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THE DIVINE TRINITY

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

1. It belongs to the first treatise of Dogmatic
Theology (De Deo Uno) to show that God is
one and personal. The pantheistic fiction of an
impersonal God is sufficiently exploded by the
Almighty’s own solemn declaration (Gen. III,
14): “I am Who am.”!

Whether the infinite personality of God must be con-
ceived as simple or multiplex, is a matter which human
reason cannot determine unaided. On the strength of
the inductive axiom, “ Quot sunt naturae, tot sunt per-
sonae,” we should rather be tempted to attribute but
one personality to the one Divine Nature. Positive
Revelation tells us, however, that there are in God three
really distinct persons: Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.
This fundamental dogma, which essentially differentiates
the Christian from the Pagan, from the Jewish, and from
the Mohammedan conceptions of God, is designated
in the technical Latin of the Church as “ Trinitas,” a
term first used, so far as we know, by Theophilus of
Antioch ? and Tertullian,® and which later became cur-

1 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss: God: His Autolycum, see Bardenhewer-Shahan,
Knowability, Essence, and Attri-  Patrology, pp. 66 sq., Freiburg and
butes, St. Louis 1911, St. Louis 1908. On the word rpzds,

2 Ad Autolyc., II, 15: Tpuddos cfr. Newman, Athanasius, II, 473
ToU feot kal Néyov kal Tijs goplas  sq., oth ed., London 1903.)
avrov.” (On the three books Ad 3 De Pudicitia, ¢, 21: ‘ Trinitas

1



2 THE DIVINE TRINITY

rent in ecclesiastical usage and was embodied in the
Creeds.* In the private symbolum of St. Gregory
Thaumaturgus mention is made of a “ perfect Triad”
(rptas TeXela). Didymus the Blind, Cyril of Alexandria,
Hilary, Ambrose, and Augustine have written separate
treatises “ On the Trinity.”

2. Unity, simplicity, and unicity are as essen-
tial to the mystery of the Blessed Trinity as the
concept of triunity itself. Hence it is not sur-
prising that all these momenta were equally em-
phasized by the early Fathers.

Thus we read in the Athanasian Creed:® “[lfa ut
per ommia . . . et unmitas in Trinitate, et Trinitas in
unitate veneranda sit— So that in all things . . . the
Unity in Trinity, and the Trinity in Unity is to be
worshipped.” The first canon of the Lateran Council
held under Pope Martin the First® reads thus: “Si
quis secundum sanctos Patres non confitetur proprie
et weraciter Patrem, et Filium, et Spiritum Sanctunt,
Trinitatein in unitate et unitatem in Trinitate . . . con-
demnatus sit— If any one does not with the Holy
Fathers profess properly and truly the Father, and the
Son, and the Holy Ghost, Trinity in Unity and Unity
in Trinity, let him be anathema.”” If we pay special
regard to the note of threeness, the Trinity presents
itself mainly as a threefold personality in one Divine
Nature. If, on the other hand, we accentuate the note
of unity, the Trinity presents itself as Triunity (triuni-

unius divinitatis, Pater et Filius et 5 Quoted by Denzinger-Bannwart,
Spiritus Sanctus.” Lchin S 3a:

4 Denzinger-Bannwart, Enchiridi- 8 A. D. 649.
on Symbolorum, ed. 10, nn. 213, 7 Quoted by Denzinger-Bannwart,

232, Friburgi Brisgoviae 1908. Nn. 254.
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tas),® a term which expresses the numeric unity of the
Godhead common to all three Divine Hypostases. Both
points of view are not only legitimate in themselves, but
demanded by the nature of the mystery and the heret-
ical distortions to which it has been subjected. As
against those Antitrinitarians who (like the Monarchians,
the Sabellians, and the Subordinationists) exaggerate
the notion of unity so as to deny a true and immanent
Trinity in the Godhead, Dogmatic Theology has to prove
the existence of three really distinct Persons. In re-
futing the opposite heresy of Tritheism, which exag-
gerates the notion of threeness and postulates three sep-
arate divine natures, substances, or essences, it is neces-
sary to show that the Divine Trinity is a Triunity.

3. Antitrinitarianism in both of its antithetical
forms is by no means a thing of the past, but
under various guises still has numerous adher-
ents.

Whilst the few remaining partisans of Gilinther’s the-
ological system continue to teach a sort of veiled Trithe-
ism, present-day Socinians, Unitarians, and Rationalists
move entirely within the circle of the heretical notions
of Sabellius. Kantian Rationalism debases the mystery
of the Most Holy Trinity by treating it as a mere
symbol indicative of the power, wisdom, and love of
God. The school of Hegel pantheistically explains the
Father as “das Ansichsein des Absoluten,” the Son as
“das Anderssein des Absoluten in der Welt]” and the
Holy Ghost as “die Riickkchr des Absoluten zu sich
selber im menschlichen Selbstbewusstsein”— for the
meaning of which obscure phrases we must refer the

8 Cfr. Isidor. Hispal., Etymol., VII, 4.
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reader to the learned author of The Secret of Hegel.
Schleiermacher does not deny the Trinity, but according
to him it is such an unessential ‘“ mode of existence of
the Divine Being ” that he has acted wisely in relegating
it to the appendix of his Glaubenslehre. The position
of liberal Protestant theology at the present day is well
stated by Adolph Harnack when he says:® ‘ Already
in the second century Christ’s [natural] birth into this
world assumed the rank of a supernatural, and later
on that of an eternal generation, and the fact of being
begotten, or passive generation itself, became the char-
acteristic note of the second Person [in the Blessed
Trinity]. Similarly, in the fourth century the promised
[temporal] ‘mission’ of the Holy Ghost assumed the
character of an ‘eternal mission’ and became the dis-
criminating badge of the third Person within the Holy
Triad. Nowhere have we a more characteristic example
of what the imagination is capable of doing when it
undertakes to evolve ideas,” With the exception of
the relatively few champions of Lutheran orthodoxy,
whose number is, moreover, constantly dwindling, mod-
ern Protestantism no longer holds the Christian idea
of the Blessed Trinity. Liberal theology is everywhere
triumphing over orthodoxy. The demand, which is con-
stantly growing louder and more widespread, even in
this country, that no specific creed be imposed upon the
members of any denomination, ultimately strikes at the
dogma of the Holy Trinity and that of the Divinity of
Christ. Among German divines Kriiger confesses this
quite openly.?® Catholic theology, which alone upholds
the banner of true Christian belief, in asserting and de-
fending the dogma of the Trinity finds it necessary above

9 Dogmengeschichte, 3rd ed., Vol. 10 In his book, Dreifaltigkeit und
II, p. 281, Freiburg 1894. Gottmenschheit, Leipzig 1905.
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all to demonstrate by the modern scientific method that
this dogma is truly and clearly revealed by God, that it
is solidly founded in Christian Tradition, and that it
does not, as unbelievers allege, involve a contradiction.

4. Since theistic philosophy is unable to estab-
lish this dogma on the basis of unaided human
reason, the Catholic theologian is compelled to
adhere closely to the teaching of the Church.
He must first believe; then he may inquive.

The most perfect and complete Trinitarian formula
that has come down to us from Patristic times is that
composed by the Eleventh Council of Toledo, A. D. 675.1*
We prefer to base our exposition on the briefer and
more perspicuous formula contained in the Athanasian
Creed, which has the additional advantage of being
vested with the primary authority due to an ancient Chris-
tian symbol. The dogma of the Most Holy Trinity is
there set forth in the following terms:** “ Fides ca-
tholica haec est, ut unum Deum in Trinitate, et Trinitatem
i unitate vemeremur; neque confundentes personas,
neque substantiom separantes; alia est enim persona
Patris, alia Filii, alia (et) Spiritus Sancti; sed Patris
et Filii et Spiritus Sancti una est divinitas, aequalis
gloria, coaeterna maiestas. . . . Pater a nullo est factus
nec creatus nec genitus. Iilius o Patre solo est, non

11 Denzinger-Bannwart, Enchiri-  distinction. In later times the

dion, nn. 275 sqq. This symbol first
treats of the Three Divine Persons
in succession; then, in three further
sections, it develops and sets forth
the general doctrine, ziz.: (1) the
true unity of substance; (2) the real

Trinity of the Persons; (3) the in-

separable union of the Three Divine
Persons, demanded by their very

dogma received a more distinct for-
mulation only in two points, both
directed against most subtle forms
of separation and division in God.
Cfr. Wilhelm-Scannell, 4 Manual of
Catholic Theology Based on Schee-
ben’s * Dogmatik,” Vol. I, p. 262,
London 1899.
12 Denzinger-Bannwart, n. 4o.
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factus mnec creatus, sed genitus. Spiritus Sanctus a
Patre et Filio, non factus nec creatus nec genitus, sed
procedens — The Catholic faith is this, that we wor-
ship one God in Trinity and Trinity in Unity, neither
confounding the Persons, nor dividing the Substance.
For there is one Person of the Father, another of the
Son, and another of the Holy Ghost. But the Godhead
of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost is
all one, the glory equal, the majesty co-eternal. . . .
The Father is made of none, neither created, nor be-
gotten. The Son is of the Father alone; not made, nor
created, but begotten. The Holy Ghost is of the Father
and of the Son: neither made, nor created, nor begotten,
but proceeding.” *®

The chief points of our dogma may therefore be sum-
marized thus: In essence, substance, and nature there
is but one God. However, the Divine Nature does not
subsist in one single Person or Hypostasis, but in
three distinct Persons, i. e., Father, Son, and Holy
Ghost, who do not coalesce after the manner of
mere logical momenta, but are really distinct from one
another, so much so that the one is not the other.
They are not distinct in virtue of their nature, which
is numerically the same in all three, but solely in virtue
of the relative opposition by which the Son is begotten
by the Father, while the Holy Ghost proceeds alike
from the Father and the Son. The mystery peculiar
to this sublime dogma arises from the mutual relations
of the two principal concepts — Nature” and “ Per-
son.” Within the domain of human experience every

13 The full English text of the Encyclopedia, s. wv.— Cfr. Pohle-
Athanasian Creed, together with a  Preuss, God: His Knowability, Es-
critical account of its provenance sence, and Attributes, p. 318, note
and probable authorship, may be 6; F. J. Hall, The Trinity, pp. 18
found in Vol. II of the Catholic sqq., New York 1910.
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complete nature is at the same time a separate hypos-
tasis; in other words, every rational nature is eo ipso
a distinct person. Hence the axiom, “Tot sunt hy-
postases, quot sunt naturae.”” But this axiom has no
metaphysical value, and cannot be applied to God,
since Revelation expressly teaches that “ Nature” and
“ Person” do not coincide either in reality or in con-
ception. As we acknowledge three Persons in the one
Divine Nature, so conversely we believe that there are
in Christ two complete natures, the one divine, the other
human, both subsisting in one and the same person, 1. e.,
the Divine Person of the Logos-Son. This revealed
truth compels Catholic philosophy to draw a sharp dis-
tinction between “ Nature” and ““ Person,” as we shall
show more fully further down.

Since the essence of the mystery consists in
this that “we worship one God in Trinity, and
Trinity in Unity,” we may consider the Blessed
Trinity first as Trinity in Unity (Trinitas n
Unitate), or threefold personality; and, secondly,
as Unity in Trinity (Unitas i Trinitate) or
Triunity. We shall accordingly divide the sub-
ject-matter of this treatise into two parts.

GENERAL READINGS: — Above all St. Aug.,, De Trinit. 1l. XV
(translated into English by A. W. Haddan in Dods’s Works of
Aurelius Augustine, Vol. VII, Edinburgh 1873); and, by way
of commentary, Th. Gangauf, Des hl. Augustinus spekulative
Lehre won Gott dem Dreieinigen, 2nd ed., Ratisbon 1883.—
The Monologium S. Anselmi and Petr. Lomb., Sent, 1, dist.
I sqq.— Rich. a S. Victore, De Trinitate 1. VI, takes a rather
independent attitude.— Besides St. Bonaventure (Comment. in
Libros Sent., I) cfr. *St. Thomas, S. Theol., 1a, qu. 27-43 (Bon-
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joannes-Lescher, Compendium, pp. 71 sqq.) and Contr. Gent., IV,
1-26, together with the various commentaries on these great
works. — A very good treatise is *Ruiz, De Trinit., Lugd. 162s.
— The student will also find it profitable to consult Greg. de
Valentia, De Trinit. 1. V; and Ysambert, De Mysterio Trinitatis;
Wilhelm-Scannell, 4 Manual of Catholic Theology Based on
Scheeben’s “ Dogmatik,” Vol. 1, pp. 257-354, 2nd ed., London
1809; S. J. Hunter, S. J., Outlines of Dogmatic Theology, Vol.
II, pp. 145-215, 2nd ed, London and New York sa.; F. J.
Hall (Anglican), The Trinity, New York 1g10.

The teaching of the Fathers can be studied in the copious
quotations extracted from their works by Petavius, Dogm., t.
II, and Thomassin, Dogm., t. III.

In addition to the various manuals of special dogmatic the-
ology, consult particularly *Kuhn, Christliche Lehre wvon der
gottlichen Dreicinigkeit, Tub. 1857; Franzelin, De Deo Trino,
ed. 3, Romae 1833; Régnon, Etudes sur la Ste Trinité, 4 vols.,
Paris 1872-1898; L. Janssens, De Deo Trino, Friburgi 1900;
Stentrup, De SS. Trinitatis Mysterio, Oeniponte 1808; Lépicier,
De SS. Trinitate, Parisiis 1902; Souben, Théologie Dogmatique,
II: “Les Personnes Divines,” Paris 1903; Newman, Select
Treatises of St. Athanasius, Vol. II, pp. 315 sqq.— Further
references in the text.— For the history of the dogma, sece
Newman, “Causes of the Rise and Successes of Arianism”
(Tracts Theological and Ecclesiastical, new ed., London 18gs,
pp. 130-299) ; Adrian Fortescue, The Orthodox Eastern Church,
pp. 110, 135 sqq., London 1907; IpEM, The Greek Fathers, passim,
London 1908 — Bardenhewer-Shahan, Patrology, pp. 66, 65, 185,
210, 259, 281, 2901, 300, 308.—*]J. Lebreton, S. J., Les Origines
du Dogme de la Trinité, Vol. 1, Paris 1910; J. Tixeront, His-
tory of Dogmas (English tr.), Vol. I, pp. 33, 68, 83, 92, 107,
115 sqq., 122, 134, 175, 215, 221, 233, 247, 263, 303, 310 sqq., 327
sqq., 381 sq., 383, 389, 416 sq., 421, St. Louis 19I0.

* The asterisk before an author’s
name indicates that his exposition
of the subject is especially clear
and thorough. As St. Thomas is
invariably the best guide, the omis-
sion of the asterisk before his name

never means that we consider his
work in any way inferior to that
of others. There are vast stretches
of dogmatic theology which he
scarcely touched,



PART I

THE HOLY TRINITY IN UNITY,
OR THE THREEFOLD PER-
SONALITY OF GOD*

Both the fact that (6m éorw), and the intrinsic reason
why (861 éorw) there are Three Persons in God, is
positively revealed to us in the doctrine of the inner-
divine processions (Filiation and Spiration). They form
part of the immediate deposit of the faith, and consti-
tute the dogma of the Divine Trinity. We have first to
prove the fact of the threefold personality of God from
Sacred Scripture (Chapter I) and Tradition (Chapter
II); then (Chapter III) we shall enter into a dogmatic
consideration of the cause of this fact, viz.: the mys-
terious vital processes immanent in the Godhead which
are called “ Filiation ” and “ Spiration.” In a conclud-
ing Chapter (IV) we shall discuss the speculative the-
ological development of the dogma.

1 Cfr. Newman, Select Treatises  Holy Trinity in Unity,” pp. 315-

of St. Athanasius, Vol. II (Being 32s, oth ed., London 1903.
an Appendix of Illustrations), *‘ The



CHAPTER I

GOD’S THREEFOLD PERSONALITY PROVED FROM
SACRED SCRIPTURE

There are traces of the dogma in the Old
Testament, but they are rather indefinite and
obscure unless viewed in the light of the New
Testament. It is upon the latter, therefore,
that the Scriptural argument is almost exclusively
based. After briefly rehearsing the Old Testa-
ment intimations (§1), we will marshal the
Trinitarian texts contained in the New Testa-
ment in a double series, first citing those which
treat of all three Divine Persons together (§2),
and secondly those which refer to only one of
the three Divine Persons without mentioning
the other two (§3). The dogma of the Holy
Trinity is immutably grounded in the Unity of
the Divine Essence. Accordingly, throughout
the triple argument upon which we are about
to enter for the purpose of tracing out the hy-
postatic differences of the Three Divine Persons,
it will be important not to lose sight of the mono-
theistic foundation on which alone this dogma

can be built up.
I0



SECTION 1

THE THREEFOLD PERSONALITY OF GOD FORESHAD-
OWED IN THE OLD TESTAMENT

I. PRIMITIVE INTIMATIONS OF THE DoGMA.—
Some theologians take the plural form of several
of the names attributed to Jehovah® in the OId
Testament as an obscure intimation of the dogma
of the Trinity.

We are not inclined to press this argument. Neither
do we attach much importance to the theory of Clement
of Alexandria, Origen, and Augustine, who point to the
expression NUNI3in Gen. I, 1 as a proof for the
Logos, explaining “in principio ” to mean “in Verbo, i.
e., Filio.” Upon close scrutiny this more than doubtful
interpretation turns out to be of later origin and ex-
egetically unsupported.? In Gen. I, 26 sq., however,
we come upon what appears to be a definite allusion
to the mystery of the Divine Trinity: * Faciamus
hominem ad tmaginem et similitudinem mnostram. . . .
Et creavit Deus hominem ad tmaginem suam — Let us
make man to our image and likeness. . . . And God
created man to his own image.” The hortatory subjunc-
tive plural which heads verse 26, and is followed by an
indicative verb in the singular in verse 27, cannot be

2 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, God: His 8 Cfr. Patrizi, De Interpret. Script.
Knowability, Essence, and Attri- Sacrae, 1. 11, qu. 2.

butes, pp. 134 sqq.

