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Preface

A man might well despair of trying to paint even a miniature
picture of America in a single volume. How hopeless, then, must
seem the task of attempting a miniature of the Roman Catholic
Church within the same space limits? This Church existed for
almost 1500 years before America was dreamed of; it continues to
flourish with unabated vigor after America has reached maturity,
and, if history alone were used as a plausible basis for prophecy,
it promises to exist long centuries after the American experiment
has become an artifact like countless other civilizations through
which this Church has lived.

Still, theologians have always been known for a perverse in-
clination to attempt the apparently impossible. And theologians do
continually try to make a rough sketch of the Church in a single
volume. This book exemplifies one such effort.

Given the nature of the task, one can understand why Msgr.
Van Noort had to be literally ruthless in pruning the matter to
meet his specific aim. That aim was twofold: 1) to present a brief,
apologetic demonstration of the fact that the Roman Catholic
Church is that very Church which Jesus Christ founded many cen-
turies ago; 2) to give a brief theological description of the structure
of that Church: its hierarchical organization, its powers, its mys-
terious supernatural life.

In nontechnical language, the author’s bipartite division of the
matter may be described this way: “The Church viewed from ih
outside” (apologetics), and “The Church viewed from ﬂia
(dogmatic theology). G
The first section glvw a glunpse of wlnt m :
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lix on the primacy text runs
i cample, the appendis ;
of the critics. F‘:;s e)\\r\'erle t,]u's treatment accorded other ‘nn])m'lzmt
to about 15 Daﬁt ;;olume would end up as a t]musan(l.. instead of
gl plilescdred pages. Furthermore, since the proximate norm
just several hun 5 not Sacred Scripture, and

b4 ’s magisterium,

is the Church’s mag SR e 1y
of the f:;ﬁ:ah of theology are designed for beginners, not special-
since m S

; e feel justified in restricting such a biblical approach to a

wl;s, ;;2 number of questions. Not everyone will agree with our

select tons: but we do feel that there is need for some
3

articular selec G
- For the rest, we have indicated sources where

ch selection. )
;:rther information is available for the reader eager to do a bit of

research along scriptural lines.

A few cautions:
1. The fact that a book is often cited does not necessarily mean

that its contents are embraced in toto. On the other hand, express
disapproval of this or that section of a book does not mean that
the whole book is regarded as useless.

2. Should any non-Catholic read this book, we hope he will
bear in mind that uncomplimentary remarks aimed at doctrines are
not aimed at persons. This book aims not at exalting my Church
at the expense of your Church. It aims simply at delineating the
characteristics of Christ's Church—a Church which Christ founded
not simply for you or for me, but for the whole human race.

3. If the opinions of any theologians have been misrepresented
in the discussion of theological controversies, we utter a heartfelt
apoi)gybin advance,

Above all, if we have written anything contrary to what the
Catholic Church holds and teaches, we wish it con?i,dered as not

5. Many points alluded to in the theological section icu-
lax}y m.tl:xe chapter on the Mystical Body) iay well pro(vl:aalf-:irly
%:ttee]ifdie to readers unacquainted with other tracts of theology.
b pter prﬁun?w much which will be discussed specifically

Mﬁb—w only in late; tracts in this series: Christology, the
dﬁnm? n, grace, etc. If, 'mdeed, the Church is the Mystical Body
of Appreciate this aspect of the Church’s nature
a thorough knowledge of what Christ is, what
d what He continues to do, ‘
like to express publicly our thanks to M. John J.
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McHale, Mr. John L. Maddux, Mr, E. J. Foye, and other members
of the Newman editorial staff for their patience and helpful sug-
gestions in the whole work of preparation. Thanks are due also to
some heroic typists and researchers: the Revs. Joseph Hrabovsky,
David Brock, Charles O’Neil, and Richard Van Mullekom. Finally,
a word of thanks to reviewers and critics, whose suggestions are
always listened to and appreciated, even when painful.

Joun J. CasteroT, S.S.

WiLLiam R. Mureny, S.S.

St. John’s Provincial Seminary

Plymouth, Michigan
October 11, 1956: Feast of Our Lady’s Divine Maternity
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Introduction

The Treatise on Christ's Church

The treatise on The True Religion demonstrated that the religion
which the Catholic Church teaches was divinely revealed in Christ.
Now attention must be focused on the Catholic Church itself, that
society in which the divine religion of Christ is embodied, and by
which it is preserved and practiced.*

The term church (ekklesia from ekkalein “to call forth”) 1
signifies an assembly of people called together. This assembly
may be secular,? or, more properly, religious.®

Christ’s Church, then, indicates in a general way the whole
host of people who join themselves to God through Christ. Since
this group includes some who are living in triumph in heaven,
some who are suffering in purgatory, and still others who are fight-
ing life’s battle on earth, the Church in this broad sense consists
of three parts: the Church Triumphant, the Church Suffering, and
the Church Militant. The former two do not fall within the scope
of the present treatise.*

The Church Militant can in turn be understood in a broad or a
strict sense. In the broad sense it includes all men on their way to
heaven who have, from the time of Adam’s fall, worshiped God
through allegiance to the Christ who would one day be born or
who has already been born. Consequently, we may distinguish the
Church of the law of nature, that of the Mosaic law (the Syna-
gogue), and that of the law of the gospel. In the words of St.
Augustine,

All the just who have ever existed, from the very beginning of
time, have had Christ as their Head; for they believed that He
would come whom we believe to have already come, and by
their faith in Him they were saved as we are by ours.®

But in its proper and strict sense, the Church of Christ is limited
to the Church of the law of the gospel, and embraces those people

(xxv) i
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on earth who profess the religion which Christ Hin

s . : 15e,
Still, even in this limited sense, the term Chyy, i fr’llnded.

ch is use

various ways. At times it denotes the whole hody of QO 1 in
throughout the whole world,® or again, some partic }1, Cathgljeg
At times it is applied to the whole body without (Iisliy.q'i'( ar group,r
those in authority and those under authority, while at ::It]hlz(‘t;VCCn

‘ °I' timeg

it may indicate only the former,® or only the latter.:
precise meaning is usually clear enough from the
the term appears.

:I'he present treatise considers the Church of Christ j
ordinary, strict sense, that is, the Church Militant of v
Testament, universal, whole, and entire b

Definition. The Church, accordin ‘

) g to the above i
]1‘161:3;0 be defined as fol!ows: The society of men who b;C:]le:;i i
nu;m" :l{dt(he same faith and by their partaking of the same sa,c):z‘
o ki,ngdo ; l:)};, g:der the rule of apostolic pastors and their head-
R rist on earth'.10 This definition is given here aE
T afd?:nggﬁ()f :heii hf'jeahse in the interests of clarity, That
mal iti i ]
e ¢ definition will become clear as the exposi-
Among our adversarj

2 .
e OfsCllI:raiZﬁbe lr)mml.)ered in general all those
Roman Catholic Church: all L tadnyond the Leleohills

hereti i i
Whom are 5o steeped in Rationalisncns t;::l R

" Howevyer
: \.chx, the
context in Which

ew

eIt apostolic origin which is of

n, b with people
cal Worth byt the 20 adduced as possess-
i e = SUHOT RGN tha ord OF
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Division. The subject matter falls into two sections. The former
will treat of the Church as a whole; the second, of each of the
Church’s hierarchical ranks in particular. The former study will
be largely apologetic in character, the latter more theological.

Notes

1. See J. Ranft, Die Stellung der Lehre von der Kirche im dogmatischen
System (1927).

2. , Acts 19:32, 39; Ps. 25:5.

3. See Acts 5:11: Great fear came over the whole congregation (ekklésia)
and on all who heard of this; see also Gal. 1:8; J. C, Fenton, “New
Testament Designations of the Church and of its Members,” CBQ, 9 (1947),
127 ff.; idem, “The Meaning of the Name ‘Church’,” AER, 131 (1954),
268 ff. The Greek word ekklésia is the basis of the word for church in
the Latin, Romance, and Celtic languages. Thus we find: ecclesia (Latin),
¢glise (French), iglesia (Spanish), chiesa (Italian), eglais (Irish and Gaelic),
iliz (Breton). As for the word in Teutonic and Slavic langnages:

The ulterior derivation has been keenly disputed. The L. circus, and a

Gothic word kelikn ‘tower, upper chamber’ (app. originally Gaulish) have

both been proposed (the latter suggested by the Alemannic chelihha),

but are set aside as untenable; and there is now a general agreement
among scholars in referring it to the Greek word kyriakén, properly
adj, ‘of the Lord, dominicum, dominical’ (f. kjrios lord), which occurs,
from the 3rd century at least, used substantivef; (sc. déma, or the like)

‘house of the Lord’, as a name of the Christian house of worship.—The

Oxford English Dictionary, II (Oxford, 1933), 408.

Thus we have the words: church (English), kerk (Dutch), circe (Old Eng-
lish), Kirche (German), kyrka (Swedish), kirke (Danish), kirkko (Finnish),
cerkov’ (Russian), cerkiew (Polish, but only with reference to the “Greek
Church”).

4. See J. C. Fenton, “The Communion of Saints and the Mystical Body,”
AER, 110 (1944), 878 ff.

5. In psalm. 36, Sermo 3, 4. See Leo XIII, Humanum genus (April 20,
1884); J. C. Fenton, “The Twofold Origin of the Church Militant,” AER,
111 (1944), 291 ff.; idem, “New Testament Designations of the Church and
of its Members,” CBQ, 9 (1947), 127 ff.; idem, “The Church and the World,”
AER, 119 (1948), 202 f.; idem, “The Church and God’s Promises,” AER,
123 (1950), 295 ff.; idem, “The Church in Adequate Perspective,” AER, 133
(1955), 258 f£; J. Leclercq, La vie du Christ dans son église (Paris, 1947);
R. Hasseveldt, The Church: A Divine Mystery, translated by Wm. Storey
(Chicago, 1955). A key thought developed in the above works is that the
Church is more properly and fruitfully considered as the kingdom of God on
earth, that kingdom which has existed throughout all the ages, in constant
opposition to the kingdom of the devil, the world. This was the approach of
the classical ecclesiologists, and it is, happily, being revived today. As a matter
of fact, the custom of defining the Church excl ly in terms of the New
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Testament did not become the vogue until about the nineteentl, .
Msgr. Journet states the matter as follows: Century,

Now what are we to say of this act by which God hag produc

Church, His abode among men—whether we call the Church 5 n‘:_ed the

hovel on account of human sin, or a temple on account of the (I;sue'ﬂhle
est it

shelters? Has it known but a single form, unchanged down all th
Did God from the beginning produce His Church as it stands to. ]e L
has time no other part to play than to lend endurance to what w.( s
from the start? bl
The answer is clear. The divine act that produced the Church }
marked by several phases, These might be called the varioy asd})gen
regimes under which the people of God have lived during the ci) R
the ages, the divine regimes of the Church. For God led the gfe &
through various successive states, and the purpose of time is to o
this Church not only to endure, but also to progress until it reach il
state which is to be the last one in this world, the state in which ites L
;he erat of Ilh;‘ thc:rnatioln a;}d of Eentecost.—The Church of the %r[}toerr;
ncarnate. 1, e Apostolic Hierarchy,
éNe\l:v A ey y, translated by A, H, C, Downes
. The universal Church, as in Eph, 5:25: i
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SECTION 1|

The Church Viewed from Outside (Apologetics)

Chapter 1. Tue Founpine oF THE CHURCH

Article |
THE FACT OF THE FOUNDING OF THE CHURCH

1. Opinions of Opponents:

1. Orthodox Protestants (the Reformers)
2. Modern Protestants

3. Modernists
ProrostTion 1: Christ personally founded a Church which is

a true society.
Proof: 1. from the promise of Christ
2. from the deeds of Christ
3. from the earliest available historical records
Scholion 1: Christ established only one Church.
Scholion 2: When did Christ establish the Church?
Scholion 3: The distinction between the primitive Church
and the Synagogue.
Prorosrrion 2: It is due to the institution of Christ Himself
that the Church is visible.
Proof: 1. from the threefold bond which Christ Himself
imposed
9. from the manner of speaking of Christ, the apos-
tles, and the fathers

Objections



SECTION | |

The Church as a Whole

With reference to Christs Church considered in

its ensemble, four points must be studied: its found-

il ing or institution, its nature or constitution, the

TR i properties which adorn it, and the notes or marks.
AP by which it is recognized.
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CHAPTER |

The Founding of the Church

This chapter will determine: (1) the fact of the founding of
the Church, (2) the purpose for which, and (3) the time for which
it was founded.

» Article |

, THE FACT OF THE FOUNDING OF THE CHURCH

' I Opinions of Opponents 4
G . Orthodox Protestants. It would be quxte some task to give
an accurate tion of the p of the Reformers

concerning the Church and its institution, especially in view of the

fact that they seldom agreed with one another. A summary of

Protestant teaching might run about as follows: *
a. There does exist a Church founded by Christ I

consists of the just (Lutherans) or of the predestined (

This is the “Church of the promises,” in which are

promises of Christ, It is holy and indefectible,

it joins the holy or the elect to Christ, it does nof

with each other; and indeed it cannot, hemma, ;

who bslongs to it. It is the inv

http://www.obrafsﬂcévtolic'as.»com ‘
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number of hypocrites. On the other hand, the invisib]e Cl

not separate from the visible, for a great crowd of llu-l ;“l']ch i
elect always® lies hidden in the “ecclesiastical mass.” lnt"‘] g
visible Church should become so corrupt as to start r'untr-l(ll‘f Fhe
evangelical principles, it would thus turn out to be a false ;11:5:.3:;

This is what happened, under the papacy, to the Roman thol:
Church, which the older Reformers dubbed the Synagogue nfdgmhc
and the Church of Antichrist, i e
2. Modern Protestants take the following view of the

All Christ preached was an elevated form of gxznorulity [zu?(]lhtlmnlucr'
of God, “the Father, who is in heaven.” He neither sopumte(;en('we
self ffom the Synagogue of the Jews nor enjoined this se ;1 ol
on His disciples. Therefore He founded no Church, any m(ln fﬂt;-llon
:Intzl taught a new religion. But His disciples, driven by ths haiz
ﬂompvi;]siectl:]uh::m ocfu ]'::-]e ]::7;, solon Set up separate communities,
co.mmum'ty,’ the Catholz,c Chiicrewzcsuv?egcﬂlufncet}? i
middle of the third century, Before thjp i oge' AL

. s time a universal Church

existed only in the minds of it
Church. But the Catholic SCI?UISI? bChmtlans, L OrL T ide]

in large part from Greek phil

on 10 a part of the gospel,s

3. Modernists deny th i

e Y the genuineness of many G
ey th:e;ﬂtéxsz:]ilowxng views. The Chri:ty ofoslf;::opassag;s
S o ?world Was just around the co rg,' i
Bk s Chl(::-l,;dmg a Church worthy of the l:el', l(i’;}(l)t
i ¢l as a society which vy, By ictriae”
nce on earth wag altogether fo(::ilgnertltl)m;hz ce'{ﬁg’esf'
min: (o)

Christ; as a mat, ;
caven was on ;fofact, 1 the mind of Christ the kingdom of
ated together with the

end of the werqssboint of being inay
was born of:zﬁ%fc:ldi::;fore In_its ovgx‘x“ good time the Church
vidual believers felt for sh ‘V:H;e mo_fe Temote was that Wlel.ich 1‘;1:1

T for gathering ;
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also, necessity gave birth to authority. This latter developed,
little by little, with the help of historical circumstances, into that
hierarchy at whose head is the Roman pontiff.® Still, add the Mod-
ernists, the founding of the Church and of the hierarchy is attri-
buted to Christ by the faithful. In the realm of faith, every
Christian consciousness is included by some vague force in the
consciousness of Christ. If this be granted, then whatever came
forth from the Christian consciousness in the course of time can
be said to have come forth at least indirectly from the conscious-
ness of “the Christ of faith.””

Against all of these opponents, then, the Catholic theologian
must set forth and defend the Catholic doctrine of the real and
immediate founding of a Church by the Christ of history. Accord-
ingly, the question is no longer whether Christ preached a new,
and divine, religion, but only whether the historical Christ Himself
gathered His disciples into a society worthy of the name or not.

Prorosrrion 1: Christ personally founded a Church which is a
true society.®

This proposition contains a twofold assertion. a. Christ Himself
directly founded a Church. This rules out any indirect founding
through the agency of others to whom Christ would have entrusted
or left the whole affair. b. This Church is, as Christ Himself
founded it, a society in the strict sense, not merely a religious
academy.

A society is a permanent assembly of many people united for
the attail t of a cc goal. Not any and every group of
people is a society, but only one which pursues a common goal
in a permanent manner. Now this stable unification of many people
is effected by means of certain bonds which unite the minds and
the active efforts of the group. The chief of these bonds is author-
ity. And so the matter of a society is the group itself; its form is
the unifying bonds, authority in particular; its founder or author
is he who unites the group by applying the bonds.®

This proposition is a dogma of the faith in both its parts, for it
is contained equivalently in the Vatican Council, which asserts that
“the eternal Shepherd and Bishop of our souls determined to build
a holy Church.” The council then proceeds to reproach those who
pervert “the form of rule established by Christ the Lord in His
Church,” and, finally, adds the remark that “St. Peter was estab-

(7)
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lished by Christ as the visible head of the whole ¢

that he “directly and immediately received {,-,,,,,( ;J"”Ch’“ anq
Lord Jesus Christ the primacy of real and genuine t " Same o
S.o also the Oath against Modernism: “With umh';kjinm]icﬁnn'h'"
lieve that the Church was immediately and dir(*(.:t]‘ en faith | be-
th.e real and historical Christ Himself while Hé \f‘./ (‘Sfa].)hshed by
midst, and that this same Church was built u ‘df i e
of the apostolic hierarchy, and upon thos e I
to the end of time,”1 g

8 in oyy
eter, the heaq
1 succeeq him

Proof:

y éo g‘r(;urlo n:?scdpromis? of Christ. Tf Chyist
5 fulﬁned (hee l.oau.ythlgg, then beyond the shadow of 5 g

o) oy Churc}l: rmsi. Yl(;u are Peter, and upon this ro, ?c 1 e

oo T will gy g

heaven, and whatever 4 e b key; OI’; s i ;fl

e bound in heapen

> the true enyoy

From the deeds ty, S0 does 5 shezglfo(i?y Follaittion

disciples o, Tist,

> together i, - Our Lorq Hi

th, the same rit&: il:efdd bond: th?sgf,fbound ey
i > the same e ession of the

gmd t the Profess;,
Will be saveq; by, h‘; z:ll ”;aﬁa’k He ¢ ot 1O the same faith:

Bt ot

0es not b”lieoebdwves and is baptized
mewul be condemned.”1s

Tt beligy.” 2t least in bap-
5 ‘eves ang jg baptized
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unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man, and drink

4

world . . .
his blood, you have no life in you.
¢. He subjected all to the same rule. To the apostles alone, to
whom He had previously promised the power of binding and loos-
ing (Matt. 18:18), did He entrust the power of preaching, baptiz-
ing, ruling, and absolving (Matt. 28:19-20; John 20:21-23). Fur-
thermore, to Peter alone did He give the task of feeding all His

sheep (John 21:15-17).

3. From the earliest historical records available.’® They bear
witness to the facts that (a) Christ’s disciples were from the very
beginning united in a real society, and (b) the establishment of
this society or Church was even then attributed to Christ Himself.

a. The book of Acts and the epistles of the apostles make it
abundantly clear that the disciples were linked by the aforemen-
tioned threefold bond immediately after Christ’s Ascension.

They professed the same faith and were obliged to profess it—
that faith, namely, which the apostles preached: Those who ac-
cepted his [Peter’s] word were baptized. . . . They gave steadfast
attention to the teaching of the apostles (Acts 2:41-42; see 8:12,
37, 10:33 ff). One Lord, one faith (Eph. 4:5). Let me tell you
that if even we ourselves or an angel from heaven should proclaim
to you a gospel other than we have proclaimed, let him be ac-
cursed. (Gal. 1:8; see Rom, 16:17; Tit. 3:10-12; II John 9-11).

They performed the same rites, baptism and the Eucharist: On
hearing this . . . they said to Peter and the rest of the apostles,
“Brothers, what shall we do?” “Have a change of heart and mind,”
Peter told them, “and be baptized everyone of you.” . . . Those who
accepted his word were baptized, and there were added that day
(to the Church) about three thousand persons. They gave steadfast
attention to the teaching of the apostles and to union, to the break-
ing of bread and to the prayers (Acts 2:37-42). There is one
Lord, one faith, one Baptism (Eph. 4:5). In fact, by a single

Spirit all of us, whether Jews or Greeks, slaves or free men, were
introduced into the one body through baptism (I Cor. 12:13).
Because the bread is one, we, the many who partake of that one
bread, form one body (I Cor. 10:17).

They were subject to the same pastors, ie., the apostles. Those
who scll property deposit the returns at the apostles” feet (Acts
4:34-35). The apostles call together the multitude for the selection

se hands on those chosen (Acts 6:2-6);

of the first deacons and impo:
(9) '




CHHIST’S CHURCH

they appoint presbyters throughout the different cities S
they solve authoritatively the question of the lyint;(i:u( /f\rjxt: ‘14:22);
prescriptions of the Old Law and issue some r(:lvvzint cn:10f fp
(Acts 15:5 f; I Cor, 11:34); they claim for themselves the r.l;r’l}‘dn(ls
inflict penalties, and actually exercise this right (II Qo by
I Cor. 5:3 ). o
b. The apostles themselves attribute the founding ;
Church to Christ. They teach that the faithful fl:)?gmmi SOf ~ﬂm
edifice, built on the foundation of the apostles and ])r”]ﬂu){‘”rll?al
Christ Jesus himself as the chief cornerstone (I Pet, 24_5? ]13“”1
2:20; see Heb. 8:6); that Christ is universal head of fh.e C)/L p;l‘
which is truly his body (Eph. 1:22-23); that Christ l)ou"hélrtchl’
Church “with his own blood” (Acts 20:28); that the Churcﬁ i the
bride of Christ, whom He loved and for whom He delivcredlshi <
self, that he might sanctify her . . . in order to present to himsZ;-
the Church in all her glory (Eph. 5:25-27). Add to this the fac{
that the apostles openly claim to have received their authority o
the faithful from Christ (II Cor. 10:8; 13:10). o

Scholion 1. Christ established only one Church.

The arguments alleged above demonstrate the i
that Christ founded not two or more Churches, bﬁrg:;r sli)r?gl];
Church, Indeed if one gives heed to our Lord’s own words, one
notes that He always spoke of His kingdom or Church in th(; sin-
gular, anc!, in fact, explicitly stated that all His sheep were to be
gathered into “one flock.”*¢ If one considers Christ’s actions, one
sees th.at He subjected all His worshipers of all nations tc; the
;I;)stohlc college, and entrusted His entire flock to the care of
oneerci m:;: As a re.sult, the most ancient witnesses knew of only
poch .dur § Accordl‘ng to the apostles, all the faithful and all the
iy uv;h ula'l church_es in various places form one body, make up one
hugethe;- frl‘i)ccotxildmg to the Didache, the Church is to be gathered
o C’humh,m e four comners of the earth: “Remember, O Lord,
R .Ggstller her together, sanctified, into thy kingdom
- belie&euf ‘ﬁl (10. 5). In the words of St. Justin, “those
Chia®. (D ;:lo (Christ) are one soul, one congregation, one

- m nlf;‘:s with Trqpho 63). Finally, St. Cyprian un-
m‘lﬂi\’mﬂym S dnd 'gl;e:erls ;(me (ét:d, one. Christ, one"Church,

| hy ock at the Lord’s command” (Epist:
(10)
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§cholion 2. When did Christ establish the Church? 10

Our Lord did not do everything affecting the Church at one
and the same time. For, having announced—from the beginning of
His public life—that the Church would soon be established (Matt.
4:12-17), He made the immediate preparations for its establish-
ment before His Passion, so that only the determination of its
definitive form yet remained. During that time, while preaching
His doctrine, He joined to Himself a group of believers, instituted
the more important sacraments (baptism and the Eucharist), taught
His pastnrs-to-he, and promised them a sacred power. Still, it was
only after the Resurrection that He put the final touches to the
construction of the Church, when He definitively conferred upon
the apostolic college and upon Peter their sacred ruling power.*®
The Church is clearly a society, and no society has been properly
constituted until its authority has been established. Strictly speak-
ing, then, the Church was established by Christ after the Resur-
rection, and it was promulgated or made public on the solemn

occasion of Pentecost and hence became obligatory from that

day on.

Scholion 3. The distinction between the primitive Church and the
Synagogue.
From the fact that Christ, during His earthly sojourn, and the

fter Pentecost, observed the ceremonial prescrip-
concluded that the Christians

t form a society distinct
tly the Church had not

disciples, even a
tions of the Mosaic Law, some have
in the early days after Pentecost did no
from the Synagogue and that consequen
been founded by Christ Himself.

The principal objection of these adversaries has ah.'eady been
met above (no. 8). For since the Christians, immediately af.ter
Pentecost, professed their own special doctrine, performed rites
peculiar to themselves, obeyed their own leaders, it is clear th::
they did indeed make up a societirh distinct from tll:; Sz?agogne.
One further point: they also held their own assempies:

el ceremonial (legal) precepts

As for the observance of the ; i
the fact that Christ—and the apostles during His lifetime—kept e
Law presents no difficulty; for all the observances of the Old

remained alive or obligatory up to the death of .:ﬁﬂ&&m
time established the New Covenant in His own &7
(11)
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Lord’s death the Old Testament went out of existence,
that moment the precepts of the Law became dead, i.e,
of obligation.

Nevertheless the apostles and the first converts from Judaism
kept the legal prescriptions for a while; and this was a prudent
arrangement, for it showed more clearly the connection between
the two Testaments and gave the defunct Synagogue a decent
burial (much like that of a cherished mother, whose lifeless corpse
is not tossed hurriedly into a ditch, but is kept for a while and then
borne reverently to the grave by a massed crowd of sons and
daughters).” But later, when the gospel had been suffi
mulgated, the ceremonial precepts of the Law becam
lethal, in the sense that they could no longer be c
Catholics without serious sin.?®

and from,
, NO Innger

ciently pro-
€ positively
arried out by

Prorostrion 2. It is due to the institution of Christ Himself that
the Church is visible.*

This proposition is certain,

That the Church is visible follows necessarily from the fact that
it is a real society, for there can be no genuine society in the world
of men unless it be visible. But since Protestants constantly attack
with might and main the visible character of the Church which
Christ founded, it is necessary to give the question special con-
sideration. The visible form of the Church which is the subject of
this present discussion must not be confused with what is strictly
its knowability. It is one thing to ask whether the Church which
Christ founded is a public society, and quite another to ask whether
that society can be recognized as the true Church of Christ by
certain distinguishing marks. Its being formally recognizable pre-
supposes its being visible, but the two are not identical. Further-
more, the present discussion centers on the visible character of the
Church insofar as it is a society. No one denies that the Church’s
members are visible, for they are flesh-and-blood people; but some
do question whether, by the institution of Christ Himself, these
members are bound together by external bonds so as to form a
society that can be perceived by the senses, a society of such a
nature that one can readily discern who belongs to it and who
does not. Mark well the words “the institution of Christ Himself,”

for the question is precisely this: Did Christ personally found a
visible Church, one which by its very nature would have to be an

b (12)
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,mal (public) society, so that an invisible Church ecould not
Cxtd'll be the true Church of Christ? For once one proves that
POSS“Y. and only Church which Christ founded is visible from
?he o)nb ;I’xtllrc then it necessarily follows: (a) that an invisible
po VLT}): qulc}; "u; that to which Protestants appeal is a pure fiction,
Ch“nl ). that all the promises which Christ made to His Church
pue (t)o a visible Church.?> Note, lastly, that to insist on the
re}ier h’s being visible is not to claim that all its elements are
'C ;l:]l-ecdiétcly apparent to the senses. Just as a man is really visible
= though one cannot see his soul directly, so too the Church
ever‘lt be adjudged truly visible even if some element which is an
::lsl;ntial part of its make-up cannot be seen directly—provided tha‘t
t]l,i; element be by its very nature joined to and externally mani-
fesited by some visible element.

W ld bond which Christ Himself imposed
the threefol ond whic! 2
It \}v.asF ri(:lx?licated aboie how our Lt.)rd founded the .Chuxca};ﬁ b')i
enjoining on His disciples the profession of the same faith, l:;h onf::y
pation in the same rites, and obedience to t'he sa.me.altl i
(no. 7). It is by these bonds that the Chfu'cl? is drawncl.l;]o:h >
and held together; without them there is sm;.ﬂy nohjChur =
Christ. Now, since these bonds are external things wi s pv;c?gle
can see, they necessarily make the, Church an exten‘lv N
society. One can discern, using ones external senses,ts o
profess the same doctrine, frequent the same sacrament ,b s
the same rulers. It is, then, clear that the Church.xs v:sllb oy
very institution of Christ, or, in other words, that its vis
ily from its very nature.

necz?s;‘l;g conclusion Z corroborated by the m?j';:frfgh :f:al‘:;s
employed by Christ, the aPOStles_, and the ej'rthey i alitle
clearly had in mind a visible society wheneve
Church. ; o

huC:n}:zst compares His Church to a hng(:i(:lnd, to ;ugi;cgkwheut
house, to a net let down into the sea, to :ak Heptre.; ches, Do
and weeds, to a city built on a mountain P! d&ﬁicult e o B
that sinners whose reformation is proving

orted to the Church.*® 5 ek
: The apostles call the Church a body l‘:l whighen:ﬂﬂnl);] e
are joined together and are mutually interdepencent

(13)
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God in which pastors live; the pillar and mainstay of
flock in which the Holy Spirit has placed the bishops as . I truth;
The earliest fathers urge the absolute ul)]igutim; l(}](‘l)h“l'ds.ﬁ
to the Church of Christ and clearly teach that it ) bv!”"g""
cernible; ** they could have done neither were thnll\(']mmy dis-
visible. A further consideration is the fact that long h' ofi ' «mrd‘l pr
prophets had described the kingdom or Church of t]c,()'l\O th.ls the
a very high mountain which attracts people to i)
because it can be seen from anywhere,2?

