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It is not many years since Father F. X. Brors, of the
German Province of the Society of Jesus, sent forth to the
world a small volume entitled ‘‘Modernes A B C’’ (Modern
A B C), of which the scope and to a great extent the con-
tents were identical with those of the work which we now
present to the English-speaking public. Written in Ger-
man and intended to meet the controversial needs of the
Author’s own countrymen, the little book soon justified its
appearance in the field of polemics—at least if we may so
judge by its great popularity. German Catholics of aver-
age education found in the ‘‘Modernes A B C’’ an arsenal
from which they could draw defensive weapons which were
not less effective than easily handled. The number and the
variety of the subjects treated and the ability with which
they were discussed enabled the reader to give apt replies
to all manner of objections brought against revealed re-
ligion and the teachings of the Church.

Recognizing the merit of the work, we very readily ac-
ceded to a request of the Messrs. Benziger Brothers to re-
produce it in the vernacular. The mere translation was ac-
complished in a comparatively short space of time; and
if we could have been satisfied with a bare rendering of
the original into English THE CATHOLIC’S READY ANSWER
would have seen the light of day long before the present
date; but as we proceeded with the translation we became
more and more convinced that the new version, to meet the
requirements of polemics in English-speaking countries,
must diverge in some respects from the original. The need
of much adaptation, of not a few omissions, and of a
considerable number of additions seemed imperative.

There was one peculiarity of the work which was quite
distinctive of it and to which it doubtless owed much of its
success, but which, nevertheless, we thought might be a
drawback in regard to one class of readers whom we were
anxious to reach. In the treatment of important subjects
such as the Eucharist, Miracles, and Socialism the subject-
matter was in each case broken up, distributed under a
number of distinet captions, and despatched in short ar-
ticles, which were crisp and to the point and served to
equip the reader with ready answers, especially useful in
an emergency. Very much of this character we have indeed
sought to preserve in the work we have now sent to the
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press; but in order to meet the wants of sincere inquirers
after the truth, who are very numerous in English-speak-
ing countries, and who would probably prefer a more full,
thorough, and continuous discussion of the more important
subjects, we have thought it advisable in some cases to unite
the disjecta membra of the original in articles of excep-
tional length. In the place of the subordinate topics thus
left untreated separately, cross-references, aided by the in-
dex at the end of the volume, will point them out to the
reader in the logical position they occupy in the longer ar-
ticles. This method we have adopted the more readily as we
have desired to make the work serve the purpose of a treat-
ise, brief but fairly complete, on the evidences of religion.

Finally, notwithstanding the general comprehensiveness
of the original, it left untouched a certain number of sub-
jects, e.g., Christian Science, Pragmatism, Theosophy, which
of late years have arrested the attention of the Christian
apologist. Articles on these subjects we have thought it
our duty to supply.

In the pursuit of these aims we have not been unaware
that our book has been gradually assuming the character
of a new work instead of being simply an English version
of the old one. If this has been, in some sense, inevitable,
and if it compasses the object we have had in view, our act
of contrition for having tampered with the able work of a
skilled controversialist will perhaps be somewhat qualified.

Both in the original and in the English adaptation the
work, though chiefly polemical in its scope, does not strictly
confine itself to controversy, but endeavors to inculcate
right notions of individual duty, especially as bearing on
situations in which conscientious persons often find them-
selves in the very complex life of the present age. This is
particularly the case in the articles on Mixed Marriages,
Divorces, Labor Unions, and Education, which we trust will
be helpful to those whose principles are in danger of being
warped under the influence of their environment.

Whilst thanking the Author of the ‘‘Modernes A B C”’
for his permission both to translate and to adapt the work,
let us express the hope that in the not distant future he
may be gratified to know that the seeds of truth which he
has sown broadcast in his native land have, by propagation,
borne fruit beyond the sea.
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The Catholic’s Ready Answer

AGNOSTICISM

An Agnostic Query.—“Why trouble ourselves
about matters—such as God’s existence—of
which, however important they may be, we do
lkno)w nothing and can know nothing?” (Hux-
ey.

THE ANSWER.—If a man tells me he knows nothing about
God I can believe him, because he is supposed to know the
state of his own mind ; but if he tells me that nothing can
be known about God I wonder at the hardihood of the as-
sertion and feel that I have a right to ask him to prove the
proposition. But proving propositions is not a rdle familiar
to agnostics as such.

What is an agnostic? The definition given by the Cen-
tury Dictionary is sufficiently accurate for our purpose.
An agnostic is ‘‘one of a class of thinkers who disclaim any
knowledge of God or of the ultimate nature of things.’’
Agnostics, generally, profess to know nothing about God ;
some maintain that there is no convincing evidence of His
existence ; others go so far as to aver that no such evidence
is possible and that God, if there is a God, is forever un-
knowable.

osticism takes shape in individual minds according to
their several habits and dispositions. One form of agnosti-
cism assumes lightly and after little or no reflection that it
is impossible to get at a knowledge of God or of man’s
final destiny. It is generally one of the fruits of indiffer-
entism, which makes it a matter of small concern whether a
man has any religious belief or not, so long as he does noth-
ing to compromise his honor or his reputation. Another
agnostic attitude of mind is the result of promiscuous
though omne-sided reading accompanied, perhaps, by a modi-
cum of reflection —though its real root often lies deeper

7
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and must be sought in the moral nature of the reader. But
there is a higher kind of agnosticism which wears more of a
scientific air. It goes the whole length of asserting that all
knowledge is confined to phenomena or appearances.

Observation and experiment, we are told by this class of
agnostics, report to us the existence of phenomena which
are, or may be, manifestations of realities lying beyond
them, but of these realities nothing is known and, according
to some agnostics, nothing can be known. Hence God and
the human soul and all the essences and principles of things,
placed as they are beyond the reach of experience, cannot
be objects of human knowledge.

One type of agnosticism, elaborately expounded by Her-
bert Spencer, does not reject religion, but starves it out of
existence. It acknowledges a First Cause of all things and
holds that it appeals to the emotional element in man and
thus begets religion; but the nature and attributes of the
First Cause it regards as unknown and forever unknow-
able: the First Cause is to us simply the First Cause and
nothing more.

Now it should be plain to any one who has a grasp of the
idea of religion that the First Cause, merely as such, does
not appeal to the religious sentiment and cannot inspire
religious acts. True, the idea of a First Cause does contain
in germ the basis of all genuine religion; for the human
reason can deduce from the notion of the First Cause the
idea of an infinite and eternal God and of a Creator and
Sovereign Lord, to whom praise, thanksgiving, adoration,
and service are due—and these are real acts of religion;
but the Spencerian agnostic will not permit us to draw any
such deductions; for, according to Herbert Spencer, ‘‘the
Power which the Universe manifests to us is utterly in-
scrutahle.”’ Thus the only pabulum supplied religion is a
knowledge of a First Cause as such.

‘What single act of religion can an agnostic of this type
suggest as being rational in one who only knows that there
is a First Cause?t Wonder and a sense of awe are indeed
feelings which may well be awakened by the thought of a
First Cause of all things; but is the indulgence of a feeling
of wonder or of awe a religious act? As well might we say
that an atheist is paying his morning devotions when he
stands wondering at the power of Niagara. Will sueh
meager knowledge inspire an act of praise or of thanks-
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giving? We are not supposed to know whether the First
Cause is deserving of praise or of thanks, for the agnostic
will not permit us to know anything about Its (or His)
attributes—to know, for instance, whether It (or He) is
free, bountiful, or merciful. The same is true of adoration
and dedication of will. The only act left would be that of
exclaiming, ‘‘Oh, First Cause!l’’ or ‘‘Ah, First Cause!’’
Herbert Spencer had much better have left the subject of
religion untouched.

Our purpose just here is not to prove that God is know-
able or that He exists; that we have endeavored to
do in the article entitled ‘‘God’s Existence.’”” We are only
making a little study of the agnostic frame of mind and of
the intellectual behavior of agnostics. One of the most
notable points in agnostic ways of thinking and speaking
is the downright dogmatism of the agnostic. If the attitude
of agnosticism were one of simple ignorance or of doubt, or
if its followers simply admitted their inability to see the
force of the arguments in favor of theism, agnosticism
would be less irrational. But for the most part agnostics
are nothing if not dogmatic. They assert positively that the
Absolute is unknowable ; but in doing so they show an atti-
tude of mind which is anything but scientific and oné that
runs counter to the spirit of inquiry which is the boast of
the age. Scientists of our day, whether consistently or not,
profess an open-mindedness which makes them accessible to
truth, no matter in what quarter it presents itself, and
which tends rather to widen than to contract the domain
of possible knowledge.

These remarks are particularly applicable to agnostics
who devote their energies to the physical sciences. Im-
mersed in science and for the most part narrowed in their
sympathies by early education, they simply have no pa-
tience for examining the claims of any source of knowledge
but the one that is familiar to them. The following extract
from Huxley’s ‘‘Physical Basis of Life’’ will illustrate this
pseudo-scientific frame of mind. Commending Hume’s ag-
nostic achievements, he remarks:

‘‘So Hume'’s strong and subtle intellect takes up a great
many problems about which we are naturally curious, and
shows that they are essentially questions of lunar polities,
in their essence incapable of being answered, and therefore
not worth the attention of men who have work to do in the
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world. . . . Why trouble ourselves about matters of which,
however important they may be, we do know nothing and
can know nothing? We live in a world which is full of
misery and ignorance, and the plain duty of each and all
of us is to make the little corner he can influence somewhat
less miserable and somewhat less ignorant than it was be-
fore he entered it.”’

Huxley was a feverishly busy man during the greater
part of his life. His business was chiefly concerned in ex-
tending the bounds of physical science. . His philosophical
reading was one-sided and his survey of the field of philo-
sophical inquiry superficial; so that it ill became him to
pronounce so decidedly on what could or could not be
known in sciences which he had not mastered.

The physical sciences are not the only legitimate occu-
pants of the field of knowledge. Psychology and natural
theology are sciences no less, nay even more, than physics,
chemistry, and biology; for the latter sciences, when they
have got beyond a certain number of laws which may easily
be verified, deal very largely in pure hypotheses. The ra-
tional sciences, on the other hand, are concerned with ulti-
mate truths, at which the experimental sciences must stop
short. The processes of thought followed are, to say the
least, as rational as those of the physical sciences. When
the rational psychologist argues from the spiritual opera-
tions of man to his possession of a spiritual soul, or when
the theologian argues from the order observed in the uni-
verse to the existence of a Supreme Intelligence by whom
that order was conceived and brought into being, or when
the metaphysician argues from the finite and the condi-
tioned to the Infinite and the Unconditioned, he argues as
rationally, to say the least, as one who would conclude from
the presence of smoke the action of combustion.

And yet the reasonings and conclusions of the rational
sciences have been brushed aside by the agnostics and posi-
tivists of our day, but in many cases by men who have not
hesitated to reason away the human mind itself. Hume,
who set the pace for all such destructionists, regarded the
mind as only a series of conscious acts. He removed the
blackboard from the figures described on it and left the fig-
ures standing in the air. When a man has reached that
stage of intellectual degeneracy he may be tempted to deny
anything, even his own existence.
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Metaphysics and theology have unfortunately fallen into
disrepute in an age that boasts so much of its ‘‘positive’’
knowledge ; for both sciences are accused of building airy
fabrics of thought on little or no foundation of reality.
Well, there may be a species of metaphysics or of theology
answering that flattering desecription, but we challenge the
judgment that affixes any such stigma to the writings of the
great scholastics. The reasonings of an Aquinas, a Scotus,
or a Suarez are not to be rated as puerilities. These names
may suggest a remote age and things no less remote from
our interest, but the cream of the scholastic philosophy is
given in the higher course of studies in every Catholic col-
lege. Had our scientific agnostics been put through the
discipline involved in those studies the world would know
little of dogmatic agnosticism. As to the theology that deals
with revelation, it is based on evidence as positive as any
that furnishes the groundwork of the physical sciences.
The historical evidences of Christianity have won the as-
sent of countless brilliant minds in every century—the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries not excepted. Pasteur tow-
ered above all the other scientists of the nineteenth century,
and yet he accepted the teachings of Catholic theology.

‘We believers do not contend that our knowledge of God
i8 perfect. We claim to possess an imperfect yet irue knowl-
edge of God. If we can not comprehend His attributes we
can at least form some conception of them and give them
their right names. The Infinite transcends experience and
is necessarily wrapped in mystery to the finite mind; but
we can know it as a fact, incomprehensible though it is.
When we say that God is infinite we mean that He pos-
sesses all conceivable perfections—a perfectly rational
proposition and one within the range of human thought.

The illogicality of the agnostic mind when it makes a
serious attempt at philosophizing is brought into strong re-
lief by the writings of Herbert Spencer. Though an agnos-
tie, he arrives at the conclusion that behind phenomena °
there is an unknowable Something—the Absolute, the Un-
limited, the First Cause. Is it not strange that such a Being
is deemed unknowable when we know so much as that about
Him? And must we be forbidden to advance a step farther
and deduce from those primal attributes other attributes
which are logically contained in them?

It borders on the ridiculous to see a philosopher of Her-
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bert Spencer’s reputation shrinking from concluding that
the Great First Cause is intelligent, because, forsooth, if
we attribute to It intelligence, it must be finite intelligence,
as that is the only kind of intelligence of which the mind
can form a conception. In dealing with an argument of
that description we can clinch the matter by means of a
dilemma: The Great First Cause is either intelligent or non-
intelligent. Is It non-intelligent? Spencer cannot say Yes,
for amidst all his vagaries he has a grasp of the principle
that an intelligent piece of work—such as the universe—
proves intelligence in the worker. Therefore tn some way
the Great First Cause must be intelligent. The intelligence
we thus predicate of God need not be a limited intelligence ;
for we may take the notion of intelligence and negative all
limitation and imperfection in it and apply it to God. We
can not bring home to our limited understandings how any
being can be infinitely intelligent, nor can we find in our
experience anything analogous to it, but our reason points
to it as a facf—a mysterious fact, but a fact all the same.

If we now add intelligence to the list of God’s attributes,
God is more known than He was before; and if we add, one
after another, all the attributes which a sound philosophy
has deduced, we shall have built up the science of natural
theology, and Herbert Spencer will be left wandering about
in the curious labyrinth which he has been at such pains to
construet.

We need not shrink from all manner of philosophizing
on arriving at the confines of the Absolute; because al-
though we are only scratching on the surface of things,
nevertheless, by the aid of the God-given instrument we
employ, we are enabled to discover at least a few solid ingots
of genuine knowledge.

ANGLICANS

See ‘“Religion, a Change of’’ and ‘‘The Church of Christ
—How to Find It.”
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APES AND MEN

The Ape-Theory.—Man bears so striking a re-
semblance to the ape that we are forced to con-
clude that he is descended from the ape.

THE ANSWER.—In the first place, why argue from resem-
blance to descent? Or, if you argue at all, why not con-
clude that the ape is a degenerate man? Both arguments
would be unsound, but the one would be as good as the
other. What interest can you have in thus degrading man
by bringing him down to the level of the ape? Better
argue thus: So siriking is the conirast between man and
a’f: that man could not possibly have been evolved from
the ape.

The contrast consists chiefly in this, that man has a soul
endowed with reason and free will, which the ape has not.
This is abundantly proved by the fact that man, by means
of thought and reflection, advances from one invention
or discovery to another, whilst the ape, in common with
other brute animals, follows his instincts and behaves to-
day precisely as his ancestors did thousands of years ago.
He has not learned to build houses, to cook his food, or to
do anything characteristic of man in the most rudimentary
degree of civilization. The ape’s power of mimicry is a
superficial attribute which furnishes no proof of reason or
thought.

Even in bodily structure the contrast is so obvious, at
least to the anatomist, that no basis for the evolutionary
theory can be found in that quarter. This is especially
evident in the size of the brain, as also in the way in which
the skull is joined to the spinal column—a circumstance
that determines whether the animal is to have the erect
posture of 8 man or the stooping posture of a beast. ‘‘The
testimony of comparative anatomy,’’ says Bumiiller, ‘‘is
decidedly against the theory of man’s descent from the
ape.”’—Man or Ape, p. 59.

Moreover, if such descent were a fact we should find
some intermediate forms between the mere ape and the
fully developed man. We should have found long before
to-day what is popularly known as the missing link; but
the missing link has nowhere been discovered, either in
fossil remains or in living forms of animal life. The earth
has been ransacked, but not a trace has come to light of



14 Apes and Men

the much sought for ape-man. Ocecasionally supposed dis-
coveries have created a flutter in the scientific world, but
they have invariably proved to be mares’ nests. And yet
if Darwin’s theory of infinitesimal variations cover-
ing enormous periods of time were correct numerous
specimens of intermediate forms should have been dis-
covered.

The distinguished scientist Virchow, who certainly can
not be accused of undue bias in the matter, bears the fol-
lowing testimony to the actual state of science on the sub-
ject:

“‘If we make a study of the fossil man of the quaternary
period, who came nearest to our historical ancestors in the
course of descent—or, better, of ascent—we find at every
turn that he is a man like ourselves. Ten years ago, when
a skull was found in a peat-bog, among lake-dwellings, or
in some ancient cave, it was thought to furnish indications
of a wild and half-developed state of human existence. Men
thought they scented the atmosphere of apedom. But since
then a gradual change has been wrought in our estimate of
such remains. The old troglodytes, lake-dwellers, and peat
men have turned out to be a very respectable set of human
beings. Their heads are of such a size that many a living
man to-day would feel proud if he had one as large. . . .
We must candidly acknowledge that we possess no fossil
types of imperfectly developed men. Nay, if we bring to-
gether all human fossils of which we have any knowledge
and compare them with human beings of the present day,
we can assert without any hesitation that among living
men there is, proportionately, a much larger number of
individuals of an inferior type than among the fossil re-
mains thus far discovered. Whether the greatest geniuses
of the quaternary age have been lucky enough to have
been preserved to our day, I dare not conjecture. ... But I
must say that no skull of ape or ape-man which could have
had a human possessor (or, as we take him to mean, could
have been in any half-sense human) has ever yet been
found. . . . We cannot teach, nor can we regard as one of
the results of scientific research, the doctrine that man is
descended from the ape or from any other antmal.”’—The
Liberty of Science, p. 30f.

In the Congress of Anthropologists held in Vienna in
1889 he adds the following to the words just quoted:
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‘“We have sought in vain the missing links that are sup-
posed to connect man with the ape. The primeval man,
the genuine proanthropos, has not yet been found. An-
thropologists cannot regard the proanthropos as a legiti-
mate subject for discussion. They may see him in their
dreams, but in their waking moments they must acknowl-
edge him to be nowhere in sight. At Innsbruck in 1869
scientists in the fever-heat of discussion believed they could
trace the evolution of the ape into the man; to-day we are
unable to trace the derivation of one race of men from
another. At the present hour we can say that the fossil
men discovered stand as far removed from the ape as our-
selves. Each living race is distinctively human, and no
race has yet been discovered which can be designated as
apish or half-apish. . . . It can be clearly shown that in
the course of five thousand years no appreciable change of
type has taken place.’’

Dr. Bumiiller sums up the results of his study of the
question in the following statements, every one of which
rests upon solid demonstration :

‘“On no recognized principle of classification can man be
associated with the ape; for, to say nothing of his gifts of
understanding and speech, he stands quite alone by reason
of the vastly superior development of the brain portion of
his nervous system, and hence can lay claim to an inde-
pendent position in the animal kingdom. Neither is his
descent from the ape attested by science, for as yet no con-
necting link has been discovered, either in the higher walks
of apedom or in the lower walks of humanity. Even the
possibility of a connecting link is disproved by the ten-
dency of apes and half-apes, in the course of their higher
development in anatomical structure, to diverge more and
more from the human type, and by the testimony of pale-
ontology (the science dealing with remains of extinct spe-
cies of animals preserved in the earth). Such is the present
state of scientific investigation ; and its results are in har-
mony with the view which the human understanding, lay
and professional, has ever entertained when not under the
tyranny of theories that happen to be the fashion of the
hour.’’—Man or Ape, p. 91. Munich, 1900.

Dr. Zittel, an acknowledged leader in this braneh of
science, enumerates in his ‘‘Outlines of Paleontology’’ the
most important discoveries made of human remains and
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makes the following comment: ‘‘Such material as this
throws no light upon the question of race and descent. All
the human bones of determinable age that have come down
to us from the European Diluvium, as well as all the skulls
discovered in caves, are identified by their size, shape, and
capacity as belonging to the homo sapiens [man], and are
fine specimens of their kind. They do not by any means
fill up the gap between man and the ape.’’

Dr. Ranke, another eminent paleontologist, speaks with
evident sarcasm, and in reference to certain scientific pre-
tensions, of ‘‘the famous, or perhaps better, the notorious’’
relics discovered in the Neanderthal.

Science, after its many wanderings, is coming back to
what Holy Writ has told us in words few and simple: ‘‘ And
the Lord God formed man of the slime of the earth, and
breathed into his face the breath of life; and man became
a living soul’’ (Gen. ii. 7). ‘“And God created man to His
own image’’ (Gen. i. 27).

BIBLE HEROES

Objection.—The heroes of the Old Testament
are represented as being special favorites of the
Almighty. On the other hand, they seem to have
had many vices. What, then, are we to think of
the Bible as a teacher of morality or as a divine-
ly inspired book?

THE ANSWER.—The Patriarchs and some of the other
leaders of the Jewish people are indeed represented as
favorites of the Almighty on account of their great per-
sonal virtues. They may have had their failings as well,
but their lives were written, not so much on account of
their personal qualities as with a view to exhibiting the
special providence that presided over the destinies of their
race. As fathers and leaders of the Chosen People they
ware objects of God’s special care. But that did not ex-
empt them from the failings to which all flesh is heir. Need-
less to say that their faults, great or small, have met with
scant justice at the hands of the skeptical and the critical.

The faults of Bible characters, such as they were, show
by their very presence in the narrative that the sacred
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writers had no thought of giving a roseate hue to their
descriptions of the deeds of their countrymen, and that
their single aim was to give a trustworthy report of facts.
This is, indeed, the unsque distinction enjoyed by the Bible
among the historical records of ancient peoples: even un-
worthy deeds associated with great names are faithfully
registered. Unlike other such records, the books of the
Bible were not composed as a tribute of adulation to reign-
ing dynasties or to serve as a flattering unction to na-
tional vanity. The writers penned an exact and impartial
account of God’s dealings with men and of men’s behavior
toward God. There is no similar record in existence. None
like it ever could have arisen out of the bosom of paganism.

The real and genuine shortcomings of Bible heroes we
cannot, of course, either palliate or deny. The Bible itself
condemns them. But at the same time we must refuse to
accept the judgment of sworn enemies of the Bible when
they are pleased to ascribe faults, even crimes, to the great
personages of the Bible where there is no evidence of guilt.

Because Abraham, for instance, made his wife Sara pass
for his sister when both were in danger of falling into the
hands of the King of Egypt, we cannot agree with the
critics when they set him down as an instigator of lying.
His accusers ignore the fact that in Abraham’s language
the word ‘‘sister’’ had a larger signification than in our
modern tongues, and the fact that, after all, Sara was
Abraham’s half-sister, and hence might be called simply his
sister.

In the same censorious spirit the critics characterize
David as a captain of bandits and a usurper of the throne.
They have lost the key to the interpretation of the facts.
The very first and last fact in Jewish history is forgotten,
namely, that the Jewish form of government was a theoc-
racy. God Himself was in a very special sense the Ruler
of the nation. In His hands were the making and unmak-
ing of its kings. If Saul was rejected and David made to
reign in his stead, it was done by divine appointment, and
David was consequently no usurper. If David before
ascending the throne acted on his own responsibility and
took the field against the enemies of his people who were
inflicting serious harm upon them, he did nothing incon-
sistent with just warfare, .Neither this nor anything which
he did in self-defense constituted him a bandit.
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In the heyday of prosperity David did indeed commit
a twofold sin of a most grievous nature ; but the description
of this event and of its consequences, whilst showing on
the one hand the rigor of God’s justice, presents on the
other a most remarkable example of repentance in an of-
fender—a repentance that charmed the heart of God Him-
self. The Lord deigned to call him a man after His own
heart and to show him, and his descendants for his sake,
the mercy of a Father. Surely this touching example of
mercy—so characteristic, if we may use the expression, of
God’s dealings with men—ought to move the reader of the
sacred narrative to adoration and love rather than arm him
against the object of God’s clemency.

The defender of the Bible is not bound to find an excuse
for every act of the patriarchs that seems in any way
dubious. In some cases those acts may have been in a
greater or a lesser degree sinful. This is probably true in
the case of Jacob when he personated his brother Esau and
fraudulently obtained his father’s blessing. True, he may
have known from his mother, who certainly knew it by
revelation (Gen. xxv. 23), that in the designs of Provi-
dence he was to take precedence of his brother. But would
that excuse the deception practised on his father? And
yet if he sinned it does not follow that he sinned grievously,
or that he should have ceased to be an object of God’s
special providence as a propagator of the Jewish race.

The instances we have given of unfair criticism are sam-
ples of the superficial judgments passed upon the behavior
of the patriarchs and upon the spirit and character of the
historical books of the Bible.

BIBLE INTERPRETATIONS

Protestant Position.—The Bible teaches all
necessary truth to all who approach the study of
it in the right spirit. In the Scriptures God
speaks to the human soul, and no interpreter of
His words is needed but the soul itself, enlight-
ened by the Holy Spirit.

CatHOLIC PosiTioN.—The above, if we mistake not, is a
fair statement of the Protestant view of private interpre-
tation. It differs essentially from the Catholic principle,
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according to which private interpretation is controlled by
the authority of a divinely established Church.

But now a question: What are the grounds of the Prot-
estant position? As the Bible is the Protestant’s final rule
of faith, he should be able to quote chapter and verse for
this as well as for any other article of his faith. Where
in the whole compass of the sacred writings is there a pas-
sage enunciating the principle of private and independent
interpretation? There are passages in abundance setting
forth the benefits resulting from a reading of the Word
of God, but none which declare that the individual reader
is independent of all control in his interpretation of it.

In opposing such independence we do not mean to imply
that the Bible is simply an unintelligible book. Quite the
contrary, many parts of Scripture are plain narratives of
matters of fact, and the more obvious sense of the text is
the true one, or at least one true one. But other parts of
the Bible abound in mysteries, or in other obscurities of one
kind or another. This was doubtless the case even in the
original version of the several books; but what shall we
say of the modern translations—the imperfect medium
through which all but a few readers get a glimpse of the
revealed truth? .

Now, is it likely that every chance reader, however good
his disposition, possesses a ‘‘key to the Scriptures’’ and
sees his way through all their obscurity of thought and ex-
pression? Is it not to be feared that the assumption of
such power of interpretation will have injurious, and in
some cases even disastrous, effects upon the reader? St.
Peter the apostle, speaking of the epistles of St. Paul, says
of them that they ‘‘contain certain things hard to be un-
derstood, which the unlearned and unstable wrest, as they
do also the other Scriptures, to their own destruction’
(2 Peter iii. 16). If this declaration, made by no less an
authority than St. Peter, and to the very people to whom
the epistles of St. Paul were addressed, was justified at
the time, is it not to be feared that now, after twenty cen-
turies, the same causes are producing even worse effects?

The Apostle here mentions two effects which he traces
to three causes. The two effects are: 1. The wresting—
that is to say, the twisting or distorting—of the meaning of
Scripture; 2. The spiritual self-destruction of the reader.
The causes are: 1. The intrinsic difficulties of the text;
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2. Ignorance; 3. Instability (unstedfastness, as it reads in
the Revised Version). The same three causes are in opera-
tion to-day, and doubtless tend, in varying degrees, to
produce the same effects. The text, with its intrinsic diffi-
culties, remains. Ignorance remains; for the three R’s are
the highest reach of knmowledge for millions; and what
special insight into Scripture is furnished by the three R’s?

But have not some gone much farther than the three
R’s? Surely; they have learned their chemistry, or their
physics, or their mathematics. But none of these sciences
furnish a key to the obscurities of St. Paul. But have we
no theologians or exegetes? Certainly we have; and they
have helped us not a little to understand the sacred volume;
but if we may believe Dr. Littledale it was just from this
class that most of the ancient heresies took their rise; and
all the theology in the world can not, of itself, secure a man
from that instability of which St. Paul speaks—that is to
say, from that intellectual and moral giddiness which often
accompanies the greatest learning.

But, our opponents will tell us, at least let a man ap-
proach the reading of the Scriptures in a prayerful spirit,
and he may expect to receive interior illumination. Doubt- -
less a prayerful reading of Scripture has produced much
ingight into the meaning of the sacred text. But let us not
mistake the issue in the present discussion. We do not
deny the possibility of personal illumination. God, from
the beginning, has deigned to speak to the individual soul.
But—and this is the most important thing we have to say
in the present article—there is nothing more illusory than
the impression of having been enlightened from on high;
and in the whole course of religious history nothing has
proved more pernicious than the seeing in supposed il-
lumination a practical rule of faith or of conduct.

‘Where God does really enlighten, no one can enlighten
80 well; but it is one thing to be enlightened, another to
think one is enlightened. Many of our Catholic saints have
received what they have described as marvelous illumina-
tion, but none were more distrustful of such illumination
than the very recipients of it. And yet just the contrary
has been the case with those leaders of men from Luther
to Mrs. Eddy who have confidently proclaimed a special
illumination in their interpretation of Scripture. And
when we see the number of such claimants to inspiration
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and compare their clashing creeds—all based on the same
Word of God—and listen to the war of words in which each
denounces all the others, we begin to see the utter hollow-
ness of the theory of private interpretation.

Religious chaos was never intended to be the result of the
preaching of the Christian revelation. And yet chaos is
the necessary result of Christian preaching when it is based
on private interpretation. But worse than chaos are the
ultimate logical consequences of the theory, for amidst the
chaos at least some fragments of the truth remain; but
even these are destined to disappear under the powerful
solvent of independent judgment. The principle of private
judgment is to-day working itself out most consistently in
the land of its origin. In Germany individual judgment,
even amongst the ministers of religion, who are supposed
to have committed themselves to a fixed creed, is rapidly
dissolving the fabric of Christianity itself.

Personal illumination is, therefore, in no absolute sense
a safe guide. In one’s meditation on Seripture one may,
of course, feel that reflection throws some light upon words
or sentences heretofore obscure; many sound conclusions
may be drawn; spiritual insight may increase; but still,
considering that there are many things in Seripture ‘‘hard
to be understood,’’ and that so many readers of Scripture
have been mistaken in their interpretations, it is only ra-
tional that one should submit to guidance, if a guide can
be found. And that a guide has been provided by a kind
Providence can not be matter of doubt when one reflects
on the unspeakable wisdom displayed in all God’s works
and, on the other hand, on the sad consequences which are
seen to follow the rejection of authority in so important
a matter as the interpretation of the word of God.

Evidently, then, there is an infallible interpreter ap-
pointed by God Himself; and that infallible interpreter
can be no other than the Church of Christ, which St. Paul
tells us is ¢‘ the pillar and ground of truth.’’ (1 Tim. iii. 15.)
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BIBLE, THE, AND MODERN THOUGHT

Objection.—The Bible is for many reasons de-
serving of veneration, but it is quite out of har-
mony with modern thought. The science, the
aspirations, and the general point of view of the
modern world are at the opposite pole from the
contents of the Bible.

THE ANsweR.—Language like this is held by persons in
our day who fancy that all men of enlightenment have
ranged themselves with science on the one side against
the Bible and its adherents on the other. Is it not the
unique distinction of the Bible that it has compelled the
attention of the enlightened since the beginning of Chris-
tianity? From the first great convert of St. Paul’s at
Athens to that group of brilliant minds, ending with St.
Augustine, which adorned the early centuries of the
Church, and thence onward to the great lights of the mod-
ern world, we find the great minds of the world’s history
humbly accepting the Bible as the revealed Word of God
?’lil.’d as their guide, conjointly with the Church, to eternal
ife.

From the way our critics talk one would think that at
least all men of science had discarded the Bible; and yet
when the facts are inquired into it is found that the great
leaders of science, the men without whom science would be
whole centuries behind its present stage of development,
have been sincere Christians and believers in the Bible.
‘When we find a Bacon, a Copernicus, a Newton, a Leibnitz,
or, to come down to our own generation, a Kelvin, a Pas-
teur, clinging to the Bible, though standing themselves
on the very pinnacle of science, we have good reason for
thinking that science and the Bible are not such irrecon-
cilable foes after all.!

The ranks of unbelievers have indeed swollen in our
day, but the radical cause of this phenomenon does not lie
in any shortcomings of the Bible. The cause is usually of
a personal nature. It is natural that some should have a
personal interest in wishing that the Bible were not au-
thentic; for if the contents of the Bible are true a personal
service of God and a restraint of the passions are impera-

18ee “Science and Faith,” page 413.
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tive. Thus the wish is father to the thought. And the
habit of mind thus engendered is fostered by a neglect of
the duties of religion. Faith is a grace, and grace is for-
feited by a failure to correspond to it. A personal shrink-
ing from the scorn of unbelievers—and no class is more
intolerant than they—accounts for the attitude of a large
number who talk much about ‘‘modern thought,’”’ or who
have other such shibboleths constantly on their lips.

This being the case, we are compelled to discount con-
siderably the face value of the testimony which is supposed
to be rendered against the Bible by big numbers. After
doing so we shall probably find a comparatively small num-
ber of persons who from one cause or other—a lack of
Christian training, it may be, or the fact that they have
never seen a complete exposition of Christian evidences—
profess, if not opposition to the Bible, at least an inability
to accept it as the depository of a divine revelation.

Now, it is more than likely that some who belong to this
class have really never read the Bible, or that they have
read only parts of it, here and there, or that they have read
it under the guidance of one of those microscopic experts,
of the ‘‘higher criticism,”” who are skilled in examining
single words and phrases, but who are unable to see the
wood for the trees. To any sincere mind thus circum-
stanced we must beg leave to make the following sugges-
tions:

Read the Bible, both the Old and the New Testament,
from beginning to end. You will notice that you are read-
ing, not one book but many books, a whole literature, in
fact, whose one subject is God in His dealings with the
human race. Begun several thousand years ago, it has
received additions at intervals according as God has deigned
to reveal Himself to His chosen people. Now, notwith-
standing the multiplicity of its parts and the length of
time it took to compose them, you will discover, on the one
hand, a remarkable unity, and on the other, a remarkable
growth of ideas. You will see the light of truth increasing
from the dawn to the perfect day. You will see evidence
of prophecy fulfilled. Finally, you will see salvation
brought to the Gentiles and the light of truth diffused
thronghout the world by the coming of Him who is the
Way, the Truth, and the Life. .

One of the fruits, it may be hoped, of so comprehensive
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a view of the subject will be an answer supplied to a very
important question; to wit, How are we to account for the
extraordinary place in history of the Jewish racet How
account for its sublime conception of the Deity, and for the
purity and holiness of its public worship, amidst the idola-
tries and impurities of all the surrounding nations?! How
for its monuments, its customs, its laws?! How shall we
account for the very preservation of a race of so unique a
character, and one that never rose to empire, for well-nigh
two thousand years, amidst circumstances constantly tend-
ing to its destruction? Given the Jewish race, we look for
its complement in a literature that shall interpret it as a
fact in the world’s history. And if such a literature be
forthcoming, who will be surprised to find it abounding in
the marvelous?

And yet a mere reading of the Bible will not suffice. The
Bible can not be read in any and every frame of mind. To
read it in a fault-finding temper would be fatal to an un-
derstanding of its meaning and spirit. Yet we are not
counseling that it be read with a wish to believe, or with
a strained effort to get into sympathy with its contents.
‘We might in that case seem to be advising a species of auto-
suggestion, against which our very knowing generation is
8o much on its guard. All that we ask is that you bring
to the reading of the Bible as much open-mindedness as you
would bring to the reading of any other body of literature,
sacred or profane. We ask you, not to believe, but to re-
gard as conceivable, not only that there is an infinite and
eternal God, or that He is able to reveal His mind and will
to those whom He has created, but also that He might on
occasions manifest His presence and His power by extraor-
dinary events. The evidence that there ¢s such a God and
that He has so manifested Himself to mankind will develop
itself in your mind as you proceed through the volume.

We feel confident that no skeptic can read the sacred
writings from beginning to end in the unbiased temper we
have been describing without feeling his whole attitude of
mind undergoing a change. This will be especially the
case when he arrives at the narrative of the Saviour’s life
as given in the Gospels, a life which, when viewed both in
its own wonderful details and in its relation to types and
prophecies, indeed, to the whole of Jewish history, proves
that there has been a veritable opening of the heavens,
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and that God has in a most remarkable and touching way
revealed Himself to mankind in the earthly career of His
eternal and only-begotten Son.

But perhaps you are under the spell of the ‘‘scientific’’
hubbub which has tended of late years to trouble some
Christian minds. You have perhaps heard the note of tri-
umph sounded by anti-Christian scientists, and sounded
still louder by many of their unscientific followers. But
a slight review of the results of scientific research will
probably convince you that in this scientific jubilation there
has been much noise but little wool.

The experimental sciences, to begin with, have been in-
voked against the supernatural element in Holy Writ;
especially against miraculous interference with what are
called nature’s laws. Miracles are impossible, we are told,
because they are an interference with the constancy and
uniformity of natural laws. Now, in the first place, it must
be remembered that we stand in no need of modern science
to be informed that nature behaves in certain uniform
ways, e.g., that fire burns and that water quenches fire.
Common observation has told us as much since the days of
Adam. Science has but extended and methodized common
observation. Nature’s uniformity is no more certain to-
day than it was thousands of years ago. But apart from
that matter, neither science nor common observation can go
a step further than to declare that it is of the nature of
water, or of fire, or of any other natural agent to behave
in a certain way, and that they have as a matter of fact
so behaved. But to declare that under no circumstances
can they behave otherwise is quite beyond their province.

There is no warrant in science, therefore, for saying
there can be no interference with nature’s laws. Ordi-
nary experience proves that such interference is possible.
A stone, in obedience to the law of gravitation, falls earth-
ward, but its fall may be arrested by a human hand.
Why can not God, the Author of nature, arrest its fall as
well? Science would not be disproved by interference in
either case. Science can only tell us what things do in
accordance with their natures, not what they will do as a
matter of fact. The miracles of the Bible are therefore
not proved impossible by science.

Ah, but there is evolution in my way, you will remind
me. How can I ever get beyond that?
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Why is evolution such an obstacle in your way? If you
could once step out of your anti-Christian environment
evolution would appear in a somewhat new light. You
would find that among sincere Christians, even among
Catholics, there are those who are convinced that within
certain limits there has been an evolution of species among
animals and plants. Opinions favoring a limited evolution
of species may be traced back as far as certain of the
Fathers (the great Christian authorities of the early cen-
turies), notably St. Augustine, of the fifth century. You
probably mean by evolution just one type of evolutionary
theory, the pure Darwinian, which held sway for a few
decades, but which, as professional scientists well know, has
since been shoved more than half-way off its throne.!

Indeed, the fortunes of pure Darwinism furnish a strik-
ing illustration of what the cooler heads among Catholic
theologians have been predicting for many a day. Let
scientific theorizing run its course, they have told us, and
if it be opposed to Christian truth it will eventually show
a suicidal tendency. Among leading evolutionists natural
selection is no longer in the ascendant.

It was always a thorn in Darwin’s side that certain de-
vout Darwinians would not follow their leader the whole
length of the theory of Natural Selection. Even the joint
author and propounder, with Darwin, of the theory of
natural selection, Alfred Russel Wallace, steadily held to
the spiritual nature and the divine origin of the human
soul; and after more than a half century’s study of the
subject he published a work, ‘‘The World of Life,”’ in
which more emphatically than ever he averred that phe-
nomena which he described and of which he had made a
very special study proved the existence of ‘“‘a creative
Power,’”’ ‘“a directive Mind,”’ ‘‘an ulttmate Purpose,’”’
which is no other than ‘“the development of Man,”’ a be-
ing who was intended to interpret the rest of nature and
deduce from its phenomena the existence of ‘‘a supreme
and over-ruling Mind as thesr necessary cause.”’ Here is
evolution, after its long excursion in the wilds, meeting
Christianity at the crossroads and hailing it as a friend.

There seems to be nothing inconsistent with Christian
teaching in holding that the present countless species of

18ee “Evolution,” page 207.
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animals and plants have been evolved from a smaller num-
ber.of primitive species. And even though any such evolu-
tion of species should have required immensely long periods
" of time to elapse before the appearance of man on the
earth, there can be little or no difficulty in granting their
existence; for although the whole material universe was
made in ‘‘six days,’’ as the Bible narrates, there is no cer-
tain indication in the Bible of the length of each of the six
days. For all we know to the contrary it may have been
an exceedingly long period.

In pursuance of the evolutionary idea as applied to man,
the most strenuous endeavors have been made to discover
the ‘‘missing link,’’ that is to say, any fossil remains of an
extinet species intermediate between man and the ape.
As such connecting species would, in Darwin’s view, be
exceedingly numerous, it is a wonder that we have not been
stumbling against them in every morning’s walk in the
country. As it is, an occasional reputed discovery has
created a sensation for a brief period but eventually has
been shelved, once and for all, as a scientific myth.

As to the more extreme types of evolutionary theory—
the Haeckelian, for instance, which is an extension of Dar-
win’s ideas to the whole range of being—we shall have to
refer you to the articles entitled respectively ‘‘ Evolution’’
and ‘‘Haeckel,’”’ remarking, however, that you will search
in vain in the books of Haeckel and his compeers for any-
thing that even pretends to be a demonstration of any sin-
gle proposition that is distinctive of their system.

As regards the objections so frequently urged in the
name of astronomical science, we shall have a word to say
about them in the article entitled ‘‘Bible and Science.’’

No less futile are the objections based on historical and
archeological science and on the ‘‘higher criticism.”” The
attacks made upon Christianity from this quarter are prob-
ably more persistent and relentless than any others. And
yet what has been accomplished by our assailants? What
fact or what principle has been evolved which contradicts
any essential or quasi-essential Christian idea? For, not
every idea that has gained currency among Christians can
be regarded as an essential part of Christian doctrine.
Propositions that have been defined by competent author-

1See “Apes and Men” and “Human Race, The.—How Old Is it?”
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ity, and those all but certain, or morally certain, facts or
truths which have been generally held as such by Chris-
tians; as, for instance, the Mosaic authorship of the Pen-
tateuch, these are matters about which we should feel con-
cerned if even prima facie evidence against them, or any-
thing resembling it, were supplied by honest criticism;
but such is not the case.

The false anti-Christian hypotheses so freely adopted by
the ‘‘higher critics’’ have actually retarded the progress
of true criticism. Here, as everywhere else, hunting on
the wrong trail has been a sheer loss of time. It is refresh-
ing to hear a leading specialist in matters archeological,
such as Professor Sayce of Oxford, taking to task the more
extravagant of the ‘‘higher critics.”’

‘“The arrogancy of tone,’’ he remarks, ‘‘adopted at times
by the ‘higher criticism’ has been productive of nothing
but mischief ; it has aroused distrust even of its most cer-
tain results, and has betrayed the critic into a dogmatism
as unwarrantable as it is unscientific. Baseless assumptions
have been placed on a level with ascertained facts, hasty
conclusions have been put forward as principles of science,
and we have been called upon to accept the prepossessions
and fancies of the individual critic as the revelation of a
new gospel.”’—The ‘‘ Higher Criticism’’ and the Verdict of
the Monuments, p. 5.