II
2



12 OLD TESTAMENT INTIMATIONS

taken as a pluralis maiestaticus, nor yet as addressed to
the angels; for man was not created to the image of the
angels, but to that of God Himself.

There is a similar passage in Gen. XI, 7 sq.: “ Come
ye, therefore, let us go down, and there confound their
tongue. . . . And so the Lord scattered them.”* Many
theologians in this connection recall the liturgical bless-
ing of the priests, Num. VI, 24 sqq., which they regard
as a parallel to the Christian formula, ““ In the name of
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.”
This Old Testament benediction, dictated by Yahweh
Himself to Moses, is as follows: “ The Lord bless thee
and keep thee. The Lord show his face to thee, and
have mercy on thee. The Lord turn his countenance to
thee and give thee peace.”

The clearest allusion to the mystery of the Blessed
Trinity in the Old Testament is probably the so-called
Trisagion of Isaias (VI, 3): “Holy, holy, holy, the
Lord God of Hosts, all the earth is full of his glory,”
which is rightly made much of by many Fathers and
not a few theologians. This triple “Holy” refers to
an ecstatic vision of the Godhead, by which Isaias
was solemnly called and consecrated as the Prophet
of the Incarnate Word, an office which won for him
the title of the “ Evangelist” among the four major
prophets.®

2. THE ANGEL OF JEHOVAH IN THE THE-
OPHANIES.—The various apparitions commonly
known as theophanies, in which Yahweh figures
both as sender and messenger, mark the grad-

4 For the Patristic interpretation of this passage consult Petavius, De
Trinitate, 11, 7.
5 Cfr. John XII, 41.



THE ANGEL OF JEHOVAH 13

ual breaking of the dawn in the history of our
dogma.

The God who is sent is called mm qs?r_o, i e,

senger, Angelus Domini, the word angelus being here
employed in its literal sense of dyyelos, from dyyéAdew,
to send. Since the “ Angel of Jehovah” is described
as MM, 4. e, true God, we have in these theophanies

two distinct persons, both of them Yahweh, the one
“sending” and .the other “sent.” An apparition of
this character was the angel who spoke words of com-
fort to Hagar shortly before the birth of her son Ismael ®
in the desert. According to Gen. XVIII, 1 sqq., “the
Lord [m7'] appeared to [Abraham] in the vale of

Mambre,” in order to announce to him the destruction
of Sodom and Gomorrha.”

Probably the most familiar of the Old Testament
theophanies is the apparition of the Angel of Jehovah
in the Burning Bush. Exod. III, 2: “ Apparuit ei Nim

q&?@ in flamma ignis de medio rubi— And the Lord ap-

peared to him [Moses] in a flame of fire out of the
midst of a bush.” It is to be noted that the Lord who
appears to Moses is Jehovah Himself. Exod., III, 14:
“ God said to Moses: I ax wimo aM.” Viewing this
apparition in the light of the New Testament Revela-
tion, the appearing God can be none other than the
Logos, or Son of God, because the Father cannot be
“sent.” True, the Holy Ghost may also be ““ sent;” but
He cannot have appeared in the bush to Moses because
the prophets expressly identify the “ Angel of Jehovah ”
with the future Messias (i. e., Christ). Cir. Is. IX, 6

8 Gen. XVI, 7 sqq. general, H. P. Liddon, The Divin-

7 On this passage, cfr. Newman, ity of Our Lord and Saviour Jesus
Select Treatises of St. Athanasius,  Christ, pp. 78 sqq., London 1867.
II, 267 sq.; on the theophanies in

1I1ES=



14 OLD TESTAMENT INTIMATIONS

(in the version of the Septuagint):  MeydAys Bov)is
dyyexos, Magni consilii angelus;” Mal. IIT, 1: ““ Angelus
testamenti.” The interpretation here adopted is com-
mon to all the Fathers. Thus St. Hilary teaches:
“Deus igitur est, qui et angelus est, quia qui et angelus
Dei est, Deus est ex Deo natus. Dei autem angelus ob
id dictus, quic magni consilii est angelus. Deus autem
idem postea demonstratus est, ne qui Deus est esse
angelus [creatus) crederetur.” ®

It is quite another question whether in these theoph-
anies the Logos directly appeared as God in visible form,
or through the intermediate agency of an angel. In the
latter case the apparitions might with equal propriety
be styled “angelophanies.” St. Augustine took this
view, without, however, denying the theophanic character
of such angelophanies. He held that a created angel
visibly appeared as the representative of God in such a
manner that the words he spoke must be understood as
coming not from the actual speaker but from Jehovah
himself. This opinion was shared by Athanasius, Basil,
Cyril of Alexandria, Eusebius, Chrysostom, Jerome,
Gregory the Great, and others.® The great majority of
the Schoolmen espoused it mainly for the reason that
the Second Person of the Most Holy Trinity had never
appeared visibly upon earth prior to His Incarnation.®
The first immediate theophany of the Logos, they argued,
coincided with the Incarnation; therefore in the Old
Testament theophanies He must have employed angels
as His representatives.

8 De Trinit.,, IV, n. 24.— Cfr. mat., t. II, third ed.,, p. 262, Fri-

Newman, * Causes of the Rise and
Successes of Arianism,” in Tracts
Theol. and Ecclesiastical, pp. 212
sq., new ed.,, London 189s.

9 Cfr. Chr. Pesch, Praelect. Dog-

burgi 1906; — Newman, [l c¢.; Lid-
don, op. cit., 85 sq.

10 Cfr. Hebr. I, 1 sqq.; 1I, 1 sqq.,
et passim.
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3. Tue FuTture MEssias As TRUE Gob.—The
Messianic prophecies of the Old Testament were
primarily designed to emphasize the Divinity of
the future Messias. Hence Christ Himself and
" His Apostles justly appealed to them to prove
not only the divine mission but likewise the Di-
vinity of the Saviour and the fact that He was
truly the Son of God.

Among the prophets Isaias speaks most clearly and
emphatically. Not only does he refer to the Messias as
“the Wonderful, the Counsellor, the Prince of Peace,”
but also as “ God the Mighty, the Father of the world to
come.” ** He styles Him “ Emmanuel,” 7. ¢., God with
us.? It is expressly said of Him that ““ God himself will
come and will save you.” ** And again: * Prepare ye
the way of the Lord. . . . Behold, the Lord God shall
come with strength.”* “His name shall be called
God.” **  In Zach. XII, 10, God prophesies His own cru-
cifixion: “Et adspicient ad me, quem confixerunt et
plangent eum — And they shall look upon me, whom
they have pierced; and they shall grieve over him.” ¢

The Messianic Psalms complete the picture outlined
by the prophets; nay, they go far beyond the Ilat-
ter both in emphasizing the difference of persons by
a contra-position of the pronouns “I” and “thou,”
and also by indicating that the relation existing between
the First and the Second Person of the Blessed Trinity
is a relation of Father to Son, based upon Filiation.
At the same time they do not omit to accentuate the

11 1s, IX, 6; cfr. Luke I, 32. 14Is. XL, 3, 10; cfr, Mark I, 3.

12 Is, VII, 14; cfr. Matth. I, 23. 16T HIENGR6T
18 Is. XXXV, 4; cfr. Matth. XI, 5. 16 Cfr. John XIX, 37.
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undivided nature of both Divine Persons, which they
express by the word nin:. Thus especially Ps. 1I, 7:
“Dominus [ M) divit ad me: Filius meus es tu, ego
hodie genut te — The Lord hath said to me: Thou art
my son, this day I have begotten thee.” ** Similarly Ps.
CIX, 1-3: “Dixit Dominus Domino meo ['3ind nim
sede a dexteris wmeis; . .. ex utero ante luciferum
genui te — The Lord said to my Lord: Sit thou at
my right hand . . . from the womb before the day star
I begot thee.”® If the future Messias is the ‘ Son
of God,” and at the same time Jehovah, it is obvious
that there must also be a “ Father” who is Jehovah.
Consequently, there must be two Divine Persons in one
Divine Nature. This notion was so familiar to the Jews
that Jesus, in order to prove His Divinity, had merely to
advert to the fact that He was the Son of God to pro-
voke them to anger and blasphemy.’® They well knew
that to admit His Divine Sonship was tantamount to
recognizing His Divinity.?

4. THE TEACHING OF THE SAPIENTIAL BOOKS.
—A great step towards the complete unfolding
of the mystery is made by the Sapiential Books.**
There we find the notion of Hypostatic Wisdom
closely blended with that of Filiation, and are
given to understand that the Filiation which
takes place within the Godhead is a purely spirit-
ual process, and that He Who is “begotten by

17 Cfr. Hebr, I, 5. For further information on this
18 Cfr. Math. XXII, 42 sqq. point, see infra, § 3.
19 Cfr, John V, 18; X, 33. 21 Prov. VIII; Wisd., VII sqq.;

20 Cfr, John I, 32 sqq.; I, 49; IX, Ecclus, XXIV.
35 sqq.; Luke I, 35 sqq., et passim.
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God” must be essentially conceived as “Begotten
Wisdom” (Logos).

The Sapiential Books speak of Uncreated, Divine Wis-
dom in a manner which leaves no doubt that they mean
more than a personified attribute. The following texts
read like parallel passages to certain verses of St.
John’s Gospel. Prov. VIII, 24 sqq. “Nondum erant
abyssi et ego [i. e., sapientia] diam concepta eram:

. . ante colles [i. e., ab acterno] ego parturiebar. . . .
Cum eo [scil. Deo] eram, cuncta componens et delec-
tabar per singulos dies, ludens coramn eo ommni tempore,
ludens in orbe terrarum, et deliciae meae esse cum filiis
hominum — The depths were not as yet, and I [Wis-
dom] was already conceived . . . before the hills I was
brought forth. . . . I was with him [God] forming all:
and was delighted every day, playing before him at all
times: and my delights [were] to be with the children
of men.” The subject of this passage is obviously not
a divine attribute, but a Divine Person, who is called
“ Conceived Wisdom.” The expression, “I was with
him,” ®2 has a parallel in John I, 1: “ The Word was
with God” (Verbum erat apud Dewm; wpds tov @edv).
The Book of Wisdom,*® in designating Divine Wisdom
as “a vapor of the power of God” (vapor virtutis Det),
‘““a certain pure emanation of glory” (emanatio clari-
tatis), ‘ the brightness of eternal light” (candor lucis),
“the unspotted mirror of God’s majesty ” (speculum
maiestatis), ““ the image of his goodness” (imago boni-
tatis), reminds one of the manner in which St. Paul char-
acterizes Christ’s relationship to God the Father,? 4. e., as

22 ““ Cum eo eram ”; the Septua- 23 Wisd. VII, 25 sqq.
gint has: fungr wap' avT@; the 24 Hebr. I, 3.

Hebrew: 153)3 .
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“the brightness of his glory, and the figure of his sub-
stance ” (splendor gloriae et figura substantiae eins). The
following sentence,® “ And thy wisdom with thee, which
knoweth thy works, which then also was present when
thou madest the world — Et fecum (perd ocov) sapientia
tua, quae novit opera tua, quae et affuit tunc, quum orbem
terrarum faceres (mdpovoa dte émoles Tov kdapov),” is again
distinctly Johannine in style and sentiment. The same
impression is conveyed by Ecclus. XXIV, 5: “I came
out of the mouth of the most High [as the Word], the
firstborn before all creatures.” 2°

In view of this striking concordance between the
Sapiential Books of the Old Testament and the Gospel
of St. John, it is not astonishing that certain learned
Jewish rabbis at a later period elaborated an independ-
ent theory of the “ Word of God,” called Memrah,*
by which they endeavored to explain the Old Testa-
ment teaching regarding Wisdom without any reference
to Christ®® It is easy to see, too, why the Fathers of
the Nicene epoch appealed to the Sapiential Books of the
Old Testament to prove the Consubstantiality and con-
sequent Divinity of Christ. The Arians, on their part,
quoted the Sapiential Books in support of their heretical
tenet that the Logos was a creature.?®

5. THE HorLy Grost.—The Old Testament
references to the Third Person of the Blessed
Trinity are neither as plain nor as definite as

26 Wisd. IX, o.

26 “ Ego ex ore altissimi prodivi
[ut Verbum], primogenita ante om-
nem creaturam.”’

27 A Chaldaic word for Wisdom.
Cfr. J. Lebreton, Les Origines du
Dogme de la Trinité, pp. 145 sqq.

28 This theory 1is incorporated

chiefly in the writings of the Tar-
gumim and Onkelos. Cfr, The Jew-
ish Encyclopedia.

29 Cfr. Newman, The Arians of
the Fourth Century, pp. 202 sqq.;
IpeM, Select Treatises of St. Athana-
sius, 11, 337 sqq. Cfr. also Chapter
11, § 2, Art. 3, infra.
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the texts relating to the Son. “It is natural to
expect more references to the Son than to the
Holy Ghost in the Old Testament, because it
prepares and announces the coming and mani-
festation of the Son in the Incarnation.”*°
The Old Testament references to the Holy
Ghost can nearly all of them be explained as per-
sonifications. “Spiritus Der” may merely mean
a breath of the Divine Omnipotence,®® or the
supernatural effects of the spirit of God, which,
according to Ps. CIII, 30, “renews the face
of the earth.” The Fathers in their exeget-
ical works quote a number of Old Testament
texts in which they profess to find references to
the Holy Spirit as a Person.®* But their inter-
pretation of these and similar passages is in-
spired by, and owes its impressiveness to the
light derived from, the New Testament. It is in
this light, too, that we must regard Wisd. IX, 1
sqq., the only Old Testament passage in which the
Three Divine Persons are mentioned together:

“Deus patrum wmeorum, . . . qui fecistt omnia
Verbo tuo, . . . da mili sedium tuarum assistri-
cem sapientiam. . . . Sensum autem tuwm quis

sciet, nist tu dederis sapientiam et miseris Spi-
ritum Sanctum tuwm de altissimis? — God of my

fathers, . . . who hast made all things with thy
30 Wilhelm-Scannell, Manual, Vol. 32 Joel II, 28; Job XXXIII, 4;
I, p. 283. Wisd. I, 7; Is. LXI, 1, etc.

31 Cfr, Gen. I, 2.
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word, . . . give me wisdom, that sitteth by thy
throne . . . Who shall know thy thought, except
thou give wisdom, and send thy Holy Spirit from
above?”

It cannot therefore be seriously maintained that
the mystery of the Divine Trinity was clearly
revealed in the Old Testament. Aside from cer-
tain specially enlightened individuals, such as
Abraham, Moses, Isaias, and David, the Jews
could not, from the more or less enigmatic hints
scattered through their sacred books, have ob-
tained a sufficiently distinct knowledge of the
Blessed Trinity to make it appear as an article
of faith.

Nevertheless it remains true that the Trinity
was not announced in the New Testament sud-
denly and without preparation. On the contrary,
the great mystery of the Godhead was fore-
shadowed from the very beginning of the Jewish
Covenant and assumed more definite and lumi-
nous proportions during and after the time of
David, until at last it stood fully revealed in the
mystery of the Incarnation,®® and the mission of
the Holy Ghost on Pentecost Day.

READINGS : — Drach, De UHarmonie entre TEglise et la Syn-
agogue, Paris 1844.— P. Scholz, Theologie des A. B., Vol. I,
§8 29 sqq., Ratisbon 1861.— Scheeben, Dogmatik, Vol. I, § 110,
Freiburg 1875 (Wilhelm-Scannell’s Manual, 1, pp. 283 sqq.).

33 Matth. I, 18 saq.; Luke I, 3s5,etc.
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— ¥Heinrich, Dogmat. Theologie, 2nd ed., Vol. III, §§ 214-218,
Mainz 1833.— Franzelin, De Deo Trino, thes. 6 and 7, Romae 1881.
On the “ Angel of Jehovah,” cfr. A. Rohling in the Tiibinger
Quartalschrift, 1866, pp. 415 sqq., 527 sqq.— *L. Reinke, Beitrige
zur Erklirung des A. T., Vol. 1V, pp. 355 saq.; J. Lebreton,
Les Origines du Dogme de la Trinité, pp. 89 sqq., Paris 1910.

On the Messias, cfr. *Konig, Theologie der Psalmen, Freiburg
1857; L. Reinke, Messianische Psalmen, 2 vols., Giessen 1857—
1858; H. Zschokke, Theologie der Propheten, Freiburg 1877;
H. P. Liddon, The Divinity of Our Lord and Saviour Jesus
Christ, London 1867; A. J. Maas, S. J., Christ in Type and
Prophecy, 2 vols.,, New York 1893-5.

On the Sapiential Books of the Old Testament cfr. *Fr. Klasen,
Die alttestamentliche Weisheit und der Logos der jiidisch-
alexandrinischen Philosophie, 1878; also J. Réville, Le Logos
d’aprés Philon d’Alexandrie, Paris 1877; Zschokke, Der dog-
matisch-ethische Lehrgehalt der alttestamentlichen W eisheits-
biicher, Wien 1889; E. Krebs, Der Logos als Heiland 1m ersten
Jahrhundert, Freiburg 1910; J. Lebreton, Les Origines du Dogine
de la Trinité, 89 sqq., 441 sqq., Paris 19I0.



SECTION 2

THE THREEFOLD PERSONALITY OF GOD AS TAUGHT
IN THE NEW TESTAMENT—TEXTS TREATING
OF THE THREE DIVINE PERSONS
TOGETHER

Though the exact terms in which the Church
has formally defined the dogma of the Blessed
Trinity (7puds =trinitas, oboia = substantia, vmo-
otaos = persona,’ opoovos = consubstantialis) are
not in the Bible, and may, therefore, in a sense
be called unscriptural; yet materially, that is in
substance, they correctly express the teaching of
the New Testament, which, like the Church, ex-
plicitly acknowledges three real Persons in one
Divine Nature, in which precisely the dogma of
the “Trinity in Unity” consists.

