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To THE TEAcHER: This work is arranged on the plan
of providing pupils with a two years’ course of reading,
the matter in smaller type to be omitted in the first year,
the entire book (Parts I. and IIL) to be read in the second.
The separate publication of Part I. seemed to be justified
by the fact that it establishes the Divine authority of the
Church, and, therefore, furnishes a general reply to any
difficulties that may be urged against her doctrine. Part II.
is now ready separately, and the two parts are available,
bound in one volume.

The little books referred to here and there as matter for
further study are published at such a price as to be within
the means of the youthful reader. :
. [ desire to acknowledge mvy indebtedness to the Very Reverend
Dr. Pierse, Professor, St. Patrick’s. College, Maynooth, and
to the Reverend Father Kearney, C.S.Sp., Blackrock College;
Dublin, for much valuable help and useful criticism.

SECOND EDITION

I gratefully acknowledge the veceipl of suggestions for the
improvement of this work from the following : Very Rev.
P. A. Beecher, D.D., Professor, St. Patrick’s College, May-
nooth ; Dr. Conway, Professor, University College, Dublin ;
Rev. W. Greene, Nazareth House, Isleworth, London; Rev.
Faiher Kearney, C.S.Sp., Kimmage Manor, Dublin ; Rev. L.
Minehan (in the * Catholic Register and Canadian Extension,”
Toronto); Rev. T. A. Mockler, Professor, St. Johw's College,
Waterford ; Very Rev. John O’Neill, D.Ph., Professor, St
Patrick’s College, Maynooth; Sir Berlram C. A. Windle,
President, University College, Cork.
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SEQUENCE OF THE ARGUMENT

1. God exists ; He is the Supreme Being, intelligent and free,
infinite in all perfections ; He created the world and all things
in it (Ch. I.).—2. Man, one of God’s creatures, possesses reason
and free-will (Ch. II.). Man has duties to God, to himself, and
to his neighbour ; without a revelation, it would be practically
impossible for the generality of mankind to arrive at a full
knowledge of these duties, and of the truths that underlie them ;
we have, therefore, an assurance that God in His mercy must,
as a fact, have given the necessary revelation (Ch. II1.) ; miracles
and prophecies are signs by which a divine revelation can be
known with certainty (Ch. IV.).—8. We examine the claims of
Christianity to be a divine revelation. We find that its sacred
books are, as history, trustworthy (Ch. V.), and that they prove
the following : (a) they prove that Christ claimed to be God
(Ch. VI.), and made good His claim by miracles and prophecies
(Ch. VIL.); (b) they prove that He established a Church, and
invested her, and her alone, with authority to teach His doctrine
to mankind (Ch. VIII.)—it follows, therefore, that all rival in-
stitutions and all rival doctrines must be false (p. 115); (c¢)
they proive that the Church founded by Christ had certain
characteristics, one of which was imperishability : His Church,
therefore, still exists in the world (Ch. IX.).—4. Of the existing
Christian Churches, the Catholic Church is the only one that
possesses the characteristics of the institution founded by
Christ. Therefore, the Catholic Church is the one and only
true Church (Ch. X.)—N.B. Ch. XI. on the Primacy and In-
fallibility of the Pope does not belong to Apologetics. It has
been inserted to complete the treatise on the Church.




INTRODUCTION.

Summary.
Apologetics defined; its relation to Catholic Doctrine; its

study, a duty and a discipline.

The nature of the proof we employ in Apologetics : conclusive,
but not coercive.

First Principles.

Apologetics. = DEFINITION.  RELATION To CATHOLIC
DootrINE.—Apologetics is the science concerned with the
defence of the Christian religion. It proves the existence
of God, the spirituality of the human soul, the Divinity
of Christ, and the authority of the Church which He
founded. It takes us through a series of connected
truths, and concludes that the one and only guide of
faith on earth is the Catholic Church, Holy and
Infallible. It leads us to the portals of the House of God,
and bids us enter. Within, we hear the Catholic Doc-
trine, Christ’s message to us as interpreted by His living
representative.

Its STuDY, A DuTy AND A DiscIPLINE.—We who, in
common with the least learned of our communion, see in
the marvellous growth of the Church, in her solid unity,
in her unconquerable stability, in her wondrous holiness,
and in lvr inexhaustible fruitfulness in all charitable
works, an abiding and conclusive testimony to her Divine
mission, cannot read this treatise on Apclogetics in a
spirit of doubt or hostility. We do not question her
claims; we do not wish, and we do not need, to find or
strengthen conviction, by any elaborate course of argu-
ment ; possessed of the grace-given certainty of faith, we
will never waver in our love and veneration for her as
the Mother of all blessings. DBut we live in an age
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hostile to God, to Christ, and to His Church, and we
must be prepared, when challenged, to prove that -our
faith rests on a basis which must commend itself as rea-
sonable to any unprejudiced mind. The exhortation of
St. Peter to the early Christians to be ‘‘ready always to
satisfy every one that asketh you a reason of that hope
which is in you,’’ (1 Peter iii. 15), is as applicable to us
as 1t was to them. The study of Apologetics brings with
it the twofold reward of a duty fulfilled and of a valuable
mental discipline acquired. It stimulates and develops
our reasoning powers by setting them to work at
problems of profound importance and unfailing interest.

Our Proof. Irs NATURE.—The youthful reader, too
much impressed, perhaps, by the methods he has seen
employed in mathematics and physical science, must be
warned against the assumption that, outside the sphere
of exact calculation and experiment, absolute certainty
is unattainable. On reflection, he will realize that, by
inference from facts, he can build up a solid edifice of
truth. For instance, he can form an accurate estimate
of a lawgiver’s wisdom from the effects of his legislation ;
and he can prove the genius of a Michael Angelo, or a
Napoleon, by studying tlie artistic creations of the one,
or the strategy of the other. From effects he can argue
with certainty to their cause, even though the cause be
a something to which no mathematical or experimental
test can be applied.

CONCLUSIVE BUT NOT COERGIVE.—Qur proof is conclu-
sive. That is, it is sufficient to exclude all reasonable
doubt. But it is not coercive. It cannot force conviction
on the prejudiced or the foolish, for prejudice and folly
are forces against which it is futile to contend. Thus, it
is waste of time to argue with one who refuses to listen,
or with one who seriously defends an absurdity, who
maintains, e.g., that a great work of literature is a mere
chance arrangement of words, or that thieving and
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drunkenness are not vices. Folly is mere imbecility, mere
incapacity of understanding, while prejudice acts like a
brake on the reason, impeding its natural movement.
Manifestly, then, a perfectly valid proof may not carry
conviction to all. It deserves, but does not receive,

‘universal assent.

First Principles.—First Principles are the  self-evident
truths that serve as the basis of a science. Thus, in
Euclid, the axioms are the First Principles from which
all the propositions may ultimately be deduced. In our
treatise, the First Principles are chiefly two, viz., (1) that
our reason and the evidence of our senses are trust-

worthy, and (2) that anything which begins to exist must .

have been brought into existence by something distinct
from itself (Principle of Causality). We need not, and,
in fact, we cannot prove First Principles. They shine
by their own light. Those who deny their validity put
themselves beyond the pale of discussion.

mn
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CHAPTER 1.
THE EXISTENCE OF GOD.

We prove by the following arguments the existence of
a Liwing, Personal God, i.e. of a Being endowed with
intelligence and free-will, the First or Ultimate Cause of
all things distinct from Himself.

I. ARGUMENT FROM THE LLAWS OF NATURE.

~ § 1.—Brief treatment.

All nature 1is obedient to law. Astronomy,
physics, and chemistry show that inanimate matter, from
the stars of heaven to the smallest speck of dust, is, in all
its movements and changes, subject to fixed laws. The
same holds for living things—plants, animals, and men :
each species grows, develops, and acts in the same way.
The entire universe is bound together into one vastly
complicated whole, and is like a great machine the parts
of which are admirably fitted together. The orderly
movement of the heavens, the marvellous structure of
living things and their organs, such as the organs of sight
and hearing, the wonderful instinct of the lower animals,
as instanced in the work of bees and the nest-building of
birds, the great achievements of man in science, litera-
ture, and art—all these marvels are the outcome of the
laws of nature. |

Tt is unthinkable that laws, producing effects so vast,
and yet so orderly in their entirety and in their smallest
detail, could have sprung from chance, or from any un-
intelligent cause we choose to name. They must have
been imposed by a wise Lawgiver who so framed them,
and so directed them in their working as to achieve the
ends he desired. That Liawgiver must be a being of vast
intelligence He must possess free-will, for he has given

1
2
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that faculty to man. He must himself be God, or de-

pend ultimately on one who is God, the First Cause of
all things.

Objections.

(1) The advocates 6f Materialist Evolution assert

that the world with all its marvels is due ultimately to
the working of physical and chemical laws, to a mere
motion of matter.—Reply : (a¥ The theory does not ac-
count for the origin of motion, life, sensation, reasorn.
(b) It proposes the gross absurdity that mere lifeless
forces, under no intelligent direction, could have pro-
duced, in man, works of the highest intelligence.

(2) ‘“ The existence of evil in the world, and the pro-
digality of nature seem to argue against the wisdom of
the Liawgiver.”” Reply : The notion that there are de-
fects in the work of the Liawgiver is due, not to the im-
perfect character of His design, but to our imperfect
understanding of it.

- § 2.—Fuller treatment.

All Nature is obedient to law.1—That the universe is obedient
to law is a truth which forms the very basis of all physical
science :—

(1) Inanimate matter is subject to law :—(a) In Astronomy, the
laws of Kepler and Newton have exhibited the heavens as forming
so exact a mechanical system that seemingly irregular occurrences,
such as eclipses and the return of comets, can be predicted with
certainty. (b) In Physics, the laws of sound, heat, light, and
electricity, work so perfectly that results can be ecalculated in
advance with mathematical accuracy. (¢) In Chemistry, atoms
are found to have definite attractions and affinities and to combine

1A law of nature, or physical law, may be merely a formal state-
ment of what regularly occurs in nature, or it may denote the cause
of such regularity. We use the expression in the latter sense. It
must not be inferred, however, that we claim any exact knowledge ot
the cause of each set of regularly occurring phenomena. That the
cause exists, we are certain, but as to its precise nature and mode of
operation we¢ need not profess to know anything.
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THE EXISTENCE OF GOD.

according to fixed iaws. In all other branches and sub-divisions
of physical science, the same regularity is observed. Everywhere,
like agents in like circumstances produce the same effects.

(2) Animate matter is subject to law :—(a) All living things are
subject to fixed laws of nutrition, growth, and reproduction. Plants,
animals, and men develop from a single living cell. In the higher
forms of life, in man, for instance, that cell multiplies itself many
dimes, gradually building up a great complexity of organs, such
s the eye, the ear, the heart and lungs. (b) Every living thing
possesses the capacity to repair its worn parts. (c) Among the
lower animals, every individual of the same species is endowed
with the same set of useful appetites and tendencies in connection
with the quest for food, the defence of life, the propagation of its
kind, and the care of its offspring. (d) The same holds for man,
who, in addition, possesses inclinations in keeping with his rational
nature. Impelled by the desire for truth and the love of beauty,
his mind builds up many wonderful sciences, and produces all the
marvels of literature and art. In its movements it is subject to
certain laws, the laws of thought, just as the seed, developing into
stem, leaf, and flower, is subject to the laws of growth.

(3) Animate matter is subject to, and served by, the laws of
inanimate matter :—(a) All living things are subject to the laws of
inanimate matter. Nutrition, growth, and many other processes
take place in accordance with the laws of chemistry. The laws of
gravitation and energy are as valid for the living as for the non-
living. The tree, for instance, which stores up the energy of the
sun’s rays, returns it later on when its withered branches burn on
the hearth.

(b) Animate matter is served by the laws of inanimate matter.
Examples :—Gravitation has so placed the earth in relation to the
sun that it receives the moderate quantity of light and heat neces-
sary for the support of organic life. . . . The air contains in
every 100 parts nearly 79 of nitrogen and 21 of oxygen gas, to-
gether with 04 of carbonic acid, a minute proportion of ammonia
and other constituents, and a variable quantity of watery vapour.
In pure nitrogen, man would suffocate; in pure oxygen, his body
would burn out rapidly like a piece of tinder; without earbonic
acid, plant-life would be impossible. . .. The plant exhales
oxygen and inhales carbonic acid; the animal exhales carbonic
acid, and inhales oxygen: thus, each ministers to the life of the
other. . . . The water, drawn by evaporation from the sea, drifts
in clouds, and descends in rain on the mountains, thus feeding the
wells, the streams and rivers, so necessary for living things. . . .
Bodies contract with a fall of temperature, and yet water expands
when its temperature fallr below 4° Centigrade. Hence, ice is

3




£

THE EXISTENCE OF GOD.

lighter than water, and forms a surface-covering which, being of
low conductivity, prevents the rapid congealing of the entire body
of water and the destruction of living things beneath.

(4) The whole universe, we may say in conclusion, is guided by
law. Everywhere there is order.2 Everywhere there is admirable
arrangement. Everywhere there are fixed modes of action.

The laws of nature could not have been produced by chance

or by a cause acting blindly, which is but another name for

chance.—Ts it necessary to refute the absurdity that chance could
have generated a law? TLaw is the exact opposite of chance.
Fixity is the characteristic of law; variability, the characteristic of
chance: (1) Four rods of equal length, flung aimle-~sly from the
hand, may fall into the exact form of a square. It is barely
conceivable that this may happen once or twice; it is utterly
inconceivable that it should happen a hundred times in unbroken
succession; but what should be thought of the conceivability of
of its nmever happening otherwise?3 Yet this last must be realized
in order to give us the basis of a law. (2) If the generation by
chance of such a simple law be impossible, how can we measure
the absurdity of supposing that chance could have produced the
vast complexity of laws that rule the universe, the laws whose
operation guides the course of planets, and accounts for the growth
and reproduction of living things, the instinct and tendencies of
animals, the work of bees, the nest-building of birds, the activity
of the mind of man? :

The laws of Nature have been imposed by a lawgiver.—

(1) The arguments by which we have shown that the laws of
nature ‘are not due to chance avail, also, to prove that those laws
cannot be due to any unintelligent cause we choose to name.
Therefore, they must be due to some great intelligence distinct
from matter. They must have been ordained and imposed by a
Lawgiver.  And, as the statesman frames his legislation for a

2 Order is unity, or uniformity, amid variety. Examples : (1) The
human body consists of a great number of members and organs, yet
all help, each in its own way, towards the well-being of the whole.
(2) Maiter attracts matter. Bodies may vary considerably in mass.
They may be as large as a planet, or as small as a speck of dust, yet
all act in the same way. Amid a great variety of masses, there is
uniformity of action. Order is the result of design.  Design may,
therefore, be defined as the planning of order.

3 We abstract for the moment from the rare interpositions to which,
according to the doctrine of mirncles, the laws of nature are subject

4
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THE EXISTENCE OF GOD.

definite purpose, so, also, the Lawgiver of the universe imposed
His laws to achieve the ends He desired. The orderly arrange-
ment produced by His laws was intentional. It was in accordance
with His preconceived plan or design.

(2) Observe how the necessity for an intelligent author, of the
laws of nature is enforced by considerations such as the following :

(a) Great intelligence and skilful workmanship are required to
construct a steam-engine that can feed itself with fuel and water.
But indefinitely greater would be the intelligence and power which
could make the iron-ore come of itself out of the bowels, of the
earth, smelt and temper itself, form and fit together all the parts
of the engine, make the engine lay in its store of water and coal,
kindle its furnace, and repair its worn parts. Yet this is an
everyday process of nature in the case of living organisms. And
as intelligence is needed to guide the hands of the mechanic who
builds the engine, much more is it needed to combine and direct
the lifeless forces of nature in producing more marvellous results.

(b) The worker-bees construct their cells so as to give a maximum
of strength and capacity with a minimum of material, thereby
solving practically a problem in advanced mathematics.# They
get their knowledge neither by reasoning nor from instruction, for
all possess it at the moment of maturity. They do not get it by
heredity, for their parents, the queens and the drones, build no
cells. Whence, then, did they derive it? Manifestly from some
distinet intelligence, from some Being who knew how the problem
should be solved, and who implanted in them as. a law of their
nature the necessary impulse to accomplish their allotted task.®
Tor another ‘example of instinct, see Ch. II., footnote £.

(¢) Man is as much a product of nature as the bee or the flower.
The elaborate works of civilization, the arts and sciences, and all
the accumulated knowledge of centuries, are as certainly due to
the working of nature’s laws or forces, as the honey-cell of the
bee or the perfume of the flower. Is it for a moment conceivable

4 The problem was proposed to Kénig by Réaumur in the following
form : “ To find the construction of a hexagonal prism terminated by
« pyramid composed of three equal and similar rhombs, such that the
solid may be made of the least quantity of materials.’”” Konig found
the angles of the rhombs to be 109° 26/ and 70° 34/, which result was
slightly incorrect, the error being due to the table of logarithms which
he used. It was afterwards discovered that the true values, correctly
found by the bees, are 109° 28/ and 70° 32/. See Encyc. Brit. vol. iii.,
pp- 490, 484, 9th ed.

51f, against all likelihood, it should ever be proved that the insects
act from individual intelligence, the question would still remain to be
put : How have they come to possess that intelligence, and why is it
specially adapted to their work?

]




THE EXISTENCE OF GOD.

that those laws were not directed by intelligence, that man and
all his achievements could have sprung from a source, blind and
lifeless, and, therefore, totally inadequate tc account for them?

The lawgiver is God.—(1) As the carpenter is distinct from
the table he makes, the architect from the house he designs, as
every cause is distinet from its effect, so the Lawgiver of the
universe must be distinct from the universe and its laws. (2) A
scientist of exceptional talent, aided by perfect apparatus for
research, succeeds after many years of study in understanding,
more or less imperfectly, the working of one or two of those laws.
Must not, then, the Author of them all be a Being of vast intelli-
gence?  (3) That Being must possess free-will.  Else, how does
man by a law of his nature come to possess such a faculty? And
why should the laws of nature be precisely as they are—we sec
no reason why they might not be otherwise—except from the act
of a Being free to choose as He pleases? (4) But is that Being
the First Cause? May He not Himself be the creature of another,
that other of a third, and so on without end? No. Such a series
is unthinkable. It must ultimately depend on some one being.
That Being would be God, the First Cause, Intelligent and Free.