Not unfrequently, whilst the ‘‘higher critic’’ is weaving
his fabric of mixed fa¢t and hypothesis, the spade of the
explorer among the ruins of some ancient city turns up an
object bearing an inscription which obliges the eritic to
undo his work to the last thread. Speaking of the effect of
archeological discovery on the conclusions of the ‘‘higher
criticiam,’’ the author quoted above remarks:

‘“The assumptions and preconceptions with which the
‘higher criticism’ started, and upon which so many of its
conclusions are built, have been swept away either wholly
or in part, and in place of the skepticism it engendered
there is now a danger lest the oriental archeologist should
adopt too excessive a credulity. The revelations of the
past which have been made to him of late years have in-
clined him to believe that there is nothing impossible in
history any more than there is in science, and that he is
called upon te believe rather than to doubt.”’—Op. cst.,
p. 23.
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So that there are two sides to the picture, one of which
you had hardly supposed to be in existence.

‘We have been dealing almost exclusively with modern
science, because it is chiefly science—or what is taken for
science—that is flaunted so contemptuously in the face of
religion. As to the ‘‘aspirations’’ of the modern world, these
are likely to prove its bane. The inflated human spirit
aspires to being the self-sufficing lord of the earth and the
supreme arbiter of human destiny, with no need of God or
of heaven, or of grace or of salvation. But this is not the
first time that the aspirations of created beings have soared
too high. ‘I will ascend above the height of the clouds,
I will be like the Most High,’’ was the aspiration of Lueci-
fer. ‘“We shall be as gods, knowing good and evil,”’ was
the aspiration of our first parents. And who can doubt
that the same Nemesis will overtake the third and last class
of aspirants as overtook the first and the second ¢

The proud aspirations of the human spirit will ever have
been the worst obstacle both to the happiness and to the
truest progress of the race. And why so?! Because—and
here we shall be using language familiar to modern thought
—such aspirations are supremely unscientific. How so?
Simply by not recognizing that the true basis of all rational
aspiration lies in a fact; and that fact is that we are created
beings, and consequently must submit to be taught and
ruled by the Creator.

No wonder that your general point of view is not the
same as that of the writers of Holy Writ.

BIBLE “MYTHS”

Objection.—The Bible contains many stories
that remind us forcibly of the myths of early
pagan history. How can we be expected to be-
lieve the story of the Serpent tempting Eve—
that of the Flood, with its fabulous quantity of
water—that of Noe collecting the countless spe-
cies of animals?—And then, is not God frequent-
ly represented in a strangely human way—when,
for instance, He is described as taking slime and
forming it into a human body, or as shaping
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Adam’s rib into a woman—or when He is said
to be moved to wrath, or to repent of His crea-
tion of man?

TeE ANSWER.—In reading many of the interesting and
remarkable things narrated in the Book of Genesis we must
not be surprised if the events connected with the founda-
tion of a unsverse and of human society are not of the com-
monplace type that make up our daily history. Supposing
a creation and a revelation, what wonder if the hand of
God should in some sense be visible in His creation? What
wonder if a mingling of the human and the divine should
be a matter of frequent occurrence?

An impartial and broadminded examination of the Bible
stories in question will show that, so far from being a
counterpart of pagan mythology, they stand out in bold
relief from the whole mass of ancient legendary lore, and
exhibit a dignity and sobriety of content which is conspicu-
ously wanting in the fabulous history of pagan origins.

To pass in review all the alleged mythical stories of the
Bible would be to write a commentary far outrunning the
limits of these brief articles. We shall have to content our-
selves with a specimen or two. From these the reader will
get an idea of the light in which we read the Bible.

The Serpent Tempting Eve

An evident fable, says the skeptic; and he dismisses the
subject with a shrug of his shoulder.

Nevertheless it is not so evidently a fable. Animals do
not speak, but beings of the purely spiritual order, such as
the angels, may use the animal nature, or material sub-
stance of any kind, for their purposes. But perhaps our
objector is a materialist and does not believe in spiritual
natures. The angels are to him only another mythical fea-
ture of the Bible narrative. To prove the existence of
spiritual beings does not fall within the scope of the pres-
ent article;! but whilst referring our skeptical friend to
other parts of this work, we can not refrain from asking him
why he denies the existence of spiritual beings. Is it not to
be feared that his opposition to the spiritual is resolvable
into a mere feeling, or impression, based upon a crude, un-
reasoned notion that anything imperceptible to the senses

18ee “Mind and Matter,” “SBoul,” “Materialism.”
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—anything that has not three dimensions—has no reality
whatever, 1s simply nothing? But we must assume here
the existence of spirits and show how, on this assumption,
the narrative we are considering acquires a dignity and a
degree of credibility which remove it far from the absurd
or the fabulous.

The evil one made use of the serpent as an instrument of
temptation. But why make use of an animal of any kind !
Because an animal, and especially the serpent, was the best
suited to his purpose. Consider the circumstances. The
devil, who is a spiritual being, plans the ruin of man, who
is partly of a spiritual, partly of a corporeal nature. The
devil seldom tempts by direct suggestion, but usually
throngh our natural concupiscence. But in the state of
primitive innocence concupiscence, by God’s special favor,
was absent. There was nothing in man’s nature in sym-
pathy with moral evil. Hence the only available instru-
ment within the devil’s reach was the purely animal na-
ture, with which man has so much in common. He chose
the serpent, at that time gracious of form and known to be
‘“more subtle [wise] than any of the beasts of the earth.”’
We may add that he selected as the direct object of his
temptation the woman rather than the man, as the weaker
of the two.

Eve was doubtless surprised to find the serpent, wise
though he was, using human speech; but she knew there
were superior beings in the universe who might speak
through the serpent; and if she was aware that she stood in
the presence of such a being the fact easily explains the
deference she showed the serpent’s judgment during the
temptation. As sensible appetite was then under the con-
trol of reason and gave no handle to temptation, the devil
assailed her through reason itself. He plied her with the
why and the wherefore of God’s commands.

‘““Why hath God commanded you that you should not
eat of every tree of paradise? . . . God doth know that in
what day soever you shall eat thereof your eyes shall be
opened : and you shall be as gods, knowing good and evil.”’

Pride was awakened, as it had been among the angels.
Eve, the joint ruler with Adam of God’s creation, was al-
ready high in the scale of being, but now she would rise
higher; she would be a goddess; she would know how to
distinguish good from evil, and thus be the arbitress of her
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own destiny. It was only now that sensible appetite was
awakened : ‘‘And the woman saw that the tree was good to
eat, and fair to the eyes, and delightful to behold.”’ She
plucked the fruit, ate of it, and afterward used the devil’s
arguments to induce her partner to do the same—adding,
no doubt, an appeal to his affection.

Such is the story of man’s fall from grace—a story whose
details are so true to nature, so intrinsically probable, and
withal so replete with dignity. And yet it is a story that
has been brushed aside as a piece of absurd fiction.

The Flood

No less vigorously has the biblical account of the Flood
been assailed ; and yet, as regards the fact as distinguished
from the circumstances, the Bible account has been con-
firmed by the traditions of so many ancient peoples that
even the most skeptical must admit its truth. This is one
of the many instances in which an independent study of
antiquity has corroborated the sacred text.

“The historicity of the biblical Flood account is confirmed by the
tradition existing in all places as to the occurrence of a similar
catastrophe. F. von Schwarz ... enumerates sixty-three such
Flood stories which are in his opinion independent of the biblical
account. R. Andrée discusses eighty-eight different Flood stories
and considers sixty-two of them as independent of the Chaldee and
Hebrew tradition. Moreover these stories extend through all the
races of the earth excepting the African; these are excepted, not be-
cause it is certain that they do not possess any Flood traditions, but
because their traditions have not a:oget been sufficiently investi-
gated. Lenormant pronounces the Fl story as the most universal
tradition in the history of primitive man, and Franz Delitzsch was
of opinion that we might as well consider the history of Alexander
the Great a myth as to call the Flood tradition a fable. It would
indeed be & greater miracle than that of the Deluge itself if the
various and different conditions surrounding the several nations
of the earth had produced among them a tradition substantially
identical. ngosite causes would have produced the same effect.”—
A. J. Maas, 8.J., in the “Catholic Encyclopedia,” vol. iv., p. 407.

So much for the fact:—an extraordinary event, which
impressed itself deeply upon the memory of mankind really
took place, and the history of it the Bible professes to give
in its details. It is these details that are principally at-
tacked by the ‘‘higher crities.”’

It goes without saying that it is the supernatural element
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of the history that bears the brunt of the attack. The
Flood story savors too much of the miraculous to be ac-
ceptable to the atheistic critic. The gathering together of
the countless species of animals and the housing of them in
the Ark—the feeding and tending of so vast a herd by
eight persons—the submerging of immense continents to
the height of the loftiest mountains, and the consequent
emptying of half the seas—the preservation of fresh-water
and salt-water fish in a mixture of brine and rain-water,
which must have been fatal to both kinds—these and other
circumstances are rejected by the ‘‘higher critics’’ as fabu-
lous, because apparently miraculous.

Whether there is any need of invoking the miraculous,
strictly so called, to explain the facts as narrated may be
a question. God could have given Noe special assistance
short of the miraculous to enable him to perform the task
assigned him, and by a purely natural catastrophe, though
on an extraordinary scale, could have accomplished without
miracle the destruction of the human race. But still, if it
be shown that any one of the disputed circumstances calls
for a miracle, we, of course, shall not be staggered by the
prospect of admitting one. We believe in the possibility
of miracles, and would naturally look for them in a uni-
versal deluge. In a destruction of an entire race we should
expect an assertion of God’s power and majesty of the
most impressive kind.

And yet we must add that even the most devout believer
in miracles will place a limit to his acceptance of miracle
stories in the concrete. ‘‘Miracles are not to be multiplied
without necessity’’ (i.e., necessity of interpretation), is a
sound adaptation of a medieval formula. Working under
the guidance of this principle, many of the most orthodox
Christian scholars have endeavored with some success to
reduce the limits of the miraculous in the case of the Flood.

One question on which many others are thought to hinge
is whether the Deluge covered the entire globe, or only a
part of it. In the first place, it is well to remember that
among the ancients the common conception of the earth
was not that of a globe, but rather of a more or less flat
surface, with a mysterious substructure of one kind or
other, and with watery bounds whose extent was no less
mysterious. Its vastness was not even dreamed of. No ex-
pression in their literatures ever conveyed the idea of a
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globe 25,000 miles in circumference and covered by oceans
and continents of enormous extent. But, great or small,
the earth was seldom spoken of as a whole except by ph1-
losophers and astronomers. Words in ancient wri

which we frequently render by ‘‘the earth,”” or ‘‘the
world,’’ meant, at the most, the inhabited part of the earth,
which in Noe’s time could have been a small fraction of
the whole. Frequently they meant only that part which
was most familiar to the writer and his countrymen.

It is conceivable, therefore, and even probable that when
any such expression as ‘‘the earth,’’ or even ‘‘the whole
earth’’ is found in the history of the Flood its meaning is
to be similarly restricted. It has been noted, moreover,
that the Hebrew expression which has been translated ‘‘the
earth’’ may easily be rendered ‘‘the land,’’ ‘‘the region.’’
If this rendering be adopted the interpretation of the Del-
uge history will be comparatively easy.

Views in favor of a restriction of the geographical area
of the Deluge have been held by many ‘‘orthodox’’ writers,
and amongst them a large number of Catholics. We, for
our part, should welcome any successful attempt at demon-
strating that the Deluge was geographically not universal.
Any such demonstration would obviate the necessity of our
believing that God flooded the entire globe in order to de-
stroy a race inhabiting only a small part of it; and expres-
sions denoting universality might be regarded as only rela-
tively universal; that is to say, as relating to a particular
region; and thus the defender of revelation would have
a freer hand in dealing with its adversaries.

Another question has been mooted which can hardly be
a question for Christians who hearken to the voice of au-
thority and tradition; namely, whether the Deluge was
universal as regarded the human race. Were all men de-
stroyed, or were only those destroyed who inhabited a cer-
tain limited area to which alone the Bible history refers?
The Biblical account, considered in itself and apart from
authority and tradition, may possibly admit of an inter-
pretation limiting the destruction of men to a part only of
the entire race, but indirectly, that is to say, through the
interpretation given it by the Fathers of the Chureh, it for-
bids any such view. No Christian, therefore, who respects
the authority of those great teachers of the early Church
can safely permit himself to hold that any part of the
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human race was saved from the deluge except Noe and his
family, who had taken refuge in the Ark.

It has been objected that the history of the race fur-
nishes evidences that not all men are descended from Noe’s
family, and that consequently some must be descended
from a part of the race unaffected by the Flood. The sup-
posed evidence lies in such facts as the following: Nations
which certainly have sprung from Noe found in the places
in which they first settled inhabitants who had occupied
those places for a considerable time. Egyptian monuments
of very remote antiquity exhibit the Negro just as we find
him to-day; even at that early period he was completely
differentiated from the Caucasian. Languages, too, have
developed in a way that must have required a greater time
than has elapsed since the Flood. The gist of all such
arguments is that more time is needed to explain the de-
velopment of races and languages than is allowed by any
version of the Bible.

This objection has been urged with some persistency, and
yet it is based on a false assumption. We do not pretend
to have established a fixed and certain system of biblical
chronology. So that if it can be demonstrated from un-
deniable facts that the development of races and languages
required a longer time than is usually assigned, there is
nothing in Christian hermeneutics forbidding the conces-
sion of a longer interval between the Flood and the present

y.

Such, if we mistake not, is the general attitude of Cath-
olic scholars toward history and science in their bearings
on biblical questions. Obscurity and mystery hover over
many parts of the sacred writings; but where a clear and
decided meaning is not otherwise discernible the well-bal-
anced Catholic student avails himself of the services of his-
tory or of science, whenever either can offer an interpreta-
tion at once well based and well defended.

Our position, then, is briefly this: We are ready, if need
be, to accept even as miracles the wonderful events by
which God visited His wrath upon a sinful race; it is ra-
tional and, in some sense, natural to suppose that at the
close of one great act of the drama of human existence, and
one that was marked by an all but universal catastrophe,
the power of the Almighty should have been more than
ordinarily manifest; but at the samc time we are aware
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that Christian, and even Catholic, scholarship points to an
interpretation of the text which reduces the miraculous
element to comparatively small dimensions. Only that part
of the earth may have been submerged upon which human
beings were living—God ’s primary purpose being to destroy
the human race. On this hypothesis such expressions as
‘“all flesh,’’ ‘‘all things wherein there is the breath of life,”’
need not be taken in a strictly universal sense. They are
neither more nor less universal than the expressions which
have been rendered by ‘‘the earth,’”’ which may have meant
in reality only that ‘‘region’’ of the earth inhabited by
men. Whilst holding, then, that all humen bewngs were
destroyed by the Deluge, we need not hold that the entire
globe was submerged; and whilst holding that all living
things within reach of the Flood were destroyed, we can
still believe that many species of animals (not including
men, however), were not touched by the Flood. If this
be the case Noe’s task of collecting specimens of each
species may have been a comparatively easy one.

As to the anthropomorphism of the Bible, or its repre-
sentation of God as acting in a human way, we know, on
the one hand, from the Bible itself that God is purely
?iritual and that He is infinite and unchangeable; and
if, on the other hand, He is represented as acting in ways
inconsistent with these attributes it is only because He
wishes to accommodate Himself to our human limitations.
‘‘He knoweth our frame’’ and adapts His ways to ours.
He is described as being moved to anger, or as being pleased
with the sweet odor of a sacrifice, or as repenting of having
created man. The deep impression produced upon men’s
minds by such modes of representing the Deity enables us
to understand something of God’s motive in permitting
Himself to be so described,

As regards apparitions of God vouchsafed to His ser-
vants, although it was forbidden in the Old Testament to
represent Him by any graven image, nevertheless He Him-
self deigned to give man a sense of being brought nearer to
his God by sensible forms which impressed upon men’s
minds the awful feeling that they were face to face with
their Maker. When God is represented as fashioning earth
into a human body it need not be supposed that an actual
moulding of the clay by an apparently human hand might
have been witnessed. At any rate, it is plain from the
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Scriptures that when God produces anything He does so by
a simple act of His will, and that His willing of anything
is from all eternity. Neither change nor motion is in Him,
but only in things without.

BIBLE, THE, AND THE PEOPLE

An Accusation.—It is notoriously the settled
policy of Rome to withhold the Bible from the
people: witness the number of decrees on the
subject in the history of the Papacy. Versions
of the Bible in the language of the people have
been an object of the Church’s special aversion.

THE ANSWER.—AS a general proposition it is untrue
that the Church withholds, or desires to withhold, the Bible
from the people. The Church has at times placed restrie-
tions, not precisely on Bible reading, but on the reading of
certain versions of the Bible, and, even then, only when
such restrictions were necessary as preventives of serious
harm.

The Bible is indeed a sacred thing, but the most sacred
of things may be abused. And who will deny that the Bible
has been abused in the hands of the unworthy! The pre-
vention of such abuse is so rational that the opposition of
Protestants to it would be quite unintelligible if we were
not aware of the effect of early education in sealing up the
mind against all access of new ideas that seem to conflict
with early impressions. ‘‘Dare be open-minded’’ on the
subject of the Bible, is the friendly admonition we would
give to our Protestant readers.

Now, in detail, what are the real facts of the case? The
first fact takes the shape of a letter. It may be found
among the introductory pages of the modern reprints of
the Douai (or Douay) Bible, which is in every good Cath-
olic household. It is written by Pope Pius VI to Arch-
bishop Martini of Florence in reference to the latter’s trans-
lation of the Bible into Italian. The following is the text
of the English translation of the part of the letter that
particularly concerns us:

“Beloved Son: Health and Apostolical Benediction.—At a time

that a vast number of bad 8 which most grossly attack the
Catholic religion are circulated even among the unlearned, to the
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eat destruction of souls, you jﬂe exceedingl& well that the falth-
ul should be excited to the reading of the Holy Scriptures; for
these are the most abundant sources which ought to be left open to
every one, to draw from them purity of morals and of doctrine, to
eradicate the errors which are widely disseminated in these corruit
times. This you have seasonably effected, as you declare, by publish-
ing the sacred writings in the language of your country, suitable
to every one’s capacity; especially when you show and set forth that
you have added explanatory notes, which being extracted from the
holy Fathers, preclude every possible danger of abuse.” (Dated
April 1, 1778.)

Here we see the precious treasure of God’s word placed
within the reach of all who have a knowledge of the lan-
guage in which the version is printed, whilst at the same
time precautions are taken against any abuse of it. The
word of God is given in its entirety, but its interpretation
is safeguarded by extracts from the Fathers, that is to say,
from the great authorities of the early Christian ages. The
version of the Bible praised by the Pontiff is in the Italian
language ; but that was not by any means the first time that
. the sacred writings appeared in a modern tongue.

Our second fact is that in nearly every modern language
there have been numerous translations of the entire Bible.
As these versions were either positively approved or ap-
peared with the knowledge of the authorities, it is altogether
impossible that the settled policy of the Church can have
been to withhold the Bible from the people. To any one
who knows the facts, or even a fraction of them, the ac-
cusation must seem to be a calumny. Germany, the birth-
place of the Reformation, is conspicuous for the number of
editions of the whole Bible in the language of the people
produced in Catholic times. Bibles in German were among
the very first products of the printing-press.

The art of printing, we may remark in passing, is an in-
vention of Catholic days; and printing-presses were at work
more than half a century before Luther’s revolt in 1517,
sending forth to the world copies of the Bible in Luther’s
own language. Between 1466 and 1518 there appeared as
many as fourteen editions of the complete Bible in High
German and five sn Low German. This is a fact which no
historian of to-day will deny, though it is probably never
mentioned within the walls of the non-Catholic Sunday-
school. In the light of this fact Luther’s dramatic story
about the joy and delight he felt at discovering at the age
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of twenty a complete Bible, of which he had hitherto seen
only fragments in the homilies, must seem quite astonishing.
If the story is true it i3 significant, not as pointing to the
rarity of Catholic Bibles, but as throwing a light of its own
upon the character of Luther’s education. The truth is
that in the schools which Luther attended as a boy the an-
cient classics were the absorbing and almost exclusive sub-
joct of study—this according to his own testimony—
whereas in the more conservative schools and in those in
which the traditional methods of the Church were followed
the Bible was part of the regular curriculum.

‘We have said nothing, though much might be said, about
the numerous German versions of the whole or of parts of
the Bible issued in manuseript before the invention of
printing. It was the work of a lifetime to produce, and
it required a little fortune to purchase, a manuscript of
the entire Bible before the printing era had dawned; still
the laborious work of producing was carried forward in the
monasteries ; and the demand on the part of those who were
able to purchase was large enough to occasion the produe-
tion of an immense number of copies of the Secriptures,
some of which are still extant.

It is needless to say anything of the numerous editions
of the Bible in Germany which have appeared in recent
centuries. The Allioli edition, with its clear and copious
exposition of the text, would alone be sufficient to dis-
prove the assertion that versions of the Bible in the lan-
guage of the people are the Church’s special aversion.

In the Italian language eleven printed editions of the
whole Bible appeared before the end of the fifteenth cen-
tary. Much the same story might be told about Spain and
France.

In England the people had the open Bible from the
earliest centuries. Anglo-Saxon versions of Scripture are
well known to scholars. Fragments of them are extant
ard may be read in modern reprints. 'When in the course
of time the old language became unintelligible, the Bible
was rendered into the more modern tongue. Even Cran-
mer admits as much. ‘‘When,’’ he remarks, ‘‘the Saxon
language waxed old and out of common usage, because folk
should not lack the fruit of reading [the Scripture], was
again translated into the newer language, whereof yet also
many copies remain, and be daily found.’”” Blessed Thomas
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More, whose word carries as much weight with non-Cath-
olics a8 with Catholics, tells us: ‘‘Myself have seen and can
show you Bibles fair and old which have been known and
seen by the bishop of the diocese, and left in laymen’s
hands and women'’s, to such as he knew for good and Cath-
olic folk that used it with soberness and devotion."’

Even so stout a champion of Protestantism as John Foxe
cannot refrain from adding his voice to the general chorus
of testimony. ¢‘If histories be well examined,’’ he assures
us, ‘‘we shall find both before the Conquest and after, as
well before John Wickliffe was born as since, the whole
body of the Scriptures by sundry men translated into this
our country tongue.’’

Strange, you will say, that such thorough-paced Anti-
Romanists as Foxe and Cranmer should have let the cat
out of the bag as they would seem to have done in the
above passages; but the truth probably is that whilst they
knew it would serve their immediate purpose to make the
true statements we have quoted, they never suspected the
controversial use to which their words would be put in a
later age.

Since 1582 English-speaking countries have had the New
Testament, and since 1609 the Old Testament, translated
into modern English idiom. The Douai, or Douay, Bible
is a familiar object in Catholic households.

In a word, the open Bible is a well-attested fact as re-
gards the Catholics of the world, and our case is made out.

‘“‘Not s0,”’ says a voice somewhere in the audience, ‘‘there
may have been an English Catholic Bible, but it must have
had few readers, as there was a positive ban put upon the
reading of the Scriptures in the English tongue.”’

Be this our answer: Never, either in England or else-
where, has the Church banned a Bible because it was in
the language of the people; but it has forbidden the read-
ing of certain versions of the Bible which perverted the
meaning of Holy Writ. Could the Church of God have
done less? Granted a Church with authority—and what is
a Church without authority $—was she to permit the Serip-
tures to appear with a falsified text?! Whatever action
the Church has ever taken with regard to English Bibles,
it was entirely of a piece with its legislation from the be-
ginning, whose object was to preserve from pollution the
stream of divine revelation. 7o this legislation all Cheris-
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han churches are indebted for their possession of a Chris-
tian Bible of any kind. But let us glance at the facts of
the case.

The reader will hardly need to be informed that in the
fourteenth century a priest named John Wyecliffe was cited
to appear before the ecclesiastical authorities to answer the
charge of heresy. Wycliffe has been styled ‘‘the morning
star of the Reformation,’’ in accordance with the Protes-
tant fashion of clalmmg kinship with all those who have
had difficulties with their eccleslastxcal superiors regardmg
matters of faith. But Anti-Romanism, like misery, ac-
quaints a man with strange bedfellows. Wycliffe was indeed,
in many respects, the morning star of the Reformation,
but there is no orthodox Protestant of the present day who
would not be shocked by certain of his views, which are not
even Christian. He died in apparent communion with the
Church, but he had fairly launched what was known after
his death as the Lollard heresy.

The Lollards were fanatical revolutionists, equally dan-
gerous to the Church and to society. It was against the
Lollard perversions of Scripture that the Church directed
her anathemas. In 1408 a convocation held at Oxford for-
bade any unauthorized person to translate the Scriptures
—and who will say that such prohibitions are not within
the right of a Church tracing its descent to the apostles,
the greatest of whom, St. Peter (2 Epist. iii. 16), warns
solemnly against wresting the Scriptures from their true
meaning, whether by mistranslation or by any other pro-
cess? The Convocation forbade, in the second place, any
one to read without approbation any version of Scripture
made either during or after Wycliffe’s lifetime; and Wy-
cliffe had died twenty-four years before. As Blessed
Thomas More remarks, we ‘‘hope, dear reader, you see in
this law nothing unreasonable, since it neither forbids good
translations to be read that were already made of old be-
fore Wyecliffe’s time, nor condemns his because it was new,
but because it was ‘naught’ [4.e., bad, perverse].”’

How then, it may be asked, after so wide a diffusion of
the Scriptures in the vernacular languages, could the no-
tion ever have arisen that the Church would fain keep the
Bible from the people? We shall have to let our readers
puzzle over it.

But our opponents have one more shaft in their quiver.
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It must be conceded that Catholics are anything but a
Bible-reading body. Bibles are multiplied, but Bible-read-
ers are not.

In answer to this reproach we would remark, in the first
place, that in this matter it is easy to exaggerate the con-
trast between Catholics and Protestants. There is a vast
deal more reading of the Scriptures among Catholics than
is suspected outside the Church. Priests, to begin with,
are obliged daily to recite an office in which there is always
a portion of the sacred text from the New or the Old Tes-
tament. Many priests have devoted their lives to a study
of the sacred writings. Besides the priests there are hun-
dreds of thousands following the way of the counsels (and
these have scarcely any counterpart in Protestantism) ;
to wit, the members of the Religious Orders, who meditate
daily on the life of our Blessed Saviour as narrated in the
Gospels. The public reading of Secripture is also a com-
mon practice in houses of Religious. For the faithful at
large passages from the Gospels and Epistles are selected
to be read from the pulpit. Children are taught their
Bible history, which is sometimes worded from the text of
the Bible itself. In some of our Sunday-schools the older
pupils receive special instruction in the Bible. Any one
who knows the run of Catholic publications must be ac-
quainted with a number of small annotated editions of the
Gospels, which are issued to meet the demand for Bible
knowledge among Catholics.

A good deal of this will be a surprise to our non-Catholic
friends; but this is only a sample of what they have yet to
learn about their Catholic neighbors. And besides all this,
it is a fact of no small importance that whilst the reading
of the Bible has undoubtedly been on the increase among
Catholics, ¢ has very notably decreased among other Chrss-
tian denominations.

But significant as these facts certainly are as showing
how much the Scriptures have been held in reverence by
Catholics, we confess we do not by any means stake our
case—nor should we, even if the facts were double or treble
their present volume—on the amount of Bible-reading
which may be placed to the credit of Catholics. If Bible
readers were even fewer than they are, we should not be
a bit concerned, if we could feel any assurance that they
were growing in appreciation of what is to them of much
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more importance than even Bible reading. If, for instance,
they were daily learning to appreciate more and more the
need and the efficacy of divine grace, especially as re-
ceived through the sacraments; if they were conceiving
daily a greater sorrow and detestatlon for sin, which they
know is a condition for receiving pardon in the sacrament
of Penance; if in greater number and with growing fervor
they were dedicating their lives to the service of their
neighbor, for the sake of Him who regards what is done
to the least of His brethren as done to Himself—and all
these are known to be distinctive Catholic traits—then we
should be reconciled to their comparative neglect of Scnp-
ture reading.

After all, it is the general point of view of the two re-
ligions respectively that makes the greater part of the dif-
ference between Catholics and Protestants in this matter.
Given a religion that takes its stand solely on the Bible,
there is at once an antecedent likelihood that a sort of
omanipresence of the Bible will be a distinguishing feature
of that religion. But given a religion which holds that
Christ established a ltving authority, whose teachings are
by a special providence preserved from error, in whose
custody the sacred writings are placed, and from whose
first commissioned teachers a considerable part of those
writing have emanated (we mean, of course, those form-
ing the New Testament), at once the Bible ceases to be the
be-all and end-all of a man’s religion. It takes its place
beside another great oracle of divine wisdom, in which is
heard the living voice of apostolic authority.

Before drawing this article to a close we would add that
there is another important reason why the Bible, at least
the whole Bible, is not so universally or so indiseriminately
read by Catholics. There are passages in the Old Testa-
ment which should never be placed under the eyes of the
young or the frivolous, in whose case a morbid curiosity
might easily turn the sacred text into an instrument of
harm. The use to which the Bible has frequently been
put by both of the classes mentioned is only too well known.

And now, finally, we would ask our Protestant friends,
what do they fancy could have been the Church’s motive
for its supposed policy of depriving the people of the
word of God. We have seen that as a matter of fact she
did not deprive them of that treasure, as the Bible has been
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rendered into all the vernacular tongues in every age of
the Church’s history. But had she adopted a different
policy what could she have feared or hoped for by so do-
ing? Were the contents of Scripture a secret of which
none but a few possessed a knowledge? Or were they a
secret on which depended her power or influence or the
personal advantage of her rulers? The very notion of such
secrecy is too absurd to be entertained for a moment. The
Bible was as open as could be in all the languages known
to scholars (or clerks, as they were called in those days)
among the laity and the clergy. And yet the clerks were
the very class that could trouble the peace of the Church
most. They were the reading and thinking class, and i in-
dependence of judgment would naturally assert itself in
their ranks more than elsewhere.

As for a reading public in anything like the modern
sense, it simply did not exist. And yet, as we have seen,
even for the comparative few who could read, or had leisure
to read, the Church provided the Scriptures in the common

. tongue. In giving the Scriptures to all classes the Church
was not unmindful of the admonition of the Apostle that
the sacred writings contained many things difficult to be
understood and things which the unlearned and the un-
stable wrested to their own destruction; for, inculcating
as she did obedience to the Church as the divinely ap-
pointed interpreter of the Scriptures, she reduced the
danger of a reckless and independent interpretation to the
minimum. The non-Catholic reader of the Bible has no
such safeguard; and hence Catholics might justly charge
the Protestant churches with placing the Bible in the
hands of the unlearned and the unstable without furnish-
ing any safeguard against the vagaries of human interpre-
tation.

BIBLE, THE, AND SCIENCE

Objections.—According to the Bible the world
was made in six days, whereas geology proves
that enormous periods of time were required to
bring the earth to its present condition. The
earth, which astronomy has shown to be only a
satellite of the sun, is represented by the Bible
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as having been created before the sun; and the
iiheavenl{hol;odies, generally, are described as

ough were lamps hung in the heavens to
light the earth.

TeE ANsSWER—The objection represents the state of
mind of very many who get their ideas on these and kin-
dred subjects from popular lecture-courses and seldom or
never consult a reliable authority. Serious-minded men,
distinguished in the world of science, have pondered the
first chapters of Genesis and have nof come to the conclu-
sion that the Bible and geology are at variance; nay, not
a few of them have seen a substantial agreement between
the Mosaic order of creation and the sequence of events
discovered by the geologist. Some have even marveled at
the points of identity between the testimony of the Book
and the testimony of the rocks.

In what sense was the world made in six days? Were
the days of the same duration as ours? The word used in
the original Hebrew, yom, means day; but as the Hebrews
had no word to express ‘‘epoch,’’ ‘‘era,’’ and the like, the
word yom might be used for that purpose. That the word
was rather elastic in usage is proved by the very passages
under discussion. In one place it means daytime as dis-
tinguished from night-time (i. 5), and elsewhere in the
same verse darkness and the succeeding light as constitut-
ing one day; whilst in ii. 4, 5 it means the entire period of
creative activity. There is no difficulty, then, in taking the
expression to mean a period or epoch. But if it can be
taken in that sense the objeetion falls to the ground, be-
cause believers in the Bible need not take it as meaning a
day of twenty-four hours’ duration.

As a matter of fact, the term has been taken in the sense
of an epoch by a respectable body of Catholic exegetists
and theologians. Their interpretation is based, first, on
the indefinite character of the word, second, on the facts
narrated in the account of the work of the first three days,
and finally on the principle that the Christian interpreter
of Seripture may in the case of obscure passages invoke the
aid of the natural sciences no less than that of philology
and general history.

During the first three days of creation the alternation of
day and night was not caused by the rising and setting of
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the sun, because it was not till the fourth day that the sun
was made to shed its light upon the earth. Hence those
three days were not determined as to length, as our days
are, by the apparent revolution of the sun. They were de-
termined as days by the recurrence of light after darkness,
but there is no reason compelling us to believe that their
length was the equivalent of our twenty-four hours. There
is much reason for thinking they were long periods of time.
Certainly the events of the first three days were so stupen-
dous in the aggregate that if they were dependent on the
operation of natural laws they would necessarily require the
lapse of long periods of time. And in the bringing about
of such events, as, for instance, the emergence of continents
from the deep, is it not more probable that God left such
changes to the working of natural laws created by Himself
than that He intervened by a direct exercise of His power ¢

This is enough for our purpose: the narrative of the
sacred writer has its mysteries, but it can not be proved
to contain any falsity.

As to the account of the origin of the heavenly bodies,
which the objector holds up as a sample of the mythical
in the Bible, we have this to say: There are always two
ways of telling a story; Moses has his way of telling of the
origin of sun, moon, and stars, and science has a way of its
own, though it must be said that in this particular case
science tells its story in faltering accents, as not being at
all sure of its authenticity.

Moses tells us distinetly that God made ‘‘two great
lights,’’ the one to rule the day, the other to rule the night,
as also the stars, and that ‘‘He set them in the firmament
of heaven to shine upon the earth.”” Now, here God is
represented either as having created the heavenly bodies,
there and then, or as having made them, after they were
created, luminaries in respect to the earth, s.e., by making
their light reach the earth. In neither case does the nar-
rative fall under the ban of astronomical science. Suppos-
ing that the heavenly bodies were at that moment created,
and therefore were created after the earth, does astronomy
say anything to the contrary? It is able, doubtless, to tell
us something of the earth in its present relations to the sun
and the moon ; but has it yet demonstrated in what precise
order sun, earth, and moon came into being? The nebular
hypothesis, according to which the earth emanated from
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the sun when both were in a gaseous state, is, after all, only
a hypothesis.

But there is no absolute necessity of supposing that when
God is said to have ‘‘made two great lights’’ He is repre-
sented as there and then creating two heavenly bodies.
He may have already created sun and moon, but now made
them snto lights in respect to the earth, s.e., made their ra-
diance for the first time reach the earth, possibly by the
removal of the dense mists that may have covered the earth.

It must be remembered that although the earth is, physi-
cally, an insignificant part of the universe and a satellite
of a greater body, it may nevertheless be the moral center
of the whole, and the part that dominated all others in the
designs of the Creator. The rest of creation may well have
been planned and ordered with a view to its ministering
to the planet that was to be the habitat of man and the
scene of God’s great mercies to the human kind. As Moses
apparently wrote from this point of view his narrative calls
for an interpreter who realizes this circumstance, but
whose mind is none the less open to the teachings of science
on the subject. Science, however, has nothing to say that
is certain and reliable.

We have said that many scientists have found substantial
agreement between the biblical account of creation and
the geological record. Among others our distinguished
American geologist, Professor Dana, following the lead of
the French scientist, Guyot, has exhibited in detail some
most striking points of agreement in the two records. Hav-
ing first drawn up a table showing the ‘‘stages of progress’’
in the history of the globe, he compares it with a tabulated
analysis of the work of the six days, and finds that ‘‘the
order of events in the Scripture cosmogony corresponds
essentially’’ with the order assigned them by physical
science.

He remarks, furthermore, that the Secripture narrative,
“sf true, 18 of dwine origin’’ (italies Dana’s). ‘‘For no
human mind was witness of the events; and no such mind
in the early age of the world, unless gifted with super-
human intelligence, could have contrived such a scheme;
.. . and none could have reached to the depths of phi-
losophy exhibited in the whole plan.”’

But the superior wisdom displayed by the biblical ac-
count of creation is of a piece with the superior knowledge,
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the clearness of detail, and the sobriety and saneness of the
entire Book of Genesis as compared with the primitive tra-
ditions of the Gentiles, whose early legends are character-
ized by the opposite qualities, especially by a grotesqueness
which is almost the earmark of early legendary lore.

BIBLE, THE, AND TRADITION

Protestant View.—The Bible alone is the
Christian’s rule of faith.

CarroLic TEaAcHING.—The Bible, though it is the word
of God, is not the Christian’s sole rule of faith. Ultimate
guidance in matters of faith must be sought in the au-
thority of a divinely established Church, which, according
to the Apostle of the Gentiles, is the ‘‘pillar and ground
of truth’’ (1 Tim. iii. 15). The Bible and the traditional
teachings of the Church—or tradition—may indeed be re-
garded as the twofold basis of the Christian religion; but
the Church, which is the interpreter of divine revelation
and to which the promise was given that the Paraclete, ‘‘the
Spirit of truth,”’ would abide with it forever (John xIv,
16, 17), furnishes by its teachings the ultimate criterion of
a Christian’s faith.

With any of our separated brethren who may happen to
light upon these pages we must plead, here as elsewhere,
for a little open-mindedness. 'We must remind them that
there has been a tradition of opinion among Protestants on
certain subjects; miracles, for instance, private judgment,
the Bible, which even the cleverest Protestant minds have
found it difficult—nay, impossible—to place upon a basis
either of fact or of principle. Ask any Protestant why he
thinks, as most Protestants do, that miracles ceased with
the deaths of the apostles—he has no answer. Ask him to
prove that the Bible is the only rule of faith—he is equally
helpless. Can he prove it from the Bible itselft Surely
not. There is no statement, explicit or implied, to that
effect in the pages of Holy Writ. And yet the Bible is his
final criterion of truth. Does it not seem as though the
Protestant accepted this principle without inquiring into its
validity, or without asking himself whether, after all, it is
anything more than a Protestant tradition dating from
the stormy period when those who revolted against the
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authority of the Church were forced to do so under cover
of the Biblet

Moreover, there are Protestant prejudices against certain
Catholic ideas which have the effect of shutting out all in-
quiry into their meaning. Catholic tradition as conceived
by the Protestant mind hardly rises above the level of the
loose, haphazard sort of tradition that weighs so little with
the serious historian. Tradition of that deseription is not
of the kind to which Catholics appeal. Tradition as con-
ceived by the Catholic is a divinely guarded continuity of
teaching, raised above the accidents of time by reason of
the ever-living teaching authority of the Church, which in
virtue of the divine promises can never fail in its mission.
The fact of such continuity of teaching we have sufficiently
descanted upon in other parts of this volume. Our pres-
ent task is to show by proofs more or less direct that the
Bible can not be the sole and self-sufficing rule of faith.

A few facts bearing on the origin of one part of the
Bible will make this abundantly clear. ‘‘The Bible, the
whole Bible, and nothing but the Bible,’’ is a familiar Prot-
estant formula. Now one considerable part of the Bible
is the New Testament. Whence came the books of the New
Testament? Did they not emanate from the apostles and
their immediate disciples? If so, they were brought into
being by the Church, of course, under God’s direction and
inspiration. They were an expression of the Church’s
mind. Their only guarantee of authority was derived from
their connection with the Church.

‘When the Holy Ghost wished to make use of human in-
struments for the committing to writing of certain facts
and truths belonging to the new revelation He chose them
from among the accredited teachers of the Church. It was
because those writers were so accredited that their writings
were accepted as oracles of revelation. The whole of the
New Testament is, therefore, the immediate production
of the Church. Though inspired by God, its inspiration is
vouched for through the Church. So far, then, from being
independent of the Church, the writings of the New Testa-
ment are no less dependent on the Church than any other
epistle or book is dependent on its writer ; dependent, first,
for its existence and afterward for its interpretation. No
part of the New Testament can, therefore, be a rule of faith
except in so far as the Church guarantees its interpretation.
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Now, this being the case, and considering the vital con-
nection between the Old and the New Testament, the same
power of interpretation must extend to both parts of Holy
Writ. The New Testament contains the fulfilment of the
types and prophecies of the Old. The meaning of the Old
is more precisely determined by the meaning of the New.
Interpreting the one implies the power to interpret the
other. The Church, therefore, which is the immediate au-
thor, and consequently interpreter, of the New Testament,
must be equally the interpreter of the Old. Nor could it
be otherwise in the case of a Church which was constituted
the “‘pillar and ground’’ of truth, a Church which once
heard the promise, ‘‘When He, the Spirit of truth, is come
He will teach you all truth.”’

The appointed guardian of all revealed truth, the Church
must find it within her competence to decide what is and
what is not revealed truth, and in what sense it is revealed
truth, be it written or unwritten. Hence every part of the
written record of divine revelation must be subject to her
interpretation. The Bible as an inspired volume proceeds
only from God; as a depository of a rule of faith it must
be interpreted by the Church. Therefore, taken by itself,
it is not the sole and self-sufficing rule of faith. Besides the
Bible and, in the sense just explained, superior to the
Bible, is the living and abiding authority of a divinely es-
tablished Church.

And this brings us to tradition, which, in its active sense,
is nothing else than the continuous and uninterrupted exer-
cise of the teaching authority in successive ages. Tradition
as thus described differs exceedingly from ordinary forms
of tradition, which furnish so small a guarantee of historic
truth. In the first place, it is preserved from error by a
special providence. The promises given by Christ to His
Church have been fulfilled and the Paraclete has in very
truth abided with her (John xiv. 16). In the second place,
every human means has been employed to preserve the
tradition inviolate. No doctrinal decree is issued without
a safe anchorage in the past, and each age bears witness to
the faith of the age preceding it. Finally, the continuity
of the episcopate, especially as preserved by communion
with the See of Peter, has kept intact the identity of the
tradition, just as the continuous life of the soul preserves
the unity and identity of the human body.
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The necessity of such tradition and authority is obvious
when we consider that the New Testament, though all true,
does not contain all the truth. Things were revealed by
God or lawfully established by the Church of which the
Scriptures make no mention, one notable example being the
transfer of the Sabbath from the last to the first day of the
week. Where is the Scripture warrant for this or for other
changes, to which even the Protestant Leibnitz calls atten-
tion, as for instance, ‘‘the permission of ‘blood and things
strangled,’ the canon of the sacred books, the abrogation
of immersion in Baptism, and the impediments of Matri-
mony,’’—*‘some of which,”’ adds Leibnitz, ‘‘Protestants
themselves securely follow, solely on the authority of the
Church, which they despise in other things?t’’

And why should the Scriptures be supposed to contain
the whole of revelation? Is not this also a Protestant as-
saumption, accepted blindly and never inquired into? Does
the Bible itself tell us that it contains all that Christ
taught? Surely not; and yet the Bible is the Protestant’s
rule of faith. More than this, it is antecedently improbable
that the Bible contains the whole of Christian doctrine.
If it did, the New Testament would be the part of the
Bible in which that doctrine would be found in its entirety ;
and yet the circumstances of the origin of the New Testa-
ment forbid us to think that it either was or was intended
to be the sole depository of all that Christ came to teach.