As we are here dealing with a fundamental dogma
of Christianity, the material correspondence of the New
Testament doctrine with the formally defined teaching
of the Church must be carefully and stringently demon-
strated. We therefore proceed to a minute critical in-
vestigation of the various texts that are apt to throw
light on the subject. Let us begin with those in which

1 Cfr. Hebr. I, 3, where {méoraocts is used as synonymous with sub-

stantia,

22
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the threefold personality of God is distinctly and form-
ally enunciated.

1. TuE GospeELs.—Iour such texts occur in
the Gospels. Though their combined effect is
sufficiently compelling, they are not all of equal
weight. The most convincing is the passage em-
bodying the form of Baptism.

a) The first brief intimation of the functioning of
Three Divine Persons is given in the Annunciation:
“ Spiritus Sanctus superveniet in te, et virtus Altissimi
obumbrabit tibi; ideoque et quod nascetur ex te sanctumt,
vocabitur Filius Dei — The Holy Ghost shall come upon
thee, and the power of the most High shall overshadow
thee. And therefore also the Holy which shall be born
of thee shall be called the Son of God.”? Here all three
Divine Persons are distinctly mentioned: first, the Son
who is to be born, second, the Holy Ghost, and third, the
“ Most High,” who stands in the relation of a Father to
Him of whom it is said a few verses farther up:® “ Hic
erit magnus et Filius Altissimi vocabitur — He shall be
great, and shall be called the Son of the most High.”
Where there is a Son of God, there must also be a Di-
vine Father. The relative opposition between the terms
Father and Son forbids the welding of both persons into
one. This is sufficient evidence that we have here not
merely three different names for one Divine Person,
but three really distinct Hypostases, of which one is not
the other. Nor can it have been the intention of the
sacred writer merely to personify certain absolute at-
tributes of the Deity. The Son of God, who is to be
made flesh (Christ), manifestly represents a real Person.

2 Luke I, 3s. 3 Luke I, 32.
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Moreover, the strict monotheism of the Bible necessitates
the assumption that the three Divine Persons mentioned
in the text must be consubstantial, 7. e., absolutely iden-
tical in essence.

b) The most glorious external manifestation of the
Blessed Trinity occurred in connection with the Bap-
tism of Christ.* Christ, the Son of God, is standing
in the Jordan; the Holy Ghost descends upon Him in
the form of a dove, and the voice of the Father calls
from Heaven: “ This is my beloved Son in whom I am
well pleased.” Here, too, the hypostatic difference be-
tween the three Persons, and the impossibility of blending
them into one, is quite apparent. The “beloved Son”
and the Father expressing His pleasure are clearly differ-
entiated, while the Person of the Holy Ghost is em-
blemed by the dove, a symbolic figure which would
be unsuited to any absolute attribute of the Godhead.?
Though the identity of Nature of the three Divine Per-
sons is not expressly enunciated in the above-quoted pas-
sages, it may, as a matter of course, be presumed.

¢) In His famous farewell discourse delivered after
the last Supper,® Christ announced that He was “ going
to the Father” and would ask Him to send the Para-
clete. The distinction here made between the three Di-
vine Persons is as obvious as it is real. No one can be
father and son under the same aspect, nor can any one
send himself. When Christ says, for instance: “ Ego
rogabo Patrem, et alium Paraclitum dabit vobis, ut
maneat vobiscum in acternum, Spiritum veritatis — I will
ask the Father, and He will give you another Paraclete,
that he may abide with you forever, the Spirit of truth,”?

4 Matth. IIT, 13 sqq.; Mark I, o 5 Cfr. T. J. Gerrard, The Way-
c54.; Luke III, 21 sqq.; cfr. Job I,  farer’s Vision, pp. 200 sqq.
32. 6 John XIV-XVI,
7 John XIV, 16 sq.
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He distinguishes between His own Person, that of the
Father, and that of the ““ other Paraclete” and clearly
identifies the latter with the ““ Spirit of truth.”®

The threefold personality of the Godhead appears still
more distinctly from John XV, 26: “ Quum autem
venerit Paraclitus, quem ego mittam vobis a Patre, Spi-
rituwin veritatis, qui a Patre procedit, ille testimonium per-
hibebit de me — But when the Paraclete cometh, whom
I will send you from the Father, the Spirit of truth, who
proceedeth from the Father, he shall give testimony of

”

me.” The absolute consubstantiality of Father and
Son is taught in John XVI, 15: “ Ommnia, quaecumque
habet Pater, mea sunt — All things whatsoever the Father
hath, are mine,” and it is no less true of the Holy Ghost.

d) The baptismal form, “In the name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,”
enunciates all the essential elements of the Holy
Trinity.” “Euntes ergo docete ommes gentes,
baptizantes eos in mnomune Patris et Filiv et
S/;iritus Sancti (ﬁawrl{,’ovreq abrovs els 70 Ovopa TOU
TaTpds kal Tov viod Kal Tov dylov m'eﬁparoe),” The hy-
postatic difference between Father and Son is
brought out by the relative opposition, in virtue
of which they exclude each other as begetting
and begotten. For no one can be his own
father or his own son. To admit such an ab-
surdity would be to deny the principle of con-
tradiction and thereby to subvert right reason.
Hence there is a recal difference between the

8 Paraclitus = Spiritus Sanctus. o Cfr. Matth. XXVIII 19.
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Father and the Son. As to the Holy Ghost, the
co-ordination involved in the use of et—et (xai
—«at) forbids us to confound Him with either of
the other two Persons. Consequently He must
be an independent third Person, coequal and con-
substantial with the other two. It should be
noted that the Johannine text does not say: “In
the name of the Father, or the Son, or the Holy
Ghost,” but “In the name of the Father, and of
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost (7o marpos ai oi
viov kal 70U dylov 71'1/51”/1.(11'09)_” The particle kal with
the definite article marks off the three Divine
Persons very sharply from one another, despite
the unity implied between them. For this rea-
son “Holy Ghost” can not be taken as an at-
tribute determining the concept “Son.”

In attempting to answer the question, “What
kind of unity is it by which the Father, the Son,
and the Holy Ghost are one?” we must pay
special attention to the words “In the name.”
It makes no difference whether we follow the
text of the Latin Vulgate, “In nomine,” or the
Greek text with its es dvopa. Both eis dvopa and
1 occur in the
original Greek text, and for our present purpose
they are equally conclusive. For man to be
baptized in the name of the Most Holy Trinity
can have no other meaning than that through

& évépat, as well as émi t¢ dvdpat

10 Acts II, 38.



THE GOSPELS 27

baptism he obtains forgiveness of his sins in vir-
tue and by the authority of the three Divine Per-
sons ; while to baptize eis dvopa of the Blessed Trin-
ity signifies the devotion with which the person
baptized is expected to consecrate himself to and
to seek his last end and aim in the “Deity.” '
In either case Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are
certainly identical with the Deity itself, because
no one can expect forgiveness of his sins from, or
seek his final end in, a mere creature, without
making himself guilty of idolatry. If the three
Persons mentioned are identical with the God-
head, they cannot be three Gods, but must be
the One God taught by both Testaments.™

The essential identity of the three Divine
Persons follows further from the singular form
“in  momine,” because throughout the Bible
“nomen Domini” signifies God’s power, majesty,
and essence.’® As the Three have but one name,
so They have but one essence, one nature, one
substance. St. Augustine beautifully observes:
“Iste unus Deus, quia non in nominibus Patris
et Filiv et Spiritus Sancti, sed in nomine Patris
et [l et Spiritus Sancti. Ubi wiwm nomen
audis, unus est Deus — This is one God, for it is
not in the names of the Father, and of the Son,
and of the Holy Ghost, but in the name of the

11 Cfr. Rom. VI, 3 8qq.; 1 Cor.  Knowability, Essence, and Attri-
I, 12 sqq.; III, 4 sqq.; Gal. III, 27, butes, pp. 212 sqq.
12 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, God: His 13 “ Nomen est numen.”

3
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Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.
Where thou hearest one name, there is one
God.” **

2. Tue Ep1stLEs.—The Apostolic Epistles con-
tain four texts in which the three Divine Persons
are mentioned together. Most prominent among
them is the much-discussed Comina Ioanneum (1

John V, 7).

a) The prologue to the first Epistle of St. Peter reads:
“Petrus . . . clectis . . . secundum praescientiam Dei
Patris, in sanctificationem Spiritus, in obedientiam et as-
persionem sanguinis Iesu Christi: gratia vobis ct pax mul-
tiplicetur — Peter . . . to the . . . elect, according to
the foreknowledge of God the Father, unto the sancti-
fication of the Spirit, unto obedience and sprinkling of
the blood of Jesus Christ: Grace unto you and peace be
multiplied.” Here we have a Trinitarian form of bene-
diction in which the omniscient Father, the sanctifying
Spirit, and Jesus Christ, our Redeemer by the “ sprink-
ling of blood,” appear on a par. Consequently the Three
are one true God. Though this isolated text is not suffi-
cient to establish a real distinction between the three
Divine Persons (for the sanctifying Spirit might possibly
be conceived as a mere attribute of the Father or of
Jesus Christ), the teaching of the New Testament in
many other places makes it quite certain that Jesus Christ
is the “Son of God” who differs hypostatically from
the Father, as the Holy Ghost differs hypostatically from
both the Father and the Son.

14 August., Tract. in Ioa., VI, n.  Homilies on the Gospel according to

9. Browne’s translation in the Li- St. John, p. 87, Oxford 1848.
brary of the Fathers, Vol. I of the

[y
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b) The epilogue of St. Paul’s second Epistle to the
Corinthians contains a similar form of blessing: “ Gratia
Domini nostri Iesu Christi et charitas Dei [scil. Patris)
et cominunicatio Sancti Spiritus sit cum omnibus vobis
— The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, and the charity
of God [the Father], and the communication of the
Holy Ghost be with, you all.”*®* As grace and charity
are supernatural gifts which only the Godhead can dis-
pense, there can be no question that here again the
Three Dispensers are One God. But does the text
oblige us to postulate three really distinct Persons? We
think it does; for the Greek original ¢ puts the “ grace of
our Lord Jesus Christ” on a par with the “ charity of
God ” and the “ communication” (xowwvia) of the Holy
Ghost.” It is improbable that the “ God of charity ”
should be personally identical either with our Lord Jesus
Christ or the Holy Ghost.

c) St. Paul’s teaching on the spiritual gifts and the
charismata ** is rightly held to have a special bearing on
the doctrine of the Most Holy Trinity. Exegetes de-
duce from the threefold nature of the effect (yaplopara,
Swakovias, evepynuata) the existence of a threefold hyposta-
tic principle (wveipa, xipios, feds). But, since a little
further down in St. Paul’s text !® all these gifts are ap-
propriated to “the same Spirit,” that which was at first
divided returns to its original unity, and consequently
Spirit, Lord, and God are not three gods, but one God.
The somewhat involved passage is as follows: “ Divi-
siones vero gratiarum (xapwopdrov) sunt, idem autem

15 2 Cor. XIII, 13. scheid (Nowvum Testamentum, p.

16 The Greek text has: 4 xdpis 361, Friburgi 1901) correctly trans-
ToU kuplov 'Incov Xpiworou, kal %  lates: “Gratia . . . et charitas.”
dydmn ToU Oecot kal M xowwria 17 1 Cor. XII, 4 sqq.

7o aylov wrebparos, which Brand- 18 1 Cor. XII, 11.
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Spiritus (mvedpa); [cfr. verse 3: & mvedpar dylo]; et
divisiones ministrationum sunt (Siaxomdy = ministries,
ecclesiastical offices), idem autem Dominus (6 xipros ==
Christ) ; et divisiones operationum sunt (évepynpdroy
— miracles), idem wero Deus (6 abdros @eds), qui
operatur omnia in omnibus — Now there are diversities
of graces, but the same Spirit; and there are diversities
of ministries, but the same Lord; and there are diversi-
ties of operations, but the same God, who worketh in
all.”* It is plain from the context that, on the basis
of three supernatural operations, St. Paul here means
to distinguish three separate Divine Persons: Spiritus,
Dominus, and Deus. That he does not mean to assert the
existence of three Gods appears from verse 11: “ Haec
autem ommnia operatur unus atque idem Spiritus (70 &
kal 70 obrd wvedpa), dividens singulis, prout wvult — But
all these things one and the same spirit worketh, dividing
to every one according as he will.”

A similar change of subject, by which the same ex-
ternal operation is ascribed now to this Divine Per-
son and now to that, occurs in many other places in
Holy Scripture, e. g., in the vision of Isaias.®** The au-
thorship of this vision is in the original Hebrew referred
to the Divinity in general (%), in John XII, 40, to
Christ, and in Acts XXVIII, 25 sqq., to the Holy Ghost.
Except on the assumption of a numerical oneness of
nature and essence these expressions are absolutely un-
intelligible.?*

d) Tue CommaA JoanNEUM.—If its textual
authenticity could be established, the famous

19 1 Cor. XII, 4 sqq. beiden Briefe an die Korinther, pp.
20Is. VI, 9 sq. 244 sqq., Munster 1903.
21 Cfr. Al. Schifer, Erklirung der



THE COMMA IOANNEUM 31

Comma IToanneum (1 John V, 7), or text of the
three heavenly Witnesses, would be of equal dog-
matic value with the form of Baptism. As it
stands, it is a pregnant and clear textus per se
dogmaticus, outweighing, e. g., St. Paul’s entire
Epistle to Philemon, and enforcing the dogma
of the Divine Trinity more perfectly than any
other passage in the Bible.

It would, however, be a mistake to suppose that,
should it ever become necessary to sacrifice the Comma
Toannewm, the Biblical argument for the dogma of the
Blessed Trinity would suffer essential impairment. The
whole of our present chapter goes to show the con-
trary. Yet no one will blame the Catholic theologian
for utilizing, in spite of certain critical misgivings, a
text which has been received into the liturgy of the
Church, and for many centuries ** formed part and parcel
of the Latin Vulgate. Aside from questions of textual
criticism, it is plain that the dogmatic authenticity of 1
John V, 7, cannot be questioned without endorsing the
heretical view that a proposition received into the Sacred
Text under the vigilant eye of the Church may contain
dogmatic errors. In this purely dogmatic sense, there-
fore, the Comma Ioanneum is undoubtedly authentic and
may be used as an argument, even though, so long as its
textual authenticity has not been securely established, the
demonstration based upon it cannot claim to be a strictly
Biblical proof.

In perfect conformity with the well-known views of
St. John the Evangelist, the Comma Ioanneum enu-
merates the three Witnesses “who give testimony in

22 Presumably since about the year 8oo. -
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heaven,” as ‘““the Father, the Word, and the Holy
Ghost,” and expressly declares that “these three are
one.” 2*  Since the three Witnesses of whom the Apos-
tle speaks are ““ in heaven,” they seem to be the three Di-
vine Persons, and they must be really distinct from one
another, because they are expressly referred to as of rpeis.
Inasmuch as they are “one” (&, wunum), there must
exist between them a communication of nature, that is
to say, their unity is not merely ““unitas in testificando,”
but clearly also “identitas in essendo.” It is true St.
John in the following verse also says of the three other
witnesses who “ give testimony on earth,” wiz.: ““ the spirit,
and the water, and the blood,” that “et hii tres unum
sunt.” But he does not say: & eiow, but eis 76 & elow =
i unum sunt, that is, they are one only in so far as they
testify, not identical in substance.**

3. THE AUuTnEeENTICITY OF THE CoMMA I0AN-
NEUM.—On January 13, 1897, the Sacred Con-
gregation of the Holy Office, with the approba-
tion of His Holiness Pope Leo XIII, published
the subjoined doctrinal decision:?* “Ad propo-
sitionent, utrum tuto negari an in dubiwm vocari
possit, esse authenticum textwm 1 loa. V, 7. . . .
Eminentissuni Cardinales respondendum man-
darunt: Negative —The doubt was proposed:
‘Can it be safely denied, or at least doubted, that
the text of 1 John V, 7 . . . is authentic?’

231 John V, 7: ““Or¢ rpeis And

Word, and the Holy Ghost.

elow ol papTvpoivTes év 1@ ovpavy,
6 warip., 6 Aéyos kal 70 dytow
wvevpa - kal ovTot ol Tpeis €v elow
— And there are three who give
testimony in heaven, the Father, the

these three are one.”

24 Cfr. Franzelin, De Deo Trino,
thes. 5.

25 Analect. Eccles.,
sq.

1897, pp. 99



THE COMMA IOANNEUM 33

and the Most Eminent Cardinals answered,
No.”

a) As soon as this decree became known, the opinion
was expressed, even by Catholic scholars, that it meant
a definitive decision in favor of the authenticity of the
Comma Ioanneum, which could not henceforth be doubted
or denied without calling in question the Church’s defined
right and duty to watch over and authoritatively deter-
mine all questions connected with Sacred Scripture.
Those who took this view forgot that a decree of the
Holy Office, even when approved by the Pope “in
forma communi,” does not partake of the nature of an
infallible decision. That this is so, is manifest from the
action of the same Congregation against Galilei, A.D.
1633.2® The religious assent with which Catholics are
bound to receive the decisions of the Holy Office,*
is a duty growing out of Catholic respect for authority,
and imposed by obedience. But it would be wrong to
interpret it as forbidding deeper research into the
soundness or unsoundness of a decision which does not
per se claim to be infallible. The respect and obedience
we owe to the Church will prompt us not to refuse our
assent until it is positively certain, or at least highly
probable, that the Sacred Congregation has made a mis-
take. The Pope in his capacity of supreme teacher can-

26 On the decision against Galilei, incident. We hope both will soon

see Adolf Mailler, S. J., Der Gali-
lei-Prozess (1632-1633) mach Ur-
sprung, Verlauf und Folgen, Frei-
burg 1909, pp. 191 sqq. This excel-
lent work, together with the same
author’s Galileo Galilei und das ko-
pernikanische Weltsystem, Freiburg
1909, is far and away the best ac-
count of this much-mooted historical

find an English translator.