Cbjection (1)_The laws of nature may be due to blind forces
inherent in matter itself. _We are here dealing with Materialist
Evolution. We may express the doctrine in the following form :
*“ Nothing exists, nothing ever existed, but matter, i.e., nothing
but what has extension, and can be perceived by the senses. The
universe was once a fiery rotating nebula. Its molecules possessed
those chemical and physical forces which, by action and inter-
action, have gradually evolved the great variety of things, with
and without life, which we see in the world at the present day.
Living creatures are, therefore, nothing more than cunning clocks.
Thought and will are mere motions of matter.’”’ Criticism : (a) 1f
nothing exists but matter, then this theory itself does not exist,
for it is imperceptible to the senses. (b) Whence did the nebula
derive its motion, and its molecules their physical and chemical
forces? They always had them, say the evolutionists. Motion,
they assert, is, and has always been, inherent in eternally existing
matter. But ‘* inherent motion * is an absurdity. Matter of all
kinds is indifferent to motion or rest. This truth, admitted by all
physicists, is expressed in Newton’s Laws of Motion. Moreover,
motion must be in some particular direction, and the direction
must be determined by a cause distinct from the body moved.
As regards the laws which the atoms of matter obey, why do all
atoms of the same kind obey the same laws? Why, for instance,
do the atoms of hydrogen in a distant star, as the spectroscope

6
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e

tells us, obey the same laws as the hydrogen we prepare in our
chemical laboratories?—We show in our Note on the Dissipation of
Energy that the particular forms of motion which we find in the
world at the present day had a beginning, and will have an end.
(c) The theory assumes quite gratuitously the possibility of the
origin of life from non-living matter.5# As the science of Biology
advances, that possibility is being more and more discounted. It
has been demonstrated that the living cell possesses a structure
complicated beyond description, and that, in its action, it differs
essentially from any machine that we know of.6 (d) Even though
the great chasm between living and lifeless matter were success-
fully bridged, there would still remain the greater chasms between
sentient and non-sentient life, thinking and non-thinking. (e) On
a general survey, see what the theory proposes :—Inorganic matter,
by some process which the modern chemist with all his knowledge
cannot even conceive, produced of itself the first living thing; that
living thing got, somehow or other, the power of propagatin; itself,
and of developing, under a law of unexplained origin, into the
higher forms of life, and finally into man himself: poets, philoso-
phers, scientists, and all their works, are, therefore, the offspring
of a mere clod of earth, developing under the influence of a law
which sprang out of nowhere, which was imposed by no lawgiver,
which wrought and shaped with consummate skill, although there
was not a glimmer of intelligence to guide it. The more this
Mechanical, or Materialist, Evolution is examined, the more pre-
postereus it seems. It was much in vogue among non-Catholics
during the latter years of the nineteenth century. It was advo-
cated by Tyndall? (+1893) and others, as the full and final explana-
tion of all things, bub, nowadays, the difficulties against its
acceptance are generally admitted to be overwhelming. Haeckel,
however, has attempted to revitalize it.

He maintains that all matter is alive and endowed with sensation
and will.8 Needless to say, he produces not a particle of evidence

52 A remarkable illustration of the truth that life can come only
from life is found in the modern aseptic treatment of wounds. This
treatment depends on two facts, viz., (1) that, if germs are permitted
to get into a wound, they may propagate their kind, and so cause
putrefaction, often with fatal results to the patient; (2) that, if germs
be entirely excluded from the wound, no corruption takes place, and
the healing process is unimpeded.

6 See Windle, The Church and Science, c. xxv., where authorities
are quoted.

7 Belfast Address; Collected Essays.—The mark t denotes date of
death.

8 Riddle of the Universe, pp. 46, 64, 78. Scientists look with
suspicion on much of Haeckel’s work, as he has been convicted of
inventing and distorting evidence.
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THE EXISTENCE OF GOD.

for his contention, which, moreover, is rejected by all physicists
as utterly baseless.? Even though admitted, it would be no suffi-
cient explanation of the evolution of the world. (@) The ** will®
which he ascribes to primal matter is, on his own admission,
nothing but the * tendency to avoid strain,” and ‘* sensation,’’
nothing better than an extremely attenuated and rudimentary
power of perception. ‘“Will’’ which is not will, and ‘‘sensation’’
which is far bencath the humblest sense-power within our know-
ledge could mnot, of themselves, by any possibility account for
the freewill of which we are all conscious, for the great
products of the human intellect, and for the entire order of
the world. It is a maxim in philosophy, approved by common
sense, that, without extrinsic aid, the less can never produce the
greater : life, therefore, cannot come from dead matter, nor sentient
life from the non-sentient, nor rational life from the irrational,
except by the act of some Power capable of breathing into matter
these higher activities. (b) Physicists admit that the universe is
bound together in a close unity, and that every particle of matter
affects, and is affected by, every other. To account satisfactorily
for the existing order of the universe on the lines of Haeckel, each
particle of matter should be capable of understanding the whole
plan, and its own particular and ever-changing, part in it. It
should, moreover, be willing constantly to co-opcrate with every
other particle. In such a supposition, which is not advanced by
anyone, every particle of matter would be God. But the question
whether God is one or many does not concern us at this stage of
our argument. Further on we prove that God must be one.
(c) Even if it could be proved that the world has passed through
an orderly and progressive development, like the seed that becomes
a giant of the forest, then the argument for the necessity of a.
designer, lawgiver, and perfecter, so far from losing force, would
bub receive an intensified cogency.1®

Objection (2)—The sufferings of life and the prodigality of
Nature seem to argue against the wisdom of God: —We cannot
hope to understand God’s purpose in everything. His design is
not always clear to us. (a) Sometimes we not only fail to discover
wisdom in the happenings of life, but seem to find a colossal
cruelty in them. * Why,” we ask, *“is there so much pain and
grief in the world?”’ But, if there were no pain nor grief, there

would be no pity nor self-sacrifice, no noble discipline for the soul

9 For a full refutation of Haeckel, see Fr. Gerard’s, The 0ld Riddle
and the Newest Answer, Longmans, Green, price 7d.
10 We return to the theory of Evolution, Part II., The Creation.

8




THE EXISTENCE OF GOD.

of man. To complete our answer we must look to Revelation.
It will tell us of the fall of man and its consequences.%a

(b) Sometimes we marvel at the prodigality of Nature, and ask
ourselves why there are so many useless things in the world. On
this point St. George Mivart says that if the animals called
labyrinthodonts which belong to the early geological ages had been
endowed with intelligence, they might have made a strong case
against the wisdom of Providence from the lavish waste of fern
spores.  Yet, all that vegetable waste has given us our coal. The
animals would have judged wrongly ‘‘from their not being able
to foresee events of what was to them an incalculably remote
future. . . . Let a brood of young birds die before fledging,”
he continues, ‘* their bodies feed a multitude of smaller creatures,
these serve for others; and ultimately swarms of bacteria reduce
lifeless organic matter to elements which serve to nourish vegeta-
tion, which serves to feed worms and other creatures, which again
actively minister to the welfare of all the higher animals and of
man. Nature is so arranged that the purpose of its First Cause
can never be defeated, happen what may.”’11 We may add that
our -argument does not require us to prove design in all things.
It is sufficient to prove it in some things. Neither are we called
on to prove that the design is perfect. ‘Whether perfect or imper-
fect, it establishes the existence of a Designer : a hand-loom proves
the existence of a designer just as well as a loom driven by steam,
although the design may be less perfect in the one case than’ in
the other.

Note.—The Dissipation of Energy. ALL USEFUL ENERGY IS BEING
CONVERTED INTO UNIFORMLY DIFFUSED HEAT.—Every student of phy-
sical science knows that a portion of the energy employed in doing
work appears as heat which tends to diffuse itself uniformly.
The amount of energy converted into diffused heat is constantly

. increasing, and, as no useful work can be extracted from it (II.

Law of Thermodynamics), it is justly deseribed as the growing
waste-heap of the universe. Even if the sum of energy in the
upiverse be constant, the amount available for useful work is
rentinually diminishing. The universe, therefore, is tending to a
state of rest in which all useful work, and, hence, all life, such
as we know it, will be impossible.12

WHEREFORE, IT FOLLOWS THAT THE USEFUL ENERGY OF THE UNI-
VERSE HAD A BEGINNING.—With Lord Kelvin, we may compare the
universe to a lighted candle: ‘* regarding the universe,” he says,

" 10aSee Part IL, Ch. VIL
11 Nature and Thought, 1885 : p. 218.
12 Ses points 2 and 3, note on Argt. from Contingence,
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‘“as a candle that has been lit, we become absolutely certain that
it has not been burning from eternity, and that a time must come
when it will cease to burn.”” Or, we may compare it to a clock
which is going. The movement of the clock is due to a spring
slowly uncoiling. There is no mechanism within the clock to re-
wind the spring. At some point in the future it will stop. At
some point in the past it was wound up by the hand of man or by
some agency distinct from itself. It is so with the universe. As
surely as the springs of its energy approach at every instant the
final stage of complete relaxation, so surely were they, at some
moment in the past, wound up by some extrinsic agency, by the
hand of God.18

II. ARGUMENT FROM THE UNIVERSAL BELIEF OF
MANKIND.

§ 1.—Brief treatment.

All nations in every age have agreed in proclaiming
the existence of some Divine Power presiding over the

world. Such an agreement, so universal, so persistent
amid such a diversity of circumstances and persons, could
have been produced only by some one, universal, and
persistently active, cause. That cause is none other than
the natural use of human reason itself. The reason of
mankind, therefore, has arrived at the conclusion that
the only satisfactory explanation of the world and its
marvels, and of man himself, is to be found in the exist-
ence of some great Living Force, some Divine Power,
the Creator of all things. The reason of mankind cannot
argue falsely. Were we to make such a supposition, we
should infer that human reason tends naturally to error.

18 This argument is a direct deduction from established physical
laws: see Preston’s Heat, 296-298. Addressed to materialists, it is an
argumentum ad hominem, i.e., an argument based on their own admis-
sions. They, in common with all physicists, regard the laws of energy
as the very foundation of physical science. It has been suggested that
there may be a means in nature for the sudden restoration of useful
energy (cataclysmic theory).  But this is merely a gratuifons assump-
tion, unsupported by scientific evidence.
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In other words, we should have to admit that the dis-
covery of truth is impossible.

Objections.

(1) ““ Science has disproved the belief, once uni-
versal, that the sun moves round the earth, and may,
likewise, some day disprove the belief in the existence of
God.”’—Reply : Physical science has, indeed, corrected
many errors, once widely prevalent, and may prove, as
it advances, that theories, now firmly held by scientists
themselves, are as false as the astronomy of the ancients.
But the progress of science can never touch the belief in
the existence of God. Science is restricted to examining
the mechanism of the visible world. It is restricted to
showing how one movement or change is generated by
another. But how the world originated, and how its
motion began—these are questions that lie entirely
beyond its scope. The scientist is like a man who
examines the works of a clock, and shows how this wheel -
is moved by that, but who never inquires as to the hand
that made the timepiece and set it going. = Further,
owing to inexact observation and hasty inference, there
is always room for error in our speculations as to the
physical causes of natural events, but there is no room
for error in the reasoning that underlies the universal
belief in God. That belief is based on arguments too
clear and simple ever to be overthrown, such, e.g., as the
following :—‘* Design is plainly visible in the world, and
design proves the existence of a Designer *’; ‘‘ the world
is an inanimate thing ; it cannot account for its existence ;
it must have been made by a Being distinct from it.”’

(2) *“ The belief is of no value, since some men say
that there is one God, others that there are many Gods.”’
Reply : For our argument, it is unnecessary that all men
should agree as to whether God is one or many. The
proof that He exists is simple, hence the universal agree-
ment. The proof that He is one is difficult, hence the
errors as to His nature.
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§ 2.—Fuller trbeatment.

There is, and there has always been, a universal belief in
the existence of a Divine Power presiding over the worid.—The
belief in the existence of some Divine Power presiding over the
world has prevailed at all times and among all nations in spite of
wide differences in customs, civilization, and ideals. Ample testi-
mony to the truth of this assertion will be found in the works of
ancient writers and modern ethnologists. (1) Ancient writers :—
e.g., Cicero (Ist century B.C.): “ there is no nation so wild and
fierce as mobt to know that it must have a god, although it may
not know what sort of god it should be, De Leg., 1, 8; Plutarch
(1st cent. A.p.), ‘‘if you go round the world, you may find cities
without walls, or literature, or kings, or houses, or wealth, or
money, without gymnasia or theatres. DBubt no one ever saw a
city without temples and gods,”” Adv. Colot. Epic, 31, 5; Clement
of ‘Alexandria and many others in the early ages of the Church.
(2) Modern ethnologists :—e.g., Peschel, *‘ to the question which
we now ask whether, anywhere in the ‘world, a tribe has been
found, destitute of all religious impulses and ideas, we must reply
with a decided negative,’’ Volkerkunde, 1885, p. 273; Max Miiller,
who says of this proof that not only has it never been refuted but
that it renders all other proofs for the existence of God unneces-
sary, Anthrop. Religion, 1894, p. 90. It was thought at one time
that there were some few tribes with no religious ideas, but it
has been found that this opinion originated either in imperfect
investigation or in the reluctance of some uncivilized peoples to
speak of their beliefs to strangers. Among educated people there
are some who profess atheism, but they are so few as to be
negligible.14  Probably they are not more numerous than those
learned men who set themselves against the common sense of the
human race by maintaining, e.g., that the external world does not
exist, that nothing exists but their own perceptions, or by holding
that, in some other planet, a straight line may not be the shortest
distance between two points.

This belief is the expression of the collective reason of
humanity, and must, therefore, be true.—The belief in the exist-
ence of a Divine Power, so universal, so persistent amid such a
vast diversity of circumstances and persons, could have been pro-
duced only by some universal and persistently active cause. That
cause must be found in the natural use of the human reason,
drawing its conclusion from the existence of the world, from the
marvels of nature, and from the promptings of the human heart.

14 See below, Atheism.
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We admit that our reason errs at times, and we may grant without
hesitation that the reason of many men, or rather the abuse of
their reason, particularly when they live together and are influ-
enced by like considerations, may lead them to the same erroneous
conclusion; but we must regard it as quite inconceivable that the
reason of all men in all ages could have forced them into the same
conclusion, identical and erroneous.1 Were we to make such an
admission, we should at once be compelled to lose all trust in
human reason and to confess that the discovery of truth is impos-
sible. We must, therefore, hold the universal belief in the existence
of a Divine Power to be true, because it is the expression of the
collective reason of humanity, the voice of nature itself.16

Objection (1) ‘‘ There was at one time a universal belief that
the sun went round the earth, but the belief proved to be false.
The same fate may some day befall the belief in the existence of
a Divine Power.” Reply :—The error as to the relation of the
sun to the earth arose from a too hasty inference. The sense of
sight and the other senses are trustworthy only in regard to their
own proper work. The eye can tell us only of appearances. It
can tell us that an object appears to move, but we must depend
on our reason to ascertain whether the appearance of motion is
due to motion in the object or to motion in ourselves. But there
is no source of error in the reasoning which underlies the belief
in the existence of a Divine Power. That belief is based on such
arguments as the following :—** Design is plainly visible in the
world, and design proves the existence of a Designer,”” ‘‘ the world
is an inanimate thing; it cannot account for its existence; it must
have been made by some Being distinct from it.”>  Universal
error in such simple reasoning is inconceivable. Further, as we
show in replying to the next objection, no advance in science can
ever dispense with the necessity for some Living Force distinch
from the world.

objection (2) ‘‘ The universal belief may have arisen from ignor-
ance of natural causes. Men in early times, not being able to

15 See below, replies to Objections (1) and (2).

16 We must trust human reason as we trust our senses. An indi-
vidual may err, but mankind cannot err. An individual may suffer
from some defect of mind or body, and may, therefore, err in his
reasoning, or in his perception of colour, shape, sound, etc. He
discovers his error by comparing his reasoning or his perception with
the reasoninz or perception of the rest of mankind. We may put the
entire argument in this form :—normal human reason is right in its
conclusions ; normal human reason is the reason of mankind generally ;
the reason of mankind generally has arrived at the conclusion that
God exists ; therefore, that conclusion must be true.
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discover the physical causes of lightning, rain, the growth of plants
and animals, attributed them to a Divine Power.’’ Reply :—The
objection rests on the fallacy that an effect is fully explained by
its physical cause. A physical cause is a cause whose operation
comes under the observation of the senses. We will show by an
example that it is never the complete explanation of its effect.
Suppose we are asked to account for the letters we see in this
printed page. The physical causes of those letters are the metal
type, the ink, the absorbent nature of the paper, the printer’s
hands and eyes. But, clearly, these causes do not explain how
the page came to be printed. The real cause is not physical. It
is the free-will of the printer. Note how the example applies to
the motion we observe in the world around us: the physicist
explains the motion of the train by the motion in the piston of
the engine; the motion in the piston by the expansion of steam;
the expansion of the steam by the heat from the coal; the energy
in: the coal, which is nothing more than compressed vegetable
matter, by the sun’s heat and light; the sun’s heat and light by
the motion of the nebula out of which it was evolved. Therefore,
as far as a complete explanation is concerned, we find ourselves,
at the end of the long series of physical causes, just where we
were at the beginning. The motion of the nebula requires explana-
tion just as much as the motion of the train. The objection,
therefore, does not tell against us in the least. Rather, it directs
our attention to the right reason of man which finds the ultimate
explanation of all physical phenomena in the will of some all-
powerful Being distinct from the world,16a

Objsction (3) *‘ Might not the belief have sprung from fear?
Might not fear of the stupendous forces of nature, the lightning,
the thunder, the earthquake, the volecano, have led to their personi-
fication?”  Reply :—Fear might emphasize the belief in God but

16a We may bring out the point of this argument by means of a
humorous illustration used for a somewhat different purpose by W.
G. Ward in his work, 7he Philosophy of Theism, vol. ii., p. 173. He
supposes a ‘‘philosophical’’ mouse to be enclosed in a pianoforte. The
mouse discovers that every sound of the instrument is produced by a
vibration of the strings, and the vibration of the strings by taps of
the hammers. “Thus far I have already prosecuted my researches,’’
says the mouse. And he goes on with all the blithe optimism of the
Atheist: “So much is evident even now, viz., that the sounds proceed
not . . . from any external agency, but from the uniform operation
of fixed laws. These laws may be explored by intelligent mice; and
to their exploration I shall devote my life.””” And so, the mouse,
arguing himself out of the old belief of his kind, becomes convinced
that the piano-player has no existence.

14
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vHE EXISTENCE OF GOD.

pould not create it. If the objection were sound, a man’s progress
in\ the knowledge of physical science should be accompanied by
decay in his religious belief. But this is not the case. On the
contrary, the greatest minds among scientists acknowledge the
necessity for an Intelligent Author of the world.1?

Objection (4) ‘* The belief may have been encouraged by priests
and lawgivers or kings; by priests who sought private gain in
the deception of the people; by lawgivers, who wished to secure
respect for their enactments by the threat of Divine chastisement.”” -
Reply :—A deception of the kind might be successful in this
country or that, and for a short time, but surely not everywhere
and continuously. The belief has been fostered by priests and
rulers, no doubt, but that process has been made possible only by
the fact that the belief was always welling up in the human heart.
False beliefs without number have been taught, and enforced even
with the sword, but have followed their authors to the tomb. This
belief alone appears to have an unfailing vitality.

Objection (5) ‘‘ The belief is of no value since men are not at
one on the question of the Divine Nature. Some say there is
but one God, others say that there are many.”’ Reply:—For our
argument, it is unnecessary that men should agree as to the nature
of God, whether He is one or many. It is sufficient that under-
lying the beliefs of all men there is this identical substratum of
agreement—rviz., that the world is under the government of some
Divine Power. The proof that a Divine Power exists is simple,
hence universal agreement. The proof that He is one is difficult,
hence the errors as to His nature.

Objection (6) ‘‘ The belief may be nothing more than the
blurred memory of a revelation which the ancestors of the human
race fancied they had received from God.”” Reply:—The survival
of that ancient tradition over such a long tract of centuries, amid
such an infinite diversity of circumstances, cannot be explained
satisfactorily, unless we hold that, at all times and in all lands,
human reason was leading men to belief in God’s existence.