Objections:

oy u(r lcz] Slalsnsl; .I-!Ll;)self gave clear enough indication that Hi
Pk (VI:;; tte. 11; 024( )a) H(ei c(oll;npared it to “a treasure buriel;
f Matt. 13:44), an when t} i
"Wéen is the kingdom of God coming)P” H:Ze ek
of ( 0d. comes unawares, Neithey will the
or Eehold, there it is. For behold th
o (Luke 17:21) 0 i
nswer to a.: The p i
urpose of
value of the Messianic kiugdom0 artll:l1

to be stressed. An,
treasurep e

the

y as ag
itself Precisely

e Ph asked,
pl‘xed, The kingdom
y say, Behold, here it is,
kingdom of God is within

s parable is to point up the
: so the word “buried” is not
oW could one find an invisible

Answer to b.; Th
esthatologionl km ese words rule out both a politi
looking, but not e%(:om of the type to which thep(})’!;tlc'al ey
follows, The kineq Ty type of visible kingdom, Th D
8dom of God wil] not Come ail ofean;‘:il:jmg i .f;
en wil

2 great to-do ap with
clate with g trfuy al! the worldly trappin
-ap! hint k““S ?f whom the cl:'ovéz Sll;c}l as“w o {ASH0S
> or Will its inaugyrgg; s eredio

The. kingdom of God o o by

fie,, in enity “in your a
e, Tt Of tho peo;?:lf;f

and CCHS o this

: visible, tl G d 1d t it
: g Prop
’ bﬂ]lﬁ, bul Chy 2
One Sees the Qh‘-\!’ﬂh 1s one

THE FOUNDING OF THE CHURCH

pelicves about that same Church is quite another, One sees the
Church’s external social structure; one believes that the same
Church which has this particular social structure is of divine insti-
tution and has the power to lead people to holiness and to super-
natural salvation. In the same way, the apostles saw Christ walking
about after the fashion of all men, and at the same time they
believed in His divinity.** Note the phrase “the same Church,” for
one does not see an amorphous “ecclesiastical mass,” in which the
invisible Church of Christ would be hiding, but one does see the

very Church of Christ.
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external profession,

14. John 6:52-54; see Luke 22:19; I Cor, 11:23-30. When we say, “at
least baptism and the Eucharist,” we prescind from the question as to whether
Christ prescribed other rites as well. But the two we have mentioned, about
which no one who admits the historicity of the Gospels can raise any question,
will suffice for the present discussion,

15. See P. Batiffol, L’église nai et le Catholici: (1922); H, Dieck-
mann, Die Verfassung der Urkirche (1923).

16. Matt. 4:17; 10:7; 18:31, 34; 16:18; John 10:16; see 11:52,

17. Acts 9:81-32; 15; 16:4; 20:28; I Cor, 10:17; 12:13; Eph. 4:11-16.

18. John 20:21; 21:15-17; Matt. 28:16-20. See J. C. Fenton, “The Proof
of the Church’s Divine Origin,” AER, 113 (1945), 203 ff.; D. M. Stanley,
S.J., “Kingdom to Church: The Structural Development of Apostolic Chris-
tianity in the New Testament,” TS 16 (1955), 1 ff.; T. Zapalena, S.J., De
ecclesia Christi, I (Rome, 1950), 86-141.

19. Acts 5:11: after relating the incident of Ananias and Saphira, St. Luke
tells us that great fear came on the whole congregation (ekklésia) and on
all who heard of this. He indicates thereby a real distinction between the
ekklésia, the Church, on the one hand, and the Jews on the other. See
CCHS, 826 f. Gal. 1:13: . . . beyond all measure I persecuted the Church of
God and ravaged it. Certainly, in the eyes of the ardent Pharisee, Saul, the
Christians formed an easily discernible society, a society distinct from Juda-
ism and from the Synagogue that it could be the clear target of his misguided
zeal.

20. Daily with one accord they attended the temple, and, breaking bread
at their homes, took their food with gladness and simplicity of heart (Acts
2:48). They gave their steadfast to the teaching of the apostles and
to union, to the breaking of bread and to the prayers (2:42), With one accord
they all met in Solomon’s portico . . . no one of the rest dared join them
(5:12-13; see 8:11),

21. Heb. 9:11 . Christ Himself was of course not held to the observance
of the Law, (Matt. 12:6-8), but He wanted to fulfill all that the Law pre-
scribed for righteousness in order to leave us an example of humility and
obedience,

- 22, St. Augustine Epist. 82, 16. In somewhat the same strain G. Ricciotti
i
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: sveloping in its mother’s womb already has a life of its own
The (-!11}[1_:“;3:"’””[1) nfgits mother, even though it is as yet incomplete and
distm('tl t on the mother’s life. But during this period of formation it is
(le?cn( eﬂe ared gradually for its own independent life by a provident
being P;\Xd even when the child has been born, there is still a slender
namrel'.‘ ding him to his mother. Only when this has been cut does the
co\:,1 lxjfl: become completely independent.
ne’ =

is historically accurate to say that the Christian Church—in its externals
It is 1‘? sceived and formed in the womb of the Jewish Synagogue, and
R e in length of time its life was united with that of the latter,
h it was distinct from it and clearly directed toward complete
?lthoug Jence. The last tie binding it to the Synagogue was the observance
mdckr:en'(it;-s prescribed by the Law of Moses. Once this was severed, the
(()thltushl néquired an autonomous life, entirely independent of the Syma-
e ared to cut this bond, with incalculable consequences
Ll lonehi:‘i(};fy i‘);rex:mnkind, was Paul. In this sense he may be said to
;orv: ‘sdel;vered" the Church.—Paul the Apostle, translated by Alba L
ave &
i ia (Milwaukee, 1953), p. 272.
Z\:Jzzacn;;a 5(:2—14' See DB 712; S.Th. I-II, q. 103, a. 4; Pesch, Praelectiones
ymaticae, Vi, no. 519 f.
dauz'zl”;:, J. Wnalz, Die Sichtharkeit der Kirche (1924); J. C. Fe?tnn. “The
Cathoiic and the Church,” AER, 113 (1945), 377 £.; idetn, OTI.oxd s Presenc’e
in the Catholic Church,” AER, 115 (1946), 50 f£; ulem,‘ ‘Father ]cru.metz
l(l_‘,lcuncept of the Church,” AER, 127 (1952), 370 13 ddem' , “The Il:vocatmlgg
the Holy Name and the Basic Concept of the Catholic Church,” AER,
4 ﬂ. , . »
(1922.) ,Szesj. C. Fenton, “The Church and God's Promises,” AER, 123 (1950),
2952‘6*.. Mark 1:15; John 21:15-17; 10:16; Matt..m:]..s; 13;4& Méj,;{:;
18:17. See J. C. Fenton, “New Testament Desxgnatxsmf;fs of the
Church and of its Members,” CBQ, 9 (1947), 12:7 5.32.15. Am e
27. 1 Cor. 12:12 ff.; see Eph. 4:11 f£; I Tim. 3:15;
5:2—4. L i
928. For example, St. Ignatius Ad Philadelph‘C&d”s.(}fC:Vm;:nm)- oy
schismatic, he will not inherit the Kingdom of S0 s
Trenaeus Adv. haer. v. 20. 1: “This [Chur_chl gﬁaeﬂ et v Mt
mochos) candelabra bearing the light of Christ.” Or dg e s
47 (on Matt. 24:27), “The Church is su{'fused ‘«;1 s o dathos of v ;'t-'
it is filled with the true light, it is"the pxllx:rd ’“Chs\?rch e et Wil
St. Cyprian De unitate eccl. 5-8: “Our Lo sY ureh & have God for your
and pours her rays over the whole world. . . . tho:x" CACw frre
Father if you have not the Church for your mo . m”m‘“hm o e
29, Isai. 2:2-3: And it shall come to pass in s
mount of Jahweh’s house shall be set above ‘h:nd Wmﬂv mn“;l Mﬂ"
the hills; and all nations shall stream unto it, s W’" i (dW E. Iﬂ i
say: “Come, let us go up to the Mount of T s:‘;'- e ik
Kissane). It is interesting to note that the proph h.of*"l‘* P
moro clearly than they did Christ, See St. Augustine In psalm:
op. rit,, 60,

(17)
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80. The translation used for this passage is that of the Confraternipy ,
Testament (Paterson, 1941). Fr. Kleist’s translation renders the true mg iz
and thus makes the passage useless as the basis for an objection, Sty

8L See G. Huarte, “Quomodo ecclesia Christi, quae visibilig est 7
esse objectum fidei,” Greg (1922), 78; Msgr. Journet (op. cit, p:;&sm
writes: “fhi L)

When the divine virtue passed through the human nature of Chrigy

bring grace and truth to the sinners among whom he lived, then llo

though it remained essentially mysterious, it embodied itself in Space,n:(i
time, and b in a ife on account of the visible mean
it borrowed. Thus too, the same mysterious virtue of which to-day th!

Church is formed in the world, having come from its source in the Trlnit;

and passed through the human nature of Our Lord now glorified anq

ascended into heaven, continues, by passing through the hierarchy to
incarnate itself in space and time and to make itself in a measure Vl'si’ble
by reason of the means whereby it enters into sensible contact with us, It
is thus invisible and mysterious in its inner depths, but visible and evident
up to a point in virtue of the sensible vesture with which it clothes itself
in order to reach us.
We need no faith to perceive the sacramental signs and the jurisdictional
organization of the Church, Faith will be needed, however, to recognize
that these signs and this organization are the envelope of a hidden,
divine, and ever-active virtue, without which the very being and existence
of the Church would soon founder into nothingness, That is the mystery
we confess when we say, in the words of the Nicaeo-Constantinopolitan
Creed: “I believe in the apostolic Church.” We believe—it is a truth of
faith revealed in Scripture—that a supernatural virtue penetrates the
i , the apostolic body, for the forming of the Body of Christ in
the world.
Yet, however mysterious in itself, the divine virtue that forms and main-
AT the Church is revealed, inadequately no doubt, in one of its effects:
the marvellous permanence of the Church, To anyone who is alive to the
- impermanence and fragility of all known societies, the uninterrupted sub-
tial continuity of the Church, in the midst of the revolutions of the
tern world, must surely seem a sociological fact for which no natural
tion - suffice. The permanence of the Church under one same
y mystery to be seen only by the eye of faith; it is a fact
its miracul, 1 bears witn

to the
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Article 1l

WHY THE CHURCH?

; Church was founded in order that through it
U Z:; in it the Christian religion would be practiced
and men would be made holy.
Proof: 1. from Christ's commission to the apostles:
a. to preach the gospel;
b. to administer the sacraments;
c. to instruct people in His precepts.
9. from the mission of the Church as a continuation of
Christ’s.
Scholion 1: It follows from all the above that the Church is a
religious, spiritual, supernatural somety
Scholion 2: It follows, too, that the Church is the religion of
Christ in concrete form. By
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THE FOUNDING OF THE CHURCH

Article Il work of redemption as perpetuated by the Church is not the
medgmp“"“ itself. It is not the offering of the price, which was the =
MY THE CHURCH? Rsrwﬂ“‘l task of Christ Himself (Heb. 10:14), but rather the

lication of the Redemption, which application consists in the
a :Ctiﬁc”lti"“ of mankind through the practice of the Christian
sa ¢

religion-

15  Prorostrion: The Church was founded in order that through,
in it the Christian religion would be practiced and Shat

Proof: 16
be made holy. men would

1. Christ gave the Church’s pastors no other commission than
e .of preaching the gospel, of administering the sacraments, and

This proposition is certain. of instructing people in His precepts: “Go, therefore, and initiate

Now that the fact of the Church’s institution ha

. X s been y ; i discipleship: baptize them . . . teach them to observe
hsl{ed, its purpose must be studied—not its ultimate purpose, Zsbtsll:t B ";ilmc,::nly:ail(lmients I r;umelgimm you” (Matt. 28:17-20; see John
which there can be no question, but its immediate and special pur- all.;(}e) Consequently, all He expected of the peoples to whom He
pose. This purpose includes two elements, but they are so inti. 20~t th.e apostles was that they accept His teaching, use His rites,
mately conjoined as to be practically inseparable: the practice of 86‘21 bey His commands: “He that believes and is baptized will be
the Christian religion and the sanctification of mankind, a:ue; byut he that does not believe will be condemned” (Mark

Under the heading of the practice of the Christian religion are 316-16’) But it is in precisely that way that the practice of the
included the preaching ( safeguarding, explanation, presentation ) c};;isti;m religion is realized. The purpose of the Church, aceord-
and profession of Christ’s teaching, the celebration of Christian ingly, is the practice of this religion. And a simultaneous conclusion
rites (sacrifice and sacraments), the instruction of people in Chris- is the;t the Church has as its purpose also the sanctification of man-
tian morality, and the actual living of life according to the norms kind, For, granting the obvious fact that the honor of' Cosi is the
imposed by this teaching. ultimate goal which the Christian religion has always in view, the

Ttlllxe suPen;;tural sanctification of mankind is accomplished in practice of this religion has no other purpose than to make men
Do other way than by the practice of the Christian religion: holy. : ist's mission:
become holy by professing the Christian faith, by ial%ilr(l)g’ ;):r(:p}: }é The Church’s purpose is to continue $Mt;aanl§l;;;
Christian rites, and by obeying Christian precepts. However, the “As the Father has made me his ambassador, so Ba:nthe object of
holiness to be attained in this life is attained with a view tc; the my ambassadors” (John 20:21; see -L“ke 10:1:])& d‘:‘ “I have come
bliss of the life to come. It follows, then, that the Church has a Christ’s mission was the Samﬁ'ﬁcatfm? - m:da o (John 10:10);
further purpose, eternal salvation itself, 3 that they may have life, and have it in abundance

Man to seek and fo save
). Therefore the Church'’s
and this can be accom-

The statement of the propositi i h “After all, it is the mission of the Son of
and in it, for it is throughpths eﬁ’o(x)':ls z(fmtt}‘;l:lsC}:gfc}‘l” (z;is!:ﬁ::ui_ what is lost” (Luke 19:10.; see Matt. ]](.mzé
plicitly, of its official personnel) that Christ’s religion is preserved purpose is the sanctification of man 5 ribed and pxovided by
and practiced by the members of the Church. Again, it is through ik ronly: heouglrsaMEEEE R 1"l‘es:')elig'i"“ The conclusien
the active influence of the Church (of its official p:?rsonnel) that Christ, i.e,, by the practice of the Christian .
the members of the Church are e

; made holy. isa 17
! The Vatican Council indicates the Church’s purpose in the fol- Scholion 1. Tt follows from all the above that the Church :
:ewxng \Zglrds: “The eternal Shepherd and Bishop of our souls religious, spiritual, supernatural society. o ot el
. ﬂl:emnl to found a holy Church in order that He might extend Societies are classified especially on the basis of
salutary work of redemption throughout all ages.”* Of course
- (21)
()
-
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which they aim, and so we distinguish political societies, €conomyj,
societies, literary societies, etc. B t.h(.‘ purpose for which the
Church was founded is something religious, Sl)lrl!{léll, and supey.
natural. The conclusion is evident. And so the Church jg qQuite
different from a civil society, which scz‘*ks' to advance the temporg]
welfare of its citizens. This is \Vh’(’lt Christ n:‘nnt when He said,
“My kingdom is not a worldly one (Jf’h“ 18:36; see Luke 12:14),
i, it is not a kingdom like those which earthly kings govern, itg
purpose is not limited to the sphere of the temporAaI; it is not g
political kingdom: “Give car, then, ]ews. and Gentiles; listen, o
kingdoms of the earth: I do not stand in the way of your exer.
cising sway over this world.”* One can see at the same time that
the spiritual character of the Church does not at all militate against
its being an external, visible society. In the words of I.eo XI1I,
“From the point of view of the Church’s ultimate purpose and of
the proximate causes by which it produces holiness, it is definitely
spiritual. On the other hand, from the point of view of the people
who make it a cohesive group and of the actual rites which are
productive of spiritual gifts, it is an external and necessarily con-
spicuous society.”*

Scholion 2. It follows, too, that the Church is the religion of Christ
in concrete form.

One can gather from what has been said that the Church and
the religion of Christ, though logically distinguishable, are as a
matter of fact absolutely inseparable. For Christ Himself so joined
Hls.religion to the society He founded that the one became in-
extricably intertwined and, as it were, cemented together with the
other. Who in fact got from Christ the power and the duty of
Pmﬂchlflg His doctrine, of celebrating His rites, and of instructing
g: n:ltlmns in His commands? None other than the pastors of the
Thm . What do peopl.e do who want to practice Christ’s religion?

ey profess the doctrine preached by the Church’s pastors, they

:gil;’:"t:f’lila? norms handed down by them, In a word, they
rule of the gh:: c}?m g authority, to the ritual ministrations, to the
religion so com Ic t. leferefore our Saviour gave expression to His
and without xts'p cely in the Church that apart from that Church
ﬂ’liglm i xms tl'ah.ons, it is absolutely impossible to observe
B EE tteprity and 0 Practice it properly.*

(z;
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Notes

De ecclesia Christi, Preamble,

qustine Tract. 115 in Joannem 2.
3. g;it is why this canon had been prepared for the Vatican Couneil:
4, ‘10“6‘ should say that the religion of Christ is not extant and manifest
!f any s;l’l‘iﬂl society founded by Christ Himself, but that it can be fol-
in 1nl)’ “id' practiced by each person individually without his paying any
lowec 11"1r attention to whether one society may be His true Church, let
En;:'clic anathema (See Coll. Lac., VII, 576d).
i a

1 Constitution

(23)
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Article 11l
THE PERPETUITY OF THE CHURCH

THE PERPETUITY OF THE CHURCH *

Prorostrion: In founding His Church, Christ made it
indestructible.

Proof: 1. from the promises of Christ
2. from the Messianic prophecies

8. from the testimony of earliest times
Corollary.

ProposITION: In founding His Church, Christ made it 19
indestructible.

This proposition is certain.

The present question has to do with the perpetuity of that
Church which alone was founded by Christ, the visible Church.
Any society can fail in either of two ways: it can simply cease to
be, or it can become unfit for the carrying out of its avowed aim
through a substantial corruption. The Church cannot fail in either
way. Since its aim, namely, the supernatural sanctification of man-
kind, cannot be achieved except through the proper administration
and practice of the religion of Christ, the Church woulfl corrupt
and fall apart if it either abandoned or adulterated Christ’s relig?on
in its dogmatic or moral content. Hence indestructibility comprises
two elements: (a) that the visible Church will endure un.hl th.e
end of the world, and (b) that, right up to the end of time, it
will keep Christ’s religion incorrupt. “Right up to the end of time,
for as long as there are men wandering about on earth, they wﬂl
depend for their sanctification on Christ working through H:f
Church, After that, the kingdom of glory will take the place
the Church Militant.

Proof: : *
1. From the promises of Christ. “And L in turn, S0y tr g
You are Peter, mﬁi upon this rock I will build my Chufd;, ?ﬂm
gates of hell shall not prevail against it” (Matt 18:18)‘-6‘; in this
that the Church of Christ, whose stability is indicale? P o 0
promise by the mention of its rock foundation g M?m'
, can never be vanquished by hostile forces. Lo l;mpw ne
. quished not only if it ceased to be, but even if it pr
“Absolute authority in heaven and on earth W
upon me. Go, therefore, and initiate all nations

(24) (25)
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.. and teach them to observe all the commang,
dme

given you. And mark: I am with 1o 4 nts

world wil last” (Matt, 98:18-20). '1'~/11(f[l>';l,/,-;,(;{/‘ L

will last” is a clear reference to the end of fh(;\ (.’”‘J" as the worlc

1‘3:40; 24:8). And so, until that day comes (,'hn'“(‘r](,l See Mat;j

side 9{ the apostles as they teach, sanctify, ;’md I }(, il be gt the

i'le—slx)de not onl)'r of the apostles personally—for t)lnl\ y e '\V"” be qt
e—but at the side also of those who will take up ti‘l Yere soon g

e

apost] . rork
ogesme;r atlhroughout the centuries and will thus ity \\o'rk of the
been gi pers?n, He will be there, He to whom a] ith them

n given, It is, therefore, a truly efficacious all power has

here promi ¢ assistan, ;
promised. And what will be the aim of thig qssis:: Wh?wh y
S assistancep Pre.

sanctify, and rule Properly. And it is a
n

net (13; ; Matt, 13;
hn's(t wﬁz—lsagt) mPIY the same thing, %3%1 38-40) e'md of the
2. Thy unh] the end of the w 2 ld . that the kingdom of
B e Messianic Prophec orld,
sert that the kip cies

be no end” (Luke 1:32-33).
o exercise His kingship
e Church t gave concrete ex-
0 be thec]dnever became corrupt,
apostles corroh, &dom of the Messias.
indestructiblg, g, and the earlieg fa"t;”*tes the foregoing
s Dl this sgni:, they muge hay, IS considered the
be celebrateq i ob 12:25); they
). To quote Fishat ist compeg
10te just a fey, of 4 o 1O jud,
ey .ﬂw 181 ‘if:l Sﬁelt'he world (I Cor.
(26) . Bnatius says, “Tpe
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Lord permitted myrrh to be poured on his head that He might
breathe incorruption upon the Church” (Ephesians 17. 1. ACW
trans.) St. Athanasius, in explaining the words of the Psalm:
«Hlis throne shall be like the sun before me,” writes:

Take the throne of Christ to mean the Church, for it is therein
that He dwells. Hence the Church will go on enlightening the
world with its brilliance and existing forever, just like the sun
and the moon (In Psalm. 88:38).

And St. Jerome:

We understand accordingly that the Church ean be stricken
with persecutions right up to the end of the world but can
never be overthrown; it can be attacked, but never overcome.
And this will be, because the Lord God almighty, its [the
Church’s] God, promised that He would see to it and His
promise is the very law of nature.*

Corollary
There is no reconciliation possible between the divine promises

guaranteeing the indestructibility of the Church and the following
heterodox notions. (1) Calvin taught that the Church of Christ

under the papacy did not completely cease to be, but that it none-

theless collapsed so wretchedly that there was nothing left but the

foundations and a heap of rubble® (2) The Synod of Pistoia

asserted that “in these last centuries a general pall of obscurity
has been spread over the most important truths, truths which
concern religion and which are the very foundation of the faith
and of the moral teaching of Jesus Christ.” Pius VI declared this
statement heretical.® (3) Many religious systems have, at different
times and under various guises, predicted a new Church, an im-
proved system of salvation, a more lavish effusion of the Ho]?'
Spirit. Such were, among others, the Gnostics, Montanists, Cathari,
Anabaptists, Quakers, Swedenborgians, Irvingites, Latter Day
Saints, etc.” (4) The Modernists claim that the Church, like every
other natural society, is subject to the laws of continuous evolution,
and that the monarchical and autocratic structure of the Church,
based as it is on a common error of the ancients about the Church’s
direct divine institution, can and must give way to a democratic

(27)
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structure in accord with the demands of the modern mentality
furthermore, that the Church, by stubbornly clinging to ‘m(‘].)':“ﬂnd
able dogmas, is unequal to the task of effectively Snf‘('mmnlin}\ ]56-

; g the

gospel ethic.®

Notes

1. See above, Art. 1, note 81.
2. See C. Joumnet, op. cit., p. xxvii:
Looked at in this way, the Church is composed j
A posed of just i

But that statement needs further precision, The Chzn;Zh rzs:.t'ﬂ'nd- e
But she does not contain sin, It is only in virtue of what rem: i e
holy in them, that sinners belong to her—that is to ol i s
sacramental character of Baptism and Confirmation, a .(‘]y ;n hwmw of the
habits of faith and hope i they still have them, That is the p heles
being by which they still cleave to the Church. rfl it kel
B viftie or e Yortal sin which has fo ,dﬂ{l are St.l“ within her,
fills their hearts, they belong chiefly to th unld its way into them and
who commits sin is of the devil” (I John !'a"wgr R

Thus the frontier of the Church thi A el
1 . o 0 VPQS‘S‘Zihm ro;gh each one of those who call
holy, leaving outside all that is sin and st‘:lrinbo"‘mds s o L
two-edged sword and reaching unto the division more piercing than any
R e e anded‘ ivision of the soul and the spirit,
of the heart” (cf, Heb, v, 12). So th iscerning the thoughts and intents
ol e Ao e g hat even here below, in the d f
Wi Chu.rche }xlm sifof the evil and sin at war in each o ﬂﬁ |
her quite full Jerself remains immaculate; i R
fully and without e e; and we can apply to
;::;s]eillf)hesla?s (v. 25-28); "glilri:: S;Tllzh'i;lvsetgass&llg o it Epll?ﬁl}é i
up for it: that he might 5 e Church and delivered
2 sal i 5 2 re
water in the word of life: that he ll:nc:lfl}t’ 5 CleanFmg it by the laver of
present it to himself a glorious

Church, not havi 3
be ol and without Hlemh ¢ " ™ el thing, but that it should

See also ibid., 95 ff,
L - R H. B
8. IT Kings 7:12-16; 1 pa,fllls;:nl,lt:hﬂst in the Church (St. Louis, 1914).

: ;:“?m“ iy ~14; Ps, T1:5-7; Isai, 9:6-7; Dan, 2:44.
h tutes of the Christian Religion, 1v, o 11

8. In the constitutio
7. See Coll. Lac, v&“‘é‘g&:iorem fidei, (1794); see DB 1501

8. See the encyclical Pascendi and the decree Lamentabili
J

2

prop. 52,

(28)

CHAPTER |1

The Church's Nature

Article |

THE CHURCH AS A HIERARCHICAL SOCIETY

1. Errors:

1. Protestants
2. Modernists
8. Synod of Pistoia

1. The Church of Christ is a H ierarchical Society:

ProposiTion 1: Christ established a sacred authority in His
Church when He directly bestowed on the
college of the apostles the power to teach, to
function as priests, and to rule.

Proof: 1. from Christ's words;

9. from the apostles’ manner of acting.
Some Objections Answered
Scholion: Charismatics and co

Proposrrion 2: It was Christs will tha
power which had begun
lege should continue forever.

Proof: 1. from the indestructibility of the Church;
9. from Christ’s explicit promise;
3. from the apostles’” manner of acting.
Scholion: The personal prerogatives of the apostles.
Prorosrmion 3: The sacred rule which began with the college
of the apostles continued on in the college of

bishops.
Proof: 1. indirect testimony of the earliest records;
9. direct, formal testimony of these records.
Scholion 1. Therefore the individual or monarchical epis-
copate takes its origin from the apostles.

129)

-workers of the apostles.
t the sacred ruling
in the apostolic col-
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Scholion 2. This same episcopate comes,
5 I
apostles, but, through the apOs:)Itc sonfly from the
Himself. > 1Y0m Chyjg

Scholion 3. What of St. Jerome’s remarksp CHAPTER 11

III. Theological Corollaries on Extent and
d Natur
Conferred on Church’s Rulers: ature of Poygy The Church’s Nature

' 1. Temporal punishment

, 2. The powers of orders and of jurisdiction,
R The preceding chapter demonstrated the fact that Christ
founded a Church for a specific supernatural purpose and that this
Church enjoys a promise of perpetuity. The stage is thus set for a
close study of its nature. For this latter depends both on the social
structure which the Church received from its Founder and on the
purpose for which He founded it. Now because of the way our
Lord set it up, the Church is a hierarchical society: Article T; and
a monarchical society: Article II.

-

Article |

THE CHURCH AS A HIERARCHICAL SOCIETY*

An association in which all the members enjoy basically ¢
rights of authority, so that no individual may exercise author
without being commissioned thereto by the others (

especially in voluntary associations)—such a society I ‘
or democratic, But if the running of the society belongs A4
7 right to one or a few of the members, then -
unequal. If it is a sacred s can
constituted society, or simply
i(fhti‘ir ché) etymologically
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tians are equal in the matter of spiritual power, sinc
, Since

the “royal priesthood,” in which all share, there is in the N from

no priesthood strictly so called. Among the Protestants t‘}\c“’ Law
act as ministers of the divine word and the su(‘r:mmlvr‘q ‘"lse Who
wise those who administer the affairs of the churches ‘f:i;}d flrfke.

= U officeg

set up by the Church itself, not by Christ. At the most. s

that the church has a divine commission to set up 51 ‘f]‘j’(? admi
2‘. .ln like manner, Modernists deny that there is :11; :(] e
of dw.me right. When one disentangles all their inv.o]vcfl “em‘r o
one discovers that they attribute the whole setup of the C‘]’erbmge,
Patural evolution: “The elders who performed the t'lsi fmmh L)
;n%stt;ver the .meetings of the Christians were ﬂpp(;intezl ]‘;ﬂttc}il i
alg)em :,:t asfptr];ests anc% bishops to provide for the necessary );na -
St t][:e mfe growing communities, but not precisely to )er:-
e o hie‘:sw’]: and power of the apostles”; and, "DOgIlTl'IS.
concerned—are ;:’lc i 3 both the idea and the reality f;fi‘:
consciousness Whj)’}:nterpretahon.s and evolutions of the Christian

developed i 3 ¢ to?k the tiny seed hidden in the gos
S g_h it, and embellished it with external trappings.”s gospel,

directly tz fln?l: ‘::h(?lf Pistoia taught that sacred POwe% was gi
J A e community of beli : 5 given
gated it to the bishops and th clievers, which in turn dele-
© supreme pontiff. If this be admitted,

: ers a i
i s re nothing but the tools and servants of

7 o e. Pius VI ; ;
ical. Tt is still the view of the Jai(:’;g;nénf: ggﬁ;,l,’;cm"e asieng

II. Th i
e Church of Christ is o Hierarchicql Society
! ! th . . 2
Sln O, San ;tﬂiﬁn:lii :“hm:le‘lf established a sacred
authority, invested first in

perdur LS9 uninterry
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the others and what powers put them in a class apart. A proof of
this latter statement will suffice.

The power to teach is the right and the duty to set forth Chris-
tian truth with an authority to which all are held to give internal
and external obedience.

The power to function as priests or ministers is the power to
offer sacrifice and to sanctify people through the instrumentality
of outward rites.

The power to rule or govern is the power to regulate the moral
conduct of one’s subjects. Since this power is exercised chiefly
through legislation and then through judicial sentences and pen-
alties, it comprises legislative, judicial, and coercive powers.* The
power to pass judgment and to punish is a necessary complement
of the power to make laws, for all by themselves, laws usually
have little effect. They must be bolstered by courts and by
penalties.

The threefold power to teach, to function as priests, and to rule
corresponds to the threefold office with which Christ as man was
invested, for He was Prophet, Priest, and King.* And so, by bestow-
ing on the apostles the aforesaid threefold power, He made them
sharers in the same powers which He (in His human nature) re-
ceived from the Father, although not in the same fulness.

We frequently mention in this connection the college of the
apostles; the aforementioned powers were given to the apostles,
not as to so many individuals having no ties one with the other,
but inasmuch as they constituted a unit, a “college.” Indeed, why
would Christ, who wanted to found one Church, have given the
power to rule to eleven men completely independent of one an-
other? This matter will be treated explicitly in Article II.

Finally, the sacred power was conferred on the apostolic college
directly. This rules out the opinion of the Synod of Pistoia men-
tioned above.