27 See the letter addressed by
Pius IX to the Archbishop of Mu-
nich, under date of Dec. 21, 1863
(Denzinger-Bannwart, Enchiridion,
n. 1684). Cfr. P. A. Baart, The
Roman Court, pp. 111 sq., New
York 189s.
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not delegate his infallibility to any man or body of men;
hence his approval of a congregational decree does not
invest that decree with infallibility, unless indeed the
Sovereign Pontiff sees fit, by an approbation “in forma
solemni,” to raise it to the rank of an ex cathedra deci-
sion solemnly binding all the faithful. This was not
done in the present instance.

For the rest, it is well to remember that the decrees
and decisions of the different Roman Congregations are
as a rule disciplinary rather than doctrinal. They are
for the most part designed to warn Catholic scholars
against adopting doubtful theories until the reasons
for and against have been thoroughly sifted. Thus it
was in the early days of the Church in respect of
the moot question regarding the existence of antipodes.
Like value should be attached to the ecclesiastical de-
cisions against the system of Copernicus, which has
emerged victoriously from the violent conflict waged
about it. Perhaps the decision of the Holy Office on
the Comma Ioanneum belongs to the same category.
In these parlous days, when Protestant and Rational-
ist critics are sapping the very foundations of sound
Biblical science, and in their eagerness to frame new
hypotheses are trotting out a horde of critical monsters
which forthwith proceed to devour one another, there is
danger that Catholic savants may venture too far along
slippery paths, losing sight completely of the firm ground
of ecclesiastical Tradition.?® An immediate authorita-
tive intervention in the controversy raging round the
Comma loanneum seemed all the more advisable be-
cause a definitive solution of the problem on purely
scientific grounds could hardly be expected for a long
time to come. Though it seems at present a highly im-

28 Take, for example, the case of the unfortunate Abbé Loisy.
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probable event, yet some ancient Greek or Latin palimp-
sest may yet be unearthed, containing the Comma in an
undoubtedly genuine and original form. The absence of
the passage from so many New Testament codices could
then be satisfactorily explained by an oversight of the
copyists. G. Schepss has lately found the mooted text
cited in a work of Priscillian’s newly discovered in 1889.
At the present stage of the controversy, however, there is
no blinking the fact that the critical arguments against
the authenticity of the Comma Ioanneum considerably
outweigh those adduced in its favor.

b) The most weighty objection raised against the
authenticity of 1 John V, 7 is based on the circumstance
that the text is missing in all the older Greek codices
without exception. Not until the fifteenth century does
it begin to make its appearance in the manuscript copies
of St. John's First Epistle. Moreover, not one of the
Greek Fathers who combated Arianism ever cited this
strong passage, which would have dealt a death blow
to the heresy of Subordinationism. In fact, when we
observe how eagerly the Greek Fathers of the Nicene
and Post-Nicene period conned their Bible for texts with
which to refute the Arians, without ever lighting upon
1 John V, 7, the only rational explanation is that the
Comma Ioanneumn was not there. Nor were the Latin
Fathers (if we disregard a few faint and doubtful
traces) acquainted with the text of the three heavenly
Witnesses. St. Augustine, e¢. g., fails to cite it in his
great work De Trinitate, in which with his customary
ingenuity he turns to account practically all the Trin-
itarian texts found in the whole Bible.?* He repeatedly
quotes 1 John V, 8, but never once 1 John V, 7. What

20 The Speculum Augustini “ Audi Israhel” is spurious. Cfr. Barden-
hewer-Shahan, Patrology, p. 505.
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is still more remarkable is that Leo the Great, in his
dogmatic Epistula ad Flavianum (A.D. 451), quotes as
Scriptural the verses that immediately precede, and sev-
eral that follow the passage called Comma loanneum,
but never alludes to the Comma itself. Nor was the
Comma known to St. Jerome, who restored the Vulgate
text by order of Pope Damasus. If the editors of the
official edition, prepared under Pope Sixtus V and
his predecessors, had recognized the spuriousness of
the pseudo-Hieronymian prologue to the Catholic Epis-
tles, now so apparent to all, the Comma would probably
never have been incorporated in the Vulgate. The most
ancient manuscript codices of the Vulgate — among them
the Codex Fuldensis, the Codex Amiatinus, and the
Codex Harleianus — and the oldest extant copies of the
Greek Testament, do not contain the much discussed
passage, which made its way very gradually since the
eighth century. In England it was unknown to Saint
Bede, who died in the year 73s.

But how did the text of the three heavenly Witnesses
find its way into the Vulgate? All explanations that
have been advanced so far are pure guesswork. The cir-
cumstance that in certain manuscript codices the Comma
occurs sometimes before and sometimes after verse 8,
has suggested the hypothesis that it was originally a
marginal note, which somehow crept into the text.
Some think that a misunderstood remark by St. Cyprian
first led to its reception. This would explain the early
occurrence of the Comma in the African Church. St.
Cyprian (4 258) writes in his treatise De Unitate
Ecclesiae, c. 6: “ Dicit Dominus: ego et Pater unum
sumus, et tterum de Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto
scriptum est: et tres unum sunt — The Lord sayeth: I
and the Father are one; and again it is written of the
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Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost: And the Three
are one.” Of this passage, as Al. Schafer points out,
only the words “ et tres unum sunt” can be looked upon
as a quotation from Sacred Scripture, and they may
have been borrowed from the genuine eighth verse of
the fifth chapter of St. John’s First Epistle.?®* Facundus
of Hermiane (- about 570), who had no inkling of the
existence of the famous Comma, actually formulated this
surmise: “Tres sunt qui testimonium dant, spiritus,
aqua et sanguis, et i tres wnum sunt . . . quod loannis
testimonium B. Cyprianus de Patre, Filio et Spiritu
Sancto ntelligit.” **  Tertullian (born about 160) has a
passage in his Contra Praxeam which sounds somewhat
like the Comima,®® but we may fairly doubt whether it is
intended for a citation or merely expresses the author’s
personal opinion,

c) Against such arguments as these it is difficult to
defend the authenticity of the Comuna Ioanneum,*?
which undeniably did not find its way into the Vulgate
until the ninth century, while the Greek codices contain
no trace of it prior to the fifteenth century.** All that
can be said for the other side is that since the apographs

30 Schifer, Einleitung in das N.
T., p. 340, Paderborn 1898.

31 Defens. Trium Capitul., I, 3.

32 Contr. Prax., 25. The passage
reads: “Ita connexus Patris in
Filio et Filii in Paracleto tres effi-
cit cohaerentes, alterum ab altero,
qui tres unum sunt, non wunns.”

33 But few attempts at such a de-
fense have been made in English
since Dr. Wiseman published his
well-known Letters on 1 John V, 7;
e. g., by Lamy, in the American
Ecclesiastical Review, 1897, pp. 449
sqq. Cfr. also Ch. Forster, 4 Ncw
Plea for the Authenticity of the
Text of the Three Heavenly Wit-

nesses, Cambridge 1867. J. Lebre-
ton gives a brief and impartial sum-
mary of the present status of the
controversy in an appendix (pp.
524-531) of his work Les Origines
du Dogme de la Trinité, Paris 1910.

34+ Of the Greek uncials every one
that contains the First Epistle of
St. John is without the Comima
Ioanneum, Of the cursive MSS. of
the Greek New Testament about one
hundred and ninety do not include
the passage, while only four contain
it, and these four as text-witnesses
are worthless. Cfr. W. L. Sullivan
in the New York Review, Vol. 1I,
(1906), No. 2, p. 180.
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of the earliest period are nearly all lost, there remains
a bare possibility that the Comma Ioanneum may have
occurred in one or the other of the most ancient, es-
pecially African, codices. Some importance attaches to
the fact that as early as 380 the Spanish heresiarch Pris-
cillian cites as Scriptural the verse: “ Et tria sunt, quae
testimonium dicunt in coelo, Pater, Verbumn et Spiritus,
et haec tria unum sunt.” 3 The main argument for
the authenticity of the Comma is based upon a passage
in the “ Libellus Fidei” which the Catholic Bishops 2®
who were cited by Hunneric, King of the Vandals, to
meet the Arians in conference on Feb. 1, 484,%7 sub-
mitted in defense of their faith. The passage is as fol-
lows: “Et ut adluc luce clarius unius divinitatis esse
cum Patre et Filio Spiritum Sanctum doceamus, Ioannis
Evangelistae  testimonio comprobatur. Ait namque:
Tres sunt, qui testimonium perhibent in coelo: Pater,
Verbum ct Spiritus Sanctus, et hi tres unum sunt.”
St. Fulgentius (468-533), Bishop of Ruspe, in the Afri-
can province of Byzazena, undoubtedly knew of the
verse and, rightly or wrongly, ascribed a knowledge of
it to St. Cyprian: “ Beatus loannes Apostolus testatur
dicens: Tres sunt, qui testimonium perhibent in coelo,
Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus Sanctus, et tres unum sunt;
quod etiam B. martyr Cyprianus in epistola de unitate
ecclesiae confitetur.” *® The defense can also claim the

35 Lib. Apologet., IV, ed. Schepss, sq. Cincinnati 18g9; Sullivan in

p. 6. Schepss, as we have already the New York Review, 11, 2, 185 sq.
intimated, discovered this lost work
of DPriscillian’s in the Wiirzburg
University Library in 1889,

86 They included Victor of Vita
(cfr. his Hist. Persecut., II, 56)
and Vigilius of Tapsus.

37 Cfr. Alzog, Manual of Univer-
sal Church History, Vol. 11, p. 28

38 Quoted by Hardouin, Conc., t.
ii, p. 863.

39 Resp. ad  Obiect, Arianorum,
10. The passage of St. Cyprian’s, to
which Fulgentius here refers, occurs
in the sixth chapter De Unitate Ec-
clesiae and reads as follows: * Dicit
Dominus, ego et Pater unum sumus;
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authority of Cassiodorus, who, about the middle of the
sixth century, with many ancient manuscripts at his
elbow, revised the entire Vulgate of St. Jerome, espe-
cially the Apostolic Epistles, and deliberately inserted 1
John V, 7, which St. Jerome had left out. If we con-
sider all these facts, in connection with the passage quoted
above from Tertullian, which bears the earmarks of a
direct citation from Holy Scripture, we are justified in
assuming that the Comma Ioanneum was perhaps found
in copies of the Latin Bible current in Africa as early as
the third century.

d) The dogmatic authenticity of 1 John V, 7, is quite
another matter. It can be satisfactorily established by
a purely theological process of reasoning. The Comma
Toanneum played a prominent part at the Fourth Lateran
Council, A.D. 1215, where Abbot Joachim of Flora
adduced it in favor of his tritheistic vagaries. In the
Caput “ Damnamus,” which solemnly condemns his
errors, we read: “Non enim (ait Ioachint) fideles
Christi sunt wnum, 1. e., quaedam una res, quae com-
munis sit omnibus, sed hoc modo sunt unum, i. e., una
ecclesia, propter catholicae fidei unitatem . . . quemad-
modum in canonica loannis Apostoli epistula legitur:
“quia tres sunt, qui testimoniumn dant in coclo, Pater
et Filius [sic!] et Spiritus Sanctus, et hi tres unum sunt.
Statimque subiungitur: Et tres sunt, qui testimonium
dant in terra, spiritus, aqua ct sanguis, et hi tres unum
sunt: sicut in quibusdam codicibus invenitur.” ** Though
we have here the express testimony of a council of the

et iterum de Patre et Filio et Spiritu
Sancto scriptum est: et tres unum
sunt.”” It is, as Tischendorf has
rightly observed, by far the weight-
iest proof for the Commia Ioanneum.
But it does not prove decisively that
St. Cyprian used a New Testament

text which contained the *“ Comma ”’;
and if it did, it would by no means
follow that the verse was written by
St. John. Cfr. Sullivan in the New
York Review, II, 2, pp. 182 sq.

10 Quoted by Denzinger-Bannwart,
Lnchiridion, n. 431.
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Church that the Comna occurs only in certain codices,
it is to be noted that this council does not reject the
text of the three heavenly witnesses as apocryphal or
spurious, or as having been smuggled into the Bible.
The strongest dogmatical argument, according to
Franzelin #* and Kleutgen,*? is that drawn from the
Tridentine decree De Canonicis Scripturis: “Si quis
libros integros cum ommnibus suis partibus, prout in
ecclesia catholica legi consueverunt et in veteri vulgata
latina editione habentur, pro sacris et canonicis non
susceperit, . . . anathema sit.” ** Franzelin and Kleut-
gen argue that since the Comma Iloanneum, being an
important ““ dogmatic text,” must be regarded as an in-
tegral part of Sacred Scripture, and as it undoubtedly
formed part of the ancient Latin Vulgate, its canonical
authenticity is fully covered by the Tridentine decree.
If this claim were well founded, the whole discus-
sion would have been irrevocably closed in the six-
teenth century. But Franzelin and Kleutgen overshoot
the mark. The Tridentine decree settles nothing either
for or against the authenticity of the Comma Ioanneum.
For, as Schifer points out,** the decree is distinctly
limited by the phrases “ prout in ecclesia catholica legi
consueverunt,” and “et in veteri vulgata latina editione
habentur.” Of these limitations the former does not
fully apply to the Comma Ioannewm, and the latter
can not affect the official edition of the Vulgate is-
sued in 1592. Of the earlier editions many were no-
toriously without the Comma. Consequently, the clause
“omnibus suis partibus ” is not strictly applicable to 1 John
V, 7. This argument is strengthened by the testimony

41 De Deo Trino, thes. 4. 44 Einleitung in das Neue Testa-
42 De Ipso Deo, pp. 519 sqq. ment, pp. 341 sqq., Paderborn 1898,
43 Denzinger-Bannwart, Enchiridi-

on, n. 784.
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of the Fourth Lateran Council, which we have already -
quoted, to the effect that in the 13th century the Comma
Toanneum was found only in a few codices (“in quibus-
dam codicibus invenitur ). The fact that there still ex-
ist, over fifty ancient manuscript codices of the Vulgate
which lack the Comimna Ioanneum is too remarkable to be
brushed aside as irrelevant. The scientific aspect of the
problem, therefore, is not touched by the Tridentine
decree at all, and the Comma itself remains a doubtful
text. Franzelin in another treatise admits this conten-
tion in principle.*?

For the rest, it is plain that Rome does not wish to
bolt the door to further critical research. Very soon
after the Inquisition had promulgated its decree of Jan.
13, 1897, Cardinal Vaughan replied to a query from
Mr. Wilfrid Ward: “I have ascertained from an ex-
cellent source that the decree of the Holy Office on
the passage of the ‘ Three Witnesses,” which you refer
to, is not intended to close the discussion on the
authenticity of that text; the field of Biblical criticism
is not touched by this decree.” Availing himself of the
liberty thus granted, Professor Karl Kiinstle, of the
University of Freiburg in Baden, has lately attempted
to throw new light on the origin of the Comima, and
has succeeded in making it appear extremely probable
that it was formulated by Priscillian, about A.D. 380,
in the heretical wording: “ Et haec tria unum sunt in
Christo Iesu,” in support of his Sabellian Pan-Christism,
and that it was recast in an orthodox mould by some

45 De Script. et Trad., ed. 4, p.
489, Romae 1896: ‘“ Si de aliquo tali
textu posset demonstrari, non esse
ex veteri vulgata editione,” he says,
“eius conformitas cum Scriptura
primitiva non posset dici per decre-
tum Concilii declarata. Qui ergo

textum tta admittit vel non admittit,
prout exstat vel non exstat in veteri
vulgata editione, quae longo saecu-
lorum wusu in ecclesia probata est,
ts nihil agit contra decretum Con-
cilit.”
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Catholic theologian *® (possibly pseudo-Vigilius of Tap-
sus) and inserted into the text of St. John's First Epis-
tle by one ‘ Peregrinus,” who was probably a monk
named Bachiarius. It is probably of Spanish origin.*”

READINGS : — *Scheeben, Dogmatik, Vol. I, §107 (Wilhelm-
Scannell, M anual, 1, pp. 265 sqq.).— Oswald, Dogmatische The-
ologie, Vol. I1: Trinitatslehre, §3, Paderborn 1888.— J. Lebre-
ton, Les Origines du Dogme de la Trinité, pp. 207 sqq., 524 sqq.,
Paris 1910. Other bibliographical references in the text.

46 ““ Whether the celebrated pas-
sage . . . be genuine or not,” says
Newman, “it is felicitously descrip-
tive of the Ante-Nicene tradition.
«« " Tracts Theol. and Eccles., p.
159.

47 K. Kiinstle, Das “ Comma Ioan-
neum ”’ auf seine Herkunft unter-
sucht, Freiburg 1905; summarized
by W. L. Sullivan, C. S. P., in the
New York Review, Vol. II (1906),
No. 2, pp. 173-188. Cfr. also Chr.,

Pesch, S. J., Praelect. Dogmat., 3rd
ed.,, t. II, pp. 255 sqq., Friburgi
1906. Kiinstle’s supposition that the
Comma was invented by Priscillian
himself is combatted by E. C. Babut,
Priscillien et le Priscillianisme, pp.
267 sqq., Paris 1909. Other refer-
ences may be found in Cornely’s
Introd. in Utriusque Testamenti Li-
bros Sacros, Vol. 111, pp. 668 sqq.,
Paris 1886,



SECTION 3

NEW TESTAMENT TEXTS TREATING OF THE DIVINE
PERSONS SEVERALLY

In demonstrating the dogma of the Most Holy
Trinity from those texts of Sacred Scripture
which treat of the Divine Persons severally, we
shall have to establish three distinct truths:
(1) The reality of each Divine Person in contra-
distinction to mere personification; (2) the non-
coincidence of each Person with the others, in
contradistinction to the Sabellian heresy which
confuses them; and (3) the Diwvinity of each
Person, in opposition to the Arian and Mace-
donian doctrine that the Son or the Holy Ghost
is a creature.