Consider for a moment how the books of the New Testa-
ment came into existence. The apostles, to begin with,
taught by word of mouth. This was their normal way of
spreading the Gospel. Nevertheless, they found it useful in
the course of time to compose, or have others compose, brief
histories of Our Lord’s life on earth. These have survived
in the books of the four evangelists. Occasionally, after
the Faith had been preached in any city—Ephesus, for in-
stance, Corinth, Rome—and the apostle who had preached
it had taken his departure, he would address an epistle to
his spiritual children of that place; it might be to confirm
them in the Faith or to correct an abuse. And after the
Faith had spread to the ends of the earth, Luke, a physi-
cian, a disciple of St. Paul, wrote the first history of the
Church—*‘The Acts of the Apostles.”” And when John
had had his wonderful vision he told the faithful all he had
seen, in his ‘‘Book of the Revelation,”’ or the ‘‘Apoca-
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lypse.”” At a later period all these writings were collected
into a single volume. The New Testament, then, is com-
posed of documents written as occasion reqmred or accord-
ing as it seemed opportune. Such was the origin even of
the four Gospels, which were written at different times,
by different persons, each with its own individual character
and relating incidents not related in the others; each, pos-
sibly, written for a special object, for certainly St. John's
gospel was written for the special purpose of demonstrating
the divinity of Christ.

Now, in all this, is there any suggestion of completeness?
Is it not likely that some teachings of the apostles would
not find a place in any such mass of occasional documents?
The occasion not requiring it, the doctrine would not be
committed to writing. Where is there any proof, or sug-
gestion, or intimation, that a number of fragments, appear-
ing at different times, would, if put together, form a com-
plete and independent exhibit of Christian truth, and such
as would make it quite unnecessary to have recourse to the
teaching of the Church, such indeed as would reduce the
Churech to a position of utter subordination in respect to the
books of the New Testament?

God could, indeed, have intended that the fragments,
when put together, should form a mosaic in which nothing
was wanting to complete the picture of Christian revela-
tion ; but the question at issue is not whether He could have
so intended, but whether He did. The burden of proof
lies with those who assert that He did.

The Protestant mind is so deeply imbued with the idea
of a Book, containing all that is necessary to be known, a
Book in which all must read and out of which all must get
what meaning they can, and, on the other hand, it has lost
so completely the notion of a Church divinely empowered
to interpret the sacred books, that writers like ourselves
might well despair of success in pleading the cause of plain
logic and common sense did we not know that at least by
the grace of God, if not solely by human persuasion, many
have been led to see the fundamental error of the Protes-
tant position.

A 1o less forcible argument than the preceding one lies
in the fact that the very genuineness of the books compos-
ing the Bible needs to be vouched for by the authority of
the Church, and therefore by tradition. The writings com-
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posing the New Testament are not the only writings of
apostolic times which were in circulation among Christians
or which laid some claim to authorization. There were
other gospels besides the four; as, for instance, the gospel
of the Hebrews and the gospel of St. Matthias. They were
numerous enough to be counted by the dozen. These are
known to-day as the apocryphal gospels. Whatever amount
of truth they contain, they have been from the earliest
centuries excluded from the list of inspired writings. But
by whom or by what were they so excluded? By the only
authority competent to deal with them—that of the Church.
1t was the Church that fixed what is called the Canon of
Scripture; that is to say, which separated the inspired
books from the uninspired. It is the constant maintenance
of the true Canon of Scripture—and this is tradition—that
has handed down to the present generation the pure and
unadulterated word of God. Consequently if our Protes-
tant friends possess to-day a Bible which is in any degree
genuine they owe it to Catholic tradition.

The need of authority and tradition in determining the
rule of faith and worship is forcibly illustrated by the arbi-
trary way in which Protestants, from the beginning, have
appealed to the Old Testament in matters of the first mo-
ment. Every Christian knows that a vast change was in-
augurated by the coming and teaching of Christ. Old
ordinances were abrogated and new ones introduced. The
details of this great change were announced either by Our
Lord Himself or by His Church enjoying plenitude of
power. That such high authorization was needed was the
conviction of all Christendom before the advent of Protes-
tantism.

Where Scripture was silent or not sufficiently explicit
on the subject of the great changes it was understood that
either the word of Christ or the word of the Church was
alone decisive. 'What, then, are we to think of the conduct
of sectarians, appearing at a late age in the history of
the Church and presuming to settle on the basis of the Old
Testament questions which had been settled centuries be-
fore; as when Luther, for instance, to justify his official
authorization of Philip of Hesse’s taking of a second wife
during the lifetime of the first, enunciated the principle
that what could be done under the Law of Moses could be
done under the law of Christ? What are we to think of
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the inconsistency, and consequently of the arbitrary and
independent conduct, of sectarians in our age who in the
case of marriage impediments choose to follow the Church
in some matters where Scripture is silent, thus acknowl-
edging the Church’s authority, whilst in others they .appeal
to the Law of Deuteronomy? Has God left the determining
of these matters to the caprice of individuals?

The ultimate rule of faith is, therefore, not the Bible, but
the authority of the Church. The Bible is the word of
God, but it needs to be interpreted by the traditional teach-
ing of the Church.

BLESSED VIRGIN, THE

Objections.—To a non-Catholic, devotion to
the Virgin Mary seems to be given a very undue
prominence in Catholic worship: witness the
feasts of Mary and the frequent devotions to
Mary. Besides, there is little or nothing to dis-
tinguish this homage from a real worship of one
of God’s creatures.

TBE ANSWER.—The Catholic Church as seen from the
outside does, perhaps very naturally, present to non-Cath-
olics what seem to be objectionable features, such as the
one complained of above, but not always after careful and
honest inquiry. The Catholic religion—to borrow a com-
parison from Cardinal Wiseman, which we have used else-
where—sometimes produces on outside observers the effect
which a stained-glass window produces on a passer-by on
the street in the daytime. The forms represented on the
window are distorted and the picture is unintelligible ; and
in the same manner the forms and proportions of things
within the Catholic Church produce a false impression
on those who see things from without. Within the fold of
the Church the impression is altogether different, as in-
numerable converts can testify.

The truth is that devotion to Mary, however prominent
in the services of the Church, plays an essentially subords-
nate part in the entire system of Catholic devotion; and,
what is more to the purpose, it is an essentially different
thing from the worship paid to God. God, as being the
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supreme Lord of the universe, is adored; Mary is only
venerated—not adored or worshiped—as ‘the Mother of
the Son of God made man. Mary is prayed to, but only
as the most powerful intercessor before the throne of God.
Between the worship of God and the veneration of Mary
there is a gulf as wide as the one between God and His
creatures—between the Infinite and the finite.

And yet God Himself has deigned to associate Mary so
intimately with Himself in the work of the Redemption
that no Christian can realize what is told us in the Gospels
without giving a prominence in his thoughts to the human
instrument employed by the Almighty for the accomplish-
ment of His designs. Think of the essential dignity of the
Mother of the Incarnate Word. Think of the praises lav-
ished upon her by the inspired voices of angels and men.
‘‘Hail, full of grace,”’ or, if you will, ‘‘Hail, thou who art
so highly favored’’—‘‘The Lord is with thee; blessed art
thou among women;’’ these are the words of the Angel
Gabriel, who added: ‘‘The Holy Ghost shall come upon
thee and the power of the Most High shall overshadow thee.
And therefore also the Holy One that shall be born of thee
shall be called the Son of God’’ (Luke i. 28-35).—‘‘And it
came to pass that when Elizabeth heard the salutation of
Mary the infant leaped in her womb. And Elizabeth was
filled with the Holy Ghost. And she cried out with a loud
voice and said : Blessed art thou among women and blessed
is the fruit of thy womb. And whence is this to me that
the Mother of my Lord should come to me?’’ (Luke i.
4143) —“And Mary said: My soul doth magnify the
Lord, and my spirit hath rejoiced in God my Saviour; be-
cause He hath regarded the lowliness of His handmaid;
for, behold, from henceforth all generations shall call me
blessed’’ (Ibid. 46-48). Such is the greatness of Mary as
reflected in the narrative of the inspired writer. When
angels and saints unite in sounding the praises of Mary,
the Church of God cannot be silent.

The recognition of her dignity and of her personal merits
was one of the most prominent features of the devotion of
the early Church. The Roman Catacombs, in which the
first Christians took refuge from the violence of their perse-
cators, exhibit even to-day unmistakable evidence of early
devotion to the Blessed Virgin. Visitors to the Catacombs
may see her represented on the walls of those underground
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chambers just as she is represented in Catholic churches
of our time. And that these pictures illustrate a devotion
that was universal among the Christians of the first cen-
turies is attested by the extant writings of the period. Open
the works of the Fathers and testimonies multiply as you
turn the pages. The writings of St. Irenaeus, St. Gregory
Nazianzen, St. Gregory of Nyssa, St. Ephrem (Syrus), St.
Augustine, St. Jerome, St. Peter Chrysologus, St. Proclus,
St. Basil of Seleucia, contain passages relating to Mary
that are worded like any typical passages that may be taken
from Catholic writings of our own day.

‘“Through her,’’ says St. Proclus, ‘‘all women are blessed.
. . . Eve is healed. . . Mary is venerated as becomes the
Mother, the handmaid, the cloud, the bridechamber, the
Ark of the Lord. . . . Therefore, we say, Blessed art thou
amongst women, who alone hast found a remedy for Eve’s
sorrow, hast alone wiped away the tears of that mourner,
hast carried the price of the world’s redemption, hast re-
ceived the treasure of the pearl in trust.’’

And St. Ambrose: ‘‘Let the virginity and life of the
Blessed Mary be drawn before you as in a picture, from
whom as if in a mirror is reflected the face of Chastity and
Virtue’s figure. . . . In learning, the prime stimulus is to
be found in the nobleness of the teacher; now what has
more nobleness than God’s Mother?’’

Not only praise and veneration were bestowed on Mary
by the Fathers; they also invoked her intercession. One
among several instances is found in the Sacramentary of
Pope Gelasius: ‘“We beseech Thee, O Almighty God, that
the glorious intercession of the blessed and ever-glorious
Virgin Mary, Mother of God, may protect us and bring us
to eternal life.”’

This was the doctrine and practice of an age which our
separated brethren generally regard as an age of pure wor-
ship.

The Blessed Virgin is honored as the most highly favored
of God’s creatures, but only as such. She is prayed to
only as one who can pray for us. This, which is the genuine
Catholic doctrine, is taught in all our children’s catechisms.
If in Catholic devotions there occur any expressions that
seem to non-Catholics to attribute to Mary anything more
than intercessory power, these expressions are very rare
and are never intended to mean more than that she obtains
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from God everything she asks. Catholics do not ordinarily
pray as though they were conscious of the presence of hos-
tile erities, but they have no doubt about the meaning of
their own words. Some of our popular treatises on the
Blessed Virgin are no less unpalatable to Protestant tastes;
and naturally so, for Protestants do not realize as Cath-
olics do the unspeakable dignity of one who was made the
Mother of the Word Incarnate; nor do they appreciate as
Catholics do what it is to have so great a friend at court
as the Mother of the glorified Jesus. Though at the same
time it should be borne in mind that in all devotions apart
from the direct worship of God even Catholics have their
personal tastes. While they all agree that God’s saints
should be honored, they have their personal attractions
and repugnances as regards particular ways of honoring
them and praying to them.

OBJECTION.—Devotion to the Blessed Virgin may be
reasonable enough when practised in moderation, but in
Catholic practice it obtrudes itself everywhere. The more
devotion to Mary the less devotion to her Son.

ANSWER.—Again our objector sees the stained-glass win-
dows from the wrong side. He may have dropped into a
Catholic church in the evening and heard the sodality sing-
ing the Litany of the Blessed Virgin or the preacher des-
canting on one of her virtues (a most Christian act) ; but
let him get up in the morning earlier than usual and betake
himself to the nearest parish church, any day in the week.
There he will find a number of silent worshipers ab-
sorbed in something that is taking place at the altar. At
the ringing of a little bell the silence is solemn and all heads
are bowed in adoration. Some minutes later a number of
persons approach the altar-rail to receive the Bread of
Heaven. Here is the central act of Catholic worship, in
comparison with which all things else are insignificant, or
rather, it is through this that all things else have any value.
The week-day scene just described is repeated on Sunday,
only with more solemnity. On that day the churches are
thronged, and are filled again and again in successive hours,
whilst the churches of other denominations are often half
empty. Evidently devotion to the Blessed Virgin does not
draw us away from Christ.

Strange, that the very Church that is accused of wor-
shiping the creature instead of the Creator should be dis-
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tinguished among all the churches for its adherence to the
central doctrine of Christianity, the divinity of Christ. In
an age when Protestantism is losing its grasp of that truth
—if not in its formularies at least in the sincere belief of
many Protestants, including ministers—the Catholic
Church not only believes it and teaches it with uncompro-
mising fidelity, but gives the most solemn expression to its
belief in its public worship. What can compare with the
external splendor or the intensity of personal devotion as-
sociated with the great feasts commemorating the mysteries
of Our Lord’s life; His Birth, His Passion, His Resurreec-
tion?t Holy Week has a meaning in the Catholic Church;
it has little or no meaning elsewhere. Evidently, ng;.:l,
gevotion to the Blessed Virgin does not draw us away
hrist.

But its effect in this regard is not merely negative: st
positively draws us nearer to Christ. The feasts of the
Blessed Virgin mark a general increase of fervor. The
faithful are present at the holy sacrifice of the Mass, and
very many receive Communion after confessing their sins
with humble and sincere contrition. Innumerable converts
to the Church, who now see the Church from within, know
from experience that true and sincere worship of God is
prmted by devotion to the Mother of the Incarnate Son
of .

BOYCOTTS

See ‘‘Labor Unions.”’

CATHOLIC AND PROTESTANT
COUNTRIES*

The Charge.—The leading countries of the
world to-day are Protestant. Great Britain,
Germany, and the United States are the foremost
nations in point of political power, commerce and

*It may be well to remind the reader that this article, as well as
all the others, was written before the outbreak of the Great War,
an event which has set many things in a new light; but the only
effect it can have upon the article is to place additional emphasis
upon one of the important lessons which the author has sought to
convey.
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industry, and general enlightenment; whilst
Catholic countries, such as Spain, Italy, and Ire-
land, are very unprogressive, and France is ap-
parently on the decline.

Tae RepLY.—The above indictment of Catholic coun-
tries is misleading as a statement of facts and is false in the
inferences lurking in it. But before coming to close quar-
ters with it let us glance at the spirit as well as at the
logical bearings of the anti-Catholic contention in the mat-
ter.

In the first place, is it a commendable thing to be in-
sisting s0 much on temporal prosperity as a test of the
merits of a religion? The great test of any religion must
be found in its spiritual elements. And, after all, is not the
Protestant argument one that could be turned to good ac-
count, in their own favor, by the Jews? The children of
Abraham might plead in their own case that, although scat-
tered over the face of the earth and without a country,
they nevertheless bear with them a mark of divine favor
in the possession of the good things of this life. The Israel-
ites had indeed the promise of temporal prosperity as re-
gards a good deal more than the possession of gold, a prom-
ise whose fulfillment depended on their fidelity to God ; but
for us Gentiles, is there any law that infallibly points to
temporal well-being as a sign of spiritual well-being and
divine approbation ¢

Think of the strange inferences that might be based upon
such a principle. Pagan Japan has recently stepped into
the front rank of nations: does that fact make Shintoism,
or Buddhism, or Confucianism, any better than it was ten
years ago? Does Russia’s colossal power argue that what
Protestants are pleased to call Russian superstition bears
the seal of divine approval?

In the second place, if the anti-Catholic argument is
valid to-day, it must have been valid long before to-day.
Well, then, let us go back a couple of centuries. At that
period the dominant nations were Spain, Austria, and
France— Catholic countries, all three. Apply the Protes-
tant principle to that situation and see how it works. And
suppose the whirligig of time should bring about a similar
situation in the future—what then? It really looks as
though our separated brethren were taking advantage of
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the fact that just at present the wheel of fortune has placed
the Protestant nations at the top. But suppose it should be
given a new turn—Protestant prosperity and Protestant
arguments would have a great fall. The secret of the pros-
perity of the leading nations of to-day is not to be found in
Protestantism; it must be sought elsewhere; but on that
point we shall have a word to say presently.

‘We have been granting that the leading powers are Prot-
estant, but the statement needs a qualification. In Ger-
many considerably more than a third of the population is
Catholic, and for many years the Catholic party has held
the balance of power. If we turn to our own country we
find that under the rule of the Federal Government there
are some twenty-two or twenty-three million Catholics. Our
Catholic ancestors played an important part in the making
of our country and in the development of its resources.
Their children to-day are forging ahead in all directions,
and where they find a fair opening are proving to the
world that their Catholicity is no bar to success in a worldly
sense. As to France, all its greatness dates from its Cath-
olic past, and it still remains the richest country per capita
in the world. But after all, why confine our attention to the
greater nations? Greater and less do not change the spe-
cies. There is a group of smaller nations that may be
studied no less profitably than the larger. Sweden is a
Protestant nation and in the days of yore was one of the
doughtiest champions of Protestantism. What is Sweden
to-dayt And what is its recent consort, Norway? Both
countries are but ciphers in the great transactions of the
modern world.

Protestant Sweden was on the way to imperial greatness
when she fell into the hands of Charles XII. The chivalric
follies of that monarch soon stripped the country of impor-
tant possessions, drained the national treasury and sacri-
ficed the lives of hundreds of thousands of Swedes. Inter-
nal dissensions and other causes gradually lopped off her
dependencies and completed her ruin. We shall not be so
ungenerous as to attribute the decline of Sweden to Protes-
tantism, but we would ask for the same impartiality on the
side of our erities in dealing with Catholic countries. Hol-
land is a Protestant country in the sense in which Germany
is, and Holland, we admit, is not by any means starving;
but to what trifling dimensions its greatness is shrunk if the
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Holland of to-day be compared with the Holland that was
once on the point of becoming a world-power and ranking
with Great Britain and France. Belgium is a Catholic
country, and yet it may be pointed to as an object-lesson in
general frrog'ressweness It is a bee-hive of industry, and on
the whole is probably the most happy and prosperous coun-
try in the world. Its well-filled treasury, its thriving com-
meree, its social and economic institutions, models of their
kind, are a pointed refutation of the oft-repeated charge
that Catholicism unfits a nation to achieve temporal happi-
ness and prosperity.

But the treatment of questions like the present one would
be utterly superficial if we failed to get at the real causes of
national prosperity. Now these are proved to consist, in
the main, in purely natural advantages possessed by the
nations that have prospered. Qualities of soil and climate,
geographical position, and in our time the possession of
native coal; these circumstances, together with the more
exceptional ones of national temperament favoring pro-
gress, and the occasional guiding influence of great men,
are the dominant factors producing what is called national
greatness. It is easy to talk in a high strain of the pro-
gressive spirit generated by the ‘‘true Evangel’’; and it
may be a trifle unpoetical to have to descend from so high
an altitude to the consideration of such practical realities
as coal-beds; but it has the great advantage of bringing
one nearer to the truth. To eschew such considerations is
to act the part of a superficial philosopher.

England without her supply of native coal would to-day
rank as a second or third rate power. On the continent
it is the presence or the absence of such natural advantages
that must account for the difference, not only between
country and country, but also between parts of one and
the same country. The visitor to Germany entering from
the West lights first upon the Rhine Province, which na-
ture has dowered with a rich vintage and fields of golden
grain, whilst a plentiful supply of native coal ministers to
commerce and manufactures. The Rhine Province is main-
ly Catholic. On the other hand, East Prussia, which, is
predominantly Protestant, is a comparative waste, and
there the industries languish. A like comparison might
be drawn between Catholic Bavaria and Protestant Saxony.

It must be noted, however, as regards the present domin-
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ion of coal, that it is likely to be supplanted in no small
degree by the utilization of the natural waterfall as a mo-
tive agent. Here is Italy’s chance; and as a matter of
fact Italy has begun to improve the advantages she pos-
sesses in the watercourses of the Apennines.

And what about Catholic Spaint Where Spain is not
hated she is regarded with a mournful interest such as is
always awakened by the sight of fallen greatness. Spain’s
great good fortune in the sixteenth and seventeenth cen-
turies proved her bane in the end. Immense colonial in-
terests and a large influx of the precious metals diverted
her attention from those truer sources of wealth, agricul-
ture and commerce. But there is nothing to lead us to
think that if her interests had been in the guardianship
of Protestants they would have fared better. Political folly
entailing the loss of large possessions may be abundantly
illugtrated from the history of Sweden, Holland, and Eng-
land.

As to Ireland, it is true, doubtless, that she is the least
prosperous country in the world; but there is no need of
pleading her cause, here or elsewhere. It has been suc-
cessfully pleaded at the bar of civilization. One thing is
constantly evidenced by Irishmen, and that is that wherever
they find a field for the display of their native energy—
as in the United States, Canada, and Australia—they show
the world that centuries of ill usage have neither damped
their spirit nor dulled their power of thought or action.

So it really does look as though our critics had been
building up an argument against us on the basis of the
merest accidents of political and economic history. But
even though their argument were more logical, there is one
fact that should weigh more than all others in the estimate
formed of modern European nations; to wit, that the great-
ness of some of the leading countries of Europe is reared
upon the unscrupulous statecraft of those who had in
their hands the making of those nations in days gone
by. We need but mention the names of Frederick II
of Prussia, Catherine IT of Russia, and the Man of Blood
and Iron who was the creator of the present German Em-
pire. Are the critics of Catholicism prepared to admit with
these worthies that it matters not how a state is made pro-
vided it is made?

But the day will come when the nations will no longer
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be classified as Catholic and Protestant and when the strug-
gle will no longer be between different forms of Christian
belief. Religion and Irreligion will then be the only con-
testants in the field ; and in that day the one great bulwark
of religion will be the Catholic and Apostolic (or Roman)
Chureh ; for in no other religious body is there such prom-
ise of vitality, engendered by unity, as that held out by
the Church which is under the guidance of the successor of
St. Peter. :

CELIBACY

A Prejudice.—“Take from the Catholic Church
the compulsory celibacy of its priests, and the
universal sway of the Church is at an end.” Celi-
bacy is unbiblical and its effect on morality is
dubious.—Tschackert.

TRE TRUTH.—We admit without the slightest reservation
that the celibacy of the clergy is of vital importance to
the Catholic Church in the prosecution of its divine mis-
sion. None but an unmarried clergy could wield the in-
fluence or win the credit or authority needed for the suec-
cessful guidance and government of the faithful of Christ.
None but unmarried clergymen are fitted to go as mis-
sionaries to foreign lands and labor there for the conversion
of souls. This statement is amply borne out by the history
of non-Catholic missions. (See MarsHALL’S *‘Christian
Missions.’’) The missionaries of Canada, the Far West,
and South America have a unique place in history owing
to their self-sacrificing devotion. How changed their story
would be if wives and offspring and domestic finances fig-
ured in sts pages!

Nay, even in Christian countries none but unmarried
priests could risk their comfort, to say nothing of their
lives, as Catholic priests do to-day in their ministrations
to souls. Without her unmarried clergy the Catholic
Church could never have accomplished all that she has in
the course of centuries. The salutary influence of clergy
upon people which is one of the fruits of celibacy may be
styled universal dominion if our critics are minded to call
it such ; we shall not make that a casus bells.

The objector seems to regard the compulsory element
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in celibacy as the secret of the Church’s power; but in no
absolute sense does the Church compel any of her children
to be celibates. No one is under any obligation to enter the
priesthood. To force one into the priesthood is forbidden
by the laws of the Church. It is only after a voluntary
reception of the higher orders that one is obliged to remain
unmarried; and the obligation then imposed upon her
clerics by the Church is justified and to a great extent ne-
cessitated by the nature of their clerical functions.

There are other professions in which the unmarried state
is preferred as a condition of success. In the teaching pro-
fession, for instance, preference is given to unmarried wo-
men over those who have the cares of family life. Why
should it be a reproach to the Church to require in candi-
dates for the priesthood conditions that will make them
more efficient priests? Add to this the fact that the young
men who present themselves for orders not only voluntarily
but cheerfully make this sacrifice of their liberty in order
to devote themselves the more to God and the Church.

But we are told that celibacy is contrary to the teaching
of the Bible. Strange that the statement should be made
by any one who has read the Bible. Is it not well known
that Christ gave the highest praise to voluntary celibacy
when it was chosen for the sake of the kingdom of heaven
(Matt. xix. 12), and that St. Paul places voluntary vir-
ginity far above the married state? When Protestant read-
ers of the New Testament come to the seventh chapter of
the First Epistle to the Corinthians they would do well
to pause awhile and ask themselves whether they have ever
understood the plain meaning of that chapter, which really
seems to be very Catholic and very un-Protestant. Let
them read that chapter as well as the nineteenth of St.
Matthew, referred to above, and if then they can regard
the effect of celibacy on morality as dubious, their opinion
is clearly at variance with the words of Christ and His
Apostle.
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CEREMONIES IN PUBLIC WORSHIP

Erroneous View.—The public worship of the
Catholic Church captivates the senses, but it sa-
vors little of adoration in spirit and in truth.
(Tschackert.)

THE TrUTH.—The worship of the ancient Jewish religion
captivated the senses, and yet it was instituted by God Him-
self. It was not simply and solely a matter of external
ceremony. It was a worship in truth, though not as yet
in the fulness of truth.

Christian worship was indeed intended to be an adora-
tion in spirit and in truth; but it does not follow that it
was not to have any external expression. Christ Himself
practised outward worship in the ceremonies of the Pasch
and in the institution of the Eucharist. It was He who
instituted the sacraments of the Church, and the sacra-
ments are outward rites as well as means of interior sancti-
fication.

Outward ceremony must, of course, be animated by an
interior spirit. Such is the teaching of the Catholic cate-
chism. But interior worship is not enough, at least for
mortals like ourselves, who possess both bodies and souls.
Interior worship without the external expression would be
imperfect. It would not be the worship of the entire man.

Protestants themselves are conscious of the deficiencies
of their modes of public worship. They feel the need of
something to stimulate their adoration in spirit and in
truth. If outward forms disappear, the habit of inner wor-
ship is likely to evaporate. A man who never prays with his
lips will soon forget to pray in his heart. Our being is so
framed that we must lean for support upon outward acts
if we would preserve what is interior.

The great Leibnitz, though a Protestant, was in perfect
accord with the Catholic view in this matter—a fact which
is evident in the following striking passages taken from his
“System of Theology’’:

“I do not agree with those who, forgetful of human
weakness, reject under pretence of the ‘adoration in spirit
and in truth’ everything that strikes the senses and excites
the imagination. For every one who seriously considers the
nature of our mind as it exists in this body will easily admit
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that, although we can form within the mind ideas of things
which are outside the sphere of sense, yet we are unable,
notwithstanding, to fix our thoughts upon them and to
dwell on them with attention, unless there be superadded
to the internal idea certain sensible signs, such as words,
characters, representations, likenesses, examples, associa-
tions, or effects.”’——‘Whatever leads the mind most ef-
fectually to the consideration of God’s greatness and good-
ness, whatever excites our attention, reproduces pious
thoughts, nay, whatever renders devotion sweet and grate-
ful, all this is deserving of approval.”——*‘I am of opin-
ion that God does not disregard as unworthy of His service,
the use of musical instruments, nor vocal harmony, nor
beautiful hymns, nor sacred eloquence, nor lights, nor in-
cense, nor precious vestments, jewelled vases, or other of-
ferings ; nor statues or graven images of pious objects; nor
the laws of architecture and perspective, nor public pro-
cessions, the chiming of bells, the strewing the streets with
carpets, and the other expedients which the overflowing
piety of the people has devised for the divine honor, and
which certain people, in their morose simplicity, despise.’’
—London Ed., 1850, p. 48-50.

Those who hold the Protestant view seem to regard the
gorgeous ceremonial of the Catholic Church as something
purely adventitious, or as something merely laid on from

“without, as flowers and festoons are used to decorate a ban-
quet-hall. The truth is that Catholic ceremonial springs
from the very heart of interior Catholic faith and worship.
It is a thing that grows from within and unfolds itself to
outward view as a matter of necessity. Granted a Cath-
olic’s firm belief in the real presence of Christ the Son of
God under the sacramental species; granted a belief that
He is our continual Guest and holds His court invisible
within the sanctuary of His temple; what is more natural
than to surround His presence with the pomp and magnifi-
cence which ordinarily accompany the great ones of the
earth? It is not simply a question of Catholic deveotion
arraying itself in gorgeous apparel. It is much more a
question of its showing its own interior spirit in the most
natural and expressive manner. It is thus that Catholic
ceremony, because vitally connected with true interior de-
votion, is not a hindrance to true devotion, but rather fur-
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nishes a natural outlet for it, at the same time that it re-
acts upon it and intensifies it.

We may remark in conclusion that the use made of the
phrase ‘‘adoration in spirit and in truth’’ is a fair sample
of the purely mechanical application of texts of Secripture
introduced by the Reformation. The expression was used
by Our Lord in His conversation with the woman at the
well. (John iv). He tells her that the time is at hand
when there shall no longer be any question whether Jeru-
salem or Samaria is the true place of worship, but when
God shall be honored by a worship having its origin in the
illumination of the Spirit and in the fulness of the truth
about to be revealed. There is not the smallest intimation
goﬁi Our Lord’s disapproval of the ceremonies of divine wor-

p.

CHANCE

A Thoughtless Assertion.—The world owes its
existence to chance.

THE TrRUTH.—The world does not .owe its existence to
chance, for, absolutely speaking, nothing is due to chance.
One of the earliest principles taught us is that nothing
either is or takes place without a sufficient reason. This is
80 clear that no reflecting man will deny it. One of the
commonest questions asked by children and grown persons
alike is, How do you account for this? or, Who made that?
And yet full-grown men and women are heard to say that
the world was made by chance.

The only real significance the phrase can have is that
the causes of some things are unknown. ‘‘Made by chance’’
is & convenient expression for those who reject creation
or who deny the existence of God. As there was no God
to create the world and as the world could not have pro-
duced itself, it must have been produced—by what? By
chance, of course. But what is chance?! Itis ... !

And yet the word ‘‘chance’’ has a meaning. If two
friends should meet quite accidentally on the street, their
meeting would be attributed to chance. The word would
then be used in a relative sense, the only sense it can really
have. There was no reason why the two friends should
have met, so far as any previous intention was concerned.
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Hence, relatively to the intention, or simply in a relative
sense of the word, the meeting was the result of chance.
There is no cause to which it can be attributed so far as
intention was concerned ; hence the term has a negative and
exclusive force and indicates no positive agent of any kind.
But if one cause of the meeting of the friends is excluded,
the existence of other causes is not denied. So far as other
causes were concerned the meeting was not accidental, but
the necessary result of deliberate acts of volition. The
one friend had resolved to go to a certain place—that was
one act of volition. The other friend had resolved to go
in the same direction—second act of volition. There were
two positive causes operating toward the production of
the one result.

In no absolute sense, therefore, can anything be said to
be produced by chance. There is always some positive
cause to which its production must be referred. For what
regards the positive cause of the world’s existence we must
refer the reader to the article entitled ‘‘God’s Existence.’’

“CHRISTIAN SCIENCE”

The New Religion.—“Christian Science is
based on teachinés of Scripture which it inter-
prets, giving the Christ principle in divine meta-
physics which heals the sick and sinner. It ex-
plains all cause and effect as mental, and shows
the scientific relation of man to God.”—Mrs.
Eddy’s “Science and Health.”

Tee TrutTH ABOUT IT.—What is called ‘‘Christian
Science’’ is in reality neither Christian nor scientific. The
adoption of the name is indeed a tribute to two great fac-
tors of modern civilization and an acknowledgment of their
power, but is nevertheless an affront offered both to Science
and to Christianity.

‘‘Christian Science’’ is a form of worship and a system
of healing founded by Mrs. Mary Baker Glover Eddy.
Mary Baker, known latterly as Mrs. Eddy, was born at
Bow, near Concord, N. H., in 1821. She was elever as a
child, but she received little instruction within the walls of
the class-room ; never, in fact, getting beyond the three R’s.
She gravely but naively tells us, however, that a brother
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of hers, a student at Dartmouth, taught her a great deal
of Latin, Greek, and Hebrew, and that at the age of ten
natural phllosophy, logic, and ethics were her favorite stud-
ies. Her progress in these more abstract branches must
have come to a halt early in her career. Logic, certainly,
was not her forte in later years.

Though a farmer’s daughter and living in a house in
which every one else worked, she was permitted to grow
up in idleness; but this was partly due to her physical ail-
ments. An exceedingly sensitive nervous system showed
itself in frequent fits of hysteria; and even in the intervals
between her hysterical fits she was troubled with a morbid
restlessness, which could only be appeased by some form
of bodily motion, as walking or rocking. As late as her
married life she had to be rocked in a huge cradle made for
her special accommodation.

But apart from her physical ills there was always about
her an air of superiority that secured her the privilege of
playing the lady. She was possessed of an extraordinary
amount of quiet self-assertion and a certain masterfulness
of will which stuck to her throughout her life, carrying her
through all manner of vicissitudes, through the experience
of three marriages and one divorce, and through a host of
difficulties incident to the propagation of her new system,
till finally, before her demise, it landed her safely on the
Olympus which is the abode of the venerated founders and
foundresses of new religions.

At the period of Mary Baker’s youth New England was
the great rallying-place of most of the strange tsms that
have lighted on this orb of ours. Mesmerism and Spiritism
were particularly rampant. Mary Baker went with the
current, dabbling in Mesmerism and practising Spiritism
and clairvoyance as an amateur. The great turning-point
of her life was her visit as a patient to Dr. Phineas Park-
hurst Quimby, at Portland, Maine. Quimby was ‘‘Doctor’’
only by courtesy, for he had received no medical training.
The son of a blacksmith at Lebanon, N. H., and a clock-
maker by profession, he is nevertheless described as an
original thinker and & questioner of received opinions—in
fact, something of a village philosopher.

Qmmby was caught by the prevalent mesmeric fever and
practised Mesmerism and mind-reading in connection with
healing. He finally got an inspiration. He discovered, or
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thought he discovered, that the secret of his cures lay, not
in Mesmerism, but in the implanting in the minds of his
patients a belief in their future recovery. He was at last
convinced that no disease has any real existence except in
the mind, and that, therefore, the most direct and effectual
means of curing diseases of all sorts would be to operate
exclusively on the mind. So, henceforth, it was physic and
Mesmerism to the dogs!

Dr. Quimby’s method of healing was apparently a species
of suggestion, in its present technical sense. It was a pure-
ly natural means of restoring health in the ease of certain
diseases. Any gentle and unobtrusive means of getting the
patient into the right frame of mind was employed. The
healer would first gain the confidence of the sufferer and
would use some insinuating method of producing in his
mind the proper state of ‘‘receptivity.’”” Then by repeat-
ing a word or a sentence several times, or by a look or an
attitude, or even by a spell of silence, he would gradually
influence the patient’s thoughts so as to bring them into
perfect unison with his own; and the disease disappeared
with the thought of it and the belief in it.

Besides the practical part of his system there was a set
of abstract doctrines that gradually developed in Quim-
by’s mind. These, with the aid of his friends, he managed
to set forth in a series of essays, which he sometimes com-
municated to his patients. Mingled with his practical pre-
cepts were a number of very Quimbyish conceptions of
Christian' truths; and these, according to one of Mrs.
Eddy’s biographers, were much the same in substance as
Mrs. Eddy’s theorizings in later years. The terminology,
we are also assured by the same authority, was often identi-
cal with that used afterward by the foundress, and Quim-
by in one or two places even called his system ‘‘Christian
Science.’’

Attracted by the Doctor’s reputation, Mary Baker, who
by that time had become Mrs. Patterson, came to Portland
in 1862. After a course of ‘‘scientific’’ treatment she was
partially cured. She felt she had a new lease of life, and
was loud in her praise of the great physician. She re-
mained a while in Portland and had access to Quimby’s
papers. Was it from Quimby that she learned the theory
and practice of ‘‘Christian Science’’t That is a question
upon which we shall not enter. At a later period she cer-
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tainly repudiated all indebtedness to Quimby and claimed
that the system she taught originated with herself. Whether
she was justified in so doing is a question on which others
have taken sides, but which does not concern us here.

It is needless to follow Mrs. Eddy through her checkered
career after her dealings with Dr. Quimby. Suffice it to
say that during a long struggle for existence she clung to
her healing system and gradually succeeded in gaining
many adherents to it, chiefly among Spiritualists. Mean-
while the new religion was taking shape in her mind—a
religion that was to be the basis and the interpretation of
the new method of curing. In this new religious system
every distinctive doctrine of Christianity is set aside; the
Trinity, the Incarnation, the Creation, the Fall of Man,
the idea of sin in general, the Redemption, and the Last
Judgment. And yet the foundress professes to base it on
the Gospels. Taxed with inconsistency, she would tell you
that Christian Science is indeed opposed to the literal mean-
ing of the Gospels, but that there is a hidden or esoteric
meaning known to Christ and a chosen few! It is the old
Gnostic vagary over again.

According to this new revelation there is no such thing as
either disease or sin. Disease is but an error of the mind,
of ‘““mortal mind’’ as distinguished from the ‘‘Divine
Mind,”’ or the ‘‘Divine Principle.”’ Mind is the only
reality ; matter has no being ; our bodies are only phantasms
of the imagination. It is fear that produces disease, or
seems to produce it, for it has no reality. It is fear that
produces colics and fevers. It is belief in the possibility
of broken bones that actually breaks them, or seems to
break them, for in reality there are no bones to be broken.
There is no such thing as sin, for we and God are one; or,
better, man is the thought of God. But enough of this.
No sensible man can read such a farrago without making
an apology to himself for doing so.

It may seem surprising that the deliramenta of this mis-
guided woman should have made conquest of so many
minds ; but no one who reflects on what has been occurring
here in America these sixty or seventy years past can be
surprised at the success of any religious movement, no mat-
ter how strange its antics. A country that has seen the
rise of Mormons, Spiritists, Theosophists, Economites, Sun
Worshipers, Dowieites, Angel Dancers, and Holy Ghost and
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Us societies, will not be surprised at the reception given to
the extravagances of ‘‘Christian Science.”” There is a
certain amount of vague religiosity pervading American
society which is ready to be caught up by any chance wind
of doctrine.

But, after all, it is hardly likely that ‘‘ Christian Seience’’
has been adopted by so many for the sake of its abstract
teachings. It is not Mrs. Eddy’s crotchets on the subject
of life, death, and immortality that have attracted the mul-
titude. It is the other phase of the system that draws—the
healing phase. Its theological setting adds to it the dignity
and the sanction of a religious cult ; but we can easily imag-
ine what small notice would be taken of Mrs. Eddy’s theo-
logical dreams if they were not associated with the wonder-
ful, or the seemingly wonderful, in another sphere. This
much-needed element of the system is supplied by the care
of disease.

‘What are we to think of the cures attributed to ‘¢ Chris-
tian Science’’! )

‘We must make a distinction: 1. Some of them are, or
may easily be, genuine. 2. Others are complete and ac-
knowledged failures. 3. In the case of numberless forms
of diseases not even an attempt is made to apply the reme-
dies of ‘‘Christian Science.’’

As regards the first of these categories, it i8 not by any
means a matter of surprise that ‘‘Christian Scientists’’
should work a certain number of cures. There are diseases
which are most effectually healed by the methods of the
new religionists (we mean, of course, the methods minus
the admixture of trumpery theology) ; but then the methods
are not new; they are known to specialists of the medical
profession who are certainly innocent of ¢‘Christian
Science.’’ There was no need of Mrs. Eddy’s producing a
travesty of Christianity to prove that there are diseases of
the body that have their root in the mind, and that the
best way of curing such diseases is by mﬂuencmg the
thoughts and feelings of the sufferers. It is this conviction
that guides the specialist in his treatment of certain nervous
disorders. As regards the more special features (if there
are such) of ‘‘Christian Science’’ treatment, they do
not seem to be essentially different from the various
forms of suggestion employed by proficients in psycho-

physics.
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Now if Mrs. Eddy has brought into more general notice
a method of healing which is genuine and has taught others
how to use it successfully, she has rendered a service to
humanity ; but beyond that point she ceases to be a public
benefactress. When in connection with her cures she prac-
tically (we shall not say culpably) foisted upon the un-

inking and the credulous a nonsensical set of religious be-
liefs, she proved herself anything but a benefactress. But
this is not all. Many of the attempts at healing made by
her followers have egregiously failed, and in many cases
the failure has involved the sacrifice of human life. The
ordinary means of saving life have been deliberately neg-
lected ; and yet it is one of the plainest dictates of com-
mon sense and of ordinary charity that when any such
methods of healing as those of ‘‘Christian Science’’ are
seen to fail the ordinary methods should be resorted to.
Accordingly, society has justly regarded such transactions
as ‘criminal.

There is one large class of human ailments which ‘‘Chris-
tian Science’’ can do absolutely nothing with. Bruises,
sprains, abscesses, cancers, fractured or amputated limbs,
are quite beyond the range of Mrs. Eddy’s therapeutics.
And yet they, too, are supposed to be diseases—or errors—
of mortal mind. Why can not the errors be eradicated?
Mrs. Eddy would answer that it is because our faith in the
Divine Principle is imperfect—we can net entirely rid our-
selves of the perverse impression that we have broken an
arm or a leg, and hence the apparent fracture remains.

But let us remind her of a very notable contrast. She
has presumed to associate her name in a special manner
with that of the Divine Saviour of the world ; but how did
it come to pass that Christ was a more perfect healer than
Mrs. Eddyt There was no form of disease which He did
not cure instantaneously. ILepers, lifelong cripples, men
blind from their birth, were cured by the simple touch of
His hand, often by a sole word of command. Even the
dead rose from their graves at His bidding. The seal of
divine power was upon all His works. When God vouch-
safes a revelation to the world He connects it with indu-
bitable manifestations of supernatural power. Mrs. Eddy
had a revelation to communicate to the world and she could
appeal only to what was purely natural and human—to
methods of curing which were not beyond the limits of
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unaided human power and are plainly restricted in their
range.
But a word to the wise is sufficient. We fear we have
exceeded this measure in the case of ‘‘Christian Science.’’

CHRIST’S DIVINITY

A Modern Pronouncement.—One of the re-
sults of modern criticism is that Jesus of Naza-
reth no longer stands upon the lofty eminence on
which His adorers had placed Him. He now
takes rank only with those great men who ap-
proach nearest to the divine. In the light of mod-
ern criticism His miracles are shorn of their su-
pernatural character. Neither His words nor His
works prove Him to have been more than man.

THE CHRISTIAN Doama.—Jesus of Nazareth is as truly
God as He is man. Amidst the vauntings of the pseudo-
science of the age believers in the divinity of Christ should
give heed to the warning of the Apostle, writing to the Col-
ossians: ‘‘Beware lest any man cheat you by philosophy,
and vain deceit; according to the tradition of men, ac-
cording to the elements of the world, and not according to
Christ: For in Him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead
corporeally’’ (ii. 8, 9).

