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Two questions suggested by recent 
aveiitu are not nnfreq neatly cron the 
lits of inquirers : ‘What Is Modern.

?’ and ‘Why has the con
deamed it ?' We may pat adde, first 
ol all, thd ha«ty cor J-cture that the 
Pope, by some tradition\\ ii stlncfc of 
his see, has wished to fnlmluato against 
fliodf rn life and progress. The tom 
♦Modernist’ is not of the Pope’s mint
ing. It was used by Modernist writers 
themselves to connote their own ethos 
oi thought and writing, and the Pope - 
rather courteously, I think — look tbs 
term jest as he found it. For the rest.
»he Church has no particular quarrel 
with whatever i« soundest and best in 
modern civilhatlun. II every people in 
Chrit-tendom wished to have a taller 
measure of civil liberty under more 
democratic conditions the H *ly 8 »e 
has declared that the Church is iudif 
ferent to forms of government, and that 
bbe is ready to bless and support any 
or all which the nations may wish to 
adopt. If men desire to make the most 
abundant use of the scientific discover
ies which have come to enrich modern 
life, and to talk to one another by wire 
less telegraphy, and visit one another 
in air-skips, the Church is ready to 
rejoice with them in all that they may 
do for the purpose. The only liberty 
which she denies to her members is 
that of saying ‘no* where O >d has said 
«yes,1 or, to put it otherwise, the 
liberty, in those who profess her creeds 
and share her communion, of saying 
yes and no at the same time.

At first sight it would seem that 
Modernism is net a mere tangle of 
tendencies, but more or less of a com
pact whole, and that therefore it is 
possible to define it, at least in a broad 
and general way, by saying that it is a 
form of belief which finds the origin ot 
all religion and knowledge of God in 
the soul's internal sense and experi
ence. And if this definition should 
prempt the further question ‘What is it 
that feeds the sense and produces the 
experience?' It would be necessary to 
add that Modernism rep’ies that it is the 
Divine Reality, or G »d Hi nseli who by 
a permanent indwelling and action in 
the soul—called Immanence—xanifests 
Himself in some n easure to it, and 
diaws it into union with Him. In 
point of fact, such a definition falls 
very far short of covering the area to 
be defined, for it .epresents at most 
what may be regatdtd as the primary 
principle from which Modernism sets 
oat, or upon which, or around which, 
it builds. Taking the thought move
ment as it actually exists, it will 
stifli :e for the moment to say that it is 
a group of beliefs, manifold and vari 
ons, but more or ies* interconnected 
to as to form a system, and that this 
system will be best understood if we 
consider a few ol its more salient be
liefs in detail.

in the recent Papal Encyclical 
Puicendi Gregis there is contained a 
very able and remarkable exposition of 
the Modernist doctrines, one, in fact, 
so lull and elaborate that the general 
reader may perhaps be excusable it be 
has been found to have shirked the 
task of studying it qnite as clokcly and 
carefully as the document cer.ainly 
deserves. The scope of the present art 
ici© Is merely to indicate a few.»!' thechief 
Modernist beliefs, so that it may thus 
suggest an answer in brief to the ques 
tion as to the moaning of Modernism, 
and at the same time to show tho line 
of demarcation between these doctrines 
and Catholic faith, so that the reader 
may gather for himself the answer to 
that further question as to the reasons 
which have led the Pvpe to condi inn 
it. I take it that we shall be fairly at 
the heart of the Modernist system if 
out of the structure of its doctrines we 
select the following five.

f may add that in what follows I 
frpeak distinctively of the Catholic 
Church, because I have no sort of 
claim to speak of any other, but I do 
Lot wish to imply that many of the 
great princip es which the Encyclical 
defends are not happily common to a 
large number of sincere and earnest 
Christians outside her pale.
1.— NON iNTERVfcNl ION OF 1BE DIVINE 