III. 'ARGUMENT FROM THE ORIGIN OF MIND.

Tn man, there are two distinct things, mind and maftter.
‘All matter, in the natural world, has extension : it has a
iefinite length, breadth, and thickness. Mind has no ex-

17 Ses below, Atheism.
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tension. It is a power of acting in a particular way, and
is imperceptible to the senses. A man’s mind can con-
ceive abstract ideas, such as ‘‘ beauty,”” ‘‘ goodness,’’etc.
It can reason,i.e., it can pass, as in the study of geometry,
from truths already established to others not previously
known. Tt possesses free-will, i.e., it has the power of
self-direction. Now, such concepts as ‘‘beauty ”’

““ goodness >’ are not material things. They cannot be
grasped by mere matter. Nor can we conceive mere
matter to be capable of passing from one truth to another.
Least of all can we conceive mere matter to have the
power of directing itself. ~ Matter moves only as if is
moved. Its motion, and the direction of its motion,
come from without. But, the mind of man can move
itself in any direction it pleases. = The mind of man,
therefore, is what we term a spiritual thing, i.e., it can
act independently of, and is utterly different from, mat-
ter. If it is impossible to make a cube out of squares, it
is, so to speak, even more impossible to make mind ouf
of matter.

There was a time, as scientists tell us, when no living
thing, neither plant, animal., nor man existed in the
world.®®  There was a time, therefore, when nothing
existed but inert matter. How, then, did mind begin to
be? Tt cannot have made itself, for self-creation is a
mere absurdity. It cannot have sprung from matter, for

ossesses in no form whatsoever the properties o
Tt must, therefore, have been made by some
Being, capable of calling things into existence at His
word, and endowed like itself, but in an infinitely higher:
way, with intelligence and free-will. That Being is God.

(For the detailed proof of the Spirituality of the Soul see Ch. IL.)

18 Observe, the validity of our argument is not affected in the leas
by the contention, unwarranted, as we show in Ch. IIL, that the
lower animals possess intelligence.
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IV. ArRGuMENT FROM CONTINGENCE.

§ 1.—Brief treatment.

Everything in the visible world is subject to change
and death. Plants, animals, and men come into being,
and after a short time perish, while inanimate matter
suffers endless changes. No particular thing in the uni-
verse has any grip on existence : existence is no part of
its nature. Everything in the world, therefore, is con-
tingent, ¢.e., 1t does not exist of itself, but is dependent
on something else for its existence.

Since contingent beings do, as a fact, exist, they must
be held in existence by a self-existent being, i.e., by a
being to whose nature existence belongs. Can the self-
existent being be mere matter, modifying itself in various
ways? No; matter cannot account for the laws of
nature, the origin of life, sensation, and the spiritual and
free soul of man. The self-existent being must be a

living, personal being. It is only such a one that can
account satisfactorily for the universe and all its marvels.

§ 2.—Fuller treatment.

Everything in the visible world is contingent.—The world in
which we live is constantly changing. Plants, animals, and men
appear and disappear, and inanimate matter passes through endless
variations.l¥ We may accept the word of scientists that what we
see around us to-day is one of a long series of changes which began
when the earth was part of a fiery nebula.  Birth and degth—
using the words in the broad sense of coming into, and passing

19 Consider, e.g., our planet alone : (1) the distribution of land and
water is insensibly, but constantly, changing; (2) the earth’s rotatory
motion is getting slower and slower, because the tide, the great bank
of water piled up by the attraction of the moon, acts as a brake on
it ; (3) the motion of the earth round the sun is also being retarded,
because of friction with clouds of meteoric dust: the earth is, therefore,
ever being drawn closer to the sun. Enormous changes will result,
after the lapse of ages, as a consequence of (2) and (3)-
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out of, existence—is a universal law to which all things, living
and lifeless, are subject. Nothing in the world, therefore, has
any grip, as it were, on existence. Nothing in the world exists
necessarily. If we were asked to set down all those things which
constitute a man, e.g., we should not mention ‘existence’’ as one
of them, for we know that man need not exist. The same holds
of any other particular thing in the visible world we choose to
name. We say, therefore, that everything in the visible world
is contingent, i.e., that existence is no part of its nature, but that
it must depend for its existence on something outside itself.19a

Contingent beings require for their support a self-existent
being.—If things which need not exist do exist, as a fact, they
must have been brought into existence and must be held in exist-
ence by something distinct from them.  This ‘‘something’’ must
exist necessarily, i.e., existence must be part of its mature. For,
if it did not exist necessarily, it would itself require ultimately
the support of something necessarily existing, otherwise we should
find ourselves in the position of the Indians who said that the
world was supported by an elephant, the elephant by a tortoise,
and the tortoise by nothing. We must, therefore, hold that the
world is kept in existence by a necessary or self-existent being, a
being that contains within itself the source of its own existence.

The self-existent being is God.—Is the self-existent being nothing
more than basic matter, modifying itself in various ways, and
producing the particular things that flit into and out of existence?
No, for the effects must be within the capacity of the cause.
Matter, as we have seen, cannot account for the laws of nature
and all the wonders that result from them; it cannot account for
the origin of life, the origin of sensation, the origin of the spiritual
and free soul of man. These things can be accounted for only
by ascribing them to a self-existent being endowed with intelligence
and free-will. And as to matter itself, it cannot account for its
own existence. Its existence must be attributed to the same self-
existent being, for He who created the human soul could have,
and must have, created matter also. The self-existent being is
God, the First Cause, Intelligent and Free, the Creator of all
things outside Himself. He made them by an act of His will,

192 We claim that each particular thing in the visible world is
contingent. We do not claim that matter itself—basic matter—is
contingent. We do not know enough about basic matter to assert at
once that it is contingent, °‘because it can be conceived as non
existing.”’

18
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and by His will He sustains them in being. Of themselves they
have no hold on existence, for existence is no part of their nature.
mheir existence from instant to instant is the gift of His Goodness
o them, and may be withdrawn at His pleasure.20

(—See Supplementary Notes, p. 138.)

P

THE NATURE OF GOD.

We may arrive at some knowledge of the Nature of God from
the fact that He is the First Cause, ebernal, self.existent. Our
deductions, however, must appear cold and formal to those who
have been taught by Bethlehem and Calvary to know God and to
love Him with a warm personal love. The Incarnation of the
Son of God has given mankind an infinitely clearer idea of the
Divine Nature than all the reasoning of philosophy.

simplicity.—God must be simple, i.c., He cannot consist of
separate parts united into one whole. In a being so compounded,
it is the union of parts that forms the whole. This union would
require a cause. But the First Cause is uncaused.

Spirituality.—God cannot be matter, because all matter is made
up of parts. He is, therefore, a being with no extension. But
He is also an active, intelligent being, because, He is the Creator
of all things, including the human soul. An active, intelligent,
being without extension is a spirit. Therefore, God is a spirit.

Infinity.—God is infinite, i.e., every perfection that can exist
belongs to him. b

A. We speak of a living plant, a living animal, a living man.
FEach of these possesses but a share of life, a limited life. But,
suppose that there was such a thing as ** Life Itself” actually
existing. It would not be a mere share of life, a limited life.
I+ would be Perfect Life. Now, apply this to what we know of

20 More abstruse arguments for the Existence of God will be found
in St. Thomas, Summa Theologiae, and Summa Contra Gentiles. Of
the simpler andi more accessible works on the subject, the following
should be read:—The Existence of God, Canon Moyes, D.D.: Sands,

rice 7d.; The Old Riddle and the Newest Answer, Fr. Gerard, 8.J.:
ongmans, Green, price 7d.; The Eaxistence of God : a Dialogue, Fr.
Clarke, S.J.: C.T.S., price 7d.—(the reference to the human eye,
p- 18, should be corrected by note 2, p. 34, of Fr. Gerard’s work
referred to above); The World and s Maker, Fr. Gerard, S.J.:
C.T.S., price 4d. :
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God’s existence. He exists necessarily. He never began to exist.
He can never cease existing. We must, therefore, identify Him
with Existence Itself, for it is only Existence Itself that can never
be conceived as non-existing, All other things get a share of
existence from Him. Their existence is limited. He is Existence
Ttself. He must, therefore, be Perfect Existence.

B. (1) We speak of men as possessing various perfections, e.g.,
wisdom, justice, courage, reasoning power, but not as possessing
them in a perfect degree. No man is perfectly wise, just,
courageous, logical. May we predicate all these things of God?
No, not all, since some of them involve an imperfection. ‘We may
say that God is perfectly wise, i.e., that He knows the causes of
all things, or that He is perfectly just, i.e., that He rewards and
punishes according to merit. But we cannot say that He is
perfectly courageous, for courage implies a willingness to face
danger, and danger implies weakness, a condition in which one’s
life is threatened. Neither can we say that He is perfectly logical,
for the epithet implies the power of passing from the known to
the. unknown, and to God nothing can be unknown.

(2) The perfections, traces of which we observe in men, are,
therefore, of two kinds, absolute and relative. Absolute perfec-
fions of their own nature involve no imperfection, while relative

perfections do involve an imperfection. The former class God
possesses formally—that is, He possesses them as they are in
themselves. The latter class He possesses eminently—that is, He
is the source, perfect in itself, whence they are derived.

(8) Agnostics2! say that the perfections we ascribe to God are
merely ‘‘anthropomorphic,”” i.., imitations of human perfections;
that if, for instance, a watch could think, it would have just as
much right to argue that the watchmaker was made up of springs
and cog-wheels, as we have to say that God possesses intelligence,
goodness, justice, ete. We reply (a) that we do not ascribe to
God mere imitations of cur human perfections; that the perfec-
tions we ascribe to God are found in Him in an infinitely higher
manner than in creatures; that in creatures intelligence, goodness,
justice are distinct qualities, while in God, in some incomprehen-
sible way, they and all perfections are one and the same, identical
with His nature or essence; (b) that, if the analogy of the watch
were justified, we should be found ascribing to God hands and
eyes and bodily organs, but such is not the fact; that, if the watch
could reason aright, it would justly ascribe to the watchmaker the
beginning of its movement and the orderly arrangement of its parts.

21 See below, Atheism.
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!lmty.—(l) Since God is infinite, He must be One. Two infinite
beings, each containing all perfections that can possibly exist,
would be a contradiction. If there were two infinite beings, each
should possess some perfection which the other had not, otherwise
they would not be distinect. But since each would be infinite,
each should possess all perfections. Moreover, each would be
independent, and outside the power of the other. Hence, neither
could be infinite.

(2) Since God is Existence Itself, He must be One, for Existence
Itself is one. If there were two Gods, each would possess bub &
share of existence, and neither would be identical with Existence
Ttself.

omnipotence.—God is omnipotent because He is infinite. All
things that are possible He can do. They are possible only because
He can do them. They can come into existence only because
He can bring therr into existence. He cannot contradict His
own Will or Truth. - He cannot commit sin, for instance, for the
essence of sin is opposition to His Will. Nor can He attempt
what is absurd, the making, for instance, of a four-sided triangle.
Such a figure would be a mere nothing, a contradiction in terms.
Men, because of the imperfection of their will or understanding,
commit sin, or undertake what is intrinsically absurd.

omnipresence and Omniscience.—God is everywhere, for He '
supports in existence everything outside Himself. He is Omni-
scient, that is, He knows all things. He is Omniscient because
His knowledge is infinite. THe has not a number of distinct ideas
as we have. By one act of His intellect He knows and knew
from all eternity all things past, present, and to come.

Note.__The Nature of God is incomprehensible. But so is our
own nature. So is the nature of all things around us from the
star to the daisy by the wayside. Sir Isaac Newton, one of the
greatest scientists that ever lived, compared himself to a little
child picking up a few shells on the shore, while all the depths
of the ocean remained hidden from him. He felt that his momen-
tous discoveries had revealed, but without explaining, just one or
two levers in the infinitely complicated structure of the universe,
while all the rest lay beyond in impenetrable darkness.  His
knowledge seemed to him as nothing compared with his ignorance.
It it be so difficult, then, to know anything worth knowing of the
visible world, how incomparably more difficult it must be to
understand the Nature of its Author?
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THE EXISTENCE OF GOD.

ATHEISM.

We apply the term *‘ atheist,”” not to those who deny the
. existence of an Ultimate Reality, a First Cause of all things, for
there are none such, but to those who deny the existence of a
Personal God, Intelligent and Free, to whom men are responsible
for their actions.

(1) The fact that the greatest minds in all ages were firm be-
lievers in a Personal God refutes the contention that such a belief
is the mark of ignorance and low civilization. Our belief, and the
belief of the vast majority of mankind, was the belief (a) of the
ancient philosophers, Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle, men to whom
the modern world owes a debt that cannot easily be estimated;
(b) of the astronomers, Copernicus, Galileo, Kepler, Newton,
Leverrier, and Herschel; of the chemists, Berzelius, Dumas,
Liebig, Chevreul, Davy, and Dalton; of the zoologist and geologist,
Cuvier; of. Schwann, the founder of the modern school of physio-
logy; of the physicists, Ohm, Ampére, Galvani, Volta, Faraday;,
Joule, Clerk Maxwell, and Lord XKelvin; and of Pasteur, to whom
humanity is so much indebted for having founded the study of
bacteriology.22 These are but a few of the names that might be
mentioned. An exhaustive list would include the greatest states-
men, artists, poets, generals, inventors and scholars of every age.

(2) Atheism is found chiefly among (a) men who find the belief
in a Personal God an irksome check on the indulgence of their
passions,?® and (b) students of physical science who from a too
intense concentration on their own particular line of work come to
Joubt all that is spiritual and moral, everything in fact except
those things to which the tests of the laboratory can be applied.2s2

Atheism has taken several forms, of which the following are the
chief :—

Materialism.—In ancient times the chief materialists were
Democritus of Abdéra (4360 B.c.), and Epicurus (}270 B.c.); in
modern times, the French Encyclopaedists (Diderot and D’Alem-
bert, ¢.28b 1750), Feuerbach (+1872), Moleschott (+1893), Tyndall
(+1893), and E. Haeckel. Materialists hold that nothing exists
but matter and its modifications. We have refuted their doctrine
in Arguments I., III., and IV. above.

22 For a much fuller list, see A. Kneller, Christianity and the
Leaders of Modern Science.

23« Keep your soul,’”” says Roussean, “always in a condition in
which it will desire that there is a God, and you will never doubt His
existence,”” Emile IV.

232 See Newman, Idea of a University, Disc. IIL. 6.

23b The letter ‘‘c’”’ prefixed to a date denotes an approximation.
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THE EXISTENCE OF GOD.

Pantheism.—The chief pantheists were, in ancient times,
Heraclitus (c. 500 B.c.), and the Stoics (a school of philosophy
founded e. 850 B.C.); in modern times Spinoza (} 1677), Fichte
(} 1814), Hegel (f1831), Schelling (} 1854). Pantheism, in the
form in which it is commonly professed, is the direct opposite of
Materialism. Materialism holds that nothing exists but matter;
Pantheism, that nothing exists but spirit, God, the Absolute.
Therefore, according to the Pantheists, all the phenomena of the
universe, all contingent beings, are but manifestations of the
Divine Nature; everything is one and the same. The logical issue
of these principles is to remove all distinction between right and
wrong, and to identify God with all sorts of different things—good
and evil, living and lifeless, intelligent and unintelligent, present,
past, and future. Pantheists do not shrink from such conclusions,
and so set themselves in opposition to the common-sense of man-
kind : *‘ Is it not ridiculous,” says Fr. Boedder,24 ‘‘ to say that a
cat is the same real being with the mouse which she devours, and
with the dog that worries her, and that cat and dog alike are the
same being with the master who restores peace between them?
Is it not absurd to maintain that the criminal to be hanged is
really the same being with the judge who pronounces sentence of
death against him, and with the executioner who carries out this
sentence? And who can accept the statement that the atheist is
substantially the same being with God whose existence he denies,
and whose name he blasphemes?’ Briefly, Pantheism must be
rejected—(1) because it is opposed to the infinite perfection of God :
God cannot change; He cannot become greater or less; He cannot
be identical with what is limited, whether it be matter or human
intelligence; (2) because it is opposed to human consciousness,
i.e., to the knowledge which & man has of his own mind: every
man is conscious of his individuality and of his free-will; every
man knows as clearly as he can know anything that he is distinct
from the world around him, and that his will is free; if he'is de-
ceived in either of these, there is an end of certainty, and all
reasoning becomes futile; further, if his will is not free, he is no
longer responsible for his acts, and cannot be punished or rewarded
for them, a conclusion opposed %o the normal reason of mankind,
and, therefore, unsound.

Agnosticism.—The term ‘‘ Agnostic’’ wag invented by Huxley
(} 1895). According to Herbert Spencer (} 1903), the chief ex-
ponent of Agnosticism, the final explanation of the world is to be
found in ‘‘ an infinite, eternal emergy from which all things pro-

24 Natural Theology, p. 114, 1891.  See Pantheism, Matthews:
C.T.8., price 1d.
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ceed—the ultimate Reality transcending human thought.”
ultimate Reality is ‘‘ unknown and unknowable.”’—We agree wit
the Agnostics that the ‘‘ ultimate Reality,”’ whom we call God
transcends human thought, in the sense that we cannot know Him
adequately, but not in the sense that we can know nothing about|
Him. The Agnostics themselves, although they describe Him as
‘“ unknown and unknowable,”’ profess to know that He is “ an
infinite, eternal energy from which all things proceed.”’ If they
know so much about Him, it is difficult to see how they can de-
scribe Him as either ‘‘ unknown '’ or ‘‘ unknowable.”” If by
‘“ infinite, eternal energy ’’ they mean ‘‘ infinite, eternal activity,”
their difference with us may be a mere matter of words. But i
they mean energy of a merely physical kind—and this seems to be
their meaning—then, they ascribe all the happenings of the world
to motion of matter, and their position is that of the Materialists
whom we have already refuted.2’ i

A general argument against Atheism.—We have given the
arguments against particular forms of Atheism. Against Atheist
in general we urge the following consideration :—Society is neces-
sary for man because it is only as a member of society that man
can attain to the normal development of his faculties.26 Society:
cannot exist unless its members observe the moral law. The mass

of mankind will not observe the moral law unless they believe in
a Personal God, All-powerful, All-knowing, who will reward the:
good and punish the wicked. Belief in a Personal God is, there-
fore, a demand of our very nature and must be true. It may be
objected that there are atheists against whose lives nothing can be
alleged. We reply that our statement refers to the mass of man-
kind, not to rare individuals; that good-living atheists are men
who have been trained to habits of virtue by believing parents,
and who have been surrounded from their birth by Christian in-
fluences; that Atheism, because it removes what is, practically,
the omly effective check on sin, tends of itself to moral degradation.

25 The Agnostic practically rejects the use of inference as a means
of arriving at truth. On its validity, see Introduction. See Agnostic-
tsm, Fr. Gerard, S.J.: C.T.S., price 1d. '

26 See Ch. IIL
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CHAPTER 1L
THE HUMAN SOUL.

A.
THE SPIRITUALITY OF THE SouL.
Summary.
Meaning of life and soul.

The soul gets its knowledge of material things through the senses,
of immaterial things through the mind.

Man’s will is free; how the will is exercised ; definition of free-
will.