As “Logos” is manifestly synonymous with Son of
God, and “ Paraclete” with Holy Ghost, there cannot
be five Divine Persons, but only three. To establish the
hypostatic difference of these three is the purpose of the
first two members of this argument, while the third
shows forth the absolute unity of the Divine Nature
possessed by the three Persons of the Blessed Trinity
in common.

The most important part of our task in this Section
is to establish the true Divine Sonship of Jesus Christ,

43
4
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a conception which fully harmonizes with the dogma of
the Blessed Trinity and sets forth with great clearness
its two fundamental marks, vig.: Trinity and Unity.
For, as Gossler pertinently observes, “ Belief in, and
knowledge of, the Triune God is conditioned upon be-
lief in, and knowledge of, the Son of God.”* The
combined results of exegetical research ultimately lead
to the dogma of a real Trinity of Persons in one divine
and indivisible Monad.

ARTICLE 1

OF GOD THE FATHER

I. Gop’s FATHERHOOD IN THE FIGURATIVE
SENSE oF THE TERM.—The Biblical use of the
name ‘“Father” indicates that He to whom it
is applied is a real person. It also proves His
Divinity. But it does not necessarily argue that
He is a father in the strict sense of the term,
or that He is the “first” in a group of three
Divine Persons.

There is a human fatherhood which is merely analog-
ical and figurative.? Similarly Holy Scripture often re-
fers to the Godhead, 7. e., the whole Blessed Trinity, as
“Father” in a purely moral or metaphorical sense.
Thus God is in a certain sense the Father of His
creatures by the act of creation and the fact of His
Divine Providence. Cfr. Job XXXVIII, 28: “ God
. . . the father of rain” (“ pater pluviae,” i. e., auctor

1 Lehrb. d. kath. Dogmatik, I, 2, denoted by such terms as stepfather,

p. 133, Ratisbon 1874. father confessor, father of the
2 Take for example the relation Church.
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pluviae). Hebr. XII, g: ““ The father of spirits (pater
spirituum).”  He is called in a special manner “ Father
of men,” or Father of the human race, because He
created humankind out of pure benevolence and with
paternal solicitude provides for their needs.®* In the Old
Testament Jehovah’s relation to His Chosen People
formed the basis of a particularly cordial and intimate
kinship, which might well be styled fatherhood. Cifr.
Deut. XXXII, 6: “Numquid non ipse est Pater tuus,
qui possedit te et fecit et creavit te — Is not he thy father,
that hath possessed thee, and made thee, and created
thee?” Jer. XXXI, 9: “ Quia factus sum Israeli Pater
et Ephraim primogenitus meus est — For I am a father
to Israel, and Ephraim is my first-born.” It is a proof
of the depth of feeling and the keen insight which
distinguishes the Aryan nations that, though deprived
of the benefits of supernatural Revelation, they fixed
upon fatherhood as the characteristic note of God.
Such appellations as the Sanskrit Dyaus Pitar, the
Greek Zevs warfp, and the Latin [upiter, indicate that
God impressed them above all else as the Father of
men,

God’s supernatural fatherhood with regard to man is
related to the natural fatherhood of which we have just
spoken, as light is related to shadow, or as being to
nothingness. From the purely natural point of view
God is our master rather than our father, and we are
His slaves rather than His children.* But sanctifying
grace elevates us to the supernatural rank of “children
of God,” inasmuch as it gives us “ power to be made
the sons of God,” if we “ believe in his name ” and are

8 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, God: His Knowability, Essence, and Attributes, pp.
260 8qq. 4 Cfr. Gal, IV, 7.
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“born of God.”® Rom. VIII, 15: “Non enim acce-
pistis spiritum servitutis iterum in timore, sed accepistis
spiritum adoptionis filiorum, in quo clamamus: Abba,
Pater — For you have not received the spirit of bondage
again in fear, but you have received the spirit of adop-
tion of sons, whereby we cry: Abba (Father).” 1
Cor. VIII, 6: “Yet to us there is but one God, the
Father (els ®eds, 6 marip).” It is in this sense that we
daily pray: “ Our Father, who art in Heaven.” ¢

2. Gop’s FATHERHOOD IN THE STRICT SENSE
oF THE TErRM.—Besides and above the figurative
paternity of God, there is peculiar to Him an-
other and higher fatherhood. This is based not
on His (natural or supernatural) relations to
His creatures, but on a mysterious vital process
immanent in the Deity. Revelation tells us
that God has from all eternity begotten a Son of
the same substance with Himself, the “unigenitus
Filius, qui est in sinu Patris.” " This phys-
ical, or, more correctly specaking, metaphysical,
divine Sonship must have for its necessary cor-
relative in the Godhead a true Fatherhood in the
proper sense of the term. Hence the name
“Father” is applied to God as a nomen pro-
prium, or proper name, and it follows with
logical necessity that there is a First Person in
the Godhead. For, being a pure spirit, God
the Father can have a natural, coessential son

8 John I, 12 sq. “ Father ” is used merely as a

6 Matth, VI, 9. In this as well as nomen appellativum s, cominune.
in many other Scriptural passages, 7 John I, 18.
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(filius naturalis) only in so far as, by virtue of
eternal generation, He communicates the fulness
of His Divine Nature to a Second Person, who
must in consequence be the true Son of God, and
therefore Himself God. Cir. 2 Pet. I, 17: “Ac-
cipiens enum a Deo Patre honorem et gloriam,
voce delapsa ad eum huwiuscemodi a magnifica
gloria:  Hic est Filius meus dilectus, in quo mihi
complacui, ipsum audite — For he received from
God the Father honor and glory: this voice
coming down to him from the excellent glory:
This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well
pleased; hear ye him.” No one felt the force
of this argument more keenly than the unbe-
lieving Jews. Cfr. John V, 18: “Propterea
ergo magis quaevebant ewm Iudaei interficere,
quia non solum solvebat sabbatum, sed et Patremn
suum dicebat Deuwm, aequalem se faciens Deo
(matépa v éheye Tov Ocov, loov éavrov mowdv T7¢ Oed)—
Hereupon therefore the Jews sought the more to
kill him, because he did not only break the sab-
bath, but also said God was his Father, making
himself equal to God.”

The sacred writers frequently emphasize God’s
peculiar and singular Paternity, and quite consist-
ently depict it as the pattern and exemplar of all
creatural fatherhood. Cfr. 2 Cor. I, 3: “Bene-
dictus Deus et Pater Domini nostre Iesu Christi
— Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord
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Jesus Christ.” Eph. III, 14 sq.: “Flecto genua
mea ad Patrem Domini nostri Iesu Christi, ex
quo [scil. Patre] omnis paternitas in coelis et in
terra nominatur — I bow my knees to the Father
of our Lord Jesus Christ, of whom all paternity
in heaven and earth is named.”

This inner-divine Paternity cannot be predi-
cated of the Divine Nature or Essence as such—
for the Divine Essence neither begets nor is be-
gotten. Hence it must consist in a relative op-
position between the Father and the Son. Conse-
quently, the Father is a Person distinct from the
Son; and inasmuch as paternity is notionally
prior to sonship, He is the First Person of the
Blessed Trinity.

It is to be noted that the Antitrinitarians never
denied that the IFather is a real person, or that
He is true God. What they disputed was that
the FFather is the [irst Person of the Godhead.
And in this they were quite consistent; for had
they admitted that proposition, they would have
been forced to admit also that there is a Second
Person, namely, the Divine Son. It is this
truth we now proceed to demonstrate from Holy
Scripture.

READINGS: — On the theology of the Father, cfr. Heinrich,
Dogmat. Theologie, 2nd ed., Vol. IV, pp. 139 sqq., Mainz 1885;
Oswald, Trinitatslehre, § 4; Simar, Dogmatik, 4th ed., Vol. I,
pp. 228 sqq., Freiburg 1899; Fr. H. Chase, The Lord’s Prayer

in the Early Church, Cambridge 1891. Also S. Thom., S. Theol.,
1a, qu. 33 (Bonjoannes-Lescher, Compendium, pp. 84 sq.).
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ARTICLE 2

OF GOD THE SON

In the sublime text John I, 14: “Kal 6 Adyos
odpé &yévero — And the Word was made flesh,” the
dogma of the Blessed Trinity and the dogmatic
teaching of the Church in regard to Jesus Christ
run together into one. For this reason nearly
all Scriptural passages that can be cited in proof
of Christ’s being the Only-begotten Son of God
likewise offer solid arguments for the dogma
that He is both the true Son of God and the
Divine Logos, and consequently the Second
Person of the Godhead. It will be sufficient to
show, therefore, in this division of our treatise,
(1) that Christ is the true Son of God, (2)
that He is very God, and (3) that He is the
Divine Logos. There is no need of a special
demonstration to prove that Christ is a real per-
son and not a mere personification,

A. Christ’'s Divine Sonship

1. Tue TeErM “Son or Gop” As USED IN A
MerarHORICAL SENSE.—If, as we have shown,
God can assume towards His rational creatures
the relation of a father, these creatures must be

capable of becoming, in a certain sense, sons or
children of God.
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a) Taking the term in a higher sense, man can be-
come a son of God only in the supernatural order, as
we shall show in the treatise on Grace, where we speak
of Justification. Cfr. Matth. V, g: “ Blessed are the
peacemakers: for they shall be called the children of
God.” But, as Holy Scripture clearly intimates, this
supernatural sonship of the creature is not a sonship
in the strict sense of the term; it is based on adop-
tion.® Though this filiatio adoptiva is sharply con-
trasted with natural sonship,® inasmuch as the Bible
traces it to the fact of the creature’s ““ regeneration of
God,” *° nay, even calls it a participation in the Divine
Nature,* it is to be remarked that the last-mentioned
two notions never lose their accidental and analogous
character, because they are conditioned by sanctifying
grace, of which the filiatio adoptiva is the chief formal
effect.

b) The important question we have here to solve is
whether “ Son of God ” is applied to Christ merely as an
analogous term. In that case, though He would still out-
rank God’s other adopted children, Jesus would be no
more than a primus inter pares. That He outranks all
other men appears clearly enough from the fact that He
alone is called in Holy Scripture, 6 vios ot @eot,— the
Son of God. There are texts in which mere creatures
are referred to as “sons of God,” but in all these
texts the subject is either in the plural,’? or it is a col-

8 Adoptio filiorum, viofesla. On 11 Cfr. 2 Pet. I, 4: “ felas kot~

supernatural adoption, see Sollier in
the Catholic Encyclopedia, I, 148
£qq.

9 Filiatio naturalis.

10 Regeneratio, Gr. maltyyeveoia,
Cfr. J. Pohle, s. v. “ Wiederge-
burt,” in Herder’s Kirchenlexikon,
XII, 1468 sqq., Freiburg 1901.

vwrol ¢ploews.”
12 Cfr. Job I, 6: * Filit Dei,”

Hebr. D‘ﬂsﬁ\' ; Rom. VIII, 15:
“ Accepistis spiritum adoptionis filio-

rum Dei — You have received the
spirit of adoption of sons.”
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lective term,'* or an indefinite singular really amount-
ing to a plural’* The only passage which seems to
offer an exception is 2z Kings VII, 15: “Ego ero et
[scil. Salomoni] tn patrem, et ipse erit mihi tn filium —
I will be to him [Solomon] a father, and he shall be to
me a son,” but St. Paul expressly interprets this passage
as referring typically to Christ: “ Cui dirit aliquando
angelorum: . . . Ego ero illi in patrem, et ipse erit mihi
tn filium? — For to which of the angels hath he said at
any time: . . . I will be to him a father, and he shall
be to me a son?”’*® In the light of these texts no one
can deny that Christ is the Son of God in a higher
sense than any angel or man. But there still remains a
doubt as to whether Filius Dei is applied to Him as a
proper name, or merely as an appellative ; that is to say,
whether He is the Son of God in the strict or merely
in a figurative sense, 1. ., by adoption.

2. CHRIST THE SoN OF GOD IN THE STRICT
SENSE oF THE TERM.—The Socinians and the
Rationalists, Hugo Grotius among others, allege
that Filius Dei is merely an official title of the
Messias, bearing no intrinsic relation to any di-
vine filiation; in other words, that Christ, in vir-
tue of His supernatural birth from the Blessed
Virgin Mary, is called “Son of God” in a higher,
though not in an essentially different sense than
other rational creatures. The French Abbé Al-

13 Exod. IV, 2z2: * Filius meus as the obedient son of the most
primogenitus Israel — Israel is my High.”

son, my firstborn.” 15 Heb. I, s.
14 Ecclus. IV, 11: ‘““Et eris tu 16 Modern Rationalists notoriously
[scil. misericorsl welut filius altis- also deny the Virgin Birth.

simi obediens — And thou shalt be
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fred Loisy adopts this Rationalist error when he
writes: “The title ‘Son of God’ was accepted
by the Jews, by the Disciples, and by the Saviour
Himself as a synonym for ‘Messias.”” ' True,
“Son of God” was the official title of the Mes-
sias; but it was a title based upon a reality, 1. e.,
Christ’s Divine Sonship in the strict sense of the
term. It is a mistake on the part of some Cath-
olic theologians to concede the assertion of Ra-
tionalist exegetes that, while the true Divine
Sonship of Jesus appears clearly enough from
the Apostolic Letters and the Fourth Gospel,
it cannot be proved from the Synoptics. The
conduct of the Jews and our Saviour’s own re-
iterated declarations, as recorded in the Gospels
of St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke, clearly
prove the contrary.

a) Though the Jews knew, and could not help
knowing from their own sacred writings, that
the future Messias would be God Himself, they
were not accustomed to refer to Him of their
own accord as “God,” or “Son of God.” They
called Him either “son of David,” ** or “King of
Israel,” ** or “the Prophet,” *° or “the Messias,”
that is Christ (¥ = xpwrds). Nevertheless

17 L’Evungile et L’Eglise, p. 62, especially pp. 320 sqq. as bearing on
Paris 1902. Against Loisy see M. the point here under consideration.

Lepin’s scholarly work Christ and 18 Cfr, Matth, IX, 27; XII, 23;
the Gospel, or Jesus the Messiah XX, 30; XXI, 9; Mark XI, 10.
and Son of God, Authorized Eng- 19 Matth. XXVII, g2.

lish edition, Philadelphia 1910. See 20 John I, 21: VI, 14; VII, 40.
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they logically concluded from Christ’s repeated
references to Himself as Son of God, that He
claimed consubstantiality with the Godhead,
in other words, true Divinity.*' Similarly the
Synoptics, by weaving into their story sayings
that can apply to none other than the Son of God
in the strictest sense of the term, or by accom-
panying their profession of faith in the “true Son
of God” with a latreutic act of adoration, plainly
demonstrate that they mean to apply the name
to Jesus in its proper, not in a figurative, sense.
When He was baptized in the Jordan*? “there
came a voice from heaven, saying: This is my
beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased.” The
Greek text has: Oirds éorw 6 vids pov & ayamyrds, re-
peating the definite article to emphasize the
unique role of the Son. Before the institution,
or, more correctly, before the promise of the
primacy, Peter had first to profess his faith in
the Divine Sonship of Jesus. Matth. XVI, 15
sqq.: “Whom do you say that I am? Simon
Peter answered and said: Thou art Christ, the
Son of the llVlI‘lg God (m\) el 6 Xpioros, 6 vios 700 Ocoi
70i {avros).” Like the other Apostles, Peter had
long before believed in the Messianic mission
and dignity of his Master; hence his profession
of faith as recorded in Matth. XVI, 16, can only

21 John V, 18; X, 33.
22 Matth. III, 13 sqq.; Mark I, 9 sqq.; Luke III, 21 sqq.
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mean: ‘“Thou art not only the Christ, 7. e., the
Messias, but likewise the true Son of God.”
This view is confirmed by our Saviour’s reply:
“Beatus es, Simon DBar Iona, quia caro et san-
guis non revelavit tibi, sed Pater meus, qui
i coelis est — Blessed art thou, Simon Bar-
Jona, because flesh and blood [i. e., human rea-
son] hath not revealed it to thee, but my Father
who is in heaven.” That is to say, Peter’s
knowledge and his profession of faith in Christ’s
Divine Sonship was owing to a direct revelation
and the grace of faith.*® \When the Disciples “in
the midst of the sea” saw Jesus stretching out
His hand and saving Peter, who at His Mas-
ter’s bidding had ventured upon the angry waves,
they were overpowered by the glorious miracle
and “adored Him, saying: Indeed thou art the
son of God.” **

b) This argument is supported by Christ’s own
testimony. The Synoptics tell us as distinctly as
do SS. John and Paul, that not only did He
always and everywhere assert His Divine Son-
ship, but He finally sealed it with His blood.
When Caiphas adjured Him by the living God,
saying: “Tell us if thou be the Christ the son
of God,”** Jesus solemnly replied: ‘“Thou hast

23 Cfr, Schanz, Kommentar iiber raverunt eum dicentes: Vere Filius
das Evangelium des hl. Matthius, Dei es (d\nOds Oeov vids €l).”
p. 375, Mainz 1870. 25 El o¥ el 8 Xpiords, 6 vids Tob

24 Matth. XIV, 33: “ Qui autem Oeob,
in navicula erant, venerunt et ado-
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said it.” *®* And when, in confirmation of His
oath, the Saviour significantly assured His ques-
tioner that he would yet see Him sitting on the
right hand of the power of God, and coming
in the clouds of heaven to judge mankind, “the
high priest rent his garments, saying: He hath
blasphemed.” ** In asserting His Divine Son-
ship, therefore, Christ asserted His Divinity,
and the Sanhedrin, regarding this assertion as
blasphemous, acted with perfect consistency when
they condemned Him to an ignominious death.
According to the Gospel of St. Luke, they
“brought him into their council, saying: If thou
be the Christ, tell us—S7 tu es Christus, dic
nobis,” ** and when Jesus had assured them that
He would sit “on the right hand of the power of
God,” they asked Him: “Art thou then the Son
of God? (O'D otv €l 6 vios Tob @eoﬁ) ?’ and He ﬁrm]y
and definitely answered: “You say that I am
(meis Aéyere, 61 éya eip),”  Whereupon He was led
to Pilate, and they accused Him of claiming that
He was “Christ the king,” ** and that “He made
Himself the Son of God.” ** It is not too much
to say, therefore, that Christ laid down His life
for the truth of His solemn affirmation that He
was really and truly “the Son of God.” The

26 3Y elras = Yes. 29 Luke XXIII, 2: ‘ Dixit se
27 Matth, XXVI, 63 sqq. Christum regem esse.”
28 Luke XXII, 66 sq. 80 John XIX, 7: * Filium Dei se

fecit.”
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Fourth Gospel and the Epistles of St. Paul verify,
continue, and complete the story of the Synop-
tics.®!