The proposition is a dogma of faith, as we know from various
definitions of the Church. See the Council of Trent, Sess. 23, c. 4;
the Vatican Council, constitution De ecclesia, Preamble (DB 960,

1821).
Proof:

1. From Christ's words. (a) For all three powers at once: “As
the Fatherhasnmdemehisambassador,solammk&ngyaumy

(83) I
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ambassadors” (John 20:21). Christ had been sent b
as a prophet (teacher), as a priest, and as a king, e A Fathe,
to the apostles the offices and the powers which e lnt]w trangfey
in sending them forth to make disciples, to lmptiy(l\ ,md Teceiyeq,
and to regulate the moral conduct of the disciples (\‘[1 t:m;l ,Snnctify,
(b) For each power separately: the power to ;('fl;]l"l ‘F-(‘“S:-l&m)'
whol? world and preach the gospel to all creation I]r //’0 into the
and is bup:ized will be saved; he that does nn} ])H',mt believe
condemned. !hlmk 16:15-16). The priestly pnu')er,‘ “[l;p wilf be
.:?rgs n;ﬁorau;l; ﬁeL u'l: 52:19)’ and: “Whenever you remitnmtzfl? o
reta,ined”y bl 27611 236 ; when you retain anyone’s sins, !her i
ance, whatever you b’). The power to rule: “I tell you wirp ajy oo
euer,ytm loose g:u "Zi on earth shall be bound in heaven; u-)}s]ur—
ks earth shall be loosed in heaven” i
e no doubt that it is a question of

wasztoF entrust to them,s

- From the apostles’

general te manner of acting.” (q i

apostolic nn:ilfji;hr;t (t:ey e el mim.“g’!l) (il:»‘:sy la'sls';m 5

subordinates of i ri;;ts 1:25); that they are to be estee )éan

421, 10 vhom God s ™21 Gods mysteies (1 Cor,
ed . . . this ministry of reconciliaﬂon.

Slite entmsting to us the
—men, therefore, who ar?:essage of reconciliation (II Cor. 5:18-20)

it were exhorting thfoughcg;mmng out a mission for Christ, God as

laying on, of m';lphiod’-? grace of the Holy Spirit (Acts
_ (11 :
Tit and we haye dec{dig ). That of ruling:

(84)
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burden upon you but this indispensable one, that you abstain from
things sacrificed to idols and from blood and from what is strangled
and from immorality.”® And the apostles claim for themselves not
only legislative power, but judicial as well: As for me, though

absent in body, I am present in spirit, and have already, as if
present, reached the decision . . . to deliver this man to Satan for
the destruction of his corrupt tendencies that his spirit may attain
salvation on the day of the Lord Jesus (I Cor. 5:3-5); and coercive:
What is your choice? Shall I come to you provided with a rod, or
with love, with a spirit of gentleness?*®

Objections:

Christ did not establish any hierarchy, for: (1) He expressly
forbade any one of His disciples to consider himself greater than
the others or to lord it over the others: They also had a discussion
among them as to which one in their group should be considered
the greatest. He said to them: “The kings of the Gentiles lord it
over them, and their princes have themselves styled benefactors.
That must not be your way! No, the greatest in your group must
be like the youngest, and the leader like the servant” (Luke
92:24-26). And so, (2) both St. Peter and St. John ascribe the title
holy priesthood to all Christians without distinction (I Pet. 2:5, 9;
Apoc. 1:6); and (3) St. Paul teaches accordingly that the sacred
ministers exercise their office only as the result of being in some
way delegated thereto by the faithful: All things belong to you,
whether it is Paul, or Apollos, or Cephas (I Cor. 8:22).

Answer to 1: Our Lord wanted to eliminate from His followers
not authority, but arrogance in the exercise of authority and pride
in general. That is why He set Himself up as a model of humility,
even though He enjoyed the fulness of authority: ** “I am in your
midst like a waiter in attendance” (Luke 22:27).

Answer to 2: St. Peter and St. John attribute a priesthood to all,
but a priesthood in the broad sense, by virtue of which all offer
“spiritual,” i.e., not strictly official, sacrifices; namely, prayers and
good works, How little the alleged texts rule out a priesthood in
the strict sense, reserved for certain definite p is especiall

evident from the fact that God had said to all the Israelites indis-
criminately: “You shall be to me a kingdom of priests” (Exod.
19:6). And yet He had set apart among the chosen people a specific
class of men to whom were reserved the official functions of the

(835)
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priesthood. It is not difficult to see that the apostles
these words of the Old Testament to indicate that in t,
people was perfectly realized what God had on
nation of Israel.’®

Answer to 3: St. Paul states this one fact, that eq
offices were established for the benefit of the faithfu]
from which the text is lifted makes this quite clear, v

alludeq to
€ Chrigy
ce affirmeq of ;1112

C]CSiaStiCa[
The Context

Scholion. Charismatics and co-workers of the apostles

1. In the first years charismatics contributed in no Iittle
to the building up of the Church. These were men ]\(\)/hl:)ttllxcq((lj ebgrec
endowed by God with various extraordinary gifts: the s if i
knowledge, of prophecy, of tongues,® etc, These charismag‘] il
]sll;:ll-:)rclﬁzldbn? reatlhauthority in the Church, did not belong ::S) t(}:
» but on the contrary were subject to the real rul
Church, ie., the apostles, even in what i
charisms in the meetings, of the faithfulm;1 cé:ed oy -
Pfott?stants were' therefore quite wrong ivho ta.ulgi.t2 %i?ih'l hgse
in;m%ﬁf of the hxer'fn'chy were to be sought among the e
ottices or specific functions in the Church had
only when charisms began to wane, R
2. Aside from the cha j

charismatics,
een instituted

with the apostles,
the Council of Je

£ personall only di
Pomto. various ¢ °-W0rk:rs y, but they a5 delegated pirt ;:Ifttl];:);
is not the place to cong;

ment of the hierar, consider whethe

was effected by th:l;}':hti'ﬂugh the insﬁhxtio: 2; ?]:?t lﬂl Bhsiavslon-
postles at Chriss command oe ower orders

. One :
(38) remark will
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suffice. It is clear that after the Resurrection, our Lord instructed
the zlpr>xtlw< in matters concerning His Church: . . . appearing to
them throughout forty days and discussing matters pertaining to
the kingdom of God (Acts 1:3). What precisely He enjoined upon
them is not recorded in Scriptures and so will have to be inferred
from the activities of the apostles and the traditions of the ancients.
But from the nature of the case it seems quite probable that the
general plan for the organization of the churches is to be attributed
ultimately not to the apostles but to Christ Himself.

Prorposition 2: It was Christ’s will that the sacred ruling power
which had begun in the apostolic college should continue

forever.

This proposition is concerned with the same threefold power
which we have proved to have been given to the apostles, It asserts
that this power was granted by Christ with the following stipula-
tion: that it be handed on to an endless line of successors. We are
not concerned at the moment with the subordinate co-workers of
the apostles. The only point to be proven here is that it was Christ’s
will that the apostolic college should continue forever, in such a
way that there would always be in the Church a body of men
invested with that threefold power which the apostles enjoyed. This
thesis is a dogma of faith, as we know, e.g, from the Council of
Trent, Sess. 23, c. 4 (DB 960).

Proof:

1. From the indestructibility of the Church. Christ willed that
His Church should last until the end of time, and in an incorrupt
state (nos. 19 ff.). Therefore He wanted all those things to last
forever without which the perpetuity of the Church would be
impossible. But the Church as He founded it is completely depen-
dent on the teaching, priestly, and ruling powers of the apostles.
The conclusion is clear.

Proof of the minor.® The Church depends essentially on the
teaching, priestly, and ruling powers of the apostles. For the fol-
lowing factors determine its very existence: that all profess the
doctrine which the apostles taught; that all take part in the same
rites which they used to celebrate; and that all obey their rule.
If the preaching, priestly ministration, and government of the
apostles were to stop, the Church would by that very fact immedi-

(87)
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ately vanish. To put it another way, remove the chains whic
into unity that society which we call the Church, and t}
that society, would disperse and come to naught,

2, From Christ’s explicit promise. When our Lord gave the
apostles their definitive mission to teach, sanctify, and rule, He
went on to say, in the clearest of terms: “And mark: I am wig), you
at all times as long as the world will last” (Matt. 28:20), Byt how
could He possibly be forever present to the apostolic college in
the work of teaching, sanctifying, and ruling, unless that college
itself were to last forever; unless the apostles were to have a neyey.
ending line of successors in their work as teachers, priests, and
rulers?

8. From the apostles’ manner of acting. There can be no doubt
that the apostles understood the mind of their Master, and so, if
they themselves transmitted their threefold power to their succes-
sors, we must of course conclude that they were carrying out the
Lord’s will in this matter. As a matter of fact, the apostles did take
care to appoint men to succeed them.

a. In the canonical Scriptures there is, e.g,, the case of Timothy,
whom Paul, precisely because he senses the nearness of his own
death, urges to carry out his ministry carefully: But as for yourself,
you should be self-controlled in all things, bear trials patiently,
work as a preacher .of the gospel, discharge your ministry. As for
Zf, I am a.lready being pou'red out in sacrifice, and the time of my

parture is at hand (11 Tim, 4:5-6). Now Timothy’s ministry in-
of teaching, of the priesthood, and of ruling.

h bing

at Unity,

Do not listen to an

g a presbyter unless it i o
ported by two or three witnesses, Rebuke halv)itual si:ners 1;.?"3:"7;

presence of all, that the rest g
! Y stand in feqr (1 Ty : ’
b. Among the earliest fathers, St. Clement of( Ronl?;. 3;})?;20)

And so, after receiving their instruct;
3 h i
fbmugh the. R«;Sl'm-ection of our ﬁosgs Igibéfgst,fug}s, ?:s}llre(:
in_ faith by the worg of God, they went :ort;
’ ess of the Holy Spirit, to preach the
(88)
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good news that the Kingdom. of God was close at hand. From
Jand to land, accordingly, and from city to city they preached,
and from their earliest converts appointed men whom they had
tested by the Spirit to act as bishops and deacons for the
future believers. . . .

Our Apostles, too, were given to understand by our Lord Jesus
Christ that the office of bishop would give rise to intrigues. For
this reason, equipped as they were with perfect fnreknowledg.e,
they appointed the men mentioned before, and afterwards laid
down a rule once for all to this effect: when these men die,
other approved men shall succeed to their sacred ministry. Con-
sequently, we deem it an injustice to e]'ec't from the sacred
ministry the persons who were appointed either by them [the
apostles], or later, with the consent of the whole Church, by
other men in high repute®

Quotations from other early witnesses will appear in the proof of
the next proposition.

Scholion. The personal prerogatives of the apostles.

It was stated above, and with deliberate caution, that Christ
willed the transmission, from the apostolic college to an endzless
line of successors, of the threefold power of teaching, sanctifying,
and ruling. But not every single thing which God granted the
apostles was to be handed down to their successors. The apostles
exercised, as it were, a twofold function, that of the apostolate and
that of the pastorate or episcopate. They were first and foremo_st
apostles (taking this word in its strict sense), ie, legates commis-
sioned by God to promulgate all of His revelation, and to start or
set up Christ's Church. Then, secondarily, so to sp'eak, they were
the first pastors of the Church to which they had given form. It is
readily understandable that the apostolic office dex.nanded certain
prerogatives which the pastoral office as such c_lxd nof require.
Therefore, as apostles, each of them had ‘( a) a direct divine n;x;-
sion to carry out both of the aforemenhoned'tasls all over the
world. Furthermore, (b) they enjoyed the chansms ( 1? of.re‘ve]u-
tion, (2) of infallibility (in matters pertaining to their mission),
and (3) of miracles. ;

Tl(Je)apostoIate was, to begin with, by us“very ns?ure an extra-
ordinary gift, confided to these men al(fne. The gifts confene(!t
on them by reason of their apostolate did not pass to subsequent

(89) ‘
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pastors of the Church, since they were not simply, anq e
respect, successors of the apostles, but only in the pastoral oy,
But the essence of the pastoral office consists precisely in t} ‘

: . 1€ three.
fold power of teaching, of the priesthood, and of ruling,

Prorostrion 8: The sacred rule which began with the coll,

; : . ege of
the apostles continued on in the college of bishops.

This proposition is a step nearer the question of precise
men in the ancient Church were in fact the apostles’ successors in
the pastoral office. Note that the title successor fits only him who
steps into another’s place in such a way as to receive in its fulness
the office which the latter had administered, And 50, for a man to
be reckoned a successor of the apostles, it is not enough that some
one apostolic power be conferred on him (like the power of the
priesthood, in full or in part). No, he must have the whole range
of power which constituted the apostles pastors of the Church,
The present proposition states furthermore that the apostles’ suc-
cessors, in the sense just set forth, were those officials of the Church
whom all of Christian antiquity, at least from the beginning of the
:;c;):;i ::::tz:g; zzillzdebi:hqps:“ Just as it v&{as a question above
s presegt, lFo 15 it noW a question of the college of
et e olf) 0p0.51§io? does not assert that each single
o T i :el:: (;:d \lr)ldutzﬁ apostle, but re‘tther that the
- y the college of bishops or the
S&:‘h;s,ifofisglg%g) ; dogma of faith. See the Council of Trent,

ly which

Proof:

The question, which X .
powers from the apostcl Tl their pastoral office and

€ apostles had died; and
testimony of the ancients
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The letters of St. Ignatius Martyr show beyond cavil that, at the
beginning of the second century in each of the churches of Asia
Minor, there was, besides the subordinate ministers (priests and
deacons), one bishop, who functioned as teacher, priest, and ruler.
St. Ignatius’ manner of expression gives sufficient indication that
this episcopate was not a novel institution.?*

Hegesippus journeyed from the East to Rome about the middle
of the second century, and on the way visited “very many bishops,”
and found the same doctrine being taught in “each of the episcopal
lines of succession (en ekdstg diadochg).”?* And so in the middle
of the second century there could be reckoned in many cities
a line of bishops who had succeeded to the posts of their
predecessors.

About 180 A.p. St. Irenaeus, “since it would be very tedious
to list the lines of succession of all the churches,” drew up the list
of the Church of Rome alone, tracing it from Sts. Peter and Paul to
Eleutherius, who “now holds the episcopate in the twelfth place
from the apostles” (Adversus haereses iii. 3. 2-3). The same
Irenaeus tells us that the holy apostles handed on this Roman
episcopate to Linus, and that St. Polycarp had been appointed
Bishop of Smyrna by the apostles (ie., by St. John; ibid. 3-4;
see Tertullian De praescriptione 32).

Tertullian writes that, in the churches instituted by St. John,
the line of bishops, when traced to its origin, stops with St. John,
who began it (Adversus Marcionem 4. 5).

Clement of Alexandria relates how St. John, after his return
from Patmos to Ephesus, sometimes traveled to neighbori‘ng
provinces to appoint bishops (Quis dives 42; cited by Eusebius
HE 8. 24).

Origen testifies that St. Ignatius Martyr was the “secs)nd after St.
Peter to be bishop of Antioch” (In Lucam homilia vi). '

Finally, Eusebius gives us, besides the list of Roman ponhﬂ.s,
that of the bishops of Antioch back as far as St. Peter; of A]exanslna
back as far as St. Mark; and of Jerusalem back to St. James, “the
brother of the Lord.”2

2. Furthermore, formal testimony establishes the fact that the
early fathers unanimously considered the bishops as successors of

the apostles. "y
St. Trenaeus says that if we want to discover the true tradition

. of the apostles,

(41)
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we can enumerate those who were appointed as bishq

5 DS i
churches by the apostles and their successors to oy zg\vr:ndﬂm
who never knew and never taught anything resembling ¢ 5

: £ thejr

[that is, the Gnostics'] foolish doctrine. Had the apostles

any such mysteries, which they taught privately ang .éuhnown
to the perfect, they would surely have entrusted this tea gfl‘m
to the men in whose charge they had placed the church;qc IIPn
they wished them to be without blame and reproach to “] =
they handed over their own position of mlthority,;/\dupmm
haereses iii. 3. 1; see QP, 1, 301. g

Elsewhere he mentions “episcopal lines of succession

wl‘u'ch they [the apostles] have handed down that Chnr’chth\rﬁ:lii;:

:.xlsts everywhere (ibid. iv. 33. 8). Again, he says of the heretics

All these [heretics] are of much later date than the bishops t(;

whom the apostles entrusted the churches” (ibid. v. 20. 1) )
Tertullian hurls this taunt at the heretics: Lt

Es:dtlh(:in make public .th.e origins of their churches; let them
e e scro.lls containing their bishops’ names, tracing the
i ; (ér Sstuf);eﬁf);’n baclE bto the beg]inm'ng, in such a manner that
may [be seen to] have as his consecrator and

g:eygec;slsto; somehone of the apostles or someone from apostolic
g ne who has persevered in loyalty to the apostles.

For this is the w, i
B prozscripio ":}é 2a.postohc churches hand on their records.—

St. Cyprian: “For it is fo thi
work hardest of all; to main:ainIZ;
been handed down by the Lord
successors” (Epistula 49, 3).

In the Council of G
arth:
256, Clarus of Mascula sajd: age held under St. Cyprian about

l;rother, that we work and must
ar as in us the unity which has
through the apostles to us their

flmune til;e Power which He h
€ their successors, and

of the same ppwer.—ML:”fIig,mllle.{Ill o

Firmilian, bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia:
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Therefore, the power of forgiving sins was given to the apostles
and to the churches which they founded in virtue of a mandate
from Christ, and to the bishops who succeeded them in their
office by being ordained thereunto.—Epistula ad Cyprianum;
see ML, II, 1217.

St. Jerome: “All [bishops] are successors of the apostles”
(Epistula 146. 1); and, “With us, the bishops take the place of
the apostles; with them [the Montanists], the bishop takes third
place” (Epistula 41. 3).

St. Gregory the Great: “Indeed, the bishops now take their [the
apostles’] place in the Church” (In Evangelia homilia 26. 5).

Scholion 1. Therefore the individual or monarchical episcopate®
takes its origin from the apostles.

The arguments adduced yield this conclusion also: that the men
to whom the pastoral office of the apostles passed were, immedi-
ately after the death of the apostles, real bishops; in this sense,
that they alone, as individuals, governed their individual churches;
armed with teaching, priestly, and ordinary ruling power. In fact,
not one of the authorities cited gives even so much as the slightest
hint of a so-called “plural” or “collegiate” episcopate; many of them
clearly rule it out.?s Moreover, the first traces of a monarchical
episcopate are already discernible in the books of the New Testa-
ment, Several passages in the Acts of the Apostles favor the view
that James, the brother of the Lord, was the bishop of the church
at Jerusalem.2® The pastoral Epistles (those to Timothy and Titus)
seem to leave little doubt that Timothy exercised the office of
bishop at Ephesus and Titus in Crete. The “angels” of the churches,
to whom St. John sends letters (Apoc. 1-3), can hardly be other
than the bishops of those churches. Therefore it is certain that the
monarchical episcopate takes its origin from the apostles. Further-
more, if it had not been started by the apostles, it would not be
possible to understand how it could have been foisted on all the
churches before the middle of the second century (ie., before
synods were held, and at a time when the primacy of the Roman
pontiff made its authority felt quite sparingly ).%”

Once the apostolic origin of the monarchical episcopate has
been established, it makes little difference whether the apostles
put a bishop in charge of each of the newly founded churches

(43)
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right from the beginning; or whether they sometimes place,
latter in the care—for the time being—of a college of e
(priests of the first or, according to others, of the seconq class)
who would rule the faithful as a sort of common council, ag (Icle.,
gates of and under the watchful eyes of the apostles, untj] the
proper time arrived for bishops to be appointed.”* And so e pue-
leave to historians and exegetes those questions which concern
the precise meaning of the names episkopos and presbijterog
in first century documents; as well as questions concerning the
primitive organization of the churches while the apostles were
still alive.>®

d these
sbyters”

Scholion 2. This same episcopate comes not only from the apostles,
but, through the apostles, from Christ Himself,

Christ arranged for the Church to be governed forever by
successors of the apostles. The latter, following out this direction
of their Master, put individual bishops in charge of each individual
church. Now it is altogether reasonable to believe that they were
executing a divine order also when they thus set up “monarchical”
bishops. Certainly, Christ personally and directly founded the
Church; and so He Himself must have determined its essential
fx:a.mework and structure, Above all else, the order, the rank of
bishop (setting aside for the moment the question of primacy)
belongs to th1s structure. As a matter of fact, the earliest witnesses
ass';:to—:i hm:lsl rather vaguely, at times quite explicitly—that the
;Pof £ v; es‘; gh:s they know it i.e, the “monarchical” episcopate,

St. Clement of Rome teach
their instructions,” and “e,
knowledge,” took care to

es that the apostles, “after receiving

quipped as they were with perfect fore-
select co-
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be the fact that Christ Himself had r:rnlered the appointment of the
bishop (and of priests and deacons)?

St, Cyprian, after remarking that the Church is founded on the
bishops, and that every act of the Church is governed by these
same rulers, adds, “Since this was therefore established by divine
law, I wonder that some . . .” (Epistula 27, De lapsis).

St. Basil, writing to his disciple, Chilo, mentions “bishops of
the churches of God, [bishops] appointed by God” ( Epistula 42. 4).

Now in truth if the Church is founded on bishops by the order
of Christ Himself, and if “the Holy Spirit has placed . . . bishops to
rule the Church of God” (Acts 20:28); then it follows that this
arrangement is immutable, It is therefore necessary that the Church
of Christ be ruled until the end of time by the college of bishops,
each of whom rules over one of the many districts of the Church.

Scholion 3. What of St. Jerome’s remarks?P

St. Jerome apparently contradicts the doctrine just set forth
when he writes:

The same person is also priest and bishop, and before the time
when, under the instigation of the devil, there arose parties in
the Church, . . . the churches were governed l?y the cquncﬂ
of priests. But when each one wanted those baphzt'ad by him to
belong to him and not to Christ, it was decregd in the whole
world that one of the priests should by election be set over
the others, and that he should have the care of the who!e church
and suppress the seeds of the schism. Therefore let bxshoptsh}::
apprised that they are superior to priests by custom rat'herla a
by a true decree of the Lord.—Commentarium in Epistula a
Titum 1. 5; see LZ, I, 352.

He writes in the same strain elsewhere, when defending priests
against the encroachments of deacons (Epistula 146, ad Evan-
elum 1). ; ;
¥ Thesg passages are quite difficult, so dxﬂ”xcult. indeed that some
authors think that St. Jerome should not be }mtenfectlh to on ﬁﬂs
i he departs from the cc teaching of the

;ﬁe’tli;n?:ﬂosvingp remarks may throw some light on the .problem.

If St. Jerome's words be taken literally, he contradicts even
himself. For elsewhere he expressly acknowledges that there has
been a distinction between bishops and priests from the very begin-
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ning of the Church. He writes, for example, that the apostle
“ordained bishops and priests throughout each of the D”"'l‘n.cc(:z
(Commentarium in Mattheum 25. 26-28). Therefore, they W(‘f
even then distinct orders. The bishops were real, indvividu'a?
bishops, for the saint rejects as impossible the supposition of
several bishops’ ruling in one place.” In addition, he himself testi-
fies that at least some of the churches have had monarchica]
bishops right from the beginning.** Therefore, unless one is willix;g
to grant that the holy doctor contradicted himself, one must give
his words a more favorable interpretation. In this whole matter, it
must be noted, firstly, that St. Jerome’s aim in both the ol)jecti(;n.
able passages was to extol the office of the priest; and, secondly
that quite often he let his pen run away with him, In view of this’
his probable meaning would seem to be the following: at ﬁrst’
bishops and priests were, for all practical purposes, scarcely dis-
tinguishable, since they conducted all their affairs in a spirit of
fraternal he'lpfulness. But later custom gave the bishop consider-
able preeminence over his priests not only in right, but also in
conduct and practice®

lll. Theological Corollaries on the Extent and Nature of
the Power Conferred on the Church’s Rulers

1. Temporal punishment. It was poi

3 pointed out above (no. 5)
‘tf:it c; part i)f the power to rule is coercive power, in accord with
ey iﬁenﬂ: ties are leveled against lawbreakers, One must then
B Sl gat ;1;: ;'Jnliurchﬁan punish those who violate its laws
i A y spiritual penalties, but temporal ones as

By 4§
E on;;e:gtig;s (:ﬂmel;s’ ﬁ:;;llll a penance precisely in that it is imposed
e i ai A 'ﬁA penalty is spiritual when it deprives
4 enefits. Examples are excommunication and
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character. The Church’s aim is of course spiritual, but everyone
knows that temporal punishment, too, can contribute most effec-
tively to the carrying out of a spiritual purpose. It can do so by
inducing the guilty parties to come to their senses and by making
others think twice before committing a crime, And if capital

punishment strikes many as being too much at variance with the
mild and gentle character of the Church, still the same objection
is not valid for all temporal punishment, In fact the Catholic
Church has explicitly condemned the doctrine of those who insist
that “the Church has no right to inflict temporal penalties in dis-
ciplining those who violate her laws.”* Accordingly, the Code of
Canon Law states: “It is the native and strict right of the Church,
independently of any human authority whatsoever, to discipline
her refractory subjects with both spiritual and temporal penalties”
(c. 2214).

One may object: “If Christ had given His Church the power to
inflict temporal punishment, He would have provided it with an
armed force to execute those penalties. But as the matter stands,
He gave it no soldiery.” The answer is that the Church has the
right to invoke the aid of secular power to discipline those who
break her laws. “Both,” says Boniface VIII, “are in the Church’s
power, the spiritual sword and the material®® But the latter is
to be used in the Church’s behalf; the former is to be wielded by
the Church. The former is in the hands of the priest, the latter in
the hands of kings and soldiers, but at the will and with the
permission of the priest.”*® But if secular rulers should not come
to her aid, then God, who gave His Church the assurance of
indestructibility, will aid her yet more. For further details on this
matter, consult works by canonists.*”

A final remark: it is one thing to inquire into the right and
power of the Church, and quite another to inquire into the
judicious use of that power. For since the Church received its
power for constructive rather than for destructive purposes, it
must adapt, and has always adapted, the exercise of its rights to
varying circumstances of time and place. Consequently, since the
character and the needs of our modern times are quite different
from conditions in the Middle Ages, the Catholic Church’s foes
have no right to claim that if it were not for the fact that it now
has no military power it would be exercising its coercive power in
the same way as it did in centuries past. Does not eivil society
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now proceed in correcting and I""‘i‘]]i"g quite ‘“_”"”‘””." from the
way it did in ages past? And the Church, as history attests, hg
always been more gentle than the civil administration,s They are
guilty of calumny who insist that th(‘: Church wants to revive ]
those things which were in other circumstances quite just
beneficial.

2. The powers of orders and jurisdiction. The oft-mentioneq
tripartite division of the Church’s power: teaching, priestly, and
ruling, is not the only possible one. There is still another diyisjon
which is at once quite useful and quite common, It divides the
whole of sacred power into the powers of orders and of juris-
diction. The power of orders is the same as that of the priesthood,
It has as its immediate object the worship (in the strict sense)
of God, and also the internal sanctification of souls through the
infusion of grace. It takes its name from the sacrament of orders
or sacred ordination, by which it is conferred on a person.

The power of jurisdiction is the moral power to place others
under obligation, to bind and to loose, and comprises at once
the two powers of teaching and ruling.® It has as its immediate
object the governing of people in the realm of belief (through
dfmtrinal decrees), and conduct (through disciplinary laws, judi-
f:lal sen?ences, penalties). Finally, it directs the faithful in acquir-
ing holiness through their own personal efforts. This power is
confene.d on a person when a superior imposes it, or when the
PESOD i given a legitimate mission.

ol :e::sealfgn:ide':s'ﬂ]e Ipmiver of _jurisdictit?n in a general,
jurisdiction of the extexl'uais am:ly' i tha}t e
T e g n m.ternal forum is mentioned here.

: forum is that whose primary and direct

and

orders and of jurisdiction,
(1) They differ in their immediaf
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ken away; and 5o, all things being equal, it can always be validly
mc,-c,'g(-d ‘Still, the power of orders can be controlled by that of
?xrjqd.i(‘ti()n to some extent, ie., in what concerns its legitimate
U

use. Accordingly, its exercise can be forbidden by a superior and
thereby rendered illicit or sinful. »
(3) They differ in their basic nature. The power of orders is
merely instrumental or ministerial. Since God alone can produce
grace as its principal, efficient Cause, the official personnel of the
Church have no proper or native power to do so. They act merel}r
as God’s instruments, or, since they are rational beings, as Hu
ministers. Consequently, they can impart grace only 1?y performing
the rites instituted by Christ. The power of jurisdiction, on 'the
other hand, involves not merely instrumental, but real principal
causality.** For, although the Church’s rulers may have to set forth
the teaching and the precepts of Christ, they enjoy aIS(') their own
personal power of teaching and ruling (even t.hough this power be
given them by another). As regards teachings, they mot on!y
declare what has been revealed, but use their own prm%ence in
deciding the proper time and the precise manner in which .th?y
will make such declarations. They decide, furthermore, .what is in
harmony with revealed truths; what is directly or mdxreFﬂy op-
posed to them; and on their own authority they prescribe that
revealed truths be accepted as the word of God and that matters
related to these truths be accepted as certainly true. As regards
ruling, they not only declare what the divim? I.aw enjoins, but os
their own authority they enforce these (divine) precepts, a?:h
decide when and how they are to be observed. And so it is wi
their own power, and in the capacity of principal age.nts, that they
frame laws and inflict penalties. True it is that even in these‘casas
they are acting as ministers of Christ, but lu.ere their ﬁout‘/:r is 1:}(:;
merely instrumental. Is there not a great difference et teexe:E e
power of a servant who can only make known and put in om] 2
the king’s commands, and that of a rt')y.all governor sentfto eis
province? They are indeed both ministers, but th.e ormer »
invested with instrumental power only, the latfer mth.pnn@?p
power as well, It is in the light of t!le forego'mg consxdleln:ih(t):s
that the power of orders or of the priesthood is often called the
POW;;:;;::;L?:? orders and of jurisdiction may exist smt;le}'m in
different persons, but the institution of Christ calls for g
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ordinarily and, as a rule, joined in the same person, And thig ;
quite fitting: for right order demands that the same uncv"S -
sanctify men by imparting grace to them, should also b ;s .Who
cising jurisdiction, guide them towards the pmdn('iil)n’nf} ('-XEF
befitting their holiness. T
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5, See Van Noort, The True Religion, nos. 151-2; and C. Journet, op. cit.,
p. 9-10, 17-8, 123-4.

8. See Luke 6:14; Matt. 10:1 ff.; Mark 6:7 ff.; Luke 9:1 f.

7, By the term “apostles” is meant here all the men who were members
of the apostolic college, even those who were admitted only after Christ's
Ascension, For just as anyone who had been chosen as an apostle by our
Lord, during His sojourn on earth, and had later resigned from the college
(this is a mere hypothesis and does not imply that such a thing could
actually have happened after Pentecost)—just as such a one would have for-
feited his mis and would have ceased to be an apostle, so too, those who
were later legitimately (ie., under the action of God Himself) joined to the
college of the apostles, are to be considered on the same plane as the others.
This happened not only in the case of St. Matthias (Acts 1:15-26), but also
in that of St. Paul, who was chosen by God Himself for the apostolate (Acts
9:1-18; see 22:6-16; 26:12-18), received his mission from Him (Acts 13:2-4),
and was recognized by the other apostles (Acts 9:27; 15; Gal. 1:18-9; 2:9;
II Pet. 3:15). Some number St. Barnabas among the apostles (in the strict
sense), while others do not. It is true that he did not see the Lord, but he
did get his mission directly from God (Acts 13:24), and worked in close
cooperation with the other apostles (Acts 4:36; 9:27; 11:22; 15; Gal. 2:9).
This may be why he is at times called an apostle in the Scriptures themselves
(Acts 14:4, 13). It is to be noted, however, that the term is not always used
in its strict sense in the Acts and Epistles.