How man differs from the lower animals: man is progressive,
because he is rational; the lower animals are stationary,
because irrational ; man’s work is marked by diversity, because
his will is free ; the work of animals is marked by uniformity,
because they are not free. ¢

Conclusion : the soul of man is spiritual, because it acts inde-
pendently of matter and is self-directing. Therefore, it can
exist apart from the body.

The soul or principle of life.—We are familiar with the common
distinetion between things with life and things without life. By
life we understand a special kind of activity which manifests itself
in various ways, in growth, sensation, free movement, intelligence
and reasoning. Plants grow and put forth leaf and flower; animals
feel pain or pleasure, and possess freedom of movement; man
grows like the plart, he has feeling and movement like the animal,
and, in addition, he thinks and reasons. Every living thing—
plant, animal, or man—has within itself the source of its own
activity. That source we call ‘‘soul’’ or ‘* principle of life.’’1
Now, just as, by reading of the behaviour of a man whom we have
never seen, we may learn much about his character, so, without
directly perceiving the soul, we may discover much about 1ts
nature by studying the acts that proceed from it.

The human soul in relation to knowledge.—Let us examine
the activity of the human soul in relation to knowledge.

Tre KNOWLEDGE GIVEN BY THE SENSES.—(a) Man is like a city
with five gates through each of which messengers come with

1 Strictly speaking, we may apply the word soul ”’ to the vital
principle of plants and animals, but, in ordinary speech, we confine
it to the vital principle of man.
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tidings of what is passing in the outer world. These gates are the
five senses, and each sense allows some special kind of knowledge
to pass in. Man has no other means than these of knowing any-
thing about the external world. Through the eye he gets a know-
ledge of colour, through the ear of sound, through the nose of
smell, through the palate of taste, and through the whole surface
of the body, but particularly through the hands, he comes to know
of the resistance, hardness, and softness of bodies and such like.
(b) The eye is the organ, or instrument, of sight, the ear of hear-
ing, and so with the rest. FEach organ is a part of the body, or,
for the sense of touch, the entire body, and is acted on only by
things that are themselves bodies—that is, by things that are
material, things that have length, breadth, and thickness. The
eye cannot see an object, unless its retina be set in motion by
the vibrating ether; the ear cannot hear a sound, unless its tym-
panum be struck by the air-waves; the nostrils cannot perceive
the perfume of a flower, unless the minute fragrant particles
actually penetrate to them; the palate cannot taste, the hand
cannot feel without coming into direct contact with their objects.

TrE KNOWLEDGE GIVEN BY THE INTELLECT AND REASON.—(a) Man
knows many more things than the senses tell him. Let us take
some simple examples. We understand the meaning of such
a word as ' beauty,” and yet we cannot have learned its

import through the senses. We may have seen a beautiful land-
scape or statue, and we may have listened to a beautiful harmony,
but ‘‘beauty’’ itself we have never seen, nor heard, nor grasped
in any way by the senses. So, too, with such words as ** truth,’’
‘* goodness,’’ ‘‘ justice,” and alt other abstract terms. We may
have heard a true statement, witnessed a good deed, listened to

’

a just judgment, but ‘‘truth,” ‘‘goodness,’”” **justice ’’ them-
selves we have never touched with any of the organs of sense.
Again, take any of those terms which occur in geometry: a line,
we are told, is length without breadth; a point is position merely,
and has no parts or size. We understand such statements clearly,
and yet we have never seen or fclt, nor can we ever see or feel,
geometrical lines or points. Or, further, take any common noun
such as ‘* man.”  No man that we ever saw was without a par-
ticular height, complexion, manner, and yet we think of none of
these things when we use the word “man.” We are thinking
of something common to all men, but which, by itself, we have
never seen or perceived by any of the senses. (b) The senses
cive us pictures, as it were, of the things in the outer world.
Some power within us examines these pictures, and draws from
them ideas and knowledge which the senses themselves could
never have given us. That power we variously call intellect,
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reason, or mind. These are but other names for the thinking or
rational soul.

The activity of the soul in regard to free choice.—Max’s wiLL
1s ¥REE. Man is conscious that his will is free. Every day, in
matters trivial or important, he exercises his freedom. When he
chooses one course rather than another, he knows that he has
acted freely and might have chosen differently. If he violate a
law, the state will punish him, not exactly because he has violated
it-—for it will not punish him, if he be insane—but because he
has violated it wilfully and was free to refrain from doing so.
We chastise a dog for disobedience, not because we regard him
as a free agent and as responsible for his act, but because we
wish him to associate disobedience with suffering.

How FREE WILL IS EXERCISED. ITS DEFINITION.—(a) A man
about to decide, let us suppose, whether he should study law or
medicine, tries to take the measure of his aptitude for each of
the two professions; he reckons up the years of preparation in
each case, the means at his disposal, the chances of a sucecessful
career, and then, when he has fully deliberated, he decides—that
is, he exercises his free will. So many points may not have to
be considered in other cases, but the process is the same: there
is first a deliberation, a weighing of advantages, and then a choice.
But the choice is free. A man may select the lower instead of
the higher advantage. (b} As the senses serve the intellect, so
the intellect serves the will. It brings before the will, as before
a master, the opposing advantages, and the will chooses between
them. The advantages may be, and often are, of such a kind
as to be manifestly imperceptible to the senses, e.g., the advan-
tages to the mind of studying astronomy rather than pure mathe-
maties. Free-will may, therefore, be defined as the power of
choosing either of two courses represented as good by the intellect.
No man ever chooses evil as such. If he chooses what is, as a
fact, evil, he chooses it in the belief, often blameworthy, that it
is good, that it is serviceable to him in some way. Note that the
intellect, in declaring a thing to be ‘‘good,’”’ sets it down "as
belonging to a large class of things. That class, to which the
general name ‘‘good’’ is given, includes everything man can desire
from mere bodily pleasure to the happiness of heaven and the
vision of God Himself. *‘‘ Good,'’ therefore, cannot attract the
senses, for it cannot be perceived by them. It can attract the
will, for the will, like the intellect, has for its object things which
are not matter.

How man differs from the lower animals.—MAN IS RATIONAL.
THE LOWER ANIMALS ARE IRRATIONAL. Man has the faculty of
reason, or the power of deducing new truths from those which he
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already knows, of passing from the known to the unknown. He
is constantly pushing out the frontiers of knowledge; he adds new
sciences to those already existing; he invents and perfects imple-
ments and machinery, rejecting the old for the new. The lower
animals, on the other hand, are confined within the same circle
of actions.2 Bees are to day just as they were in the time  of
Moses and Aristotle; spiders, as they were in the days of the
Pharaohs; birds build their nests now as they have always built
them, in the same shape and with the same materials; the most
sagacious of the lower animals, the horse and the dog, which have
been in contact with man for countless centuries, exhibit not the
slightest progress. The lower animals’ are not inventive.3 They
are held in a groove from which they cannot escape. They are
stationary, because they are irrational. Man is progressive, be-

cause he is rational.t 1

2 The variations due to change of habitat, etc., are negligible.

3 This is universally admitted. The rudest implement, discovered
deep down in the earth, is accepted by all as conclusive evidence of
the work of man. 3

4 Fabre, the chief authority on entomology, shows by many ex-
amples that the intelligence which insects exhibit does not reside in
the insects themselves. Take the instance of the ammophila hirsuta.
This insect, when preparing the worm as food for its larvae, cuts, as
‘wath a surgical lance, all its motor-nerve centres, so as to deprive
it of movement, but not of life. ~The insect then lays its eggs
beside the worm and covers all with clay. It has got its wonderful
surgical skill without instruction or practice. It lives for but one
season. It has not been taught by its parents, for it has never seen
them. It does not teach its offspring, for it dies before they emerge
from the earth. It has not got its skill by heredity. For, what
does heredity mean in such a case? It means that some ancestor
of the insect, having accidentally struck the worm in the nine or ten
nerve centres. managed somehow or other to transmit to all its descend-
ants a facility for achieving the same success. But it is mere folly
to say that this chance act of the ancestor rather than any other chance
act should become a fixed habit in all its progeny. And could the
original success have been due to chance? Where the number of
points that might have been struck was infinitely great, the chance
of striking the nerve centres alone was zero. But, perhaps, the insect -
gets its skill by reasoning? No : (1) because reasoning does not give
dexterity ; (2) because it is impossible that each insect of the same
tribe—and all are equally expert—should discover by independent
reasoning exactly the same process; (3) because, when the insect is
confronted with the slightest novel difficulty, it acts like a creature
without reason and is powerless to solve it. Therefore, the intelli-
gence which the ammophila exhibits does not reside in the insect
ftself, but in.the mind of the Designer who gave it the necessary
impulse to fulfil its appointed task. (See Fabre, Souvenirs Ento-
mologiques, Duxiéme Série, Delgrave, Paris).
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MaN 1s FREE. THE LOWER ANIMALS ARE NoT. Men apply their
minds to an infinity of subjects, and pass from one occupation to
another : a man may begin life as a labourer and end as an artist
or a philosopher. The lower animals, on the other hand, are
pinned down to one set of actions. They do not possess free-will;
therefore, the characteristic of their work is uniformity.5 Man
does possess free-will; therefore, the characteristic of his work is
diversity.6

Conclusion; The Soul is Spiritual.—_The soul is spiritual, t.e.,
it possesses activity, but has no extension and is utterly different
from matter. (1) The sout is spiritual, because it acts indepen-
dently of matter. It acts independently of matter, because ib
forms abstract and universal ideas, e.g., ‘‘ beauty,”’ ‘‘ goodness,”
“ man,” ‘‘ triangle.”” Such ideas cannot be formed by the senses.
They can be formed only by a faculty that resembles themselves
in being immaterial. If the soul were a material thing and had
extension like the senses, it could never pass beyond the pictures
of concrete things with their definits shape, colour, hardness, etc.
It could never deduce conclusions from known truths. It could
never get a notion of God, or desire Him above all things in the
visible world. 3

(2) The soul is spiritual, because it moves and directs itself, as
it does in the exercise of free-will, while matter moves only as

it is moved : matter gets its motion and the direction of its motion
from without. While the soul is united to the body, the senses

5 We admit, of course, that, in the same species of lower animals,
some individuals behave more sagaciously than others, but such diver-
sity is as nothing compared with the diversity we observe in the work
of man. !

6 In the lower animals the absence of free will is a consequence of
the fact that they are irrational. It may be objected that a hunting
dog, e g., sometimes appears to deliberate and come to a decision as
to which of two trails it is to follow. But the appearance of delibera-
tion is due simply to the uncertainty of the animal as to which is the
stronger trail. When the stronger trail is discovered, the dog follows
it of necessity. The dog’s action is determined from without. Man,
on the other hand, in exercising free-will, determines himself. He
may follow at pleasure the less instead of the greater advantage.
Again, the dog’s choice is a sensuous choice and must be distingnished
from the intellectual choice of free-will. The free-will, even when
exercised in choosing between different kinds of food, is acting on the
information given it by the intellect. ~The intellect represents each "
of the two kinds of food as “ good.” * Good,” however is a universal
term like the word “ man.”’ It denotes a something which the senses
cannot perceive. It belongs to the intellect alone—See 7'he Powers
and Origin of the Soul, and Reason and Instinct, by Fr. Northcote,
C.T'S., price 1d: each.
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supply it with the materials from which it derives its knowledge,
but, in its life and action, it is as independent of the senses as
the painter is of the men who supply him with his brushes and
colours.  Since it can act without the aid of the body, it can
exist even when the body perishes, and can continue to seek for
truth and to love what is good.

(—See Supplementary Notes, p. 138.)
B

TeE IMMORTALITY OF THE SOUL.

The Soul is Immortal. (1) We have proved that the destruction
of the body does not involve the destruction of the soul. The
soul, unlike the body, is immaterial. It is nob made up of parts
distinct and separable. Therefore, after death, it cannot perish
of itself or through the agency of any creature. God alone can
destroy it.

(2) Since the desire of perfect happiness is common to all men,
it must spring from human nature itself, and must have been
implanted therein by God, whose wisdom and justice exclude the
possibility. of its universal frustration. Perfect happiness, there-
fore, is the Divinely appointed destiny of man, and must be
attainable by all who act conformably to the Divine will. But
perfect happiness in this world is beyond the reach of man. There
must, therefore, be a future life in which it can be found.

(8) Conscience implies the existence of a Supreme Lawgiver
who will reward the good and punish the wicked. It cannot be
said that, in this life, the good and the wicked are uniformly
treated according to their deserts. It happens only too often that
the cunning malefactor succeeds in winning wealth and position,
and that he ends his life untroubled by remorse and with a
minimum of suffering, while the just man lives in toil and penury,
and dies after a protracted agony, or freely sacrifices his life in
the heroic discharge of duty. The justice of God, therefore,
demands that there should be a future state in which this inequality
is' redressed.
~ (4) We are certain, then, that there is a life beyond the grave.
Bub is it the Divine will that that life should endure for all

" eternity?  Shall the good be granted but a limited period of
happiness, undisturbed by the thought of approaching annihilation?
No; their happiness must be of unlimited duration, as otherwise
it would not be perfect happiness. And as for the wicked, when
we consider the infinite majesty of God and His infinite claims
to the obedience and gratitude of His creatures, their eternal
punishment involves no incongruity. It must, however, be
admitted that the proof from reason of the Immortality of the
Soul presents many difficulties which cannot be satisfactorily
solved without the aid of revelation.
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NATURAL RELIGION. = ITS INSUFFICIENCY.
PROBABILITY OF REVELATION.

Summary.
I. Natural religion, defined. Its duties discoverable by the un-
aided reason. Man has duties :i—
A. Individually and socially, to God;
B. To himself ;
C. To his neighbour.
11. A full and accurate knowledge of natural religion, practically
unattainable without revelation :—
(a) Man, unaided by revelation, has, as a fact, failed
to acquire it;
(b) Its discovery would be fruitless through defective
teaching-authority.

III. The goodness and mercy of God lead us to the assurance that
the necessary revelation has been made.

I. Natural Religion. Individual and Social Duties.—Natural
religion is the sum of man’s duties in so far as they can be
ascertained by the light of reason alone.l From the truths already
established, we infer that man has duties to God, to himself, and
to his neighbour.

A. INDIVIDUALLY, MAN HAS DUTIES TO Gop.2—(a) In God he
recognises a Being of supreme excellence. (b) To God he owes
his entire being and its preservation at every instant. (c) To God
he owes all his faculties, or powers of acting: every throb of his
heart, every glancel of his eye, every thought of his mind, even
the most trivial movements of soul or body are possible only with
Divine aid or co-operation. (d) To God he owes his sense of
right and wrong, and his sure hope that a good life will bring
him great happiness. Man, therefore, perceiving his own in-
feriority and his total dependence on God, is bound to pay Him
the supreme homage of adoration by acknowledging His supreme

1 Supernatural Religion is the sum of man’s duties as defined by
Divine Revelation. Other definitions : Natural Religion is the worship
of God prescribed by reason alone ; Supernatural Religion is the worship
of God prescribed by Revelation.
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excellence and by recognizing Him as his Creator, Preserver, and
Sovereign Ruler. He is bound to thank Him and pray to Him
as his Benefactor; to honour Him as the source of every perfec-
tion, to obey Him as his Master, and to feel and express SOITow
for the offences he commits against Him. :

SocIALLY, MAN HAS DUTIES T0 GoD.—(a) A society is a group
of individuals united for a common purpose under a common
authority.2 The Family is a society for the rearing of children
wnder the authority of their parents. The State is a number of
families united under one government for the temporal well-being
of all. (b) The Family is necessary for the very life of man, the
State for his normal development. It is only in a well-ordered
state that ary degree of civilization is possible : its members are
enabled to provide more conveniently, by division of labour, for the
comforts and mnecessaries of life, and to promote by intercourse
and mutual training the development of mind and heart. Since
society, whether it consist of the Family or the State, is necessary
for man, it follows that society is a Divine institution. It is a
creature of God, indebted to Him for its existence and preserva-
tion, and for the benefits it receives; it can think and act through
its governing authority; it, therefore, resembles a living person;
it is conscious of its debt to God, and is under a like obligation
to discharge it.3

Divine worship, naturally, in the case of individuals, neces-
sarily, in the case of societies, must take some external, sensible
form. Man, obeying the instincts God has given him, assumes
a reverential posture at prayer, sets apart places for public worship,
orders special ceremonies and rites, and appoints ministers to
take charge of them.

B.—_MaN HAs pUTIES To HIMSELF.—Cod has given him his life
and his faculties for use, not for abuse. He is, therefore, bound
to take reasonable care of his life, to promote the health of mind
and body, to be industrious, sober, and chaste.

C..-MAN HAS DUTIES TO HIS NEIGHBOUR.—Since social life is
necessary to man, and since social life is impossible without truth-

2 This definition is sufficient for our present purpose. A more
exact definition is given in Chapter VIIL (¢ The Church.”)

3 Note that, even from the point of view of worldly advantage, the
State should show individual citizens the good example of respect for
religion. For, without the aid of religion, the State cannot secure
permanently the two conditions on which its existence depends. Those
conditions are (1) that the citizens deal justly with one another; (2’
that they be loyal to the common authority.
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NATURAL RELIGION,

fulness, justice, and obedience to lawful authority, it follows that
these virbues and all others akin to them are prescribed by our
nature, and, therefore, by God.

il. A full and accurate knowledge of Natural Religion is prac-
tically beyond the reach of man._It must be borne in mind
that, in arriving at the chief tenets of Natural Religion, we had
the advantage of knowing them beforehand through revelation :
we set about the solution of a question the answer to which we
knew in advance.4 :

MAN, UNAIDED BY REVELATION, HAS, AS A FACT, FAILED TO ACQUIRE
SUCH A KNOWLEDGE. But without the help of revelation it would
be practically impossible to attain to a full and accurate know-
ledge of Natural Religion. Sufficient evidence for this is found
in the failure of pagan nations and pagan sages. Among all the
peoples of antiquity, the Jews alone excepted, the grossest errors
prevailed. The Divine power in whose existence they believed
was divided, they fancied, among two or more divinities. Their
gods were at feud with one another; they were the patrons of
theft, lying, and every disgraceful crime, and were offered a form
of worship which in certain instances consisted of nothing less
than public immorality. Men with such notions of the Deity
had no fixed and unalterable standard of right and wrong. There
was a universal belief in a future state, but the notion prevailed
among cultured peoples, particularly the Greeks, that even for
good men life after death was much less happy than life on earth,
while less civilized races contemplated an endless career of low,
sensual enjoyment. A study of the general character of religion
and morality among the pagans of the present day leads us to
similar conclusions.—Plato (428-347 B.c.), one of the master-
minds of the world, favours in his ideal state a community
of wives and the destruction of weakly and deformed children.5
His great disciple, Aristotle (884-822 B.c.), who systematized so
many branches of learning, held the same lax views as to the care
of infant life; he allowed the exhibition in the temples of lewd
figures of the gods; he had no proper conception of human dignity,
and regarded the slave as a creature beneath the level of ordinary
humanity, without a rational soul and with no more claim to con.
sideration than the beast of burden.6 It is true, however, that the
moral code of the Roman Stoic philosophers, influenced possibly by
the inspired books of the Jews, was remarkable for its elevation

4 The chief duties of man according to the law of nature are ex-
pressed in the Ten Commandments (the third excepted).
5 Rep. Book v. 6 Pol. {v. (vil.) 16; 17, 1. b.
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and purity, but still, Seneca, one of the leaders of the school, was
emphatic in his approval of suicide, while Marcus Aurelius, its
last and most perfect representative, hesitates, now approving,
now condemning.