IN UIHIORY.
A fundamental tenet oi Modernism is 

the entire separation of the domain of 
faith from that of history. These two 
domains are held to be as circles whic1 
do not intersect in any part of their 
*rea. All that is divine or supernatural 
is assigned to the one ; all that is visi 
ble or verifiable is claimed for the 
other. It will be observed that this 
assumes a priori that a divine or super
natural fact—such as the Resurrection 
or the feeding of the multitude in the 
desert—cannot b3 effected in such 
way as to be visible or proveable, and 
so become matter of history. It fol
lows that all those parts of the Gospel 
which narrate facts of a miraculous or 
supernatural character — some three- 
ftfths of the entire text— must be 
treated as devoid ol any historical 
reality. Most it all, this principle of 
the non-intervention of the divine in 
history affects the concept of Christ, 
aud insists upon a practical distinction 
between the Christ of historical fact 
and the Christ of Faith. The Christ of 
historical fact Is a man who enters this 
world and leaves it like any one else, 
v hose body rots in the grave and goes 
;nto dust like those of other men. He 
pastes through life with the same limi 
tations of knowledge and education im
posed upon him by the circumstances 

bis place and time. His religious 
experience lifts him indeed above the 
level of the average man, but as far as 
the reality of historical fact goes, he is 
simply a Galilean peasant and a man 
who lived and died amongst his fellows. 
F it be urged against this abasement 
°f Christ that we have the evidence of 
the evangelists that He did works 
whloh transcended the power of man, 
the Modernist reply is that it ia pre 
?b*ely this trans.ending element that 
is «ot real history, or historical fact, 
but history transfigured and embroid 
crod by the faith of His followers, and 
that consequently it has to be elimin 
ated from the genuine historical 
account of Christ as presented to us in

the New Testament. There is, thu«, 
neither a Divine Curist nor any inter 
von tion of the divine to be found in 
history. In conformity with th'S prin 
Olph'i M odernists are said to have 
asserted that no genuine proof of the 
iivinky oi Christ is discoverable in 
the synoptic U .spels. With a plan ot 
the elimination of the divine agreed 
upon beforehand, and a priori as part 
of the principle of inn intervention, it 
would certainly have been somewhat 
surprising if there bad been. Were 
this determination to shut out all evid 
en ce of the divine from history adopted 
only pro forma or for argument's uku, 
in set king a c mmon ground when 
dealing with unbelievers, it might 
reasonab'y be understood as a mere 
policy of apologetic. Bub it is signifi
cant that with the Modernist it is not 
a matter of policy, but a matter of 
a principle advisedly and sincerely 
held as lying at the very foundation of 
his system. Ho believes that in his 
tory, as in science, our observation 
falls only on phenomena, and that tho 
Divine Reality duos not and cannot 
enter into the sphere oi human life or 
activity, so as to become a figure or 
agent in history.

In the face of this root principle oi 
denial, and of its rigorous consequence 
in the reduction of Christ to the human 
level on the stage of history; tbe Cath 
lie Church through her Supreme H »ad 

has raised her voice in eundenmabiuu 
and correction. B ing what she ia, 
and believing what she does, it is diffi 
cult to see how she could have acted 
otherwise Tbe exclusion ot a D.vine 
Christ from the domain of historical 
fact, and the cardinal principle upon 
which it rents, namely the non ingér
ence of tbe divine in human history, is 
felt to be not only incompatible with 
Catholic faith, but subversive of Chris
tianity. For Christianity is nothing if 
not the religion of the Incarnation, 
and from the standpoint of the Cttholic 
Church, the very meaning and the 
whole significance of the l ie irnation is 
precisely that tbe divine did enter into 
our human life and history, and that 
God was born into this world, lived 
and walked, and taught in our midst, 
and that Ha was the author of the 
words that men heard from His human 
lips, and ot the woiks which they saw 
wrought by His human bauds. All 
this, and nothing less than this, the 
Church finds in the revealed truth that 
4 the Word was ma le Flesh, and dwelt 
among us.’ i