8. Acts 20:24; see I Cor. 9:16; II Thess. 2:15; I Tim. 1:19-20; II Tim.
2:17-18.

9. Acts 15:28; see 16:4; I Cor. 11:2; II Thess, 3:14.

10. I Cor. 4:21; see II Cor. 10:3-8; 13:2, 10.

11. See John 13:13.

12. See J. C. Fenton, “New Testament Designations of the Church and
of its Members,” CBQ, 9 (1947), 127 ff; J. E. Rea, “A Note on the Nature
of the Common Priesthood,” AER, 118 (1948), 422 ff; Pius XII, Mediator
Dei (Nov. 20, 1947); H. F. Davis, “The Priesthood of the Faithful,” ThD,
1 (1953), 49 f.

13. See I Cor. 12:8-11; S.Th,, I-1I, q. 111, a. 4.

14. The title “deacons” does not occur here, but there is hardly any doubt
that the seven men referred to were raised to that order which was later
called the di See St. I Adversus h i. 26. 8; iii. 12. 10;
iv. 15, 1; CCHS, 820d, 828a.

15. One can understand without difficulty that the apostles might, quite
frequently, have assigned offices in the Church to men with some charism or
other. This seems to be the explanation of the fact that the inspired spokesmen
and teachers who were at Antioch celebrated the sacred liturgy (Acts 18:1-3).
However, in the phrase, As they were cel brating the | 4 hip of
the Lord and fasting, the subject “they” may well be impersonal, and does
not necessarily refer to the spok and h ioned in the pre-
ceding sentence, On the other hand, the Didache (10. 6) mentions “prophets”
who celebrated the Eucharist.
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16, For those not familiar with formal reasoning processes, jt 1

to point out that such a process, called a syllogism, consists of l\m‘l:[%’ bo well
called respectively a major and a minor premise, from which ']. ‘(l[("me"ts,
logically follows. Most often, the major is a universally accepted t;lx(?()',(‘l‘ls.i(’"
no proof. The minor, however, may have to be substantiated b ’d“(:r?.dmg
evidence. L
Major: Every man has a soul.
Minor: But Christ was a man,
Conclusion: Therefore, Christ had a soul,
17, II Tim. 4:2-3; see 2:23-5; I Tim, 4:6-7.
18. Epistula prima ad Corinthios 42. 3-44. 3;
“when these men die” (edn koiméthésin), are tai;nASXo:1lni:; 3:];0 words,
the apostles; by others, as referring to the aforementioned ‘l,isl]"c):?gséz
5

slzslkathallek, 119 (1901), 455. However you take these words, St. Cle
says that the apostles provided for hierarchical succession, ,q d idendl
at the Lord’s command. i s

19, In O. Cullmann’s Peter: Discipl,

9 ¢ i s ple, Apostle, Martyr, translated 9
;;.t :ﬂi;; (Phﬂadelg}];xa, 1952), about which work we shall havi:: cmolr);’ tI;I:)'d
3 poses a dilemma, In Cullmann’s view, a i o

: s : , apostolic grace must ei
xp:;]s:esmﬂtﬁs tl(;; apostle; or_st}rvwf _them in its entirety, Catholic tsea?}:?:gr
e emn‘m Y dJsungulshn?g ll:etween a mission of the apostles
ch;xism relating to the founding
B e e charism relating to its -
e C. Joumet, The Primacy of Peter, translated by John CT”?}:’;;?“

(Westminster, Md., 19
p. 127-8: » 1954), p. 50, 58, Idem, Church of the Word, op. cit.,
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Spostolic: ;‘}s‘f‘l‘:z;gef:hm W0 ways in which the ‘gﬁﬁcﬁ f the'dend i ;
gav: he: ?hpos{til;es’ in virtue of their ordix:;r;alpo:;e:
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what we now know of as a bishop, possessing the fulness of the priesthood; a
presbyter of the second class would be a simple priest. See LZ, 1, 352-3; P.
Hughes, A History of the Church, 1 (New York, 1947), 61-71; T. Zapalena,
op. cit., 11, 47; Journet, Church of the Word, op. cit., p. 80, n. 4.
91. Epistula ad Ephesios:
However, since affection does not permit me to be silent when you are con-
cerned, 1 am at once taking this opportunity to exhort you to live in
harmony with the mind of God. Surely, Jesus Christ, our inseparable life,
for His part is the mind of the Father, just as the bishops, though ap-
pointed throughout the vast, wide earth, represent for their part the mind
of Jesus Christ.
Hence it is proper for you to act in agreement with the mind of the
bishop; and this you do. Certain it is that your presbytery, which is a
credit to its name, is a credit to God; for it harmonizes with the bishop
as completely as the strings with a harp.—3. 2-4. 1; see 6.
Epistula ad Magnesios:
But for you, too, it is fitting not to take advantage of the bishop’s youth,
but rather, because he embodies the authority of God the Father, to show
him every mark of respect—and your presbyters, so I learn, are doing just
that: they do not seek to profit by his youthfulness, which strikes the
bodily eye; no they are wise in God and therefore defer to him—or, rather,
not to him, but to the Father of Jesus Christ, the bishop of all men.—3. 1.
Epistula ad Philadelphenses:
Regarding this bishop I am informed that he holds the supreme office in
the community not by his own efforts, . . . No, he holds it by the love
of God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ—1. 1.
Surely, all those that belong to God and Jesus Christ are the very ones
that side with the bishop; . . . —3. 2.
Take care, then, to partake of one Eucharist; for, one is the Flesh of Our
Lord Jesus Christ, and one the cup to unite us with His Blood, and one
altar, just as there is one bishop assisted by the presbytery and the
deacons, . . . —4.
I cried out, while in your midst, and said in a ringing voice—God’s voice:
“Give heed to the bishop and to the presbytery and to the deacons.”—T7. 1.
Epistula ad Smyrnaeos:
You must all follow the lead of the bishop, as Jesus Christ followed that
of the Father; follow the presbytery as you would the Apostles; reverence
the deacons as you would God's commandment. Let no one do anything
touching the Church, apart from the bishop. Let that celebration of the
Eucharist be considered valid which is held under the bishop or anyone
to whom he has committed it. Where the bishop appears, there let the
people be, just as where Jesus Christ is, there is the Catholic Church. It is
not permitted without authorization from the bishop either to baptize or
to hold an agape; . . . ]
He who does anything without the knowledge of the bishop worships the
devil.—8.1-9. 1.
All the foregoing excerpts are from the ACW translation. See also Epistula
Trallianos 8. 1; T; Epistula ad Polycarpum Inscription; 6. 1; A. M
op. cit., p. 284 ff; J. C. Fenton, “New Testament Designations of the Church
and of its Members,” CBQ, 9 (1947), 275 ff.; LZ, 1, 421-4; Hughes, op cit.,
1, 61-71; QP, I, 63-76.
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99, Eusebius HE 4, 22; see 11.

98, In the Chronicon and HE; the pertinent passag
Franzelin, Theses de ecclesia, p. 271

94, Some modern writers, especially those outside the Church m.
tinction between the monarchical or wunitarian episcopate, in’ whic}
episkopos governed his church all by himself; and the plural o :")]l i
episcopate, in which several men, all called episkopoi, ruled a (hquU-l St
the fashion of a board of directors. Monarchical bishops then w“] e
nothing other than bishops in the traditional Catholic sense. But ‘T“ s
“monarchical bishop” is to be used discreetly, so as not to cast 1;"), t.»crm
on the primacy of the sovereign pontiff. For it is now the comm(;n ;‘»ll?z,r.smns
call him alone the monarch who holds supreme and independent do?n‘fn? .
See Hughes, loc. cit.; ]J. C. Fenton, “The Apostolicity of the Rom; "'“(m';
AER, 118 (1948), 444 f, oy~

25. See also H. Dieckmann, “Das Zeugnis der Chronik von Arbel,
den monarchischen Episkopat,” ThGI (1925), 65. Ty

;g ‘;m 12:17; 15:18; 21:18; Gal. 1:19; 2:12.

. See De Smedt, “L'organisation des églises &t 2.
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The jurisdictional power founded by Christ has for its first mission the
announcing of the good news of the Gospel (declaratory power), and for

its secondary mission the effectual organizing of the conduct of those who
welcome this good news (canonical power). And the Kingdom of God
in its wholeness, that is to say the divine order resulting from the descent

of the Holy Trinity into history and from Its habitation among men, can-
not, in virtue of a divine intention expressly signified in the Gospel, find
its final perfection, its perfect realization, save by the integral functioning
of the jurisdictional power, involving first a genuinely legislative power
(whose essential and general decisions are ratified in heaven), and in con-
sequence a judicial and coercive power. When therefore those who have
given their hearts to the Church begin to revolt against her laws, she is
entitled to act against them and inflict penalties.
These penalties, always spiritual if you look to the power that decrees them
and the end that justifies them, will be, in their immediate and intrinsic
tenor, either directly spiritual—as ication, expressly provided for
in Scripture—or else temporal, material. To deny this last point—to deny
that the Church can decree, subject of course to the demands of prudence
according to time, place and circumstance, penalties that touch her subjects
in the goods of fortune, in the goods of the body, in the use of liberty—
would be to deny her power—always exercised of course, for spiritual ends
_over the whole man; it would be to deny her all power to descend into
the realities of practical life, thereby limiting not only her coercive power
but even her judicial and legislative power; lastly, it would be gravely to
misconceive her spiritual nature, for while this certainly forbids her to use
temporal things in the manner of, and for the ends of, the State, it does
not forbid but rather requires her to make use of them according to her
own spiritual laws and for her own spiritual ends,
There are here two errors to be avoided: that which denies the Church’s
right to dispose of temporal things, contesting her character as a perfect
an society, a kingdom effectively organized to exist in this
world; and that which grants her the power of disposing of temporal
things in the manner of and for the ends of the State; making her a king-
dom of this world.

However, the means of coercion open to the Church are limited. The follow-

ing remarks of Msgr. Journet are quite to the point (ibid., 194-195):
Her resemblance to political societies is analogical only, not univocal
Hence the bl of her ical power to the political power. is
also only analogical; and that of her legislative, judiciary and coercive
powers to the legislative, judiciary, and coercive powers of the State, is
merely analogical likewise. . . .
It fur{her res?xlts that the means of coercion open to the Church to‘bring
her rebellious children back into the ways of obedience and love will not
be identical with those used by the temporal society. ?ince the (}humh
is a society which is not of this world, a spiritual society, eccl?smsdcd
penalties will be always spiritual by reason of their end. But since the
Church is a society which is in this world, a visible society, she can touch
delinquents in their visible, temporal and matefial good.s;‘hut, even then,
such penalties, remaining spiritual in aim, will be distinct from those
inflicted by civil society. They will have another measure; they will be
lighter and Wﬂ;l not, for example, go so far as the shedding of blood and
the death penalty. . ..
Yet Popes l?ave gmed decrees for setting holy wars on foot, and for com-
pelling princes to hunt down heresy, and I believe that they did so
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legitimately. But what I propose to dispute is that they dj
only of their canonical power, and of essential and perm;
of the Kingdom of God.
See CIC 2214, §2:
Let the bishops and other ordinaries remember that they are past
persecutors, that they should rule their subjects, not lord it 0\'<‘r.tix:>)rs, i
love them as sons and brothers, and try to turn them from eyj] “;ln: B
advice and exhortations, for fear of having to be severe when th:}s by
But when human frailty has led them to fall into sin, let the biy%,l bl
conformably with the word of the Apostle, reprove, entreat, rebuke o
patience and doctrine, since sinners are often more easily brought lnll o
the right way by benignity than by sternness, by persuasion th'(u(] |:o
threats, by charity than by authority. But if, on account of the grm;it )f,
the sin, chastisement becomes inevitable, then let sternness be tem Zrod
with gentleness, justice with mercy, severity with sweetness, that nccepss-ne
and wholesome discipline may be preserved without harshness, that m;,;i
corrected may amend, or at least, if they will not come to a better mind,
that others may be deterred by the salutary example of their punishment.
See also Journet, loc. cit., p. 193 ff., 253, 268 f£,, 280 ff., 298 fF.
84. Encyclical Quanta cura, December 8, 1864 (DB 16('
i ra, , 97); see St.
Greg'ory the Great Epistulae ix. 65 ad Januarium calar.; Council of Trent
'S'Essmn 25, chap;er {z; [()le rleform.; S.Th,, II-11, q. 10, a. 8, corpus; L. Choupin.
e pouvoir coéreitif de I'église,” NRTh (1  idem, “Hérésio,”
o ey (1908), p. 209; idem, Hérésie,
85. See C. Journet, Church of the Word, op. cit., p. 251 ff., esp. 254,
86. In the bull Unam E bk. I, title 8
: , LA B - 1, title o,
chag:’ l,S ;:,e fScxi‘llalms n{ 1'31'1;01'.:3 prop. 24 (DB 1724),
. example, F. Cavagni ituti i i
B a0, o 28,8 ! aseg‘;{u:s,Lln;tzmtwnes iuris publici ecclesiastici
e 5 s L. Bender, O.P., Ius publicum ecclesi-
‘::u“’o" S"m‘::“‘:l',ég‘is); A. Bonghi, Stato e Chiesa (Milan 1942); F. Cap-
publl':;um o s ‘cui::b(l% r;cz;iesiwlci (Turin, 1932); M. Coronata, Ius
PPBe) dod le‘“a""; R 1{;3;’)1"!8,01934) ) A Ottaviani, Institutiones iuris
(Rome, 19 431“)‘“; Staviano Snt;ranitd iy A ﬂmf?eﬂdmm iuris publici ecclesiastici
Rome, 1034). s ella Chiesa e sovranitd della Stato (Milan-

38. Read CIC, 2291 d 7
ordinary use in the Chur:;, 2298, where are listed the vindictive penalties in

89. Sl it i
in a mor:nx'eshil:t:l) sb o understood that the word “jurisdiction” is often used
or dominion, Ses . (;n;fe::o :s &oMbe coextensive with only the power of rule
Church,” AER, 130 (1954), 104 g~ " 0 Jurisdition in the Catholic

Although  the

d 50 in Virtue
Anent (:xig(:ncim

s .; s
_supreme pontiff is electeq by men like himself, he
10 man can block or restrict it.

41, s ]
o w qur;exii G%hl‘:-ﬁ? :f the Word, op. cit,, D. 124 £ al 10, 163,
s g Hieh contains an excellent o G f
ecially B i utline of the power of
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Article Il

THE CHURCH AS A MONARCHICAL SOCIETY

1. Errors

11. Catholic Doctrine
ProrosiTion 1: Christ appointed St. Peter as visible head of
His whole Church by bestowing upon him
directly the primacy, ie., a primacy of real
and strict jurisdiction.
Proof: 1. from the words of Christ’s promise;
2. from the words of the fulfillment of the promise;
3. corroborated by many instances in which Peter
is given preference over the other apostles or in
which he acts as their head:
a. bestowal of a new name on Peter;
b. special honor given him;
c. first place given him;
d. task of strengthening his brothers entrusted to
him;
e. his active leadership after the Ascension;
4. corroborated further by testimony of the ancients.
Objections
Scholion: The relationship of St. Peter to the other apostles
and to St. Paul.
ProrosrTion 2: It was Christ’s will that the primacy, begun
with St. Peter, should continue forever.
Proof: 1. from nature and purpose of primacy;
92, from the words of Christ;
3. from testimony of ancients.
Prorosrrion 3: Peter’s primacy lives on in the Roman pontiff.
Proof: 1. argument of exclusion (by process of elimina-
tion);
2 gene)alogical argument (by tracking down source
of Roman primacy);
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8, historical argument (testimony and fac
first centuries ).
Objection: Canon 28 of Chalcedon.
Scholion: Why do the Roman pontiffs often profe:
acting “on the authority of the holy aposﬂ:ss Etl:

ts from

and Paul’?
1L ";‘Egéﬂlfze The Roman Catholic Church is the True Churc,

Article 1l

THE CHURCH AS A MONARCHICAL SOCIETY

The preceding article established the fact that Christ's Church 42

is not a democratic society. There remains the further question: is
it aristocratic or monarchical?

An aristocratic society is one in which the highest authority
rests by right with a group of noblemen of equal rank. Accordingly,
if Christ had conferred the sacred power on the apostles as a group,
and in such a way that no one of them would be superior to the
others, then the Church’s regime would be aristocratic in form.
But if, within the group of apostles, He placed one above the others
so that the sacred ruling power in all its fulness would be his and,
in time, his successors’, then the Church would be a monarchical
society.

I. Errors
1. The High Church of England, the Greek Church and eastern
sects in general agree, for the most part, with the doctrines set
forth in the preceding article. But at the same time they. hold that
all bishops are by divine right on an equal footing.* They therefore
deny that our Lord conferred on St. Peter and his successors any
real power over other bishops and over the universal Ma
will grant that Peter himself was given a certain |

of primacy of honor in P
L the Old Catho
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to the Church as a whole, or to the bishops as a group,
the pope’s power to that of an inspector or adviser. But
these errors later, in the second section.

The Catholic doctrine is that Christ directly conferreq u
Peter alone the sacred power of rule in all its fulness; that p{;n
willed this primacy, begun in Peter, to continue forever; and finall e
that this primacy does as a matter of fact perdure in the Ro;m}:;
pontiff.® b
Il. Catholic Doctrine
ProrostrioN 1: Christ appointed St. Peter as visible head of His

whole Church by bestowing upon him directly the primacy, i.e
a primacy of real and strict jurisdiction. Licd

and limjte
more ahoyt

The first part of the proposition affirms the monarchical form of
the Church’s rule, and the second explains what kind of power
Christ gave St. Peter.

Primacy, in its etymological meaning, signifies pre-eminence
over ?thers. Peter’s primacy is called primacy of real and strict
jurisdiction to show that he was given pre-eminence not of honor
only, but of real authority, so that he surpassed all in power, and
all others were given the bounden duty to obey him. But since the
::mt'ed 1I]xower of jurisd.ictiox} comprises, as seen above, the power
a"de:: and to rule, Peter’s primacy may be defined as the full

4 preme powef to .teach and to rule the universal Church.*

Y virtue of this primacy St. Peter became the visible head of

the whole Church Militant. Mark well the qualification “visible,”

for Christ Himself remains th, il i
His universal Church, It issin e

His name and by Hi i
Peter presides = y His authority that
L el ‘s/:;s Zl’le visible Church, Peter takes His place not

but insofar as h .
(teaching and rulin, S he exercises external control
usually, and quite %i)tﬁgl‘;;,me Church Militant, Peter is therefore

s called the Vi it

e car of Christ on earth;

e ix;:; sg:oe;ztr, f(f)t he alone can be called a successor who

Antard 11‘)1 ones tZte:nt; who has laid aside his authority.®
R at the primacy was conferred on Peter

directly, in order t
have taught that the fulnesz :lfﬂ :ag:'letdﬂle R g
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The proposition is a dogma of faith, as the Vatican Couneil
tells us: “If anyone should say that St. Peter the apostle was not
appoint(’(l by Christ the Lord as prince of all the apostles and as
visible head of the whole Church Militant, or that this same St.
peter received directly and immediately from the same our Lord
Jesus Christ the primacy of honor only and not of real and strict
jurisdiction, let him be anathema.”?”

Proof:

1. From the words of the promise. Christ had asked the apos-
tles, “But you, . . . who do you say that I am?” and Peter alone
had answered, “You are the Messias, the Son of the Living God.”
Jesus acquiesced and said to him: “Blessed are you, Simon, son of
Jona. It was my Father in heaven that revealed this to you, and
not flesh and blood. And I, in turn, say to you: You are Peter, and
upon this rock I will build my Church, and the gates of hell shall
not prevail against it. I will give you the keys of the kingdom of
heaven, and whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in heaven,
and whatever you loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven.”®

What is promised in these words is promised to Peter alone
and to Peter himself immediately. Christ addresses Peter alone. He
expressly adds his own name, Simon, and that of his father, Jona.
He uses the singular while before He had used the plural. It is not
true that Peter proclaimed Christs divinity in the name of the
apostles, ie., as their delegate, or at least as one who knew their
mind in the matter. And even if this were true, it would still not
make the whole apostolic college the beneficiary of our Lord’s
promise.

The metaphors of the foundation stone and of the keys indicat-
ing the power of binding and loosing show clearly that primacy
of real jurisdiction is promised.

a. “You are Peter (Kepha', rock), and upon this rock (kepha’)
I will build my Church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail
against it.”

Christ’s Church, simply and without qualification (mou tén
ekklésian), is of mecessity the whole Church of Christ. Simon
is now given the name of Boulder or Rock because he is to be the
rock on which the Church will be built, ie., because he will be
for the Church of Christ what a rock foundation is for a house.
What does such a foundation do for a house? It assures the

(61)
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permanent connection of all its parts and consequently jts go: -

Peter will make Christ's Church cohesive, or one :mzl u.'ls‘(][]‘(hty'D
indeed to such an extent that it will never crumble lu:”l ¢, and
enemy attack.’” Now the Church is a society. What lllllqt( r any
have in order to assure the unity and stability of any xr>('i;>t ; man
authority, full and supreme authority; for just as in a bn]-']ginﬂeal
the parts are supported by the foundation, so in a society cfcfvl}

thing depends on authority.
46 b. “T will give you the keys of the kingdom
t g of heav

whatever you bind on earth will be bound in heaven.” Ctuccn, e

To hand over to someone the keys of a house or a cit\; is th
same as to give him supreme authority therein, to make h1m the
admu.ustratgr of the whole house or city. Therefore with H'e
ﬁromlse of “the ke‘ys of the kingdom of heaven,” i.e., of the Clmrcl}i
here on eax:th, Christ again promises Peter full and supreme authy
ity over His whole Church. i

The meaning of the met:

aphor of the keys is given fi
g : ull
Sexplanaho.n in the wm:ds which follow.” Since Peter is to be giveerl;
l:g;;m: ]unrs&illchtﬁxbm the Church, then whatever he binds or
n earth wil i i i

e des l:atlﬁed in heaven, ie., by God. Of course
S onds in the moral order; and so “to bind” means
0 ag ’;}:ljs obhgatl?n, and “to loose” means to remove an
obligation, power is to be universal: “wh: 7
L : “whatever,” always keep-
B tse, the character of the Church and the

Which it was founded. Therefore Pet i i

eter will be able to provide

all that will b
ki © necessary or useful for the governing of the whole
That the “ki 2
i ol:/i ;ljllélgg;l:lt of heaven” is in truth the Church here on
cath 2 ainly Peter is not promised authority over

the realm of glo 5
ry; besides, s
Peter binds or looses on efmo ur Lord explicitly adds that whatever

h will be rati
Note. To have the ke Stiiad,
binding, He who holds t1{;:1"11(5?1!15.moxe than to have the power of

the same kingdom, b will
o 2 t i
him who holds the k:ys?hey
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others do?” “Yes, my Master,” he replied; “you know that I really
love you.” “Then,” Jesus said to him, “feed my lambs.” He asked
him a second time: “Simon, son of John, do you love meP” “Yes,
Master,” he replied, “yjou know that I really love you.” “Then,” he
said to him, “be a shepherd to my sheep.” For the third time he put
the question to him: “Simon, son of John, do you really love me?”
1t grieved Peter that he had asked him the third time: “Do you
really love mer” and he replied: “Master, you know everything;
you know that 1 really love youl” “Then,” Jesus said to him, “feed
my sheep. . . .~ (John 21:15-17).

Evidently these words were addressed to Peter alone, who
three times is called by his own name and that of his father,’® and
is clearly singled out from the other apostles: “Do you love me
more than these others do?”

Christ bestows upon him supreme jurisdiction over the whole
Church, The lambs and sheep of the Lord indicate nothing other
than the Church, which is elsewhere compared to a sheepfold
(John 10:11-16), and indeed the universal Church: td arnia mou,
ta prébata (or probdtia) mou.™*

To feed (béskein and poimainein are, for all practical purposes,
synonymous ), where it refers to rational sheep, means the same
as to rule. In this sense kings are sometimes called shepherds of
their people.

Now if Peter alone, apart from the rest of the apostles, is given
the office of ruling the universal Church of Christ, it follows that
he is invested with real jurisdiction over all who belong to the
Church, For how could he fulfill his duty without this jurisdiction?
But real jurisdiction over all is just another way of saying supreme
jurisdiction.

8. This proposition is corroborated by many instances in which
Peter is given preference over the other apostles or in which he

acts as their head.
a. The bestowal of a new name. When Christ saw Peter for the

first time, He said to him, “You are Simon, the son of John. Your
name shall be ‘Cephas’ [Rock]” (John 1:42); He actually gave him
this name when he selected him as an apostle (Mark 3:16). Now
when God gives a man a name, it is not without a purpose,’® and
our Lord Himself explained what was behind the giving of this
name when He said, “and upon this rock [kepha'] I will build my
Church.”
(63)
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b. Special honor given to Peter. Christ teaches from p
boat, and after the miraculous catch of fish He says iy , .
way to Peter alone, “You have nothing to fear, I[I’l"(’{l[[{'rdl Slm(.i.a]
be a fisher of men” (Luke 5:1-10). He directs that the sllxt(.\lf)? o
in the fish's mouth be paid for Himself and Peter (Matt 'll_;mnd
Peter’s feet are the first He washes (John 18:6); the Lon.l’s ‘,27);
rection is to be announced particularly to Peter (Mark 16-7;?&"-
risen Christ appears to Peter before He appears to the othn; i)
tles (Luke 24:34; I Cor. 15:5). i

¢. First place given to Peter. Andrew had thrown in hj i
Jesus even before Peter, but in all the lists of thei‘z]plr::tll](l: 1I?LEtW“'h
given first place, and is explicitly referred to as the ﬁ;st bersls
Matthew, even though no one else is called second or third-yT]t
names of the twelve apostles are as follows: F irst, Simon, surn;z ls
Peter; then Andrew, his brother; James, the son of Zeb’erllee ,tn elﬂ
The same order is observed almost always, whenever sever: f o
1t:esr a;re ngmed together; *” what is more, the college of the Zpsg(l):s-
Apo; ;er:; to as follows: Peter with the eleven; Peter with the
e ,l,iw "Thsei task of strengthening his brothers is entrusted to Peter.

, Simon, mark my words: Satan has dema ded
L S i ¢ S nded the surrender
T to sift you like wheat; but I have prayed for

you personally, that your faith might not fail. Later on, therefore,

when i
you have recovered, it is for you to strengthen your breth-

iy ;
fen.”s The. devil sought to shake all the apostles as grain is shaken
out of their hearts. What was

eter’y

staunch and immovable. The
> secondarily, and a fortiori, the

Vicar of Chrig arth
e Beml; ‘:; de inm;enq{:; tiﬂch it would otherwise have been
Peter have efficaciously strengthan b oot For how could

been given real authority over tlfned - br:Lthren i biadl o
strict obligation of

listening to and of ohey; ey
’ ? obeying Peter had not been imposed upon the
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¢. Peter's activity after the Lords Ascension.®* Peter takes the
lead in the election of Matthias (Acts 1:15 f£.); on Pentecost Day
he is the first to proclaim the gospel (2:14 ff.); he is the first to
corroborate its truth by performing a miracle (3:6); he deals with
Ananias and Sapphira as head man in the apostolic college
(5:8, 8); he is the first to learn—and that by revelation—that the
time has come to admit Gentiles, too, directly into the Church, and
he himself issues the order for the baptism of the first of them
(10); at the Council of Jerusalem, “after a long debate,” he is the
first to give an opinion, and all acquiesce in it (15:6 ff.); he visits
all the faithful throughout Judea, Galilee, and Samaria (9:31-82).
Finally, Paul is anxiously concerned about meeting only one apostle
—Peter.*

Real primacy of jurisdiction is not of course strictly proven by
each of the instances cited in this number (8); but it cannot be
denied, especially if one considers their cumulative force, that they
argue for the considerable pre-eminence of Peter. And this pre-
eminence fits neatly the notion of real primacy. Indeed, without
the latter, it is hard to account for the former.

4. Further corroboration is found in the testimony of the
ancients. Just a few samples from tradition will suffice, since the
arguments from tradition completely clinch the matter, and the
testimonies of the fathers to be cited below (ProposrrioN 3)
strongly favor this thesis also, either directly or indirectly.

Tertullian: “Was anything hidden from Peter, from him who
was called the rock on which the Church would be built, from
him who received the keys of the kingdom of heaven?” (De
praescriptione 22).

Origen: “When Peter was given full charge of feeding the
sheep, and when the Church was founded upon him as on solid
ground, he was required to admit to just one virtue—charity.”*

St. Cyprian, after citing Matthew 16:18-19, remarks, “It is on
one man that He builds the Church” (De unitate ecclesiae [2nd
ed.] 4, ACW trans.).

St. Aphraates: “Simon, the prince of the disciples . . . the Lord
took him, made him the foundation and called him the rock, the
foundation of the Church” (Demonstrationes 7. 15).

St. Ephraem hymns St. Peter as follows: “Blessed art thou, thou
whom the Son of God chose and appointed head of His disciples,
and to whom He gave the power and authority to bind and to
loose” (Hymni disputati 8. 2).**

(35)
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St, Cyril of Jerusalem: “Peter, the most (1) foremogt [kor
phaidtatos] and chief of the apostles” (Catecheses 9, 19) B

St. Optatus: “Peter merited to be put above all the 5
and he alone received the keys of the kingdom of he
handed on to others” (De schismate Donatistarum 7, 3).

St. Jerome: “Of the twelve, one is chosen so that with the
appointment of a head the seeds of schism may be suppressed”
(Adversus Jovinianum 1. 26).

St. John Chrysostom: “Peter, then, was director of that choir,
the mouth of all the apostles, the head of that family, the govemo;
of the whole world, the foundation of the Church.”2s

St. Augustine mentions the chief “of the apostles, Peter, in
whom primacy over the apostles shines with such brilliant beauty.
. . . Who is unaware that that apostolic primacy of his is to be:
preferred to any other episcopate?” (De baptismo 2. 2).