ITs DISCOVERY WOULD, IN ANY CASE, HAVE BEEN PROFITLESS FOR
THE MASS OF MANKIND.—Through the promptings of nature itself, .
all men may know of the existence of God, or some Supreme
Power, and their responsibility to Him. But the other truths and
precepts of Natural Religion, the unity of God and the worship
He should receive, the duties of man to himself and to his neigh-
bour, all depend on reasoning so manifestly abstruse as to be
within the reach of only the exceptional few, of rare talent and
ample leisure. Let us make the supposition, which, as a fact, has
never been realized, that in some community a gifted man of this
description appears, that he masters all the truths of Natural
Religion, that he devotes hig life to the instruction of his fellows,
and that he has no rival in ability to challenge his conclusions and
impair his influence.  Still his mission would fail for want of
authority. A man tempted to sin would say: * This is forbidden
by one liable to err like myself. All his reasoning may be false.”’

The Probability of Revelation.—Revelation, literally, ** a draw-
ing back of the veil,’”’ is a communication of truth made directly

by God to man. We need not delay in proving that revelation is

possible : God can communicate with men, for it was He who #

gave them the power to communicate with one another.  The
probability that He did give them a revelation is evident from
what has been said of the unhappy condition of man in relation to ]
his knowledge of Natural Religion and the Immortality of the
Soul. The goodness and mercy of God lead us to the assurance
that He would come to the rescue of the human race, that He
would speak to them a word whose authority none could gainsay,
that He would enlighten them as to their natural duties, and as-
cure them of the immortality of the soul, and of judgment after
death.




CHAPTER IV.

THE SIGNS OF REVELATION: MIRACLES AND
PROPHECY.

Summary.
The signs of Revelation : (a) nature of revealed doctrine; (b)
miracles and prophecy.
Miracles and prophecy, defined. Replies to the following objec-
tions against miracles :—
A. That the evidence for miracles is necessarily unsatis-
factory ;
B. That miracles are opposed to physical science;
C. That alleged miracles need not be referred to Divine
authorship.
Note.—The proof of Revelation not dependent on a single miracle
or prophecy. :

How Revelation may be known.—We find certain men
claiming that God has given them a revelation, and that
He has commissioned them to speak in His name to the

whole human race. We can know whether a teacher has
been sent by God (1) if his doctrine be not unworthy of
its alleged author; e.g., it should not be ambiguous or
trivial’; and (2) if it be confirmed by miracles or pro-
phecies.

Miracles and Prophecy, defined.—A miracle is an occur-
rence outside the course of nature, perceptible to the
senses, and explicable only as the direct act of God Him-
self. The possibility of miracles cannot be denied by
anyone who admits the existence of a Personal God, the
Qreator of all things : He who fixed the course of nature
can alter, suspend, or supersede it at His pleasure. A
miracle is obviously a clear proof of the Divine origin of
the doctrine in whose support it is wrought. The only

7We speak of conditions whose fulfilment can be recognized by
ordinary men. Hence, we prefer to put the first condition as above,

rather than say that the doctrine should be noble, elevating, agreeable
to the reason, satisfying to human aspirations, and beneficial to society.
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question to be decided in connection with miracles is
whether, in a given case, a miracle has occurred or not.
In other words the question of miracles is a question of
evidence. Prophecy is the definite prediction of events
which depend for their occurrence on the exercise of free
will, whether it be the free wil 1
creatures, and which are of such a nature as to be beyond
the possibility of guess or human prevision. God alone
can know beforehand what a free agent will do and all
the particular circumstances of his act. A prophecy,
therefore, if fulfilled, is as conclusive of Divine authority
as a miracle. The former can originate only in God’s
Omniscience, the latter only in His Omnipotence.

Objections.—A. The evidence for miracles is unsatisfactory.—
1. ““ Tt is contrary to all experience for miracles to be true, but:
it is not contrary to experience for testimony to be false. The:
balance of probability must always be against the miracle’’
(Hume's objection).—Reply :—(a) The objection says, in effect,
that what usually does not happen can never happen. Therefore,
we should refuse to believe in any new invention. We should
have refused to belisve in the aeroplane, e.g., when we first heard
of it, as contrary to all previous experience. (b) There is no.
conflict between aniversal experience and the testimony for any
particular miracle. There is, therefore, no question of weighing
one against the other, and finding which is the more probable.
The mass of mankind can testify, e.g., that the dead cannot be
brought back to life by any means that they have seen tried. This
does not prove, however, that the dead cannot be brought back to
life by means which they hsve not seen tried, i.e., by the direct
interference of God. Miracles are exceptional occurrences and of
necessity outside the range of common experience.8 ]

9 ¢ Mhe advance of physical science, and the deeper insight it
has given us into the secrets of nature, has been fatal to credulity
in every form, to belief in charms, magic, witcheraft, miracles, and
astrology. FEducated people now-a-days have no more faith in such
things than in nursery fables. The Christian miracles belong to.
the childhood of the world, when men were prepared to believe
almost anything.”” (The ordinary rationalist view.)  Reply:—
(a) Several eminent scientists of the present day believe firmly in
spiritualism, which does not differ appreciably from magic or witch-:

8 This objection made some stir in its day, but has now been aban-
doned except by the unthinking. !
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craft. It is, therefore, incorrect to say that credulity, as the
rationalists term it, is a thing of the past. (b) We admit that the
great Christian miracles occurred in a very credulous age. Hence,
we recognize that careful scrutiny of the testimony is necessary.
We shall find that, in the case of the greatest and the all-important
miracle of Christianity, viz., the Resurrection of Christ, the wit-
nesses, no matter what may have been the character of their age,
were not credulous, but were reluctantly prevailed on to believe.

B.—Miracles are opposed to physical science.—I. ‘* Physical
- science claims that nature acts uniformly. The doctrine of
miracles says it does not. Therefore, if we believe in miracles, we
must reject physical science.” Reply:—We do not differ with
scientists as to the uniformity of nature. We hold with them the
general law of nature that the same physical cause in the same
circumstances will produce the same effect, but we maintain that,
when God intervenes, the circumstances are no longer the same?: a
new power has been introduced. His intervention is of rare
occurrence and does not invalidate the work of the scientist whose
conclusions are concerned only with normal cases.

2. *But an interference by God with the course of nature may
involve a violation of the Law of the Conservation of Energy. If,
e.g., the stones leave the quarry at the mere word of the miracle-
worker and make themselves into a house, this must happen
through the expenditure of some energy that did not previously
exist.”” Reply :—(a) The Law of the Conservation of Energy, it is
hardly necessary to say, has not been proved for the whole uni-
verse, but only for isolated systems.0 If the total energy of an
isolated system is observed to increase, the Law of Conservation
requires nothing more than that the increase be ascribed to the
entrance of some new energy. (b) The miracle referred to may
have been due merely to a re-distribution of energy. According
to physicists themselves, there are vast stores of energy in the
universe on which the Creator could draw, if He did not wish to
introduce new energy. (c) We need have no hesitation in admit-
ting that a miracle is an effect produced independently of the laws
of nature. With those laws alone the physicist is concerned, not
with an agency extrinsic to them.

C.—Miracles need not be referred to Divine authorship.—
1. * Miracles may be the work of evil spirits.””  Reply :—Evil

9 Man himself can interfere with the forces of nature. If he holds
a stone in his hand, he is preventing the law of gravity from producing
one of its effects.

10 See Clerk Maxwell, Matter and Motion, p. 59. The Law is too
loosely stated in some text books, as though it had been verified for
the whole universe. '
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spirits can undoubtedly work apparent miracles, but evil spirits
like all other creatures are dependent on God at every instant for
their existence and power of acting. God will not permit them to
involve us in inevitable deception. Their agency may be detected
by the personal depravity of their human medium, or by the
absurdity or wickedness of his doctrine.

9. ** Miracles may be due to hypnotism.”’ Reply :—Hypnotism,
as a curative agency, is successful only in certain forms of nervous
disease. As a general explanation of miracles it is obviously in-
adequate. See below, Ch. VII. (IIL.—A).

3. ¢ We do not yet know alll the forces of nature.  So-called
miracles may have been due to oceult forces whose operation will
some day be fully understood.”  Reply :—(a) We do not know
everything that natural forces can do, but we certainly do know
gome things which they can never do.1 We know, e.g., thay
natural forces alone will never raise a dead man to life, or restore
a missing limb.12  (b) The objection assumes that miracle-workers
had far more knowledge of natural forces than any modern
scientist. To ascribe such knowledge to Christ, for instance, and
the Apostles, who, from the human standpoint, were uneducated
men, and who lived at a time when physical science was practically
unknown, is to suppose a miracle as great as any. (c¢) The
modern world has witnessed the utilization of natural forces pre-
viously unknown. Still, no natural forces can ever be utilized
except specially constructed instruments or apparatus be employed.
But workers of miracles used, in many instances, no means what-
ever, nothing but a word or a gesture. :

Note.It should be noted that the revelation which
God gave men through Christ is supported, not by a
single miracle or prophecy, but by many miracles and
prophecies whose cumulative effect should compel con-
viction. It is supported by the Messianic prophecies,
and by all the miracles of Christ during His life-time;
by the miracle of His character and personality and by
the crowning miracle of His Resurrection. It is sup-

11 We do not know the lifting power of a man, but we do know
that no man can lift a ton.

12 The building up of tissue is a slow and detailed process, every
stage of which is perfectly well known. A period of time, more or less
protracted, is essential. The instantaneous cure of a wound or a -
fracture is beyond ¢ the ca.tegoxY of natural possibilities, unless the
whole foundation of our medical knowledge is inaccurate,”” Windle,
The Church and Science, p. 151.
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ported by the miraculous spread of Christianity and the
constancy of its martyrs. It is supported by the
miraculous vitality of the Church which has survived in-
numerable dangers, and lives in undiminished vigour.

[Read T'he Question of Miracles, by Rev. G. H. Joyce, S.J.;
Manresa Press, price 1s. 10d.]

We prove in the following chapters that the Christian
religion was revealed to us by God ; that it is the one and
only true religion; that, therefore, all rival religions are
false.

God might have revealed to man nothing more than
the truths and precepts of natural religion. By believing
those truths and by obeying those precepts, man would
be entitled to very great happiness after death. Freed
from all temptation and misery, he would derive an in-
tense pleasure from the contemplation of God, as imaged
in His creatures. But God Himself would be hidden
from his eyes. God would seem to dwell in some separate
world from which he was excluded. God would not be
his friend and intimate. _

In the revelation which God, as a fact, has given us,
He has not only made certain for us the whole content of
natural religion, but He has told us many truths which
no human mind could have ever discovered, and He has
appointed for us a destiny which no creature without His
special aid could win. He has promised us the happiness
of knowing Him intimately, of seeing Him as He is, of
"living with Him for ever, and of being filled by Him with
every joy. No human tongue can tell the value of His
gift to us, for the gift is God Himself. In the Christian
revelation, therefore, the Bounty of God shines forth no
less clearly than His Mercy : His Mercy has healed our
wounds and restored us to health, while His Bounty has
clothed us and enriched us; it has raised us, poor creatures
of earth, from beggary to royalty; it has made us sons of
the Most High, destined for unending happiness in the

home of our Father.
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CHAPTER V.

THE HISTORICAL VALUE OF THE GOSPELS, THE ACTS'
OF THE APOSTLES, AND THE EPISTLES OF ST. PAUL. ‘

[Note.—In proving the Divinity of Christ we may follow one or
other of two main lines of argument :— ! {

1. We may argue (as below) from the New Testament writings
considered as historical compositions; or,

2. We may argue from the Divine authority of the Church:—
(a) The Church is the work of God: proved by her maz-
vellous growth, by her catholic unity—unity in faith,
obedience, and worship, in spite of the vast numbers in.
her fold—by her stability in spite of the assaults of all
the centuries, by her wondrous holiness, and fruitfulness
in all good works. (b) The Church, therefore, is from
God and speaks in His name. But, it is her central doc-
trine that Christ is God. Therefore, that doctrine is true.]

Summary.

The four Gospels, the Acts of the Apostles and the Epistles of
St. Paul must be accepted as historical, if they satisfy the
three tests of (a) genuineness; () intogrity ; and (c) veracity.

4. The Gospels :
(a) Their genuineness proved by external and internal
evidence ;
(b) Their integrity assured, chiefly, by the reverencc
' of the early Christians for the sacred text;

(¢) Their veracity established by the character and
. history of the writers, and by the impossibility
of fraud. i

B. The Acts of the Apostles and the Epistles of St. Paul :
genuineness, integrity, and veracity, similarly estab-
lished.

C. Views of adversaries.
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How we establish the Historical Value of the New
Testament Writings.—The four Gospels,! the Acts of the
Apostles,” and the Epistles of St. Paul,® are the portions
of the New Testament writings on which we chiefly rely
to prove the Divinity of Christ, and the authority of the
Church which He founded. As the Gospels are of
special importance in our proof, we give at some length
the arguments which show that, even though we abstract
from all question of their inspiration and regard them
as merely secular compilations, we must accept them as
historical. A work must be accepted as historical, or, in
other words, as a faithful narrative of past events, (a) if
it be genuine, i.e. if it be the work of the author to whom
it 1s ascribed; (b) if it be intact, i.e. if the text be sub-
stantially as it left the author’s hand; (c) if its author
himself be trustworthy, i.e., if it be shown that he was
well informed and truthful.

A.
TeE HISTORICAL VALUE OF THE GOSPELS.

(a) The Genuineness of the Gospels.—The Gospels are
the genuine work of the writers to whom they are
ascribed :

I. External evidence—the testimony of Christian and
non-Christian writers :—

1. Numerous texts from the Evangelists are quoted in the
letters of Pope Clement (95 A.p.), St. Ignatius of Antioch (107

1Viz. of SS. Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John. The Gospels of SS.
Matthew, Mark and Luke are called the Synoptic Gospels, because of
their close resemblance in matter and arrangement : they give us, as it
were, but one picture, not three distinct pictures, of Christ. St.
Matthew wrote before St. Mark ;5 St. Mark, between 50 and 60 A.D.;
St. Luke, somewhat later. As Our Lord died about the year 30 A.D.,
these three Gospels were written within the lifetime of those who had
seen and known Him. St. John’s Gospel, written about 100 A.D.,
supplements the account of the other three; its distinctive feature is
its report of the discourses of Christ, and the prominence which it
gives to the arguments for His Divinity. The word “gospel’”’ means
“good tidings” : the Gospels convey the good tidings of the coming of
the Redeemer. The writers of the Gospels are calied, from the Greek
title, Evangelists.

2 Written by St. Luke not long after he had completed his Gospe!

8 Written within the period 50-67 A.D. ;
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A.D.), St. Polycarp of Smyrna (120 4.p.), and other disciples of the
Apostles; also, in the Shepherd of Hermas (2150 A.p.), the Letter
to Diognetus (2150 A.p.), and in the important work entitled The
Teaching of the Twelve which was written, probably, as early as
95 A.p., but not later than 130 A.D.

2. (a) St. Justin* of Samaria and Rome, who became a
Christian in 180 A.p., says that the Gospels were written by
Apostles and disciples, and were read at the meetings of Christians
on Sundays.

(b) Papias of Phrygia, Asia Minor, disciple or associate of St.:
John, writing about 180 A.D., explains the circumstances in which
the Gospel of St. Mark was composed, and refers to a work by St.
Matthew, probably his Gospel.

(c) Tatian wrote his Diatesseron, or harmony of the four Gos-
pels, about the year 170 A.p. Since the publication of the Arabic
version in 1888, the genuineness of the work is no longer in dispute.

(d) St. Irenaeus,8 writing about 180 A.p., says: ‘‘ Matthew
wrote a Gospel for the Jews in their own language, while Peter
and Paul were preaching and establishing the Church at Rome.
After their departure,” Mark, also, the disciple and interpreter of
Peter, handed down to us in writing the information which Peter
had given. And Luke, the follower of Paul, wrote out the Gospel
which Paul used to preach. Later, John, the disciple of the Lord,
who had reclined on His breast, published his Gospel during his
sojourn at Ephesus in Asia Minor.”” The personal history of St.:
Trenaeus invests his testimony with special importance: a native
of Asia Minor, in his early youth he drank in with avid ears, he
tells us, the discourses of St. Polycarp who was himself a disciple -
of St. John, Apostle and Evangelist; he became bishop of Lyons
in France, and lived for some time at Rome. His testimony,
therefore, representing the tradition of East and West and of what
was then undoubtedly the heart of Christendom, must be accepted
as decisive. ‘

(¢) Tertullian of Africa, writing against the heretic Marcion,
about 200 A.p., appeals to the authority of the churches,  all of
which have had our Gospels since Apostolic times.”” He speaks of
the Gospels as the work of the Apostles Matthew and J ohn, and of
the disciples Mark and Luke.

(f) Heretics, e.g. Basilides (1130 A.p.), and pagans, e.g. Celsus
(te. 200 A.D.), did not question the genuineness of the Gospels. Later

-

4 Apol. I. 66, 67; Dial, cum Tryph., n. 103. 8 Quoted by Euseb.
H B ITT,139.. 6 Adv. Haer. III,,'1: ]
7The Greek is uncertain. The word may mean “ death.”
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testimony is abndant.  Probably there is not one of the pagan
classics whoseu genuineness can be supported by such convincing,
evidence. No one disputes that Cesar was the author of the
Commentaries on the Gallic Wars, and yet the only ancient re-
ferences to the work are found, about one hundred years after its
composition, in the writings of Plutarch and Suetonius.

The fact that the Gospels were held in veneration and
were in practical use all over the Church, within one
hundred years of the death of the Apostles, and while
their memory was still vivid, is a conclusive proof of their
genuineness. Would the Apostles themselves or their
immediate successors, who gave their lives to testify to
the truth of all that is contained in the Gospels, have
allowed a series of forgeries to be published, and palmed
off as the inspired Word of God? Would Jewish converts
have accepted them, without jealous scrutiny, as equal in
authority to their own profoundly revered books of the
0ld Testament? Would the Gentiles, so many of them
men of the highest education, have embraced a religion
which made such severe demands on human nature,
which exacted even the sacrifice of life itself in witness
of the faith, without previously assuring themselves of
the genuineness of its written sources? Would learned
pagans and heretics have fastened on all kinds of argu-
ments against the Church, and have neglected the
strongest of all, viz. that its sacred books were forgeries ?
Would the faithful throughout the world, at a time when
to be a Christian was to be a martyr, have all conspired
without a single protest to fabricate and accept these
‘books, falsely ascribe them to the Evangelists, and hand
down the impious fraud as an everlasting inheritance for
the veneration and guidance of their children’s children?
We must, therefore, either accept the Gospels as
genuine, or commit ourselves to a series of puerile
absurdities.

IT1. Internal evidence : an examination of the texts
themselves proves that the writers were Jews; and were
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—_—

contemporaries, or in close touch with contemporaries, of
the events they record :—

1. The writers were Jews : (a) The Gospels are written
in Hellenistic Greek,® a form of the Greek language
strongly marked by Hebrew idiom,® and employed as a
literary medium by Jews during the first century of our
era,’® but not subsequently. (b) The writers show no
acquaintance with Greek literature or philosophy, but are
familiar with the religion, customs, and usages of the
Jewish people.