3. TrE TEACHING OF ST. JoHN AND ST. PAUL
oN Curist’s DiviNeE Sonsuip.—The Saviour’s
favorite disciple, the meek and gentle John, both
in character and temperament differed radically
from the fiery Paul; yet their teaching in regard
to Christ agrees in every essential detail, and it
may be truly said that the Johannine Christology
is characterized by a Pauline depth of thought,
while the teaching of St. Paul has a distinctly
Johannean tinge. Both Apostles are at one in
affirming that the Divine Sonship of Christ is a
true sonship in the strict sense of the term, and
therefore essentially different from the sonship
predicated of angels and men.

a) The epithets applied to Jesus by both SS.
John and Paul are with quite evident intent so
chosen as to exclude absolutely the “sensus im-
proprius.”’

Both call Christ His Heavenly Father’s “own Son”
(Filius proprius, idws vids). Rom. VIII, 32: “Qui
proprio Filio suo (rod dlov viov) non pepercit— He
spared not even his own Son.” John V, 18: “ Patrem

suum (warépa idov) dicebat Dewm, aequalem se faciens Deo
— Jesus also said God was his Father, making himself
81 Cfr. B. Bartmann, Das Him- 1904; M. Lepin, Christ and the

melreich und sein Konig nach den Gospel, pp. 394 sqq.
Synoptikern, pp. 107 sqq., Paderborn
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equal to God.” He is the Father’s “beloved Son,” into
whose kingdom we are translated.®> He is “the only
begotten Son, Who is in the bosom of the Father —
Unigenitus Filius (6 povoyewys vids), qui est in sinu Pa-
tris,” ** the Son begotten by the eternal Father.** This
note of unicity, which is especially accentuated by St.
John, plainly implies that the Father has no other son
but Christ.** Consequently Christ is truly the Son of God
in precisely the same sense in which God is “ true God.”
Cir. 1 John V, 20: “Scimus quoniam Filius Dei (6
vios 7ot @ecov) wvenit, et dedit nobis sensum, ut cogno-
scamus verum Deum (7ov a\pfwov ®edv) et simus tn vero
Filio etus — And we know that the Son of God is come:
and he hath given us understanding that we may know
the true God, and may be in his true Son.”

b) These texts appear still more significant
if collated with certain other Scriptural passages,
which expressly declare that the Divine Sonship
of Christ is a sonship in the strict and proper
sense of the term.

€

If there existed any higher beings who, as “sons of
God,” might claim precedence of Christ, they would
certainly be the angels of Heaven. Now we have the
distinct teaching of St. Paul that the angels are bound
to adore Christ as “the Son of God” and “ the first-
born of the Father.” Hebr. I, 5 sq.: “ Cui enim divit
aliquando angelorum: Filius meus es tu, ego hodie genui
te? .. . Et cum tterum introducit primogenitum (mpwrd-

32Cfr. Col. I, 13: ““Qui nos 83 Johu I, 18; cfr. Lepin, op. cit.,
transtulit in regnum Filii dilectionis  pp. 330 sqq.
suae” (a Hebraism for: * Filiv di- 34 Hebr. V, s. Cfr. Ps, II, 7.
lecti sui ”; cfr, 2 Pet. I, 17). 85 Cfr. John I, 14; III, 16, 18; 1

John 1V, o.
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Toxov) i1 orbem terrae, dicit: Et adorent eum [sc.
Christuin] omnes angeli Dei— For to which of the an-
gels hath he said at any time: Thou art my Son, to-
day I have begotten thee. ... And again, when he
bringeth in the first begotten into the world, he saith:
And let all the angels of God adore him.” Among the
many favored children of grace, especially the prophets
and the Lord’s anointed, whom Sacred Scripture some-
times calls “sons of God,” or even “ gods,” because of
their exalted dignity, in the opinion of the Jews and of
St. Paul none was greater than Jehovah’s favorite
servant, Moses.*®* And yet St. Paul, comparing him with
Christ, says that Moses is merely a “ faithful servant in
the house of God,” while Jesus is “as the Son in his
own house.” 3" It is only in the light of these facts
that we are able fully to appreciate the further teach-
ing of SS. John and Paul, that, as the heavenly Father-
hood of God is the prototype of all created paternity, so
the Divine Sonship of Christ is the exemplar of all de-
rived or adoptive sonship. Cfr. John I, 12: “ Dedit eis
potestatem filios Dei fieri, his qui credunt in nomine eius
[scil. unigeniti a Patre] — He gave them power to be
made the sons of God, to them that believe in his name ”
(i. e., in the name of the Only-begotten of the Father.
John I, 14). Gal. IV, 4 sq.: “ Misit Deus Filium suum
(7ov viov adrov) . . . ut adoptionem filiorum (v viofe-
alav) reciperemus — God sent his son . . . that we might
receive the adoption of sons.”

c) The teaching of St. John culminates in the
notion of the Divine Logos; that of St. Paul in

36 Cfr. Deut. XXXIV, 10; Heb. [sc. Dei]l tamquam famulus (&s
III, 1 sqq. fepdmwy), . « « Christus wvero tam-

37 Heb. III, 5 sq.: ‘“Et Moyses quam Filius in domo sua (os vids
quidem fidelis erat in tota domo eius  émwl 7oy olkov av¥Tov).”
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the cognate conception of Christ as the image of
God and splendor of His glory. Cir. 2 Cor.
IV, 4: “Imago Dei (eixov @eot)” Col. I, 15:
“Imago Dei invisibilis.””  With an unmistakable
allusion to St. John’s teaching on the Divine
Logos, the Apostle of the Gentiles defines this
“image of the invisible God” as splendor gloriae
(dmadyaopa 7is 8é7s) and as figura substantiae eius
(XapaKT’;]p T7S UTOOTAOEWS aﬁ‘roﬁ)——“the brightness of
the glory of God” and “the figure of his sub-
stance.” ®®

Of these two terms the former expresses the con-
substantiality (homoousia), the latter the personal self-
existence of the Son side by side with the Father. Both
these truths are also taught in the Fourth Gospel: ®*
“The Word was God” and “ the Word was with God.”
That St. Paul *° employs the phrases “ brightness of his
glory ” and “ figure of his substance ” not in any crea-
tural sense, but absolutely, is made manifest by the
second part of the sentence in which they occur.*
There he ascribes to Christ none but divine attributes:
“Portansque omuia werbo wirtutis suae, purgationem
peccatorum faciens, sedet ad dexteram maiestatis in e.-
celsis — Upholding all things by the word of his power,
making purgation of sins, [Christ] sitteth on the right
hand of the majesty on high.”** Therefore Christ is
the “image of the Divine Substance ” in so far as He
is strictly and truly the “ Son of God,” which further

38 Heb. I, 3. xapaxtip, cfr. Lebreton, Les Ori-
30 John I, 1. gines du Dogme de la Trinité, p.
40 Heb. 1, 3. 348.

41 On the terms dmwalyaocua and 42 Heb. I, 3.

5
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appears from Heb. I, 2: “ Diebus istis [Deus] locutus
est nobis in Filio, . . . per quem fecit et saecula — In
these days [God] hath spoken to us by his Son, . . .
by whom he also made the world.” ¢ While the term
dratyaopa Tis 86éys represents the Father as “ light,” and
the Son as the reflection of this light (for this reason He
is called lumen de lLumine as well as Deus de Deo),**
the locution yapakthp 7ijs vmoordoews adroi complements
the former by emphasizing the independent subsistence of
the Son of God (i. e., Christ) in His relative opposition
to God the Father,—a point which the Fathers of the
Church did not fail to insist upon in their early conflicts
with Photinus and Sabellius.

d) The Scriptural teaching so far developed
furnishes us with a key for interpreting those
numerous texts which speak of the primogeniture
of Christ.

The “ only begotten Son ” (unigenitus, povoyeviys) alone
is and always remains the ““firstborn” (primogenitus,
mpwTtoTokes).*> No creature can claim to be His equal in
birth or dignity. St. Paul’s teaching on this head is
most clearly developed in his Epistle to the Colossians.
There he distinguishes in Christ a twofold “ right of the
firstborn ”’: the one divine, the other human; the former
based upon the title of creation, redemption, and final

43 Cfr. John I, 10, 3.

44 Cfr., W. Humphrey, S. J.,
‘“ His Divine Majesty,” pp. 433 sq.,
London 1897.

45 ““ TIpwréTokos is not an exact
translation of Primogenitus, though
Homer, as Petavius says, may use
rlkTw for gigno. It is never used
in Scripture for Only-begotten. We

never read there of the First-born
of God, or of the Father; but First-
born of the creation, whether the
original creation or the new.”’—
Newman, * Causes of the Rise and
Successes of Arianism” in Tracts
Theol. and Eccles., p. 204 n., Lon-
don 1893.
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end; the latter on Christ’s prerogative as the mystic
head and reconciler of His Church, which consists of
sinful men. From the first-mentioned viewpoint He
is “primogenitus omnis creaturae
krioews)’; from the point of view mentioned in the
second place, He is “ primogenitus ex mortuis (wpwrdroxos
éx Tav vexpav).” *® In both respects Christ is no mere
creature, but very God. For like unto the Hypostatic
Wisdom of the Old Testament,*” He possesses, as  the
firstborn of every creature,” an eternal, divine existence,
and is equipped with creative power, whereby He has
created and upholds the universe together with the realm
of angels.*® As the “firstborn from the dead,” on the
other hand, He is ¢ the head of the body [of] the church,”
absolute “ beginning,” the one “ who holds in all things
the primacy,” the possessor of “the fullness of all per-
fection,” and lastly “the reconciling mediator through
the blood of His cross, of the things that are on the
earth and the things that are in heaven,”— all of which
can be true only on the supposition that Christ as the
Firstborn is at the same time the true and genuine Son
of God, and therefore Himself God.* According to St.
Paul, therefore, Christ’s human primogeniture is based
upon His divine primogeniture, which in turn coincides
with His unigeniture (primogenitus = unigenitus).>°

’
(ﬂ'p(DTOTOKOG 17'0/.0"'79

4. Toe CONSUBSTANTIALITY OF THE SON OF
Gop wita Gop.—In the Scriptural texts we

48 Col. I, 13 sqq. On the term
1rpw1'61'oxos see Lebreton, op. cit.,
PP. 302 sqq.

47 Cfr. Ecclus. XXIV, 5: “ Pri-
mogenita ante ommem creaturam —
Wisdom, the firstborn before all
creatures.”

48 Col. I, 15-17.

49 Col. I, 18-zo.

50 Cfr. Heb. I, 5 sqq.; Apoc. I, 5.
Cfr. J. Lebreton, Les Origines du
Dogme de la Trinité, pp. 302 sqq.,
397 saq.
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have cited, the Divinity which is communicated
to the Son by His divine yéwyois from the Father
is not founded upon Ditheism, or the existence
of two coequal gods, but on the numerical iden-
tity of the Divine Nature.

This conclusion, which flows so manifestly from the
monotheistic character of both the Old and the New
Testament, is expressly confirmed in the Epistle to the
Philippians,®® where St. Paul draws a neat distinction
between the “ form of a servant” (forma servi, poppy
8ovdov) and the “form of God” (forma Dei, popdy
®eoi). By the former he means the truly human, and
by the latter the truly divine nature of Jesus Christ,
in the possession of which the Son of God is con-
substantial or coequal with God (aequalis Deo, ica
®ep). “Qui [scil. Christus] cum in forma Dei esset,
non rapinam arbitratus est, esse se aequalem Deo, sed
semetipsum exinanivit formam Servi accipiens . . . et
habitu inventus ut homo — Christ Jesus, being in the
form of God, thought it not robbery to be equal with
God: but emptied himself, taking the form of a servant
. . . and in habit found as a man.”—" Forma servi” in
this context can mean nothing else than the human na-
ture which the Son of God ‘“ assumed,” 5 and in virtue
of which He was “ found as a man.” “ Forma Dei,”
on the other hand, plainly signifies the Divine Nature,
which Christ possessed before he “ took the form of a
servant ”’ and before He “ emptied Himself,” and which
to claim He did not need to think robbery, ¢. e., unjust
usurpation. It is immaterial whether we take “rapina”

61 Phil. II, 5 sqq. was made flesh, and dwelt among
52 John I, 14: ‘ And the Word us.”
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[

in its active sense as
“res rapta.’ °®

“actus rapiendi,” or objectively as

B. The Divinity of Christ

If Christ is truly the Son of God, no special
argument is required to show that He is Divine.
Yet as Holy Scripture, aside from those pas-
sages which prove Christ’s Divine Sonship, also
contains a number of texts which expressly as-
sert His Divinity, it will be well to study these
separately and to show how they confirm our
thesis. We shall divide them into three distinct
groups.

1. THE DiviNE ATTRIBUTES OF CHRIST.—A
being that possesses divine attributes and per-
forms divine acts, is truly divine. Christ, ac-
cording to the New Testament Revelation, pos-
sesses divine attributes and performs divine acts.
Consequently He is true God. The major
premise of this syllogism, being merely a descrip-
tive definition of God, needs no proof. From
out of the profusion of Scriptural texts which
can be cited in support of the minor, we select the
following.

53 Cfr. St. Chrysostom, Hom. in
Philip., 7, n. 2: ‘“Hoc, inquam,
esse aequalem Deo, non ex rapinc
habuit, sed a matura, quamobrem
seipsumm  exinanivit.” For a full
elucidation of Phil. II, 5 sqq., see
K. J. Miiller, Brief des hl. Paulus

an die Philipper, Freiburg 1899.—
The dogma of Christ’s Divine Son-
ship is ably defended against the
attacks of the Modernists by M.
Lepin, Christ and the Gospel (Eng-
lish tr.), pp. 263 sqq., Philadelphia
1910.
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a) The New Testament predicates self-existence, which
is the fundamental attribute of the Godhead, in the same
terms of Christ in which the Old Testament predicates
it of Jehovah. Jesus said to St. John:%* “ Noli timere,
ego sumn primus et novissimus (6 wpdros kai 6 foyatos)
et vivus et fui mortuus — Fear not, I am the first and
the last, and alive, and was dead.”®® As causa prima
the adrovows is per se and by intestine necessity the
finis ultimus of all creation. Now Christ says of Him-
self: % “Ego sum a et o, primus et novissimus, prin-
cipium et finis— 1 am Alpha and Omega, the first and
the last, the beginning and the end.” Similarly St.
Paul:5" “Ta wdvra 8 adrol kal eis adrov éxriorar— All
things were created by him and in him.”

Because of His aseity God is incomprehensible to the
created intellect. Christ shares in this incomprehensi-
bility. On the other hand He possesses a truly compre-
hensive knowledge of the Father. Cir. Matth. XI, 27:
“Nemo novit (émywdoxe) Filium nisi Pater, . . . neque
Patrem quis novit (émywdoxe) nisi Filius, et cui voluerit
Filius revelare — No one knoweth the Son but the
Father: neither doth any one know the Father but the
Son, and he to whom it shall please the Son to reveal
him.” Note that the verb émywdokev is stronger than
simple ywdoxew; it denotes that comprehensive knowl-
edge which is proper to the infinite God.*®

b) Chief among God’s transcendental attributes of
being is His absolute truth. Now Christ is the abso-
lute, living Truth, as He Himself testifies: “Ego sum
via et veritas et vita (4 a\jleaa kal 7 o) — 1 am the

54 Apoc. I, 17 sqq. — 1 the Lord, I am the first and the
55 Cfr. Apoc. 11, 8. For compari- last.”

son also read Is. XLI, 4: ““ Ego 56 Apoc. XXII, 13.

MY primus et novissimus ego sum 57 Col. I, 16.