A special provxdence hovering over the doctrine of the
Incarnation of the Son of God has provided such an abun-
dance of evidence in its favor that no one who studies the
subject with any degree of thoroughness and without bias
should fail to be convinced. The proofs of Christ’s di-
vinity advanced in this short essay are addressed directly
and chiefly to those who believe in a God and a divine provi-
dence and who accept, as most contemporary critics do, the
four Gospels as authentic narratives of facts. To the un-
believer we hope we shall at least have furnished matter
for serious reflection.

Before setting about our main task we shall place be-
fore our readers a few preliminary observations with a
view to arranging the perspective for those who may need
to be shown things in their just proportions.
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1—JESUS OF NAZARETH AND MODERN THOUGHT

What proofs of Christ’s divinity are likely to be the
most effective in our age? We are convinced that no new
ones are needed, as the old ones have lost nothing of their
force. The one great source of arguments in favor of
Christ’s divinity is Christ’s own life. It was the story of
His life that convinced the world in the beginning, and the
story of His life has lost nothing of its convincing power
in the lapse of time.

But is no account to be taken of modern thought?

Much less than is sometimes supposed. So far as the
question of Christ’s divinity is concerned we fail to see
any difference between the thought of the twentieth cen-
tury and the thought of the first. The present century has
its own methods of attack and defense, but its weapons
are substantially the same as those of the first. If to-day
there are materialists and phenomenalists and atheists and
deists and agnostics and evolutionists and rationalists and
spiritists and mystics, each and all of these types of think-
ers were represented in the society of the early Christian
centuries. They were to be found in the various schools
of Epicureanism, Stoicism, or Neo-Platonism, or were con-
nected with one or other of the systems classed as skeptical,
mystical, or oriental. Our modern philosophies are the old
philosophies revamped. They have run through one or
more cycles of their existence and now seem destined to
run through another, till again vanquished by the truth.

It was in an age 8o similar to ours that the doctrine of
Christ’s divinity first won the assent of a large part of the
human race. The philosophers were not, it is true, the first
to receive the light ; but when they were attracted to it they
grouped themselves into that magnificent galaxy of intel-
lects which is one of the glories of the early Church. We
need but mention a Justin, an Athenagoras, a Theophilus,
a Tertullian, a Clement of Alexandria, an Arnobius, a Lac-
tantius, an Augustine—converts, all of them, from the
false philosophies of the age. Whoever is disposed to be-
little the authority of such names as these has much to
learn about the history of the human intellect. St. Au-
gustine alone, in point of keenness and depth of philosophi-
cal insight, might be weighed against a score of intellectual
worthies of the past century ; and St. Augustine believed in
the divinity of Christ.
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But, it may be objected, are you not forgetting some of
the intellectual features of the age—its advances in physical
science, for instance?

No, we are not forgetting the progress made in physical
science, but the bearing of physical science on the question
of Christ’s divinity is anything but manifest. Science has
been cited as a witness against Christ’s miracles and against
miracles in general, but, as the reader may see from the ar-
ticle entitled ‘‘Miracles,’’ the witness breaks down under
a little cross-examination. As to Christ’s miracles in par-
ticular we hope the skeptical reader will receive some en-
lightenment from the present discussion.

One fact must be patent to any one who is at all ac-
quainted with modern thought; to wit, that after centuries
of criticism the life of Jesus of Nazareth still remains the
one great fact of history in the presence of which all others
sink into comparative insignificance. A few representative
quotations from eminent writers of the nineteenth century
will amply bear out the assertion.

Goethe is quoted by Professor Harnack as saying: ‘‘Let
intellectual and spiritual culture progress and the human
mind expand as much as it will—beyond the grandeur and
the moral elevation of Christianity, as it sparkles and shines
in the Gospels [4.e., in the life of Christ] the human mind
will not advance.”’—‘‘In these words,’’ remarks Professor
Harnack, ‘‘Goethe, after making many experiments and
laboring indefatigably at himself, summed up the result
to which his moral and historical insight had led him.’’—
What is Christianity? p. 4.

Professor Harnack adds in his own name to Goethe’s
testimony : ‘‘The message brought [by Jesus Christ] was
of the profoundest and most comprehensive character; it
went to the very root of mankind, and, although set in the
framework of the Jewish nation, it addressed itself to the
whole of humanity—the message from God the Father.
Defective it is not, and its real kernel may be readily freed
from the inevitable husk of contemporary form. Anti-
quated it is not, and in life and strength it still triumphs
to-day over all the past. He who delivered it has as yet
yielded His place to no man, and to human life He still
to-day gives a meaning and an aim—He the Son of God’’
—Ibsd., p. 130. The italics are Harnack’s.

Renan thus apostrophizes Jesus of Nazareth: ‘‘A thou-
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sand times more living, a thousand times more loved, since
Thy death than during the days of Thy passage here below,
Thou shalt so truly become the corner-stone of humanity
that to blot Thy name out of this world would be to shake
the world to its foundations. Between Thee and God men
will no longer distinguish. Complete vanquisher of death,
take possession of Thy kingdom, whither Thou shalt be fol-
lowed, over the royal road which Thou hast traced, by gen-
erations of adorers.”’—Vie de Jésus, p. 297.

The closing passage of the same work runs thus: ‘‘ What-
ever unexpected events the future may have in store, Jesus
will never be surpassed. His worship will renew its youth
incessantly ; His legend will never cease to draw tears;
His sufferings will melt all better hearts; every generation
will proclaim that amongst all the children of men none
have been greater than Jesus.”’

It is difficult to realize that the writers of the above
words were not believers in the Godhead of Jesus. Their
utterances, nevertheless, though they can not be quoted as
direct tributes to the divinity of Christ, have a controver-
sial value to the believer in His divinity which can not be
ovarrated. They testify to the sublimity of the moral char-
acter of the Saviour, and to the no less sublime mission
with which He was entrusted by God.

Now such being the character and mission of Jesus of
Nazareth, His own testimony regarding Himself is of the
first importance. If He testifies to His own divinity and
if, moreover, His testimony is confirmed by miracles, there
is no resisting the conclusion that He was, in the extremest
Catholic sense of the words, the Son of God.

I.—THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST’S DIVINITY TAUGHT BY HIMSELF

One who professes to be a messenger from God and is
proved to be such by testimony from on high can not be the
bearer of a false message. God is not a deceiver, either
in Himself or in His m~ssengers. Now God has so ordered
events that we possess a superabundance of evidence that
Jesus was such an aceredited messenger from Heaven. But
it is equally evident that a part of His message to mankind
was the truth of His divinity. We shall prove, in the first
place, that He was a Messenger from God—indeed no less
than the Messias expected by the Jews—and in the second
place that He taught the doctrine of His divinity.
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The facts upon which this demonstration will rest will be
taken mostly from the Gospels, and the Gospels we assume
to be authentic narratives. Our modern criticism has con-
fessed its inability to get rid of the first three Gospels as
genuine and authentic documents. The Gospel of St. John
they call in question, although it has been acknowledged in
the Church since the very earliest centuries. But let them
discount or reason away the fourth Gospel as much as they
are inclined—there will be testimony enough and to spare
for our purpose in the first three; and this will be abun-
dantly confirmed by the witness of the other books of the
New Testament.

His Worps AND Works.—The public life of Our Lord,
lasting three years, fairly teemed with miracles and prophe-
cies. The sacred writers narrated them without any cere-
mony and as though they were a matter of course. It was
arranged by Providence that Our Lord should appear on
earth at a time when written records could be given a wide
circulation, though indeed many of the sacred writings were
published at a time when numerous witnesses of the mira-
cles were still living. As regards the events themselves,
nothing was done in a corner. The world flocked to see
what any one might see at any hour of the day during
three long years. Few persons have had the hardihood
even to think that there did not appear in the world a man
called Jesus of Nazareth whose life was an extraordinary
tissue of wondrous deeds.

Attracted by His fame, let us follow the crowds that pour
forth from the towns and villages, and see for ourselves
what manner of man He is. We find we are as much
taken by Himself as by His miracles. ‘‘A man of God,”’
we say, ‘‘if ever there was one.”” Notwithstanding His
extraordinary deeds He is meek and humble of heart. Far
from being above the law, He observes it with secrupulous
exactness. His words breathe a heavenly wisdom such as
has never been heard in the synagogues. His whole bear-
ing betokens a holiness of life without flaw or imperfec-
tion; a holiness nurtured from the interior and making no
account of soulless forms.

His wisdom, His holiness, and His miracles combined
send a thrill of admiration through the multitudes.
‘‘Blessed is the womb that bore Thee and the paps that
gave Thee suck.”’ Such is the cry of those whose hearts
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are well disposed; but even His enemies are filled with
astonishment at the wisdom of His words. ‘‘Never did
man speak like to this man,’”’ is the answer which those
who have been sent to seize Him and drag Him before the
magistrates give to their masters.

But evidently He has been sent not only to edify and
enlighten. He has a mission of a very special kind. He is
sent to bring tidings of salvation, not only to His own peo-
ple, but also to the Gentiles. There should be no reason for
surprise if a messenger from God should appear at this time
and in this ecountry. The Jews are expecting their Messias,
to whose coming prophecy after prophecy has taught them
to look forward. Even the Samaritan woman gives expres-
sion to the general expectation: ‘‘I know that the Messias
cometh . . . when He cometh He will tell us all things.’’

Indeed, the Lord frequently declares that He is the Mes-
siss. This He explicitly tells the Samaritan woman (John
iv.26). He says the same by implication to those who have
been sent by the Baptist to learn whether He is the one
who is to come: ‘‘Go and relate to John what you have
heard and seen : the blind see, the lame walk, the lepers are
made clean, the deaf hear, the dead rise again, to the poor
the Gospel is preached’’ (Luke vii. 22) ; meaning that the
evidence is overwhelming that He has been sent from on
high. Again, by applying the words of the Prophet Mala-
chy to John, who He says is ‘‘more than a prophet,”’ He
declares him the forerunner of Himself as Messias: ‘‘Be-
hold X send My angel before Thy face, who shall prepare
Thy way before Thee’’ (Luke vii. 27).

To the direct and open confession of Peter, ‘‘Thou art
the Christ [s.e., the Messias], the Son of the living God,”’
Jesus answers: ‘‘Blessed art thou, Simon Bar-Jona; be-
cause flesh and blood hath not revealed it to thee, but My
Father who is in heaven’’ (Matt. xvi. 16, 17). When the
Jews gather about Him and urge Him to tell them plainly
if He be the Messias, His answer is: ‘‘I speak to you and
you believe not. The works that I do in the name of My
Father, they give testimony of Me’’ (John x. 24, 25). At
His last supper, just before His passion, He proclaims
penly: ‘‘This is eternal life: That they may know Thee,
the only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom Thou hast sent,’’
—i.c., Jesus the Messias, as ‘‘Christ’’ and ‘‘Messias’’ have
the same meaning (John xvii. 3). When asked by the
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high-priest, ‘‘Art Thou the Christ, the Son of the Blessed
glodsiz’)’ He answers and says to him, ‘‘I am’’ (Mark xiv.

, 62).

How is it possible to make light of the assertions of a
man of such transcendent wisdom and holiness? If His
claim is not admitted the only possible ground for reject-
ing it is that whilst He was sincere He was deceived and
under an illusion. But the victims of an illusion are sooner
or later discovered to be such. Poor human nature can not
hide its moral or intellectual distempers long. Mental dis-
tortion could not long be concealed in the case of one who
professed to have a mission like that of Our Lord. He would
surely do something extravagant or something disedifying.
He would be found uttering prophecies which were not to
be fulfilled. As likely as not he would exhibit pride of
intellect, or even an independence of the law. But symp-
toms of illusion in the case of Jesus of Nazareth are almost
unthinkable.

Still, it was to be expected that if He was sent by God,
God would find a means of accrediting His mission in the
minds of the people. And testimony from on high was by
no means wanting. At His baptism in the Jordan a voice
from heaven was heard, saying: ‘‘This is My beloved Son,
in wkom I am well pleased’’ (Matt. iii. 17). In like man-
ner, at the Transfiguration, from out the cloud that over-
shadowed the three disciples were heard the words: ‘‘This
is My beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased: hear ye
Him’’ (Matt. xvii. 5; 2 Peter i. 17).

But this divine confirmation of His authority was not the
only ratification of His claim to being the Messias. To this
direct commendation of Him from above was added a dis-
play of miraculous powers of the most astounding kind—
and to this He Himself appealed. Miracles almost flowed
from His hands. Multitudes of the sick, including the pal-
sied and the leprous, and of the blind, the deaf and the
mute, cripples and paralytics, came to Him, or were carried
to Him, and were cured in an instant. Not unfrequently
they were cured at a distance—simply by His willing it.
He even brought the dead back to life, as in the case of the
son of the widow of Naim, and in that of His friend Laza-
rus, who had been dead four days and was already putrid.

He showed himself master of inanimate nature. He
calmed the winds, walked upon the waters of a lake as
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though He were walking on the hard ground, changed water
into wine, multiplied five barley-loaves and two small fishes
80 as to be able to feed more than five thousand persons and
leave twelve basketfuls of fragments after all were satisfied.
He expelled devils from the bodies of the possessed; and
the devils, as they fled from their victims, were forced to
acknowledge His mission from on high. ‘‘And the devils
went out of many, crying out and saying, Thou art the Son
of God. And He, rebuking them, suffered them not to
gpeﬁ:): for they knew that He was the Christ’”’ (Luk

iv. 41). '

Miracles such as these were witnessed daily, hourly, dur-
ing a period of three years. They were wrought in many
cases in the presence of vast crowds and under every con-
ceivable variety of circumstances. ‘‘And much people fol-
lowed Him from QGalilee, and from Decapolis, and from
Jerusalem, and from Judea, and from beyond the Jordan.’’
g‘ ‘%d His fame went throughout all Syria’’ (Matt. iv.

Akin to His strictly miraculous powers was His gift of
prophecy, under which head we include His knowledge of
the secrets of the heart and of things beyond the reach of
His senses. To Nathanael, when he was brought to the
Lord by Philip, He described the incidents preceding his
coming, and showed such a knowledge of him without hav-
ing seen him before that Nathanael at once gave utterance
to a fervent act of faith. He foretold that Peter would find
a coin, wherewith to pay the tribute, in the mouth of a
fish which He bade him draw from the sea. He predicted
the treason of Judas, of whose treachery no one else had the
smallest suspicion, and the triple denial of Peter, who was
the loudest in his profession of loyalty. Meeting a Sa-
maritan woman at a well, He tells her, to her utter astonish-
ment, the story of her sinful life.

He foretells that He will be delivered for condemnation
and crucifixion to the heathen, that He will be mocked and
scourged and finally crucified, but that on the third day
after His burial He will rise from the dead. 'We shall see
later how the prediction of His resurrection was fulfilled.
He prophesied the descent of the Holy Ghost upon His
apostles—a prophecy which was so wonderfully fulfilled
on the day of Pentecost. The transference of the kingdom
of God to the Gentiles, the preaching of the Gospel through-
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out the world ; the endurance of the Church under the fiere-
est persecution, a prophecy that has been verified during
nineteen centuries; the circumstances of the destruction of
Jerusalem and the total and permanent dispersion of the
Jewish people—all these events were the object of clear and
distinet prophecies.

None of these predictions could have been the result of
mere human foresight. That a handful of Galilean fisher-
men were destined to make conquest of a world could never
have entered into men’s dreams. That an institution of
such humble beginnings as the Church, wielding none but
spiritual arms and preaching a crucified God, should win
the allegiance of the great and the learned and the powerful
of every age and country, could never have been foreseen
save by one who was supernaturally and wonderfully in-
spired. As to the destruction of Jerusalem and the utter
dispersion of the Jewish race, no mere shrewdness in read-
ing the signs of the times could have enabled any one to
present such a picture of desolation, particularly in its spe-
cific features, as Our Lord sketched in connection with these
two events. The absolute dispersion of a vanquished peo-
ple is an anomaly in history, as conquered nations have in
all other cases been amalgamated with their conquerors.

Can there be any doubt in the mind of any reader of this
book of the reality of these wonderful occurrencest Can
there be any doubt of the trustworthiness of the Gospel nar-
ratives, which were published within the lifetime of very
many witnesses of the public career of Our Lord? The
first two Gospels were issued to the world before thousands
of young men who had seen and heard the Lord had yet
reached middle age. Had these first readers of Matthew
and Mark seen in the Gospels an old legend which no one
could verify and which might well be supposed to contain
the accumulated fabrications of the ages, they would have
paused—even the most credulous of them—before accept-
ing stories which were almost one tissue of miraculous
events. But many of these events they had witnessed them-
selves, and the rest they were not surprised to see narrated
in seript by those who professed to have witnessed them all.

The age could not have been imposed upon by a false ac-
count of events of such recent occurrence. As well might
we suppose that the hundreds of thousands of persons to-
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day who remember our Civil War would accept accounts
of miraculous events accompanying the campaigns of
Grant, or of Sherman, or of McClellan. Any historian of
the war who should indulge in such fancies would be re-
garded as demented. But the writers of the Gospels feared
no such reception for their narratives. Many of their
readers had been witnesses of what was narrated; nay,
many of them, doubtless, who had once been palsied, or
crippled, or blind, had benefited by the exercise of His mir-
aculous power. No one who realizes all this can have any
doubt that the life of Jesus of Nazareth fairly teemed with
miracles and that He wielded the powers of the universe
with such sovereign mastery as to prove either that He
was God or the One sent of God, the Expected of Nations.

It is with this latter alternative, that He was the Ex-
pected of Nations, the Messias, that we are just here con-
cerned ; the more so as it was to His miracles that he prin-
cipally appealed in declaring Himself the Messias. The
argument was irresistible. If such multiplied marks of
divine approbation accompanied His asseveration that He
was the Messias, the conclusion was inevitable that He was
in very truth the Messias. For the Jews there was no loop-
hole of escape from this conclusion except the theory that
His miracles were performed by the aid of Beelzebub. But
this objection He abundantly refuted. It was absurd, He
told them, that Beelzebub should help Him to drive his own
minions out of the bodies of the possessed. ‘‘If Satan . . .
be divided against himself how shall his kingdom stand?
. . . But if I by the finger of God cast out devils, doubt-
}esss 21611)0 kingdom of God is come upon you’’ (Luke xi.

To any one, then, who believed in a God who would not
lead His people into error, or allow them to be deceived by
false signs of divine favor, the events which had happened
could have but one meaning: the kingdom of God had in-
deed come upon them ; Jesus was the Messias ; His word was
the word of God; His teaching about Himself, whatever it
might be, would be infallible. And we shall see that a
prominent point of His teaching about Himself was that
He was the eternal Son of God, equal to the Father—or,
in other words, God made man.

But the greatest of Our Lord’s miracles remains yet to be
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considered ; to wit, His Resurrection, a miracle to which
He Himself appealed by anticipation. To those who had
insincerely sought of Him a sign or miracle that should
satisfy their skepticism He answered that no sign would
be given them but that of Jonas, who after being buried
three days in the body of a whale came forth alive. His
reference was to His Resurrection. His death seeming to
many to prove the falsity of His claims, His Resurrection
was needed to reéstablish His authority.

Here again Providence had arranged for a triumph over
human incredulity. His sepulcher situated in a public
place, the sealed stone rolled against the entrance, the
strong guard placed about the tomb by Pilate, and the
still stronger guard consisting of the host of Christ’s re-
lentless enemies—and then, on the day predicted, the empty
tomb, with the grave-cloths laid carefully by and folded,
thus indicating the improbability of a hasty and stealthy
removal of His body by His friends, and finally the nu-
merous circumstantial accounts of apparitions, some of
them to single individuals, others to groups large and small,
at intervals during no less than forty days, the various nar-
ratives being characterized by a sincerity which is so dis-
tinctive of the sacred writings of the chosen people and of
their successors in the Faith, the early Christians—all these
circumstances combined furnish a body of evidence from
which no sincere skeptic, it should seem, can find an escape.

And yet some of our ‘‘higher critics,’’ among other triv-
ial objections to the Resurrection, are found to urge as
a reason for rejecting the great truth the seeming impos-
sibility of making out of the Gospel narratives a clear story
in which‘every small detail shall be made to fit into its place
and help to interpret the others. There is indeed some ob-
scurity as regards the less important circumstances; but is
that sufficient reason for rejecting the whole history, which
is so clear and full and convincing as regards the main
issue? In the case of every such series of events it is dif-
ficult to make the accounts of many independent witnesses
agree in each small detail. In the case of our great Battle
of Gettysburg, which was a three days’ contest waged by
two large armies over a wide extent of ground, we are not
surprised at experiencing some difficulty in bringing into
harmony the various printed accounts of the battle that
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are now extant; and yet they all witness to a great battle
fought at Gettysburg.

Let any one read, one after the other, the four Gospel
accounts of the Resurrection and the events that followed
it, and then ask himself: Can all this be fiction? The n-
vention of 1t would have been the next greatest wonder to
the Resurrection itself.

‘We have nothing to say here to the atheist or to the
agnostic or to disbelievers in the supernatural generally.
We must refer them to other articles in this little work,
e.g., ‘‘God’s Existence,’’ ‘‘ Agnosticism,’’ ‘‘Miracles.”” We
are appealing to those who believe that earth’s happenings
are under a Providence, which, we maintain, would never
have permitted the drama in which Jesus of Nazareth was
the principal figure to be enacted without its having the
meaning which we and all other Christians ascribe to it.
Neither are we concerned just here with certain recent at-
tempts at explaining the miracles of Jesus as purely natural
though extraordinary phenomena. We shall cast a glance
at these at the close of the article.

To the honest skeptic we would say: Give a fair examina-
tion to the facts of the life of Jesus of Nazareth. Don’t
read disquisitions on the Gospels, but read the Gospels
themselves, one after the other; and then, especially if you
can make yourself acquainted 'with such’ parts of the Old
Testament as will enable you to see the life of Jesus against
its background of sacred history and prophecy, you will
at least be convinced that there are some things in heaven
and earth—pardon the expression—not dreamed of in your
negative philosophy. And now let us hasten to the second
part of our inquiry.

Did Jesus Himself teach the doctrine of* His Godhead?

He not only taught it but inculcated it. The Gospels
abound in utterances of His which were understood both
by His friends and by His enemies as pointing to His di-
vinity. There is not, it is true, any such explicit statement
a8, ‘I am the Lord God, the Maker of heaven and earth’’;
but His reasons for withholding so plain an assertion of
the truth, though hidden in the divine counsels, are perhaps
not entirely beyond the reach of human conjecture. Com-
ing in the guise of a human teacher and speaking in human
accents. to human minds and hearts, He knew that His di-
vinity must be made gradually to dawn upon those human
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minds and to penetrate insensibly into well-disposed human
hearts. He must first convince them of His mission from
on high, and then of His sonship in respect to God ; and fi-
nally He must imply in many different forms of expres-
sion His equality and identity with God. This gradual but
effective process we may say without presumption was
worthy of Him who was and is the wisdom of the Father.
From the beginning He spoke as one having power. He was
listened to as a teacher of transcendent authority. ‘‘Never
did man speak like this man,’’ was the testimony of his
enemies. His words indeed fell upon the ears of the envious
and narrow-minded scribes and Pharisees as good seed falls
upon bad soil ; but in the humble and the open-minded they
produced a belief in the Saviour which finally culminated
in the wholehearted declaration of St. Peter: ‘‘Thou art
the Christ, the Son of the living God,”’ and the even more
explicit profession of faith of'St. Thomas: ‘‘My Lord and
my God.”’

‘We shall now quote a number of Our Lord’s utterances
bearing on His divinity. Any attempt to explain them
except by the doctrine of the divinity will land us between
the horns of a dilemma. For if Qur Lord did not mean to
teach the doctrine of His divinity He ran the greatest pos-
sible risk of leading the people into idolatry, for He said
everything short of asserting, ‘‘I am God.”’ But as it was
impossible for one of His transcendent holiness to lead the
people into idolatry, He must have meant what He seemed
to imply by His words. Even such declarations as the
following would have had a seductive effect if uttered by
any one who was not divine: ‘‘I am the way, the truth, and
the life’” (John xiv. 6); ‘I am the vine, ye are the
branches’’ (John xv. 5) ; ‘“Without Me you can do noth-
ing’’ (John xv. 5).

And yet these are not the strongest expressions bearing
on the divinity. Let us reflect for a moment on the signifi-
cance of the following: ‘‘The Son of man is Lord even of
the sabbath’’ (Matt. xii. 18); ‘““What things soever [the
Father] doth, these the Son also doth in like manner’’
(John v. 19); ‘‘As the Father raiseth up the dead and
giveth life, so the Son also giveth life to whom He will’’
(John v. 21); ‘‘That all men may honor the Son as they
honor the Father’’ (John v. 23). Let us endeavor to real-
ize the effect of these words on the devoted followers of
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Our Lord. Could they have thought Him less than God
when He laid claim to the same honor as the Father? And
if He was not God they were led into idolatry.

When the high-priest adjured Him by the living God
to declare if He were ‘‘the Christ, the Son of God,’’ His
answer was, ‘‘Thou hast said it,’”’—a form of expression
which was equivalent here to, ‘‘Yes, I am the Christ, the
Son of God.”” And so His words were understood by the
high-priest, who, rending his garments, exclaimed: ‘‘He
hath blasphemed: what further need have we of wit-
nesses?’’ (Matt. xxvi. 63-65). Why ‘‘blasphemed,’’ unless
He was supposed to have insulted God by an assumption of
divinity? To have claimed the Messiasship alone would
not have been deemed blasphemy ; but to have called Him-
gelf the Son of God was enough to create a plausible ground
for accusing Him of blasphemy. The accusation was the
same as that made on so many other occasions, and on the
same grounds: He had called God His Father, and thus
made Himself equal to God (John v. 18; x. 30, 33; xix. 7).
But He takes no pains to explain His words and give them
a milder meaning than had been conveyed to His hearers.
He abides by His assertion and suffers death in conse-
quence. And yet He was speaking before the most sacred
tribunal of His nation, which He respected as representing
the authority of God Himself, and hence must have felt
conscious of His obligation to correct any false interpreta-
tion of His words. We must, therefore, conclude that there
was nothing to correct: He was in very truth the eternal
Son of God and equal to the Father.

The conclusion we have drawn from the declaration made
by Our Lord before the high-priest derives no little con-
firmation from a notable profession of faith made by St.
Peter. The Lord had asked the disciples, ‘‘ Whom do men
say that the Son of man is?’’ And they answered Him:
‘‘Some John the Baptist, and other some Elias, and others
Jeremias, or one of the prophets. Jesus saith to them: But
whom do you say that I am? Simon Peter answered and
said: Thou art Christ, the Son of the living God. And
Jesus answering, said to him: Blessed art thou, Simon
Bar-Jona; because flesh and blood hath not revealed it to
thee, but My Father who is in heaven’’ (Matt. xvi. 13-17).
It must be noted, in the first place, that the appellation
“‘son of God’’ was, in accordance with Hebrew usage, often



88 Christ’s Divinity

given to persons specially favored by God and to the
anointed kings of Israel; but in the above passage the defi-
nite article the must denote a special and exclusive rela-
tion between the Son and the Father. Then, too, the solemn
scriptural phrase ‘‘the living God’’ seems to indicate the
speaker’s awful sense of the dignity of that sonship which
he was ascribing to his Master. Hence we are not surprised
at the solemnity with which the Master congratulates Peter:
‘‘Blessed art thou, Simon Bar-Jona; because flesh and
blood [4.e., human wisdom or experience] hath not revealed
it to thee, but My Father who is in heaven.”” Special en-
lightenment from on high was needed for the learning of
so sublime a truth. To be the eternal Son of God was in-
finitely greater than to be the Messias. A knowledge of the
latter dignity was open to those who witnessed His won-
drous works, to which He Himself appealed when ques-
tioned by the messengers of the Baptist; but to know that
He was the eternal Son of God was a favor due to special
divine tuition.

Those who were the recipients of this favor were indeed
to be congratulated on having understood the Scriptures,
which to others were, in regard to this truth, a sealed book.
For had not Isaias foretold in words that were understood
as relating to the Messias: ‘‘For a child is born to us, and
a son is given to us, and the government is upon His shoul-
der: and His name shall be called Wonderful, Counsellor,
Gop the Mighty, the Father of the world to come, the Prince
of Peace’’? (ix. 6).

But apart from these special events which we have been
noticing, the extraordinary way in which He habitually
spoke of His relations with His Father tended to create
a belief in His divinity. His mode of speaking in this con-
nection, if used by any one else, and in the ordinary inter-
course of life, would imply that in the speaker’s mind the
term ‘‘Father’’ was understood in the strictest and most
literal sense. And again, supposing He were the Messias
without being God—great indeed, but still standing at an
infinite distance from God. He would never have pre-
3;!(!;0& to use such language in referenee to Himself and

The quotations that follow prove, each and all, that the
sonship of which Our Lord speaks is a natural one; but a
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natural relationship with God necessarily implies an iden-
tity in nature with Him.

““ All things whatsoever the Father hath are Mine’’ (John
xvi. 15). “‘What things soever [the Father] doth, these
the Son also doth in like manner’’ (John v. 19).

“J and the Father are one.”’ ‘‘That you may know and
belggv% tsl;at the Father is in Me and 1 in the Father’’ (John
x. 30, 38).

‘I speak that which I have seen with My Father’’ (John
viii. 38).—‘‘With'’ here means the same as apud in Latin,
i.6., ‘‘in the company, or in the house, of.”” The signifi-
cance of this particle cannot be overrated: it indicates an
eternal abiding with the Father.

¢¢All things are delivered to Me by My Father; and no
one knoweth who the Son is, but the Father; and who the
Father is, but the Son; and to whom the Son will reveal
[Him]’’ (Luke x. 22).

“Did you not know,’”” He said to His mother and His
foster-father when they found Him with the doctors in the
Temple, ‘‘that I must be about My Father’s businesst’’
(Luke ii. 49.)

The climax is reached in this species of testimony when
Our Lord relates the parable of the wicked husbandmen.
It is given in the three synoptic Gospels (Luke xx.; Mark
xii.; Matt. xxi.). When the master of the vineyard had
sent one servant after another to receive the fruits of the
vineyard, and the servants had been either killed or maimed
by the husbandmen, he said: ‘‘I will send my beloved son.
It may be, when they see him they will reverence him.’’
But, quite the contrary, they fell upon the son, saying:
““This is the heir—let us kill him, that the inheritance may
be ours.”’ Our Lord makes it plain in the context that the
son in the parable is Himself, and the husbandmen the
Jews, who are to put Him to death. The parable would
have no meaning if Jesus were not the only-begotten Son,
possessing the same divine nature as the Father.

Finally, we have the two striking passages in which Our
Lord proclaims, in the one indirectly, in the other di-
rectly, the eternity of His being. ‘‘You sent to John,’’ He
once said to His enemies, ‘‘and he gave testimony to the
truth’’ (John v. 33). He therefore appeals to the testi-
mony of John. Let us then turn to the words of the Bap-
tist: ¢“This is He of whom I said: After me there cometh
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a man who is preferred before me, because He was before
me’’—that is to say, existed before me. But as he had not
existed before him in time, having been born after him,
He must have existed before him in eternity. Who and
what He was in His eternal existence is set forth in the con-
cluding words of St. John’s testimony: ‘‘And I saw, and I
gave testimony, that this is the Son of God’’ (John i. 30,
84).

Speaking to His enemies on another occasion, He said:
‘¢ Abraham your father rejoiced that he might see My day:
he saw it and was glad.”’ The Jews therefore said to Him:
‘‘Thou art not yet fifty years old, and hast thou seen Abra-
ham?’’ Jesus said to them: ‘‘Amen, amen, I say to you,
before Abraham was made, I am.”” There is no parallel -
to this in human language. The Jews might have expected
Him to say ‘‘I was,”’ instead of ‘‘I am’’; but ‘‘I was’
could not have expressed the eternity of His being, which
is one indivisible present, without past or future. Again,
therefore, He thought it not robbery to be equal to God,
to that God who, when Moses asked Him what answer he
should make the people if they should ask him the name of
the God who was sending him, said to Moses, ‘I am who
am. . . . Thus shalt thou say to the children of Israel: He
who is hath sent me to you:’’ or, as rendered more exactly
from the Hebrew, ‘‘I am hath sent me to you.’’” Eternal
Being is His very essence. But even though He had said,
¢I was’’ instead of ‘‘I am,’”’ He would have indicated His
divine life in eternity before either He or John had come
upon earth.

And now we are prepared for the full and explicit con-
fession of St. Thomas the apostle: ¢ My Lord and my God.”’
‘We may now say without presumption that our thesis is
proved: Jesus of Nazareth was the Messias, and therefore
His teaching was the truth; but part of that teaching was
that He was God ; therefore He was God.

And yet we have not finished. We have been dealing
with the direct utterances of the Master; we have yet to
see the meaning of His words brought out in the clearest
and most explicit terms by His apostles, who were His ac-
credited representatives—to whom He had given the com-
mission to teach in His name—*‘Going, therefore, teach all
nations’’—to whom He had given the promise, ‘‘Behold, I
am with you all days, even to the consummation of the
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world’’—and upon whose teaching He had promised to put
gfedsea.l of miracles—a promise which was abundantly ful-

What do the apostles teach about the divinity of Christ?

St. Peter, the Prince of the apostles, begins his Second
Epistle with these words: ‘‘Simon Peter, servant and apos-
tle of Jesus Christ, to them that have obtained equal faith
with us in the justice of our Goo and Saviour Jesus
Christ.”’

St. John, in his First Epistle, v. 20, writes thus: ‘‘And
we know that the Son of God is come: and He hath given
us understanding, that we may know the true God and
may be in His ¢rue Son. This is the true Goo, and life eter-
nal.”” ‘“‘This,”’ in the last sentence is equivalent to an
emphatic ‘‘He,’’ referring to ‘‘true Son,’’ who is here de-
scribed as the true God and life eternal. The expression
““‘His true Son’’ would alone be convincing.

St. Paul, who was taught by God Himself, but whose
teachings were guaranteed to the faithful by the apostles
as well as by his own miracles, says of Jesus: ‘‘Who, being
in the form of God, thought it not robbery to be equal with
God, but emptied Himself, taking the form of a servant,
being made in the likeness of men, and in habit found as a
man’’ (Philipp. ii. 6, 7). No mere mortal could think it no
robbery to be equal to God ; and if Jesus thought it no rob-
bery it was because He was very God. Being in the form,
i.e., having the nature of God, He emptied Himself, not by
divesting Himself of His divine nature, but by taking to
Himself our human nature.

Again St. Paul, writing to the Colossians (i. 15-17), says:
*“Who [1.e., the Son] is the image of the invisible God, the
firstborn of every creature; for in Him were all things cre-
ated in heaven and on earth, visible and invisible, whether
thrones or dominations or principalities or powers: all
things were created by Him and in Him. And He is be-
fore all, and by Him all things consist.”’ By ‘‘firstborn of
every creature’’ is to be understood, not born into this
world the first of all creatures, but first generated, or
eternally generated, and before all creatures; primogenitus
omnis creaturae, as the Latin Vulgate has it. This is im-
plied in the succeeding clauses, which plainly describe Him
as the Creator and Preserver of all things, and therefore as
the Sovereign God.
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It is not surprising, then, that St. John should bear wit-
ness to the same sublime truth. The first chapter of his
Gospel begins with these words: ‘‘In the beginning was the
Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was
@od.”’ It is of the Word that he says a little further on that
He ‘‘was made flesh and dwelt among us.’’

The last-mentioned enunciation of the great truth needs
no comment, except, perhaps, in reference to a modern eriti-
cism to the effect that the writer of the Gospel, in speaking
of the Word, has appropriated the language and the
thought of a philosophy.which had some vogue at the time
when the fourth Gospel was written—the system of Philo
Judaeus—and that, consequently, no little suspicion is cast
upon the genuineness of the Gospel attributed to St. John.
Much has been written in refutation of this position, but
the better part of it may perhaps be summed up in these few
words: First, the Word as conceived by Philo was not
identical with the conception of St. John. It (or he) was
an inferior being, in nowise identical with the divine Es-
sence ; whereas according to St. John ‘‘the Word was God.”’
Second, even on the supposition that the writer of the Gos-
pel adopted the language of the philosopher, he employed
it in the service of truth. St. John had discovered the ¢rus
‘Word, of whom an imperfect notion had been conceived by
the philosopher. He had learned to know the Word who is
the Wisdom of the Father and who is one with Him in
nature (see ‘‘Development of Doctrine’’ and ‘“‘Dogmas’’).

The teaching of St. Paul in the ninth chapter of his Epis-
tle to the Romans, verse 5, is no less explicit than that of
St. John. ‘‘Of whom [the Israelites],’’ he says, ‘‘is Christ,
;ccordin,g to the flesh, who is over all things, Gop blessed

orever.

II—A MODERN EXPLANATION OF CHRIST’S MIRACLES

We have said that the question of Our Lord’s miracles is
not affected by any of the real achievements of the science
of the day ; but it is one of the peculiarities of the age that
there are a number of half-fledged sciences whose cultiva-
tors are indeed occupying a legitimate field of research but
are, some of them at least, governed by anything but a
scientific spirit. Over-confidence of assertion, and even of
prediction, is their characteristic note. Prominent among
these latter-day sciences is one that may be called the seci-
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ence of mind influence. It investigates, among other things,
the influence of mind upon matter. A certain number of
facts are adduced to prove that mind produces effects upon
human organisms hitherto thought impossible. Extremists
in this line of investigation go so far as to say that all sup-
posed miraculous cures are due entirely to the influence of
mind upon matter, that they are purely natural effects pro-
duced by natural causes, that they are the work of man
and nature, and not of God.

Our Lord’s miracles are explained by some members of
this school as having been due to what is technically called
suggestion. What is suggestion? Suggestion is the em-
ployment of any means other than reasoning or the ordi-
nary arts of persuasion ; as for instance, the enunciation of
a word or a sentence, or the use of a sign, a look, or an at-
titude, in order to induce in another a desired state of
mind. It is a species of personal influence, or of personal
magnetism, in the more popular sense of the word. In the
degree in which a person is open to any such influence he
is said to be suggestible. The quality varies with the in-
dividual, and some have it in a very abnormal degree. In
the case of supposed miraculous cures, we are told, the ef-
fect may really be produced; the blind may be made to
see and the lame to walk, but the effect is due to sugges-
tion. In the case of Qur Lord’s miracles the spell of His
presence and the power of His words induced a state of in-
tense belief in the sufferers; so intense indeed as to work a
cure in the affected organ. It was the intense faith of the
sufferer that straightened out his distorted limbs, or mended
his broken bones, or flooded his sightless eyeballs with light !

‘“Wonderful!’”’ exclaims some innocent reader. *‘In-
credible!’”’ Wonderful, if you choose, replies the would-be
scientist, but not incredible ; the thing can be done, because
it has been done. And accordingly, a certain number of
facts, more or less accurately reported, are brought for-
ward as proving that states of mind may be made to pro-
duce extraordinary states of body. A certain class of facts
that have been casually and somewhat frequently observed
is first adduced in evidence. The following, for example:
A man is knocked down by a passing cart. In his fright
he fancies that a wheel has passed over one of his arms and
crushed it, whereas it has only grazed it. On rising to his
feet, however, he finds that his arm is paralyzed. Here a
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frightened state of mind has inflicted a serious injury upon
his body.

But this is mild compared with other alleged facts. It
is asserted, for instance, that persons in a hypnotic state
may be made, through the medium of suggestion, to experi-
ence certain pathological conditions of the body foreseen
and predicted by the operator. We are told that in one case
at least a hypnotic subject has been told that on a certain
day and at a certain hour he would find upon his arm sores
or scars having a certain shape and spelling certain words
and that the prediction was verified.

On the basis of a few such facts, real or supposed, it is
argued that if mere states of mind are known to have pro-
duced such effects upon the body, we are not warranted in
placing any limit to the influence of mind upon matter.
‘Why may not the reputed miraculous cures wrought by
Christ have been directly produced by the faith of the suf-
ferer and not by any supernatural power possessed by his
healer?

This question we shall endeavor to answer. In the first
place, soul and body are so intimately united that it is not
surprising that the ome should influence the other; nor
would it be surprising to learn that the mind can exercise
a much greater influence over the body than has been gen-
erally supposed. But what are the facts of the case? We
are confronted with an embryo science which has noted, in
some cases with the simplest credulity, a certain number of
facts, very few of which have been subjected to rigid scien-
tific serutiny. And the more significant of the incidents
reported have happened in the case of persons in most ab-
normal states of mind or body. Are we to suppose that the
persons cured by Our Lord were hypnotics? Considering
the vast number cured, are we not to suppose that they pre-
sented about the average of psychic susceptibility?! Ex-
traordinary psychic phenomena occur under extraordinary
psychic conditions. Are we to suppose that the hundreds,
perhaps thousands, who were so wondrously healed sup-
plied such extraordinary conditions?! And yet we never
hear of any being turned away as unfit subjects.

It must be noted, in the next place, that some of Our
Lord’s cures were wrought upon persons at a distance—
notably in the case of the son of the ruler of Capharnaum.
Even admitting the power of suggestion, can its power be
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exercised without any communication between the two per-
sons concerned? We hear, it is true, not a little nowadays
of mind influencing mind without any observable medium
of communication. Telepathy is one of the magic words of
the hour; but a little investigation will show that from a
scientific standpoint it is little more than a word. Whether
there is such a thing as genuine telepathy remains to be de-
termined by further research; the facts thus far observed
being such as to create, it is true, an impression of the mys-
terious, but not a conviction of the finality of the evidence.
Besides, the facts reported are perfectly trivial compared
with the miracle of the sudden cure of a mortal illness at a
considerable distance, as in the case of the ruler’s son. But
there is one class of cures reported in the Gospels in which
the very possibility of faith by suggestion is excluded. We
refer to the cure of those distempers caused by demoniac
possession. In these cases the victim of possession, inspired
by the evil one within him and acting as though he were
identified with him, would cry out in horror at the approach
of Him whom he regarded as his greatest enemy. There is
small intimation of faith here.

But, waiving these considerations, let us endeavor to real-
ize something of what is implied in the assumption that
the cures wrought by Our Lord were due to purely natural
causes. If they were not supernatural and purely miracu-
lous, by what manner of means did He effect them? The an-
swer of our adversaries is that He possessed a wonderful
practical knowledge of the use of suggestion ; such a knowl-
edge, we would add, as modern practitioners may not hope
to attain after generations of accumulated experience. But -
whence did He get it? If He was the Incarnate God it is,
of course, conceivable that He deigned to make use of a
natural expedient like suggestion; but what then becomes
of His appeal to His miracles precisely as miracles? That
He regards them as wrought by the power of the Most High
and as the seal placed by the Most High upon His life and
His work is evident throughout the Gospels.

If, on the other hand, He was no more than man, how
are we to account for His knowledge? How could a country
carpenter, who was reputed among His townsmen to know
nothing and who was scorned by them as a wicked pre-
tender when He came among them in the course of His pub-
lic life and presumed to explain the Scriptures—how could
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He be supposed to have learned the profoundest secrets of
nature by the simple act of passing beyond the limits of
His native village! Had His Heavenly Father suddenly
given Him a knowledge of suggestion? He could as easily
have given Him the power of bona-fide miracles, which
would have redounded more to the glory of Father and
Son. But even if He had taught Him a knowledge of the
purely human art, the sudden accession of such enormous
knowledge and power would have been no less wonderful
than the power of miracles. Thus it is difficult in any case
to escape from the supernatural.