2. The authors were contemporaries, or in close touch
with contemporaries, of the events they narrate :—
(a) Modern scholarship has failed to detect any error on
the part of the Evangelists in their countless references
to topography and to the political, social, and religious
conditions of Palestine at the time of Christ. Those con-
ditions, peculiarly complicated® and transient, could not

have been accurately portrayed by a stranger to Pales-
tine or by a late writer. The unsuccessful rebellion
against the Romans (66-70 A.D.), which flung a devastat-
ing flood of war over the land, sweeping the Holy City
and the Temple off the face of the earth, was followed

8 The Gospel of St. Matthew was first written in Hebrew or
Aramaic, and was shortly afterwards translated into Hellenistic Greek.

9e.g., the body is spoken of as “the flesh’; “soul” means life,
temporal or eternal ; “my soul” is sometimes used as the equivalent of
ths pronoun of the first person ; abstract terms are avoided, e.g., “the
meek,’’ “ the clean of heart,” and other such expressions are employed
instead of ‘ meekness,” “ purity,’”’ etc.

10 The writings of Philo Judaeus (?—50 A.D.), and some of the
writings of Josephus, the Jewish historian, are in Hellenistic Greek. .
 1le.g., the government was administered in part by the Romans and
in part by natives ; the Sanhedrin, or great religious council of Jewish
judges, still exercised its functions, and was in frequent conflict with
the civil officials ; taxes were paid in Greek money, Roman money was
used in commerce, dues to the Temple were paid in Jewish money ;
the languages, Hebrew and Greek, and, to some extent, Latin, were
spoken : in general, public and private life was affected in many ways
by the diversity of language and the division of authority.
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by enormous changes in population and government. A
writer, therefore, who was not a contemporary of Christ,
or in intimate relations with His contemporaries, would
certainly have committed many errors when dealing with
the period which preceded that great catastrophe. (b)
The vividness of the narrative seems to spring from per-
sonal contact with the events recorded.

(b) The Integrity of the Gospels.—The Gospels have
come down to us intact, t.e., free from corruptions or in-
terpolations. The purity of the text is assured by :—

1. The great reverence of the Church for the four
Gospels and her rejection of all others.’?

2. The practice which prevailed from the earliest
times of reading the Gospels at public worship.’®

3. The wide diffusion of the Gospels among Christian
communities all over the world.

4. The substantial uniformity of the text in all
manuscripts, some of which date from the fourth cen-
tury.

12 Gospels ascribed to SS. Peter, Thomas and James were in circu-
lation in the sub-apostolic age, but were suppressed by the Church as
spurious. )| d L

138ee above I. 2(a). The value of the guarantee of publicity may be
measured from the incident recorded by St. Augustine (Ep. 71, 5;
82, 35) as having befallen one of his colleagues, an African bishop.
He says that St. Jerome’s use of the word “ivy’ for “gourd,” in
his version of the prophecy of Jonas, caused such dissatisfaction when
read out in church, that the bishop, fearing lest he might lose his
people, felt compelled to restore the traditional rendering. !

14 A Syriac version dates from the second century. The oldest manu-
script of Horace dates from the seventh or eighth century, of Cicero,
Caesar, Plato from the ninth, of Thucydides and Herodotus from the
tenth, of Aeschylus and Sophocles from the eleventh, of Euripides
from the twelfth or thirteenth, yet no one doubts that these manuscripts
are, substantially, the uncorrupted descendants of the originals. ' No
one would ever have thought of questioning the integrity of the Gospel
texts, but for the fact that they contain a Divine law of belief and
conduct, irksome to the irreligious. |
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(¢) Trustworthiness of the Evangelists. —The Kvangelists ‘
are trustworthy, beeause they knew the facts and truth-
fully recorded them :— '

1. They knew the facts: SS. Matthew and John |
had been companions of Christ; SS. Mark and Liuke
had lived in constant intercourse with His contem-
poraries.

9. They were truthful : (a) Their holy lives, and
their sufferings in witnessing to the very truths set
forth in their Gospels guarantee their sincerity. ' (b)
Trom the world’s standpoint, they had nothing to gain
but everything to lose by testifying to the sanctity and
the Divinity of Christ. (¢c) They could not, if they
would, have been untruthful : they wrote for contem-
poraries of the events they narrate, or for men who had
known those contemporaries, and could not, without
detection, have published a false account. (d) Their
narratives appear at some points to be irreconcilable,
but can be harmonized by careful investigation. Had
the Evangelists been impostors, they would have
avoided even the appearance of contradiction. (e) They
could not have invented their portrait of Christ. His |
character, so noble, so lovable, so tragic, so original,
emerging unconsciously, as it were, with ever greater
distinctness of outline, as the Gospel narrative pro-
ceeds, is, viewed merely as an artistic creation, quite -
beyond the inventive capacity of men such as the
Evangelists were. Besides, every Jew of their day— |
and the Evangelists were Jews—believed that the
Messias would come to restore the kingdom of David;
not one of them ever dreamt, before the teaching of |
Christ, that He would come to found, not a temporal,
but a spiritual kingdom, to preach meekness, humility,
and brotherly love, and to live a life of poverty and per- .
gecution, culminating in the agony of the Cross.
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B

Tar HISTORICAL VALUE OF THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES
AND THE EPISTLES OF ST. PAUL.

The Acts of the Apostles.—The opening words of the Acts and
the Gospel of St. Luke prove identity of authorship. St. Irenaeus,
who quotes several passages from the Acts, says that St. Luke
was the companion of St. Paul and the historian of his labours.
The Fragment of Muratori (second century) which contains the
list of S. Scriptures says: ‘‘ But the Acts of all the Apostles are
in one book which, for the excellent Theophilus, Luke wrote, be-
cause he was an eye-witness of all.”  Similar statements are
found in Tertullian, Clement of Alexandria, Origen and many
others. Even the sceptic, Renan, declares: ‘‘a thing beyond all
doubt is that the Acts have the same author as the third Gospel
and are a continuation of the same.’’ Harnack, a much greater
authority, is of the same opinion. The arguments which prove
the integrity of the text and the veracity of the author are similar
to those advanced in the case of the Gospels, and need not be
repeated.

The Episties of 8t. Paul.—Our adversaries admit the genuine-
ness of the epistles to the Romans, Corinthians, Galatians, Philip-
pians, and Thessalonians; the other epistles, they say, with the
exception of the Hebrews, were written under the direction or
influence of the Apostle. We need not delay to establish the
authority of the epistle which they reject or question, since it is
not required for the purposes of our argument.15

C.

Views of Adversaries.—(1) Strauss (1808-74) said that the
Gospels were Christian myths, committed to writing about 200
A.D.; that they portray an ideal Christ; that of the real Christ we
know nothing.—This view is not now regarded as within the
domain of serious scholarship. It is mentioned chiefly to draw
attention to the fact thab, as the groundwork of some popular
romances, it has sapped the faith of the ill-instructed.

(2) The latter-day representatives of the Tiibingen school,
founded by Baur (1792-1860), say that St. Paul is the real author
of Christianity, the inventor of the Divinity of Christ, the Sacra-
ments, and the doctrine of a visible Church. The Modernist
school (Loisy and others) hold practically the same view.—Reply :

o

15 See next paragrapk (2.
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(a) St. Paul suffered and died for the faith which he taught.
He wrote at a time when very many who had listened to the .
teaching' of Christ Himself were still living. Had he tried, he .
could not, undetected, have falsified the doctrine of his Master.

(b) We may add that ‘‘if Christ were not God, Paul could
never have deified Him, and the Christians would never have ad-
mitted His Divinity, for the first Christians were Jews, and Jews
were sensitive of blasphemy.’’16

(c) Harnack, a scholar of high repute among Rationalists, and
the representative of the most recent phase of liberal criticism,
says that the Synoptic Gospels were written before 70 4.p.17; |
that the Gospel of St. John, which he places between the years 80- |
118 A.p., does not possess the historical value of the Synoptics, -
but, still, that *‘ it is one with them in their prevailing purpose to
put prominently forward the divine sonship of Jesus.”’® Harnack,
we observe, makes three most important admissions:—(1) that
the dates we assign to the Gospels are substantially correct; (2)
that the Synoptic Gospels are historical; (3) that they represent
Christ as claiming to be the Son of God. The conclusions of
Harnack are a triumph for the Church. The New Testament
documents have been tried in the furnace of hostile criticism and
have emerged unscathed.

[Read the section on the Gospels in Jesus Christ is God, by P.
Courbet: C.T.S., price 7d.

16 T'he Synoptic Gospels in Recent Research, Rev. P. Boylan, May-
nooth Union Record, 1915-16.

17 1In the Neue Untersuchungen zur Apostelgesch. und zur Abfas-
sungsz, der Syn. Evang., 1911, Harnack places SS. Mark and Luke
before 60.

18 Lukas der Arzt, p. 118, Leipzig, 1906.
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CHAPTER VI.

JESUS CHRIST CLAIMED TO BE GOD.

Summary.
That Christ claimed to be God is proved : °

I. (1) From His words as reported in the Synoptic Gospels ;
(2) From His words as reported in the Gospel of St. John;

II. From His acts.
III. From the belief of His Apostles and disciples.

I. (1) The Synoptic Gospels testify that Jesus claimed to
be God.—When Jesus stood before the Sanhedrin on Good
Friday morning, ‘‘ the High-priest asked Him and said to
Him : Art thou the Christ the Son of the blessed God?
And Jesus said to him : I am. And you shall see the Son
of Man' sitting on the right hand of the power of God,
and coming with the clouds of heaven. Then the High-

priest rending his garments saith : What need we any fur-
ther witnesses? You have heard the blasphemy. What
think you? Who all condemned Him to be guilty of
death.’”’? The expression ‘‘son of God’’ is used some-
times in the Scriptures in the figurative meaning of
‘‘ friend *’ or ‘‘ servant of God.””  Had this been its
sense here, the Sanhedrin would not have regarded it as
blasphemous, that is, as insulting to God. Every Jew
‘would be proud to call himself *‘ son of God >’ in the
loose meaning that he owed to God the gratitude and
submission which a son owes to his father. The
blasphemy consisted in the claim which Jesus was under-
stood to make of true sonship, of oneness in nature with
God. It was for that blasphemy they condemned Him to
death.—One day, near Cesarea, Jesus ‘‘ asked His dis-

1 Jesus speaks of Himself as “ the Son of Man,” a Messianic title,
see Bk. of Daniel, vii. 13, 14.

2 St. Mark xiv. 61-64; cf. St. Matthew xxvi. 63-66.
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ciples, saying : Whom do men say that the Son of W
Man is? But they said : Some John the Baptist, and

other some Rlias, and others Jeremias or one of §

the prophets. Jesus saith to them : But whom do you
say that T am? Simon Peter answered and said : Thou
art Christ, the Son of the living God. And Jesus answer-
ing said to him : Blessed art thou, Simon Bar-Jona, be-
cause flesh and blood hath not revealed it to thee, but My
Father who is in heaven.”’® Here, again, there can be §
no question of figurative sonship. In this sense, John |
the Baptist, Elias and the prophets were ““ gons of God.”’
Besides, had St. Peter used the words in this weaker
meaning, he would not have required an inspiration from
God, the Father.—Again He said to them : ‘‘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.’’* Christ is, therefore, one in knowledge
and authority with the Father.—He claims to sit in judg-
ment on all mankind : “ The Son of Man shall come in |
His Majesty, and all the angels with Him . . . and all
‘the nations shall be gathered together before Him, and
He shall separate them one from another.’’® It is only
God who can speak of Himself thus. Tt is only God who
can read the hearts of the countless millions of mankind,
and apportion to each individual his deserts. In the con- -
tinuation of the same passage, He will tell the good, He
says, on the day of judgment that their acts of charity -
were not done to their fellow-men but to Him, and He

will tell the wicked that the acts of charity which they
failed to perform were denied not to their fellow-men but
to Him. He identifies Himself, therefore, with God .
whom good men please and wicked men displease.—The
Pharisees accused the disciples of Jesus of having violated
the Sabbath. Jesus replied that ““ the Son of Man is

38, Matt. xvi. 13-17.
4St. Luke x. 22; cf. St. Matt. X320
5St. Matt. xxv. 31, 32; cf. id. vii. 21-23.
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Tord even of the Sabbath.”’® That is to say, the Sabbath
pbservance may be set aside by Him, viz. God, who in-
stituted it.—He said, in the Sermon on the Mount,
““ You have heard that it was said to them of old, thou
shalt not kill . . . But I say to you that whosoever is
angry with his brother, shall be in danger of the judg-
ment.””” And, throughout the discourse, He returns re-
peatedly to the same emphatic declaration : ‘* You have
heard . . . But I say to you.”” He represented Himself,
therefore, as a Lawgiver, equal in authority to God Him-
self who gave the Commandments on.Sinai. He claimed
power to enlarge them and interpret them anew, because
He claimed to be God, their Author.

(2) The Gospel of St. John testifies that Jesus claimed to
be God.—Jesus said to the Jews: ‘“ I and the Father are
one.”” They were about to stone Him for these words,
“ because,’’ they said, ‘* Thou being a man makest Thy-
self God.”’8—Jesus, replying to the Jews, who were

offended because He had cured a sick man on the Sabbath
day, said : © My Father worketh until now and I work.”’
Whereupon ‘‘ they sought the more to kill Him because
... He said God was His Father, making Himself
equal to God.”” Jesus, so far from saying that they had
misunderstood Him, answered: ‘‘. . . what things
soever [the Father] doth, these the Son also doth in like
manner . . . For as the Father raiseth up the dead and
giveth life so the Son also giveth life to whom
He' will.’’%-The Jews 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.”’—‘‘ [The
Father] hath given all judgment to the Son, that all men
may honour the Son, as they honour the Father.”’*—T¢
Nicodemus He said: *° He that doth not believe [in

6 St. Matt. xii. 8. 71d. v. 21, 22; cf. 28, 32, 34, 39, 44.
8 St. John x. 30-33. 9{d. v. 17-21. 10 ¢d. viil. 57, 58.
Alisd: v 22993
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the Son] is already judged : because he believeth not in
the name of the only begotten Son of God.”’’>—He speaks
of Himself as ‘‘the door.”’’® through which men enter
into life; He is ‘‘ the vine,”’* we are the branches; He
is *‘ the Way, and the Truth, and the Tife.’’15—Before
He suffered, He prayed to His heavenly Father :
““ Glorify Thou Me, O Father with Thyself, with the
glory which I had, before the world was, with Thee . . .
And all My things are Thine, and Thine are Mine.’’%
Many more texts of like purport from St. John and the
other Evangelists might be quoted.”

II. The Acts of Jesus testify that He claimed to be God.—
Jesus performed His many miracles, not merely as the
ambassador of God, but as God Himself : ‘‘ though you
will not believe Me, believe the works,”’ i.e. the miracles,
““that you may know and believe that the Father is in
Me, and I in the Father.”’*—He allowed men to adore
Him as God. When He had given sight to the man born

blind, He asked him : *‘ Dost thou believe in the Son of
God? He answered, and said : Who is He, Lord, that
I may believe in Him? And Jesus gaid to him : . . . it
is He that talketh with thee. And he said : I believe,
T.ord. And falling down, he adored Him.’'**—He for-
gave sin as of His own independent power. ‘‘ Son, thy
sins are forgiven thee,’”” He said to the man sick of the
palsy ; and, when the Scribes ask themselves indignantly :
““ Who can forgive sins but God only?’’ He does not
deny the assertion implied in their question, viz. it is
only God who can forgive sin,”” but goes on to re-affirm
the claim He has already made : *‘ that you may know
that the Son of Man hath power on earth to forgive sins,
(He saith to the sick of the palsy) Arise, take up thy bed

124d. iii. 18. 134d. x. 9. 14{d. xv. 1. 15{d. xiv. 6.

j 16 {d. xvii. b, 10, 19.

17 When Christ says, St. John xiv. 28, “the Father is greater than
1, He means that * the Father is greater than I, as man- e

18id. x. 38, 194d. ix. 35-38; of. St. Matt. xiv. 83; xv. 26; xvii. 14.
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and go into thy house. And immediately he arose; and,
taking up his bed, went his way in the sight of all.”’%*—
To Magdalen, who had kissed His feet and bathed them
with her tears, He said : * Thy sins are forgiven thee.’’
And to those who sat at table with Him on the same
occasion, He said : ‘* Many sins are forgiven her because
she hath loved much.”” It is only through love of God
that sins are forgiven. Christ, therefore, asserts that
love of Him is love of God. In other words, He claims
to be God.*

TIII. The Apostles and Disciples believed that Christ was
God.—No one denies that, after the death of Christ, His
followers, both Jews and Gentiles, preached His Divinity,
and that they suffered and died in testimony thereof 2
facts which can be explained only by their belief that He
Himself had claimed to be the Son of God.

20 St. Mark ii. 5-12. 21 8t. Luke vii. 48.
%2 Acts iii., 14, 15; v. 41; vii. 556-58; viii. 87; xv. 26; xx. 28
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CHAPTER VIL
JESUS CHRIST, TRUE GOD.

We prove the Divinity of Christ by three arguments :1

I. By His perfection as a man and as a teacher of natura

religion, considered in the light of His claim to be God

II. By His Resurrection. :

III. 4. By His miracles.

B. By His prophecies.

C. By the fact that He was Himself the fulfilment of

prophecy. J

I.
FIRST ARGUMENT.

THE PERFECTION OF CHRIST AS A MAN AND AS A
TEACHER OF NATURAL RELIGION, CONSIDERED I
THE LIGHT OF HIS CLAIM TO BE GOD, PROVES
THAT HE WAS GOD. ..

Outline of proof :—Christ, viewed from a merely human stand-
point,2 was the most perfect man, the most perfect teacher of Natura
Religion that ever lived. Our adversaries proclaim it as well as we
But this most perfect man said repeatedly and emphatically that He
was God. We must, therefore, conclude that His claim was just,
that He was God ; otherwise, we are driven to the appalling absurdity
of saying that the most perfect of mankind was either a maniac or
a blasphemer. !

The Human Character of Christ.—His origin, His powet
over men, His eloquence, His silence :—He came from
Nazareth, a village in Galilee, the most backward district
in Palestine. Men asked in wonder: ‘‘ Can anything

1 Arguments I. and II. are developed at some length. Argument
1L is sketched in outline. ~Other arguments are given in the treatise
on the Church. i

2 We disregard for the moment all direct. evidence of His divinity.
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good come from Nazareth? . . . Is not this the car-
penter, the Son of Mary?* . . . How doth this man know
letters having never learned?”’® Yet this poor trades-
man had a power over the human heart which men could
not resist. He called them and they came. They left
their homes and their fathers, their boats, their nets, and
their money and followed Him.*—He was gifted with a
wondrous power of speech. He pressed a world of mean-
ing into a short sentence. He employed the plainest and
homeliest illustrations, e.g., the woman searching for the
lost piece of money, the patching of an old garment, the
shepherd in quest of his sheep.” He clothed His thoughts
in simple and beautiful language, as where He says of
the lilies of the field that ‘ not even Solomon in all his
glory was arrayed as one of these.”’® By parables such
as that of the Good Samaritan,® or the Prodigal Son,' he
fixed His great doctrine of Tove in the minds of the least
instructed of His hearers. He touched at times a depth
of pathos in such words as : ““ Come to Me, all you that
labour and are burdened and I will refresh you ;™ and,
in His last discourse to His disciples, He speaks in the
language of grave and tender sadness, full of the sorrow
of parting and death, and yet breathing a sublime assur-
ance that His work had not failed.* No wonder that
men followed Him for days without food. Hven His
enemies said, ‘¢ Never did man speak like this man.’’*
/ He outmatched them in the gift of eloquence, and con-
founded them with His quick retort and subtle reply.
Often they tried to ensnare Him into some awkward
admission, but He baffled them by His wisdom. And
He could be silent as well as eloquent. At His trial, He
answered when adjured to answer, but He was silent

3St. John vii, 41;i. 46.  4St. Mark vi. 2, 8.  5St. John vii. 15.