Nj one imagines that in this life, the 
Divine Nature in its essence becomes 
visible or tangible, but every «ne who 
accepts the Catholic view of the Incar 
i ation holds that a D.vine Person came 
here upon earth, and said divine words 
and d.d divine deeds which were aud 
ible aud visible, aud consequently mat 
cer of history, and of tine narration by 
the evaz-gelists. This presence and 
action of tho divine In tbe human life, 
made evidence in such a way that they 
could be witnessed to, and become the 
rational grou .dwork of the supernatural 
act of faith, are an essential part of 
Citholic Christianity. Ia fact, without 
it, our Christianity would bo bereft of 
any historical ba-is, and takan apart 
from this bed-rock of test loony, it 
would bo difficult to see how our faith 
could be anything more tha.n that blind 
subjective emotion which the Church 
has long since repudiated under the 
name of fldeism, or faith wii hout natural 
and rational foundation. It is needless 
to say that we do not save our souls by 
believing in history or by any mere 
intellectual p? rception, but we save 
them by faith—an assent of the intel
lect prompted by the will—believing 
with the h< lp of grace, the words and 
work of God, the saying and doing of 
which are entrenched in history. It 
was with a view to safeguai ding this 
supreme interest of the reasonable 
character of our service of faith that 
tbe Vatican Council affirmed that the 
obedience of faith was not a blind 
action of the mind, and that besides the 
inspiration of grace, it has to justify its 
wilful assent by having a basis of proof 

‘ divine facts,' and is thus brought 
into harm un y with reason.’ (See 

Dogmatic Constitution of the Vatican, 
Chap. HI ) That is only to say that, 
by the wise building of Him Who is at 
once the author of nature and of grace, 
teas n underlies faith, and the natural 
is tho groundwork of the supernatural. 
Thus, tbe Cathulii Church, not merely 
by the recent Encyclical, but by the 
teaching of the Ü5 nmenical Council of 
the Vatican, has taken up a position 
*hich must by its very meaning reibt 
to the uttermost any élimina ion of the 
divine element from the domain of 
Gospel history. That must stand in 
part for the answer to the question why 
Plus X has cjndunu?d the doctrines 
of the Modernists.

II —THE EVOLUTIONARY CONSCIOUSNESS 
OF CHRIST.

Under this second tenet of the Mod 
ernlst system, it may be observed that 
the collision between it aud the ac
cepted Catholic teaching travels hack 
once more to the oonSppt of the I near 
nation. The Catholic mind in think 
ing of Christ instinctively begins from 
tho side of the divine, for there alone 
is the Person, to Whom all His words 
and acts are assignable albeit operated 
in the human nature. It knows that to 
speak of Christ is to speak of God the 
Son, living, teaching, suffering in His 
humanity. It. will never accept as the 
relation between the human soul of 
Christ and His Godhead anything t-hort 
of a union which makes one personality. 
It regards as an evasion of Christianity 
any attempt to treat Christ as a mere 
glorified super-Human, a man uplifted 
into some vaguo or undefined closeness 
to Goi, or a man who has been merely 
filled or inspired by God, or a man 
differing only from the rest of men in 
somuoh as he has been vouchsafed an 
exceptional measure of religious exper
ience. Its reply to all such mincing 
formu’ie Is the simple and straightfor 
ward on?, that He is God—God made 
man lor our salvation—and in this 
truth it finds and feels the whole joy 
and strength of its Christianity. Tills 
concept of Christ — made clear at the 
Council of Ephesus fourteen centuries 
ago—will explain why the Catholic 
conscience recoils from certain views 
which Modernist writers have ex
pressed on the evolutionary character

of the human knowledge or conscious 
nesw of Christ, ft is n >C that the Cath 
olio Cnuroh cou'.d ever suppose that 
tne human soul of Christ possessed the 
absolute omnisci^noo ot His Godhead, 
for the Infinite cannot be contained in 
tho finite. But it is the common ao 