But Providence has forestalled the criticism of the twen-
tieth century as it has that of other centuries. Our Divine
Lord provided that His miracles should be of so varied a
character that adverse criticism, psychological or otherwise,
if it took exception to some would find itself baffled by
others. Bodily cures were not the only miracles wrought
by Our Lord. Every species of miracle is represented in
the Gospel accounts of His public life. Not only upon liv-
ing men, but upon the dead; not only upon human forms,
but also upon the forces of inanimate nature, were His
miraculous powers exercised. By a single word of com-
mand He restored to life a young man who was being car-
ried to his grave. For the raising of Lazarus Providence
had brought it about that he should be dead four days and
that his body should be already putrid, thus making the
evidence of the miracle afterward wrought most patent.
He changed water into wine, calmed terrific storms, walked
upon the waters of a lake and enabled one of His apostles
to do the same. Followed into a desert place by a vast
throng, He multiplies five barley-loaves and two fishes in
the hands of His disciples so as to enable them to feed more
than five thousand persons and fill twelve baskets with the
fragments that remain after all are satisfied. A similar
miracle He performed in favor of four thousand persons.

But His miracles were not confined to the domain of what
are called nature’s laws. The world of spirits was no less
affected by His presence on earth. The devils, as we have
seen, confessed His power as they were driven from the
bodies of the possessed. Let any one who is inclined to
skepticism on this point read the account of the exorcism
of the demoniac in the country of the Gerasens (Luke viii;
Mark v; Matt. viii). In this instance the devil, after re-
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ducing his victim to a state of the wildest desperation, finds
himself in the presence of the Saviour. Through the me-
dium of the possessed one he adores Him and cries out with
a loud voice: ‘‘What have we to do with Thee, Jesus, Son of
God? Art Thou come hither to torment us before the
time?’’ Not far from them there was a herd of swine feed-
ing. Jesus having asked the demon his name, the answer
came, ‘‘My name is Legion, for we are many.’” And the
demons asked the Lord not to drive them out of the coun-
try, but to cast them into the herd of swine. The Lord
gave the command and the devils took possession of the
swine, which numbered about two thousand; and imme-
diately the swine rushed headlong down the side of the
mountain and were drowned in the sea.

His miracles were multitudinous, heyond all reckoning.
They might be witnessed daily, almost hourly, during the
space of three long years. They were frequently worked
in the presence of vast multitudes, just as occasion occurred
and without any sign of preparation—without any appa-
ratus suggestive of the magician—without a single failure,
such as occurs in our time at the séances of spiritistic me-
diums, where the failure is attributed to the presence of
an unsympathetic spectator.

Moreover, the Gospels in which they are narrated bear
the marks of a singular sincerity and simplicity, whilst
their authenticity is further guaranteed by the fact that
they were published in the lifetime of very many witnesses
of the events narrated. It is to be noted, finally, that the
miraculous career of Qur Lord was not an isolated episode
of history. It became the corner-stone of the Christian
religion, which has changed the face of the earth and has
profoundly influenced the destinies of nations. It was the
divine power exhibited in His works, and in the works of
His apostles, who wrought in His name, that brought to
the feet of the apostles those who believed that in very
truth the Kingdom of God had come among men.

CHURCH OF CHRIST, THE

HOW TO FIND IT

Objection.—If the true Church of Christ is
still in existence the claimants to that title are
so numerous that the problem of finding the
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Church is beyond the powers of any but extraor-
dinary minds. The average man might be ex-
cused if he gave up the search.

THE ANSsWER.—The problem is not so difficult in itself;
it is often made difficult by the way in which it is ap-
proached. Christ established a Church that could be recog-
nized by all men, high and low, learned and unlearned.
‘“Go ye into the whole world and preach the Gospel to
every creature.”” These are His words; and when He
added, ‘‘He that believeth not shall be condemned,’’ He
implied that to recognize the truth was possible, and more
than possible, for otherwise the refusal to do so would not
incur damnation.

But the acceptance of the bare teaching of the Gospel was
not enough ; that teaching was to be enshrined in a Church
—an organized society—to whose rulers obedience was to
be due. Christ speaks of ‘‘building’’ a Church, that is to
say, of founding a permanent organization for the guidance
of men to salvation. He enjoins obedience to it in such
words as, ‘‘He that will not hear the Church, let him be to
thee as the heathen and the publican.”’ The sacred writ-
ings abound in allusions to a Church, or assembly of be-
lievers, governed by the apostles or those appointed by
them ; a Church, too, about entering or not entering which
there could be no question: to belong to it was a universal
obligation.

CONDITIONS FOR SOLVING THE PROBLEM

The obstacles preventing one from getting at the truth
about the Church vary, of course, with the individual.
There are persons who feel a sort of fascination in merely
skirmishing with the subject, and, generally, in merely
playing with religious ideas. Religion is an interesting sub-
ject; mystery is always alluring; and in our age there is a
tendency to speculate about religion much in the spirit in
which Doctor Johnson says the Greeks were wont to do,
that is to say, without much sense of personal religious
obligation. But such is not the spirit that pervades the
New Testament. In the mind of Christ religion has a prac-
tical aspect which can not be dissociated from it. A right
mode of worship, a working out of one’s salvation by the
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aid of religion, a submission to divinely appointed author-
ity in the Church (one true Church, as is plain), all this
was an essential part of the plan of salvation to which
Christ came to give effect.

There is no choice left us but to use the means of salva-
tion which He has provided. As He equipped the apostles
and their successors with extraordinary powers, even that
of binding and loosing, and that of opening and closing
the gates of heaven, and commanded all men to hear them
—‘‘He that heareth you heareth Me: and he that despiseth
you despiseth Me’’ (Luke x. 16)—the possession of such
authority would be absurd if men might at pleasure submit
or refuse to submit to those who possessed it. Membership
in the Church presided over by the successors of the apos-
tles is therefore a matter of the strictest personal obliga-
tion; and for those who are not yet among its members
the duty of inquiry and of prompt and generous action is
one of the most pressing nature.

Before or after one has begun his inquiry he may be
hampered by another obstacle—prejudice, especially in-
herited prejudice, or that instilled in early childhood —
prejudice that tends to block out all inquiry in certain di-
rections in which it is taken for granted that the truth can
not possibly be found. Many a convert to the Faith has
been kept out of the Fold of Christ by prejudice the greater
part of his life. 'Whenever there is question of putting one-
self in an order established by Prowdence, or of personal
salvation, which is the same thing, the closmg of any ave-
nue by which truth may reach the mind involves a risk
which no man has any warrant for taking.

Another obstacle lies in the complezity of the problem;
a complexxty, however, which is not of its essence. The
solution is difficult because it seems to be a matter of de-
ciding between hundreds of sects all of which are denomi-
nated Christian, or of shifting from one sect to another
till the right one is found. The problem must be simpli-
fied, and so simplified that a key to its solution may be put
into the hands of all. The Church, we must repeat, is a
Church that may easily be recogmzed by all, for to all the
Gospel was to be preached. The Church must, therefore,
possess distinguishing marks which can easily be recog-
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THE MARKS OR SIGNS OF THE TRUE CHURCH

The necessity of some marks or notes by which to dis-
tinguish the Church is acknowledged by Protestants as well
a8 by Catholics; but the notes set forth by Protestants may
be shown to be impracticable as guides. Protestants tell us
that the true Church is to be found wherever there is a
right preaching of the word of God and a right administra-
tion of the sacraments. Now this double criterion is clearly
delusive ; not only because it fails to distinguish the Church
from schismatical bodies, but also and chiefly because these
two supposed notes of the Church are, practically, no notes
at all —that is to say, outward visible marks which are
easily distinguished. They are facts, it is true, to any one
to whom they can be proved to be facts, but they are not
signs or marks which can be matter of direct observation.
Sermons and rites are, of course, observable facts, but the
rightness or wrongness of sermons or rites is not an ob-
servable fact. If I am told, therefore, that any given re-
ligious sect is known to be the one true Church of Christ
by the fact that it preaches the Gospel aright and adminis-
ters the sacraments aright, my answer at once is a chal-
lenge : Prove that such is the character of its preaching and
of its sacramental system. I have asked for a stign and am
given instead a proposition that needs to be proved.

The Catholic Chureh, on the other hand, insists on the
application of tests which are more ready to hand but
which, nevertheless, are infallible. The notes of the Church
to which she appeals are supplied by the Nicene Creed,
which is accepted by the greater part of Christendom.

The true ‘Church is one, holy, catholic, and apostolic.

Here we have four distinguishing traits which, compara-
tively speaking, are easily discerned. The church possess-
ing them can not easily conceal them. Unity and cath-
olicity (or universality) will be manifest to the average
observer. Holiness in ends, means, results, can not long
lie hidden. As to apostolicity, or the Church’s descent
from the apostles, if any world-wide church possesses it, the
fact will be written legibly on the pages of history.

Now the Roman Catholic Church is the only church to
;vhich these marks, either singly or in their totality, be-
ong

In the first place, there is prima facie (or first sight)
evidence of their belonging to the Church of Rome. The
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““old’’ Church, as every one calls it, conspicuous for its
unity, spread throughout the world (it is anything but nar-
row or national), and exerting a special power and in-
fluence for good—does not this sound like a description of
the Church of Rome? And in what other church does the
presence of these traits show itself on the very surface?
Here, then, we have a point of departure for the inquirer:
the claims of the Roman Catholic Church merit first con-
sideration, just as in physical science first indications all
pointing one way have the first claim to the attention of the
investigator.

In the course of his study the inquirer will be led to see
that the ‘“old’’ Churech is the veritable Church of the apos-
tles by reason of the continuity of its tradition; that its
unity is perfect and could only have been preserved by a
special providence ; that its holiness is greater than at first
sight appeared, and is due mainly to the preservation of the
divine element in its ministrations; and that in its charac-
ter of a world-religion it is as universal as the merciful
designs of its divine Founder.

The inquirer will now be ready for a more particular
study of the notes as possessed by the Roman Catholic
Church.

AposToLICITY.—What is the origin of the present hier-
archy of the Catholic Church, that is to say, of the graded
ministry consisting of the Pope, the patriarchs, the bishops,
the priests, etc.? It takes no profound knowledge of his-
tory to see in the present hierarchy the lineal descendants,
in a spiritual sense, of the apostles and their immediate
successors. In each successive age we find the hierarchy
of the time safely anchored in the past. Each diocese could
exhibit the unbroken line of its spiritual rulers from the
beginning. In the earlier centuries heresies were trium-
phantly refuted by the application of the touchstone of
apostolic succession. ‘‘We have it in our power,”’ said
Irenaeus in the second century, ‘‘to enumerate those who
were by the apostles instituted bishops in the churches and
the successors of those bishops down to ourselves.”” The
same boast is repeated by Tertullian in the third century,
and by others in successive ages down to the present. It is
conceded by all that the present hierarchy of the Catholic
Church is in a direct line of descent from the apostles.

The acknowledgment of this fact is a matter of the first
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importance; for undoubtedly if the question is, which of
the churches is the one true Church of Christ, a8 church
whose succession of teachers and rulers can be traced to
apostolic days must possess an immense advantage in the
discussion as compared with any church not possessing
such perfeetly visible links connecting it with the begin-
nings of Christianity.

And now let us apply the test of apostolicity to the other
churches. How can they possibly establish any connection
with the apostolic age? Lutheranism began with Luther,
a self-commissioned preacher, who succeeded for a time in
making his opinions acceptable to his followers. A similar
origin is that of all the Evangelical religions that have
sprung up since the first half of the sixteenth century. We
gather from the sacred writings that a preacher must have
his credentials. He can not preach unless commissioned to
do so. ‘‘How shall they preach unless they be sent?’’ asks
St. Paul, writing to the Romans (x. 15). No one can
preach in Christ’s name unless commissioned by Christ
Himself, as the apostles were, or by those who have received
their authority from Him. Hence the necessity of a suc-
cession of commissioned preachers, each receiving his au-
thority from another, and all tracing their commission back
to Christ Himself.

How shall they preach unless they be sent? What an-
swer then can be made to the crucial question, Who sent
Luther, Calvin, and Zwingli to preach? And above all,
who could have sent them to preach a doctrine at variance
with that unsversally taught sn the Church of Christ? Is
there any meaning in being ‘‘sent’’ if the one sent preaches
what he pleases?

The truth is that the whole doctrine regarding the neces-
sity of the preacher’s being sent was virtually repudiated
by the self-constituted reformers of the sixteenth eentury.
They took the bold stand of preaching a doctrine opposed
to that of the Church, although ¢ was only from the Church
they could have received a commission to preach at all.
Did they fancy they were sent directly by the Holy Ghost?
1f s0, what manner of credentials did they bring with them ¢
St. Paul was sent by the Holy Ghost, but his credentials
were well certified. His mission was revealed to the Church,
he conferred with the other apostles about his teachmgs
and taught the same doctrines as they. The Reformers’
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commission from the Holy Ghost had no such certification.

Furthermore, the idea of apostolic continuity sncludes
much more than the bare fact of succession in office; other-
wise the occupant of an episcopal see, though he turned
Mohammedan and preached Mohammedanism, might still
claim to be a successor of the apostles! The fasth and
practice of the apostles must also be handed on to posterity
by the occupants of sees. If the rulers of God’s Church
in the twentieth century do not stand for all that the apos-
tles stood for in point of teaching and ministry the note
of apostolicity is gone.

It is conceivable that a bishop duly consecrated and given
local jurisdiction should lapse from the Faith and use his
office in the interest of heresy. In that case apostolic suc-
cession would be a body without a soul. Jurisdiction, no
less than orthodoxy, would necessarily cease, and true n-
ternal succession would be no more than a name. And if
such a bishop should consecrate another to be his successor
and to propagate his heresy, the status of the latter would
be like that of his predecessor. This is plain common sense,
as well as the teaching of the Fathers. Now if this be the
case there must be in the Church of Christ a criterion of
genuine internal apostolic succession ; and our contention is
that the only church possessing any such criterion is the
gl;urch which acknowledges the jurisdiction of the See of

me.

It is precisely by and through this universal jurisdietion,
wherever it has been acknowledged, that orthodoxy has
been preserved and the faithful have been given a security
that they were under the genuine successors of the apostles.
It is not our purpose at present to establish the claims of
the Roman primacy—that we have done elsewhere in this
volume—(see ‘‘The Pope II—Christ’s Vicar’’) ; and after
all, we are dealing only with the phase of apostolicity
which constitutes it a mark or sign of the true Church,
easily discernible by the many. The Roman Church is the
only one that has any recognized orsterion of apostolical
successton, whilst the other churches have absolutely none.

According to the Anglican view, apostolicity in the
Church consists of a number of separate streams of apos-
tolic succession, each flowing in its own channel and never,
unless accidentally, brought into conjunection with the
others; whereas from the apostolic age onward the mind
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of Christendom has conceived of the Apostolic Church as
an organic whole, symbolized, according to St. Paul and the
Fathers, by the living human body, whose members are made
one with the head. What possible criterion can Anglicans
have in the matter of teaching and jurisdiction? Even if
Anglican orders were valid, do orders confer local jurisdic-
tion? If so, where is the proof of it? When the first An-
glican bishops forced themselves out of the framework of
the ecclesiastical polity in which their predecessors had
been for ages, what guarantee could they give their flocks
that they wielded apostolic authority? The voice of all
Christendom was against them—as it is to-day; the Pope,
whose supremacy their predeeessors had acknowledged,
repudiated them ; there was no foundation in Scripture for
their anomalous position; and henceforth the veriest of
heretics, if he succeeded in getting some genuine bishop to
place his hands upon him, might usurp the government of
a diocese in the name of Christ and His apostles. If op-
posed by the Anglican authorities and required to answer
the question, ‘“Where did you get your jurisdiction?’’ he
might with justice ask them in turn, ‘“Where did you get
yours?’’

Historically, the Anglican system has borne its natural
fruits in its evolution of doctrine and worship. Anglican-
ism embraces to-day every form of teaching from Roman
Catholicism (or something akin to it) to the veriest Zwin-
glianism, and from Zwinglianism to Unitarianism, or
worse; but its formularies and its Prayer Book are suffi-
ciently elastic to be made to cover every vagary of the An-
glican mind.

The case of the schismatical churches of the East is
scarcely better than that of Anglicanism. For more than
eight centuries their standing before the rest of Christen-
dom was assured by the one bond of union which united
them with all the other churches—the primacy of the See
of Rome. To-day, severed from the center of unity, they
seek in vain for a rallying-point of orthodoxy. What is to
be thought of apostolical teaching and jurisdiction in
churches which for centuries acknowledged the supremacy
of the Pope, then renounced it, again on two separate oe-
casions embraced it, once more renounced it, till finally
they lapsed into a state of bondage to the secular power
which has been the latest stage of their downward courset
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It is evident, therefore, that the Church presided over by
the Pope is the only one possessing the note of apostolicity.
It is apostolic because its bishops are the true successors of
the apostles and because it has a principle of unity which
is the only guarantee of apostolic succession.

UnNity.—Unity and apostolicity, though differing in idea,
are nevertheless so intimately connected that the one can
not exist without the other. As true apostolicity includes
the transmission of the doctrine and practice, in all essen-
tial matters, of the apostolic Church, and as that Church
was one and undivided, a church which possesses the note
of apostolicity must be one and undivided in its teaching,
its worship and its form of government.

Perfect unity was an essential element of the design
which our divine Lord carried into execution when He in-
stitated the Church. For this unity He prayed and the

prayer of the Son of God could not have been made v vain.
‘‘Holy Father,”’ He prayed, ‘‘ keep in Thy name those
whom Thou hast given Me, that they may be one, as We
also are’’ (John xvii. 11). ‘‘And not for them only do I
pray, but for them also who through their word shall be-
lieve in Me; that they all may be one, as Thou, Father,
in Me, and I in Thee; that they also may be one in Us; that
glie)a world may believe that Thou hasj sent Me’’ (xvii. 20,

As the prayer of Christ must have been heard, there still
exists a Church which exhibits such unity, a unity the
model of which is that which subsists between the Eternal
Father and His only-begotten Son, a unity the possession
of which by the Church is a sign that it was founded by
One who was sent by the Eternal Father: ‘“That the world
may believe that Thou hast sent Me.”” There must be in
existence at the present moment a church which is one and
undivided in belief, in worship and in corporate life.

The one Church possessing such unity is not far to seek:
the only Church which exhibits this triple unity is the
Church properly called Catholic—the Church in commun-
ion with the See of Rome. Its unity is, indeed, the despair
of its enemies, many of whom, unable to copy it, have imi-
tated the fox in the fable by decrying it as pernicious, as
shackling human liberty and as an obstacle to human prog-
ress. The Roman Catholic Church possesses a unity which
is the necessary consequence of its having a center of au-
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thority, from which radiate a power and an influence which
unify the exceedingly varied human elements of which
it is composed ; & unity which is at once inimitable and in-
destructible; and both of these qualities proclaim its divine
origin. If it were of human invention it would have been
overthrown long before to-day ; but this principle of unity
is as strongly intrenched as ever and continues to win ad-
herents to the Church from the ranks of those whose fore-
fathers, a few centuries ago, abandoned it. If it were of
human invention the human mind could produce some imi-
tation of it; whereas the unity of the Catholic Church is
simply inimitable. It has no parallel in any human society,
religious or secular.

The unity of the Catholic Church is, of course, incom-
patible with absolute freedom of thought in matters re-
ligious. When a point of doctrine is explicitly set forth
by Holy Writ, or when it is clearly defined by divinely
constituted authority, the only rational course to be fol-
lowed by the human intellect is to bow in submission to a
higher authority than itself; just as in purely mundane
matters one mind will accept the judgment of another bet-
ter informed. But outside the circle of truth thus revealed
or defined there is a vast field opened to human specula-
tion, one, indeed, in which the brightest intellects have
ranged untrammeled for centuries. '

In this connection, however, there is one essential differ-
ence between the Catholic Church and all other religious
bodies: controversies may arise about matters as yet unde-
fined, but the parties in each dispute acknowledge the
Church’s power to settle the question at issue and accept
beforehand, with full interior assent, any decision which the
Church may deem it advisable to give. The recognition of
such authority is the one great condition for the realization
%f :l];le unity for which Our Lord prayed to His Eternal

ather.

It is all but needless to show how this truly Christian
unity contrasts with the imperfect unity, or rather the
absence of unity, that characterizes the sects. No sooner
has any part of God’s Church discarded the principle of
unity and severed itself from the main body than, at once,
discord begins to appear and sooner or later reigns supreme.
Authority is superseded by opinion and opinion varies with
the individual mind. We must leave it to the impartial
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judgment of our readers to say whether such a state of
things was contemplated by the divine Founder of Chris-
tianity.

And yet it is not rare to hear Protestants maintain that
among themselves there is unity in essentials and disagree-
ment in non-essentials ; but if you ask them which doctrines
are essential and which are not, you will find that few
Protestants will give the same answer. Even doctrines once
regarded as essential by all Christians—the divinity of
Christ, for instance—have in recent times lost their hold
upon countless minds within the Protestant pale. Re-
ligious belief has been left to the chance working out of
human opinion; and gradually opinion diverges and sects
multiply. The very cornerstone of Protestantism, the Bible,
has lost its place of honor and the crumbling of the fabric
erected over it is proceeding apace. Catholics, on the other
hand, are fully entitled to use the distinction between “‘es-
sential’’ and ‘‘non-essential,’’ for they have in their midst
an ever-living veice of authority, which decides to-day, as
it decided in the first assembly of the apostles in Jerusalem,
which teachings are essential and which are not.

CaTtHoLICITY OR UNIVERSALITY.—The mission of the apos-
tles was to the entire world, and the mission of the Church
is the same. Hence she can place no limit, geographi-
cal or racial, to the exercise of her ministry. ‘‘You shall
be witnesses unto Me in Jerusalem and in all Judea and
Samaria, and even to the uttermost part of the earth’’
(Acts i. 8). These words are at once mandatory and pro-
phetic: they enjoin the universal preaching of the Gospel
and predict the fulfilment of the injunction. In penetrat-
ing to every part of the earth the Church is, of course, de-
pendent on time and on geographical discovery, but she
would be unfaithful to her mission if she did not strenu-
ously endeavor to extend her field of action; and Christ’s
promises would be unfulfilled if the Church were not ac-
tually found in every inhabitable and accessible place on
the earth.

The term ‘‘Catholic’’ or ‘‘Universal’’ was variously ap-
plied by the Fathers of the early Church, but the meaning
most commonly attached to the word was that of univer-
sality of place. Such ubiquitous presence was always re-
garded as a test whereby the true Church of Christ was to
be distinguished from its counterfeits. Heretical bodies
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were identified with particular localities, and against them
appeal was made to the Church that was known the world
over, and also, be it added to the one unvarying doctrine
which it everywhere taught.

For this oneness of doctrine is an essential element of
Catholicity regarded as a note of the Church. If the
Church, whilst extending itself geographically, changed its
teaching, extension would be a virtual multiplication of
churches. The greater the extension the greater the num-
ber of the sects. What we shall look for, therefore, is a
world-church—a church which is actually spread through-
out the world and a church which is everywhere the same.
Now which of the churches answers this description?

Can there be two possible answers to the question? Of
the missionaries of the Catholic Church it may be said, as
was said of the apostles, ‘‘ Their sound hath gone forth into
all the earth and their words unto the ends of the whole
world.”” At no period of its existence has there been a
known part of the earth unvisited by them. They have
followed hard upon the footsteps of tue explorer; nay, not
unfrequently has the apostolic man been in the very van of
discovery. Columbus, the greatest of discoverers, was no
less an apostle than a man of the sea.

The labors and the success of our missionaries have won
the enthusiastic praise even of our enemies. The ‘‘Black
Robe’’ among the North American Indians, the Jesuit of
the South American reductions, the Xaviers and the Riceis
of the Orient, have become household words among ordi-
nary readers of history. In comparatively recent times
seven million Filipinos have been won to Christianity and
civilization. Even in China, where the spread of the Gos-
pel has met with almost insuperable obstacles, the success
of the French missionaries is the despair of their Protestant
rivals in the same field. And who has not heard of the
work of Cardinal Lavigerie and his ‘“White Fathers’’ in
preaching Christianity and aiding in the destruction of the
slave trade in the wilds of Africa? The significance of
these facts is that the Catholic Church has the same uni-
versality of outlook as the divine Master when He sent His
disciples to preach the Gospel to every creature, and that
in every age she endeavors more and more to realize the
ideal of absolute universality which every true Christian
must have at heart.
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And if we ask the further question, which of the churches
is actually established everywhere and s the same every-
where, the same answer is supplied by facts which all the
world knows. If any one wishes to realize the ubiquity of
the Catholic religion let him place himself in imagination in
the Vatican, and endeavor for a moment to look abroad
upon the world with the eyes of the present sovereign pon-
tiff, Benedict XV. His children are found in all the
countries of the globe. There is not a corner of the
earth to which his jurisdiction does not extend. There
is not an island in the remotest seas from which some
ecclesiastic may not be wending his way ad limina Apos-
tolorum, to lay the burden of his cares at the feet of the
common father.

St. Paul’s ‘‘solicitude for all the churches’’ (i.c., for the
various parts of one and the same Church) was necessarily
great, considering the number of foundations that claimed
his care; but what would be his solicitude if he were at the
head of the entire Church to-day?! And what glowing de-
scriptions of the kingdom of God on earth would he give in
his letters if he could look beyond the Pillars of Hercules
and see the countries of a new world whose teeming popu-
lations looked to him for guidance and assistance!

If the extent of the Pope’s dominion be expressed in
numbers of souls subject to him it is no less impressive.
Nearly three hundred million human beings, belonging to
every clime and speaking every human tongue, and yet a
unit n loyalty and obedience to a common father! The
more varied the membership of the Church Catholic the
greater is the wonder excited by its perfect unity in belief
and practice. Such perfect unanimity can not have a
human origin. Any attempt to explain it by any purely
human or other natural cause must prove utterly futile.
The only valid explanation is to be found in the promise,
‘“Behold, I am with you all days even to the consumma-
tion of the world.”’

And now let us apply the test of Catholicity to those
bodies of Christians which have separated themselves from
the See of Rome. The sterility of the Eastern churches is
almost proverbial. Schism and heresy have produced their
effect in paralyzing apostolic zeal. The churches of the
East will always be the churches of the East: the local
brand will always distinguish them, until one day, as we
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may hope, they will range themselves among the loyal sub-
jects of Christ’s Vicar on earth.

And what shall we say of the Reformed churches? After
four hundred years’ existence the barrenness of Protes-
tantism in the field of missionary labor is only too evident.
‘With unlimited resources, what has it accomplished in the
newer countries of the world? What are its conquests?
‘What nation has it brought within the pale of Christianity$

The geographical extension of Protestantism has been
due almost entirely to the migration of Protestants from
their ancestral homes in Europe. In an age in which any-
thing that may be transported on wheels or by water may
be given some sort of universality it is not surprising that
Methodism or Presbyterianism is in some manner repre-
sented in the four quarters of the globe; but in many places
the sects are little more than represented. Protestant mis-
sionary enterprises as compared with Catholic have been
egregious failures. Even where Protestantism has extended
itself by reason of the accidents of time its unity, such as
it is, has been proportionately impaired. When Anglican-
ism or Methodism or Presbyterianism transplants itself to a
new country its new habitat will sooner or later give it a
new name and & new creed.

In the beginning of its history, Protestantism, securing
the patronage of certain potentates in Northern Europe,
succeeded in forcing its creed upon whole countries, but its
native feebleness was demonstrated wherever it was brought
fairly into competition, on anything like equal terms, with
Catholic zeal. In the first years of the Reformation Prot-
estantism was in a fair way to possessing the whole of
Europe; but soon an army of saintly and energetic Catholic
missionaries entered the field, and ‘‘the work of conver-
sion,’’ says Ranke, ‘‘advanced with resistless force,”’ and
vast provinces were recovered to the Faith. ‘‘Fifty years
after the Lutheran separation,”’ says Macaulay, ‘‘Ca-
tholicism could scarcely maintain itself on the shores of the
Mediterranean ; a hundred years after the separation Prot-
estantism could scarcely maintain itself on the shores of the
Baltic.”” Even to-day, in every country in which Prot-
estantism once dominated, the tide of Catholicism is stead-
ily advancing and the forces of Protestantism are steadily
retiring.

But the decline of Protestantism is not due solely to
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the progress of Catholicism. In the northern countries of
Europe and in America a species of internal decay has been
consuming the religion of the masses of the population.
Over the entire world, it is true, a wave of irreligion has
been passing in recent years, but the Catholic Church is the
only power that effectually opposes its progress. The other
churches can scarcely get a hearing from the multitudes
who are infected by it. In the United States alone between
fifty and sizty million people own allegiance to no religion
and seldom or never cross the threshold of a church. Of
this enormous multitude the majority are of Protestant
antecedents.

And yet Protestants can still boast of large numbers, but
their numerical strength, such as it is, loses all its signifi-
cance when their numbers are severed from unity. Who
can estimate the real strength of Anglicanism or of Calvin-
ism when any Anglican or Calvinist may in his secret
heart believe as he pleases. With Catholics it is different;
outward profession and numerical strength need compara-
tively little discounting when taken as an index of genuine
Catholic faith. All this being the case, the actual numeri-
cal strength of Catholics in the world possesses no little
significance. The Catholic population of the world, which
before the advent of Protestantism was about 100,000,000,
is to-day close upon 300,000,000;* and of this number a
large percentage is the fruit of apostolic zeal either in civil-
ized or in barbarous countries; and, what is more, this
numerical strength has been developed during a period
which has been mostly one of persecution.

‘We have said more than enough to show that the Church
in communion with Rome is the world-religion which the
religion of Christ was intended to be; that everywhere in
the world it is found to be the same and always true to
itself; and that it exhibits an unequaled vitality of apos-
tolic zeal which constantly tends toward the realization of
that perfect and absolute universality which was in the
mind of Christ when He sent the apostles to preach the
Faith throughout the world. It is the only Church, there-
fore, entitled to the name of Catholic.

HoLiNess.—As the Church is the creation of the Son of
God it should partake of the holiness of its Founder. It

*202,787,085 is the number given by Fr. Krose, 8.J., an expert
in religious statistics. Catholic Encyclopedia, “Statistics.”
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possesses a guarantee of holiness in the promise of Christ,
‘‘Behold, I am with you all days, even to the consumma- ,
tion of the world’’ (Matt. xxviii. 20), and in the assurance
that the ‘‘gates of hell shall not prevail against it’’ (Matt.
xvi. 18), for if it were not holy it could not withstand the
attacks of the evil one. The Church must be holy in its
teaching, in the means it employs to sanctify its members,
and in its actual sanctification of them.

As regards personal holiness in the members of Christ’s
Chureh, it is evident from the Gospels that Christ foresaw
that many would not respond to His generous designs in
their regard. Men’s wills would be free, and many would
abuse their freedom of will and refuse to avail themselves
of the means of salvation so bountifully provided for them.
‘It must needs be that scandals come,’”’ He said to His
disciples. He foretold that iniquity would abound and that
the charity of many would grow cold (Matt. xxiv. 12).
Nay, before the close of His own life two of His twelve
apostles—one-sizth of the whole number!—sinned griev-
ously, the one through weakness, the other through over-
ruling passion. And afterward, even during the lifetime of
the apostles, the beauty and the glory of Christ’s Church
were marred by schism and the grossest of vices.

The inquirer must not, then, be misled by a false cri-
terion. He must not be surprised if he finds tares among
the wheat and vice in the near neighborhood of holiness.
He must distinguish between the Church as a divine insti-
tution and the Church as an aggregate of individual men.
Once we have mastered this distinction we can turn to the
Church as a divine institution, and as intrenched in the
divine promises, with the expectation of finding in it a re-
flection of the holiness of Him who founded it. We shall
expect in particular to find in the Church: 1. A loyalty to
moral standards and principles; 2. An effectiveness in
teaching and enforcing the divine law; 3. A preservation
of the channels of divine grace; 4. A sanctification of souls
on a large scale.

Now what church can stand a comparison with the
Roman Catholic touching the first two of these points?
There is no need of going far afield to discover what lies at
our doors. Our own country furnishes an object-lesson on
the moral influence of Catholic teaching. Here in the
United States, in the present perilous condition of morals,
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what power or influence, or if you will, what public insti-
tution, can be thought able to cope with the moral corrup-
tion that is advancing upon us like a deluget Will some
faltering voice suggest ‘‘Methodism,’’ or ‘‘Presbyterian-
ism,’’ or ‘‘Anglicanism’’? The weak influence these insti-
tutions have upon individual consciences in the present au-
gurs ill for their influence in the future. What we need is
not sermons or Bible lectures only, but an institution that
shall retain a firm hold on the traditional principles of
Christian morality, and at the same time use effectual means
of promoting morality.

‘What Church can bear comparison with the Catholic in
the guardianship of principles making for the moral wel-
fare of society? The peace of families, the sacredness of
the marriage bond, the religious education of the young,
religion as the foundation of morality—where will any of
these vital interests find in future generations an uncom-
promising defender except in the Church of Rome? After
three centuries or more of competition between the two
rival systems of religion, the American public may now
judge of the practical worth and the true intrinsic charac-
ter of the system based upon private judgment, and com-
pare it with the religion which speaks and acts with a con-
sciousness of divinely given authority and refuses to sur-
render its principles to the ‘‘spirit of the age.”’

More than half of the effectiveness of the Church’s minis-
trations lies in what is called the sacramental system,
which the Church teaches is of divine origin. In the sacra-
ments there is a special embodiment of the truth uttered
by Our Lord, ‘‘Without Me you can do nothing’’ (John
xv. 5). God’s grace is absolutely necessary as a means of
salvation. Without grace it is impossible to overcome any
grievous temptation, or even to persevere for any consid-
erable time in the practice of the purely natural virtues.
Hence Our Lord, through the Church and by means of the
seven sacraments, meets every human need in the moral
order and is ready with His assistance at every important
turn in the journey of life. Through the sacraments a di-
vine power is infused into the soul, and with it the germ
of stability and perseverance.

1t was a bold step that was taken by the Reformers when,
by their simple fiat, they destroyed what from time im-
memorial had been regarded as divinely appointed chan-
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nels of grace. The destruction of the system was followed
by its natural consequence—a lack of religious vitality in
the great mass of Reformed Christians. The divine nutri-
ment once supplied the soul was now withheld and spiritual
depletion was the result.

Some of our Protestant readers whose surroundings may
be exceptionally edifying will doubtless be offended at our
implying that in point of vital religion Protestants are in-
ferior to Catholics; but with all due regard for Protestant
feeling the belief is not an unfounded one. We are not to
judge by the few, but by the mullitude. It was to the
multitude that Christ preached, and a church’s influence
on the multitude must be one of the tests of its Christlike
character. Will it be maintained that the sects have a
hold upon the multitude here in America? Are they aware
that we are confronted with a nation of indifferentists and
agnostics? Are they ignorant of the influence of godless
schools on practical morality? And all this, and much be-
sides, in a country that was once the paradise of Protest-
antism!

In contrast with this state of things, of the fifteen or siz-
teen millions that make up the solid Catholic phalanx the
great majority are effectually and practically influenced
by their vital connection with the Church, and especially
by their reception of the sacraments. There is absolutely
no comparison between the religious devotion of Catholies
and that of non-Catholics. Their churches are filled, not
only when attendance at religious services is of striet obli-
gation, but frequently when it is not; and in nearly every
church hundreds are seen at dawn assisting at the sacrifice
of the Mass, and again, on week-day evenings, attending
the services of their sodalities or other such associations.
Thousands are active promoters of the Apostleship of
Prayer, a really great instrument for the sanctification of
souls.

As regards the ordinary duties of life, the influence of
the sacraments can not, of course, be brought home to the
mind of any one outside the pale of the Church. Cath-
olics know it and feel it; non-Catholics often see its effects
but are unable to trace them to their cause. In the case
of the sacrament of Penance, however, of the effects pro-
duced, one at least is fairly well known. A condition for
the reception of the sacrament of Penance is the renounce-
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ment of every species of dishonesty and the restitution of
ill-gotten gains. Indeed the renouncing of every vicious
habit of a serious nature is a condition for receiving absolu-
tion from one’s sins and admission to the reception of the
Holy Eucharist. As regards the interior effects of the sac-
raments, which are best known to those who experience
them, the most effective appeal we can make is to the testi-
mony of those innumerable converts who have felt a new
light and strength entering their souls with the grace of the
sacraments.

One of the ripest fruits of sacramental grace is the desire
to embrace what is known as the way of the divine coun-
sels, or the way of complete renunciation. Readers of the
New Testament must remember how on one occasion a
young man came to Our Lord and asked Him what he must
do that he might have life everlasting. Our Lord, nat-
urally enough, bade him observe the commandments; but
when the young man said he had observed the command-
ments from his boyhood and asked what was still wanting
to him, the Lord answered: ‘‘If thou wilt be perfect, go
sell what thou hast and give to the poor, and thou shalt
have treasure in heaven: and come follow Me.”” Such is
the way of the counsels—the giving up of all, to follow
Christ the more perfectly. Are all our readers aware that
this life of special renunciation has flourished in the Church
in every period of its history?

Are they aware that to-day those who follow this man-
ner of life may be numbered by the hundred thousand?
They have heard of the Religious Orders of the Catholic
Church ; they have heard of their work of charity; per-
haps they have heard of their apostolic zeal ; the great bulk
of the work of converting the heathen has been accom-
plished by the Religious Orders; but not all who are ac-
quainted with this particular phase of the religious life
are aware that the success of Religious in external labors
is rooted in the most absolute self-renunciation, consisting,
not only in the sacrifice of material treasure, but also in the
immolation of the flesh and the will by the vows of chastity
and obedience.

It is needless to descant on the contrast between the Cath-
olic Church and the other churches in the matter of the
counsels. Attempts have indeed been made to naturalize
the conventual life among non-Catholics, but they have only
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emphasized the need of its being planted in more congenial
soil; and of this the latest proof has been given in the
accession of whole communities of Anglican Religious to the
Roman Catholic communion. It is plain that one impor-
tant feature of Christian holiness is lacking in non-Roman
religions.

And this brings us to another, though not essentially dif-
ferent, aspect of the holiness of the Church. In the Church
of Christ, which, appearing as it did after the twilight of .
type and prophecy, might be supposed to exhibit the noon-
day brightness of the reign of grace, one would expect to
find some souls, nay, even very many in the course of ages,
whose lives would show forth the transforming power of
divine grace in an extraordinary degree. And who are
these but the actual saints of the Catholic Church?—not
only the canonized saints, but many besides whose memory
will never be thus publicly honored. No age of the Church
has been without them. Even in the sixteenth century,
when the general decline in morals gave some color to the
revolt against the Church of God, the number of canonized
saints alone would be a surprise to our separated brethren.
‘What has Protestantism, or what have the sects of the
Orient, to show in comparison with this galaxy of saintly
men and women ?

Far be it from us to belittle the virtues—in many cases
the superior virtues—of those who do not share our faith;
for the realm of grace is, after all, not strictly commen-
surate with the limits of the Catholic Church. Even pagans
and infidels are not totally deprived of the divine assis-
tance. But were we to ask for a list of men and women of
world-renowned sanctity, it is difficult to see from which
of the Reformed religions it would be forthcoming. Let
them endeavor from the worthies of the sixteenth century
—or from those of any century, or from all the centuries
and from all the sects—to match a list which comprises such
names as those of a Xavier, a Philip Neri, an Ignatius of
Loyola, a Pius V, a Charles Borromeo, a Francis Borgia,
an Alphonsus Rodriguez, an Alphonsus Liguori, a John
Berchmans, a Peter Claver, a Stanislaus Kostka, an Al-
oysius Gonzaga, a Cajetan, a Theresa, a John of the Cross—
or, to come closer to the present generation, a Perboyre, a
Vianney (Curé of Ars), a Dom Bosco, a Clement Hof-
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bauer. But the attempt will, of course, never be made by
any one who knows what is meant by a Catholic saint.

But there is yet another feature of the Church’s holiness,
which is the most distinetive of all, though it shows itself
more rarely than the others. The special presence of the
Holy Ghost in the Church is attested by the miraculous
power conferred on at least a few in each age, and in the
wonders wrought in places hallowed by the devotion of
the faithful. When Our Lord commanded His apostles to
preach the Gospel in the whole world, He made the follow-
ing predictions: ‘‘And these signs shall follow them that
believe: in My name they shall cast out devils; they shall
speak with new tongues; they shall take up serpents; and
if they shall drink any deadly thing it shall not hurt them;
they shall lay their hands upon the sick, and they shall
recover’’ (Mark xvi. 17, 18). That these signs did follow
we are told in the Acts of the Apostles. That miracles have
been wrought since the days of the apostles is the testimony
of reputable historians.

But we are not wholly dependent on the witness of past
ages for our belief in the continuance of this mark of di-
vine favor in the Church of God. Miracles are worked
probably on as grand a scale as ever before in the history
of the Church. Miraculous healing of the most astounding
kind has been wrought at the famous Grotto of Lourdes,
in France. Diseases pronounced incurable, diseases of an
organic nature, fractures, lesions, tumors, cancers, have
been cured, often instantaneously and under the eyes of
numerous witnesses, Official records of these events have
been kept and have been submitted to the scrutiny of medi-
cal experts. There is nothing in nature to account for these
wonders, and they are all connected with devotion to the
Blessed Virgin under the title of Our Lady of Lourdes.
There is an extensive literature bearing on these wonderful
occurrences and information on the subject is within the
reach of all inquirers. (Cf. ‘‘Lourdes: A History of its
Apparitions and Cures,’”’ by Georges Bertrin,—also ‘‘Mira-
cles’’ in the present work.)

But our aim just at present is not precisely to prove that
miracles are actually performed. Our contention is that,
as Our Lord promised this mark of His favor to the preach-
ing of the word, as He did not, apparently, place any limit
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to the period of its continuance, and as it is probable that
signs of His presence and power which He bestowed even
upon the Jews of old would be continued in the Church
which He came on earth to found, the Church which can
present at least so much prima facie evidence of miracles
and still believes in miracles, is more likely to be the true
Church of God than any church which shows no signs of
miraculous intervention and even discards a belief in mira-
cles. The question here is: Which of the churches bears
the greatest resemblance to the Church of Christ and His
apostles, in this as in every other indication of holiness?

And now we have almost brought to a close this excep-
tionally long article on a very important subject. We have
endeavored to describe the marks by which the Church of
Christ is to be recognized. These marks, we have contended,
should be of the most conspicuous kind in the case of a re-
ligion that was to be preached to the entire world, and these
marks are found only in the Church which acknowledges

. the supremacy of the See of Rome; in the Catholic Church,
rightly and distinctively so called. Any church which
fails to present the same credentials is not the Church of
Christ, and consequently not the Ark of salvation, even
though it preserve, as many churches do, some elements
of ancient faith and piety.

It is possible that one or other point in the above argu-
mentation may not at once produce conviction in the mind
of the inquirer. We would ask him, in that case, to look
at the argument as a whole, and then ask himself in all
sincerity whether any such case can be made out in favor
of any church but that of Rome. If none can, there is no
doubting the conclusion that a Church that exhibits so
many signs of divine favor and of divine preservation must
be the Church of Christ, and the one only Church of Christ,
and that consequently, as Our Lord made the acceptance
of the true Gospel, or, in other words, membership in His
one and undivided Church, a condition of salvation, the
practical step to be taken will easily suggest itself to any
logical mind.
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CHURCH, THE, AS MEDIATOR

Objection.—The Church thrusts herself be-
tween Christ and mankind ; and yet Christ is our
one Mediator with God. None the less the
Church has lost the world-subduing power she
once possessed.