6St. Matb. iv. 18-22; ix. 9; St. Mark ii. 14.

7.8t Matt V., Vi, Vil seXe 8 Id. vi. 26-34. 9 St. Luke x. 30-35.
10 Id. xv. 11-32. 11 St. Matt. xi. 28-30. 12 St. John xiv.-xvii.
18 7d. vii. 46.

leg - St. Matt. xii. 26-28 ; St. Luke xiii. 14-16.

6b




JESUS CHRIST, TRUE GOD.

while the witnesses were giving their perjured evidence.
There was no need for speech, for they contradicted and
ronfounded one another.  Pilate, who knew that their
testimony was worthless, still sought to provoke Him to
reply, but ‘* He answered him never a word, so that the

governor wondered exceedingly.’’”®  And when Peter

had denied Him, He spoke, not with His lips, but with
His eyes. It was enough. ‘ Peter going out wept bit-
terly.s:ld fs . :

He was a man of superb courage, and stainless
character. He was firm but mot obstinate.—The poor
tradesman from Galilee had no fear of the proud and
powerful Pharisees. He scourged them in a terrible in-
vective for their hypocrisy, their avarice, and their hard-
ness of heart. He knew that their fury could be sated
only by His blood, yet He never ceased to whip them with

the lash of righteous indignation.’”  Several times He

was on the brink of ‘destruction. Once a raging mob had

swept Him to the verge of a cliff, but, at the last moment,
He eluded their grasp.®® In the hour of His Passion,
caught in the toils of His enemies, He made no appeal, -

no apology, no retractation of His doctrine. No cry for
mercy escaped Him, when the pitiless scourges lacerated
His flesh, nor when His sacred hands and feet were

nailed to the Cross.—Bitter though His enemies were,

they were silent when He challenged them to charge Him

with sin :¥ He was the only man that even lived

who could stand up before His enemies and defy
them to convict Him of a single fault. The

traitor, Judas, confessed, ‘“I have sinned in be-
traying ‘innocent blood.”’® At His trial, when |
His foes strained every nerve against Him, neither

15 St. Luke xxiii. 14; St. Matt. xxvii. 13, 14.

18 St. Luke xxii. 61, 62.

17 St. Matt. xxiii. ; xvi. 21; St. John xi. 48.

18 St. Luke iv. 30; cf. St. Matt. xii. 15; St. John viii. 59; x. 39;
i. 53.

19 St. John viii. 46. 20 St. Matt. xxvii A4,
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-~

Pilate nor Herod could find any guilt in Him? : His
character scrutinized in the fierce light of savage hatred
showed not a stain.—He was no self-seeker, no respecter
of wealth. He fled when the multitude sought to make
Him king.”* He had not enough money to live without
alms.? He could not pay the temple dues without a
miracle.” He whose ability might have borne Him to
the highest position had not ‘‘ whereon to lay His

"head *’;*® He preferred to be a teacher of truth, to wander
about poor and homeless.——He was firm, but not
“obstinate. He refused to abate His teaching to win the
companionship of the wealthy young ruler.”® Yet, He
knew how to bend when no principle was at stake. He
sought to escape, even by hiding, the importunities of the
Syro-Pheenician woman who implored Him with piteous
cries to heal her daughter, but, at last, touched by her
profound humility, He yielded.”

He was affable, gentle, courteous, and humble.
He was a man of loving heart :—He did not shun
the companionship of men, His enemies murmured
because He ate ‘‘ with publicans and sinners.”’?
Though Jews were not wont to oonverse with
Samaritans, He spoke to the Samaritan woman at
the well.? He was entertained at the house of his
friends, Martha, Mary, and Lazarus.®—He gently re-
monstrated with His two Apostles, James and John, for
their ambition.® = He was courteous to the Pharisee,
Nicodemus, because he came to Him with a right inten-
tion.®? He impressed more than once on His Apostles
the need of humility. They were not to lord it over their
dependants like earthly princes. They were to be the
servants of their subjects. ~He Himself set them the

21 8t. Luke xxiii., 13-15. ot
22 St. John vi. 15. 23 St. Luke viii. 3. 24 St. Matt. xvii. 23-26.
251d. wviii. 19, 20.
26 St. Mark x. 22. 27 St. Matt. xv. 24; St. Mark vii. 24.
28 St. Matt. ix. 11; St. Luke xv. 2; xix. 7. 29 St. John iv.
80 Id. xi. b. 81 St. Matt. xx. 20. 82 St. John iii. 1-21.
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example by washing their feet at the Last Supper.®
He was a Man of loving heart. His three years’ ministry -
was an incessant outpouring of love. The sick and the
sinful came in vast numbers to Him. He healed them

of their infirmities. His life was a daily triumph over :

sin, sorrow, and disease .__He saved from death the un-
happy woman, convicted of a shameful crime : ““ He that
is without sin among you,”’ He said to her accusers, *‘ let ]
him first cast a stone ab her,”’® and looking into their.
consciences they slunk away ashamed ; He restored the
widowed mother her only son as he was being carried
forth for burial; He feared not to lay His hands on the

foul leper.® THe wept with passionate grief over the °

Sacred City, dear to Him and to all Jews as the very:
hearthstone of their race: * How often would I have
gathered thy children, as the hen doth gather her
chickens under her wings, and thou wouldst not.’’*
Some great light of love must have shone in His face, else’
why were little children brought to Him that He might
notice them? He chid the Apostles for trying to keep
them back. He took them in His arms and blessed
them.¥” On the Cross, His heart was still the same
loving heart, true to its old affections, ready to receive
the sinner and to pardon the persecutor and calumniator.
Amid all His agony, He thought of His Blessed Mother,
and asked St. John to be a son to her ; with words of sub-
lime hope, He blessed the contrition of the penitent thief
! iling Him; He
besought His heave
who had nailed Him to the Cross, and who, ]
prayed for them, still pursued Him with mockery, insult,
and blasphemy. }
Summary : He  was the model of all wvirtues.—

To a perfect love for God and submission to His holy

33 /d, xiii. 84 Jd. viii. 1-10. 35 St. Mark i. 41.
86 St Matt, xxiii. 37. Of. St. Luke xix. 42.44.
37 §t. Mark x. 14-16. See also, {d. ix. 35.
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will - (‘“ Not. : Myt awill - but' Thine be ‘done’’),” He
united in a form, never before witnessed by men, the
virtues of humility, patience, meekness, and charity. He
was a brave, strong man, who spoke His mind fearlessly,
and died for the doctrine He advocated. He was gentle,
courteous, affable, and unselfish. No contradiction,
calumny, or persecution could wring from Him a word or
gesture inconsistent with His dignity as a heaven-sent
instructor of mankind. His goodness was without weak-
ness ; His zeal and earnestness, without impatience ; His
firmness, without obstinacy. He was not only a thinker,
but a man of action. His eyes seemed ever fixed on
heaven, but yet He was full of sympathy for the weak-
ness of His disciples, full of tenderness for the sorrowful
and the afflicted, and He combined an intense hatred of
sin with an intense love for the sinner. He is the model
for men of all conditions in all ages, the ideal which,
while remaining unattained and unattainable, has been
the inspiration of the noblest lives.

Tae TESTIMONY OF RaTioNanisTs.—All who have
studied the Gospels, unbelievers as well as believers, are
agreed as to the nobility of the human character of Christ.
Lecky, a Rationalist, says: ‘‘It was reserved for
Christianity to present to the world an ideal character,
which through all the changes of eighteen centuries has
inspired the hearts of men with an impassioned love; has
shown itself capable of acting on all ages, nations, tem-
peraments, and conditions ; has been not only the highest
pattern of virtue, but the strongest incentive to its prac-
tice, and has exercised so deep an influence that it may
be truly said that the simple record of three short years of
active life has done more to regenerate and soften man-
kind, than all the disquisitions of philosophers, and all
the exhortations of moralists.”’®

38 St. Luke xxii. 42.
89 History of European Morals, Vol. IL., p. 8, 3rd ed. : Longmans,
Green, and Co., London, 1911.
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Christ as a Teacher of Natural Religion.—Christ, perfec
as a man, was perfect as a teacher of Natural Religion
He stands alone and unrivalled because of His doctrin:
of the Liaw of Charity, His doctrine of the Law of Sin
cerity, His doctrine of the supreme importance of the
human soul, and His ideals of moral perfection.  H
taught as ‘‘ one having power,”’ not like Socrates ant
others, as though He were groping for the light.  H
taught with clearness and decisiveness, and was Himse
the model of all His teaching. A

His doctrine of the Law of Charity :(—The Jew
of His day held high dispute as to which wa
the greatest commandment of their Law. Som
said it was the commandment to offer sacrifice; others
the commandment of Sabbath observance; others
again, the commandment of Circumcision. Christ swep
aside all current opinion as so much rubbish, anc
laid bare the true foundation of sanctity. ‘‘ The wholé
Law,” He said, in effect, ‘‘ is summed up in the on
Law of Charity, i.e. the love of God and one’s neigh
bour.”’ But, in His Sermon on the Mount, the firs
great exposition of His teaching, He gave the Law o
Charity 'a wider interpretation. ‘* Neighbour,”” with
the Jews, had meant a fellow Israelite or a friendly alien
Christ broadened its meaning so as to include every man
without exception, good or wicked, friend or foe. Mer
must love one another, because they are brothers.
are brothers, v :
heavenly Father who loves them all, who gives the bless:
ings of His Providence, the sunshine and the fruitfu
rain, to all, unjust as well as just, who goes in quest o
the sinner, as the shepherd seeks for his lost sheep, wh
is no longer robed in the lightnings of Sinai, but shines
with the radiance of kindness and love. Men must for:
give one another as they hope to be forgiven. For how

@ Cf. St. Matt. xxii. 37-40.
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can they ask of their Father what they themselves refuse
to a brother? Christ’s Law of Charity, therefore, may
be briefly expressed thus: ‘‘Love God, for He is your
loving Father. Tove and be indulgent to one another,
for you are all His children. Iiove and forgive, as you -
hope to be loved and to be forgiven.”” Christ, unlike all
other teachers, drew men close to God. He taught
them to turn to God with a warm, personal love, and to
see His image in their fellow-man.4

His doctrine of the Law of Sincerity :—Christ would
Lave no mere outward sanctity, the sanctity of the
Scribes and Pharisees who made light of internal sin.
““ Ye fools,”” He said to them, ‘* did not He that made
that which is without, make also that which is
within?”’®  God is as much the author of the inner as
the outer man, and will have service of them both. We
must pluck anger and all uncleanness from our hearts.
Our sanctity must be sound to the core.* -

His doctrine of the supreme importance of the
human soul :—The human soul is infinitely more
precious than anything else in the world. The loss of
friends, the loss of all our possessions, the loss of life
itself are all as nothing compared with the loss of the
soul : *“ What doth it profit a man, if he gain the whole
world, and suffer the loss of his soul? Or what shall a
man give in exchange for his soul? ‘Whosoever shall
save his life shall lose it, and whosoever shall lose his life
for My sake and the gospel shall save it.”’* Others be-
fore Christ had perceived this truth, but dimly and as
through a veil. He was the first to give it clear and fear-
™ less expression.

His ideals of moral perfection :—Poverty, virginity,
and the complete abnegation of self were His ideals of
moral perfection : ‘‘ Sell all thou hast and give to the

41 8t. Matt. v., vi., vii.

42 St. Luke xi. 40. 43 8t. Matt. v. 23-30.
44 8t. Mark viii. 35, 38.
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poor **;% ‘“ if any man will come after Me, let him deny
himself, and take up his cross daily and follow Me.’*¢
‘“ Blessed are they that mourn . . . blessed are they
that suffer persecution for justice sake.”*

Note—1. (a) Had Christ not been God, or one sent by God, His
teaching on natural religion would have failed for want of
authority. (b) Clear though His teaching was in its main purport,
it is obscure in some points. For instance, we are not always sure
whether the heroic virtues which He commends are for all, or only
for the few, or how in individual cases His doctrine should be
applied. Hence the necessity of having always with us a living,
infallible voice authorized to speak in His name, and to give the
true interpretation.

2. Socrates (469-399 B.c.) is regarded as the noblest man
of pagan antiquity, but he cannot be compared with Our Saviour. |
Soerates was the foe of pretended knowledge. He urged men to strive
after precise ideas of goodness, holiness, justice, beauty, etc. He was
put to death by the Athenian democracy in a moment of frenzy, |
not because of his supposed doctrines or method, but because of
the profligacy and disloyalty of some of his companions. Though
superior to his contemporaries in intellectual power, he shared the
loose notions of his day in regard to chastity. He concerned him-
self only with the better educated among the Athenians. Even
these he did not so much instruct as stimulate to inquiry. He
undoubtedly helped to purify the gross popular notion of the
Deity, but his ideas about a future state were vague in the °
extreme, and he had no conception of the brotherhood of man. -
Since he was born into a highly cultured state, and had as his |
contemporaries men of the first rank in philosophy, history, and
art (e.g., Anaxagoras, Thucydides, Euripides), the development of -
his talent was, in great measure, due to environment. Our
Saviour, if we view Him from the human standpoint, enjoyed no
such advantage. He spent His youth and manhood among peasants
or artisans of little or no education.

Tae TeESTIMONY OF RATIONALISTS.—The German
philosopher, Kant, says: ‘* We may readily admit that,
had not the Gospels first taught the general moral prin-
ciples (i.e. the precepts of natural religion) in their full
purity, our intellect would not even now understand them

45 St. Luke xviii. 22. 67d. ix. 23. #7St. Matt v. 5, 10
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80 perfectly.” Harnack,® who does not admit that there
was anything supernatural in Christ, cannot find words
sufficiently emphatic to express admiration for His moral
teaching. His sayings and parables, he says, are sim-
plicity itself in their main purport, and yet they contain a
depth of meaning which we can never fathom; in His
personality, He is not like an heroic penitent or an ers
thusiastic prophet who is dead to the world, but He is a
man who has rest and peace in His own soul and who
can give life to the souls of others; He speaks to men as
a mother speaks to her child. Tt is unnecessary to quote
the opinions of other rationalists. All are agreed that
Christ in His character and His doctrine was immeasur-
ably beyond the noblest teachers that ever lived.

Conclusion.—Tt is admitted, therefore, that Christ was
perfect as a man, was unsurpassed, unequalled as a
teacher. But Christ claimed emphatically' and persist-
ently that He was God. We must admit that His claim
was just, that He was God, or else face the terrible con-
clusion that He was a deceiver or a victim to some hallu-
cination; in other words, we must say that the most
perfect of mankind was a shameless liar and blasphemer
or a pitiable maniac. Such is the colossal absurdity to
which Rationalists are reduced, an absurdity which, when
they realize it, must convince them that their entire posi-
tion is untenable.®

48 What is Christianity? II. (end); Engl. Trans.

49In arguing with Rationalists, we regard Christ merely as a
teacher of natural religion, that is, as a teacher of moral truths which,
in their entirety, it is not impossible for the unaided intellect of man
to discover. We must not forget that Christ taught another and
an incomparably higher doctrine, a doctrine which the human mind,
unillumined by Divine grace, could never have conceived, and that
from this fact we may argue, with even greater force, that He could
not have been mere man.
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SECOND ARGUMENT.

THE RESURRECTION OF JESUS CHRIST PROVES THAT
HE WAS GOD.

Outline of Proof :—Christ claimed to be God; Christ said He
would rise from the dead; Christ rose from the dead; therefore,
Christ is God. The witnesses to the Resurrection were trustworthy.
Refutation of adversaries’ Theories : the Deception Hypothesis; the
Hallucination Hypothesis; the Trance Hypothesis. !

Christ said He would rise from the dead.—When the
Jews demanded a miracle in proof of His authority, He
answered : ‘‘ Destroy this temple and in three days I will -
raise it up.”’®® ‘ He spoke,”” the Evangelist says, “* of
the temple of His body.”” Later He speaks more clearly :
‘“ An evil and adulterous generation seeketh a sign; and
a sign shall not be given it, but the sign of Jonas the
Prophet. For as Jonas was in the whale’s belly three
days and three nights, so shall the Son of Man be in the
heart of the earth three days and three nights.””®* After -
the Transfiguration He says to Peter, James, and John : -
¢« Tell the vision to no man, till the Son of Man be risen
from the dead.”’®® Before going up to Jerusalem to -
suffer, He says with perfect distinctness: *‘ Behold we
'go up to Jerusalem, and the Son of Man shall be be- °
trayed to the chief priests and the scribes, and they shall
condemn Him to death, and shall deliver Him to the
Gentiles to be mocked and scourged and crucified, and the -
third day He shall rise again.’’®® That He had foretold |
His Resurrection was well known to all, for the Jews,
after His death, said to Pilate : ‘“ We have remembered
that that seducer said, while He was yet alive, After
three days T will rise again.””®

50 St. John ii., 19. 51St. Matt. xii. 39, 40. 624d. xvii. 9.
63{d. xx. 18, 19. 64 {d. xxvii. 63.
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christ died and was buried.—The four Evangelists say
that He died on the cross. The soldiers, finding Him
already dead, did not break His limbs. One of them
opened His side with a spear. =~ When Joseph of
Arimathaea asked Pilate for permission to bury Him,
Pilate, before consenting, despatched a centurion to make
sure that He was dead.®® It was not likely that His
enemies would leave their work half finished. In the
words quoted above (end of last paragraph) they say
¢« while He was yet alive,”’ i.e. they assert that He is
now dead.®

Christ rose from the dead.—The Evangelists tell us that
the grave was found empty on the morning of the third
day; that Christ appeared to Mary Magdalen and the
other women; that He appeared to the Apostles and
showed them His wounds, ‘‘ See My hands and feet that
it is I myself. Handle and see, for a spirit hath not
flesh and bones as you see me to have "’%; that He con-
versed with them and ate with them®; that He walked
with the two disciples to Emmaus, and was recognised
by them ‘‘in the breaking of bread.”’®  ‘‘ He was
seen,”’ St. Paul writes to the Corinthians, *‘ by more
than five hundred brethren at once . . . last of all He
was seen by me.”’®® The witnesses of the Resurrection
are trustworthy :—(1) They were not deceivers. They
had no inducement to give false testimony. Their
labours, their sufferings, the very success of their
preaching, are proofs of their sincerity. (2) They were
not themselves deceived. If they were, they must have
been deceived either (a) by their own imagination, or
(b) by Christ Himself. They were not deceived by their

55 St. Mark xv. 43-45. ;

5 The Roman historian Tacitus (55-120 A.D. approx.) says that
* Christus was put to death by the procurator, Pontius Pilate, in the
reign of Tiberius,”” Annals xv. 44.