ted teaching, not merely of Catho
lic theol gians, but of Fathers a id 
C iuucIIs ol the Church, t hat by virtue 
of the personal union of His human «oui 
to the Godhead, F ever possessed a 
t-upoi-r x-elliog share in the divine 
kno <,ledge, and thus bad that power of 
snowing all that it wUhed or needed to 
know, which has been called relative 
omniscience, in such knowledge there 
is necesiitnly perfectibility, and theo
logians ol the school of St. Thomas 
have taught that there was & real, as 
well as an outward prog ess in Christ's 
numari knowledge and experience. I 
is not, therefore, that Catholic teaching 
derd. h any s >rt. of evolution, in the 
sense of progress, in the knowledge in 
the human rail d of Christ, but that it 
mai itains that such evolu .ion must he 
one that is compatible with tbe un 
spcakably close and personal union 
which subsisted from the beginning 
between Christ's feu nan soul and His 
Godhead. Toe least that would be in
volved as the resultant of this, the 
Hypostatic Union, from it-» inception 
would be the knowledge in the mind of 
Christ ol His own Godhead and His 
divine salvific purpose aud mission to 
mankind.

There are two points in which the 
Modernist doctrine stands out in con 
tradiction to this teaching.

In the first place, the Modernist 
i-ystem, by the very logic of what we 
may call its root principle, is con 
sprained to speak of the knowledge in 
the human mind *of Christ as the fruit 
of an exalted religious experience de 
lived from the divinity immanent in 
Him, ai d revealing itself to Him. As 
a result, the knowledge and the ex 
perience, although admittedly far above 
and beyond that which is given to the 
rest of men, is held to differ nob in 
kind, but only in measure from the 
knowledge and experience wtveh was 
commun to the prophets, or to the 
great founders and leaders of religions, 
such as Biddha, Confucius, Mahomet 
and others, in whom Goi was also im
manent, albeit revealing Himself iu a 
lower and less vivid degree. The 
Catholic Church cannot accept this 
puttii.g of Christ on the same plane, or 
the upper end of the'-same inclined 
plane, with merely human teachers, 
any more than she could accept the 
relationship between Goi and these 
human leaders of religions as so many 
sppn x:mat.e incarnations. No doubt 
the Incarnation, as tbe supreme union 
between God and man, has its analogies 
and its reflex in all the lesser relation
ships of the Creator aud the creature, 
and no doubt God makes a revelation 
of Himself, by the raturai light of 
reason or by the promptings of His 
grace, to ail men who seek Him in 
sincerity. But tho shadow is not the 
substance, and that such guidance 
given by God to IDs rational creatures 
should be in any sense comparable or 
co-ordinate with the infusion of divine 
knowledge which God the Son pours 
Into His own soul, by its personal union 
with His Godhead, is felt to be con 
trary to the unique and in commun! 
cable glory and dignicy of the Christ 
as understood and held by Catholic 
Christianity.