THE ANSWER.—The Church does indeed stand between
Christ and mankind; but she has not thrust herself snio
that posttion; she has been assigned it by Christ Himself.
It is not in the power of man or of the Church herself to
change that which Christ has established.

Christ appointed St. Peter the visible head of His
flock (John xxi.), and hence Peter stands between Christ
and the sheep of Christ’s fold. Christ, sending forth His
disciples to preach, said to them: ‘‘He that heareth you
heareth Me, and he that despiseth you despiseth Me’’ (Luke
x. 16). ‘‘If thy brother shall offend against thee . . . tell
the Church ; and if he will not hear the Church, let him be
:11;?) ltl?ee as the heathen and the publican’’ (Matt. xviii.

-17).

Plainly, then, the Church is in the place of an interme-
diary between Christ and mankind. Christ is our Mediator
with the Father, undoubtedly ; but the Church is our media-
tor with Christ. It is from the Church of Christ that I
must receive the teaching of Christ as well as the means
of grace which He has provided. Such was the intention
of Christ. ‘‘Going, therefore, teach ye all nations, baptiz-
ing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of
the Holy Ghost’’ (Matt. xxviii. 19). ‘‘He that believeth
and is baptized shall be saved, but he that believeth not
shall be condemned’’ (Mark xvi. 16).

It profits nothing, therefore, to be willing to adhere to
Christ if one be not willing to adhere to the visible Church
of Christ and to be led to Christ through the Church. The
capital error of Protestantism is that it denies the necessity
of adhering to the visible Church of Christ.

But there is another objection to be met. It is a super-
ficial one, however. The Church, we are told, has lost her
world-subduing power. She once converted whole nations
in a comparatively short time. We hear of no such con-
(fluests nowadays. Meantime the nations are falling away

rom her.
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The objection is superficial because it is based on a few
striking passages in history, such as the story of the con-
version of the Franks under Clovis. The objector, looking
in vain in modern times for a parallel to such events, con-
cludes that the Church no longer advances on her trium-
phant march through the nations. Yet the Church’s work
proceeds apace, now as in former days. The conversion
of nations in the past was, as a rule, slower than is some-
times supposed. It took centuries to convert any one of
the northern nations. To-day there is no apparent diminu-
tion of zeal in the Church’s missionaries, and in all proba-
bility it is attended by no less success.

The Catholic missionaries in China have enormously dis-
tanced their Protestant rivals in the same field. Accord-
ing to the ‘‘China Year Book’’ for 1914 the Catholics of the
Empire number 1,363,697 baptized Christians and 390,985
catechumens, or those preparing for Baptism, whilst, ac-
cording to the same authority, the ninety societies and agen-
ctes engaged in Protestant mission work in China report
only 167,075 baptized and 157,815 catechumens (cf. ‘‘The
Month,’’ Jan., 1914). In British India and Ceylon there
were in the year 1911 as many as 2,226,449 Catholics. The
figures for British India are furnished by the Indian Gov-
ernment Census (cf. ‘‘The Month,’’ Sept., 1913). The most
significant fact in connection with these missions is that in
twenty-four years there was an increase of 1,102,022. Few
records of missionary success in the old days can match
those of the Catholic missions of Uganda, in Africa, where
the number of the catechumens in five or six years rose to
200,000. The conversion of the Filipinos to the number of
7,000,000 has been the work of Catholic missionaries in
recent centuries.

In many of the more civilized countries of the world the
Catholic Faith has been making steady progress. This is
true even of Germany, the birthplace of Protestantism.
The Catholics of the Empire form considerably more than
a third of the population, and their steady numerical in-
crease is a source of dismay in the Evangelical camp, which
can not help noticing the gradual decay of religion among
the Protestant masses. But dismay should not, at least for
one reason, be the feeling engendered by Catholic success;
for if it were not for the Catholic Center Party in the im-
perial parliament the socialists, with their atheistic and
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materialistic tenets, would to-day be the rulers of Germany.
Socialism, we may add, is recruited chiefly from the Prot-
estant working-classes.

Among the educated classes in England it is no longer
a reproach to a man to be a Catholic. The past seventy
years have marked a return on a large scale of the people
of Great Britain to the Faith of their fathers. During that

period the Catholic population has more than doubled its
numbers, showing a total at the present date of more than
2,000,000. In the United States there are more than 15,-
000,000 Catholics, and a large percentage of the number is
made up of converts from Protestantism. The instruction
of Protestants applying for admission into the Church is
a well-known feature of parish and city-mission work.

Can it, then, be true that the nations are falling away
from the Church? Even if it were, it would be no new ex-
perience to a Church that has reached the good old age of
nineteen hundred years. Centuries before to-day she lost
large populations in northern Africa and in the East, but
then, as ever afterward, she turned to new fields of con-
quest. Since the revolt of Luther she has trebled her num-
bers: four centuries ago there were 100,000,000 Catholics;
to-day there are close upon 300,000,000.

But is it not true that the Church is losing her hold upon
the Latin countries of Europe? No one can regard with
more concern than Catholics the extent to which unbelief
and the neglect of religion have spread in those countries
(though the same is true of Protestant countries—Germany
and the United States, for instance) ;—but there is one
feature of the situation in the Latin countries which must
not be forgotten: religion in those countries has in it a
principle of self-renewal, which is at work to-day, as it
has been in the past, resuscitating what is dead and putting
new life into what is decaying.

Religion has passed through more than one great crisis
in France; and that it is passing successfully through its
latest crisis is evidenced by the astonishing growth of Cath-
olic activities which has recently appeared and which is
noted as significant by the secular press; and that, too, not-
withstanding, nay partly in consequence of, persecution
suffered at the hands of an infidel government.

During the past four hundred years, and notably dur-
ing the nineteenth century, we might say without much
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fear of exaggeration that scarcely a decade has passed in
France but some choice fruit of Catholic zeal or piety of
world-wide value and importance has been produced by
this good old Catholic stock. To-day more than half the
religious institutes whose members are daily seen wending
their way through our streets on some mission of charity,
or are devoting their lives to the training of the young in
our schools, have sprung up in the Catholic soil of France.

In Protestant countries, on the other hand, it is pre-
cisely the absence of any self-renewing source in their re-
ligion that casts a gloom even upon the social and political
prospects of those countries, in which a license of unbelief
and an atheistic form of socialism are so rampant. Isit not
true, and are not rulers of countries like Germany aware
of it, that the one great barrier against atheism and an-
archy in those countries is the solid phalanx of the Cath-
olic body?

The Catholic Church still lives. It shows no signs of
decay save to those who are ignorant of the real facts of
modern history.

CHURCH, THE, AND SALVATION

Objection.—Catholics are taught that outside
the Church of Rome there is no salvation. Itis a
poor recommendation of the Roman religion that
it sends the majority of men to eternal perdition.

THE ANsWER.—The formula ‘‘Out of the Church there is
no salvation,’’ is indeed familiar to Catholics and, more-
over, has a recognized place in Catholic teaching, but for
the most part it is misunderstood by non-Catholics. Cer-
tainly, from the earliest Christian ages the truth has been
enunciated in the Church of God that membership in the
visible Church established by Christ is a necessary means
of salvation, and according to Catholic teaching the one
true Church of Christ is the Church which is in communion
with Rome. This is the appointed way of salvation, and
no other has been revealed. But is there no way of salva-
tion open to those who through no fault of theirs are not
convinced of the claims of the Church of Rome? That we
dare not assert. God’s providence extends to all His ra-
tional creatures; He has given them the light of reason;
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He has written the precepts of the natural law upon their
hearts; He does not leave them unassisted by His grace;
and under Providence no one will be lost for not knowing
truths which he has had no means of learning.

If a direct and categorical answer be required to the
question, Is it possible for one not in communion with
Rome to be saved? our answer is: Yes, it is possible. But
it is possible only in cases in which the persons concerned
may be said, in some sense, to belong to the Church, though
not consciously and avowedly in communion with it. Cath-
olic theologians draw a distinction between an explicit and
an implicit adherence to the Church of Christ; between
what one explicitly holds and professes, on the one hand,
and what is implicitly contained in his disposition of mind
and heart in regard to the necessary means of salvation.
Persons who have no means of learning the truth but are
living according to their lights and are willing to use all
necessary means of salvation, may be truly said to partici-
pate, according to their needs, in the grace communicated
by Christ to mankind through the Church. In this sense
they are members of Christ’s Church and to them the dic-
tuml, ‘“Out of the Church there is no salvation,’’ does not
apply.

Many non-Catholics are known to feel a keen personal
interest in the question we are discussing ; and of this num-
ber perhaps the majority, finding themselves in a state of
mental unrest regarding the means of salvation, take com-
fort from the thought that, after all, one may be saved
without entering the Catholic Church. Now persons of
this class can not afford to be indifferent to the conditions
on which they may be saved, especially as set forth by a
Church which dates from the apostolic age and which, as
they themselves acknowledge, opens a way to salvation.
These conditions are clearly stated in an encyclical letter
addressed by Pope Pius IX to the bishops of Italy, August
10, 1863. Whilst insisting on the necessity of seeking salva-
tion through the Church, the Pontiff says:

““It is known to us and to you that those who are in
invincible ignorance [i.c., ignorance which they have no
means of dispelling] of our most holy religion, who ob-
serve the precepts of the natural law, which God has writ-
ten in the hearts of all men, and who in their willingness
to obey God live an honest and upright life, may, by the aid
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of the divine light and grace, attain to eternal life; for God,
who beholds, searches and knows the minds, the hearts, the
thoughts and habits of all men, in His sovereign goodness
and mercy, does not permit any one to suffer eternal pun-
{shmgnt who is guiltless of a wilful transgression of His
aw.

Here it is distinctly taught that it is possible for a non-
Catholic to be saved, but saved condstionally. The con-
ditions are these: 1. That one has no means of knowing
and recognizing the true Church of Christ. In our day it
is to be feared that many seek a refuge in ignorance when
ignorance might easily be dispelled by inquiry, study, and
prayer. 2. That one shall not have offended God by any
grievous sin, or, we may add as implied, that having so
offended God he shall have duly repented. Acceptable re-
pentance in this case must be based on perfect contrition;
that is to say, on a sorrow for sin which has for its motive
the love of God for the sake of His infinite perfections.
Any one who turns from his sin and turns to God by an act
of love may be saved, provided he does not afterward
turn away finally and forever from God.

After what has been said it ought to be quite unneces-
sary to remark that non-Catholics ought to be much less
concerned with finding or inventing reasons for remaining
where they are than with honestly and earnestly inquiring
after the truth; being determined at the same time to em-
brace the truth, wherever or whenever found. If they think
they may be saved outside the Catholic Church they should
be careful to ask themselves, ‘‘But how?’’

If one who has not the truth is bound to seek it, those
who have it are bound to impart it to those who do not
possess it. It is possible for a non-Catholic to be saved,
but nevertheless it is God’s will that the truths of the Cath-
olic faith should be made known to him. If a non-Catholic
has neglected to find the truth he will be lost; and hence
every opportunity of enlightening him should, with all due
discretion, be improved.

Moreover, although a man may be saved in honest igno-
rance of the truth, nevertheless his salvation is endangered
by the absence of the many graces he would obtain through
a knowledge and practice of the true religion. Protestant-
ism has impoverished the spiritual lives of its adherents by
drying up the wells of sacramental grace, which are filled
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to overflowing in the Church of Christ and from which all
its members may draw according to their needs. Among
Protestants the holy sacrifice of the Mass is abolished,
Christ is banished from the Tabernacle, the souls of men
are no longer nourished by the true body and blood of the
Lord, grievous sin no longer finds a healing power in the
sacrament of Penance, the dying are no longer comforted
and strengthened in their last journey by the Holy Viati-
cum or by the Last Anointing. In their struggle with the
world, the flesh, and the devil non-Catholics find their
spiritual nourishment reduced to the minimum, and no
wonder that so many of them give up in despair. Add to
this that so many Protestants are living in a state neither
of light nor of darkness, but in a sort of twilight of doubt
and uncertainty which they have it in their power to dis-
pel. This unenviable condition of our separated brethren
it is our bounden duty to relieve.

COMMUNION UNDER ONE KIND

Objection.—“The cuppe of the Lord is not to
be denied to the laye people. For both the parts
of the Lord’s Sacrament, by Christes ordinaunce
and commaundement, ought to be ministered to
all Christian men alike.”—Thirty-nine Articles
of the Church of England, Art. 20.

THE ANSWER.—The Catholic Church would be the last
institution in the world to deny the people anything in her
gift that would conduce to their spiritual profit. If she
gives the faithful the Eucharist only under one kind it is
because she is obliged by circumstances to withhold the
chalice from the laity ; but at the same time she neither in-
fringes any ordinance of Christ Our Lord nor deprives the
faithful of any essential benefit which the sacrament was
instituted to confer upon them.

But what are these prohibitory circumstances? They
are, in general, circumstances connected with the reverence
due a sacrament in which Our Lord Jesus Christ is as really
and as substantially present as He is in heaven at the right
hand of the Father. If our non-Catholic readers would ap-
preciate to the full what we are going to say on the subject
they must endeavor to realize that Catholics sincerely be-
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lieve that under the appearance of wine is present, in the
most real and literal sense, the precious blood of our divine
Saviour. If the contents of the chalice were given to the
laity they could not be given, at least as a rule, in & manner
consistent with reverence. Hence the partaking of the
chalice is permitted only to the priest, during the Holy
Sacrifice, which is offered in the name of both priest and
people. As we shall see later, communicants are not thereby
deprived of any essential benefit conferred by the sacra-
ment.

But what are the circumstances in question? Catholies,
certainly, can easily imagine them. Fancy a parish of ten
thousand souls, for whose Sunday worship provision is
made through six or eight Masses, rapidly succeeding one
another from dawn to midday. At each of these Masses,
when the signal is given, an army of communicants is seen
approaching the altar-rail. Time is precious and holy com-
munion must be given expeditiously, though with decorum
and according to fixed rubrics. Imagine a chalice filled and
refilled and filled again out of some common receptacle on
the altar, with econstant danger to its precious contents, or
at least to some small portion of them. The danger of ac-
cident or of irreverence increases, of course, with the num-
ber of the communicants, among whom there are so many
whose oddity of manners makes it difficult to administer
communion even under the species of bread.

Like enough, some portion of the sacred blood would
remain unconsumed and would have to be preserved in the
tabernacle amidst the other sacred vessels, which are used
daily. How it would tax the priest’s care to preserve that
chalice, with its contents, from all manner of aceident;
and meantime the sacred species would be growing vapid
or sour. Furthermore, many of the communicants would
have a natural aversion to the taste of wine, others would
not be able to retain it. Not a few would feel a repulsion
to drinking from the same cup as others, in some cases from
a reasonable fear of infection.

These apprehensions are not fancy-bred; they are the
fruit of the actual experience of the Church in the adminis-
tration of the Eucharist under both kinds. They have
been felt even in non-Catholic congregations, where they
have been the subject of very serious discussion. An ad-
ditional difficulty is experienced by some in our day, arising
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from the fear that the use of wine in the communion ser-
vice may beget the habit of intemperance.

Leibnitz, the distinguished philosopher and theologian
of the seventeenth century, who labored long but unsuccess-
fully for the reconciliation of Protestantism and Catholi-
cism, says of his own time, ‘‘There are some Protestants
who admit that if a person have a natural abhorrence of
wine, he may be content with the communion of bread
alone’’—*‘System of Theology,”’ p. 121. Doubtless some
of the Protestant denominations of to-day would abolish
their present practice if it were not for the fact that com-
munion under one kind formed the subject-matter of some
i’%fo their original articles of protest against the Church of

me.

When the Reformers first came upon the scene com-
munion under one kind was in actual possession. Why did
they abolish it? They retained so many other things which
they had on the sole authority of the Church, and without
a word of authorization in Scripture, that we ask with a
natural curiosity and surprise why they did not retain
communion under one kind, on the same authority.

Leibnitz reminds his co-religionists of their inconsis-
tency. ‘‘I have no doubt,”’ he says, ‘‘that those who are
in authority have power to make laws in such matters as
these; and that the faithful are bound rather to obey them
than to give rise to a schism, which 8t. Augustine shows
to be almost the greatest of all evils. Indeed, the Church’s
power of defining is very extensive, even (though this is
only in a certain way) in things which belong to positive
divine law; as appears from the transfer of the Sabbath
to the Lord’s Day, the permission of ‘blood and things
strangled,’ the canon of the sacred books, the abrogation
of immersion in baptism, and the impediments of matri-
mony ; some of which Protestants themselves securely fol-
low, solely on the authority of the Church, which they
despise in other things’’—Ibid., p. 124.

They abolished communion under one kind and gave the
chalice to the laity. One of the principal reasons alleged
for the change was that communion under both kinds was
a matter of divine ‘‘ordinaunce and commaundement.’’ But
where do they find the ordinance and commandment? Sure-
ly not in the famous sixth chapter of St. John’s gospel,
whose bearing on the Eucharist Protestants as a body will
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not acknowledge. For the sake of the comparative few
who do acknowledge it let us remark that although in v. 54
Our Lord does say, ‘‘ Except you eat the flesh of the Son of
man and drink His blood, you shall not have life in you,’’
a rigorous interpretation of the words in favor of the
utraquists would logically require a like rigor in interpret-
ing another verse a little lower down: ‘‘He that eateth
Me, the same also shall live by Me.’’ Here the effect pro-
duced by the sacrament is promised to those who eat His
flesh: the drinking of His blood is not mentioned. Surely
then the substance of the ordinance (formal or implied)
would be observed by receiving communion under the spe-
cies of bread.

But perhaps there is a general ordinance in the words,
‘‘Do this in remembrance of Me.’”’ But not even here is
the practice enjoined upon the faithful in general. The
words are addressed to the apostles and through them to
the priests of the Church, but not to the people. As the
priests were to offer the sacrifice, and as this required the
species of both wina and bread, both were to be consumed
by the priest.

The principal, indeed the one essential, reason why com-
munion under one kind is deemed sufficient for the faith-
ful at large is that Christ Our Lord is present, whole and
entire, under the species of bread just as He is under the
species of wine. There ts not, nor can there be, any physs-
cal separation of the blood from the ever-living body of
Christ. Consequently, Christ, whole and entire, must be
present under either species; and as it is He that is our
sacramental food and drink, we receive the whole of our
spiritual nourishment by receiving the sacrament under
the appearance of bread.

So much for the Eucharist as a sacrament. As a sacri-
fice, on the other hand, both elements are necessary for the
full significance of the sacrificial rite. Hence the apostles
and their successors in the priesthood are obliged in the
sacrifice of the Mass to consecrate both elements, and, as the
communion is an integral part of the Mass, to receive both.

Finally, the present practice of the Church has the sanc-
tion of ancient usage. Although, very naturally, it was
primitively the custom to give holy communion under both
species, still there is abundant evidence of the fact that in
the first centuries the faithful were allowed at times to
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receive under the species of bread alone. They were in
some cases permitted to take the consecrated species home
to their houses, to be there preserved and received. The
sacred Host was also sent to the prisons of the martyrs.
Infants were also allowed to receive holy communion, but
only under the species of wine—a custom still surviving in
the Greek Church. These facts of ancient usage are not
denied, nor can they be denied, by any one who has even
an imperfect acquaintance with early Church history. One
would suppose they were entirely unknown, so little im-
pression do they make, even upon those who profess a
reverence for the primitive practice of the Church of God.
/ According to the opinion of the Protestant Leibnitz, the
question of communion under one species is a typical case
in which authority is needed to decide what is of divine
ordinance and what is matter of ecclesiastical discipline.

CONFESSION DIVINELY INSTITUTED

Objection.—It is not in the power of the crea-
ture to forgive offenses committed against the
Creator; hence confession, in which the priest
presumes to pardon sins, can not be of divine in-
stitution.

TrE ANswER.—The power of absolving from sins was
conferred by Christ on the apostles and on their succes-
sors in the priesthood. This doctrine is based on Scripture,
and both the doctrine and the practice are as old as the
Church of God. The doctrine and the practice of the Re-
formers were a novelty when first introduced; and that
fact alone should awaken deep reflection in every sincere
and open-minded adherent of the Reform. Novelties in
religion are always to be suspected ; and as regards the re-
ligion of Christ, novelties in doctrine are necessarily errors
when condemned as such by the teaching authority of a
Church which received so many promises of divine aid.

Luther, it is true, retained confession in his new system
of religion, but repudiated the pardoning power of the
priest. His denial of this power was an innovation, was
condemned by the Church, and, as we shall see, was con-
trary to the plain and obvious meaning of the very words
on which Luther could base any doctrine on confession.
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In these words Our Lord plainly tells His apostles that they
have the power of forgiving sins, and Luther had no war-
rant for destroying the literal and obvious meaning of the
words, especially on the inspiration of his own private and
personal experiences. For, after all, were not Luther’s
personal experiences—his Hetlserfahrungen, as they have
been styled—the origin of the new doctrines? (See ‘‘Jus-
tification.’’)

A direct proof of the Catholic doctrine on the remission
of sins is found in the twentieth chapter of St. John’s gos-
pel (21-23), where the evangelist is narrating a vision of
Our Lord after the Resurrection: ‘‘As the Father hath
sent Me I also send you. When He had said this He
breathed on them; and He said to them: Receive ye the
Holy Ghost. Whose sins you shall forgive, they are for-
given them; and whose sins you shall retasn, they are re-
tained.”’

Still amplér powers, including the remission of sins, are
conferred by the following words (Matt. xviii. 18) : ‘‘ Amen
I say to you, whatsoever you shall bind upon earth shall
be bound also in heaven; and whatsoever you shall loose
upon earth shall be loosed also in heaven.’’ '

The first of these passages furnishes a demonstration of
the principal points of the Catholic doctrine. This we
shall endeavor to show in the following comments:

1. ‘“Whose sins you shall forgive.”” The word ‘‘forgive’’
can have but one meaning, and the meaning should be
obvious. The word can not mean, as the Lutherans main-
tain it does, merely to declare that the sinner is forgiven in
heaven, in virtue of his renewing the faith of his Baptism.
‘When we say that a person forgives we do not mean that
he declares that some one else forgives. The act is his own.
In the present case, it is true, the act of forgiveness on earth
must be ratified by an act of forgiveness in heaven ; but that
is guaranteed by the promise and institution of Christ:
‘“Whose sins you shall forgive, they are forgiven them,’’
which is equivalent to saying, ‘‘The sins forgiven by you
are in very truth forgiven, because they are at the same
time forgiven by God.”’ In other words, God graciously
regards the act of His minister and representative as
though it were His own.

The word ‘‘forgive,”’ moreover, must have the same
meaning in the two clauses of the sentence, ‘‘ Whose sins
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you shall forgive, they are forgiven them;’’ and as true
forgiveness is meant in the second clause, it must be meant
in the first; but in so far as the forgiveness is the act of
God’s minister it derives all its efficacy from divine in-
stitution and divine ratification.

Most Protestants are turned from the Catholic doctrine
on confession by the strong repugnance they feel to the
idea of a man’s wielding powers which can belong only to
God. But they should remember that the power to forgive
sins is only a delegated power. The confessor really and
truly forgives sin, but always in the name of God. This
appears in the very formula of absolution pronounced by
the priest in the confessional : ‘‘I absolve thee from thy sins
wn the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy
Ghost.”’ 1t is not in his own name or by his own underived
authority that he absolves, but in the name and by the au-
thority of God. He absolves in virtue of a commission re-
ceived from God. Just as a king might commission a high
officer of his realm to pardon outlaws whenever he found
the offenders repentent and ready to make satisfaction for
their crimes, so God can appoint the priests of His Church
to dispense His mercies to sinners when they are found to
be in good dispositions. ‘

It can not be denied that God can delegate one of His
creatures to extend pardon in His name to his fellow-crea-
tures. His absolute power to do so is not repugnant to our
Christian idea of God and His attributes. The absolving
power does not raise man to a level with God, since man
absolves only in virtue of a commission from God. It does
not make a man the absolute judge of the dispositions of
his fellow-men, for God alone knows the heart; but it does
empower him, when he sees the ordinary signs of contrition
in the penitent, to dispense the grace which God has at-
tached to the sacrament. In this, as in other matters, he is
one of the ‘‘dispensers of the mysteries of God’’ (1 Cor.
iv, 1). If the sinner who confesses does not truly repent
for his sins, the absolution of the priest is not ratified in
heaven.

The wisdom of God in bestowing such power on His
priests is manifest in the results produced by its exercise
and in the way in which it responds to the cravings of the
human heart. The effects of confession have been acknowl-
edged by many of our separated brethren. (See ‘‘Con-
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fession and the People.’’) Not, of course, that they have
had any experience of such confession as is practised in the
Catholic Church, but in those who have had such experi-
ence they are aware that such effects are produced ; whilst
the great gap in Protestant life caused by the absence
of confession is brought painfully home to them.

The divine wisdom is shown in the provision made for
the unburdening of the heart—especially in regard to mat-
ters which are the heart’s own secrets and will not be com-
municated to any one except under circumstances guaran-
teeing peace of mind and perfect security. It is shown
also in the fact that God has associated the reconciliation
of the sinner with an external rite of religion, and one, too,
that bears a special stamp of divine authority. Repent-
ance, however sincere, if locked up in the heart, can not
breed the peace and tranquillity experienced by the peni-
tent when he hears words of absolution which fall upon his
ears as though they had descended from Heaven itself.
The divine wisdom is manifest also in the restraint put
upon the sinner by the obligation of confessing his sins.

2. The power to forgive sins extends to gll sins. ‘‘Whose
sins you shall forgive, ete.”’ No sins are excluded, and by
the force of the words all are included. If any sins con-
fessed with the proper dispositions could be denied forgive-
ness, Our Lord, it must be presumed, would not have
worded His solemn commission to the apostles in so general
a form. Hence His words can not refer to the remission
of sins in Baptism and consequently only to sins committed
before Baptism, for as sin would be committed after Bap-
tism, that, too, must fall under the powers of the keys.

The Church from the earliest centuries has taught that
no sins were excepted when the general power of absolving
was conferred on the Church. The Montanists of the sec-
ond century were condemned as heretics for maintaining
that the Church had not the power of absolving from griev-
ous sins. The Novatians, in the third century, fell under
the same ban for restricting the power of the Church as
regards grievous sins. Moreover, on this as on other essen-
tial points relating to confession, the Oriental sects agree,
and have always agreed, with the Catholic Church; a fact-
which proves that in the early centuries, before East and
‘West were divided, the present Catholic doctrine was that
of the universal Church.
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3. The power conferred upon the apostles was to be
transmitted to their successors in the priesthood. The
immediate recipients of the power of absolving and retain-
ing sins were the apostles alone, for to them alone were
the words of Our Lord addressed ; but the power conferred
on the apostles was to be perpetuated in the Church. For,
when Our Lord, in granting this power to the apostles, ut-
tered the words, ‘‘ As the Father hath sent Me, I also send
you,’”’ He could not have had in mind a merely personal
favor bestowed upon the apostles. The mission which
Christ had received from His Father and in virtue of
which He sent forth His apostles must bear fruit in the
Church to the end of time, and the powers conferred in the
act of sending them forth must be perpetuated in the apos-
tles’ successors.

It would seem strange indeed that Our Lord should so
solemnly assure His apostles that He was now executing the
great mission He had received from the Father by confer-
ring a personal privilege which was to last only during the
few short years of the apostles’ lives. The mission of the
apostles was to be the mission of the Church; and as the
Church was to endure to the end of the world the powers
conferred on the apostles must be the lasting possession of
the Church.

We would ask any one who holds that the power given to
the apostles was a personal and exclusive prerogative to
consider the practical bearings of such a prerogative. The
twelve apostles, let us suppose, possessed the personal privi-
lege of absolving from sin, just as an ecclesiastic of our day
may possess certain personal powers received from the Pope
during a visit to Rome —powers of which his friends at
home, say in America, are glad to avail themselves. A dis-
cipline of penance would thus have been established ; and
although the apostles could not be everywhere, many Chris-
tians, thousands, no doubt, would seek and obtain the privi.
lege of being absolved by one of the Twelve; and just so
far as it was a privilege it is conceivable that God might
confer upon the apostles the power to grant it. But is it
likely that in so important a matter as the reconciliation
of the sinner with God and his eternal salvation some would
be given the peace and security consequent upon this apos-
tolic act and others deprived of it?

But what shall we say of the alternative power of ‘‘re-
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taining,’’ or refusing to pardon, which was given the apos-
tles together with that of pardoning? The apostles would
be empowered to refuse forgiveness on seeing improper dis-
positions in the sinner. Is it possible that this element in
the discipline of penance was to cease upon the deaths of
the apostles? that the rigors of the penitential system were
to be held over the heads of obstinate sinners during the
lives of the apostles, and then suddenly cease! How sin-
ners would rejoice at the disappearance of the last vestige
of apostolic power! How helpless would that poor sinner
be who should happen to be under an apostolic ban when
the last of the apostles died!

4. But the power of forgiving and retaining sins was
not to be exercised without any act proceeding from the
sinner. Absolution on the part of the priest supposes self-
accusation (of course with true sorrow) on the part of the
sinner. Let us not forget that the power conferred was
twofold. It was not only a power of forgiveness, but also
a power of retaining, s.e., of refusing to forgive. If the
power were only a pardoning power, it is perhaps conceiv-
able that absolution could be granted without confession.
The power of forgiving sins might be such that the
priest, after exhorting one or more persons to repent in
their hearts, might without more ado pronounce a formula
of pardon. But the words, ‘‘Whose sins you shall retain,
ete.,”’ change the whole nature of the case. The priests are
evidently constituted judges. They are to decide whether
the sinner is worthy of absolution or not. But how can
they do so unless they know the state of the sinner’s soul,
unless they know the specific character of his offenses, the
view he takes of them, his resolutions for the future, his
willingness to make reparation for the harm done the per-
son, the character or the property of his neighbor? But
all this supposes self-accusation on the part of the sinner.
As regards sins committed entirely in the secrecy of the
heart, it is plain that the priest can have no inkling of the
state of the soul except through the confession of the sinner.

5. But confession is not only a condition for receiving
absolution ; it is a condition for eternal salvation, in regard
to grievous sins, or sins that cut one off from salvation.
In other words, there is a universal obligation of confessing
grievous sins. This obligation is implied in the powers
granted to the apostles and their successors. A little reflec-
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tion should sufflce to show the absurdity of a situation in
which the priests of the Church would be equipped with the
power of binding and releasing in matters bearing on eter-
nal salvation, -whilst the faithful would have it in their
power to evade their jurisdiction. Many would doubtless
choose the easier way, and many, still held in their sins by
the refusal of the priest to absolve them, could and would
nullify the action of the priest at pleasure. The binding
power conferred upon the priests of the Church would be
rendered perfectly nugatory. Confession must then be an
obligation for all or for none.

The obligation of confessing has been inculcated and in-
sisted upon in the Church from the earliest ages. The rec-
ords of the councils and the writings of the Fathers abound
in testimonies to that effect. Among others, St. Basil says:
‘‘We must confess our sins to those who are appointed the
dispensers of the divine mysteries’’—‘‘Reg. Brev., 286.”’
And St. Augustine, the great Doctor of the West, writing
as though he were addressing our modern Reformers, says
to the people of his time: ‘‘Let no one among you say: ‘I
do penance in secret and before God—God who knows that
I repent in my heart will forgive me.” Was it said to no
purpose, then: ‘Whatsoever you shall loose on earth shall
be loosed in heaven’t Was it to no purpose that the
Church received the keys of the kingdom of heaven?’’
‘“‘Serm. 392, al. 49.” Testimonies of the same kind might
be multiplied from St. Cyprian, St. Irenaeus, and others.

It is only too evident that the Reformers in their discus-
sions on confession have confined their attention to the
absolving power, and have shut their eyes to the binding
power. The absolving power they have either diluted or
reasoned away, except when they have regarded it as a per-
sonal prerogative of the apostles. The power of binding
is an idea which has not fructified in their minds. It would
seem to be a seed dropped into uncongenial soil, whereas
in the Catholic Church both ideas have germinated to the
full in the penitential practice that has been handed down
through the ages.
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CONFESSION AND THE PEOPLE

Some Common Accusations.—Confession—at
least private confession—is an invention of the
priests. It is the secret force by which the
Roman Church enslaves the consciences of the
people. One of the worst features of auricular
confession is the practice of questioning peni-
tents about their sins.

THE ANSWER.—Any one who either utters or accepts the
above statement about the origin of the confessional would
be cured of his error by a slight taste of a confessor’s ex-
perience. So far as the interests of the priests were con-
cerned it would have been the height of folly in them to
have invented confession. Let us see what is involved in
this supposed invention of the priests. To have to sit in a
narrow box hour after hour, often in a stifling atmosphere,
listening to story after story of spiritual misery; to be
ever in readiness, night and day, to answer a call to the
sick-chamber, where not unfrequently one must expose him-
self to danger of infection ; to be committed to the obliga-
tion of secrecy, by which one may forfeit all right of self-
defense (there have been many cases in which priests have
incurred the severest penalties by a refusal to betray the
secrets of the confessional) ; these are only a fraction of the
pains and discomforts and dangers brought upon them-
selves by the priests in their supposed invention of sacra-
mental confession. Let us realize all this, and then ask
ourselves whether the game was worth the candle.

An invention of the priests! When or where was con-
fession invented? Has it not been in use in the Church
from the earliest ages? (See ‘‘Confession Divinely Insti-
tuted.’’) That it was an invention of the priests was not
the persuasion of some of the early Reformers. Confession
has been retained in Lutheranism, and the absolution of
the priest has a place to this day in Anglican formularies,
though it stands for very little in the practice of the An-
glican Church, except in High-Church circles. Does not
]t,h; :ﬁcusation against the priests sound like a party shib-

eth? :

And then the fell motive of the invention—the enslaving
of the people! Who, or what, can these slave-drivers be?!
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‘Whence are the priests recruited? Do they form a caste?
or is it a family interest they are serving, and with a
hereditary family spirit and policy? Is it not preéminently
true that the priests are of the people? No system of en-
slavement could last even half a century if the enslavers
were entirely recruited from the ranks of the enslaved.

If by enslaving the people is meant getting a hold upon
the conscience which tends to strengthen the Catholic cause
and perpetuate the Catholic religion, then, admitting for
the sake of argument that confession operates toward that
end—which it does to some extent—the question now turns
upon the merits of the Catholic religion. If it teaches the
truth, the mind is not enslaved: ‘‘the truth shall make you
free.”” If it teachers error, the mind is indeed subjected
to the servitude of error; but how many of those who brand
Catholic teaching as error and as a species of enslavement
have taken the trouble to inform themselves of what gen-
uine Catholic teaching is? On the other hand, who better
than Catholics can give a reason for the faith that is in
them? If confession is an enslavement, is it not strange
that in the course of each year tens of thousands in English-
speaking countries show themselves, by their return to the
faith of their fathers, decidedly enamored of the state of
slavery ! '

Neither are Catholics enslaved nor do they feel they are
enslaved. A sinner who comes to his confessor under the
galling yoke of sin steps forth from the confessional with
a delicious sense of breathing the air of freedom. Peace
and a sense of renewed hope and strength are the invariable
feeling of those who have laid their burden at the feet of
God’s representative and have come away with a moral
assurance of reconciliation with their Maker. The feeling
of a Catholic after confessing has not altogether escaped
the notice of our Protestant friends. Longfellow, in his
‘‘Evangeline,’’ after describing the natural graces of the
Acadian peasant girl, adds:

“But a celestial brightness—a more ethereal beauty—
Shone on her face and encircled her form when, after confession,

Homeward serenely she walked with God’s benediction upon her.
When she had passed, it seemed like the ceasing of exquisite music.”

Goethe, who is universally known as a poet, but who was
no less distinguished as a thinker and as a man who pos-
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sessed a large acquaintance with human life, has some ap-
posite remarks on the subject of the confessional: They
are reported by Henry Boss the younger, who tells us in a
letter on Goethe written in February, 1805: ‘‘ [ After an ill-
ness] he soon resumed his habit of having something read to
him. I brought him Luther’s ‘Table-Talk’ and read some of
it to him. He listened with interest for a full hour.”” He
here quotes some invectives of Goethe’s against Luther
which do not concern us just here; after which he contin-
ues: ‘‘This led up to a fine discourse on the comparative ad-
vantages of Catholicism and Protestantism. I agree with
him in his strictures upon the Protestant religion, for plac-
ing too heavy a load on the shoulders of the individual man.
Formerly a burden might be taken off the conscience by the
help of others, but now the soul must endure it, and endure
it alone; and it has not strength of itself to restore equi-
librium to its powers. Auricular confession should never
have been taken away from men.”’

Goethe, as a young man, had had some experience of the
Lutheran confessional, which he had found anything but
a haven of peace. We shall cite a few sentences from his
‘‘Dichtung und Warheit’’ on the subject of particularizing
in one’s accusation in the confessional, premising that Cath-
olics are obliged to confess specifically all their grievous
sins; that is to say, sins by which they would forfeit their
eternal salvation.

‘“We were taught,’’ he says, ‘‘that we were much better
than the Catholics for this very reason: that we were not
obliged to acknowledge anything in particular in the confes-
sional, nay, that this would not be at all proper, even if we
wished to do it. This last did not seem right to me; for I
had the strangest religious doubts, which I would readily
have had cleared up on such an occasion. Now as this was
not to be done, I composed a confession for myself, which,
while it well expressed my state of mind, was to confess to
an intelligent man, in general terms, that which I was for-
bidden to tell him in detail. But when I entered the old
choir of the Barefoot Friars, when I approached the strange
latticed closets in which the reverend gentleman used to be
found for that purpose, when the sexton opened the door
for me, when I now saw myself shut up in the narrow place
. . . all the light of my mind and heart was extinguished
at once, the well-conned confession-speech would not cross
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my lips; I opened, in my embarrassment, the book which I
had in hand, and read from it the first short form I saw,
which was 80 general that anybody might have spoken it
with quite a safe conscience. I received absolution, and
withdrew neither warm nor cold; went the next day with
my parents to the Table of the Lord, and, for a few days,
behaved myself as was becoming after so holy an act.”’
Engl. Transl. I, p. 248 £. He then goes on to describe a ha-
bitual state of trouble and doubt from which any prudent
and experienced priest might have relieved him, but which
as a fact led him to abandon the church altogether. There
is small need of pointing the moral which will here suggest
itself to many of our readers.

Another eminent Protestant, Leibnitz,! famous as a phi-
losopher, a jurist, and a theologian, discourses, in his ‘‘Sys-
tema Theologicum,’’ on confession in a strain which might
easily be mistaken for a chapter from Bellarmine.

‘¢ Assuredly,’’ he says, ‘‘it is a great mercy on the part of
God that He has given to His Church the power of remitting
and retaining sins, which she exercises through her priests,
whose ministry can not be despised without grievous sin.
Nor can it be denied that this is an ordinance ineveryrespect
worthy of the divine wisdom ; and if there be in the Chris-
tian religion anything admirable and deserving of praise,
assuredly it is this institution, which won the admiration
even of the people of China and Japan ; for by the necessity
of confessing, many, especially those who are not yet har-

1Leibnitz (born 1646 at Leipzig, died 1716) will perhaps be a
puzzle to the general reader if his habitual attitude toward Ca-
tholicism is not explained. He labored strenuously to bring about &
reconciliation between Rome and the Reformed churches, and in
many parts of his writings he expresses distinctively Catholic
views on the most important questions. His “Systema,” from which
we shall quote occasionally, was his genuine production, but it was
not published till about a century after his death. It is a thoroughly
Catholic work, so much so that Protestants have doubted his
sinocerity, or have regarded the book as an attempt by an able
pleader, who could argue the two sides of a case, to make out a
case for Catholicism, though still siding with Protestantism. But
the antecedents of the writer make it highly probable that the
“Systema” is the natural culmination of the writer’s well-known
Catholic tendencies. In the chapters from which we shall quote
there is not the smallest trace of the special pleader. In any case,
his arguments have an intrinsic value, quite apart from his per-
sonal authority.
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dened, are deterred from sin, and to those who have actually
fallen it affords great consolation ; in so much that I regard
a pious, grave, and prudent confessor as a great instrument
of God for the salvation of souls; for his counsel assists us
in governing our passions, in discovering our vices, in
avoiding occasions of sin, in making restitution, in repair-
ing injuries, in dissipating doubts, in overcoming despon-
dency, and, in fine, in removing or mitigating all the ills of
the soul. And if in the ordinary concerns of life there is
scarce anything more precious than a faithful friend, what
must it be to have a friend who is bound, even by the in-
violable obligation of a divine sacrament, to hold faith with
us and assist us in our need? And although of old, while
the fervor of piety was greater than it is now, public con-
fession and penance were in use among Christians, never-
theless, in consideration of our weakness, it has pleased
God to make known to the faithful, through the Church,
the sufficiency of a private confession made to a priest; and
on this communication the seal of silence is imposed, in or-
der that the confession thus made to God may be placed
more completely beyond the reach of human respect’’—
Engl. Transl., by Dr. Russell, p. 135 f£.

The questioning of penitents has been no less unfairly
represented by our critics than other aspects of confession.
As a matter of fact, there is very little questioning of the
ordinary penitent. Ill-disposed or ill-prepared penitents
are questioned in order that the true state of their souls
may be ascertained and proper direction given them; but
over-curious or dangerous questioning is neither customary
nor permitted. In the entire preparatory training of a
priest special care is taken to cultivate in him habits of
prudence and reserve in the performance of so delicate a
task as the directing of human consciences.

CREATION
See ‘‘God’s Existence.’’
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CREEDS AND DEEDS

Erroneous View.—Right conduct does not
seem to depend much upon formulas of belief.
There are good and bad men in all religions.
The great thing, after all, is to do what is right.

THE TruTH.—The great thing, you say, is to do what is
right, whether you belteve what is right or not. But sup-
pose for a moment that one of those things you are obliged
to do is to accept certain articles of belief, or, in other
words, to accept a creed—what then? Can you be indif-
ferent to all creeds? There is no Christian creed that does
not profess to embody a divine revelation—an expression
of God’s own mind. The mind of God revealed to those
whom He has created can not be a matter of indifference.
What if one of those creeds should be a correct exponent
of God’s revelation: could you then be indifferent to all
creeds, including the right one?

True it is that creeds differ and are mutually contradic-
tory, and that consequently they can not all be right. In-
deed there is only one true creed, as there is only one true
revelation ; but, though creeds are so different, we are not
left without a clue to the right one. But it is not our pur-
pose just here to point to the path leading to the one true
creed—that we have done elsewhere. (See ‘‘The Church
of Christ—How to find it’’ and ‘‘Indifferentism.’”’) We
are anxious to come to close quarters with our indifferentist
friend as regards his criterion of right and wrong actions.