St. Peter Chrysologus: “Just before His return to heaven, He

entrusts His sheep to Peter, that he may feed them in His stead”
(Sermones 6).
: Note that all the evidence set forth above proves at the same
:1:”:8 ‘tll:::e lthe“;eys v‘:re”giv'en to Pe.ter gersonally, directly and
i Ty ¢ Oy.Pet:Il'nemdel‘.t’hr said Tertullian, “that here the Lord left
) s o b an ough Peter to the Church” (Scorpiace

s eter through the Church,

Objections:
1. No sp
16, for:

a. elsewhere all the apostles are similarly called the founda-

Church: You are fellow citize: i
ns with the saints, and
members of God's household, You are an edifice built on the

] of the apostles and prophets i i {
as the chief cornerstone (Eph. 2p28’)) 5 b:s;s;tsh g iou el

bl .
if it is a question of the Church’s real foundation in the

Postles,
aven to he

ecial power is promised Peter by the words of Matthew

of the apostles recei
e e e G L
on ea ) n »
 Answer 10 a: The metaphor of thy ol 18:18).

iphor of the foundation can be used in
(66)
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more than one sense, and so one has to determine from the con-
text the precise sense in which it is being employed, Now the con-
text of Matthew 16 shows that Peter is called the foundation of
the Church by reason of the supreme authority which he is to re-
ceive. Likewise, the context shows that in the Epistle to the
Ephesians the apostles are called the foundation of the Church
by reason of their faith and preaching, In fact, the apostles are
called the foundation of the faithful along with the prophets of the
Old Testament, and the latter certainly exercised no jurisdiction
over the Church of the New Law.?

Answer to b: Again the meaning of the metaphor must be de-
cided on the basis of the context. The meaning of the passage cited
is this: Christ, or rather faith in Christ, is the true and unique
foundation of the whole Christian dispensation and of the whale
Christian life. This foundation Paul, “like a skilled master builder,”
had laid in Corinth; and upon it subsequent teachers were to build.
Besides, if this text actually did deal with the question of supreme
authority over the Church, it would still prove nothing against the
Catholic doctrine, for Peter’s power is only a sharing in the power
of Christ. “Now although he [Peter] is the rock, he is not the rock
in the way Christ is; he does not cease to be Peter. For when
Jesus gives out positions of authority, He does not impoverish Him-
self, but keeps the very things He bestows. He is a priest and
makes others priests; He is the Rock and makes another the rock;
and so He gives His servants what He Himself has.”*"

Answer to ¢: It may be readily granted that the power of bind-
ing and of loosing anything whatsoever implies fulness of power,
but the words “whatever you bind,” etc. are addressed not to each
of the apostles individually, but to all of them together as a group.
And so one cannot legitimately conclude that each of the apostles
was promised fulness of jurisdiction. The conclusion is rather that
this power was promised to the whole apostolic college, including
Peter. A comparison of Matthew 16 with Matthew 18 shows that
there will be in Christ's Church a twofold subject, not too sharply
distinct, of full and supreme jurisdiction: Peter alone, and the
Petro-apostolic college. And this is the Catholic teaching, as Inno-
cent III, among others, testifies:

But should you discover that it was spoken to all the apostles
together, still you will recognize that the power of binding. and

(67)
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loosing was bestowed not upon the others without him
but that it was given to him apart from the others, 5o th
the others could not do without him he could do wit
others, and this by reason of the privileges conferre
by the Lord and by reason of the fulness of powe
been granted him.*®

[Peter],
at what
10ut the
d upon him
r which had

Does it not follow, then, that the other apostles did not haye each
personally the power to bind and to loose? No, for they did indecd
have it, but each of them did not have the full and unlimited r
that Peter had. i

Objection 2. The rock upon which, according to Matthew 16
the Church is going to be built, is not the person of Simon bu£
must or at least can be understood as: f

a. Christ Himself, as appeared probable to St. Augustine,

I said somewhere regarding the apostle Peter that the Church
was founded upon him as upon a rock, . . . But I am also
aware t}‘lat subsequently I very frequently explained our Lord’s
words, “You are Peter,” etc., as referring to Him whom Peter
had con{essed. For Christ did not say to him, “You are a rock
(pitra), but “You are Peter (Petrus).” Christ, then, was the
Tock. . . . But I leave it to the reader to choose which of these
Opinions seems the more probable.—Retractationes 1, 22,

or x;,: cla’m be understood as:
. Peter’s faith or his professi i
fathers have explained this texlf.Slon e
Answer, As for the
can be no doubt that

S
s divinity, as several

T “Thou art Kepha’, and thi
lé?mZh’i;;;:at:nfﬁqf ently undeniable. that the “kepha ~ of the
) )
T i e, mmedintely before
elame«%‘ that Christ poi
Words, “upon this rock,” is of
mgflgiﬂﬁes are those occasi
St. Augustine,
l?]; Bt s s e i ows, made this mis-
4 e i g s .
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same word, kepha’, in both instances, he would never have doubted
the truth of the explanation which even then, as he himself testifies
(loc. cit.), was being sung “by the mouth of the multitude” in the
verses of St. Ambrose: “At cock-crow, the very Rock of the Church
atones for his sin.” But even if he did question the truth of the
common explanation, he never had any doubts about the objective
truth of this statement: Peter is the foundation of the Church. For
otherwise he could not have given his readers their choice of either
explanation.

b. It is true that many fathers offered this explanation after the
rise of the Arian heresy.?® But they did so in such a way as not at
all to exclude the proper and direct explanation of the words as
referring to Peter himself, personally. In fact, they expressly include
this interpretation, and in other passages give explicit expression
to it. The full mind of these fathers was as follows: Peter was the
foundation of the Church because of his faith (meritorious cause),
and by his unshakable faith (formal but only partial cause). The
reason these fathers extolled Peter’s faith in such a special way
was the attack leveled against Christ’s divinity by the Arian heresy.

In the words of Natalis Alexander:

Therefore the Catholic explanation of these words, “upon this
rock,” is twofold: one refers them to the very faith of Peter, and
the other to Peter personally. There is this difference between
the two interpretations: the latter gives the direct meaning,
while the former gives the indirect or mediate. The latter is the
original, constant interpretation, while the other came later and
is not so constant. The latter goes back to the beginning of the
Church and was for four centuries the only one proposed, while
the former came into being only because of particular cir-
cumstances.®®

One last word. Lest certain peculiar interpretations advanced
by the ancients shock anyone, attention should be drawn to the fact
that the holy fathers, especially in their sermons and spiritual writ-
ings, often resorted to mystical and accommodated interpretations,
setting aside for the moment, but by no means, excluding, the
literal sense.

Objection 8. There are no traces of Peter’s primacy to be found
in the primitive Church. In fact, several things are recorded in
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the New Testament writings which militate against
primacy. -

a. Peter is sent to Samaria by the other apostles: Now when the
apostles in Jerusalem heard that Samaria had accepted the
of God, they sent Peter and John to them (Acts 8:14),

b. Paul puts himself forth as Peter’s equal: On the contrary,
when they saw that to me was committed the preaching of the
gospel to the uncircumcised, just as to Peter the apostolate to the
circumcised . . . James and Cephas and John . . . extended to me
and to Barnabas their right hand in token of perfect accord (Gal.
2:7-9).

c. This same Paul dares to resist Peter to his face: But when
Cephas came to Antioch, I resisted him to his face, because he
was in the wrong (Gal, 2:11).

Answer: It is simply not true that the history of the primitive
Church shows no traces of Peter’s primacy (see no. 49¢). But if the
evidence alleged above strikes anyone as unimpressive in itself,
let him weigh it in the light of the attendant circumstances and
compare it with the personal prerogatives of the other apostles
(see no. 83). As for the instances cited as objections, it is easy to
reconcile them with the Catholic doctrine already demonstrated,

a. A mission given “according to command” is quite different
from one given “according to counsel, as an adviser may be said
to send the king to battle.”® The president’s personal physician
can “iend" the president to bed, and the diocesan consultors can
send” their bishop to Rome for a decision on an extremely im-

portant matter. Peter and John were sent to Samaria not by the

command, but by the common and brotherly counsel of the
apostles,

b. Paul claims equality with Peter not on the grounds of ful-

ness of pastoral power, but on the basis of th i
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“the preaching of the gospel to the uncircumcised”® had been
entrusted to Paul by God in a very special way. For the subject of
their altercation was more a matter of the material expansion of
the Church than of its government. Consider further the context.
§t, Paul, eager to show his Galatian converts how zealous he was
for their rights as Gentiles, tells them that in defense of those rights
he made bold to resist even Peter. In the light of the circamstances,
this interesting little scene argues more in favor of Peter’s primacy
than it does against it.*®

Scholion. The relationship of St. Peter to the other apostles and
to St. Paul.

1. It was pointed out above (no. 33) that a twofold sort of
office can be distinguished in the apostles, namely, the apostolic
and the pastoral (episcopal). St. Peter's primacy pertains to the
pastoral office, since it is nothing other than the full power to
teach and to rule the Church, once the latter has been established.
And so, as far as the apostolate itself goes, the other apostles were
not inferior to Peter. (This explains, by the way, the meaning of
the fathers’ frequent assertion that the apostles were on an equal
footing.) But in the pastoral office they were subordinate to Peter.**

Tt is true that many theologians teach that each of the apostles
received from Christ indefinite or negatively universal ju_risdiction..”
By virtue of this jurisdiction they could exercise episcopal authority
over individual churches even though these churches had .bf-:en
founded by another apostle. But even if one accepts. tbxs opinion,
the jurisdiction of the apostles was on several counts inferior to the
fulness of power granted St. Peter. For (a) it was not posmve.ly
universal, and as a result, they, unlike St. Peter, could not exercise
authority over all the churches at once, by issuing, for example,
universal laws; (b) it did not extend to the other apm't{es per-
sonally, but these latter were subject to Peter; finally (c) it could
not be exercised without reference to Peter, to whom .they all had
to subject their churches as to the root and foundation of unity.

And anyway, not all theologians accept this teaching on the
negatively universal jurisdiction of the apostles. There are thoso
who teach that Christ gave each of the apostles episcopal jurisdic-
tion (under Peter) over only those churches which they themselves
had founded. And in the case where one of the apostles may have
engaged in activity beyond the limits of this ordinary power, he
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could haye done so as a delegate of Peter and in accordance with
Christ’s provisions for the needs peculiar to this first stage of the
Church’s development.®

Finally, if it comes right down to the question of the exeypig,
of primacy, it is reasonable to assume that Peter rarely—maybe ot
even rarely—exercised his power over the other apostles, not be-
cause he had no right to do so, but because the outstanding quali-
ties of the apostles gave him little occasion to use that right, In
fact, the frequency of charisms and the extraordinary circumstances
of this early period must have made it quite unnecessary for him
to use his power of primacy very frequently.

2. The Catholic doctrine on the primacy is not weakened by
the fairly common custom of calling Peter and Paul together the
princes of the apostles;*™ for (a) custom itself shows that when
Paul is linked with Peter as a “prince of the apostles,” he is not so
called m the same sense, for while Peter alone is very often called
the Prince of the Apostles,® Paul alone is hardly ever so called;
(.b) '\‘Iex'mnuus Fortunatus has explained the sense in which the
title “princes of- the apostles” is used: “Peter is the prince of the
I;lyé; :n;linzzulinlsf fotresmo;t in dogma” i.e., in the preaching of the
i (;,stablishmen tac . tth aul worke:od ].Jardt?r than all the others in
AN reom_i tedC]-nu-ch, ie, in the exercise of the
T i dc t‘eb sense, he is rightfully called a prince

and the apostle par excellence, Furthermore,
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Himself or of divine right that St. Peter has an everlasting line of
suceessors in the primacy over the universal Church, let him be
anathema” (Constitution De ecclesia Christi, chap. 2; DB 1825).

Proof:

1. From the nature and purpose of the primacy, assuming as
proven the Church’s indestructibility.

Primacy by its very nature is a permanent or ordinary office,
for it is connected, not with the establishment of the Church, but
with its conservation and government. Besides, it is intimately
bound up with the very constitution of the Church, and this con-
stitution was certainly not to be changed once the apostles had
died.

The purpose of primacy, as can easily be proved by the words
of our Lord in Matthew 16, is to secure and preserve the Church’s
unity.#* But this purpose must always be pursued; after the apos-
tolic age its realization is harder because charisms have ceased
and the Church is more widespread. The conclusion is evident.

92, From the words of Christ. The whole question can be
summed up as follows: When Christ promised and conferre(? the
primacy, did He address His words to Peter as to an individual
who was soon to die, or to that same Peter as to a man who was to
go on living in an unending line of successors? Not the former but
the latter alternative is definitely the one to be maintained.

a. The words of promise. Peter is to do for the Church what
a foundation does for a house. But the foundation supports a house
not only when it is first built, but continuously: as long as th_e
house lasts. In like manner, Peter is to support the Church by.hns
authority as long as the latter shall last. But l?efer as a phy.sxf:al
person cannot do this; so he must do it as a juridical person living
on in his successors. »

Again, by his authority, Peter is to make the indestructibility
of the Church a reality; for the words, “and the gates of he?l shall
not prevail against it” are joined in a causal relationship with .the
preceding words. But it is impossible for anyone 'to make a society
indestructible simply thmug}ili the influence of his rule, unless he

i rcises that influence.
UDC;fi S’i‘nhge}yweo’:is of bestowal. Peter is charged with .the duty of
feeding Christ’s lambs and sheep, and this means all. His lambs and
sheep. But the faithful and the bishops of succeeding generations
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certainly belong to the flock of Christ just as truly as thoge who
were living at the time of the apostles. And so, Peter is tq feed
them too, by living on in his successors.*?

8. The testimony of the ancients corroborates this conclusion
They say, for example, :

a. That Peter lives, rules, and teaches in the person of his gye.
cessors, Thus wrote Philip, a priest and delegate of the See of
Rome at the Council of Ephesus, referring to Peter as “he who
lives and exercises judicial power to the present day and forever-
more in the person of his successors” (Acta concilii Ephesini 3).

b. They affirm that they have received the power of the keys
in or through Peter. By speaking thus they indicate that ﬂ;é
primacy was given to Peter not as a private person, but as a public
person, to serve the interests of the Church and to remain in the
Cl?urch as long as the latter lasts, Tertullian: “Remember that on
this occasion the Lord left His keys [of the kingdom of heaven] to
Peter and through Peter to the Church” (Scorpiace 10) .4
5 F‘;o x’ll:lel‘e)état;eestte:hé;lrl;etir’s pfix‘nacy continues on in the bishop
ey you. gy dslo ogus: “Whatever the question may be,
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The present proposition has often been defined by the Church’s
infallible teaching authority. For example, the Vatican Council
asserted: “If anyone says that the Roman pontiff is not St. Peter’s
successor in the same primacy [as was his], let him be anathema”
(Constitution De ecclesia, chap. 2; DB 1825; see the Council of
Florence, DB 694).

Proof:

1. Argument of exclusion: by a process of elimination. Since
Christ decreed that Peter should have a never-ending line of suc-
cessors in the primacy, there must always have been and there
must still be someone in the Church who wields his primacy. But
aside from the Roman pontiff, no one has ever seriously, or with
any semblance of truth, put himself forward as Peter’s successor;
and no one else has ever been acknowledged as such. Therefore
one must admit either that the Roman pontiff wields Peter’s
primacy, or else that this primacy, contrary to Christ's will, has
passed out of existence.

2. Genealogical argument: by tracking down the source of
Roman primacy; i.e., by showing the route along which the primacy
came to the bishops of Rome. Church history proves that Peter
came to Rome, became the bishop of its church, and exercised this
office until his death. Even non-Catholics now generally admit that
he was in Rome and suffered martyrdom there during the Neronian
persecution.** They usually deny that he was bishop of the church
at Rome, but the fact stands irrefutably established by the abundant
testimony of early writers.* Really, for Peter to have been bishop
of Rome, nothing else is required than that he have habitually
taken special care of this church throughout the last period of his
life. He may even have gone elsewhere occasionally—even for
quite a while—to preach the gospel to other peoples, and may
even have appointed an auxiliary bishop. Accordingly, anyone
who admits that Peter stayed at Rome for some years, either con-
tinuously or intermittently, implicitly admits that he functioned as
bishop of Rome, Obviously he would have had no reason to stay
at Rome or to keep on returning thither if it were not for the fact
that he had chosen to watch over the church of that city in a
special way.

If it be granted, then, that Peter died as bishop of Rome, it
must be granted also that his or in the episcopal see of
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Rome was his successor in the primacy also, unless the contrary he
proven on other evidence, It is clear that the primacy was to con-
tinue, Now, as a general rule, the rights connected with a see are
transmitted along with the see, and this must be presumed to haye
happened in the present instance, unless it can be shown that either
Christ or Peter made some other provision for handing on the
primacy. But no trace, not even the slightest, of any other arrange-
ment has ever been discovered, The conclusion is evident”
s. Hi,gfofical argument: by citing testimony and facts from the
first centuries. Both testimony and facts show clearly that the
Roman pontiff always claimed the primacy for himself, and that
the Church acknowledged this primacy.**
However, it is not necessary—nor could one reasonabl
: L ably expect—
to find the primacy of the Roman pontiffs as intensely active and
as perfecﬂy understood right at the beginning as it was in ensuing
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; Idgr in of mustard seed whose natural potentialities neither un-
old all at once nor are easily and full
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presbyters, and, bending the knees of your hearts, accept cor-
rection and change your minds il

But should any disobey what has been said by Him [Christ]
through us, let them understand that they will entangle them-
selves in transgression and no small danger. But for our part
we shall be innocent of this sin, . .. —59. 1-2.

You certainly will give us the keenest pleasure if you prove
obedient to what we have written through the Holy Spirit, . . .
We are sending trustworthy and prudent men, . . . that they
may be witnesses between you and us.—63. 2-3.5°

Now this “very powerful”®! letter was reverently received by the
Corinthians; and it was the custom for a long time after that to
read it in the public assemblies of the faithful both in Corinth and
in many other churches.”*

b. From the second century, St. Ignatius Martyr starts his Epis-
tle to the Romans in this fashion: “Ignatius, . . . to the Church that
has found mercy . . . which also presides in the chief place of the
Roman territory; a church worthy of God . . . and presiding in
love” (ACW translation). This salutation is altogether different
from those which St. Ignatius used in his other letters, and it
intimates the primacy of the Roman church. The verb prokathésthai
(to preside) in this context can mean nothing other than “to have
pre-eminence or authority.” Elsewhere Ignatius uses the same verb
to indicate the relationship of a bishop to his priests and deacons
(Epistula ad Trallianos 6. 1). And so the church which is “in the
chief place of the Roman territory” has or exercises authority.*®
But over whom? prokathé; § tés agdpés (presiding over love).
The word agdpé Ignatius also uses elsewhere (ibid. 13. 1) to
mean the assembly of love, the assembly of the brethren, the
Church, The meaning, then, is that the church of Rome is in com-
mand of the Church, and indeed of the universal Church: tés
agdpés without any restriction.®* This meaning jibes meatly with
what he says later of the Roman church: “You have taught others.
All T want is that the lessons you inculeate in initiating disciples
remain in force” (Epistula ad Romanos 8. 1.), as well as with what

he goes on to say about his own soon-to-be-widowed church:

“Jesus Christ alone will be her Bishop, together with your love”
(ibid. 9. 1).

During the reign of Pope
taught that there were two ways
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ascertain the common opinion of the churches, whogse bist
trace their episcopal lineage back to the apostles throy '-hlll'ps
unbroken line of succession, The other, and easier, way is ti g b
out the traditional teaching of “the greatest, most ancient :EI;
well known Church, founded by the two most glorious Ap(‘)stlrc]:
Peter and Paul at Rome.”*® Then he goes on to tell why it suffiee.
to consult the church of Rome: “For with this Churdl,‘1)2‘('1‘::1{2(0;
its more efficient leadership, all Churches must agree, that 15 :’
say, the faithful of all places, because in it the apostolic tradi‘tio:
has been always preserved by the (faithful) of all places.”ss Th
Roman church, then, enjoys unique pre-eminence over all thc.
otht;rst,h:nd consequently all other churches must be of one min:]
wil is one church in believing,
o xI]’.‘oa;l)]e St. Vllctor (189-‘199) urged that episcopal synods convene
y provinces to discuss the Quartodeciman question.’” He
:rdegeddthe tl;]lshops of proconsular Asia under threat of penalties
0 abandon the Quartodeciman practice and i
excommunicate those who would not complyjmllts ;:e:: i lfzady i
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communion with Cornelius the bishop of Rome is the same as “to
esteem and maintain the unity of the Catholic Church” (Epistula
44, 3). He writes to this same Cornelius (251-253) on the subject

of some African schismatics:

They have the audacity to set sail and to carry letters from
schismatic and profane people to the throne of Peter and to
the chief church, the well-spring of priestly unity, and to ignore
the fact that these were the Romans whose faith was extolled
in the preaching of the apostles, men to whom faithlessness
could have no access.”

Then he urges Pope Stephen to excommunicate Marcian of Arles,
who had gone over to Novatian, and to appoint another bishop in

his stead:

Let letters be dispatched by you to the province and to the
people residing at Arles for the purpose of excommunicating
Marcian and of appointing another to take his place. . . . Let
us know clearly who has been appointed at Arles in the place
of Marcian, so that we may know to whom to direct our
brethren and to whom we should address our correspondence.—

Epistula 67. 3-5.9

Pope St. Stephen (254-257) forbade Firmilian® and other
bishops of Asia Minor, under threat of excommunication, to repeat
a baptism which had been administered by a heretic (Eusebius
HE 7. 5). He issued the same decree against St. Cyprian and very
many bishops of Africa, reminding them of the “rank of his epis-
copate” and insisting that he was “the successor of Peter, upon
whom the foundations of the Church were placed.” In fact, when
St. Cyprian and his partisans refused to obey, he refused to have
anything more to do with them.®®

Dionysius, Bishop of Alexandria, while engaged in controversy
with Sabellius, made some rather careless remarks, and was ac-
cused of heresy before Pope Dionysius ( 259-268). He lost no time
in “sending a letter to the bishop of Rome, in which he exonerated
himself and insisted that the charge was trumped up and false.”

d. In the fourth century: When the Eusebians had forced St.
Athanasius, Bishop of Alexandria, from his see, both Athanasius
and Eusebius appealed to Pope Julius I (337-352). Julius insisted
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that Athanasius be restored to his see and at the same i,

braided the Eusebian bishops for having, without his mlt'l‘l]c up-
dared to depose bishops, indeed the bishop of Alexandria hi”‘]’:l;}/,
4 self:

“Do you not know that the usual procedure is that letters be

sent to us and that a just decision be passed from herep 1 ﬂﬁm
any such suspicion fell upon the bishop there, notice of it ;ho]telnl,
1d

have been sent to the bishop of this place.” " According to Socrate,
Socrates,

At the same time, Paul, the bishop of Constantin
of Gaza, Marcellus of Ancyra, agd Lucius of Aogiz’nﬁslclepas
hav.ing been charged with various offences and evicteg ef} -
their churches, arrived in the imperial city. There each e
sent.ed his case before Julius, bishop of the city of R<;me prt;
he, in accordance with the church of Rome’s special prero; ;At:'m
sent them back to the East backed up by commendatory lgettwe’
lInI: 1§s(t10131d to ea}fh ;J]f shem his see and at the same time re;S ;
nded those who .
R biShO;S].geen so rash as to depose them [the

St. Jerome wrote to Pope Damasus (366-384):
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st. Augustine extols the church of Rome, “in which the ruling
ver of the apostolic see has always flourished” (Epistula 43. 7).
¢. In the fifth century: St. John Chrysostom, having been un-
justly deposed by Theophilus of Alexandria in a council composed
of many bishops, wrote to Pope Innocent I (402-417): “I beg you
to write that these deeds so unjustly perpetrated have no force—
as, in fact, they have no force by their very nature—and that they
who have been caught acting in this unjust fashion be subjected
to the penalties prescribed by ecclesiastical law” (Epistula prima
ad Innocentem 1).

The history of the Council of Ephesus (431) furnishes brilliant
testimony in favor of the primacy of the Roman pontiff. Pope Celes-
tine had previously (430) condemned Nestorius. He appointed S.
Cyril of Alexandria to preside over the council as his proxy. He
ordered his legates to be mindful of the dignity of the Roman see
and not to become embroiled in arguments, but to pass objective
judgment on the opinions expressed by others. He wrote to the
synod that he was sending delegates “to be present at the proceed-
ings and to put into execution our previous decisions.”®® One of
the delegates, Philip, a priest, explained to the synod in person by
what right Celestine took all these steps, and no one raised an
objection:

p()\

No one has the slightest doubt—in fact, everyone has known it
for centuries now—that our most blessed St. Peter, prince and
chief of the apostles, pillar of faith and foundation of the Cath-
olic Church, received the keys of the kingdom from our Lord
Jesus Christ. He continues to live and to rule to this very day,
and always will, in the person of his successors. It is his present
successor and vicar, our holy and most blessed Pope Celestine,
bishop, who has sent us to this holy synod to make up for his
absence.™

The primacy was no less evident in the Council of Chalcedon
(451). The fathers followed the previous decision of Pope St. Leo
I regarding Eutyches, and in so doing, cried out, “Peter has spoken
through Leol”™ They openly proclaimed that Leo, in the person
of his delegates, presided over them “as the head over the mem-
bers.” On the subject of Dioscorus, the deposed bishop of Alex-
andria, they said that “he raved insanely against even him to whom
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the care of the vineyard has been entrusted by the Saviour.
against even your Apostolic Holiness, and considered ('xc¢)1|n;1 i
cating you who are intent upon uniting the body of the (Ihm—ltlt:l:.
Finally, they asked explicitly—but to no avail—that the I)isho( ;
Rome approve the privileges which they (in Canon 2;9) I; =
decreed for the see of Constantinople over the opposition of Ed
Pope's legates: “We ask, therefore, that you approve our decis; e
with decrees of your own, and that as we have tried to 41)e"?n
harmony with our Head wherever the good was involved, so =
Headship may grant your sons whatever is fitting.” > It i; WO);?];"
of note that among the fathers at Ephesus and Chalcedon th i
were very few from the West. .

The above testimonies will suffice, for no one in t i
centuri‘es denied the fact of the primacy of the Romti ‘;)nosxl)ltlirf![g
Objection: As an objection, some cite canon 28 of tl i
of Chalcedon, in which the f !
e fathers assert that the privileges en-

joyed by the R i :
Chmch};uel(;; oman see spring from a concession made by the

In thorough accord with the decrees of the saints, and in

acknowledgment of the previously read canon of the 150

Pishops," we too make the sam

] enjoys e i
queen Ry ys equal privile i i
e cles‘i);lgcsh:;ﬁ]s htz o11 :nd er given agl(:ts)s‘i)t‘;'lg; t&e;ﬁggz
éran met’ ekeinen hy’p.irchmtak,mef:;l 111.k g v alone
Answer, Worth;
b y of note abo: g
passed, first of g : ve all is the fact th i
absent, and nﬂve: thvi’hﬂe the delegates of the Ro il aoons
by St. Leo L 1o cn s ik Subsequent protests e s
ge 1,7 and canon 8 of C .5 Was expressly vetoed
appeals, had never been appmv:dns]t)anhnople, to which Chalcedon
""‘.;mmnd'i;é:b:e“‘ 10 him for study, 7 PORti, and had
s > the privileges which, in the opinion of e
Chalcedon, the
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“fathers” had granted the see of Rome, are apparently to be under-
stood not as touching upon primatial jurisdiction, but rather as
those rights which the bishop of Rome enjoys as Patriarch of the
West, Obviously those “equal privileges” which the synods of
Constantinople and Chalcedon were trying to get for the Byzantine
see, were simply patriarchal prestige and jurisdiction. For the rest,
it is clearly false and contrary to factual history to say that the
Roman see received either its primatial or patriarchal rights as
the result of any decree of the “fathers,” i, as the result of a
concession made by the Church. No other reason can be found
for the fathers of Chalcedon having made this assertion—at least as
regards patriarchal rights—than that they could find no other way
to increase the prestige of the Byzantine see.

Scholion. Why do the Roman pontiffs often profess to be acting
“on the authority of the holy apostles Peter and Paul’?

Peter alone was bishop of Rome, in the strict and ordinary
sense, and the Roman pontiffs succeed only to the Chair of Peter.
That is why they claim just as constantly that they alone are the
successors of Peter.” But since St. Paul worked with St. Peter in
founding and instructing the church at Rome, and together with
him honored the city by his martyrdom there, it is not at all sur-
prising that the church of Rome has, from earliest times, honored
both apostles as its founders, fathers, and principal patrons. That
is why the images of both are affixed—not always, but often—to
pontifical documents; and that is why the popes, when taking some
solemn action, often appeal to the authority or threaten the wrath
of both alike.”” But expressions of this sort do not at all signify
that the pope is related to both apostles in the same way, or that
he derives from St. Paul another type of authority different from
that which he has as the successor of Peter. St. Paul is mentioned
rather on grounds of honor and patronage. Furthermore, it is not
unseemly for the pope, who enjoys the absolute fulness of power
entrusted by Christ to the Petro-apostolic college, to call upon,
in a special way, those whom universal tradition has called—
though for different reasons—‘the princes of the apostles.”

Ill. Epilogue
The Roman Catholic Church is the true Church of Christ.™
From the points thus far treated, it is clear as day that the true
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Ghurch of Christ is none other than the Roman Catholje Chiy,
Surely, if Christ entrusted His universal Church to Petey :m“;d"
Peter’s successors in perpetuity, and if the Roman pnnli}rs'( 5
Peter's successors, then the true Church of Christ is the one \;,] il
gives steadfast obedience to the Roman pontiffs. There mj "]Ch
also other societies which glory in the name of Christ; t]ml.é ym g
even be some which are governed by bishops claiming npnstn?'y
succession; but they do not have the Chair of I‘ctcr,. oft “l'h( ic
Christ founded the Church. Therefore they do not belong to t;m
household of Christ; they do not follow him to whom Cill'fst ew
trusted the feeding of His lambs and of His sheep; and so th.e (;1
not belong to the flock of Christ. L
Even the early fathers employed this criterion for distinguishin
Christs true Church from spurious counterfeits: R
St. Cyprian:

The proof is simple and convincin i
g, being summed up i
m;t;eert of fact. The Lqrd says to Peter: T say to thee, th(g 7‘1;1103
;1{ er an(% upon.thts rock I will build my Church’ . . . And
e says to him again after the resurrection: ‘Feed my sheep. It

is on him that He build ;
trusts the sheep to f;ald. b the Church, and to him that He en-

St. Ambrose tells

When the latter ha fhis story In praise of his brother, Satyrus.

d been shipwrecked upon a foreign shore,

ge of the fact that in the ci
e city of
T T ntrusted first to Peter | . . in gder
anyone who would s ty might be preseryed by all. As a result,
4 et up another see i opposition to the

1€, with whom the whol > our contemporary
peace, is in a(::;:r:i” ‘ﬁ;}; through the inter-

‘e Donatistarum o, 2‘;‘;:.? one bond of
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st, Epiphanius, after having listed the series of Roman bishops,
went on, “Let no one wonder at the fact that we have given such
an accurate, detailed list, for it is through these men that we can
always find out what is true and sure” (Haereses 27. 6).