The second point in which this diver 
gence of principle makes itself feîb, and 
keenly felt, is in the question of the 
tx ent of the knowledge in the mind of 
Christ. While the Church recogn’zos 
that the soul of Christ as a creature 
must be bounded by those limitations 
which necessarily attach to a finite 
being — even when admitted to the 
vision of God—she repudiates any lack 
or defect of knowledge in Christ, which 
would be unworthy of the union of the 
divinity and the humanity in the In 
carnation, or inconsistent with the 
i ffije of the Redeemer. On the other 
hand , the Modernist governed in his 
exegesis by his tore g me principle of 
non-iugcrence. represents Christ as 
possessing in this human soul the know 
ledge which might well belong to a 
highly religious peasant of His age, 
place and period. I: is thus asserted 
chat Cnrist during the greater portion 
of His life was utterly unconscious of 
His own Divinity; that He had no con 
ception o' the Charon which was bo be 
later on founded by Ills followers ; that 
lie lived and died without any suspicion 
that He was the Saviour of mankind. 
In this we have the theory of Kanusia 
carried to a point in which It become* 
destructive of the Catholic concept of 
the Incarnation. This picture of an 
ignorant Christ, blundering p’teously 
over the nature and nearnvs> of His 
kingdom, waking up one day to make 
the discovery that Ho was God, and 
going to Hi» death without an inkling 
that by so doing II« was saving man
kind, or that His blood was tho price 
of man’s salvation, is not a Christ which 
tho Catholic conscience can in thé 
least recogn’za. It is not the Divine 
Christ whom we and millions of good 
Christians who are not Catholics have 
been taught to love and worship, and 
it is certainly not a Christ to whom we 
could ever bend the knee in adoration. 
Rather it is a pitiful caricature, from 
which we turn with indifference, if not 
with contempt. It is hardly surprising 
that the attempt to foist ib upon be
lieving souls as a substitute for tbe 
dearly lozed Christ and the cherished 
Christianity which the Church has 
preached for some twenty centuries, 
should have been deeply resented by 
faithful Catholics, and should have 
brought upon Modernises the Church's 
censure and condemnation.
Ill —THE SENSE-ORIGIN AND INSTAItlL 

ITY.OF DOGMA.
Perhaps the most fundamental and 

far-reaching of all the cV ft j fences bo- 
tween Modernism and Ca holioisna is to 
be found in the concept of dogma which
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the Modernist derives from his root 
principle as to the origin of religion.
Toe position of Catholicism as to the 
nature and value ot Jugma is suffi doubly 
well known and unmistakably clear, it 
holds that God who made man was 
pit ased to become his Teacher. That 

» to say, the Divine Intelligence has 
pukeii to tbe intelligence of man, no 

that man may bo enlightened and 
sanctified by thé divine truth, and to 
die w'ul of man that man may be won to 
the-likf.ness of tho divine life and boll 1 
ness God has thus spoken to the 
prophets, and through Ilm Divine 8jd, 
aud His utterance is called Revelation.
Mm m receiving and believing what 
G.»d has said to him is called faith. H 
is the supreme worship in which his 
intellect, the highest part of hi» nature, 
is bowed down In homage to the in
tellect of his M ikor, to bo completed 
by love or will worship in w tich the 
will of the Father is done upon earth 
as it is in Heaven. We may note that 
God in the work of revelation follows,
-is wj might expect, the lines of His 
own work in creation, and having made 
nan intelligent and loving, addresses 
llimself to his intelligence and to his 
heart, and to the heart through the in 
telligence, for we only love what we 
know. Tne voice of Catholicism to the 
nations is therefore : 4 Here is a mes 
sage of salvation, a body of truths 
which God has taught, and of laws 
Which God haS CGitiâütàüdvu, auu be
cause He has spoken them, they are 
true and holy, and they never can 
cease to be so.’

In this twj things are quite evident. 
F.rst it is held that the Divine mes
sage of revealed truth comes from God 
in order to bs known and understood.
It is therefore addressed to man's in
telligence, and by this (act it comes 
from G >d to an intelligible or intelleo 
fcive form, and as such, wo call it most 
aptly and appropriately the 4 word of 
God. ’ Secondly, the revealed truth in 
its intellective form (viz , appealing to 
the understanding) is- divine and im 
mutable fn the sense that it cm never 
be other than true. 4 The truth of the 

| Lord remaineth for ever.* Catholicism 
recognizes that it is precisely this 
intellective (It is unnecessary to say 
that in insisting on tho intellective 

integral character of revelation 
there is no question, as some have 
imagined, of involving any sort of ver
bal inspiration. All that it requires is 
that God shall put a truth in the mind 
of man in order that he may certainly I 
know it, aud may be able to commun i 
icate it to others) or mind appeal 
which is the great safeguard of intelli
gent and reasonable, as marked off 
from merely sentimental or emotional 
religion.