You say that our one great concern should be to do the
right thing, whether we believe the right thing or not. Evi-
dently, then, you regard some acts as good, others as bad ;
and in this we agree with you. But why do you so regard
them? You answer that every one has an instinctive feel-
ing that some things are morally right, others morally
wrong. But I reply that we are rational beings, and if we
can plead no more than instinct we do not act according to
reason. You will rejoin that it is rational to judge of
things by their results, and that the results of the practice
of the virtues of honesty, sobriety, and chastity are happi-
ness for the individual and general order and prosperity
for society. In other words, the moral virtues work well.
But that is not morality—it is only expediency.
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At any rate, you will say, there is a certain charm about
right actions —which proves them to be right, and per-
haps constitutes them such. Again, this is not the morally
right, but the esthetically pleasing. Neither the expedi-
ent nor the esthetically pleasant answers to that concep-
tion of the morally good with which every child of Adam
is gifted, and which it is the object of scientific ethics to
bring into the foreground of consciousness. Morality im-
plies a law, in the strictest sense of the term—a law which
impresses itself on the conscience and tells me the right that
must be done and the wrong that must be avoided.

If there is no strict law back of the dictates of conscience
there should be no sense of guilt when one does wrong; but
it is precisely because before acting I feel the force of a
just command, which is the expression and application of
a law of morality, that after acting I feel guilty for having
gone counter to it. On the other hand, I know of no com-
mand to do what is merely expedient or merely pleasing.
It may be desirable to do the one or the other, but I don’t
feel bound to do either. But where it is a question of the
morally right or the morally wrong, I feel that I am bound
by the moral law to do the one and avoid the other. This
is the only rational interpretation of that universal impres-
sion which men have of a right and a wrong in their actions.
There is a law, and a law that binds, beneath the dictates of
conscience.

But if we once admit a law of morality we must also ad-
mit that it has its ultimate origin in that which is the source
of all law—the will of God. All obligation in the moral or-
der must be traced to the ultimate source of all authority,
for authority is implied in the very notion of law. If I
can not trace a reputed obligation back to the ultimate
source of authority, I may feel it pleasant or profitable
go do the thing in question, but I can not feel bound to

o it.

What we have said applies to moral action in general
but it is plain, of course, that when God’s will is mani-
fested by means of positive divine laws, as in the case of the
Ten Commandments and the divine ordinances promul-
gated by Christianity, the connectxon between human obli-
gation and the divine will is more directly evident than in
the case of the natural law impressed by the divine will
upon the human reason.
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But the connection thus established between morality and
the will of God has important consequences. My notions
of morality, or my application of the principles of morality,
will vary according to what I know or believe about God
and His law. They will vary, in a word, according to my
creed. 1 can not, therefore, be indifferent to creeds. If my
creed is a deistic one I reject many truths revealed by God,
which I am not at liberty to do. If I have a creed which is
Christian, but faultily Christian,—if, for instance, it takes
a lax view of the marriage tie and permits divorce,—it
opens the door to countless moral evils. If it is a creed that
does not recognize a principle of authority to which one
may look for an absolute decision in matters of faith and
morals, it throws its followers back upon their untutored
private judgment in matters of the first moment. If it is
a creed (or a church) whose general spirit breeds an indif-
ference to the religious education of the young, it is destined
to reap a harvest of misdeeds beyond the reckoning of men
and angels.

Illustrations might be multiplied indefinitely, but they
will easily occur tc yourself if you once get seriously think-
ing on the matter. But even though you observed the whole
of God’s law externally, the interior motive, which is the
very soul of the moral act, would be a matter of the first
importance. God as our Creator and sovereign Lord has a
right to control our thoughts and feelings, which are the
springs of outward action, for our whole being belongs to
Him. But the effect of indifference to beliefs is to shut
God out of our thoughts in reference to the morality of our
actions and to fall back upon motives of pleasure or utility,
—which is nothing short of denying the interior allegiance
we owe to our Maker.

A parody of Cardinal Manning’s on a couplet of Alexan-
der Pope’s may serve as a rallying-point for future thoughts
on the subject of deeds and creeds. The poet had written:

“For forms and creeds let graceleu zealots ﬂght:
He can’t be wrong whose life is in the right.”

Manning retorts as follows:

“For charts and compasses let graceless zealots fight:
He can’t go wrong who steers the ship aright.”

(See ‘‘ Indifferentism.’’)
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CREMATION

Objection.—What is to prevent a Christian—
Catholic or non-Catholic—f{rom directing that his
body be burned after his death? There is noth-
ing intrinsically wrong in cremation and it may
be made an important factor in public sanitation.

THE ANSWER.—We grant that in the bare idea of cre-
mation there is nothing necessarily gsinful. The burning of
a human corpse is not necessarily or essentially wrong from
a moral point of view. But this one consideration will not
settle the practical question. Cremation can not be consid-
ered apart from its associations or from its bearings upon
Christian thought and usage. It is this relative significance
of cremation that justifies the Church in forbidding the
practice; and in forbidding it she has the sympathy and
concurrence of the great mass of Christians of all denomina-
tions.

The reader need not be reminded that the practice of cre-
mating human corpses which is now getting into vogue was
a general pagan custom at the dawn of Christianity and
that it was the Church that brought about its general abo-
lition. With the advance of Christianity the funeral-pyres
disappeared and human remains were reverently laid away
in tombs. The Jews had never practised cremation, and
the fact that the Chosen People and the Christians, their
successors in the Faith, were at one on this point is very
significant. It seems to indicate what estimate of the
human body is the natural one to believers in the true

The early converts to Christianity had been accustomed
a8 pagans to seeing the bodies of their deceased friends en-
veloped in flames, and then—nothing but a handful of
ashes to be carried away for a remembrance; but now that
they were Christians, they felt their natural affection awak-
ened by their supernatural faith, and the human forms that
were dear to them were left untouched save by the destrue-
tive forces of nature. But, what is more to the point, the
Christians regarded the bodies of their friends as having
been the temples of the Holy Ghost and as awaiting the day
when they should be glorified by being united with their
souls in glory. Hence, nothing more natural than a rev-
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erent guardianship of the remains of the dead who had
died in the Lord.

To-day the Church has a fresh motive for insisting on
the perpetuation of Christian burial and the exclusion of
cremation. Enemies of the Church who are bent on de-
stroying every vestige of ancient Christianity are in the
forefront of the movement in favor of cremation. The free-
masons in conjunction with certain cremating societies are
making this a part of their propaganda against Christian
beliefs and practices. The Church, as might be expected,
is all the more zealous for her traditional mode of treating
the remains of the dead, and she forbids her children to
give any help er encouragement to a movement whose in-
spiration is anything but Christian.

Many eugenists also, regarding cemeteries of the prevail-
ing type as a menace to the health of large communities,
have been no less zealous advocates of cremation. Now the
Church is alive to the necessity of guarding against infec-
tion arising from this or any other such source ; and we may
say with confidence that if the need for a change in the
direction of cremation were sufficiently urgent, and if the
evil complained of could not otherwise be removed, the
Church would not object to cremation, where needed, any
more than she has objected to the burning of human beings
in certain plague-stricken cities ; but these dangers are often
exaggerated, or at least can be met by expedients short of
cremation. The proper location of cemeteries and the rig-
orous enforcement of sanitary laws will doubtless be a suf-
ficient solution of the problem for many a day.

It will be well for Catholics to know the positive prohibi-
tions of the Church in the matter of cremation. We would
ask our Catholic readers to note well the following regula-
tions:

1. It is unlawful for any one to order or direct that his
own remains or those of another be cremated. It is unlaw-
ful to join any society whose object is to aid in the spread
of the practice of cremation ; and if any such society should
be affiliated to masonic organizations members of the society
would be under the same ban as the Masons themselves.

2. It is never allowed to codperate in the cremating of a
body by giving orders, direction, or advice concerning it.
There may be reasons in some cases why officials, servants,
ete., may be permitted to be present and even to participate
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in the transaction, but they should ordinarily not do so
without the consent of their confessors, who will be able to
determine whether their mere material presence or codpera-
tion is justifiable under the circumstances.

3. No Catholic who has given orders that his body be cre-
mated after death can receive the sacraments of the dying
unless he is willing to cancel the orders.

4. No one can be buried with the rites of the Church who
is known to have decided, of his own free choice, to be cre-
mated after death and to have persevered in his decision.
Ignorance of the law of the Church or inability to reverse
orders given for cremation may, however, be a just plea for
indulgence at the hands of the Church.

DARWIN

A Misapprehension.—Darwin was “the incor-
porated ideal of a man of science”—Huxley, as
quoted by President Schurman. Darwin was not
a Christian, and the weight of his authority must
help considerably to tip the balance in favor of
unbelief.

THE TrRUTH ABOUT DARWIN.—‘‘The incorporated ideal o
a man of science.”’ The phrase is not a happy one; but it
is probably meant to convey the idea that Darwin realized
to the fullest the ideal of a man of science. We are not in
the least disposed to underrate the real achievements of
Darwin ; but, as his fame rests chiefly on his theory of nat-
ural selection, and as that theory does not now seem likely
to prove an adequate explanation of the development of
species, the halo about Darwin’s head has lost much of its
luster.

In natural selection Darwin lighted upon what seemed
to him a bright idea; and the idea was striking enough to
arouse the enthusiasm of a generation ; but it was too sweep-
ing and too imperfectly supported by evidence to be per-
manently regarded as a key to one of nature’s great secrets.
Natural selection is regarded to-day by leading scientists as
a factor in the evolution of species, but not as the dominant
one. Darwin started the scientists on the path of research,
but put them on the wrong scent. Consequently, men of
science are now seen retracing their steps in the endeavor
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to regain the highway of true scientific progress. (See
‘‘Evolution.’’)

In the present article we are chiefly concerned with Dar-
win’s personal mentality, a study of which will prove high-
ly instructive.

Charles Robert Darwin was born at Shrewsbury, in Eng-
land, February 12, 1809. He made his higher studies at
Edinburgh and Cembridge. From 1831 to 1836 he held the
post of naturalist on Her Majesty’s ship the Beagle, dur-
ing a government surveying voyage. These years marked
the beginning of his labors in the collecting of specimens
and in the study of facts upon which he afterwards based
his evolutionary theory. In 1842 he entered upon a life of
retirement and scientific labor, which finally issued in the
theory of natural selection.

His thoughts on the subject were, however, a matter of
private speculation and would perhaps not have been pub-
lished so soon had he not been aware that another investi-
gator, Alfred Russel Wallace, was on the same trail. This
determined him to make the results of his researches public.
It is gratifying to know that Darwin and Wallace published
the theory of natural selection conjointly, in essays read
before the Linngan Society, July 1, 1858. In 1859 ap-
peared from Darwin’s pen the ‘‘Origin of Species,’’ a book
which in some important matters revolutionized the study
of nature, and gave the theory of natural selection an
ascendency which it retained for several decades. Among
evolutionists of the present day there is a growing tendency
to reject natural selection as a full and adequate explana-
tion of facts.

‘Whatever may be said of Darwin as an evolutionist, it
would be a grievous mistake to attribute to him the char-
acter of a philosopher, and especially to regard him as a
man of large philosophical outlook or of keen logical acu-
men, He himself disclaimed the poesession of any such
qualities (with a humility, by the way, which is not a little
to his credit), and there is nothing in his life which indi-
cates their presence. The following extracts from his ‘‘Life
and Letters,’’ edited by his son, Francis Darwin, will il-
lustrate some of his intellectual peculiarities, and at the
same time, we may add, prove that he was far from being
of the class of rampant atheists who so often appeal to
his name and authority.
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““I feel,”’ says Darwin, ‘‘in some degree unwilling to

ress myself publicly on religious subjects, as I do not

feel that I have thought deeply enough to justify any pub-
licity.”’ Vol. I, p. 304.

‘‘I have never systematically thought much on religion in
relation to science or on morals in relation to society’’—
Ibid., p. 305.

‘“Whether [the argument from causality for the existence
of God] is an argument of great value I have never been
able to decide. I am aware that if we admit a First Cause,
the mind still craves to know whence it came and how it
arose’’ (italics ours. Ibid., p. 306).

The last sentence furnishes the best poesible portrait of
one side of Darwin’s mentality. His mind is so deeply
imbued with the notion that everything that exists must
have been produced by something else that when his reason
brings him to the first—absolutely first—cause in a series
of causes and effects, he fails to see that the first cause
would not be the first if it could spring from any other; or,
not to press dialectics with what may seem to be over-se-
verity, he fails to see that when the mind reaches an abso-
lutely first cause it is brought into contemplation of a Be-
ing who is necessarily self-existent and eternal. Now this
Being is precisely the God whom we Christians adore. But
it must be admitted that Darwin’s mind oscillated on this
subject, in response to sound logic on the one side and a
deep-seated evolutionary bias on the other. In the follow-
ing extracts from the ‘‘Life,”’ we would call special atten-
tion to the sentences we have italicized.

‘“When:- thus reflecting [on the argument from design]
I feel compelled to look to a First Cause having an intelli-
gent mind in some degree analogous to that of man; and
I deserve to be called a theist. This conclusion was strong
in my mind about the time, as far as I can remember, when
I wrote the ‘Origin of Species’; and it is since that time
that it lias very gradually, with many fluctuations, become
weaker. But then arises the doubt, Can the mind of man,
which has, as I fully believe, been developed from a mind
as low as that possessed by the lowest animals, be trusted
when st draws such grand conclustons?’’ I! (p. 313.)

‘I have no practice in abstract reasoning, and may be all
astray. Nevertheless you have expressed my inward con-
viction, though far more vividly and clearly than I could
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have done, that the universe is not the result of chance. But
then with me the horrid doubt always arises whether the
convictions of man’s mind, which has been developed from
the mind of the lower animals, are of any value or at all
trustworthy. Would any one trust in the convictions of
a monkey’s mind, if there are any convictions in such a
mind?’’ (p. 316.)

Open-eyed wonder is the feeling which the reader doubt-
less shares with the writer in lighting on these unexpected
traces of the mind of Charles Robert Darwin. Here we
have the extraordinary spectacle of a man who arrives, by
the use of his reason, at the verge of the Eternal and the
Infinite and gets a glimpse of the divine perfections, when
lo! in a moment all is changed—it is all an illusion! How
can an ape know God?

If at such critical moments of his life Darwin had been
able to steady his wits and reason thus: My mind has
reached beyond the bounds of sense and caught a sight of
the eternal First Cause; therefore my mind could never
have been evolved from the mind of an ape; or, if he had
been consistent enough to transfer his intellectual fears to
another object, the very evolution theory on which he was
working, and had asked himself: Can the mind of man,
which was once the mind of an ape, be trusted when it
draws such grand conclusions about the origin of species?
he would have escaped the state of utter confusion that set-
tled upon his mind in regard to the real ultéimate origin of
species.

No, Darwin was not a philosopher. Even as a naturalist
he reached distinction by reason of these three facts: 1. He
made a brilliant guess, but the thing guessed was, after all,
not the real truth. 2. He was a prodigious delver for data
on which to build conclusions. 3. He succeeded in correlat-
ing the data to some extent ; though he was obliged to leave
it to some comprehensive intelligence, or intelligences, to
make a synthesis of the myriad particulars.

It is in no unfeeling spirit that we have exhibited the un-
cultivated side of Darwin’s intellect. We do 80 in order to
supply one notable illustration of a fact which in the past
two or three generations has forced itself upon the notice
of observing men; to wit, the partial mental paralysis ex-
hibited by many men of science who have never undergone
a rigid training in mental philosophy. A second object we
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have had in view is to show how in the case of Darwin as
representing a class, his ‘‘spiritual powers,”’ as President
Schurman says of them, ‘‘were atrophied by his absorbing
preoccupation with the phenomena of the natural world,”’
and ‘‘like the domestic duck whose wings, he tells us, have
become shrunken and useless from disuse, the pinions of his
own soul, disabled for want of exercise, refused to soar
above the solid ground of nature’s familiar scenes and oc-
currences’—Huzxley and Scientific Agnosticism, p. 76.

DEVELOPMENT OF DOCTRINE

Objection.—The Catholic Church is contin-
ually introducing new dogmas. Such innova-
tions are not within the competence of the
Church, which received the deposit of the Faith
to be transmitted unchanged to the end of time.
Papal infallibility became an article of faith only
thirty or forty years ago. Did the Vatican
Council receive a new revelation on the subject?

THE ANsweER.—The Vatican Council received no new
revelation, for none was needed. No change was made in the
body of doctrine deposited with the apostles. The decree of
Infallibility was but an interpretation of a doctrine already
found in Scripture. As a historical fact, the Primacy and
Infallibility of the successor of Peter had been recognized
in practice throughout the history of the Church. It was
the one bond of union between the various parts of the
Church, communion with the See of Peter being regarded
as the touchstone of orthodoxy. (See ‘‘Pope, The,’’ II and
IIL.) All that was lacking was an explicit definition, which,
however, was not necessary till controversy made it so.

‘When the prerogative of the Holy See was seriously
called in question the Church deemed it necessary to define
the true and full meaning of the Primacy which had al-
ways been recognized. The Faith was not changed but
explained. But there is this difference in the situation be-
tween now and before the Vatican Council, that now, after
the explicit definition of Papal Infallibility, to deny the
doctrine would be plainly and directly heretical, whereas be-
fore the definition one might make bold to deny it because
it was not explicitly defined and might therefore be re-
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garded as not taught by the Church. To-day there is no
;a)xcuse for not regarding the primacy as implying Infalli-
ility.

The doctrine of Infallibility is a fair sample of a whole
class of Catholic teachings which even to fair-minded per-
sons outside the Church seem to be innovations. No declara-
tion of the meaning and import of an old truth can be an
innovation on the part of a Church which is appointed the
custodian and interpreter of divine revelation. What seems
to be a new doctrine is not new except in so far as it is an
explicit declaration of what was contained in an older doec-
trine. In this sense there can be growth and development
in Catholic doctrine.

The deposit of the Faith entrusted to the apostles and
their successors must not be compared to a deposit of ma-
terial treasure, which is to be locked away in a casket and
to be inspected only occasionally by privileged eyes. The
truths of revelation were to be received into human minds.
They were to be subjects of meditation and were to grow
into the thought and feeling of those who were to receive
them. No large and comprehensive idea can remain
wholly undeveloped. Reflections will necessarily make
it yield more of its meaning than it did at its first enun-
ciation.

Such development of doctrine may, of course, lead to
error; and as men’s reflections differ they may sometimes
result in contradictions. Hence, if there were no criterion
by which to test the correctness of individual reflection and
deduction Christian teaching would degenerate into a med-
ley of conflicting opinions. But a ecriterion there surely
is; and the criterion is the ruling of a divinely constituted
authority residing in the Church. There are times when
the Church is obliged to exercise such authority and declare,
as regards particular propositions, what must and what
must not be accepted as truth. It must formulate the
truth; and the truth thus formulated is a dogma of the
Catholic faith. It is new only as regards its newly de-
veloped form.

The position we have been defending has been attacked in
our day by a school of critics which maintains that at least
in the early centuries so-called developments of doctrine
were not developments at all, but importations of foreign
elements, the pure stream of Christian doctrine being con-
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taminated by an infusion of Greek philosophy. Even the
fourth Gospel, we are told, which has been attributed to St.
John, shows in its opening sentences the impress of Graco-
Oriental speculation. ‘‘In the beginning was the Word,
and the Word was with God, and the Word was God.”’
The ‘“Word,”’” we are reminded, was the Logos of Philo
Judeeus, a philosopher who made a sorry attempt to amal-
(g}amate his own Jewish beliefs with the pagan philosophy of
reece.

The charge thus brought against early Christian teaching
is more superficial than might appear from the array of
learning by which it is sometimes supported. Critics hold-
ing this view are misled as to the substance by confining
their attention to the form. The truth is that when Chris-
tianity came into contact with Greek philosophy and was
obliged to meet it on its own ground it used the language
of philosophy to express Christian ideas. Frequently,
when a Christian idea found what was more or less a coun-
terpart of itself in any teaching of pagan philosophy, the
pagan notion was first purged of what was false and then
in its new form adopted as Christian truth. The old term
was thus used with a new meaning.

It was thus that Christianity was made intelligible and
acceptable to those whose thoughts had been running in the
grooves of pagan speculation. Thus it was that the Logos
of the later Greek philosophy was given its true meaning
by St. John in the first sentences of his Gospel. The Word
that was made Flesh, the Word that was with God and was
God, was the real Logos, of whom only a distorted concep-
tion was familiar to Greek speculation. Among the Greeco-
Judeie philosophers and among the Gnostics, the Monarch-
ians and others, the term conveyed the idea of a mediator,
who was vaguely conceived as personal and divine, and yet
not regarded as one in nature and identical in substance
with the Deity. With this being the Word of St. John
could never be justly confounded. The difference between
the two is emphasized in the very passage in which the term
is used—*‘ And the Word was God.”’

It is true that nowhere else in the sacred writings is the
same truth set forth in such plain and explicit language;
but that only proves that nowhere else was it natural or
to be expected that such language should be employed. St.
John wrote from out an environment that was rife with
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theories concerning the Logos ; and what more natural than
that he should announce the ¢rue Logos?

The case of St. John’s gospel is typical of the use made
of pagan philosophy by the early Christian writers. There
was always a standard of doctrine, derived from Scripture
and tradition, which enabled those writers to separate the
chaff from the grain. If they used pagan language and
modes of thought, they were not undiscriminating in their
use of them. '

‘We are thinking, of course, of those who in the judgment
of the Church were orthodox. The very distinction of
‘‘orthodox’’ and ‘‘heretical’’ is sufficient to show that the
Church was not helplessly exposed to the inroads of a false
philosophy. The principle on which that distinction was
based was that any philosophical opinion not in agreement
with Scripture and sound tradition was to be rejected.
Dogmatic formulse were framed with an eye to what had
been taught from the beginning. This indeed is the most
conspicuous feature of the teaching of the Fathers and the
((l)ouncils. This principle was the very touchstone of ortho-

oxy.

No serious attempt has been made to prove that any ele-
ments of Greek thought built into the fabriec of Catholic
teaching is at variance with Secriptural or apostolical doc-
trine. Writers on the subject are often too much occupied
with the external phenomena to penetrate to the substance.

(See ‘‘Dogmas.’”)

DIVORCE

Objection.—The Catholic Church forbids di-
vorce in all cases. This law is more severe than
that taught by Christ Himself; for He tells the
Pharisees (Matt. xix. g) that at least on account
of infidelity to the marriage bond a husband may
leave his wife and marry another.

THE ANsWER.—The first part of our answer will be di-
rected to the believer, who accepts the Bible as the Word of
God, and the second part to the unbeliever.

It is on the text just referred to that the Reformed
churches have built their doctrine on divorce. They ac-
knowledge, most of them, that divorce is forbidden in the
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Gospel, but assert that one case is excepted, that, namely,
in which the wife has committed adultery. In that case,
they maintain, the husband may dismiss his wife and marry
another. To this is opposed the Catholic doctrine, taught
from the beginning of Christianity; which is, that marriage
can never be dissolved till the death of either of the parties
to the contract. The two may live apart when there is a
just reason for the separation, but until one or the other
dies they remain husband and wife and ean not remarry.

The Catholic doctrine may be established by the very pas-
sage in Scripture on which Protestants stake their whole
case in favor of divorce. Let us see the passage in its con-
text:

‘‘And there came to him the Pharisees, tempting Him
and saying: Is it lawful for a man to put away his wife for
every cause?! Who answering, said to them: Have ye not
read that He who made man from the beginning made them
male and female? And He said: For this cause shall a man
leave father and mother and shall cleave to his wife, and
they two shall be tn one flesh. Therefore now they are not
two, but one flesh. What therefore God hath joined to-
gether let no man put asunder. They say to Him: Why
then did Moses command to give a bill of divorece and to
put away? He saith to them: Because Moses, by reason
of the hardness of your heart, permitted you to put away
your wives: but from the beginning it was not so’’ (Matt.
xix. 3-8).

Nothing can be more evident than that OQur Lord’s in-
tention was to make marriage what it had been from the
beginning and to abolish every modification of the divine in-
stitution which had hitherto been permitted. The old insti-
tution was to be restored wholly and entirely. Therefore,
to have a clear conception of what marriage ought to be to-
day, we must go back to the period preceding the advent of
Moses and the publishing of the Mosaic law; for Moses was
the first to permit a dispensation from the full observance
of the primitive law. Now in that earlier period, as is plain,
the marriage contract bound the contracting parties during
their lifetime and absolute divorce was not permitted. In
other words, the present Catholic doctrine held full sway.
Hence to-day, as before the time of Moses, in the most abso-
lute sense of the words, what God has joined no man may
put asunder.
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This being the case, we are not prepared to encounter any
expression in Scripture favoring a dissolution of marriage
and undoing the reformation of marriage instituted by
Christ. If any apparent expression of the kind occurs we
may be sure that in the context there is enough to explain it
iél a way that will make it harmonize with the intentions of

hrist. - .

This is the case with the one single passage in the New
Testament upon which Protestants erect their doctrine on
divorce. After Our Lord had uttered the words quoted
above He added: ‘‘And I say to you that whosoever shall
put away his wife, except it be for fornication, and shall
marry another, committeth adultery; and he that shall
marry her that is put away committeth adultery.”” (It
should be needless to explain that it is not directly by put-
- ting away his wife that he would commit adultery, but by
acts committed in a second marriage, which marriage would
be simple concubinage as long as the first wife lived.) Here,
the Reformers tell us, there is one case mentioned in which
marriage may be dissolved, viz., that of fornication (or
adultery) committed by the wife.

In reply we would remind the Reformers that in fixing
their attention on one part of the text they have forgotten
another. The last clause brings the text more clearly into
harmony with the manifest intention of Our Lord to abolish
all absolute divorce. ‘‘And he that shall marry her that is
put away commitieth adultery.”” Why ‘‘committeth adul-
tery’’ unless the one put away is still the wife of the one
who has put her away? Even when there is & just reason,
as in the case of fornication, for dismissing one’s wife, the
marriage is not thereby dissolved. Our Lord’s meaning
would then be expressed by the following paraphrase of the
verse: ‘“Whosoever shall put away his wife (though a man
may be permitted to put away his wife on account of forni-
cation, without, however, re-marrying), and shall marry
another, committeth adultery ; and in any case he that shall
marry her that is put away committeth adultery, because
she is still the wife of another.”’

Our Lord’s meaning is no less clearly expressed in the
fifth chapter of St. Matthew’s gospel. Here, in what is
known as the Sermon on the Mount, He contrasts the pre-
cepts and the spirit of the old dispensation with those of
the new. Such expressions as ‘‘it was said to them of old,
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ete., but I say to you, etc.,”’ occur more than once. In re-
gard to marriage we find the following: ‘‘ And it hath been
said, Whosoever shall put away his wife, let him give her
a bill of divorce’’ (Matt. v. 31). Here, as in the case of
the other contrasts, we should expect something different
to be prescribed by Our Lord from what had been permitted
under the old law. We should expect to see divorce disap-
pear under the new dispensation. And this we shall see
is the meaning of the following verse: ‘‘But I say to you
that whoeoever shall put away his wife, excepting for the
cause of fornication, maketh her to commit adultery; and
he that shall marry her that is put away committeth adul-
tery.”’ The meaning of the first clause in the above verse
is that the husband that puts away his wife is responsible
for the sin that may be committed by the woman through
a second union, for she is still his lawful wife; but if he
dismiss her on account of the sin of fornication, the husband
is not responsible for what may happen afterward. She
has deserved dismissal, and the blame is not her husband’s
if she incur the danger of further sinning. But Our Lord
adds, without any exception or distinction, ‘“He that shall
marry her that is put away committeth adultery,’”’ because
she is still the wife of another. The contrast, then, is clear:
Mosees permitted a certificate of divorce dissolving mar-
riage ; Christ permits no dissolving of marriage and regards
as adulterous any marriage contracted by a wife separated
from her husband.

The Catholic doctrine is sustained by other significant
passages in the sacred writers. In these there is no excep-
tion mentioned to the law forbidding divorce, even when
it would have been important for any exception, if there
were such, to be mentioned. In St. Mark’s account of the
incident we have been considering as related in the nine-
teenth chapter of St. Matthew, Our Lord’s prohibition of
divorce is absolute and conditionless. And when Our Lord
after His discourse had gone into the house, His disciples,
to whom He was accustomed to give exact explanations in
private, questioned Him further on the subject of marriage.
““And He saith to them: Whosoever shall put away his wife
and marry another committeth adultery against her. And
if the wife shall put away her husband and be married to
another she committeth adultery.’”” Note the universal ex-
pression ‘‘whosoever’'—none are excepted (Mark x. 2-12).
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Our Lord again in Luke xvi. 18 uses words of no less ab-
solute import: ‘“Every one that putteth away his wife and
marrieth another committeth adultery, ete.”’

And St. Paul inculcates the law of Christian marriage
without any mention of exceptions. ‘‘The woman that hath
a husband, whilst her husband liveth is bound to the law.
But if her husband be dead she is loosed from the law of
her husband. Therefore whilst her husband liveth she shall
be called an adulteress if she be with another man, ete.’’
(Rom. vii.,, 2, 3).

In the First Epistle to the Corinthians (vii. 10, 11) St.
Paul says: ‘‘To them that are married, not I but the Lord
commandeth that the wife depart not from her husband;
and if she depart that she remain unmarried or be recon-
ciled to her husband.”’ St. Paul here speaks in the name of
Christ and consequently as interpreting the words of
Christ; and yet he not only makes no mention of any ex-
ception to the law against divorce but positively excludes
all exceptions; for he contemplates cases in which the wife
would depart from her husband, whether on account of
her husband’s sins or from some other cause, but he declares
that she must remain unmarried, because she has not ceased
to be a wife by being separated from her husband: He
adds, moreover, ‘“And let not the husband put away his
wife,’”’ evidently by an absolute divorce, for the Lord Him-
self had permitted the husband to send away his wife on
;cct:lunt of sin, though he would still remain her true hus-

and.

Reviewing the texts we have been quoting, we find that
it was Our Lord’s intention to reform marriage root and
branch. From the beginning matrimony had made man
and wife one and had united them by a perpetual bond.
In the course of time, owing to the hardness of men’s hearts,
Moses was directed from on high to permit divorce; but
Christ, when He came, re-asserted the sacredness of the
marriage tie and declared that now, in the new era of
grace, marriage should be what it had been from the begin-
ning. Evidently, then, to permit to-day absolute divorce
is to reverse the law of Christ and return to the Mosaic
dispensation. It is to turn Christians into Jews!

The interpretation we have given the scriptural texts in
question is the interpretation given them during the fif-
teen centuries of the Church’s existence before the appear-
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ance of Luther. The re-introduction of divorce on the sup-
posed warrant of Scripture was a bold innovation, repro-
bated by antiquity no less than by the living voice of the
Church of God.

The laying of violent hands on so sacred an institution
a8 Matrimony—and St. Paul tells us that it is sacred enough
to have been made the symbol of the union between Christ
and His Church—is a striking illustration of the lengths
to which private judgment may go in dealing with the di-
vinest of things. In the present case it is all the more im-
pressive as the innovation has wrought such sad havoe in
the relations of men. When self-constituted reformers pre-
sumed to make laws of their own for the government of
the married state they were the authors, remotely and ¢n
causa, of the sin and disorder that have followed in the
wake of divorce in our own day. Once an exception was
invented to the law of divorce the door was thrown open
to all manner of abuses. Absolute divorce, which was
sought at first for more or less serious, though insufficient,
reasons, has so utterly degenerated that to-day a discon-
tented wife or husband can get a divorce from the courts
almost on the asking.

But, to return to the genuine Christian coneception of
marriage, when the Son of God became man and inaugu-
rated the new dispensation the imperfect was to be super-
seded by the perfect. God had for a time permitted mar-
riage to lapse into an imperfect state, to prevent greater
evils; but now, in an era of greater grace, and when the
marriage contract was to be raised to the dignity and given
the efficacy of a sacrament, the absolute permanence of the
marriage tie was to be a law, admitting of no exceptions.

And indeed it is only under the dominion of grace that
marriage can ever realize the beautiful ideal of the married
state contemplated by the Saviour of the world. It is the
supernatural element in the relations of husband and wife
that confers on Christian wedlock its unique character and
makes it an object of admiration to those outside the pale
of Christianity. It is the supernatural element that solves
all those problems (or rather leaves none to be solved)
which agitate the unbeliever in his practical study of
human nature; who, if he fails to solve them, fails because
he eliminates a factor which is essential to their solution.
He knows nothing of sacramental grace. Fixing his gaze
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exclusively on human nature with all its imperfections, he
considers a universal law of permanence for the marriage
bond an unnatural and rigorous condition under which to
live, and regards it as the source of so many evils that the
possible enacting of it can not be worthy of the Divine
Wisdom. He forgets that ¢t is precisely the Divine Wisdom
that has supplied a remedy for human imperfections by a
special sanctification of matrimony. (See ‘‘Marriage a
Sacrament.’’)

It may be objected that there are many who can not thus
sanctify the married state. They know nothing of sacra-
ments or of the effects, if such there are, of divine grace.
Are these persons, when conjugal happiness ceases, to re-
main the victims of an unnatural union? Is there no means
of escape from their unhappy lot?

To this objection we would reply that God’s grace is not
wanting to any class or order of human beings. True, the
fullest influence of grace is experienced within the pale of
the Church which Christ has made the dispenser of His
mercies ; but according to their absolute needs grace is given
to all men without exception. The divine aid is always at
hand to assist the wedded in overcoming the difficulties of
married life; and to those who live according to their lights
and observe the natural law, which is written on every
human heart, grace is given in exceptional abundance. For
no one, therefore, outside the Church is there any excuse
for breaking the marriage bond.

But what about innocent victims of an unnatural or an
unhappy marriage ¢

‘We answer, in the first place, that both divine and human
law provide for separation, without divorce, in cases in
which exceptional suffering, guiltily inflicted, is endured
by either of the parties at the hands of the other. This
should be a satisfactory solution of the difficulty to all
right-minded persons. It secures the happiness of the inno-
cent party and is no injustice to the guilty.

But, in the second place, it must be remembered that the
divine law and all human law based on the divine provide,
not only for the good of the individual, but also and still
more for the good of society. The good of the greater num-
ber is more important than that of the few. The divine
prohibition of divorce debars the discontented wife or hus-
band from the pleasures, such as they may be, of a second
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marriage, but the general good of mankind is secured—in-
deed, society is saved from the direst of evils. We may add,
however, that it rarely happens that the individual is not
saved from as great evils as society at large. What works
for the general good works for the good of the individual.

‘We can not do better in this connection than quote a
forcible passage from a French author whose high intellec-
tual influence in his native country is well known ; a writer
of fiction, but of fiction based on realities. The words we
shall quote are put into the mouth of a priest, and are
addressed to a divorced woman who strangely wishes to be
reconciled with the Church without separating from her
second husband. The priest’s refusal to admit her to the
sacraments evokes a bitter complaint against the laws of the
Church, which the woman declares are less merciful than
the divorce laws of the Code. The priest’s reply is a vindi-
cation of the marriage laws of the Church as preservative
of the general good:

‘““‘Let me give you an illustration, commonplace it may
be, but to the point. A ship has arrived at a port where a
passenger wishes to land. It is of the highest importance
for him ; he wants, for instance, to see a dying father or to
take part in a lawsuit upon which depends the welfare of
his family—imagine anything you like. But a case of
plague has broken out upon the boat and the authorities
have forbidden that any passengers come ashore for fear
of contagion. Would it be just, would it be kind, to give
way to the entreaty of the one traveler at the risk of spread-
ing the plague in a city of a hundred thousand inhabitants?
Clearly not. Here, then, is a case in which justice and
charity demand the sacrifice of the individual interest for
the general good. This principle dominates all society. If
we are called upon to decide between two courses, the first
clearly beneficial to the whole community and painful to
some individual, the second agreeable to him but hurtful
to the whole, both justice and charity demand that we shall
adopt the first course. This is indeed the test which we
must apply to every institution, and, applying it to indis-
soluble marriage, what is the result? Society is composed
of families, and the better the families the better will so-
ciety be. Now think how much greater likelihood there is
of healthy families where a system of indissoluble mar-
riage prevails. If marriage is irrevocable it will be entered
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upon only after the most serious reflection; there will be
greater closeness of bond between grandparents, parents,
and children, since the family comprises fewer alien ele-
ments, there will be chance of greater unity of spirit, of a
common tradition. Marriage of this kind is the strongest
pledge for that social permanence without which there is
nothing but anarchy and perpetual unrest. And here his-
tory confirms reason. It teaches that all superior civiliza-
tions have developed toward monogamy. Now divorce is
not monogamy ; it is successive polygamy. I will not give
you a course of sociology; but do you know what statistics
show? Where divorce exists, the number of criminals,
lunatics, and suicides is tenfold amongst divorced persons.
Thus, for one who, like yourself and a few others, retains
in his divorced condition the finer traits of heart and mind,
the majority lose or debase them. To base social order upon
the supposed needs of possible degenerates is to set up the
abnormally low as a standard. 'We may call that progress,
but science calls it retrogression.

‘‘Note that we have been looking at the matter from the
point of view of pure observation. Purposely, as I wished
you to realize the identity there is between the law of the
Church and the law of society, between the teaching of
experience and the teaching of revelation. In its struggle
for existence humanity has fallen back upon the very same
rule of which the Church has made a dogma. Try to realize,
in the light of these ideas, how seriously you have erred in
availing yourself of the criminal law which the worst ene-
mies of social well-being, the would-be destroyers of the
family, have introduced into our code. You yourself have
assisted in this task of destruction as far as lay in your
power. You sacrificed society to your own happiness. You
and your second husband have set up in a small way a type
of the irregular home, one, too, all the more dangerous be-
cause your virtues enable you to set an example of decency
in irregularity, and present an appearance of order in the
midst of disorder. It is that which renders so dangerous the
errors of the gifted ; they retain their natural nobility even
when they sin, they fall without becoming degraded. They
cloak the deformity of evil and spread it all the more in-
sidiously.

“‘Though it is but twenty years since that detestable law
of divorce was passed, if you only knew how many tragedies
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I have seen it produce already; into what catastrophes
households like yours have been plunged through their fail-
ure to discern the truth, which is stamped on every con-
science, that liberty contrary to the laws of nature engen-
ders servitude, neglected duty entails misfortune. I have
seen fratricidal hatreds between the children of the first
and second marriage, fathers and mothers judged and con-
demned by their sons and daughters; here deadly antago-
nism between stepfather and stepson ; there between second
wife and the husband’s daughter. Elsewhere I have seen
jealousy of the past, of a past living because the first hus-
band lives, torture the second husband. Again, hideous
struggles between the first husband and his former wife
over their children’s sick-bed, or, where the children have
grown up, over a young man’s follies or a daughter’s mar-
riage. Nor have I mentioned the ever-recurring bitterness
against the ill-will, open or dissembled, hypocritical or sin-
cere, it does not matter which, of a world which, after all,
retains intact its respect for Christian marriage’’—PAuL
BourGgeT: A Dworce.

To sum up: The Catholic teaching is nof more severe
than that of Christ, since it is identical with that of Christ
and His apostles. Nor is it more severe than is required
by the general good of society. And for the most part the
individuals directly concerned—they and their offspring
as well—are saved from many evils. The wisdom of Christ
in abolishing all divorce is seen, by contrast, in the evils that
follow in the track of divorce. It is no less visible in His
sanctification of the married state by a sacrament whose
effects are experienced by parents and offspring alike.

DOGMAS

Objection.—The binding force of dogmas is an
unendurable slavery for the human mind and an
obstacle to scientific research. “Let us not forget
that the manufacture of dogmas at the Vatican
has not yet come to an end”—Tschackert.

THE ANSWER.—AS well might one say: ‘‘Mathematics is
an unendurable slavery for the human mind: it makes me
swallow the statement that twice two is four; and it is an
obstacle to scientific progress by forbidding me to say that
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twice two is five.”” The case is exactly analogous to that
of dogma in its relation to science. Dogma is simply the
expression of absolute and undeniable truth. It is neither
more nor less than what God has revealed ; and for the truth
of it God, who is Truth itself, has pledged His word.

Truth is the special and distinctive good of the human
understanding. Therefore if, to some extent, the possibility
of mistaking error for truth is removed from the under-
standing, that surely is not slavery but emancipation from
error. Progress in science will never be hindered by truth,
and therefore never by dogma; on the contrary, it will be
stimulated and promoted. The acquisition of one truth
can not prevent us from seeking and finding another truth.

‘“‘Manufacture of dogmas’’ is an excellent catchword, but
the idea is rooted in misconception. It would not be sur-
prising, it is true, if new definitions of doctrine were yet
in store for us, as it would not be surprising if certain
truths which the Church believes implicitly to-day were
formally and explicitly defined to-morrow; or, in other
words, if what is really contained in the original deposit
of faith were clearly brought into view by dogmatic declara-
tions. But it is only misconception or prejudice that can
call such a defining of truth a manufacture of dogmas.

The remarks of a German writer, Dr. Mausbach, on this
subject are well worthy of consideration. (Vid. Scient.
Suppl. of the ‘‘Germania,’’ June 12, 1902.)

““The Catholic Church,’’ he says, ‘‘has always regarded
the books of the New Testament, not as a system, or a com-
plete and final course, of instruction, but rather as an out-
come of the living preaching of the word, a compilation of
various apostolic documents, originally issued as occasion
demanded, but nevertheless possessing in their freshness,
vigor and depth, as well as in their God-inspired dignity,
a value that placed them far above all systems of human

_knowledge. But as the Gospel was to be, as Our Saviour
expressed it, a good leaven that was to penetrate the whole
life of man, the blending of the supernatural truths of reve-
lation with those found in human systems of thought in-
volved no sacrifice of the purity and simplicity of the Gos-
pel message, but was rather a legitimate form of its develop-
ment. As the germs of truth that lay dormant in the bosom
of the early Church were, like the grain of mustard-seed,
to expand later into the fulness of their life and growth,
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8o it has come to pass that the simple and germinal elements
of divine truth that appeared in the teachings of the apos-
tles have, at a later stage of the development of God’s
kingggm; been more fully differentiated and more definitely
related.’

These remarks will have thrown some light on the alleged
influence of Greek philosophy on the teachings of Chris-
tianity. That early Christian dogma was a tissue of Greek
philosophical ideas is a favorite theory of Harnack’s. ‘‘The
whole of Greek (i.e., heathen) thought,’’ he tells us, ‘“in its
fullest development, established itself in the Church.”’ Now
this notion, as entertained by Harnack and others, implies
that the deposit of the Faith received by the Church was
substantially modified by contact with Greek philosophy.
The assertion is easily made on the basis of mere surface
indications in the dogmas of the Church; and it can not so
easily be refuted, at least fully and satisfactorily, in a few
lines of print; but the burden of proof rests with the
Church’s accusers, and, what is more, the presumption is
strongly against them. From the beginning, Christianity
has been marked by a spirit of conservatism that is all its
own. If there is anything that was characteristic of the -
early Pontiffs and Fathers it was the jealousy with which
they guarded what had been taught since the foundation of
the Church. Whenever they reached out to the future they
first made sure that they were safely anchored in the past.
The burden of their contention against every new heresy
was that it was not borne out by apostolic tradition.

And this is the Church that is lightly and superficially
accused of changing its message to mankind under the in-
ﬂuenc’e)of Greek philosophy. (See ‘‘Development of Doc-
trine.’’