St Jerome: “The Church is split into three factions [he is
referring to the situation in the East, where party spirit was rife],
and each of them is anxious to seize me for its own. . . . Meanwhile
I cry out insistently, ‘Anyone in union with the Chair of Peter has
me on his side’” (Epistula ad Damasum 6).

St. Augustine:

Come, brethren [he is addressing the Donatists], if you want
to be grafted on to the vine. It is a shame to see you lopped off
and lying there like that. Make a list of the priests who trace
their origin back to the see of Peter itself, and in that list of
fathers see who succeeded whom. That Rock [the see of Peter]
is the very one which cannot be vanquished by the haughty
gates of hell —Psalmus contra partem Donati “S.”

Now in truth if history attests to the fact, and it does, that the
Roman Catholic Church is identical with the Church of Christ,
then again we have a most valid confirmation of the conclusion at
which we arrived in the treatise on The True Religion—to wit,
the divine truth of the Catholic religion. For Christ's Church can-
not fail, and this is true also in the sense that it cannot cease to
preach and to practice the divine religion of Christ (no. 19).
Consequently, if the Roman Catholic Church is the true Church
of Christ, it doubtless has in its possession the religion of Christ,
genuine and unsullied.

Notes

1. See, however, V. Soloviev, Russia and the Universal Church, trans-

lated by Herbert Rees (London, 1948), p. 107:
The perfect circle of the Universal Church requires a unique center, not
so much for its perfection as for its very existence. The Church upon
earth, called to gather in the multitude of nations, must, if she is_ to
remain an active society, possess a definite universal authority to set against
national divisions; if she is to enterhthe current of history and undergo

continual change and adap in her o c e Jand rela-
t ips and yet pi her y, she requ an_ rity essen-

tially conservative but n heless active, fi
thouygh o!\lxstwmdly adaptable; and finally, if she is set amid the frailty of
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man to assert herself in reaction against all the powers of evil, she m
be equipped with an absolutely firm and impregnable foundatioy, s(;nn;m
er

than the gates of hell. Now we klumv on ll_|<- one hand that Christ foresay,
the necessity of such a monarchical pflr}mple and l‘h(:n‘lure con(ormd’ ‘Qn
a single individual supreme and undivided autlmnf over thig Church,
and on the other hand we see that of f'xll the ecclesiastical POWers in the
Christian world there is only one which perpetually and um:]mng.ng]
preserves its central and universal cham(.‘tcr; and at the same time ,'},'
especially connected by an ancient and widespread tradition with him to

whom Christ said: “Thou art Peter, and it is upon this rock that
build my Church; and the gates of hell shall not prevail again
Christ’s words could not remain without their effect in Christian history
and the principal phenomenon in Christian history must have an adequate
cause in the word of God. Where then have Christ’s words to Peter pro-
duced a corresponding effect except in the chair of Peter? Where does
that chair find adequate cause except in the promise made to Peter?
2. See P. Batiffol, Catholicisme et Papauté, Les difficultés anglicanes et
russes (1925).
3. See Journet, Church of the Word, op. cit., p. 422, where this significant
quote from Cajetan appears:
To understand her regime, you have only to look at her beginnings, She
did not emerge from any collectivity or community whatever, She was
formed around Jesus Christ her Head, her Ruler, from whom all her life,
perfection and power came to her. You have not chosen me, He said, but
I have chosen you. Thus from the birth of the Church her constitution
clearly appears, Authority does not reside in the community; it never
passes, as in the civil order, from the community to one or to several
heads. By its Vvery nature, and from the very outset, it resides in a single
l‘ecognizal_:le prince. Since this prince is the Lord Jesus, who is to live
gmd to reign yesterday, to-day, and for ever, it results that in natural right
it was for Him and not for the ecclesiastical community to choose for
m}f a vnlt;ar, whose role it would be not to represent the ecclesiastical
unity, born to obey not to command; but to represent a Prince, the

natural Lord of this community, That, then hal imself
deigned to do Sl s , Was what Our Lord Himsel
e it Apgo srtllie%ebEfore ascending to heaven, He chose,

natural right the Prince of the Ch\:xe:halone e ity o m
the Church, so neither does His Vicar,
upon the Church (Apologia de :
chap. 1, nos, 450-452),
“;- l?:hf?fmcli does not imply by jts Vvery nature the power of orders.
At s ful: y yman were to be elected supreme pontiff, he would imme-
R ‘poe“hinwer n% :g;;ﬂﬁﬂ n:thority ov;;n the universal Church, but
5. See J. C. Fenton, e
g. Ses DB 1505, , “Vicariug Christi, AER, 110 (1944), 459 fF,
7. Constitution De e ¥
clusion); DB 2145 et Chrl, cha,

I will
st jt.”

who depends upon Him and not
comparata auctoritate Papae et Concilii,

; 1 (conclusion); see chap, 8 (con-

m:,l&lﬂ-mzhia passagexev:ll“ !Ze stutgid thoroughly in an appen-
oy are directed against | k and

that this passage is 5 later interpolation %nnd ;e:rll{l.ﬂ :ai::i‘-
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were Ansichten iiber die Echtheit der Primatstelle,” Bibl, [1923],

mants e text is found in all the MSS and early translations, and so Schanz
i 13 u;rxlc with perfect justification: “This powerful passage is critically as
el able as any passage in the first Gospel” (Apologie, 3rd ed., III, 486,

gnm“,iwsluct Heeft Christus het Pausdom niet gesticht? [1913]; H. Dieck-
ee J e

De ecclesia, 1, no. 350 ff.) And the fact that the other evangelists,
mﬂ”;"l §S. Mark and Luke, omitted this promise of our Lord is not proof to
. i)ﬁlr';r;r For in the light of the special purpose for which they wrote, this
e L\vas ‘nut’ so important to them. Anyway, SS. Luke and John do testify to
tCXtPeter's primacy, but in a different way (Luke 22:31; John 21:15). Plausi-
ls);e reasons for the omission are to be found, e.g, m A. Michiels, op. cit.,
p. 36 ff.; A. Mertens, op. cit., p. 35; T. Zapalena, op. cit., 1, 216, 217.

"9, See Matt. 7:24-27. A
10, The gates of hell (pgjlai hddou) are taken by many as referring
to the abode of the dead or to death itself, and would thus mean that death,
the common lot of all other things, will not destroy thg Church. But the more
common opinion is that the gates of hell signify the city or strornghold of 'tha
devil, i.e., whatever the devil may devise against the Church elthe'r by him-
self or through the agency of wicked people. See Knabenl')auer on this passage,
and the article of Holzhey in Theol. Prakt. Quartals. (Linz), 12, 311; CCHS,
704c. :
11. See K. Adam, “Zum auszerk und
brauch von Binden und Losen,” ThQ, 49 (1914), 161.
12. For governing, since Peter will get the keys not for the purpose o'f
establishing but of ruling the kingdom of heaven on earth. .T_hat is .why it
will not be within his competence to Cha;jge anFythincig pertaining strictly to
itution given the Church by its divine Founder. i
s lc\’;.ngtut:to(; Ighn: this is a popular rather than a scientjﬁc.e.qmvalent of
the Aramaic bar yond’. “Son of Jonas” would be closer to the original. Iaanm;
(John) was a very common Greek name, and was c!msen perhaps bec:lu;e“l
its phonetic similarity to yona’. An analogous case might be. that of ia -Paul,
also influenced apparently by phonetic rather than etymologxca.l' considerations.
See D. Buzy on this passage in Pirot's La Sainte Bl'b.le, .9 (Paris, 1946).e!f
14. Some commentators hold that the lambs indicate the less pf 'e;t
Christians and the sheep the perfect. Others understand .t};le Ian;b;u Zth u:
ordinary faithful and the sheep of th«la rulers, Li.e., axﬁlstl‘ej, bxs aps;mhaut o
ini bo i
:il:ct?&:n.thseeeoll?m?n t‘hat o;hthis J. B. Bauer, “ ‘Oves meae’ quaenam

. 54), 321 ff.
suml?;. ‘ge)e’ gin.( 11?7:5)(Abmham); 32:38 (Israel); Num. 13:17 (Josue); Matt.
142116(.]3“;1;).. 10:2-3; Mark 8:16-19; Luke 6:14-16; Acts 1:13. ptl

17. With the exception of just two passages: John 1:44A and Ga; 2.1';‘“"
for the latter passage, the situation which forms the setting (f;orm t. s
remark may well explain the inverted order. He is assuring the‘ tg:: =
his “Gospel” d full approval of the at . ce
stressed in his hing the freedom of Gentile from the
of the Mosaic Law, it was quite significant for his special purpose to point
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out that even James, who was personally much attached o th
extended to him the right hand of amicable agreement, e expy

nuance by mentioning James ahead of Peter in this instance, [ (“UI ressed  this
8:22 are not to be considered as exceptions to the gen ,H-m‘(.[iu: 1:12 ang
the order is from the lesser to the greater, and so Peter is most {iuinpr’] for here
Ttk il 8ly nameq

18. Mark 1:36; Acts 2:14; 5:29.

19, Luke 22:81-82, This passage will be studied more thoroug]
section dealing with the infallibility of the Roman pontiff, v

20. See J. A. Fitzmyer, S.J., “The Function of the Papacy,” AR
(1949), 84 f, P

21. See CCHS, 819d-e.

22, Gal. 1:18; see X. Roiron, “Saint Paul témoin de la pri 3
Pierre,” RSR (1918), 489. The Greek verb used here Ey]dStpnI:nl:lm i
'temm'ng: historésai. It means more than just “to see” an;l cunnl:tevcry o
ing the personal acquaintance of an important person; and, in e Sjm"qk-
it here, St. Paul pays subtle homage to the authority wi I:i d e
the primitive Church. See M.-J. Lagrange, Sai yP ml i l:y i Rty
(Paris, 1950), p. 17. . ge, daint Paul: Epitre aux Galates

23, C ium in epistulam ad R
Homilia in Exodum 5, 4.

ﬁ- g th; editi:lt: of Lamy, IV, 684,

- Hlomily on the phrase Hoc scit
N. Card. Marini, 10 primato di S, me:e:‘.{e\‘)v;r;l:
Crisostomo (1922); M. Jugie,
Pierre,” EO (1908), p. 5 f.

26. However, it i i
s :;,’, e‘; l;e:e vxeg of the majority of modern exegetes that the
S assisteda':those of d}e New Testament exclusively: those
tion of the faith, Simlcty, 1 : prenc!)mg of the gospel and the consolida-
S of i passagey;mteﬂ; etter view seems to be that which sees in the
e - the twelve apostles in the strict sense, but those
, assisted by charismatic gifts, helped s:pread the

Church, At any rate, it i
et it is clear fro;
words involved that there is here :obom o context aod the aeaniigoniic

simply of the epangel auestion of jurisdictional i
o0 & wld foundarion, See'y oy 1 e fuith f the i
e I, 11, Y. 81 Les épitres de lu captivité (Paris,
- Homily De poeniteny,
to a, in the O, 5
hunl:tlix:orh:‘: e:: ;he matter with d]’]_’:';le n‘;ir it Basil. Msgr. Journet seems
) physical pl :
testant] as one betweon e thfﬂ opposition [Catholic vs.
ich 0]

at Law, had

hly in the

R, 121

de Saint

6. 5 (towards the end); see

reading are the following:
Successori in San Giovanni
“

St. Jean Chrysostome et la primauté de S.

feguard the di
s, 1 o
e ) ¥ of Christ because ‘of the fear
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of Monophysitism; or (b) to creatures because of the fear of idolatry.—~

The Primacy of Peter, op. cit., p. 36-37; see also p. 57.

98, Epistle to the Patriarch of Constantinople ML, 214, 760.

99, Even now we still pray as follows on the Vigil of the Feast of S8S.
Peter and Paul: “We beseech Thee, almighty God, that Thou suffer no dis-
turbance to unsettle us whom Thou hast founded on the confession of Thine
apostles as on a rock.”

80, Historia Ecclesiastica Saec. I, diss. 4, 3, 2. A full discussion of the
difficulties occasioned by some passages in the fathers may be found in
Palmieri, De Romano Pontifice, Thesis 1 (second edition), p. 317 f.; see the
short but excellent study of J. Crehan, S.J., “Scripture, Tradition and the
Papacy,” Scripture, 7 (1955), 6 ff.

81. S.Th,, I, q. 43, a. 1, corpus.

32. Of the early fathers, Clement of Alexandria thought that the Cephas
reproved by St. Paul was someone other than St. Peter. Others, following
Origen’s lead, thought that the reproach was just an act put on for the benefit
of the faithful with St, Peter’s consent. Both are, of course, groundless as-
sumptions. But these very obvious attempts to safeguard the prestige of the
prince of the apostles show what a deep conviction the fathers had of Peter's
prerogatives.

33. See J. W. Moran, S.J., “The Two Pillars of Rome,” AER, 130 (1954),
1-8.
34. According to Cajetan, the apostles were equal as apostles; but as
Christ’s sheep, deprived here below of His visible presence, they were en-
trusted to the care of Peter, the sole pastor (op. cit., cap. 8, no. 23). See C.
Journet, Church of the Word, op. cit., p. 144 ff.

85. See Suarez, De fide, disp. 10, sect. 1, nos. 2, 25; St. Robert Bellarmine,
De romano pontifice, lib, 1, cap. 9; Cavagnis, op. cit., II (8rd ed.), no. 20,
and see also no. 8. Jurisdiction is used here in the sense of ruling or governing
power, for we are not now considering the constitutive power or apostolate in
its strict sense.

86. Billot, De ecclesia Christi (Rome, 1927), p. 563 f#. He adds that
there is nothing to prevent the jurisdiction which each one received directly
from Christ from being considered as derived from Peter’s fulness:

Since Peter’s power clearly depended on Christ, there was nothing to

prevent Christ from personally making the apostles as really and truly

sharers in this power as if by Peter’s own will and act jurisdiction had
been imparted to them, We have in fact a clear example of this when
the ign pon 11 vicar-general or per-
sonally appoints a pastor with the ordinary jurisdiction proper to this
office. For then the pastor’s jurisdiction is as really and truly a share in
the power proper to the bishop as if it had been received from the bishop

himself.—Loc. cit., p. 578.
For various views on this matter, see C. Journet, Church of the Word, op. cit.,

p. 384; J. C. Fenton, “St. Peter and Apostolic Jurisdiction,” AER, 120 (1949),
500 fF.

87. See J. W. Moran, S.J., loc. cit.

38, See P. Batiffol, “Princeps Apostolorum,” RSR (1928), p. 8L
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89. Miscellanea ix. 2.
40. See I Cor, 15:10; St. Augustine:

When you see a reference to the Apostle, if there is no speci

to which apostle, then no one but Paul is meant, since he is b fication as

than the other apostles because of his epistles and luw-:nm(-)r]“pr knowy

harder than all of them.—Contra duas epistulas Pelagianorum ii‘iC ;"Orke(l

41, In the words of the Vatican Council: )

That the episcopate itself might be one and indivisible, and tha

vast multitude of the faithful might be preserved in oneness 'o[ t[?(? Whole

of communion by a closely knit body of priests, He IChﬁQQ] g,‘:ghpatml
5 eter

charge over the other apostles and thereby established in hj
argo el tle i e ' his person the
;,ne:,:l;lli, principle and visible foundation of both unities.—Loe, cff,,
Xhm we say that Christ established the primacy of one
at His Church might be one, we do not mean that it woul
t i ) 2 d be a
!mpussxble for the Church to be one apart from a monarchical p:}_’m‘::"lu;ﬂll}’
;ust that faﬁctunllybchﬁst preferred this arrangement, Furthermore. "onc);cr:ol:
s a more fitting basis of uni i y !
e 76).g of unity than many persons [an aristocracy] would be”
. 42: Some non-Catholics‘ mistakenly attack the perpetuity of the primacy
Py pointing out that the primacy seems to have been promised and granted‘ to
2;&;; )pe;s]:nallfym]as a reward for his faith (Matt, 16:16) and love (John
:15). They fail to see th incti i
< el ;f] th: ;iei:t;:nct.;on .?et}:vet.m the purpose for which the
ey o or its having been given to Peter rather

43. St. i i
St. Augustine expresses the same opinion when he asserts that the

physical person 50

t particular terminology quite

o a:vl:;]chkdenied that the Church had

SHECE esten Y L ; e keys given to P

345“‘ ce with him. See Palmieri, D Romano pant:)ﬁc:tf[{htsaig %ﬂx;:

See J. C. Fenton, :

(1948), 444”6 tdom, e, A2PCHY of the Roman Sec,”

o 5 idem, "The Local Church of Rome,” EXER?ellzzAEél}QElolf

;‘;g:mck frecly admitted that:

2 pﬂmvlwpreju da%:ls ?f lt‘l:::;r:vas attacked at one time a5 ¢h esult of th
eiudi e t;ﬁants and later as a result :Erthe ta‘,f '0;

; + - But that both were i €rror is now clegfas
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374-879; C. Journet, The Primacy of Peter, p. 122; 8.

1947), P Lyonnet,
sJ., “De ministerio Romano S. Petri ante adventum S. Pauli,” VD, 33 (1955),

143 ff. Recent excavations beneath the Basilica of St. Peter have served to
corroborate the ancient tradition. They attracted world-wide attention and
the literature on them is_ 1-x(cn<.iw:: The best study of their archaeological
significance is T Ml OyrAbS?s The Shrine of St. Peter and its Setting,”
Journal of Roman Studies (1953), p. 1 ff. The official report fills two large
folio volumes entitled Esplorazioni sotto la Confessione di San Pietro in Vati-
cano (Vatican, 1951). See also C. Journet, loc. cit, p. 127-129; R. T.
0O'Callaghan, S.J., “Recent Excavations Underneath the Vatican Crypts,” The
Biblical Archaeologist, 12 (1949), 2 ff.; “Vatican Excavations and the Tomb
of Peter,” ibid., 16 (1953), 70 ff.; L. Cristiana, “Excavations at the Vatican,”
ThD, 2 (1954), 83 ff. The March 27, 1950 issue of Life has several pages
of excellent photographs taken on the site of the excavations.

47, A distinction must be made between the principal and the secondary
questions in the matter. The principal question is: does the bishop of Rome
have the primacy which was Peter’s? The secondary one is: how did it come
about that the primacy devolved upon the bishop of Rome in preference to
all others? These two questions are not at all identical, for it is certain that
God could have arranged either directly or through Peter that the primacy
continue after Peter in the see of Rome—even if Peter had never held that see.
But although the secondary question, the fact of Peter, must be distinguished
(logically) from the fundamental one, it seems advantageous not to separate
the two in practice. For by pointing out the route by which Peter’s primacy
was transmitted to the bishops of Rome, one anticipates the difficulties raised
by those adversaries who try to weaken the earliest testimonies regarding the
primacy of the Roman pontiffs by saying: “We grant that the Roman Church
exercised some sort of primacy from earliest times, but we are not at all sure
what title it had to such primacy.”

48. See J. Chapman, Studies on the Early Papacy (1928).

49. See C. Journet, The Primacy of Peter, op. cit., p. 109-110; Church of
the Word, op. cit., p. 470 ff.:

We have seen that, although Peter alone had the power to rule the uni-

versal Church, the other Apostles had, equally with him but in an ex-

traordinary way, the power to found local Churches. On one point there-
fore they were his equals, and his right could seem to be limited and
neutralized by theirs. That explains not only why St. Paul could act with
so great a freedom, but also why the jurisdictional primacy, which rested
first with Peter and was handed on to his successors in the Chair of Rome,
was unable to bring all its virtualities to bear at the outset. It was only
after the death of the Apostles that it could begin to express itself fully. ...
Rome, once more, could not be of the privil she had inherited
from Peter. But in the Churches that lay beyond her immediate influence
there appears, after the death of the Apostles, a certain lack of co-ordina-
tion. The whole life, the whole immediate unity of each of these Churches,
was gathered instinctively round the bishop whose authority therefore
stood out clearly, as the letters of St. Ignatius witness, and later, those
of St. Cyprian. This instinct was of course right and infallible. But how
then would the unity of the universal Church be understood? The in-
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sight here was less penetrating, Everything seemed ga¢

S & : . = time,
as if it were believed that the bishops, being successorg Ties to

kg
of the 1Ppen

had only to be in agreement with each other to create | Apostleg
communion, and dispense to the universal Church, the l”)[l,y their inter.
was assured her by the Apostles themselves as long ,-.“ n,,,), ]'-"“1-" Which
precisely lay the loophole for illusion. For the Apostles l)nl" ."\_YI‘ There
sides the simple episcopal jurisdiction, an extraordinary ],;u\v(.':‘(;(}“w”’ be-

;! L govern.

ment which was not to be continued in the bishops their g
which, after their decease, would leave full scope to 5%
primacy of Peter and his successors. It was not possible
government of Apostles to that of the bishops without s
snog)?er' level; and the thing destined by providence
egulhbnum needed for the life and unity of the great Church
cisely the ‘full'exercise of the Roman primacy, Rome never iDWns o
trut}_l; but it might perhaps be said that she wished the Church rS1;Qt t-hls
n!e(?xatﬁly under her dependence to have time enough to red""é- T
divine importance by experience,—p. 470-471, il
See below, nn, 61-63,
50. ACW translation. See QP, I, 42-53; T.
3 y 3 T. Zaps i
J. Grehan, S.J, op. cit, p. 7-10. 0 S
51. So wrote St. Irenaeus Adi i
Harnack himself admitted: e Meamsasat
This lett
communii; PTOVESWt}::lt Zheﬂdy at the en.d of the first century the Roman
A atched over the far distant communities with I
, and that at the time it knew hi ksl
expression all at once of duty, of I oW &g uso language which is an
schichts, 1 (3rd ed.). 444 > of love, and of authority.—Dogmenge-
52. Eusebius HE 8, 16; 4 .2
- 16; 4. 23,
53, See QP, I, 69,
54. See LZ, 1, 425496,
evm:i.hwﬂtes as follows:
e reader of the Epi i
2; E:dfin tt!lx]em. has pls‘ﬂes e e realizel«‘utxll]l:t bthe Rl ogdch
act that i . F. X, asing hi. i
and Rom. 93) 1}‘;::?[::‘ ::]t(ance:h“’ hil. 11,2; Smém. 12,g1; ;§rasl(l).lult;!‘jrll
Tespective Churches, turned thcfs ase o ooy for e
I;!esxdmg over the bond of love’—p‘b Sﬂge in th? letter to the Romans by,
"hﬂ saying ‘the Chusch i an of love’ being merely another way
e ele and A, Ehrhard haye proved u‘:t mmore recent investigations by J.
ﬁ en the context and e B Iat tl‘us translation is scarcely correct,
tin, Syriac, and Armen; gnatius thul.}ght. Moreover, the old

ceessors, byt
the jurisdictiong]
to Pass from the
tepping down ¢,
to restore the

J. Crehan, S.J,, op. cit., 10-11; Dr. Quasten, how-

aken in j L an expressi
corded ﬂmk entirety, mwi beyond c:svﬂugl’mtth:hfp“ﬂi to t}:e h:{omans,
ed not on - - ledged E of honor ac-
g !“ha e'mmt of her ﬂhaﬂtabiebiiﬂlf::‘;ui:: huhdue., and is
Y.~QP, 1, 69-70, " " nherent
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55, Adversus haereses iii. 3. 2; see J. C. Fenton, “The Apostolicity of the
Roman See,” AER, 118 (1948), 444

56. Ibid.; the translation is that of J. Quasten (QP, I, 308), who, espe-
cially for the translation of the key phrase propter potentiorem principalitatem,
“hecause of its more efficient leadership,” follows A. Ehrhard, Die Kirche der
Martyrer (Munich, 1932). Other translations of this phrase are possible, J.
C. Fenton, art. cit,, p. 447, seems to prefer “preeminent authority”; another
plausible rendering would be “authoritative leadership.” The basic meaning
js, in any case, quite clear. See G. Schneemann, “De ecclesiae romanae prin-
cipatu testimonium s. Irenaei,” Coll. Lac.,, 4 (Appendix); J. Forget, “Le
témoignage de saint Irénée en faveur de la primauté romaine,” ETL (1928),
p. 487; T. Zapalena, op. cit., I, 295 ff.; P. Batiffol, L’église naissante, p. 251-
252; C. Dawson, The Making of Europe, p. 83, n.

57. See Hefele, Conciliengeschichte, 1 (2nd ed.), 92. Quartodeciman:
from the Latin for fourteenth:

The actual date of the death and resurrection of Our Lord formed no part

of the Church’s traditional faith. From very early on the different Churches

followed each their own judgment in the matter, By the end of the
second century the majority of the Churches, Rome amongst them, had
come to celebrate the Resurrection on the Sunday which followed the 14th
day of the Jewish month of Nisan. The Churches of the Roman province
of Asia (Asia proconsularis) celebrated the commemoration of Our Lord’s
death rather than His resurrection, and kept it on the 14th of Nisan
whether that day fell on a Sunday or not. This difference of observance
was felt as a serious inconvenience, and, in 154, the pope of the time,

Anicetus, made an effort to win over to the Roman and more general prac-

tice the bishop whose prestige might have brought in the rest of the

Asiatics—St. Polycarp of Smyrna. St. Polycarp invoking the great name of

the apostle St. John as the source of the Asiatic tradition, would not be

persuaded and endeavoured in his turn to win over Anicetus. But Anicetus,
too, had his tradition—the tradition of his predecessors in the Roman see.

There the matter rested—the harmony of charity between the two bishops

in no way disturbed.

In 167 this difference of practice again came to the fore. . . . Twenty-four

or twenty-five years later, . . . the question came up once more and

speedily developed into a crisis of the first magnitude.—P. Hughes, op. cit.,

I, 122-128. Y

58. Eusebius HE 5. 24. The extent of authority which Victor claimed for
himself in this affair is clear from the remark of Lightfoot (Clemens Romanus,
I, 70), who called him for this very reason the prototype of Hildebrand and
Innocent III. See P. Hughes, op. cit,, I, 123 .

59. See G. Bardy, “L/autorité du siége romain et les controverses du IIT®
sidcle,” RSR (1924), 255; 385.

60. De pudicitia 1. 8; see chaps. 13 and 21. In the matter of penitential
discipline, there was in the second century a school of thought which sought
to limit drastically the power of the Church to forgive sins. Tertullian ex-
pressed such views in his De penitentia. For him an inyolved process of
public penance, the so-called E: logesis, was y for the forgi
of post-baptismal sins, and pardon could be thus obtained once and once
only. N
The sinner who rel. must thereaft iate his own pardon with
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the mercy of God. Nor is the Exomologesis available for every
Vv kin

Three sins notably are excluded—idolatry, murder, and fornjoaps. of iy,
Church does not teach that these sins are unforgivable Me Cation, by
not take it upon herself to forgive those who commit them she iy

admitted to the ranks of the penitent there to remain for the
life. Their penance will avail them much in the sight of '(
Church does not formally receive them back into her commy
with this reservation in the discipline of the Exomologesis ,],f
of Calixtus I is concerned.—P. Hughes, op. cit,, 1, 134-135
61. See J. C. Fenton, “The Apostolicity of the Roman See” AER
(1948), :144 ff; D. Van den Eynde, Les normes de I'pnscz‘/:nm;leut ;h'élm
dons la p que des trois ¢ iers siécles (Gembloux 1793“3"
p. 208 ff. J. Quasten, however, is of a different mind: el
The question is, who was this bishop? Many identi i i
[ 7 s y identify him wit}
listus (2177222). No grounds for doubting this would exist li:’ I’;‘ODS uC-aL
were pointing to the same case as caused the schism of IIir;ponuC.r b
it were certain, that the precedent mentioned in De pudicitia coulff gr .
E:hendset on];lr at Rome. Neither the former nor the latter can be esta;e
hed, as pointed out above. The titles pontifex maximus and epl‘scofl ;
_ems‘coalp]omm do not prove the contrary, because they are em lopu(iY
:::;2 lly, h;fpauli/[ others, binignissimus Dei interpres, bonus pa.goryeet
redictus . Moreover, they were unknown i i
o desngnls:nons of the bishop of Rome.—QP, II 313at e Bule s i
ince . e s 2 2 >
such eminent authorities are divided on the relevance of this text, it

would seem wise not to i i
e press it as an element in the proof of the present

24 TIQ\)‘ hC‘
Test of thejy
’“_‘l. but the
nion, It Was
it the action

an

62. Epistula 59. 14. For the expression “the ¢ c o
“Cymri d di T he Kirch ZKTh (1911 u 67 "1 &, “E

: : 1 x,l,) ession “the chief hurch,” see C. Knell )

principalis,” RSR (1921), p. 874, : : s v B

d govern and rend
to the Lord’ (Epist, 50, 14 ender here
to oppose P - 99. 14). It is precisely this same id i i
called his m?;xz:esnt:p:t?mtlz t;l; Question of reba;:l:;:n:, li;lutw li]tm:axlxﬁthll;‘el
to his reaction to Pope C e']jBé"%ﬂOt has recently and rightly pointed
Fortunatus, which Cyprian l:::l US _inquiries about the consecration of
h@‘:‘fil’eply, the African pr e]atel::l:omed wir_huut. first consulting Rome.
| “Yern:tter of major importang;{zes his obligation to report to the
joswer makes no protest aby ; ;
actually rendering an ac about responsibility to God alone but, b
” e mbel:,iil:i;x;nnf any ':n:tftet;h :fh;cni(?:;]:‘ Tecognizes Coxggﬁus'“t;igh{
W exactly the g S0 Importance or gravity.” The
following the death of Pope Fnbi:;n e( ;;‘l;;w’&“" when, during the vacancy
their disapproyal s

their disapproya] of A
be yields o Teport of his anypﬂﬂns going into hiding; in this case

the lapsi; in sh
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g3, The year before, in the matter of some deposed bishops in Spain,
1 Rome any right to interfere. It was for the people to depose

Cyprian refusec
They were the competent judges. And now, in this incldent of

sinful bishops.