Such a body of revealed truth, or 
dogma, as it is called, Is, indeed, neces
sarily subject to a law of development 
m the sense that it become» iu the 
course of the ages more explicit. Bub 
by the nature of its origin it is a de
velopment which follows the character 
of revelation, just as revelation itself 
followed the character of creation, and 
is therefore a development from truth 
to truth. That is to say, it is a de 
velopment which has for its primary 
tern' or terminus a quo the truth mes
sage, as it came from the mied of the 
Maker, having stamped upon it, aud 
bearing upon it throughout in it* in
tellective form oi mind meaning, the 
stable and indestructible character 
which beloDgs to the Word of G ,»d.

Between this and the Modernist con
ception of dog na, and its developnent, 
there is a differeooe which goes down 
to the very foundations of the system. 
The Modernist begins, not with a com
munication of truth from God bo the 
miuttrf man, bat with a mere manifes
tât iSKnade by G»d H 'uself as imman 
eot in the conscience, to the religious 
sense. What man receives from God is 
not a truth-message, but a feeling of 
religious experience. This the Mod 
ernist calls revelation, and with it so 
to speak, God’* part begins and ends. 
But man handles his feeling or ie!ig 
ious experience, aud, by use of his in
tellect, seeks to explain it to himself. 
In doing so he gives it an infcellec ive 
expressio . and transforms it into terms 
of dogma Thus the intellective ex
pression and the transformation are 
not God’s work, but man’s own work, 
and one for which man and not God is 
responsible. I > this way dogma as an 
expression of revelation is put up m a 
purely human foundation. The dog
matic truths—tho Incarnation, the Re 
demption, the Resurrection, formulated 
for belief, become mere human and in 
adequate symbols which may be help 
ful at one time and useless and harm 
ful at another. The instability as well 
as the fallibility of dogma becomes a 
law and a necessity of the system. I os 
terminus a quo is not truth but sense, 
and its evolution, in so far as it has 
any, would not be a development in 
which something remains tho same, 
losing nothing which it has h\i while 
growing fuller and clearer, but a mere 
succession of transformations in which 
one intellective form is cast aside to 
make way for another. Such a series 
of substitutions might indicate at most 
a development of the religious sente 
underlying the transformations, but it 
would no more be a development of 
doctrine or dogma, than the succession 
of the views in a kaleid >scope wquld be 
a development of Its first repreïtenta- 
bion.

Readers of Cardinal Newman's Essay 
on the Development of Doctrine -a de
velopment presupposing txbernai reve
lation and p Qeeeding Irom an original 
body of revealed truth as a terminus 
a. quo by a law according to which all 
that was first given ia preserved, and in 
which the latest product, to be genuine, 
must have existed in the original germ 
will recognise at once the chasm that 
separates this teaching, which is clearly 
compatible with the stability of dogma, 
from tho destructive sense-transforma
tion theory of the Modernist, which 
demands and requires its utter instabil
ity and, ii I may say so, treats Chris
tian doctrines an mere soap bubbles 
blown by the intellect from the pipe of 
religions experience. According to 
this theory, it would be open to any 
Christian who found himself no longer 
spiritually helped by the dogma of the 
Atonement to discard ibs fact value and

take simply Christ’s death as an edify
ing example i f hulf kacriflce, and in like 
meaner to regard the Ucmneo ion not 
as an historical fact, but—to ute tint | 
phrase of an eminent French Modern 
ist --as a round about way of saying 
that ‘Christ is our contemporary.' ; 
Even the Incarnation itself might c »me 
to be treated as merely a cumbrous and i 
crude matter of fret expression of tho 
immanence of God in all. but especially ! 
in the highly exalted spiritual creation. 
In this protoks the whole of the Nicene 
Creed could gradually be disposed of, 
under tbe plea of reaching a higher 
aud more helpful significance, or 
rendering of the religious sense, and 
the system would eventuate not in the 
development, bit in the dissolution of 
dogma. The Catholic Church could 
hardly be expected to stand by, mute 
and with arms folded, while the whole 
dogmatic system of Christian faith was 
baing cast into the melting-pot of the 
Modernists. The Eucyclical of Pius 
X. has struck straight at the whole 
fallacy, and not so much by any fresh 
decision, but by re-uttering the con
demnation which su3h errors have 
already received some forty years ago 
in the Decrees of the Vatican Council. 
These Decrees affirmed with the auth 
orlty of a General Council the great 
foundational truths—the fact of an ex 
ternal Revelation, the nature of faith 
as a mental assent, the perpetuity and 
stability and :hc character of
true, as distinguished from false, doc 
trinal development.