68 Cfr. 1 Cor. XIII, 12
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way, and the truth, and the life.”®® This (truth-)
life is communicated to Him in virtue of His eternal
generation by the Father; hence it is a divine life,
and as such self-existent in character. John V, 26:
“ Sicut enizn Pater habet vitam in semetipso (év éavrd),
sic dedit [i. e., generando communicavit] et Filio habere
vitam in semetipso (év éavrg) — For as the Father hath
life in himself, so he hath given to the Son also to have
life in himself.” This process of communication, there-
fore, results in a differentiation, not of nature or es-
sence, but of persons only. Cfr. 1 John I, 2: “ Au-
nuntiamus vobis vitam aecternam (i oy ™y aldwov),
quae erat apud Patrem (mwpds tov marépa) et apparuit
nobis — We declare unto you the life eternal, which was
with the Father, and hath appeared to us.” As the
living truth, the Saviour must also be the author of
life,® especially in the supernatural order of grace. Cfir.
John XI, 25: “Ego sum resurrectio et vite (% Lof) ;
qui credit in e, etiam si mortuus fuerit, vivet— 1 am
the resurrection and the life: he that believeth in me,
although he be dead, shall live.” Again, “ Qui habet
Filium, habet vitam (v {wfy) — He that hath the Son,
hath life.” &

God’s attributes of veracity and fidelity are rooted in
His absolute truth. In this absolute sense Christ, too, is
veracity itself; for He “ testifieth ” only “ what he hath
seen and heard” of His father in Heaven. Cfr. John
II1, 31 sq.: “ Qui de coelo venit, super omnes est. Et
quod wvidit et audivit, hoc testatur — He that cometh
from heaven, is above all. And what he hath seen and
heard, that he testifieth.” John VIII, 26: “Qui me

59 John XIV, 6. killed, whom God hath raised from

60 Acts ITI, 15: ‘ But the author  the dead.”
of life (6 dpxmyds 7is fwis) you 611 John V, 12,
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misit, verax (a\qbys) cst; et ego, quae audivi ab eo,
haec loquor in mundo — He that sent me is true: and
the things I have heard of him, these same I speak in
the world.”

For this reason, too, He is absolute fidelity. Cfr.
Matth. XXTV, 35: * Heaven and earth shall pass away,
but my words shall not pass away.” Apoc. XIX, 1I:
“ Fidelis et verav — Faithful and true.” Apoc. I, 14:
“ Haec dicit Amen, testis fidelis et verar, qui est princi-
pium creaturae Dei — These things saith the Amen, the
faithful and true witness, who is the beginning of the
creation of God.”

Christ's substantial sanctity coincides with His eth-
ical goodness and is based on His Divine Sonship.
Cir. Luke I, 35: “Quod mascetur ex te Sanctunt,
vocabitur Filius Dei— The Holy which shall be born of
thee shall be called the Son of God.” ®* In virtue of
the Hypostatic Union His divine sanctity overflows into
the human race. Cfr. Heb. VII, 26: “ Talis enim dece-
bat, ut nobis esset pontifex, sanctus, innocens, impollutus,
segregatus a peccatoribus et excelsior coelis factus — For
it was fitting that we should have such a high priest,
holy, innocent, undefiled, separated from sinners, and
made higher than the heavens.” ¢

c¢) Among God’s categorical attributes of being is
omnipotence, which in the natural order manifests itself
in the creation and preservation of the universe, while
in the supernatural sphere it works miracles by its own
power. In both respects Christ has given irrefragable
proofs of His Divinity. He is, in the first place, the
creator and preserver of the universe. Col. I, 16 sq.:

62 Cfr. Apoc. III, 7:  Sanctus 63 This subject will be treated at

et verus — The Holy one and the length in Christology.
True one.”
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“In ipso (é&v adre) condita sunt universa in coelis et
i terra, visibilia et invisibilia, sive thront sive dowmina-
tiones sive principatus sive potestates: ommia per ipsum
(8¢ adrod) et in ipso (els adrdv) creata sunt, et ipse est
ante omnes (wpd wdvrov) et ommia in ipso constant —
For in him were all things created in heaven and on
earth, visible and invisible, whether thrones, or domina-
tions, or principalities, or powers: all things were created
by him and in him, and he is before all, and by him
all things consist.” This text contains three separate
and distinct propositions: (1) All things were created
in the Son; that is to say, according to the counsels of
Christ and in virtue of His omnipotence. (2) All
things were made through the Son (per ipsum), i. e.,
the Son was not merely the instrument of creation, but
its true creative cause.** (3) All things were made in
reference to the Son (eis adrdv), that is to say, He is the
final end of the whole created universe. Consequently
He is true God, and as such “ before all ” (ante omues)
i. e., eternal, and at the same time the preserver of the
universe. Heb. I, 3: “ Portans omnia wvcrbo wvirtutis
suae — Upholding all things by the word of his power.”
Holy Scripture throughout both Testaments regards the
working of signs and miracles in one’s own name and by
one's own power as a sure proof of omnipotence. The
miracles of Christ proceed from His own omnipotence,
not from any derived or communicated power ; — except
in this sense that God the Father has communicated this
power to Him as His Son by a truly divine yémwnows from
everlasting. Cfr. John V, 19: “ Non potest Filius a se
facere quidquam, nisi quod wviderit Patrem facientem;
quaecumque enim ille fecerit, haec et Filius similiter facit

64 Cfr. Heb. I, 2: ‘“Per quem made the world.” Cfr. also Heb.
fecit et saecula — By whom also he I, ro.
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— The Son cannot do any thing of himself, but what he
seeth the Father doing: for what things soever he doth,
these the Son also doth in like manner.” In this sense
Christ possesses the power of raising the dead. John V,
21: “Sicut Pater suscitat miortuos et vivificat, sic et
Filius, quos vult, vivificat — For as the Father raiseth up
the dead and giveth life: so the Son also giveth life to
whom he will.” Therefore He is able to say: “Et
ego resuscitabo eum (avaornow adrov éyd) in N10VISSINO
die — And I will raise him up in the last day.” ®® When
the leper adored him, Christ did not object. MNatth.
VIII, 2 sqq.: “Et ecce leprosus veniens adorabat eum
(mpooexive. adrg), dicens: Domine, si vis, potes ime mun-
darve. Et extendens lesus manum, tetigit eum dicens:
Volo, mundare — And behold a leper came and adored
him, saying: Lord, if thou wilt, thou canst make me
clean. And Jesus stretching forth his hand, touched
him, saying: I will, be thou made clean.” Christ’s om-
nipotence is the source of the universal sovereignty to
which He lays claim. As God alone is Lord of life
and death, heaven and hell, so Christ holds “ the
keys of death and of hell.” Apoc. I, 18: “Et habeo
claves mortis et tnferni” ®® He is the mavrokpdrwp °7 to
whom all creatures, including the angels, are subject,
and as such is “the Lord of lords, and King of kings.”
Apoc. XVII, 14: “ Agnus vincet illos, quoniam dominus
dominorum est et rex regum.”® As we have but one
God the Father, so we have but one Lord Jesus Christ.
1 Cor. VIII, 6: “ Nobis tamen unus est Deus Pater,
ex quo omnia et nos in illum, et unus Dominus (eis x¥pios)
Iesus Christus, per quem omnia et 1os per ipsun (8 ob 7
85 John VI, 40. 68 1 Pet. III, 22.

88 Cir. also Apoc. III, 7. 69 Cfr. also Apoc. XIX, 16.
87 Apoc. I, 8.



THE DIVINITY OF CHRIST 69

wdvra kal fpeis 8 abrov) — Yet to us there is but one
God, the Father, of whom are all things, and we unto
him; and one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom are all things,
and we by him.”

Two other divine attributes not shared by any crea-
ture are absolute immutability, and eternity which
flows therefrom. Both of these are ascribed by Holy
Scripture to Christ. What the Psalmist says of the im-
mutability of Jehovah,”® “Ipsi peribunt, tu autem per-
manes — They shall perish, but thou remainest,” St. Paul
applies without limitation to Jesus.”t That Christ is
eternal can be deduced from the Scriptural teaching that
He existed before time. John the Baptist confessed: ™
“ He was before me (mp&rds pov 4v),” and Christ Himself
confirmed this assertion by His solemn declaration: ™
“ Antequam Abraham fieret, ego sum (mpiv *ABpadpu
yevéobar, éyo eipm) — Before Abraham was made, I am.”
St. Augustine commentates this text as follows: ‘“Non
divit: antequam Abraham essct, ego eram, sed: antequam
Abraham fieret, qui nisi pcr me non ficret, ego sum.
Neque hoc divit: antequam Abraham fieret, ego factus
sum. In principio enim fecit Deus coelum et terramn;
nam i principio erat Verbum. Antequam Abraham
fieret, ego sum. Agnoscite crcatorem, discernite crea-
turam — He said not, Before Abraham <was, I was; but,
Before Abraham was made (and he could not be made but
by Me), I am. Neither said he this: DBefore Abraham
was made, I was made. For, In the beginning God
created the heaven and the earth: namely, in the begin-
ning was the Word. Before Abraham was made, I am.
Acknowledge the Creator, discern the creature.” ** Cfr.

70 Ps, CI, 27 sqq. 73 John VIII, 58.

71 Heb. I, 10 sqq. 74 Tractatus in Ioa., 43, n. 17,
72 John I, 1s. Browne's translation, I, 586.
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also the famous passage in Christ’s prayer for His dis-
ciples: ™ “Et nunc clarifica me tu, Pater, apud te-
metipsum claritate, quam habui prius, quam mundus es-
set, apud te (3 86y, 7 eixov mpd Tob TOV KGopOV €lvar, mapd
gol)— And now glorify thou me, O Father, with thy-
self, with the glory which I had, before the world was,
with thee.” As Cardinal Toletus pertinently observes,
this passage has reference to the divine glory which
Christ enjoyed as God together with His Father from
all eternity. Therefore His Ascension was merely a
return to “where he was before,” "® or, more correctly,
where “He always is.” Cir. John III, 13: “Nemo
ascendit in coelum, nisi qui descendit de coelo, Filius
hominis, qui est in coelo— And no man hath ascended
into heaven, but he that descendeth from heaven, the
Son of man who is in heaven.” " Hence for Christ to
be “in Heaven” means to be «‘in the bosom of the
Father,” 7. e., to be the true Son of God from all eter-
nity. Eternity for Him is merely the past, present, and
future combined in an unchanging life. Heb. XIII, 8:
“lesus Christus hert et hodie, ipse et in saecula — Jesus
Christ, yesterday, and to-day, and the same for ever.”

In His relation to space, and to the world of pure
spirits, Christ is endowed with omnipresence, and partic-
ularly with that power of indwelling in the souls of the
just which is peculiar to God. St. Paul probably means
to emphasize His omnipresence when he says:™ “ Qui
descendit, ipse est et qui ascendit super omnes coelos, ut
tmpleret omnia (lva whAypdoy 74 wdvra) — He that de-
scendeth is the same also that ascended above all
heavens, that he might fill all things;”— unless indeed

75 John XVII, s. 77 Cfr. also John XVI, 28; I, 18.

78 John VI, 63: “Ubi erat 78 Eph. 1V, 10.
prius.”’



THE DIVINITY OF CHRIST i

the phrase to “fill all things ” is meant to indicate the
fulfilment of the prophecies relating to Christ’s Ascen-
sion. Cfr. John XIV, 23: © Pater meus diliget eum, et
ad eum veniemus et mansionem apud eum (poviy map’
avrg) faciemus — My Father will love him, and we will
come to him, and will make our abode with him.” No
mere creature could, without committing blasphemy, thus
put himself on a level with God, and promise to in-
dwell with God in the souls of the just; and none but
God Himself could solemnly promise: “Et ecce ego
vobiscum sum omnibus dicbus usque ad consummationem
saeculi — And behold I am with you all days, even to
the consummation of the world.” Only a believer in
the Divinity of Jesus can exclaim with St. Paul: “ Vivit
vero in me Christus — But Christ liveth in me.” 8°

d) Among the operative attributes of God the most im-
portant is probably omniscience. As God alone can ade-
quately comprehend His own Essence, so likewise only
a truly divine Son can adequately comprehend the divine
Father. Cir. John X, 15: “Sicut novit (ywdoke)
me Pater, et ego agnosco (ywéoxke) Patrem — As the
Father knoweth me, I know the Father.” And again:
“Ego scio eum (éyo oida adrdv), quia ab ipso sum (wap’
atrod epi), et ipse me misit— 1 know him, because I
am from him, and he hath sent me.”® This argues
an intimate knowledge such as no creature can, pos-
sess. John VI, 46: “ Non quia Patrem vidit quisquam,
nisi 1s qui est a Deo (el py 6 dv mapd rov ®eod), hic vidit
Patremn (olros édpaxe Tov marépa) — Not that any man
hath seen the Father; but he who is of God, he hath
seen the Father.” This intuitive vision has its source in

79 Matth, XXVIII, zo. Cfr. also 80 Gal. IT, zo.

John XIV, 16; XV, 5 sqq.; XVI, 13 81 John VII, 29,
84q.
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Christ’s divine yéwnyows. Cir. John I, 18: “ Deum nemo
vidit unquam; unigenitus Filius, qui est in sinu Patris,
ipse enarravii — No man hath seen God at any time:
the only begotten Son who is in the bosom of the
Father, he hath declared him.” Christ’s divine self-
comprehension necessarily implies an adequate knowl-
edge of all things external to the Godhead. For if, as St.
Paul assures us, “in him dwelleth all the fulness of the®
Godhead corporeally,” 8 it is evident that “in him are
hid all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge.” # It
is by this standard, therefore, that His knowledge of all
things, even the most hidden, must be gauged. Thus
He was able to assure Nathanael: “ Before that Philip
called thee, when thou wast under the fig tree, I saw
thee.” 8  Whereupon the new Apostle, struck by Christ’s
wonderful knowledge, exclaimed: “ Thou art the Son
of God, thou art the King of Israel.” &

If cardiognosis is an exclusive prerogative of the
Godhead,®® Christ is true God. For He applied to
Himself the words of Jeremiah: “I am the Lord who
search the heart,” 37 when He said: “ All the churches
shall know that I am he that searcheth the reins and
hearts.” 8 More than once in fact did He demonstrate
that He possessed this attribute of Divinity. Cfr. Luke
IX, 47: “ At lesus videns cogitationes cordis illorum

82 Col. 11, 9: “ In ipso inhabitat 86 As we have shown in the first
omnis plenitudo divinitatis corporali- volume of this series, God: His
ter (&v al7r@ kaTowei wav 10 Knowability, Essence, and Aitri-
wAfpwua 77 OebTyTos cwmarTi-  butes, pp. 359 saq.

Kk@s).” 87 Jer. XVII, 10: “ Ego Domi-

83 Col. II, 3: *“In guo [Christo] nus Yy Scrutans cor et probans

sunt omnes thesauri sapientiae et

scientiae absconditi.” renes.” )

84 John I, 48: * Priusquam te 83 Apoc. II, 23: ‘“ Et scient om-
Philippus wocaret, cum esses sub nes ecclesiae, quia ego sum scrutans
ficu, vidi te.” renes et corda.”

85 John I, 49: ““ Tx es Filius Dei,
tu es rex Israel.”
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(Baw 1ov Swahoyiouov s kapdias adrav)— But Jesus seeing
the thoughts of their heart.” With vision wondrous
clear He foresees free future events, as, e. g., His be-
trayal at the hands of Judas, Peter’s denial, the flight
of His disciples, His Passion, Resurrection, and As-
cension, the destruction of Jerusalem, etc. His “ Woe
to thee, Corozain, woe to thee, Bethsaida ” % shows that
He also possesses the scientia futuribilium.®®

2. Curist’s TitLE To Divine Hoxors.—No
mere creature can claim divine honors without
incurring the awful crime of idolatry. But
Christ claims and receives divine honors. There-
fore, He is true God. This syllogism rests on
the supposition—which it is the business of
apologetics to prove—that Christ was neither an.
impostor nor a megalomaniac, but, on the con-
trary, a morally altogether superior and phys-
ically normal being. We also assume it as a
datum furnished by fundamental theology,®* that
His Apostles and Disciples were neither fools
nor knaves, but men who knew the facts of
Christ’s career and who were sincere in wor-
shipping Him as God.

a) Christ laid claim to divine honors.

John V, 22 sq.: “Pater .. . omne iudicium dedit
Filio, ut ommes honorificent Filium, sicut honorificant
Patrem ({va wdvres Tip@oe Tov vidv, kabos Tyudot v matépa)

89 Matth. XI, 21 sqq. sence, and Attributes, pp. 361 sqq.
90 On the ““ scientia futuribilinum,” 91 Cfr. Pohle-Preuss, op. cit., pp.
as a divine attribute, see Pohle- 7 sQ.
Preuss, God: His Knowability, Es-
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— The Father . . . hath given all judgment to the Son,
that all men may honor the Son, as they honor the
Father.” Here Jesus plainly exacts for Himself, as Son,
the same worship which He demands for His Father.
The context proves that the adverb xafos is meant to ex-
press not merely similitude but equality; for in the same
chapter of St. John’s Gospel from which the passage is
taken, Christ distinctly asserts and defends His coequality
with the Father, and “ the Jews sought the more to kill
him, because he . . . said God was his Father, making
himself equal to God.” ** He never was known to refuse
divine worship when offered to Him, but accepted it with-
out protest.®® His Apostles, too, particularly St. Paul
and St. John, insist that Christ is entitled to divine
honors. Rom. XIV, 10 sq.: “ Omnes enim stabimus
ante tribunal Christi; scriptum est enim: Vivo ego, dicit
Dominus, quoniam mihi flectetur omne genu et omnis
lingua confitebitur Deo — We shall all stand before the
judgment seat of Christ. For it is written: As I live,
saith the Lord, every knee shall bow to me, and every
tongue shall confess to God.”?* This can only mean
that all men will one day appear before the judgment
seat of Jesus Christ and be compelled to worship Him
as God. The same thought is expressed yet more effec:
tively in another Pauline text:? ‘ Donavit illi nomen,
quod est super omne nomen, ut in nomine lesw omne
genu flectatur coelestium, terrestriumn et infernorum; ct
omnis lingua confiteatur, quia Dominus Iesus Christus
in gloria est Dei Patris — God hath given him a name
which is above all names: that in the name of Jesus
every knee should bow, of those that are in heaven, on
92 John V, 18. 94 Cfr. Is. XLV, 23 saq.