Marcian of Arles,
st. Cyprian, in his indignation, has forgotten his own theory of the year

before. He contradicts it. He is appealing, once more, in the traditional
manner to the potentior princ ipalitas of the ecclesia principalis. A year
later, and in conflict with Rome on a question of policy, he once more

involves himself in novelties and contradiction.—P. Hughes, op. cit., I, 143,
Hughes™ sketch of St. Cyprian’s temperament and background throws no little
light on this whole matter:

It has been well said of St. Cyprian that “He was a practical man without

any philosophy or theology.” He repeats the tradition, he borrows very

largely from Tertullian, he writes a highly cultivated Latin, but there is
nowhere evidence that he possessed any power of seeing general principles
in the learning he had, nor of deducing thence, in his day to day applica-
tion of it, further general truths. The one subject which he ventures to
explore is this question of the Church and its nature. He explores it simply
because exploration of it is forced on him by the controversies he cannot
escape. And it is in the spirit of a practical controversialist, eager to find
arguments and confirmation of his policy that he explores it. The pitfalls
to which such a character is exposed in such a work are very easy to
imagine. St. Cyprian was to experience them in full measure—Ibid.,

p. 141

64. See P, Hughes, loc. cit., p. 145.

65. St. Cyprian Epistula 74. 1; Epistula Firmiliani ad Cyprianum 17. It
is not hard to see how our adversaries infer from the actions of St. Cyprian
(and Firmilian) that he did not acknowledge the primacy of the Roman
pontiff. But it is one thing to resist legitimate authority from time to time in
particular cases, and quite another to refuse absolutely to recognize that
authority, It must be granted that St. Cyprian neither wrote nor acted as he
should have in this business. But who is the preferable witness, a Cyprian in
the heat of anger or a Cyprian calm and objective, acknowledging in the
clearest of terms the primacy of the Church of Rome? The latter, certainly.
We are sure that peace was soon restored between the see of Rome and St.
Cyprian, but it is not quite clear how this came about. The more probable
explanation seems to be that Sixtus II, the successor of Stephen, at the urging
especially of Dionysius of Alexandria, did not press the decree of Stephen
(which was only disciplinary, not doctrinal), and that he re-established actual
communion with Cyprian, a communion which had been broken in fact only.
See J. Emst, “War der hl. Cyprian excommuniciert?” ZkTh (1894), 475;
“Der angebliche Widerruf des hl. Cyprian in der Ketzertauffrage,” ibid.
(1895), 234. Moreover, the outcome of the whole controversy argues in favor
of the primacy of the Roman pontiff. For although Cyprian and others defied
him, and although they had reasons on their side which could not be ignored,
still the universal Church followed the opinion of St. Stephen. See above,
nn, 49, 62; J. C. Fenton, loc. cit. (n. 61, above); T. Zapalena, op. cit, I,
313 f, Hughes sums the matter up well:

St. Cyprian, it is not hard to understand why, has been the chosen patron

of the modern sects whose ideal is a Catholicism without the Roman
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primacy. But so to esteem him is to do him serious injustice, The

v £ hi . i the
ical impasse into which at the end of his career his ”"(h"“]“gi(:;liu:,];)g‘
tality led him must be judged in the light of hig whole  Jif tcl“
mood which found expression when storms provoked his gallant gopp oo

s50ul ge
side by side with those calmer hours when, free from the necegs, Bet

e icy, “he recognized in the Roman See an alto, sethe;
gums;lrfitazcgogg;mse it is 5\1 See of that Apostle upon \\’Ilmi TIIL: X
ferred the primacy of apostolic authority.”—op. cit,, I, 146-147
66. St. Athanasius Epistula de decretis Nicaenae synodi 25,

67. St. Athanasius Apologia contra Arianos 20; 35.

68. HE 2. 15; see Concilium Serdicense can. 3-5; Hefele, Concilienge.
schichte, 1 (2nd ed.), no. 64; DB 576 fF.

69. See Hefele, op. cit,, II (2nd ed.), 164, 180, 184,

70. Labbe, III, 626.

71, See F. K. Murphy, C.SS.R., Peter Speaks through Leo: The Council
of Chalcedon, A. D. 451 (Washi , 1952).

72. See Hefele, loc. cit., p. 440; 545-547,

78, The reference here is to canon 8 of the First Council of Constantinople
(881); “The bishop of Constantinople ought to have primacy of honor
(td presbeia tés timés) after the bishop of Rome, since it is New-Rome.” See
Hefele, loc. cit., p. 17.

T4. See Hefele, loc. cit., p. 527; T. Harapin, Primatus pontificis Romani
iu c;gcgw Chalced. i et Ecclesiae dissid, (1923); P. Hughes, op. cit.,

, 8 /

75. See T. Harapin, op. cit., p. 549; P. Hughes, ibid.

76. See De Groot, Summa de ecclesia (8rd ed.), p, 539, for the peculiar
opinion of Papebroch, who appealed especially to St Epiphanius (Haereses
27. 6) to support his contention that the Church of Rome had two bishops
at once, Peter and Paul, “but in such a way that Peter, head and prince of
the apostolic college, safeguarded his prestige” (Paral, ad Conatum in catal.
pontif., in Acta Sanctorum, vol, XIII, Propylacum ad Acta SS. Maji, 33).
MZZ- ofef;fo;gﬂx"?ple’ the bull Ineffabilis (DB 1641), and the apostolic

» Properante ad exitum, May 11, 1899 (conclusion ).

Du:ﬁ;:::e J. C. Fenton, loc. cit, (n. 61, above). In the words of Msgr.

ity to
_Special
st cop.

, as St. Irenaeus says, every-
s v poe s evef}'“glereufo]lowed; without par-
there were to be patzlnrchat’:: ao Pt ik on the same footing.

8 2 nd other local pri ; ir first

tneaments are hardly to bo deteoted o the mrgcieﬁmnﬁ?cisd Thh:: only
abe the isolated Chy these organisms in course of formation, as
s Sl Rone oo ;:rehes, T0se the Roman Church in sovereign
‘went to the two l‘m:i g bresented by her Bishops whose long line
Who thought herself, calel:jers of the Apostolic choir, the Roman Church
the centre and organ of unhﬁymdé mw“ held by all the world to be
voted by Joumnet, Ghurch of the Wosg, rerec: (Pass, 1896), p. 155;
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sitate ecclesiae (1st ed.) 4, ACW trans. On the authenticity and

ik e work, see C. A. Kneller, “Der hl. Cyprian und die Idee der
integrity ‘,’fA this ,: (;5‘(19()‘3), 498; C. Journet, Church of the Word, op. cit,,
Kiﬂg‘g;" (;I[’”"ITGB:IU-»-’HZ; J. C. Fenton, loc. cit., p. 451; T. Zapalena, loe. cit.,
1) AT

p: 3:03 See J. C. Fenton, loc. cit., p. 454.
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THE CHURCH'S INFALLIBILITY

1. Meaning of the Term

I1. Errors:
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2. Modernists

1L The Fact of Infallibility:
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all those matters which are 50 closely o

nected with the revealed deposit that revais.
tion itself would be imperilled
absolutely certain decision could
about them,

Assertion 1: The Church’s infallibility extends

ical conclusions.

Proof: 1. from the purpose of infallibility;

2. from the mind of the Church,

Assertion 2: The Church’s infallibility extends to dogmatic

facts.

Proof: 1. from the purpose of infallibility,

2. from the practice of the Church,

Objection: The Three Chapters.

Corollary: The Church does not usually pass judgment
directly on the dogmatic fact itself, but on the
proposition which, through the medium of a
dogmatic fact, is deduced from a revealed
premise,

Assertion 3: The Church’s infallibility extends to the gen-

eral discipline of the Church,

Proof: 1. from the purpose of infallibility;

2. from the official statement of the Church.

Corollary: Lex orandi est Jex credendi (The law of prayer
is the law of belief).

Assertion 4: The Church’s infallibility extends to the ap-

proval of religious orders,

Proof: 1. from the purpose of infallibility;

2. from the solid conviction of the Church.

Assertion 5: The Church’s infallibility extends to the can-

onization of saints,

Proof: 1. from the solid conviction of the Church;

2. from the purpose of infallibility,
Cﬂfﬂl!#y: Equivalent canonization,
Scholion; Is the fact of the Church’s infallibility in matters

related to reyealeq truth itself a revealed truth?

€vela.
unlegg an
be made

to t]lCUIog.

V. The Nature of Infallibility:

1 ;
Nq: nz;_x:rely actual absence of error, but the impossibility

8

THE PROPERTIES OF THE CHURCH

9, A privilege which depends for its exercise on some objec-
: ive, external help. ; A

;]ts efficient cause is the assistance of the Holy Spirit,
‘ The divine assistance does not render superfluous human

-

industry. .
5. }lljliis a.i'/sistancc extends to the threefold function of the
: Church’s rulers as:

a. witnesses of revelation;

b. teachers of religious truth;

c. arbiters of controversy.

Sequel: The Rule of Faith:

1. established by Christ Himself; y
2. nicely accommodated to people’s needs.
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CHAPTER 111

The Properties of the Church

The Church’s properties are those qualities which flow f i
very essence .and are a necessary part of it. Authors differ s e
in enu{nerahng these properties; and some distinglxis]:()l'nc‘v}lat
properties and endowments. But the difference sccmsAt J‘C‘ :
;nrgt::cd thamd termino]o'gy rather than the matter itself, Se{\)/c:)
o A ho;n, can be ll'st.ed: visibility, indestructibility,

Y, holiness, catholicity, and apostolicity. Since visib

destructibility have alread i
e i ﬁf::. y been considered, there ren

ween
ncern
prop-
infallibility,
ility and in-
main for dis-

Article |

THE CHURCH'S INFALLIBILITY

I. Meaning of the Term

ho.are taught. Hence the
th which the Church’s rulers
when they teach; and passive

all ik
of Christ’s faithfu] are preserved from

are rendered immune f;
inf al]ilzoimy, Ty Tom error
error in their beliefs,

Passive infallibil
libilty: for the faithgy) TS5 O ad is caused by active infal-

THE PROPERTIES OF THE CHURCH

fie suffice to treat only the latter. Active infallibility may be
defined as follows: the privilege by which the teaching office of
the Church, through the assistance of the Holy Spirit, is preserved
immune from error when it defines a doctrine of faith or morals.

The words through the assistance of the Holy Spirit indicate that
this freedom from error is something derived; the words when it
defines @ doctrine of faith or morals limit this inerrancy to definite

subject matter.

II. Errors

1. Protestants in general ascribe infallibility to no church, at
Jeast to no visible church. The Puseyists were willing to grant it to
some sort of ideal Church made up of the Roman Catholic, Greek,
and Anglican communions. The Pistoians asserted that infallibility,
like all sacred power, had been given principally and directly to the
whole body of the faithful, but to rulers only as agents of that
body. The Jansenists of Holland seem to follow the same opinion,
since they demand for an infallible decree: (a) that delegates or
representatives of the whole “Church” be gathered together for a
ecumenical council; (b) that these delegates agree that the doc-
trine belongs to the deposit of faith and that it has always been
accepted by the whole Church; (c) that their judgment be ratified
universally by the Church throughout the world.

2. Modernists, since they acknowledge not even a divinely es-
tablished teaching office, naturally do not admit that the privilege of
infallibility was granted this office. The doctrinal or dogmatic
authority which they themselves grant the Church’s rulers means
only this: that these rulers are to be watchfully alert for what may,
at any given period, be going on in the Christian consciousness,
so that they may give it apt formulation. Of course the formulae
must be modified as soon as they no longer correspond with the
new mentality and the evolution of religious consciousness. In
fact, in the Modernist system, the duty of doctrinal authority is
not to see to it that there is never any change in the believing
or in the understanding of the absolute and immutable truth
preached from the beginning by the apostles. This authority is
rather to take care that that be maintained which may seem best
adapted to the cultural level of each generation.*

The first step in the treatment to follow will be a demonstration
of the fact of infallibility. Next in order will be a study of its object

(108)
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or extent, and finally an investigation into its natyye Tt
discussion of the subject of infallibility fits more (-,)m;(\“v‘\c Specia]
the second section of this treatise. Suffice it to “"'llii()]u;ﬂy intg
anticipation of the fuller discussion, that that subject i:’} lere, in
body of the Church’s rulers together with its head, in “li ".Olh the
the Roman Catholic college of bishops, and the M]I)L"“]]\(I words,
the whole Church, the Roman pontiff. © ruler of

lll. The Fact of Infallibility *

PaoPos.n:u)N: When the teaching office of the Church hands d
decw'wm on matters of faith and morals in such q way, i
require of everyone full and absolute assent, it i in}i][;l;:;,[to
This is a dogma of faith. 6
The fe?ching office of the Church or, as they say, “the teachi

Church,” is made up of those to whom God entrl;sted thea C'H}llg

and thS. duty to teach the Christian religion authoritativel I-l”lght

words “in matters of faith and morals in such a way as to r); uir:

:if ev];aryane full and. absolute assent” are included in the pro(;msi-

on because, according to Catholic teaching, the Church’s rul

{.)?t 1:11fllalhb1: not m any and every exercise of t y

'y when, using all the fulness of their authority, they clearly

intend to bind eve
> Tyone to absolute assen
lance puts it, when they “define” somethingt SNy

heir teaching power;

ticular instances the inte;
not made sufficiently cl
such definitions,
law at all,

ntion of giving a aee
ear, then no one would be held by virtue of
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Proof: . o
1, From the promises of Christ. (a) Christ said to the apostles

in the Last Supper discourse, “And I will ask the Father, and he
will grant you another Advocate to be with you for all time to
come, the Spirit of Truth . . . he will make his permanent stay with
you and in you. . . . but the Advocate, the Holy Spirit, whom the
Father will send in my name, will teach you all things, and refresh
your memory of everything I have told you” (John 14:16-17, 26).
“But when he, the Spirit of truth, has come, he will conduct you
through the whole range of truth” (John 16:13). Then, after His
Resurrection, He added, “ . . . you shall be baptized with the Holy
Spirit not many days hence . . . you shall receive power when the
Holy Spirit comes upon you, and you shall be my witnesses in
Jerusalem and in all Judea and Samaria and even to the very ends
of the earth” (Acts 1:5, 8).

Two things are promised in these texts: the Holy Spirit, as the
Teacher of truth (a) will come upon the apostles to imbue them
with an exceedingly rich knowledge of the Christian religion; (b)
He will remain with them forever. The purpose and the result of
both these aids is that the apostles will preach Christ’s religion
pure and unabridged “even to the very ends of the earth.”

The former promise has in view especially the first communica-
tion of the Christian religion and, furthermore, at least in the strict
and full sense, refers to the apostles alone. The latter promise,
which is concerned more directly with the practice and preserva-
tion of this religion, cannot, in view of the words themselves*
and of the purpose intended, be limited to the apostles personally;
but embraces the apostolic college as it is to continue forever. But
if the Holy Spirit is to remain with the successors of the apostles
forever, and is to be in them that they may be witnesses of Christ
to the ends of the earth, He will doubtless keep them from error
when they define Christian doctrine. For would they really be
witnesses of Christ if they corrupted His doctrine in even one
point and unjustifiably demanded the assent of all to a falsehood?

(b) “Absolute authority in heaven and on earth has been con-
ferred upon me. Go, therefore, and initiate all nations in discipl
ship . . . and teach them to observe all the commandments I have
given you. And mark: I am with you at all times as long as the
world will last” (Matt. 28:20). These words contain a promise to
the apostolic college, as to a perpetual institution, of continuous

(105)
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and effective aid in teaching all nations the religion of
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faith in God, for which Jesus Christ was crucified! Such a filthy
creature will go into the unquenchable fire, as will anyone who
listens to him. The Lord permitted myrrh to be poured on His
head that He might breathe incorruption upon the Church, Do
not let yourselves be anointed with the malodorous doctrine of
the Prince of this world.—~Ibid. 16. 2-17. 1; ACW translation.

St. Irenaeus:

One should obey the presbyters [bishops] of the Church, for
they are the successors of the apostles and along with episcopal
succession have received the sure charism of truth according to
the good pleasure of the Father.®

Tertullian makes sport of the thesis that

the Holy Ghost sent by Christ and asked of the Father for this
very purpose, viz., to teach the truth, neglected His duty by
allowing the Church to understand and to believe otherwise
than what He Himself taught the apostles—De praescriptione

28.

St, Athanasius: “The only words you need for answering those
[paradoxes of the heretics] are the following: “This is not the
teaching of the Catholic Church’” (Epistula ad Epictetum 3).

St. Jerome: “I was able to dry up all the rivulets of false asser-
tions with the one sun of the Church” (Altercatio luciferiani et

orthodoxi 28).
St. Augustine:

Many tongues and various heresies speak in opposition . . .
hasten to the tabernacle of God, hold fast to the Catho]?c
Church, depart not from the rule of truth, and you wxll find in
this tabernacle asylum from the tongues which wag in opposi-
tion.—Enarrationes in Psalmos 30. 3. 8. i
The Catholic Church wages war against all heresies, It can give
battle, but it can never be vanquished. All heresies have gone
forth from it [the Church] like useless branches pruned from a
vine; but it remains itself firmly fixed in its roots, in its vine,
in its love. The gates of hell will not prevail against it.”

4. Theological argument. The Church, according to Christ’s
(107)
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Assertion 1: The Church’s infallibility extends to theological 88
conclusions. This proposition is theologically certain.

A theological conclusion is a proposition which by genuinely
discursive reasoning is deduced with certainty from two prem'weé,
one of which is formally revealed, the other known with natural
certitude. Tt can be strictly a matter of intellectual knowledge, like
the fact that the Son proceeds from the Father by a process of
intellectual generation; or it can be a matter of practical knowledge,
like the fact that one may mnot directly abort a foetus to save the
life of the mother. To assert that the Church is infallible in decree-
ing these conclusions is to affirm implicitly that it is infallible in
rejecting errors opposed thereto; the principle is the same for both.

Proof:

1. From the purpose of infallibility. The Church is infallible
in matters so closely connected with revelation that any error in
these matters would constitute a peril to the faith. But theological
conclusions are matters of this type. The conclusion is obvious.

Major. It is evident from Christ’s promises that the teaching
office of the Church was endowed with infallibility so that it might
be able to carry out its mission properly: to safeguard reverently,
explain confidently, and defend effectively the deposit of faith.
But the realization of this purpose demands the extension of infal-
libility to related matters, in the sense explained above. Here is the
reason, The security of the deposit requires the effective warding
off or elimination of all error which may be opposed to it, even
though only indirectly. This would be simply impossible without
infallibility in related matters. If the Church were infallible only
in the field of revealed truth and not in that of matters annexed
thereto, it would be like a general who was assigned to defend a
city but was given no authority to build up defenses or to destroy
the materiel which the enemy had assembled. It would be like a
caretaker to whom the master of the house had said, “Take care
that my house doesn’t burn down; but don’t put out any flames
as long as they remain merely nearby”!

Minor. Every c ion is s0 ¢ ted with its premises that a
denial of the conclusion involves necessarily the denial of at least

one of the premises upon which

one of those premises. Now
every theological conclusion rests is a truth evident from reason,

and since no one can very well deny such a premise, there is danger
(111)
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proof:
1. From the purpose of infallibility. The Church is infallible in
those related matters in which an error would constitute a danger

to the faith, But dogmatic facts are matters of this kind. The reason
should be obvious from the examples alleged above. What good
would it do to proclaim in theory the infallible authority of ecu-
menical councils if one could licitly doubt the legitimacy of a
speciﬁc council? What good would it do to acknowledge the
inspiration of the Sacred Books in their original forms—forms long
ago extinct—if one could not definitively establish the substantial
fidelity of copies of the original, and of the translations which the
Church has to use? Could Christians be effectively protected against
errors in their faith if the Church could not warn them against
poisonous fare, such as are books which contain heresy or errors

in religious matters?

9. From the practice o,
and officially repudiated here
Arius in the Council of Nicae
Council of Ephesus; (b) decl
the Council of Trent,® and the
any error;'* (c) asserted specil

f the Church, which () often resolutely
tical writings as e.g., the Thalia of
2 and the works of Nestorius in the
ared the Vulgate to be authentic at
Canon of the Mass to be free of
fically in the case of Jansen that
“roverent silence” about a dogmatic fact is mot at all adequate,
“but that all faithful Christians must condemn as heretical in their
hearts as well as with their lips the opinions [which the Churc’h
has] condemned in the five aforementioned propositions of Jansen's
book, opinions which the very words of those propositions quite

clearly state.”*?

A famous objection is that concerned with the Three Chapters
(Theodore, bishop of Mopsuestia and his works; some of the works
of Theodoret, bishop of Cyrrhus, and the letter of Tbas, a priest of
Edessa, toMaris of Persia, all of which works favored Nestorian-
ism). The Council of Chalcedon is said to have approved these
works and the Second Council of Constantinople and Pope Vigilius
subsequently to have condemned them. Consequently, they say,
at least one of them was in error about a dogmatic fact. But this
conclusion is not justified, for although the fathers of Chalcedon,
after having expressly cond d Nestorij accepted Theodore
and Ibas as members of the Council, they passed no explicit de-
cision regarding the Three Chapters.*®
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gCC’(’S‘.’I‘QHH‘[ laws passed for the universal Church for the direction
of Christian worship and Christian living. Note the italicized
eccclesiastical laws, passed for the universal Church.

words:
The imposing of commands belongs not directly to the teaching

office but to the ruling office; disciplinary laws are only indirectly
an object of infallibility, i.e., only by reason of the doctrinal de-
cision implicit in them. When the Church’s rulers sanction a law,
they implicitly make a twofold judgment: 1. “This law squares
with the Church’s doctrine of faith and morals”; that is, it imposes
nothing that is at odds with sound belief and good morals.*s This
amounts to a doctrinal decree, 2. “This law, considering all the cir-

cumstances, is most opportune.” This is a decree of practical

judgment.
Although it would be rash to cast aspersions on the timeliness

of a law, especially at the very moment when the Church imposes
or expressly reaffirms it, still the Church does not claim to be infal-
lible in issuing a decree of practical judgment. For the Church’s
rulers were never promised the highest degree of prudence for the
conduct of affairs. But the Church is infallible in issuing a doc-
trinal decree as intimated above—and to such an extent that it can
never sanction a universal law which would be at odds with faith
or morality or would be by its very nature conducive to the injury
of souls.

The Church’s infallibility in disciplinary matters, when under-
stood in this way, harmonizes beautifully with the mutability of
even universal laws. For a law, even though it be thoroughly con-
sonant with revealed truth, can, given a change in circumstances,
become less timely or even useless, so that prudence may dictate

its abrogation or modification.

Proof:
1. From the purpose of infallibility. The Church was endowed
with infallibility that it might safeguard the whole of Christ's doc-
trine and be for all men a trustworthy teacher of the Christian way
of life. But if the Church could make a mistake in the manner
alleged when it legislated for the general discipline, it would no
longer be either a loyal guardian of revealed doctrine or a trust-
stian way of life. It would not be a

worthy teacher of the Chri

guardian of revealed doctrine, for the imposition of a vicious law

would be, for all practical purposes, tantamount to an erroneous
(115)
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definition of doctrine; everyone would naturally conge
what the Church had commanded squared with sound dogtyy
It would not be a teacher of the Christian way of life, for hr"?c.
laws it would induce corruption into the practice of 1‘(']ig1‘o”g};-;ts
9. From the official statement of the Church, which slium:;tizl ei
as “at least erroneous” the hypothesis “that the Church could pmeg
lish discipline which would be dangerous, harmful, and Condllllc‘iv-
to superstition and materialism.”*® S

lude that

Corollary

The well-known axiom, Lex orandi est lex credendi (The law
of prayer is the law of belief), is a special application of the doc.
trine of the Church’s infallibility in disciplinary matters, This axiom
says in effect that formulae of prayer approved for public use in
the universal Church cannot contain errors against faith or morals
But it would be quite wrong to conclude from this that all the.
historical facts which are recorded here and there in the lessons
of the Roman Breviary, or all the explanations of scriptural pas-
sages which are used in the homilies of the Breviary must be taken
as infallibly true2” As far as the former are concerned, those par-
ticular facts are not an object of infallibility since th’ey have no
necessary connection with revelation. As for the latter, the Church

orders their recitation not becaus i
e they are cert:
because they are edifying, Y g
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of practical judgment—as, for instance, whether, in

: of the circumstances, it would be expedient to allow the
Vlewnhtion of the new order—but only in the doctrinal judgment—
fOU“fU; instance, whether such and such a constitution is an apt
?:;,tn”n(;nt for the acquiring of Christian perfection.

in the decree

Proof:

1. From the purpose of infallibility. The Church was endowed
with infallibility that it might be forever a trustworthy teacher of
Christian truth and perfection, But it would certainly not be, if it
could approve, by a definitive decision, a constitution opposed to
the gospel or to the natural law. It is useless to object that an error
in this sort of affair would harm not the universal Church, but
only the members of this particular order. Of course it would harm
the latter immediately and most of all, but indirectly it would affect
the whole Church; for when an order is solemnly approved, it is
recommended to the whole Church as a fit means for acquiring
perfection, so that no one may licitly impugn it from this point

w.
¢ ‘;.eFrom the solid conviction of the Church, which, wl:fen ap-
proving orders, expresses itself in such a way as to mak? it s_uﬂi-
ciently clear that it considers decisions of this type to be'mfalhble.
For an example of such a decision, see Pesch, Praelectiones dog-

maticae, 1, 545.

Assertion 5: The Church’s infallibility extends to the canoniza-
tion of saints. This is the common opinion today.“’ ; -

Canonization (formal) is the final and definitive decree by
which the sovereign pontiff declares that someone has been a{i«
mitted to heaven and is to be venerated by everyone, at least.m
the sense that all the faithful are held to consider Fhe person a.sanft
worthy of public veneration. It differs from beattﬁcthn, wlnch' is
a provisional rather than a definitive d.ectee, by wlnc!: venera:gin
is only permitted, or at least is not universally prescnbed: Inf: alli-
bility is claimed for canonization only;** a dgt.:.ree of beatxﬁcs?hobn,
which in the eyes of the Church is not deﬁmh.ve .but may still be
rescinded, is to be considered morally certain indeed, b.ut not
infallible, Still, there are some theologians who take a different

view of the matter.

(17)
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Proof:
1. From the solid conviction of the Church, Whep
canonize, they use terminology which makes it quite eyiqe
they consider decrees of canonization infallible, Here is (jm il
the formula they use: “By the authority of our Lord Jo;ugn(vsu!n,
and of the apostles Peter and Paul and by our own anlim.r‘t o
declare that N. has been admitted to heaven, and we (1(-crl»y’ i
define that he is to be venerated in public and in private Wi
2. From the purpose of infallibility. The Church is infalj} 1
that it may be a trustworthy teacher of the Christian rel; vio) .,
of the Christian way of life. But it would not be such if&it B
err in the canonization of saints. Would not religion be 5111]'COIUI;fl
a person in hell were, by a definitive decree, offered to cvele(
as an object of religious veneration? Would not the moral Iaryolr)le
at lfaast weakened to some extent, if a protégé of the devil c‘z ]3
be mevoc.ably set up as a model of virtue for all to imitate S d
for all to invokeP But it cannot be inferred: therefore the Ch anh
must also be infallible in authenticating the relics of th !
for (a) the Church never issues so solemn a de by G Sa“‘lts;
and (b) the cases are not parallel, for i o Eorells P
, for in the case of relics, it is a

question of relative cul ile i : :
e cult, while in that of the saints it is one of

the Popes

e and
4as a saint,”

Corollary

Several considerations ur

infalliblty extends o -2 ege‘ the conclusion that the Church’s
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This is not a definitive decree, but rather permission to continue

the traditional cult.??

gcholion: Is the fact of the Church’s infallibility in matters related
to revealed truth itself a revealed truth?

In each instance we have proved the infallibility of the Church’s
teaching office in matters related to the deposit of revelation from
the express purpose of infallibility and from the mind of the
Church. It is, consequently, clear that this infallibility is at least a
conclusion from revelation; indeed a conclusion whose validity
the Church itself has sanctioned at least by its practical attitude
and mode of action, But serious reasons incline us to state that this
extension of infallibility—mnot of course to each of the items con-
sidered individually above, but to related matters in general—is a
formally revealed truth. There is no doubt that our Lord promised
His Church the “Spirit of truth” (John 14:17), who would teach
“the whole range of truth” (John 16:13); the apostle calls the
Church the pillar and bulwark of truth (I Tim, 8:15).2* What, then,
does the word “truth” or the phrase “the whole range of truth”
mean in these texts: just revealed truth, or all the truth which the
Church, in view of its special purpose, must know with certainty?
The answer seems to be that since the terms are general, and the
purpose of the Church militates against their being restricted to
revealed truths, they must doubtless be understood as referring
to all doctrines which concern Christian faith and morality either
directly or indirectly. In other words, they must include also mat-
ters connected with revealed truth.

This is why Cardinal Franzelin could in the following way
describe the general proposition of infallibility in related matters:
this assertion, “as all theologians agree, is so certain that its denial
would be an error, or even, in the opinion of many, a heresy, Qe
though it has not as yet been explicitly condemned as heretical.”*

V. The Nature of Infallibility
1. The privilege of infallibility is not merely actual absence
of error, but the impossibility of erring. It is of course a super-
natural gift, and since it works not to the advantage of the recip-
ients themselves but to that of the whole Church, it is a gratia
gratis data or charism. It is often called “the charism of truth.”

2. Infallibility must not be thought of as a habit permanently
(119)
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residing in the minds of the Church's official teachers, o b
which would express itself in the making of a dogmatic (l'o{‘ -]f‘lnt
as e.g, the habit of faith expresses itself in an act of mpm_:m“‘ln,
faith, It is rather a privilege which depends for its cvpr(’.ﬂtural

N s 18
some objective external help. This privilege can be called ha}sft ol
in the sense that it was promised by a definite divine decree, ll‘;ﬂ:
cree. By

it is in actual existence only when something is being defined
3. The efficient cause of infallibility is the assistance ofé;
or of the Holy Spirit. This assistance: i
a. is a help inferior in nature to revelation and inspirati
furthermore, R
b. it can involve any kind of influence which God m
to use in order to turn away the teacher’s mind fron
false and to lead him to a sure knowledge of the truth,
As for a: this assistance differs from revelation, through which
some new doctrine is received from God, “For,” says the Vatican
tChouncﬂ,” the Holy Spirit was promised to Peter's successors [and
e same holds good for the Roman Catholic episcopate] not that
th'ey might, as a result of His revelation, make known a new doc-
:x:(;e,f l?ut that thlh Hish assistance they might reverently safeguard
2 aithfully explain the revelation handed down b
ie., the deposit of faith,” ke
wnﬂ: ls.dJ.Eerent frf)m inspiration, through which a document is
i ::;ultr;] s:fchcfz;sh..lou as to be the Word of God and comes from
S >0d in such a way that God is its principal author
©C man the instrumental author on] A d i
e st o : y. ecree issued under
A » dowever, is the: word of the Church, and i
principal author is the pope i R
inspiration in the e, LorC O @ council. It is a question here of
] © strict sense, such as that which th
BIOyE mny divin o ch the sacred authors
ey ce could be loosely referred to as
As for b: God as, 7
at an erroneous dem:; le;s: niegatively by preventing an arrival
and say that whenever, and t:; t;lt ot e e
also positively guides ti]e Church’e e bmeay ool
R S Loy ;1 teachers to a correct knowledge
means, natural or ey whiashen.h'}lsted to the Church. The
this purpose, can be quite vm-ied,c i"ane Providence selects for
externally,2 and can operate internally or

ay choose
n what s

B g "
The divine Gssistance does not render at all superfluous
(120)
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the hard work and study of men, the inw"sh'untirm of the sources
of revelation, etc; it rather supposes and includes these elements,
In actual practice, the usual preamble to doctrinal definitions
includes not only the request for divine light, but also the most
careful theological research. Consequently, those who object that
the promise of divine assistance fosters indolence do so without
justification. However, infallibility (or the inability to err) does
not depend formally on human industry, but on divine assistance.
And so no one can spurn a definition of the Church on the pretext
that it is not backed up by adequate research; when a definition has
once been issued, one can be sure that the Church’s official teacher
did not act precipitously, but did all the necessary preliminary
research; or else, if he did act rashly, that his rashness did not
adversely affect at least the truth of the definition. All this is, of
course, only a supposition, for it seems much more reasonable
to hold that the Holy Spirit would never allow the Church’s rulers
to act rashly in issuing doctrinal definitions.