§7St. Luke xxiv. 39. 58 id. xxiv. 43. 69 {d. xxiv. 35,

60i. Cor. xv. 6, 8.
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own imagination : the supposition is excluded by their
numbers, their great incredulity, and the length of time
that Christ was with them after His death. They were
not deceived by Christ Himself : if they were, then we
must suppose against the most explicit evidence that He
did not die on the cross, but merely swooned, that He.
the moblest and holiest of men, pretended to rise fro
the dead in order to send His disciples into the world te
preach a lie, and that God blessed with miraculous suc
cess a work founded on fraud and blasphemy. The fore
going argument 1s more fully developed in the following
paragraphs.

Adversaries' Theories.—Deception Hypothesis.—This was the
earliest attempt to explain away the Resurrection and is an attack
on the sincerity of the disciples. The guards at the sepulchre sai
that they fell asleep, and that, while they slept, the disciples cam
and removed the bodysl. The story spread widely among the Jev
and many believed it. If the soldiers fell asleep, they could no
have known what happened during their sleep; all they could hay
said was that, when they woke, the grave was empty. They migh
have added that proba i
body. Let us assume th
reasonable form. Can we imagine that the disciples,
shown utter timidity during the Passion, would risk liberty, per
haps life, in an attempt to steal the body, and all with a view %
fraud? And why perpetrate such a fraud? If they really knew
that Christ was not risen, then they knew He had deceived then
and was not God. What had they to gain by preaching
fraudulent resurrection? Nothing but persecution, incessant labour
and death, not to speak of remorse of conscience. On the othe
hand, had they gone to the chief priests and denounced Christ a
an impostor, they would have been amply rewarded. But, in spil
of all worldly inducements to close their lips about the risen Christ
in spite of.the opposition and hatred they knew awaited them
should they venture on even an indirect presentment of such |
doctrine, they came boldly before the people on Pentecost Day
and put the Resurrection in the forefront of their preaching. O

61 St. Matt. xxviii. 13. The Evangelist says they were bribed
make this statement. ’
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that day, in Jerusalem itself, three thousand Jews62 were converted
by St. Peter to belief in Christ, Whom, he said, ‘‘ God hath raised
again, whereof all we are witnesses . . . neither did His flesh
see corruption.’’63 Some days later St. Peter spoke of Him as
> the author of life . . . whom God hath raised from the
dead.’* Converts of every rank and race multiplied rapidly,$
and within a few years might be counted by millions. Like their
teachers, they had nothing to gain by their faith but tribulation
and death. They must, therefore, have been absolutely convinced
of the sincerity of the Apostles. St. Augustine says that, had not
the Resurrection been a fact, the conversion of the world by a few
Galilean fishermen to: belief in it would have been as great a
miracle as the Resurrection itself. 4

The Trance Hypothesis.—This suggests that Christ did not really
die on the cross; He merely swooned; He recovered consciousness
in the sepulchre; He pushed aside the stone and rejoined His
companions; and so He made on them the impression that He had
triumphed over death.—The mental anguish which Christ had
suffered, the scourging, the crowning with thorns, the crucifixion,
the piercing of His side with a spear make the trance hypothesis
impossible. Suppose for a moment it were true, could one so
severely wounded, so exhausted from loss of blood, have moved
aside the great stone?68 Could he have played the rdle of victor
over death, and walked like one in perfect health with those cruel
wounds in His feet? Could He have entered the supper-room
through closed doors? Could He have appeared and disappeared at
will? Could He make a vast concourse of disciples fancy that He
ascended into heaven in their sight? Are we to suppose that this
Man of perfect holiness, Who had suffered the agony of the Cross
in upholding His claim that He was the Son of God, was a vile
impostor; that He could set His followers on fire with zeal to go

62 The Resurrection had taken place but a few weeks before. Each
of these converts, therefore, could examine the witnesses for himself.
And there were very many witnesses, for St. Paul tells us that “He
was seen by Cephas (St. Peter), and after that by the eleven; then
tga.se He seen by more than five hundred brethren at once,”’ i. Cor. xv.,

63 Acts 1i. 32, 31. :

64 Acts iii. 15; cf. iv. 10. Five thousand were converted on this
day : Acts iv. 4.—St. Paul says : “ If Christ be not risen again, then
is our preaching vain, and your faith is also vain,”’ i. Cor. xv. 14.

: 5;' “A great multitude also of the priests obeyed the faith,” Acts
NiAIT. :

€ The women wondered whether they could find anyone to roll
batx the stone from the mouth of the sepulchre, “for it was very
great,” St. Mark xvi. 4.
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forth and preach a lie to the world? Fven the Rationalist Straus
rejects the hypothesis as unworthy of consideration.

The Hallucination Hypothesis.—This is the favourite hypothesi
of modern adversaries. The followers of Christ, they say, were i
a state of tense nervous excitement after the Crucifixion; the;
believed that their beloved Master would triumph over the gravi
and come back to them again; it was in answer to their passionaty
longing for His coming that their fancy bodied forth the vision o
the risem Saviour.—That an individual might suffer from such al
hallucination is possible; that all the Apostles and hundreds of th
disciples should suffer from it simultaneously and over a lon
period is impossible. Besides, the evidence against the existencs
of any ‘‘ passionate longing " ig overwhelming. The followers o
Christ were not expecting His Resurrection. When He was seize
by the Jews, they fled in terror, believing that all was over. [
had undoubtedly foretold His Death and Resurrection, but the
appear never to have reconciled themselves to the thought of Hi
Death and so did not think of His Resurrection.t? Mary Magdale:
and the other women brought spices to embalm His body on thi
morning of the third day. They, therefore, did not expect to finl
ITim risen from the dead. Magdalen's first thought, when she say
the empty tomb, was that someone had stolen the Body.68 Whe
Christ spoke to her, she did not recognize Him at first, believin,
that He was the gardener. Cleophas and the other disciple, 8
they talked sadly of Christ on the road to Emmaus, told th
stranger, as they thought Him, how they had been frightened b
the women’s story of the Resurrection. When He revealed Him
colf to them as Christ, they returned and told the Apostles. Th
Apostles refused to believe them, just as they had already refuse
to believe the women.® St. Thomas was not present when Chris
first appeared to the Apostles, and protested that he would no
believe, until he had put his finger * into the place of the nails”
and his hand *‘ into His side.’70 The witnesses, therefore, to thi
risen Christ were not credulous, but incredulous, and the hypg
thesis of hallucination is excluded.

Conclusion.—We have proved, therefore, through th
testimony of friends and enemies that Christ died an
was buried; we have proved through the testimony
witnesses who were honest and, at the same time, in
credulous, and through the success which attended thi

67 St. Matt. xvi. 21, 22; St. Luke xxiv. 13-27, 44-46 ; St. John xx.
68 St. John xx. 13. 69 St. Mark xvi. 11, 13. 70 St. John xx. 28
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preaching of the Apostles, that Christ rose from the dead.
Christ claimed to be God. Christ said He would rise
from the dead. He rose from the dead. Therefore,

Christ is God.™

Celsus’s Objection.—Why did not Christ show Himself publicly
after His Resurrection to His enemies and the entire people? That
question was first asked by the pagan, Celsus (fc. 200 A.p.), and
has bsen repeated by Renan and others.—(1) God wishes us to turn
to Him freely, and, as a rule, does not employ a superabundance
of means to bend the will of the evil-minded. He is content with
giving clear, and amply sufficient proofs, that faith is reasonable.
The rich man in the parable,’2 calling out from hell to Abraham,
besought him to send a messenger from the dead to warn his five
brothers of the tortures of the damned. Abraham refused, saying :
«+ They have Moses and the prophets. Let them hear them.’ 1If
they hear them not, ‘ neither will they believe if one rise again from
the dead.’’”’ The Pharisees asked Christ for a sign from heaven
and were refused.’? While He hung on the Cross, they that passed
by bade Him come down, if He were the Son of God,’ but he paid
no heed to them. To one adversary He gave an exceptional grace :
He appeared to the persecutor, Saul of Tarsus, afterwards the
Apostle Paul.’ (2) Had Christ appeared to all, the depraved
subtlety of men would still have found a means to escape belief.
“ This is not Christ,” they would have said, ‘‘ but some evil spirit,
an emissary of Satan.”” And unbelievers of later generations would
probatly ask: ‘* If Christ appeared to all men after His Resurrec-
tion, why does He not appear to all men now? Why does He
not remain on earth always?”  Even though He did remain on
earth always, these same unbelievers would still persevere in their
incredulity, protesting that He was being personated by a series
of impostors.

71No one who admits the Resurrection of Christ can deny the
existence of God. If Christ rose from the dead, there must be a
God who raised Him to life. —The existence of God, therefore, is
established by the Resurrection quite independently of the philoso-
phical proofs at the beginning of the treatise.

72 The parable of Lazarus and the rich man : St. Luke xvi. 19-31.

78 St. Mark viii. 11-13. 74 St. Matt. xxvii. 40. 75 Acts ix.
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KA
OrtaErR PROOFS OF THE DIVINITY OF CHRIST.

A. His Miracles prove His Divinity.—Besides the Resurrection,
Christ performed many other miracles. He healed the sick, the
blind, the lame, the dumb, the epileptic by a mere word, and
sometimes from a distance; specially remarkable was the cure of
the man born blind.76 He raised the dead to life:
of Jairus, the widow’s son of Naim, and Lazarus.
men from evil spirits, thereby showing His dominion over the
world of spirits. Many of His miracles were wrought on inanimate’
nature : He changed water into wine; He fed five thousand with
five loaves and two fishes; He stilled a storm with a word; He
walked upon the waters. His miracles cannot be explained away :
—(a) by the delusion theory according to which merely naturdl
ocourrences were regarded as supernatural by His credulous
disciples, because the miracles were performed in i
genuineness was not disputed by Christ’s adversaries.”?
by the theory of diabolical agency, because Christ was holy in His
person and in His doctrine, and could not, therefore, have been an
emissary of Satan; Christ, by casting out evil spirits, showed that
He was not the agent of Satan, bub his enemy. Nor (c) by the
theory of hypnotism, or animal magnetism. Certain nervous dis-
orders may be cured by hypnotism or suggestion, but the cure can-
not be effected instantaneously, nor from a distance; Christ cured
all manners of diseases; in many cases the patients were not
present and did not even know that He was about to cure them
the theory takes no account of cases of resurrection from the dead.

Christ appealed to His miracles as a proof that He was sent by
God : ** the works themselves which I do give testimony of Me
that the Father hath sent Me.’"7® Christ’s teaching, therefore, was
the teaching of God. But Christ taught that He Himself was
God. Therefore, Christ is God. E

B. His Prophecies prove His Divinity.—Christ foretold many
things which came to pass i
foreseen :—(1) With reference to Himself, He foretold His Passion,
Resurrection, and Ascension into Heaven;™ (2) with reference to
His disciples, He foretold that Judas would betray Him, that Peter
would deny Him, that all His disciples would forsake Him ;8 (3

76 St. John ix. 774d. xi. 47.

78id. v, 36. . CE. id. x. 37 St. Matt. xi. 4, 5.

79 St. John iii. 14; St. Matt. xx. 18; St. John vi. 63.

80 8t John xiii. 21, 26; St. Matt. xxvi. 34; ¢d., {bid., M
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with reference to His Church, He foretold that it would grow like
the mustard-seed, that it would leaven all mankind, that the gates
of hell would not prevail against it.81 The fulfilment of these
prophecies proves that Christ’s teaching was tl;e teaching of God.
But Christ taught that He was God. Therefore, Christ is God.

His prophecy about Jerusalem and the Jews is particularly note-
worthy. He said:  The days shall come upon thee, and thy
enemies shall cast a trench about thee, and compass thee round,
and straiten thee on every side, and beat thee flat to the ground,
and thy children who are in thee, and they shall not leave in thee
a stone upon a stone.’’8 And again: ‘‘ There shall be great distress
in the land, and wrath upon this people, and they shall fall by the
edge of the sword, and shall be led away captives into all nations,
and Jerusalem shall be trodden down by the Gentiles.’’% How
accurately these prophecies were fulfilled will be understood by
readers of the ‘‘ History of the Jewish War,” written, in seven
books, by Flavius Josephus8 (a.p. 87-98) at the request of the
Roman Emperor, Titus. The complete destruction of the city was
quite unexpected, as it was the Roman practice to preserve con-
quered cities and particularly the temples. The Emperor, Julian
the Apostate (861-363 A.D.), tried to rebuild the Temple, so that
by re-establishing the Jewish state and the Jewish religion, he
might falsify the Christian prophecy. Jews flocked in from every
side, and assisted with great enthusiasm in the work. Ammianus
Marcellinus, a pagan writer, one of the imperial life-guards, tells
us of the issue, one of the most remarkable, as it is one of the
best attested events in history :—'‘ [Julian] committed the accom-
plishment of this task to Alypius of Antioch, who had before that
been Lieutenant of Britain. Alypius, therefore, set himself vigor-
ously to the work, and was seconded by the governor of the
province. Fearful balls of fire, breaking out near the foundations,
zontinued their attacks, till the workmen, after repeated scorchings,
could approach no more; and thus, the fierce elements obstinately
repelling them, he gave over his attempt.’’s

C. Christ Himself the Fulfilment of Prophecy.—Many Jews were
converted by perceiving that in Christ were fulfilled the prophecies
about the Messias contained in their sacred books, the books of
the Old Testament. We are not here concerned to prove that

81 St. Matt. xiii. 31, 33; xvi. 18.

82 8t. Luke xix. 43, 44. 834d. xxi. 23,24.

84 He was a Jew. He first served against the Romans, was taken
prisoner and pardoned. He was with Titus at the siege of Jerusalem.

85 Hist. xxiii. 1-3. See Newman, Essays on Miracles, Sect. vii..
p- 334, where several other authorities, Christian and pagan, some of
them contemporaries, are quoted.

e




JESUS CHRIST, TRUE GOD.

these books were divinely inspired, nor even that they were |
authentic. It suffices to accept as true, what no one denies, that
the books were in existence long before the birth of Christ. 3
The religion of the Jews was a religion of expectation, with the -
belief in a Messias, or a Redeemer to come, as its central doctrine.
All that had been foretold of the Redeemer was accurately fulfilled
in Christ. The following is a brief summary of the prophetic de-
scription of the Redeemer :—He shall be sprung from the line of
David (Isaias xi. 1, 2), and shall be born at Bethlehem (Micheas
v. 2).8 He shall be called the Son of God (Ps. ii. 7). He shall
judge the poor with justice (Is. xi. 4). His empire shall be
multiplied (Is. ix. 7). His Kingdom shall be assailed but shall
last for ever (Ps. ii., 1-4). He shall judge all men and crown the
just with glory (Is. xxiv., xxviii.).  Yet He shall be a man of
sorrows, despised and the lowest of men (id. liii.) ‘‘ He was
oftered because it was His own will, and He opened not His
mouth; He shall be led as a sheep to the slaughter, and shall be
dumb as a lamb before His shearer”’ (id. liii. 7). His hands?
and feet shall be pierced, His garments shall be divided, and lots
cast upon His vesture (Ps. xxi, 17-19).  He shall be a light to
the Gentiles and bring salvation to the ends of the earth (Is. xlix.
6). ‘' The God of Heaven will set up a Kingdom that shall never
be destroyed.” (Daniel ii. 44). 1
Tt is manifest that the fulfilment of all these prophecies in an
individual could not have been due to chance or human con-
trivance, but must have been the work of God. Christ was
therefore the promised Redeemer. But why did not the entire
Jewish people perceive that in Christ all prophecy was fulfilled 2
The question appears to be all the more difficult to answer, when |
we remember that, as the time of Christ's birth approached, hope
in the speedy coming of the Messias had become intense. Reply:
(1) The Jewish people ab the time of Christ were, as a mass, |
morally corrupt. Flavius J osephus says that, had not the Romans
come to punish them, an earthquake, a deluge, or the lightnings =
of Sodom would have overwhelmed them. Their wickedness closed |
their ears to the message of Christ. (2) Their leaders, the Scribes
and Pharisees, conceived a terrible hatred against Christ, because :
He had unsparingly denounced their arrogance and hypocrisy. :
They were therefore not disposed to examine His claims impar- -
tially. (8) Owing partly to the Pharisees’ interpretation of the.
sacred writings, partly to foreign oppression and to national pride,
the Jewish people had come to think of the Messias, not as one

86 The chief priests and scribes, in answer to Herod, quoted this
text to prove that Christ should be born at Bethlehem. !
87 Ses Ch, V., Trustworthiness of the Evangelists, 2 (e) end.
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A

who would deliver them from sin, but as a temporal king who
sould break the Roman yoke and lead them to world-empire. The
triumphs of a Spiritual King were all interpreted as the triumphs
of an earthly monarch.8” Even the Apostles could hardly rid
themselves of the popular belief, for they asked Christ before His
Ascension, with a pathetic yearning for the fulfilment of a patriotic
hope, ** Tord, wilt Thou at this time again restore the Kingdom of
Tsrael? 88

The Divine origin of Judaism.—The Divinity of Christ establishes
the Divine origin not only of Christianity, but also of the
preparatory religion of Judaism. Christ, in His human generation,
was a man of the Jewish race. For nearly thirty years He
professed and practised the Jewish religion. Therefore, it follows
that the Jewish religion was what it claimed to be, a religion given
to the Jewish race by God, and that the accounts of all pre-
Christian revelation which its sacred books contain must be
accepted as of Divine authority.

The Divinity of Christ therefore assures us of His own revelation,
and of the revelations given before His time to mankind in general
and to the Jewish race in particular.

[Read Jesus Christ is God, by P. Courbet, @1 3., price’ 7di:
The Divinity of Christ, by Rev. Joseph Rickaby, 8.J., Sands, price nds

also, the excellent work by Rev. P. Finlay, 8.J., The Church of Christ].

8 Acts 1. 6.




CHAPTER VIIL
JESUS CHRIST FOUNDED A CHURCH.

Summary.

4. The mission of Christ :—He was sent into the world by His
heavenly Father to cleanse all men from sin, to make them
children of God and heirs to His Kingdom. These bless-
ings He won, and made accessible to every individual, on
condition of faith in His doctrine, obedience to His precepts,
and participation in the sacred rites He instituted.

B. The mission of the Apostles :—Christ preached to but a few.

He sent the Apostles to preach to all. He sent them to

teach, to govern, and to minister. They obeyed His word.
C. The forndation of the Church :—Christ, by giving the Apostles
this commission, thereby sent them to form a society, His
Church.
A.
The Mission of Jesus Christ.—(1) Jesus Christ, the Son of God,

was sent into the world by His heavenly Father: ‘‘he who

honoureth not the Son, honoureth not the Father Who hath sent

Him ;1 ** Do you say of Him Whom the Father hath sanctified -
and sent into the world, * Thou blasphemest,” because I said ‘T am §
the Son of God '?2 (2) He came to cleanse men from sin: the
angel, addressing St. Joseph, said: ‘‘ She ""__the Blessed Virgin— |
1 ghall bring forth a Son, and thou shalt call His name Jesus, for -

e shall save His people from their sins ";3 ** the Son of Man is

come,’’ He said Himself, ** to save that which was lost.’’t He was |
to save them by His Passion and Death: ** the Son of Man [is

come] to give His life, a redemption for many *’;5 and at the Last

Supper He said, taking the chalice, ** this is My Blood of the New
Tostament which shall be shed for many unto the remission of
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