A curious form of mlsooncep ion 
which seems to have found a place in 
tbe mind of some critics in haste has 
been the supposition that iu the recent 
Encyclical the Pope has condemned 
the wh de principle of doctrinal de
velopment. That indeed would be 
passing strange in view of the (act that 
this principle, essentially Catholic, is 
stamped upon the whole face of Church 
history, and is seen in full workirg, 
even in the earliest? Councils. It was 
noted by the Schoolmen, who marked

©bucrtticnml.
St Jerome's College. BEI,ci«o«
Commorchil course — latoM Im-iinsHs oolltigt 
features. High School cgumu — prupurailou 
for matricule Ion and prufeht-lorml 8'miles. 
College or Arte coure pi paratlon for degrees 
amt BvminaiJen, Natural Science courue — 
thoroughl» . qulvn d experimental labora
tories. Critical KiitfllHh Literature recel vos 
special attention. Ki at-clan b a d and tuition 
only $150.00 per annum, dead for ealitliigui 
giving full particulars.

HEV. A. L ZINGER, C. R . PRES

of tho Vatican Council —an affirmation 
on which the recent Encyclical dis
tinctly layn special stress. Hence the 
last thirg which could be reasonably 
imputed to tbe Church or to Pius X. 
would be any intention to impugn the 
principle of dogmatic development. 
Rather is it that j ist because thé prin
ciple is st» precious and so vital, the 
Holy See has felt it to be a matter of 
supreme importance that it should be 
safeguarded irom crude exaggerations, 
and most of all from being robbed of 
the mp j'isty of its stability, and thus be 
deformed and degraded into a mere 
succession of temporary transforma
tions. .

Not a little obscurity has been im
ported into this consideration by push
ing too far and very recklessly the 
patent distinction between a dogmatic 
truth and its expression or formula. A 
dogma uiay be a uèuenmu\y truth, like 
the doctrine concerning G d's life and 
nature, and as such it is eternally true. 
Or it may be a fact-truth, like the In
carnation, and as such it is everlasting
ly true*. Fur if it be true at all that 
God beoan-e tran, a fact once a fact is 
always a fact, and not even God Him
self could destroy it. So far we may 
note the indestructible permanence 
of dogmatic truth in itself. Tne 
next question is the permanence of 
its formulation. The relation between 
a dogmatic truth and a formula which 
accurately expresses it, is Inherent, 
and is not by its nature a provisional

.. „ .... ,___. ; or passing one. As long as words meanIt a» a erowth from within, and not | . ^ t
from without, in their dictum non pro- 
fectus fidei in fideli, sed profecttis fide I 
lis in fide It wa« minutely discussed 
at the Council of Florense in 1438, and 
described by its name of 4 development ’ ; 
or ' unfolding ’ as contra-dietingulshed 
from accretion or 4 addition ’ from with
out. It was in fact the chief argument 
of tho Archbishop of Rhodes and of 
Bes‘iarion in the debates with the 
Greeks over the admission of the F il i 
oque. Its laws and tests have happily 
received classic treatment at the hands 
of Cardinal Newman, and its place in 
the system of Catholic belief has been 
affirmed in the Dogmatic Constitution

what they tcean— and in a stable lan
guage and for the overwhelming major 
ity of their number, that will be for 
ages —and in their historic sense in 
perpetuity—- tbe bond of expressiveness 
between truth aud formula is in one 
sense a natural one and cannot be
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