EDUCATION

THE TRUE CHRISTIAN IDEAIL

Objections.—Let the priests attend to religion
—the schoolmaster has nothing to do with it.
The teaching of religion is the work of the
church and the Sunday-school. The school hours
are short enough for the acquiring of the secu-
lar knowledge needed to fit the pupils to fill their
respective places in life.
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THE ANSWER.—Such is not the Catholic ideal; nor is it
the true ideal of any Christian denomination, whatever
may be its actual practice. The church and the Sunday- -
school can do a great deal in the matter of religious teach-
ing; but what if their influence be counteracted by that of
the week-day school? The week-day school is a necessary
adjunct of church and Sunday-school. The sovereign im-
portance of religion and the difficulties attending religious
training in our age make it imperative that religion should
permeate the whole life of the child, and that whilst his
mental powers are unfolding they should be constantly kept
under the directive influence of religious motive.

It would be a narrow and baneful conception of school
training that would confine its scope to the training of the
intellect. The formation of character is no less, in fact it is
much more, a part of its province. But character supposes
a grasp of right motives and a holding to right standards
of action. Now there is no rectitude of motive and conduct
which is not ultimately rooted in religion, for religion alone
—be it natural or supernatural—can teach the truths which
are the basis of all right conduct. Eliminate religion, with
its eternal truths relating to the Divine Lawgiver and His
unchangeable laws, and morality becomes a matter of con-
vention or of expediency. It stands upon a false and shift-
ing basis, and will be powerless against the inroads of the
worse than pagan naturalism that now menaces society.

A formation of character based on religious training
must, therefore, go hand in hand with the training of the
intellect. If school life were simply negative in its effect
on character the case in favor of religion as an ingredient
of education might lose something of its strength; but
merely negative the moral influence of school life never can
be. Contact with so many minds and with so many ideas
must exert a positive influence on a boy’s character. The
books read, the example of teachers and fellow-pupils, the
practical maxims embodied in the conduct of so many, the
teaching methods with their incentives and sanctions, the
conversations held in hours of relaxation, the friendships
formed ; none of these things can be without their influence
on a boy’s character; and as all these phases of school life
have important moral bearings, it is necessary that religion
be present as a faithful guide and helpmate on the thorny
road of school life.
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Religious training must, then, be combined with secular
instruction. But how combined $

The ideal way of combining them is that which obtains
in the Catholic parochial schools of the United States. In
these schools religion is not merely taught in the abstract
or in theory, but is, at the same time, in many practical ways
inculcated. In the first place, there is frequent catecheti-
cal instruction, in which the pupil is made familiar with
an order of ideas far transcending all others both in inter-
est and in importance, and in which the specific duties of
life are impressed indelibly on the conscience. At the same
ti?e?l the actual practice of religion is in many ways fos-
tered.

The old Catholic maxim, ora et labora—work and pray—
is here held in honor. Successive periods of school work
during the day are begun and ended by prayer. Thus
habituated to prayer, the pupil is not likely ever to regard
prayer as an intruder come to disturb his peace. Reminders
of the unseen world of grace and holiness meet his gaze at
every turn in the pictures and statues that adorn the walls
of the schoolroom. Frequent acknowledgment of faults in
the tribunal of penance, followed by the divinely efficacious
absolution of God’s minister, renovates his soul and pre-
vents him from becoming a prey to evil habits. The Bread
of Angels often received at the Eucharistic table matures
and develops in him the life of the spirit. In the annual
retreat the great truths of religion penetrate his soul to
the very depths. Not unfrequently the retreat marks a
great moral turning-point in a boy’s career.

Practical religion includes a great deal more than what
are called pious practices. Good moral conduect, or the ob-
servance of God’s law, is the best fruit borne by religion;
and this the Catholic parochial school affords many an op-
portunity of promoting. In schools of this type an appeal
can be made to religious motives, whereas in schools of the
neutral sort such appeals would be considered out of place.
‘“God,’’ ‘*‘Chureh,’’ ‘‘Sacraments,’’ are not considered alien
ideas in a Catholic school. To appeal to a boy as a Chris-
tian and to remind him of his duties as a Christian is not
outside a Catholic teacher’s province. For a teacher to co-
operate with a boy’s parents in removing evil from his path
and stimulating his good habits, to proffer a timely word
of advice, to encourage acts of self-demal to warn certain
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of his pupils of the pitfalls which pride or sensuality may be
preparing for them on the road of life; these and similar
services to his pupils the Catholic teacher regards as within
the compass of his essential duties. A zealous teacher in
almost any school will find opportunities of enforcing a
moral precept in the course of the daily recitations and
readings, but in the Catholic parochial school he can do so
without any restriction ; and his illustrations may be drawn
not only from profane history but also from Holy Writ and
the lives of the saints.

‘We call this the ideal system because it brings the whole
school life of the child into relation with religion. It is
thus the natural complement of the home life in a typical
Catholic household, where religion is paramount and all-
pervading and where human conduct is continually viewed
in the light of God’s presence and God’s law. The basis of
the system is the principle that with the growth of thews
and sinews religion should grow in the heart, and that from
the dawn of reason the sense of moral obligation should
begin to establish itself in the child’s life. Thus religion
and a sense of duty become a second nature in the child.

The system has, of course, been assailed. It has been as-
serted that such a system of training does not do justice
to the secular education of the pupil, that the non-religious
studies continually suffer from the intrusion of religion.
The objection is not based on a knowledge of facts, but on
some arbitrary notion of the actual working of the system.
Thirty or forty years ago, it must be confessed, it was not
80 easy to overthrow the objection as it is to-day. At that
period the majority of our parochial schools (not by any
means all of them) found it difficult to compete with the
State schools in the teaching of the secular branches; not
because the pupils were overdosed with religion, but by
reason of inferior equipment and organization. But things
have greatly changed since then. The splendid organiza-
tion and the superior training of teachers introduced in the
past generation have produced results that have made the
parochial schools the equals, in many cases the superiors,
of those under State control.

Now this ideal system is placed within the reach of the
great majority of Catholics, and its fruits are manifest.
Many Catholics, we are sorry to have to confess, do not
avail themselves of it. Some parents, it is true, have reasons
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for preferring Catholic schools not belonging to the parish
school system, but giving a no less efficient Catholic train-
ing. With these we have no quarrel; our affair is rather
with those parents who are indifferent or careless in the
matter of choosing a school for their children, or who affect
to believe that one school is as good as another in its in-
fluence on moral behavior. We have in mind also a class
of parents who fix their gaze solely on the supposed social
or intellectual advantages possessed by non-Catholic schools
(how often such estimates and the expectations built on
them prove disappointing), or who are ready to seize pre-
texts for sending their children to the public schools be-
cause Catholic schools are looked down upon by their neigh-
bors and acquaintances.

It is a rare thing for a child not to suffer in consequence
of such preference for the public schools on the part of his
parents. That his parents do not perceive that he has been
harmed by his non-Catholic education is a sad comment on
their own religious frame of mind, and in many cases on
the low moral and religious standard prevailing in their
households. The boy’s ignorance of his religion and his
general unfamiliarity with things Catholic should alone be
enough to condemn his being sent to a school in which nei-
ther church nor religion can ever be mentioned. In matters
of vital importance we are confident that in at least the
majority of cases Catholic parents will not have to wait
long to perceive the evil effects of their children’s training
in the public schools.

Every boy tends to become like his environment; and
who does not know what a boy’s environment is in the
public schools? In point of morality the children of the
public schools reflect the condition of the population from
which they have sprung. Now, we are not going to draw
a line between good and bad in the population of these
United States and place the Catholics on the one side and
the non-Catholics on the other. Both bad and good are
found among our Catholic people; and yet there is a vast
difference in the moral order between Catholies and their
neighbors. Catholics are of one mind in matters of belief
and practice. The same can not be said of Protestants,
even within the limits of any single sect. There is no dif-
ference of opinion among Catholics regarding matrimony
and the family. They are of one mind on the subject of
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education, though the practice of a certain number does not
square with their principles. Catholics have clear concep-
tions of duty, which stand out in bold contrast with the
shifting notions of non-Catholics. Among Catholics the su-
pernatural is more habitually and more intensely realized.
Their consciences are more frequently and more effectually
brought to the touchstone of divine law and ecclesiastical
ordinance, and the necessity of repentance for sin is more
intimately brought home to them. The distinctive Catholic
doctrine of the soul’s dependence on grace, espeeially on
grace as conveyed through the sacraments, is one of the
great vitalizing beliefs of the Catholic Church.

Over against the Catholic body we find a vast and motley
multitude from which Christian influences are fast disap-
pearing. In the first place, an immensely large part of the
population of the United States is composed of indifferent-
ists, atheists, and agnostics. Some fifty or fifty-five million
persons have no connection with any religious denomination.
Among those who profess any form of religion it is only
too well known what small influence is exercised by non-
Catholic churches on every-day practical life. Add to this
that we are a commercial and industrial people; and a peo-
ple of that description in which religion is fast waning must
gradually lose its hold on the principles of common honesty.
The actual fact is evidenced by many a news item in our
morning journals.

A population that is rapidly drifting away from re-
ligion and is seized by the ‘‘get-rich-quick’’ fever will fill
our public schools with children who, of course, are not yet
as bad as their sires, but who are on the surest road to be-
coming so, children, certainly, who are not accustomed to
hearing the maxims of Christian morality inculcated. It
is not surprising, then, that the minds of so many children
are imbued with a worldly, selfish, unreligious, and ma-
terialistic spirit. 'What is still worse, owing to the absence
of religious influence in the life of the average child of the
period, the sensual tendencies meet with little or no check,
and the germs of vice are sown and nurtured in the soul
even before the dawn of reason.

A Catholic child can be reclaimed from habits of im-
purity by the discipline of the confessional. Outside the
Catholic Church there is no influence that can penetrate to
the inner recesses of the soul and heal the disorder at its
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source. The atmosphere of Catholicism is rife with in-
fluences tending to foster a love of purity. The familiar
image of Mary Immaculate, the sight of so many who have
consecrated their virginity by the vows of religion, the ex-
ample of truly Christian mothers whose lives bear the im-
press of the grace received in the sacrament of Matrimony,
the modesty and reserve which is one of the fairest fruits
of Catholic training; these and many another feature of
Catholic life tend to preserve the ideal of Christian purity
in young hearts. And even when the young do not for a
time respond to the inspiration of their surroundings the
influence of that ideal is not wholly destroyed. What a
contrast in all this to the average results of non-Catholic
training; and what a difference between the moral atmos-
phere of a Catholic school and that of the schools conducted
by the State.

No one who has any grasp of the principles we have been
setting forth or who realizes the state of things we have
been describing can be surprised at the uncompromising
attitude of our bishops toward schools and school-systems
from which religion is excluded. They do not deny the
right of the State to open its own schools, but State schools
of the type prevailing in the United States, whatever may
be their merits in other respects, are not regarded by them
as suitable places for the rearing of Catholic children. And
Catholics should note well that the bishops not only look
with disfavor upon such schools but positively forbid pa-
rents to send their children to them. There may be reasons
in particular cases for allowing Catholic children to attend
them, but the value of those reasons is to be estimated not
by parents alone but also by their spiritual superiors.

But even apart from obedience to the bishops, the choice
of schools for children is one in which the consciences of
parents are intimately concerned. In an age when the
rearing of children is beset with so many difficulties, the
courting of new difficulties is hardly less than sinful, espe-
cially when the most vital interests of the child are endan-
gered. Parents can not afford to take any chances with the
faith and morals of their children in an age when
temptation is so rife, when the world is so attractive, and
when the broad road leading to perdition is crowded with
the world’s votaries. They should do for their children now
what they will wish to have done for them in the evening
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of life, when the complete results of their children’s train-
ing will be clearly manifest.

What we have said of the lower grades of education is
applicable to the higher education sought in the colleges.
The peril to faith and morals is even greater in non-Cath-
olic colleges than in the elementary public schools, espe-
cially when the students are entirely removed during nine
or ten months of the year from the saving influences of
church and home. If the history of Catholic students in
non-Catholic colleges in America were fully and truthfully
written it would exhibit many a defection from the Faith;
and even where it did not record such sad disasters it
would reveal many a seared conscience and many a poisoned
mind. The least that may be said against the influence of
such college training is that the average young Catholic
educated in non-Catholic colleges is in some respects less
of a Catholic at the end of his course than when he first
crossed the threshold of what he calls his Alma Mater. .

‘We are chiefly interested in the welfare of our Catholic
children, but we can not be indifferent to the lot of those
millions of children outside the Church who in the next
few generations are doomed never to hear of God or re-
ligion either in school or at church or at home. These chil-
dren will one day constitute the great majority of the adult
population of the American commonwealth. Will the re-
sults of this modern paganism bring about a reaction in
favor of religion? We are not prophets. We can only
raise our feeble voice in warning against the approach of
an era in which the great mass of the people of our country
will have no reason or motive derived from their education
for preserving even the externals of morality, and when no
restraint can be put upon public vice save by brute force—
80 long as brute force can be enlisted on the side of publie
virtue. Even in the interests of our Catholic children we
can not be indifferent to the moral condition of those with
whom they must perforce live.

It is doubtless not easy to devise a practicable scheme by
which religion, or at least what are sometimes called the
common principles of morality, could be taught in, or in
connection with, our public schools. Either the religion
or the morality taught would have to be of one specific
type, or all types would have to be represented. The one
plan would not be acceptable for intrinsic reasons, the other
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would not be feasible. Men are not agreed nowadays on
common principles of morality. Catholics hold that divorece
is in all cases immoral ; most non-Catholics do not. This is
but an instance out of many of diversity of opinion on mat-
ters of the first moment.

If the present public school system is destined to be per-
manent, and if there are children (we are thinking of non-
~ Catholic children) who must go either to the public schools
or to none, sooner or later the necessity of religious train-
ing, for all, outside the schoolroom will force itself upon
the attention of society, and self-interest, if not conscience,
will be roused to action. The religious denominations will
be appealed to for the salvation of society. What they will
be able to accomplish will depend on the amount of gen-
uine Christianity left in them and on the amount of au-
thority they are able to wield; but, unfortunately, they
are dropping one ancient Christian dogma after another,
and, notoriously, their authority is but ill acknowledged by
the mass of their members and no less feebly and ineffec-
tually exercised. We have no disposition to belittle the
good done or likely to be done by non-Catholic religions;
but imagine any one who is able to make an impartial sur-
vey of the situation regarding any of the sects, or all of
them combined, as the future good leaven of society! The
sight of much evil must therefore be endured till such time
as the ancient Church, still retaining its ancient vigor, is
enabled on a large scale to extend its salutary influence to
the great masses of our people.

The saving of society even in such a country as ours is
not beyond the power of a Church that has made conquest
of whole nations under circumstances no less discouraging
from a human point of view. True, the real enemies with
which the Church will be confronted—meodern indifferent-
ism, worldliness, and vice intrenched in custom and all
but sanctioned by convention—are of the most formidable
kind; but, even these powerful solvents can not wholly
destroy the germ of religion in the human heart; and with
God, working with the Church, all things are possible. It
may seem at times as if it were as much as we could do to
preserve our own Catholic children from contamination,
but, even for the sake of our own children, who must min-
gle with the rest of the world, all the spiritual and material
resources at our command should be employed to spread
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the true Faith, even among classes that are generally re-
garded as hopeless.

Yes, it is God and His Church that must transform so-
ciety. Nevertheless, all human endeavor should be em-
ployed to create conditions the most favorable to the action
of divine grace in the souls of men. The natural virtues
must be fostered. Self-denial must be inculcated every-
where, in the schoolroom as well as at the fireside. If
higher motives for practising this virtue do not commend
themselves, let the utility of the virtue in building up
strong and robust characters make it attractive. A people
schooled in self-denial is always the best disposed for the
reception of the Gospel of the crucified Saviour. Public
morality must be promoted by the concerted action of the
temporal and spiritual authorities. The press and the stage
must be reformed. Upright men must interest themselves,
practically, in the government of their municipalities and
use every endeavor to prevent public authority from be-
coming an ally of Satan. If all the better members of so-
ciety would busy themselves in promoting these objects,
our modern world would be saved from an utter state of
corruption which would make it quite inaccessible, save by
the greatest of miracles, to the influence sought to be exer-
- cised upon it even by the purest Christianity.

EQUALITY AMONGST MEN

Objection.—All men are the same at their
birth. Why, then, are they divided later into
classes? Before God they are equal. God is no
respecter of persons.

TeHE ANSWER.—We might as correctly say that all men
are not the same at their birth; but the truth lies midway
between the two propositions.

All men do indeed possess the same human nature—they
all have bodies and souls. They have the same Creator and
are made for the same eternal life in heaven. All are
bound to observe the same commandments. All are chil-
dren of the same heavenly Father. Hence their common
obligation to behave as rational beings and their common
right to be treated as such. But here equality ceases.

In many respects men are not the same, and that, too,
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quite apart from any arbitrary distinctions created by
human society. Some are sound in health, others the op-
posite; some are rich, others poor; one man is learned,
another unlearned; one clever, another dull. They differ
in point of race, character, dispositions, and needs. Some
are industrious, thrifty, temperate, and honest ; others pos-
sess the opposite qualities.

These facts must be accepted as facts by socialists and
others who set about reconstructing society. The distine-
tion between rich and poor is indeed in some measure due
to the way in which men freely exercise their right of pri-
vate ownership, some men squandering their money, others
using it sparingly, but collective ownership will not mend
matters so long a8 human nature is not radically changed.
So long as two men have the use and enjoyment of any-
thing—no matter what economic system they live under—
they will use and enjoy it differently.

Private ownership is, moreover, a natural right and is
implied in the moral code of Christianity. No Christian
can advocate the abolition of it. Reason itself teaches us
that a man has a right to what he has honestly acquired, be
it food or clothing or money or land. To take it away
from him is to rob him of his rights and his liberties. So-
cialism is therefore un-Christian and irrational and an
enemy of human freedom. (See ‘‘Property.’’)

Notwithstanding the distinction between man and man,
God does not judge men according to their talents or their
wealth or their social position, but according to their deeds,
for in very truth ‘‘there is no respect of persons with
God’’ (Col. iii. 25). Sin is punished no less in the case
of the rich and the educated than in the case of the poor
and the illiterate, though it is no less true that, all things
else being equal, it is easier to serve God in the humbler
walks of life than in the higher.

EUCHARIST, THE
I. THE REAL PRESENCE

Objection.—The Roman Catholic doctrine of
the Eucharist cannot be deduced from the words
of institution, “This is My body, etc.,” for these
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‘vlv:ﬁ'ds may be understood figuratively or spirit-
y- '

TeE ANSWER.—The Catholic doctrine may be proved,
directly and indirectly, from the words of institution men-
tioned above—though this is only one of several ways of
demonstrating it. Before presenting any of these proofs
let us briefly state the essential points of Catholic teaching
on the subject.

The Catholic Church teaches that Our Lord Jesus Christ
—His body and soul as well as His Divinity—is as truly
and as literally present in the Most Holy Eucharist as He
is in heaven. His presence in the Eucharist is not, there-
fore, a mere spiritual presence (whatever this expression
may really and logically mean in the mouths of the Re-
formers), but also a bodily presence. It is not the presence
of the divinity alone, as Zwingli maintained, but also of
the humanity. After the words of consecration have been
pronounced upon the bread and wine, nothing remains of
the bread and wine but the accidents. These are the ap-
pearances, or ‘‘species,’”’ consisting of the color, taste,
shape, hardness, and other qualities perceptible by the
senses. The substance of the bread and wine has been con-
verted into the substance of the body and blood of Christ.
The appearances or accidents of bread and wine are pre-
served without the substance.

In this doctrine the Catholic Church differs from all the
churches of the Reform, including the Church of England.
The most general teaching of the Protestant denominations
is that Our Lord is present in the Eucharist only spirit-
ually, and is only spiritually received, and that the words
of Our Lord, ‘‘This is My body,’”’ are to be interpreted
as mtza’ming, ‘“This is a symbol or representation of My

y.

The Lutheran differs from the other Evangelical bodies
by teaching that the body of Christ is really and substan-
tially present, but only at the moment of communion, but
that even then the substance of the bread remains.

The institution of the Blessed Eucharist is narrated by
three of the evangelists: St. Matthew xxvi. 26-28; St. Mark
xiv. 22-25; and St. Luke xxii. 19, 20. It is again described
by St. Paul in the First Epistle to the Corinthians, xi. 23-
25. St. Matthew’s version is as follows:
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‘‘And whilst they were at supper Jesus took bread, and
blessed and broke, and gave to His disciples and said : Take
ye and eat: This is My body. And taking the chalice, He
gave thanks, and gave to them, saying: Drink ye all of
this. For this is My blood of the New Testament, which
shall be shed for many unto the remission of sins.”” In
St. Luke’s account, after the words, ‘‘This is My body,
which is given for you,’’ are added the words, ‘‘Do this
for a commemoration of Me.”” The same injunction is
found in 8t. Paul in reference to both consecrations.

PROOFS OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE REAL PRESENCE.

The Catholic Church teaches that the words, ‘‘This is
My body’’ and ‘‘This is My blood’’ are to be taken in their
most literal sense. Words are to be taken in their plain
and literal meaning unless the context in which they are
found or the circumstances under which they are uttered
require that they be taken figuratively. But there is noth-
ing either in context or in circumstances that argues a fig-
urative meaning in the words under consideration. There-
fore the words, ‘‘This is My body, ete.,”’ must be taken in
their literal sense. When the words were uttered the body
and blood of our divine Saviour were really, truly, and sub-
stantially present. Neither the context nor the circum-
stances can be shown to contain anything opposed to the
Catholic doctrine. They contain, on the contrary, much
that favors it, and this we shall endeavor to make clear in
the successive stages of the discussion.

It will, of course, be urged at once by opponents of the
Catholic doctrine that there was one very obvious circum-
stance connected with the institution which made it natural
for the apostles to understand OQur Lord’s words in some
figurative or spiritual sense. They saw the Lord’s living
body before them and knew that His blood was flowing
in His veins; and hence when He took bread and wine and
said ‘‘This is My body’’ and ‘‘This is My blood,’”’ they
knew His meaning must be figurative or mystical, for other-
wise His words would contradict the evidence of their

Not s0; the apostles were in a frame of mind which posi-
tively favored a literal interpretation of the Lord’s words.
They were already familiar with the idea of a literal par-
taking of His body and blood as food and drink. There is
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a well-known passage in the sixth chapter of St. John’s
gospel in which the Lord speaks to the people of Caphar-
naum of the eating of His flesh and the drinking of His
blood. Those who are not familiar with the chapter would
do well to read it from beginning to end. Our Lord was
understood literally, though very grossly so, for we are
told: ‘“The Jews therefore strove among themselves, say-
ing, How can this man give us His fiesh to eat?’’ The issue
was clearly one of admitting or not admitting the plain
and obvious sense of the words; and it was this issue that
divided the believers from the unbelievers on that memo-
rable day. There was a defection even in the ranks of Our
Lord’s declared disciples: ‘‘Many of His disciples went
back and walked no more with Him. Then Jesus said
to the twelve [the apostles, who were afterward with Him
at the Last ?:Eper] : Will you also go away? And Simon
Peter answered Him: Lord, to whom shall we go?! Thou
hast the words of eternal life.”” It was the acceptance
of Our Lord’s words in their plain and literal sense that
saved the apostles’ faith.

The twelve were therefore prepared for a literal fulfil-
ment of His words at the Last Supper. They knew, how-
ever, that He had it in His power to give them His body
and blood without doing so in the shockingly carnal way
imagined by the skeptics of Capharnaum. They knew that
He who had wrought such wonders during the three years
of His public life could give them His sacred humanity
beneath the accidents of bread and wine.

Furthermore, had Our Lord meant to be understood fig-
uratively He surely would have explained His words to
His apostles, who on most occasions were only too prone
to interpret Him literally. If it is true—and we have the
word of St Mark for it (1v. 34)—that ‘‘apart He explained
all things to His disciples,’’ whilst He spoke to others in
parables and figures, surely now, if ever, there was an ex-
planation to be expected if any was needed. A great Chris-
tian rite was being inaugurated, which was in some way
intimately associated with the sacred humanity of the Son
of God. What the nature of that association was must cer-
tainly have been a matter of the first importance. What
the apostles saw performed on that occasion they were to
copy and perpetuate in the future worship of the Church.
Was the supposed spiritual or figurative meaning of the
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words to be a matter of conjecturet Were the words of
Christ to be subject to the vagaries of interpretation which
mar the Protestant theology of our dayt Were we to ac-
cept the vague formulas of Anglicanism, which in praec-
tice have been made to cover every variety of belief, from
that of the Real Presence of Catholicism to the opposite
pole of pure Zwinglianism? Was ours to be the plight of
the Calvinists the world over, of whom one school gravi-
tates to the side of Zwingli, whilst the other feels irresis-
tibly drawn to some sort of real presence, to the belief that
there is something there more than the empty symbol?
Common sense would seem to dictate that if there is any-
thing in the sacrament besides the symbol it must be the
reality as conceived by Catholics, and that if the reality
is there it must be adored.

The confusion of the Protestant mind on this subject
and the practical issues involved in it furnish an instruec-
tive object-lesson on the consequences of a departure from
traditional teaching and practice.

A no less forcible argument in favor of the Catholic
doctrine of the Real Presence is found in the bearing of the
institution of the Eucharist on the inaugurating of the New
Dispensation. Let the reader reflect on the significance of
these words: ‘‘This is My blood of the New Testament,
which shall be shed for many unto the remission of sins’’
(Matt. xxvi. 28), or of these other words from St. Luke:
‘“This is the chalice, the New Testament vn My blood, which
shall be shed for you’’ (xxii. 20), or, finally of these from
St. Paul (1 Cor. xi. 25) : ‘‘This chalice is the New Testa-
ment in My blood.”” Our Lord is here opening the new era
of grace and establishing the New Covenant with His peo-
ple. The words just quoted contain an allusion to a simi-
lar inauguration of the Old Covenant by the great Jewish
lawgiver, a type of the Saviour of the world; for we are
told in the Book of Exodus (xxiv. 8) that Moses, after read-
ing to the people the Book of the Law, took the blood of
victims and sprinkled with it the people and the Taber-
nacle, saying, ‘‘ This is the blood of the covenant which the
Lord hath made with you.”” And this inaugural rite of
sprinkling with blood was afterward perpetuated in the
Jewish religion in many forms, till finally all such types
were superseded by their one great antitype. This con-
summation took place at the Last Supper. ‘‘This chalice is
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the New Testament in My blood.’’ Is it possible, then, that
the chalice does not contain the blood which is to be the
seal of the new Covenant? Or at the very moment at which
Our Lord is announcing the realization of ancient symbols,
will He introduce a new symbol, and that, too, in language
so expressive of the reality which had been symbolized 1

If the apostles believed, as Protestants of to-day believe,
that the contents of the chalice were but a symbol of the
blood of the New Testament, they were careful to preserve
an unbroken silence about it; for in no apostolic utterance
is there any intimation of their understanding QOur Lord’s
words in any but their literal meaning.

The case is made still stronger by the faét that as many
as three evangelists give the same story in almost the same
words and without a word of explanation; and that, too,
in Gospels which were to be in the hands of Christians in
all parts of the world. Not even does St. Paul, in a passage
in which he warns the Corinthians to ‘‘fly from the service
of idols’’ (1. x. 14), say anything in explanation of this
supposed figure of speech, although his topic is the Euchaf
mt ““The chalice of benediction which we bless, is it not*
the communion of the blood of Christ? And the bread
which we break, is it not the partaking of the body of the
Lord?”’

In a famous passage in the same letter to the Corinthians
(xi. 23-29), the writer admonishes them in words which
would lose nearly all their force if Our Lord were not pres-
ent bodily in the Eucharist. After reciting the history of
the institution as taught him by God Himself, though in
nearly the same words as the evangelists, he adds (27-29) :
‘‘Therefore, whosoever shall eat this bread, or drink the
chalice of the Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the body
and of the blood of the Lord. But let a man prove himself
[¢.e., examine and prepare himself] : and so let him eat of
that bread, and drink of the chalice. For he that eateth
and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh judgment to
himself, not discerning the body of the Lord.”’

Is language like this ever used in reference to mere signs
and symbols? Can a mere commemorative or allegorical
rite ever furnish a basis for warnings and denunciations
couched in language so strongly expressive of a real cor-
poreal presence? What would any honest Corinthian do
after hearing this passage but strike his breast and acknowl-
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edge that in very truth he was guilty of the body and blood
of his Lord, which in his levity he failed to ‘‘discern,”’
by faith, as really present. But if some Reformed friend
—if Reformed there were in those days—had afterward
succeeded in convincing him that in Paul’s mind and in
that of the Church the body and blood of Christ were only
symbolized in the Eucharist, or that the Real Presence was
only a ‘‘spiritual real’’ presence, as the Calvinists word
it to-day, he would, at first, probably puzzle over the ex-
pression ‘‘spiritual real presence’’ as applied to a body,
and then begin to mutter to himself: ‘‘Paul’s language is
very strong, very strange, and—very misleading.’’ Then,
too, he would probably feel that the obligation of ‘‘prov-
ing’’ himself was not of the most stringent kind, as the
ceremony, though a religious one, was, after all, no more
than the taking of a morsel of bread and a sip of wine.
If he were of a thoughtful turn of mind he would fall to
pondering the words, ‘‘not discerning the body of the
Lord.”” *‘Discerning—seeing clearly—penetrating beyond
the veil of appearances and seeing the reality with the eye
of faith, and that reality no less than the body of the
Lord. Ah, but I am forgetting—the real body of the Lord
is in heaven, at the right hand of the Father. So that all
I can ‘discern’ here is bread and wine. And yet that word
‘discern’ seems to imply that I must distinguish this bread
from other bread. This bread is the body of the Lord—and
yet it is only a symbol of the body of the Lord.’”” And so,
it is confusion worse confounded. Here we have an an-
tigi;:;tion by nineteen centuries of the typical Protestant
mind.

Thus far we find Our Lord Himself, three evangelists,
and, in two distinct passages, the Apostle of the Gentiles,
using the same language, and always without any explana-
tion of its symbolism, if symbolism there be.

The argument furnished by the sacred writers is strongly
reinforced by the clear and explicit testimony of the early
Fathers of the Church, some of whom were taught by the
apostles, others by their immediate disciples.

St. Ignatius of Antioch, who lived in the time of the
apostles, writes concerning the sect of the Docetz that they
‘‘abstain from the Holy Eucharist and prayer because they
do not believe that the Eucharist is the flesh of Our Lord
Jesus Christ, who suffered for our sins, and whom the
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Father raised to life again’’ (Ep. ad Smyrn, n. 7). If this
is heretical doctrine and practice the opposite must be the
doctrine and practice of the true Church of God. And is
it possible that the Docete ob;ecbed to a figurative or spirit-
ual interpretation of Our Lord’s words? No heretic would
be staggered by any such interpretation. The Docetee must
have objected to the literal or Catholic interpretation—
which was consequently the right one.

St. Justin Martyr, who wrote not many years after the
death of St. John the Evangelist, uses the same language
his first Apology, a vindication of the Faith addressed to
the Emperor Antoninus Pius in behalf of the Christians,
Surely, it the Eucharist could have been explained figura-
tively or spiritually the explanation would not have been
withheld, as it would have presented a less startling doc-
trine to the pagan ruler. He says:

‘“We do not receive these things as common bread and
common drink; but in the same manner as Jesus Christ
Our Saviour, being made incarnate by the word of God,
took upon Him both flesh and blood for our salvation, so
have we been taught that the food which, being transmuted,
nourishes our blood and flesh, is, after it has been blessed
by the prayer of the word transmitted from Him, the flesh
and blood of the same Jesus who was made flesh. For the
apostles in their commentaries, called Gospels, have deliv-
ered unto us that they were so commanded to do, when
Jesus, having taken bread and having blessed it, said ‘Do
this in remembrance of Me: this is My body’; and in like
manner, having taken the chalice and having blessed it,
He said, ‘This is My blood’ ’’ (ch. 66).

What impression would these words convey to any
reader, pagan or Christian, but that the transformation of
the bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ was
as real and as literal as the Incarnation, or the assuming
of human flesh by the Son of God?

St. Irensus, who was born in the first half of the second
century, and who had sat at the feet of St. Polycarp, a
disciple of the apostles, writes as follows:

“Christ declares that the chalice, which is but earthly,
is His own precious blood. Since then the chalice and the
bread by the word of God become the Eucharist of the body
and blood of Christ, how dare they [the heretics] deny that
that flesh which partakes of the flesh and blood of Christ,
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and is a member of Him, will receive the gift of God, s.c.,
life everlasting1’’—Adv. Heres., V. c. 2.

Our limited space forbids us to multiply quotations from
the Fathers, but other valuable testimonies will be found in
the article on the sacrifice of the Mass; and, besides, it is
generally acknowledged that passages of the kind we have
cited abound in the works of the great representative writ-
ers of the first five centuries, to say nothing of later testi-
monies. If we compare this great mass of evidence with
a few doubtful utterances of the Fathers, which have been
duly exploited by anti-Catholic writers, we are forced to
draw the conclusion that Christian antiquity has spoken
in favor of the Catholic doctrine in no doubtful accents.

It is remarkable with what tenacity—resembling that of
a drowning man grasping at straws—the average Protes-
tant controversialist clings to a few passages in the Fathers
which seem at first sight to favor his view of the Eucharist.
He makes the most strenuous efforts to capture the testi-
mony of one or two Fathers who seem to tower above the
rest, and meantime shuts his eyes to the foes multiplying
about his path. That St. Augustine has been thus singled
out is not a matter of surprise. It would be wonder if St.
Anugustine, who wrote so copiously and with so much origi-
nality, should not, like Cardinal Newman of our own day,
be placed in the witness-stand by opposite parties in a
dispute. St. Augustine has a passage or two which do lend
themselves to a Calvinistic interpretation if viewed out of
relation to their context and to the circumstances in which
they were written ; but fortunately we can afford to waive
all contention about these controverted parts of his writ-
ings, for it is easy to find passages in his works which all
must acknowledge to admit of but one interpretation, and
that the Catholic one. In the following passage (Enar. in
Ps. xxxiii. no. 10) we challenge any one to find a meaning
different from that conveyed to every Catholic reader. He
asks—and his mode of treating the subject, though fa-
miliar, is not irreverential: ‘“Who can hold himself in his
own hands? A man may be held in the hands of another,
but no man can hold himself in his own hands.”’ He an-
swers: ‘‘Christ held Himsclf in His own hands when He
gave His body to His disciples, saying, ‘This is My body’;
for that was the body which He held in His own hands.”
Evidently he understands ‘‘body’’ in its literal sense; for
had he understood by ‘‘body’’ a symbol of a body he could
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not have asserted that no one but Christ could hold his own
body in his hands: any one could hold a symbol or repre-
sentation of his body in his own hands. St. Augustine,
therefore, undoubtedly believed that the Holy Eucharist
contained, really and literally, the body of Christ. The
passage we have cited is but one out of many such passages
in the writings of the saint.

If we turn from the Fathers to the ancient liturgies we
find a clear expression of the same Christian belief. In
the Liturgy of Jerusalem, which in its essential parts dates
back to apostolic days, we find the following words: ‘‘Let
us dismiss all worldly thoughts from our minds, for the
King of kings, the Lord of lords, Christ our God, is about
to be sacrificed and to be given to the faithful as their
food’’; and in the Liturgy of St. Basil a prayer is uttered
that God may ‘‘make of this bread the true and precious
body of Jesus Christ, Our Lord, God, and Saviour, and
from this wine His true end precious blood, which was shed
for the salvation of the world.”’ Again, these are but sam-
ples of much more in the same vein.

Add to this the testimony of the Eastern Churches which
are not at present in communion with Rome but which
received their Eucharistic doctrine from the Early Church,
when there was no distinction between East and West.
One and all they hold the Roman Catholic doctrine of the
Real Presence.

There is no period of the Church’s history in which the
same doctrine is not asserted in language of the most ex-
plicit, emphatic, and realistic kind—in language which
could never have been the expression of a faith which had
robbed the Blessed Sacrament of all but a figurative sig-
nificance, and had made of the Holy Communion a mere
commemorative rite, signifying the death of the Lord and
symbolizing His real presence elsewhere! Moreover, there
is a fervidness of utterance, such as appears in the liturgies
quoted above, which could never have harmonized with the
comparatively cold and empty content of Protestant doc-
trine.

Now, the language of Christian antiquity is the lan-
guage of the Catholic Church of to-day, and both present
a broad contrast with the Eucharistic language of Protes-
tantism.

So sacred was the doctrine of the Real Presence in the
eyes of all true Christians just before the advent of Prot-
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estantism that the first of the Reformers, Martin Luther,
did not presume to deny it in its entirety. He taught his
followers that the body and blood of Christ were really
and substantially present, but only at the moment of com-
munion—not before or after, though the substance of bread
was also present. But the ball of private judgment was
set a-rolling, and even this counterfeit of ancient doctrine
had to make way for others. Zwingli, the next of the
innovators, swept away the Real Presence of the body and
blood in the Eucharist and taught that only Christ’s di-
vinity was present. A strange comment, this, on the words,
““This is My body, ete.”” Calvin, the third great in-
novator, swung back to a real presence; but this, when
explained, was found to be a real presence in heaven, whilst
on earth there was a dynamic presence of the humanity
of Christ: the sun was in the heavens, but its rays were
felt on earth!

No wonder it has been difficult for Calvinists to ‘‘dis-
cern the body of the Lord.”” In our time Calvinism, which
includes many types of Protestantism, has been vibrating
between this dynamic real presence (doubtless with an
uneasy, half-conscious suspicion that it must be moré than
dynamic) and the Zwinglian real absence. The Zwinglian
tendency is combated by the conservative element; and
what a surprise it must be to modern Presbyterians to be
reminded, as they are by Dr. Briggs, quoting Bishop
Davenant, who wrote in 1641 that ‘‘all Presbyterian
churches are pointblank against all erroneous doctrines of
the bare represeniation of the body and blood of Christ,
parted from the true exhibiting of Him.’’ Such is the
strange language used by those who wish to avoid the
symbol and yet are not willing to embrace the reality.

The primitive Protestant formulas have not, then, stood
the test of time. They are too suggestive of the old Real
Presence about which men were wont to think and ‘‘speak
the same thing’’ (1 Cor. i. 10). The old Real Presence
which, as we shall endeavor to show in another article,
has nothing repellent about it, but rather everything that
is attractive and elevating, is nevertheless, for the most
part, the last of the interpretations of Our Lord’s words
to which doubting Protestants turn; and yet very many
of our separated brethren have found in it at last com-
plete satisfaction for mind and heart.
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EUCHARIST, THE

II. THE CATHOLIC DOCTRINE RATIONAL

Objections.—The Catholic doctrine of the Eu-
charist is repugnant to reason; for it is irra-
tional to suppose that a body can be in two or
more places at once, or that the body of the
Lord can be contained within the compass of a
host, or that the accidents of bread and wine,
e.g., color, figure, taste, can remain without the
substance of bread and wine.

Tee ANswER.—These things are indeed wonderful, but
not too wonderful to be true, at least where God’s omnip-
otence is concerned. ‘“With God all things are possible.’’

We grant, of course, that when an effect is intrinsically
impossible, that is, when the very notion of it involves a
contradiction or an a%surdity—it is no reflection on God’s
omnipotence to say that He can not produce it. Now, this
intrinsic absurdity is precisely what is asserted by those
who urge the above objection. The nature of bodily sub-
stance, they tell us, makes the wonders of the Blessed Sac-
rament impossible. When our critics come to this point
we would advise them to move slowly, for they are tread-
ing on dangerous ground.

What is there in the nature of bodies incompatible with
Catholic teaching? To say that the constitution of mat-
ter is a contradiction of the Real Presence implies that
we know what the constitution of matter is. But do we
really possess such knowledge?! The revealed doctrine of
the Real Presence does throw some light on the subject;
but it must be acknowledged that the unaided intellect,
whilst exhibiting a remarkable acuteness in investigating
the properties of matter, is utterly baffled when it attempts
to get at its inner nature or essence.

Is it possible, some one will query, that we are ignorant
of the nature of bodiest Can we not resolve them into
their elements?! Have we no knowledge of atoms, or of
molecules—to say nothing of electrons?

Granted the knowledge, such as it is, what is the ulti-
mate constitution of these so-called elements? Is there
no mystery in that quarter?! No? Then, with all due re-
spect to our critic, we must say that he has not begun to
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philosophize in earnest. The first fruits of reflection on
this subject should be the impression that we are dealing
with a thing about which neither the chemist nor the
physicist can say the last word. The question regards the
nature and intrinsic constitution of those smallest com-
ponents of material substances which the physical scien-
tist has done with as soon as he has discovered them—if
he has discovered them at all—and which he must hand
over to the rational philosopher to be investigated, if they
are to be investigated at all.

Now, what can the philosopher tell us about the nature
of these ultimate elements of matter? The great scholastic
authorities, so long as they follow in the wake of revela-
tion, s.e., 50 long as they teach what is implied in the doe-
trine of the Real Presence, can be followed with security
when they discourse upon matter and extension, substance
and accident. Their further speculations, deep and search-
ing as they are, illustrate the impalpable nature of the
subject they attempt to discuss.

The great scholastics, of course, teach nothing that gives
a handle to unbelief. On the contrary, their writings are
the great bulwark, on the side of reason, of the dogma of
the Blessed Sacrament. Our concern is, therefore, chiefly
with those more modern philosophers who have turned
their backs on the old philosophy and are principally dis-
tinguished for their originality and the hardihood of their
speculation—the Spinozas, the Descartes, the Leibnitzes,
the Lockes, and the Kants, of more recent centuries.

The most important thing to be noted about this large
group of philosophers is that they differ so much that we
can not appeal to their views in the aggregate as to a
philosophy which in the main is one, but differentiated in
some particulars. Down to a few centuries ago there was
a philosophy held by most thinkers in Christendom. To-
day, even in regard to the most fundamental questions,
we may almost say there are as many opinions as there
are heads to carry them. There are philosophies, but no
philosophy. If philosophy is a science, it must be one
and not manifold. It is absurd, then, to appeal to mod-
ern philosophy against the doctrine of the Eucharist.
Modern philosophy is a term without a meaning, except
as designating a mass of divergent systems of thought.

Among the great bones of contention that divide our
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modern philosophers, the notions of substance and acci-
dent, matter and extension, are among the more conspic-
uous. On these subjects the philosophers differ funda-
mentally. With some, extension is the very pith of bodily
substance, with others, bodily substance, in its ultimate
analysis, does not include extension at all; in fact, it is re-
solvable into unextended forces (Leibnitz and Kant). We
may remark, in passing, that whatever be the merits of
the latter system, those who adopt it should have no diffi-
culty in accepting the dogma of the Eucharist, according
to which, although the species of bread present to the
senses the phenomenon of extension, the underlying sub-
stance of the Lord’s body is without local or dimensional
extension.

‘Whether one be willing or not to subscribe to Cardinal
Newman'’s words when he asks, ‘“What do I know of sub-
stance or matter?’’ and answers, ‘‘Just as much as the
greatest philosophers, and that is nothing at all,’’ one
thing is certain, and that is that the philosophers can
teach with certainty absolutely nothing that militates
against the miracles of the Blessed Sacrament. They
know, of course, that a body in its natural state has an
external or local extemsion, requiring that it occupy a
space of certain dimensions, and only one such space, but
they can not demonstrate that the contrary is impossible,
at least by miracle. Attempts to do so will resolve them-
selves into unreasoning appeals to common sense—an