. g., by de-
fending such propositions as: “ Matter is eternal;”
“ Matter and energy are the sole principles of the uni-
verse; " ‘“ The world originated by mere chance,” and so
forth. In all other matters, such as the nebular hy-
pothesis,*® the evolution of species, etc., he may hold
any conclusions that seem warranted.

The exegete, on his part, is free to interpret the sacred
text in accordance with the rules of hermeneutics and
in harmony with each particular author’s peculiar style
and with the context. Grammar, syntax, and the dic-
tionary are quite as valuable scientific aids as the tele-
scope, the microscope, and the testing tube. It will not
do to impose the conclusions of physical science as a
positive norm upon exegesis and to demand that the
Hexaémeron be interpreted in accordance with constantly
changing hypotheses. Modern exegetes, especially of
the last half-century, have been justly charged with pay-
ing too much attention to science and too little to the
Mosaic text. Though the scientists have an undeniable
right to be heard,* they have no authority to dictate
how the Hexaémeron must be interpreted. All they can
reasonably demand is that exegetes accept the established
conclusions of science as a negative guiding principle and
refrain from advocating as certain, or even probable,
any theory that contradicts clearly ascertained facts.,'®

18 Cfr. Leahy,~ Astronomical Es-  infra, p. 112). On this question of
says, pp. 231 sqq.; Clerke, Modern principle cfr. Kaulen, * Grundsite-
Cosmogonies, pp. 21 $qq. liches zur kath. Schriftauslegung ””

14 Supra, Thesis 1. in the Lit. Handweiser, 1895, Nos.

15 Such are, for instance, the Res- 4 and s5; and A. Schopfer, Bibel
titution and the Deluge theories (v. und Wissenschaft, Brixen 1896.
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Thesis IV: Those theologians and scientists who
deny that the so-called fossils or petrifactions are real
remains of plants and animals, representing them as
mere freaks of nature (lusus naturae), needlessly ex-
pose the Word of God to ridicule.

Explanation. There have been and still are theo-
logians who, in order to save the literal interpretation
of the Mosaic narrative, regard the palzontological
finds in the lower strata of the earth as specially created
products of divine omnipotence, rather than as real re-
mains of primordial organisms. Nothing is so apt to
excite ridicule on the part of infidels and ‘indignation
in the camp of educated Catholic laymen, as recourse
to such pitiable hypotheses, which are altogether un-
worthy of a true theologian. To assume that the Cre-
ator leads truth-seeking man into invincible error, is to
stamp Him a cruel deceiver, who makes it His business
to lay annual rings around carbonized trees found
standing erect in coal-mines, and to fashion in perfect
detail large and small trilobites in siluric deposits —
some of them even contain well-developed embryos —
all mere lusus naturae! St. Augustine and St. Thomas
Aquinas vigorously protested against this curious way of
“ reconciling ” faith and science.

Noteworthy for all time is the principle which St.
Augustine lays down in his famous treatise De Genesi
ad Literam: “In rebus obscuris atque a nostris oculis
remotissimis, st qua inde scripta etiam divina legerimus,
quae possint salvd fide, qua imbuimur, alias atque alias
parere semtentias, tn nullam earum mnos praecipiti af-
firinatione ita proiiciamus, ut, si forte diligentius dis-
cussa veritas eam recte labefactaverit, corruamus; non
pro sententia divinarum Scripturarum, sed pro nostra
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ita dimicantes, ut eam velimus Scripturarum esse, quae
nostra est, cum potius eam, quae Scripturarum est, no-
stram esse velle debeamus.” ** With equal earnestness
the Saint censures the stupidity of those who, in the
mistaken interest of faith, provoke the sarcastic ridicule
of learned infidels: “ Turpe est autem nimis et pernicio-
sum ac maxime cavendum, ut Christianum de his rebus
quasi secundum christianas litteras loquentem ita delirare
quilibet infidelis audiat, ut . . . risum tenere vix possit,
Et non tam molestum est, quod errans homo deridetur,
sed quod auctores nostri ab iis, qui foris sunt, talia sen-
sisse creduntur et cum magno eorum exitio, de quorum
salute satagimus, tamquam indocti reprehenduntur atque
respuuntur.” ¥ These sentiments of the greatest among
the Fathers were shared and re-echoed by the most
eminent of the Church’s theologians. * Dicendum est,”
says St. Thomas Aquinas, “ quod sicut Augustinus docet,
in huiusmodi quaestionibus duo sunt observanda: primo
quidem, ut veritas Scripturae inconcusse teneatur; se-
cundo, cum Scriptura divi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>