93 Cfr. Matth. X1V, 33; VIII, 2 95 Phil. II, ¢ sqq.
et al.
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earth, and under the earth; and that every tongue should
confess that the Lord Jesus Christ is in the glory of
God the Father.” ¢

If Christ is true God, then the prayers directed to
Him must be equally efficacious as those addressed
to the Father. Holy Scripture plainly teaches that
they are. John XIV, 13: “Quodcunque petieritis
Patrem in nomine ieco, hoc faciam [not: faciet], ut
glorificetur Pater in Filio — Whatsoever you shall ask
the Father in my name, that will I do: that the Father
may be glorified in the Son.” John XIV, 14: “Si
quid petieritis me tn nomine meo, hoc faciam— If you
shall ask me any thing in my name, that will I do.”
In the hour of death no man may, without grievous
sin, commend his soul to any creature. Christ com-
mends His into the hands of His Heavenly Father.
Luke XXIII, 46: ‘‘ Father, into thy hands I commend
my spirit.” And the dying protomartyr Stephen un-
hesitatingly cries out: “ Domine Iesu, suscipe spiritum
meum — Lord Jesus, receive my spirit.” °7

b) The Godhead is the sole formal object of
the three theological virtues. But Holy Scrip-
ture represents Christ as a Supreme Being, to
whom all men owe faith, hope, and charity.
Consequently, He is true God.

Jesus Himself requires men to believe in Him with the
same faith which they have in God. In this connection it
is well to remember that there is an important distinction
between credere alicui and credere in aliqguem. We may

96 On the adoration of the *slain Lamb,” i. e., Christ in Heaven, cfr.

Apoc. V, 11-13.
97 Acts VII, s8.

6
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believe a creature, but we believe in God alone. Cir.
John X1V, 1: “Creditis in Deum, et in me credite
(morelere eis Tov ®edv, kal eis éué moredere)— You believe
in God, believe also in me.” Faith in Christ is pro-
ductive of eternal life. John VI, 47: “Amen, amen,
dico vobis: qui credit in me (els éué) habet vitam aeter-
nam — Amen, amen I say unto you: He that believeth
in me, hath everlasting life.” For belief in Jesus
Christ is nought else than faith in the true Son of God.
1 John IV, 15: “Quisquis confessus fuerit, quoniam
Iesus est Filius Dei (6 vios Tob @eov), Deus in eo manet
et ipse in Deo — Whosoever shall confess that Jesus is
the Son of God, God abideth in him, and he in God.”

Christ is also the object of theological hope, as the
story of the Atonement clearly shows. If St. Paul
calls himself “an apostle of Jesus Christ, ... our
hope,” °® this is neither an empty phrase nor a hyper-
bole. For, as St. Peter tersely says: “Non est in
aliquo alio (& é\o odderl) salus; nec emim aliud nomen
est sub coelo datum hominibus, in quo oporteat nos sal-
vos fieri — Neither is there salvation in any other; for
there is no other name under heaven given to men,
whereby we must be saved.”

Christ is likewise the object of that theological charity
(“amor super omnia”) to which God alone can lay
claim. Matth. X, 37: ‘ He that loveth father or mother
more than me, is not worthy of me.” Whatever inter-
feres with the love of Christ is to be treated as an obsta-
cle in the way of salvation. Luke XIV, 26: “Si quis
venit ad me et non odit patrem suwm et matrem et uxo-
rem et filios et fratres et sorores, adhuc autem et ani-

981 Tim. I, 1: ‘ Paulus, apo- formation on this point we must
stolus Iesw Christi, . . . spei no- refer the student to the dogmatic
strae.” treatise on Grace.

99 Acts IV, 12, For further in-
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mam suam, non potest esse meus discipulus —I{ any
man come to me and hate not his father, and mother,
and wife, and children, and brethren, and sisters, yea
and his own life also, he cannot be my disciple.” The
Father rewards us with His love if we love Christ.
Cir. John X1V, 23: “Si quis diligit me, . . . et Pater
meus diliget ewm, et ad ewm veniemus et mansionem
apud eum faciemus—1f any one love me, . .. my
father will love him, and we will come to him and
make our abode with him.” 1% St. Paul’s anathema
against all those who “love not our Lord Jesus
Christ,” 91 would be wantonly criminal if Christ were
not true God. And it is only on this same assumption
that the love of Christ can be called “a life in Christ.”
Phil. I, 21: “ Mihi enim vivere Christus est, et mori
lucrum — For to me, to live is Christ: and to die is
gain.” 2 Cor. V, 14 sq.: “ Caritas enim Christi urget
nos, . .. ut et qui vivunt, iam non Sibi vivant, sed
el, qui pro ipsis mortuus est et resurrexit— For the
charity of Christ presseth us, . . . that they also who
live, may not now live to themselves, but unto him
who died for them and rose again.” St. Paul boldly
identifies “caritas Christi” with “ caritas Dei,” and
says, nothing should separate us from it. Rom. VIII,
35 sqq.: “ Quis ergo nos separabit a caritate Christi?
Tribulatio, an angustia, an fames, an nuditas, an peri-
culum, an persecutio, an gladius? . . . Certus sum
enim, quia neque mors meque vita neque angeli . . .
neque creatura alia poterit nos separare a caritate Dei,
quae est in Christo Iesu Domino nostro— Who then
shall separate us from the love of Christ? Shall

100 Cfr. also John XIV, 2r1. Christum, sit anathema—1If any

101 1 Cor. XVI, 22: *“Si quis man love not our Lord Jesus Christ,
non amat Dominum nostrum Iesum  let him be anathema.”
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tribulation? or distress? or famine? or nakedness? or
danger? or persecution? or the sword? . .. For I am
sure that neither death nor life nor angels . . . nor any
other creature, shall be able to separate us from the
love of God, which is in Christ Jesus our Lord.” Con-
sequently Christ and God are one.

c) Christ’s adorableness, and consequently
His Divinity, can be demonstrated also from the
fact that Baptism is conferred in His name con-
jointly with that of the Father and the Holy
Ghost.

We shall not enter into the Scholastic controversy
whether by a special privilege the Apostles baptized
in the name of Christ only, instead of employing the
Trinitarian formula which Jesus Himself gave to them,
as recorded in the twenty-eighth chapter of St. Mat-
thew’s Gospel.?°?> This and other similar questions do
not concern us here. They belong to the dogmatic
treatise on Baptism. The very fact that Baptism used
to be called “ Baptism in Christ’'s name” 1is proof
that the early Christians believed in the Divinity of
our Lord. Nor does it make the slightest difference
whether the Sacrament was originally administered “ ém
7§ Svdpare *Inood Xpworoi els dpeow dpapmiav,” 1% or “év 76
ovépart Tob *Inoov Xpiorod,” 1°* for both formulas clearly
emphasize the authority and power of Christ to forgive
sins; —or “els 70 dvopa Tob xuplov *Ingod,” *°* which par-
ticularly accentuates the consecration and devotion of the

102 A brief account of this con- 103 Acts II, 38.
troversy will be found in Fr. Fan- 104 Acts X, 48.
ning’s article on * Baptism ” in the 105 Acts VIII, 16.

Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. II, p.
263.
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baptized convert to Jesus as man’s final end. In matter
of fact no man could without committing idolatry allow
himself to be baptized “in the name” of any creature;
for no one but God can forgive sins and exact abso-
lute subjection and divine worship. Cfr. 1 Cor. I, 13:
“ Numquid Paulus crucifixus est pro wvobis? Aut in
nomine Pauli baptizati estis? — Was Paul crucified for
you? or were you baptized in the name of Paul?”

3. HoLy ScripTURE ExPRESSLY CALLS CHRIST
“Gop.”—Having demonstrated the Divinity of
Christ, it will serve to confirm our argument to
note that Holy Scripture in several places ex-
pressly refers to Him as God.

a) If the Tetragrammaton M is God’s in-
communicable proper name, which expresses
His Divine Essence,'*® then a Being that is
identical with the Old Testament Yahweh must
be true God. Now Jesus Christ is identical
with the Old Testament Yahweh. Therefore
He is true God.

In his Epistle to the Hebrews, St. Paul says:
“Et cum iterum mtroducit primogenitum [sc. Christum]
in orbem terrae, dicit: Et adorent ewm ommnes angeli
— And again, when he bringeth in the first begotten
into the world, he saith: And let all the angels of
God adore him.”°? This text not only proves that
Christ is true God; it also proves that He is Yahweh.
For, in the passage which St. Paul here quotes,'®® the

106 See Pohle-Preuss, God: His 107 Heb. I, 6.
Knowability, Essence, and Attri- 108 Ps, XCVI, 7.

butes, pp. 135 $qqQ.
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Psalmist describes how Jehovah appeared on earth
for the purpose of founding a kingdom; how He re-
appears as the terrible Judge; how the heavens declare
His justice and all the people behold His glory, and
how those are confounded who adore graven things
and glory in their idols. Then there follows the ex-
hortation (verse 7): “ Adore him (i. ¢, M7 ), all you
angels.” Consequently Christ is the Jehovah of whom
David speaks in this Psalm.

We read in the Messianic Psalm XLIV, which is
ascribed to the sons of Core: “Sedes tua, Deus (D'{'!Sg{)
in saeculum saeculi — Thy throne, O God, is for ever
and ever.” 1 The Rationalist exegetes, who take the
word Deus in this text for a nominative instead of a
vocative, disregard both the dignity of God and Scrip-
tural usage. If their interpretation were correct, the
meaning of the text would he: Thy seat, or throne
(i. e., according to the Rationalist conception, the throne
of an earthly king), is God Himself for ever and ever.
Though Holy Scripture sometimes refers to creatures
(e. g., heaven and hell, angels and men) as the seat or
throne of God, it nowhere designates God as the seat
or throne of man, e. g., of an earthly prince. This
interpretation is positively untenable in the light of
Heb. I, 8: “Ad Filium [scil. Christum] autem dicit:
Thronus tuus, Deus, in saeculum saeculi (6 Gpévos gov, 6
@eds, els Tov aldva Tov alérvos),’ where the text Ps. XLIV,
7 is used to show Christ’s superiority over the angels,
That St. Paul intends 6 ®eds for a vocative is plain
from New Testament Greek usage, as the student may
see from a comparison of such texts as Matth. XI, 26;

109 Ps. XLIV, 4. On this pas- S. J., Christ in Type and Prophecy,

sage, and the whole Psalm of which Vol. II, pp. 36 sqq., New York
it forms a part, cfr. A, J. Maas, 1895.
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Mark V, 41; Luke VIII, 54; John XIX, 3; Eph. VI,
1; Col. III, 18; Heb. X, 7; Apoc. VI, 10. Consequently
Ps. XLIV, 7, can only mean: “ Thy throne, O God
D‘:‘ﬁgﬁ, stands for ever.” Since the sons of Core never

employ the term “ Elohim ” except when they wish to
designate the true God, it follows that Christ bears the
Divine Name D’nsgj, 1. e., 0eds = God.

The hardness of heart which the Jews manifested in
spite of the many wonderful miracles wrought by our
Saviour, St. John attributes to the prophecy of Isaias **°
and adds: “ Haec dixit Isaias, quando wvidit gloriam
eius et locutus est de eo— These things said Isaias,
when he saw his glory and spoke of him [Christ].” 2
Turning to the sixth chapter of Isaias, we read: “Vidi
Dominum ('IiR) sedentem super solium excelsum. . . .
Seraphim clamabant alter ad alterum et dicebant: Sanc-
tus, Sanctus, Sanctus Dominus exercituwm (NIR3Y NiY),
plena est ommis terra gloria eius — I saw the Lord sit-
ting upon a throne high and elevated. . . . The seraphims

. . cried to one another: Holy, holy, holy, the Lord
God of hosts, all the earth is full of his glory.” 112
Hence, according to St. John, Christ is “ God” (Domi-
nus, ‘g'igi) and “Lord of hosts” (Dominus exercituum,
ningy ninY).

It should also be noted that St. Mark, in the beginning
of his Gospel,’*? refers the well-known exhortation of
Isajas:'* “ Parate viam Domini — Prepare ye the way
of the Lord,” to John the Baptist, as the precursor of
the “Lord,” thereby acknowledging the Iatter to be
“ Jehovah.” In Mark I, 2, we have a citation from
Malachias (attributed to Isaias), in which Jehovah

110 Is. VI, 9 sqq. 113 Mark I, 3.

111 John XII, 41. 114 Is. XL, 3.
112 Is, VI, 1 sqq.
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Himself is quoted as prophesying: ““ Ecce ego mitto an-
gelum mewm et praeparabit viam ante faciem meam —
Behold I send my angel, and he shall prepare the way
before my face.” '** Now this angel is none other than
John the Baptist, who, as a precursor, is to ‘ prepare
the way before the face of Jehovah,” i. e., Christ. As
Christ *¢ also applies this text to the Baptist, resp. to
Himself, we have a double warrant for the assertion
that the Jehovah of Malachias is identical with Jesus.

b) Christ is expressly called “God” in at least
four New Testament texts. A fifth occurs in
the prologue of St. John’s Gospel, but we defer
the discussion of it to the next Section, where
we shall treat explicitly of the Logos.

a) The first of the four passages just alluded
to is John XX, 28. The Evangelist describes
how Christ reproached the incredulous Thomas
for his unbelief, whereupon “Thomas answered
and said to Him: My Lord and my God—(¢
Kipos pov kal 6 @eds pov) Dominus meus et Deus
meus.” Theodore of Mopsuestia and Nestorius
represented this reply as a mere exclamation of
surprise; but the text plainly says: “dixit es
(eimev ad7¢)—[Thomas] said to him.” These
words also exclude the Rationalist theory which
asserts that the Apostle, in exclaiming “My
Lord and my God!” did not address Jesus, who

115 Mal. III, 1. On this proph- 116 Luke VII, 27 and Matth, XI,
ecy cfr. Maas, op. cit., Vol. I, pp. 10,
435 sqq.
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stood before him, but Almighty God in Heaven.

It is obvious from the context that Thomas desired
to make a profession of faith not simply in the Resur-
rection of Christ, but also in His Divinity, for which
the Resurrection furnishes such a triumphant argument.
It is in this sense that Christ replies to him: “ Quia
vidisti me, Thoma, credidisti; beati, qui non viderunt
et crediderunt — Because thou hast seen me, Thomas,
thou hast believed; blessed are they that have not seen,
and have believed.” *¥7

B) Christ is again expressly called God in
Tit. I1, 13: “Exspectantes beatam spewm et ad-
ventum gloriae magni Dei et Salvatoris nostri
Tesu Christ: ('rof) peydhov @eod kal gutipos fpav “Inood
Xpwrov) — Jooking for the blessed hope and com-
ing of the glory of the great God and our Saviour
Jesus Christ.”

St. Paul does not mean to distinguish two sepa-
rate persons — the ““great God,” or Father, and “ Our
Saviour Jesus Christ.” He is speaking solely of Christ,
who is both “the great God” and “our Saviour;”
else he would repeat the definite article and express
himself like this: Tod peydAov ®cob kol Tob Cwripos HR&Y
Inoot Xpwwrod. Whenever St. Paul wishes to distin-
guish between the different Persons of the Most Holy
Trinity, he always repeats the article. On the other hand,
he never repeats the article when heaping several predi-
cates on one and the same Person. Cfr. 2 Cor. I, 3:
“Ebdhoynros 6 ®cos kai maryp Tov Kuplov — Blessed be the
God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.” *®* The

117 John XX, 29. 118 Cfr. also Eph. I, 3.
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Ethiopian translation has dropped the xai without in the
least changing the signification of the text. But there is
also a strong objective reason for applying the phrase
“the great God” to Jesus Christ. For in speaking of
the “ coming of the glory of the great God,” the Apos-
tle can only mean Christ, because Holy Scripture tells us
nothing of an epiphany of the Father, and we know that
the second coming (parousia) of Christ will coincide
with the Last Judgment.

v) An equally cogent argument can be con-
strued from 1 John V, 20: “Scimus quoniam
Filius Der venit et dedit nobis sensum, ut co-
gnoscamus verum Deum et sumus in vero Filio
eus: hic est verus Deus et vita aeterna — And
we know that the Son of God is come: and he
hath given us understanding that we may know
the true God, and may be in his true Son. This
is the true God and life eternal” Here the
Divinity of Christ, which is logically deducible
from the fact that He 1s a true Son of the true
God, is expressly reaffirmed in the concluding
phrase: This is the true God—d\yfuwds Ocos.

It is contrary to the rules of logic and grammar alike
to refer the phrase “This is the true God and life
eternal,” not to the immediately preceding word “ Filio,”
but to the more remote “verum Deum” (i. e., Patrem).
In that case tlle — éxeivos should be the pronoun used,
not hic — otros. To refer the demonstrative pronoun
hic — ofros to the determinative pronoun eius would
offend against the idiom of the Latin language. If
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Erasmus were right in his assumption that the phrase,
“The true God and life eternal ” designates the Father,
not the Son, St. John would have made himself
guilty of an insufferable tautology, viz.: “ Verus Deus
est verus Deus” Moreover, the aim of St. John’s
First Epistle, which was written as a prologue to his
Gospel, is not to demonstrate the Godhead of the
Father, which no one denied, but the Divinity of the
Son, who had appeared corporeally in Christ. It is
furthermore to be noted that the “true God” whom
St. John has in mind, is also called “eternal life”
(o0rds éorw & &Apfuwds Oeds kal Loy alowos). Now St.
John never means the Father but invariably the Son
when he uses the phrase “eternal life.”” Consequently
Christ is as certainly “verus Deus” as is His Father.
Cfr. 1 John I, 2: “ Annuntiamus vobis vitam aeter-
nam, quae erat apud Patrem et apparuit nobis —
We declare unto you the life eternal, which was with
the Father, and hath appeared to us.”!'® 1 John V,
11: “Vitam aeternam dedit nobis Deus, et haec vita
in Filio etus est. Qui habet Filium, habet vitam; qui
non habet Filium, wvitam non habet — God hath given
to us eternal life. And this life is in his Son. He that
hath the Son, hath life. He that hath not the Son, hath
not life.” The last vestige of possible doubt is removed
by the Greek text, which reads thus: “Kal éopev év
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