5. The assistance promised the Church's rulers extends fo the
threefold function which they must fulfill with regard to religious
truth. (a) They are infallible witnesses of revelation, in that they
always reverently safeguard the deposit entrusted to the Church;
(b) they are infallible teachers of religious truth, in that they
always faithfully interpret and explain revealed doctrine; (¢) they
are infallible arbiters of controversies, in that they always decide
without error questions which have arisen on matters of religion.

Sequel

The rule of faith, It seems timely to add here a few remarks
on the rule of faith. This term signifies the standard or norm
according to which each individual Christian must determine what
is the material object of his faith. .

Protestants claim that the written Word of God, Holy Scripture,
and that alone, is the one rule of faith, Catholics, on the other
hand, even though they, too, admit that our faith must be regu-
lated in the final analysis by the Word of God—including .tmdmon
as well as Scripture—hold that the proximate and immediate r}xle
of faith—that rule to which each of the faithful and each generation
of the faithful must look directly—is the preaching of the Church.
And so, according to Catholics, there exists a twofold rule of faith:
one remote and one proximate. The remote rule of faith is the

(121)
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Word of God (handed down in writing or orally) ;

directly entrusted to the Church’s rulers that from it, ‘\;7]"(']' Was
teach and guide the faithful. The proximate rule of oy Mmight
which the faithful, one and all, are bound to acce ot /f;ltl?’ from
and in accordance with which they are to regn]alt(- t'lelr. faith
preaching of the ecclesiastical magisterium.”” The f””(), o B the
tions concern the proximate rule of faith, Wing asser.

1. The Church's preaching was establi i

as the rule of faith. This car? be prove(:)';iS:]dI&?Ztt(}:lti:;s'ogimse"
:'md 'Mark 16:15-16; the command to teach all nationg o :19720
implies a corresponding duty on the part of the nations.t cc‘rta'mly
whatever th? apostles and their successors teach, On t(l) g
il;:i,p ct’l:tel: ;s 1o m:;ice anywhere of Christ’s having comlria(rﬁl:é
o di:i) gve e people the qoch'ine of salvation in writin,

faith i . He command the faithful as a whole to see iy
aith in the Bible.?s ol el

2. The Church's preaching is a rule of fai ich is ni

gacommodated 1o peoles nods. Fo () it i n casy ol oy
berod, What ety 1 e:s ;l: :hhﬁ’t:ve'n the uneducated and unlet-
is always at hand and always preachgiwe?ear . 'magisterium s
the Church’s teaching office is inf llil?lg ‘(b> ol
senting Christ’s doctrine, (c) It is o li © In safeguarding and pre-
which it is possible in any age to : l‘:in gﬂr]u L S
and to put an end to CODﬂoversies),{P n the meaning of doctrines

P G g Notes
* oce the decree Lamentabil; iti
(Dﬂa ﬂg::); Oéth l:galmrt Moderniom o(plgsl;u;ﬁ;;’ i Puyllnl Zascend
(1949), 193 £ enton, “The Church ang Cz;t]mlic Dogma,” AER, 120
& 10 in Do oo, chap, 4 ;
tter improbability {
words of John 14i10 AroPability that some have tri .
Matt. 28:90, “gg l;;l,g a":"; h:u time to come” e(e;‘i‘l,.",‘f,g,,jﬁ’ qut:et Lh:
L%Eﬂll; lvlz:mue age. world shall last”—as “to.the en of thlsos:geo"
s some Protestan{ j
‘M by the need to bp]ne?’t:;:mg fhemselves on no good reasons, but
5 and bulwark of truth” eil:l‘:ﬂﬁon, have tried to refer the v,vords
xm. They would read as follgys, « "' O to the mystery of
o D ,;;ihhﬂwmofmthud;t‘n : + . the Church of the living
Dlety has been B hwmheg ;le::r'l'y great is the sacra-
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6. Adversus haereses iv. 26. 2; see iii. 24. 1.

7. De symbolo ad catechumenos 1. 6.

8. De ecolesia, Thesis 3, 2.

9. It was, then, not a question of this fact, viz., whether the five con-
demned propositions (DB 1092 ff.) can be found verbatim in the book
Augustinus; much less whether Jansen maintained in the secret of his soul
and intended to teach the doctrine expressed in the five propositions. Obviously
the “mind of the author” which is condemned is nothing other than the

meaning which the words of the author objectively express according to the

usual norms of interpretation.

10. Session 4.

11. Session 22, chap. 4; and canon 6.

12. Constitution Vineam Domini of Clement XI (DB 1350).

13. See Hefele, Conciliengeschichte (2nd ed.), II, 798 ff.; Hergen-
réther-Kirsch, Kirchengeschichte, 1, 602 ff. See P. Hughes, op. cit,, I, 342 ff;
H. M. Diepen, O.S.B., Les trois chapitres au Concile de Chalcédoine (Ooster-
hout, 1953).

14. De ecclesia (8rd ed.), p. 318.

15. An example may help to clarify the matter. If the whole Christ were
not present under the appearances of bread alone, the law forbidding lay
people to drink from the chalice would offend against the faith. Or if the
words increase and multiply (Gen. 1:28) constituted an ordinance binding
every individual man, then the law of celibacy would be opposed to right
morals, The same conclusion would hold if virginal purity were morally
impossible for men.

16. The bull Auctorem fidei (DB 1578).

17. See Benedict XIV, De servorum Dei beatificatione, lib. IV, pars II,
chap. 13, nos. 7-8. Very many bishops asked the Vatican Council for an
appropriate revision of the Breviary on some points “which seem not at all
to square with established historical fact and sound scriptural exegesis” (Coll.
Lac., VII, 874; see VII, 844, 882). There should be nothing surprising about
this. At the time the Roman Breviary was edited, the critical apparatus now

at our disposal was simply not available.
18. On a lower plane than this solemn approbation, there are a]soj: (a)
episcopal approbation; (b) permissive papal app bation; (c) Yy

papal approbation. These are all treated in works on canon law.

19. See N. Scheid, “Die Unfehlbarkeit des Papstes bei der Heiligsprech-
ung,” ZkTh (1890), p. 599; F. Spedalieri, De Ecclesiae infallibilitate in can-
izati i (Rome, 1949); for a critique of

lect

this latter work see TS, 12 (1951), 249.

90. The names of canonized saints are inserted in the Roman Martyr-
ology, but this work contains other names besides. That is why scholars, fol-
lowing the lead of Benedict XIV, warn us that the presence of a person’s
name in the Martyrology is not conclusive proof that that person is enjoying
the bliss of heaven. See N. Paulus, “Martyrologium und Brevier als historische
Quellen,” Der Katholik, 1 (1900), 855.

1. Absolute cult or worship is directed to a person; relative cult is
directed to some object or other, not b it p any intrinsic worth

(123)
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in ’:;e]t:a as a pgrsson Awoxig, but because it is connected in som
a person, See A, Aldama, S.]., S h S W
i 1953), 469, Oeree hetlogiis summay It (iqyasﬁfih
22, See N. Paulus, art. cit, p. 359; A. Spaldak, “Zur geplany, '
tion des romischen Breviers,” Der Katholik, I (1905), 290; Bapn. Cmenda.
govio, p. 111, 5 5 Dainvel, Do Mag.
28. See J. C. Fenton, “New Testament Designati
of its Members,” CBQ, 9 (1947), 286, wignations of the Church ung
24. De Traditione et Scriptura (3rd ed.), p, 123,
25, Constitution De ecclesia, chap. 4,
:g. z;a Igevlnmx;clll; l()agmat. Theol. 11, par. 90,
. The ols (Creeds, ie., those formulae in whi
ke i ¢
mh:f ;\;Ethaﬁty sums up the chief points of its preaching i_ud::'e S
Heiodid ferent ages), are also called rules of faith., But they ar Gl
o Annith, ::ﬂe the formal rule of faith is the preaching itselfe T
8 appi mtobjnbt: 5:89'is in vain: (a) from the context,. the verh
Llo: Ywmrhaoa 5 sem e indicative rather than the imperative (1(1“'ar
i s o “:’) ptures at your finger ends; Confrat. NT: You e’i;:
- ( Mﬂiﬂm;n ; e!vhe:isranhng that it is the imperative, the te;:a x::.l.l
‘ proves .ndﬂfhh . From . thal:t that Christ refers the unbelieving Jews, the
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Article 1l

THE CHURCH'S UNITY

preliminary Remarks
prorosrrion: Christ willed that His Church enjoy unity of
faith and of profession (credal unity) which
consists in this, that all the members of the
Church hold and make profession of the same
doctrine as it is presented for belief by the
teaching office of the Church.
Proof: 1. from the words of Christ and of the apostles;
2. from the solid conviction of early Christianity.
Scholion 1. What unity of faith does and does not mean.
Scholion 2. The Fundamentalist system.

Prorosrrion: Christ willed that His Church enjoy unity of
communion or of (social) charity which consists
in this, that all members of the Church, whether
as individuals or as particular groups, ! )
cohere like the finely articulated parts of one
moral body, one family, one single society.

Proof: 1. from the metaphors used by Christ and the
apostles in describing the Church; o -
9. from Christ’s prayer after the Last
3. from the solid convicti
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Article |l
THE CHURCH'S UNITY

——

Preliminary Remarks

It
=k C};vuizhflesxrogsh-ated above (no. 9) that Christ f
o Churéh , the pre;eut article is concerned noé w 't)}llmlde
as opposed to plurality, b Hiant
& Ry to] Yy, but rather with inte
pposed to division within the Church itself, V’i"li]i;n\t('
. W,

a study of the b : :
of Chgt ¢ °nds of unity which hold together the tr

d just
unity
nal unity
ill inyolye
ue Church

also, they make them quite elasti

Catholic teaching h; the institution of
: g has it th:
at the Church, by i ituti
its FOUD. dex, a.nd ?ence necessarily and essenh'ally en'oys a three-
1s external and visible, namely, 1;nity of i
fold unity which xtern doctrine

and profession, unj
! f ¢ i
i ty of Lommunion, and unity of i
N h;:;lh says: lIOur eternal Pastor t“}/,il(l)ec‘;g izerl:millilml ey
i (.u; i fa. the faithful would be bound et
: aith and of charity. And in ord?giflhetrtﬁy
r that the

be kept i
Pt in oneness of fajth and communion

C.

willed thq
of profession t His Church, .
the members of tlng ?ﬁ,’, unity) which, ca£féiy,: i o faith
same doctrine g5 ch hold and mat, this, that all

it is presenteq e profession of the

teachi
g office, for belief by the Church’s
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Note the phrase “make profession of”; for a purely internal
assent of the mind to truth does not satisfy the requirements of a
visible society such as the Church is. This assent must be given
clear outward expression as well: Because with the heart a man
believes and attains holiness, and with the lips profession of faith
is made and salvation secured (Rom. 10:10).

Proof: That our Lord so set up His Church that it must needs
be one in oneness of faith is proved:

1, From the words of Christ and of the apostles, which clearly
and unqualifiedly demand that everyone profess the faith preached
by the apostles and their successors. Read Matt. 28:18-20; Mark
16:15-17; Gal. 1:8; I Cor. 1:10; Eph. 4:5, 13-14; Tit. 3:10-11.

9. From the solid conviction of early Christianity. According to
St. Justin, real Christians are “disciples of the genuine and unsul-
lied doctrine of Jesus Christ,” and are “one mind, one congrega-
tion, one Church.” On the contrary, “those who claim to be Chris-
tians but do not hold His doctrine” are heretics.* Hegesippus stig-
matizes as heretics those “who have, each of them, privately intro-
duced their own pet opinions,” because “by introducing strange
doctrine . . . they have rent asunder the unity of the Church.”*

St. Irenaeus:

Just as the sun is one and the same all throughout the world,
so too the preaching of the truth shines everywhere and en-
lightens all who desire to arrive at a knowledge of the truth . ..
for the universal Church has the one and the same faith all

throughout the world.®

St. Augustine lists eighty-eight heresies, and then concludes: “There
may be or there may arise other heresies, but if anyone espouses
one of them, he will not be a Catholic Christian.””

Scholion 1. What unity of faith does and does not mean.

The unity of faith which Christ decreed without qualification
consists in this, that everyone accepts the doctrines presented for
belief by the Church’s teaching office. In fact our Lord requires
nothing other than the acceptance by all of the preaching of the
apostolic college, a body which is to continue forever; or, what
amounts to the same thing, of the pronouncements of the Church’s
teaching office, which He Himself set up as the rule of faith. And

(127)
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50, (a) the essential unity of faith definitely rec it
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Scholion 2. The Fundamentalist system.,
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Proof: That Christ so instituted His Church that it should of
necessity be one in oneness of communion is proved:
1. From the metaphors which Christ and the apostles used to
describe the Church. They compared it to a house? a kingdom,”
a sheepfold,’® an organic body.* All of these imply social unity.

9. From Christ's prayer after the Last Supper, in which He
asked without qualification that, just as He and the Father are one
in the oneness of perfect love, so the apostles and all the disciples
might be united as perfectly as possible in love and social harmony:

“May they be one as we are one . . . All are to be one; just as
you, Father, are in me and I am in you, so they, too, are to be
one in us. The world must come to believe that I am your am-
bassador . . . I in them and you in me. Thus their oneness will

be perfected” (John 17:21-23).

3. From the solid conviction of early Christianity, which ab-
horred schisms above all else, and precisely because they destroy
unity of communion. St. Ignatius Martyr: “If a man runs after a
schismatic, he will not inherit the Kingdom of God.”*2 St, Irenaeus:

Those who foster schisms for petty or personal reasons rip and
tear the great and glorious body of Christ, and—as far as in
them lies—they kill it. For they can never make amends in such
measure as to match the wickedness of their schism.**

St. Cyprian:

d fast to this oneness of the Church, does he
2 If he resists and withstands
that he is in the Church?**

If man does not hol
imagine that he still holds the faithi
the Church, has he still confidence

St. Chrysostom: “I say in private and in public thalt to tear the
Church apart is no less an evil than to fall into heresy.”** St. Aug'us-
tine: “There is nothing more serious than the sacrilege of schism
. .. there can never be any just need for severing unity.”*®

Scholion 1. The diversity of liturgies and of disciplinary laws.

The diversity of rites in different parts of the Church does not

break up the required unity of communion. This variety does not

affect the substance of Christian worship, i.e., those rites which
(129)
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Christ personally determined, but only thc. external ceremonjeg
instituted by the Church., Ceremonies are simply d(-('lznr:\tions of
faith that are expressed in deeds rather than in words. Therefore,
as long as the same faith is expressed by these different ceremonieg
and the necessary submission to legitimate pastors is observed, the
communion is not sundered. It is the same with rlixrip[innr_y/ laws,
ie, particular regulations by which the divinely established Jays
of right living are applied in different ways and given specific
determination to correspond to varying circumstances of times,
locales, and persons.

Scholion 2. The opinion of some Anglicans.

Some Anglicans (Pusey, Palmer, and others) pervert com-
pletely the genuine notion of the Church by admitting that unity
of communion is indeed desirable but not absolutely necessary;
and by claiming that the true Church of Christ actually comprises
three distinct communions: Roman, Greek, and Anglican, which
should be joined in an amicable association without destroying
their individual independence. Whatever they are in fact, these
three societies most certainly do not form one fold, one body. And
even should such an association be effected, they would still remain
simply several Churches; this is clear from the case of nations
which, although they often enter into mutual alliances, still remain
several distinct nations, And Gladstone’s 7 position is hardly ten-
able, namely, that Christ did at the beginning will the unity of

the Church, but that now that circumstances have changed, He
no longer requires it!

Prorostmion: Christ willed that His Chy j i 1
(hierarchical unity) w s e

hich consists in this, that all the members
of the Church obey one and the same visible authority.*®
Pm?&:s :\ftt:l%ﬁtyd’resis in the Catholic episcopate with the Roman
at its head, yet in such wis it i i
+ tvllmmlatter G g e that it is found full and entire
t Christ so built His Church as to make i
» it necessarily one
: Oneness .of rule is p'roved by what hag already been ssf:g a);bmlt
e institution by Christ of the hierarchy and of the primacy and
a mth;ir Permanent continuity, u 4
y atican Council called the Supreme i “princi
4 D, pontiff th, le
and foundation” of unity, because by his influence heeesl:ﬁmﬁes
(180)
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_os unity. Leo XIII called him the “principle and foeal
and PTCSC‘\(;, rs’p(\[»i([”\(' because all, faithful and bishops alike,
oint” of U™ %M' him ufn(l stand faithfully by him. This latter
must look up esses the relationship of the Church to the pope,

:llescfrz)ll):rllner: :I:(E)Ir()lutitm,\hip of the pope to the Church.
he
:on. The Western Schism.
sghdmn‘nht seem that unity of rule suffered a setback in the
. mli the time of the Western Schism, when for forty years
Ch’j\l;glljﬂ) two or three men claimed to be sovereigl.tl ponpﬁ.
g{;t with the preservation of unity of faith and comr'numon, thxdef;
hical unity was only materially, not ff)mall?, interrup eb.
:rl(trlz)ugh Catholics were split three ways in their al]eglancleu.;:
ause of the doubt as to which of the contefnde'rs had be(;ln ?:,:ce
fnately elected, still all were agreed in bfe};:;l;g :Ezt t:e;g:twd
was owed the one legitimate successor O , e
illi ive that allegiance. Consequently, th(fse who
gg&ltt(;fgtheir own gave their allegiance to an ﬂ;gl::x:t; ge)gz
would no more be schismatics than a person ;o ik f b
who, desirous of following the preaching of the bl R
admit a false doctrine because he was under the imp:
it was taught by the Church.

Corollary J . 2

Several popular catechisms a.nd quite a iﬁe;vd(thlllteiz:;)gtl:ll:m?; o
of a unity of worship, or ]iturglca]. unity, d ok il e
faith and rule (and communion), in line wi e
the same sacraments. This unity does of course 0

i ermined by
lutely necessary to the extent that the “:01'51_“?3;:: dc:zetinclu ded in
Christ Himself. However, liturgical unity ;5 i Suclidise lee the
the other unities; in unity of falh smfl ?and the sacraments;
revealed doctrine on the sacrifice rff the ati i s the surit
in unity of communion, since this involves en g e 8
spiritual benefits. This is perhaps the :ﬁac':i on the unity of the
Vatican Council nor Leo XIII in his e;zicy scal unity.

Church make any specific mention of liturgi

Notes .
's Presence in the Catholic Church,” AER,
uar:.sc:i p. 884 ff; C. Journet, Church of the

(181)

1. See J. C. Fenton, “Our
115 (1946), 50 f.; I. Salaverri,
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Word, op. cit., p. 493 ff.

2. Constitution De ecclesia Christi, Preamble. Sce J. A, Fitzy
“The Function of the Papacy,” AER, 121 (1949), 34 ff, )

8. Encyclical Satis cognitum (June 29, 1896); Leonis
(Desclée edition), VI, 183.

4, Dialogus cum Tryphone 63 and 85.

5. Cited in Eusebius HE 4, 21.

6. Adversus haereses i. 10. 2-3.

7. Liber de haeresibus concl.

8. Matt, 16:18; I Tim, 3:15,

9. Matt. 16:19,

10. John 10:16.

11. Rom. 12:4-5; I Cor. 10:17; 12:12 ff.; Eph. 4:16,

12. Epistula ad Philadelphenses 8. 3 (ACW trans),

18. Adversus haereses iv. 38, 7.

14, De unitate ecclesiae (2nd ed.) 4; ACW trans,

15. Homilia in Epistula ad Ephesios 11, 5.

16. Contra epistulam Parmeniani ii, 11, 25,
" 51175 Writing in The Nineteenth Century; cited by Wilmers, De ecclesia,
18, Unity of rule and of communion are not at all identical, Th
;?Izl.l‘rsthﬁ: S“bu;’““m of everyone to one head, the latter the mutual Zoflfe:?:x:
i mutualnz;‘:ll:]esie;: o?:»ﬁ' us:!b‘n;:si:n to a.sin]gle head can occur apart from
AL ek, ever, the alf]:;r::; :tsj is cd ear in the case 9f two countries
for unity of communion cannot exist apartm;':omuiltfes RS S

! e mity of rule. In fact,

ﬁz:f‘:fﬂz ;‘u";“rl;i:ey it may be said 'Lhat they do coincide, for where Lh;(r’ebiz
Y formalle p‘::son iﬂ a{ud_:onty, but in addition a regime or authority
e T g ‘3’ e :l’xi ss“i tmilssmu to one head necessarily involves mutual
threefold division of the’Chu:che;:sy to see why authors sometimes suggest a

of rule, and sometimes a twofold dl“nity‘ unity of faith, of communion, and

e ivision: unity of faith and of communion,
19, See Salaverri, op. cit., p. 931,

yer, §.J,

X1 u"l)CUliOnBs
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Article 111

THE CHURCH'S HOLINESS

e —————

climinary Remarks: .
i P;’ROPOSY[‘IUN: Christ willed that His Church be holy as to its
means (or principles).
Proof: 1. from the purpose for which He founded the
Church; ;
9. from the metaphors which
the Church;
3, from an enumeration of the
tion at its disposal: y
Christ willed that His Church be holy as to its
members (or its effects). )
Assertion 1. A harvest of outstanding holiness can mever
be wanting in the C'hurch. !
Proof: 1. from Christ's purpose in foundin

and the aid He ptomised;
9. from the fact that the Apostle calls the Church

the body of Christ, which Christ nourishes and

s that Christ wanted His Church to

3. from the fact s Gl
be recognizable by its abundant holiness;

hecies.
4, from Old Testament 'prop b
Assertion 2. The harvest of holiness, to tlse exten,t t.ha;;l :m .
: . minimum requi ite to justify ones po! ]
tao the Church’s members as llloly, do.m :;:e

extend beyond the limits intimated in

above PROPOSITION.

Proof: 1. one has 10 right to expect all

be actually holy.
2. Chem::m:(;t :xpect either that of those wv’gm ac:;
' :::tually brought to holiness, very many rea

a heroic degree of sanctity.
£133)

He used in describing

means of sanctifica-

PROPOSITION :

g the Church

members of the
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Corollary. The Church can be called un,
Prorostrion: Christ willed that His Churc

qualifiedly hol
h be holy as tg it

charisms, that is, that the C i
be enriched with certain mirag:lrocl}:s mme Ve age e
which God manifests its holiness, Sht irogh THE CHURCH'S HOLINESS

1. Preliminary Remarks 110

Holiness consists in union with God, the supreme Norm of recti-
. tude, It implies two things: being cleansed of anything that can
: ’ sully, and adhering staunchly to God through love
Sanctity has unlimited degrees, for everyone is capable of yet
greater holiness. For the present discussion it will suffice to dis-
tinguish just two degrees: ordinary, by which one is habitually
free of mortal sin, and heroic, by which one surpasses in a notable
way the common run of people who live virtuous lives.
i & Holiness is taken here in its strict sense, such as applies to
rational creatures alone. Holiness can, however, be ed
analogously of irrational things like churches and altars, inasmuch
as they are set apart for divine worship; or, inasmuch as they have
e some power to make men holy, like the sacraments, or are signs of
v inner holiness, like miracles. | deli gt
e Christ's Church is holy on several counts: cau its.
Founder and Head, who is the only-begotten Son :
of its purpose, which is the glory of G

mankind; about these there

http://www.obrscat‘ollc'as.’co'm 2
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himself for us, to redeem us from every kind of iniquity anq clea
a people for his very own, zealous for good deeds (Tit, 2:1/4#{’:?0
Christ loved the Church, and delivered himself for her, that ()})'
might sanctify her by cleansing her in the bath of water wi, HIB
accompanying word, in order to present to himself the Church, I,p
all her glory, devoid of blemish or wrinkle or anything of the kini]]
but that she may be holy and flawless (Eph, 5:25-27). It makes
little difference whether one understands the Church in all ]u,“,
glory, devoid of blemish or wrinkle as applying to the Church of
this present world, which sparkles with perfect holiness in at Jeqst
some of its members, or as applying to the Church in the glory of
heaven. For the Church Triumphant is made up only of those who
were sanctified while here on earth, Now, if it was Christ’s will
that people be guided to even outstanding holiness by the Church
He certainly must have endowed it with effective means for the
attainment of perfect holiness,

2. By the metaphors which Christ used when He called the pas-
tors of His Church “the salt of the earth” (Matt. 5:18), and com-
pared the Church itself with yeast (Matt. 13:33). Both of these
figu.res indicate the sanctifying influence which the Church, by the
institution of its Founder, is to exercise,

3. By an enumeration

of the means of sanctification e
to the Church. Our Lord A G

entrusted to the apostles and their suc-

, the instruments of abundant i i
a grace, chief of which
are baptism (Eph, 5:26-27) and the Eucharist (John 6:54-59);

(e) sacred authority, the purpose of which is to in

Christian perfection: struct all men in

gikzstablishez;w some men®asiapostles, and some as inspired
e t.:r:ce;?ér ot thm again as evangelists, and others as pastors
il l'fi’h us organizing the saints for the work of the
Gk a,tt‘:i € consists in building up the body of Christ, until
St h::s i:eu:ggi 1:"t ofaith and decp knowledge of the Son
Porkons thes bt Chw‘%ﬁ: manhood, to the mature pro-

s (Eph. 4:11-13).
The perfect o B S
ot ectei’:n. manhood of Christ signifies the fulness of Christian

bers (or its effects). 4 that His Church be haly as to its mem-

(136)
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is. that in every age very many of the Church’s members
e :;f to a state of ordinary holiness, and at least some be
L ,Tr()i’;ﬂ};yzx ples of outstanding or heroic holiness. This harvest of
ihi;}r‘l';i”:;'\yz be quite abundant at one time, less satisfying at
oliness M
s , are two points to be proved: 1. that a harvest of even
{?sgm(g holiness can never be wszing in lhe’, ChE,r?h; and 2.
o (1 harvest of holiness required to justify one’s pointing to the
th?F te: r;f the Church’s members does not, for all practical pur-
];zslens, have to exceed the limits just determined,

Assertion 1. A harvest of even outstanding holiness can never

be wanting in the Church.

Proof: .
1. From Christ’s purpose in founding the. Chl'lrch and the aid
He promised. He founded the Church tlflat it might Alead n:ien et:
even perfect holiness; besides, He promised it e:-Eechve anThp;re-
petual help (Matt. 28:20) for the attainment of tlus.pu:p:)lsle. i
fore the Church can no more fail in producing holiness than

m I;re;‘i}:rrr])gﬂiu;:ct that the Apostle calls the Church r,the bod% o{
Chri;-t which Christ nourishes and cherishes (E?h' 5:bJ3, tﬁg)é ,':jt
if the,Church is always animated and made fnutffu%] lfn £ ngch
of Christ, it must at all times produce a 'harvest 0 10de g
will be proportionate to such a Spirit; this must inclu

fect holiness.
3. From th
ble by its al

e fact that Christ wanted His Church to be recog-

o IR I )

. : T
“You are the light of the world. It is :r.np;zsmble. f.or] :ﬂ c;;y n
escape notice when built on @ rrwuntan;nha%iw.y e~
your light shine before your fellow men, tha hay ) e
éaod example and praise your Father who is i
5:14-16; see 7:16-17).
! . 5
This demands that the Church be resplendent with holiness, eve
outstanding and sul-:'ikiig holine.js. BN T et A,
p the O = bl s - . hall
Ch;lm}l.“‘r:sma k.?ngdom of surpassing holme';ss. iz:;m;;‘; 4 haﬁo:u:ur
in his days, and profound peace (Ps. T1:7).

137)
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them, the holy people, the redeemed of the Loy (Tesd

And the nations shall know that I am the Lorq the . (,59?:12)4
Israel, when my sanctuary shall be built in the midg “onctifier of
ever (Ezech. 87:28). St of them for.

; ,?ssertion 2.. The harvest of holiness, to the extent that ;
Enmmum requisite to justify one’s pointing to the (Ihur(]lil‘t.ll ol

ers as holy, does not extend beyond the limits intirr t‘lh'mcm-
above PROPOSITION. P

Proof:

i ;e (ngu:}ias ;101 ngfht to e)fpect.all the members of the Chur, 1
i andyinlc; y, for Christ Himself forewarned ug that theie]
bty ac; would be very many sinners in His kingdom
e BpeSide es o‘ the cockle, of the net, of the wise and foolis};
i m o _s,.{t is clear from the writings of the apostles tl{qt
i 12.21();1;1m1ve (}hurch not all were holy (I Cor. 5; 11:18 ff
Chmd; w}.m 5 ).uIt is efmugh: then, that there are mz;ny .in thg
Y Cann:ta y attain ’holmess.

L ez}e):;t £Zherw %at of those who are actually
: % & /

tity. Even ordinary holiness is zuite a’;‘gtczkh :::;icniegme K

by relentless strivi ent, w
ving, That i R , won only
50 many men and 8. That is why it is so truly remarkable that

the moral plane. ; s
s a}; :2; ;‘til‘lfglmg a very special assistance from God, But
well as in th vg°“t°fthe°'dinawmmer Im :

. e realm of physical nature, Th ealm of grace as
evident, e conclusion should be

Corollary

THE PROPERTIES OF THE CHURCH

e reason that they do not follow the standard of life set up
Slml:hc Church and neglect the means that it provides for them.
})ty would be ridiculous to stigmatize a society because of those

ho shun the influence of that society’s principles. Even

members W
should they be in the me
sentative members.
propostrioN: Christ willed that His Church be holy as to its char-
isms, that is, that the Church in every age be enriched with
certain miraculous  gifts through which God manifests its
holiness.
Charisms
they are signs that th
because ordinarily they

for perfect holiness.
Proof: That Christ willed His Church to be favored with char-

isms in‘all ages is proved by His unqualified promise:

jority, they would by no means be repre-

have an essential relationship to holiness, both because
e Holy Spirit dwells in the Church, and
are enjoyed by those who are outstanding

“Go into the whole world and preach the gospel to all creation.
... And in the way of proofs of their claims, the following will
accompany those who believe: in my name they will drive out
demons; they will speak in new tongues; they wi{l take up ser-
pents in their hands, and if they drink something de.adlx, it
will not hurt them; they will lay their hands on the sick, and
these will recover” (Mark 16:15-18; see John 14:12; I Cor.
12:4-11).

Thi ise is general, restricted by no time limit, and therefore
it t,olic age. And Christ added

: to the apos!
it cannot be confined to the ap! (which was made

nothi th in which the promise
othing about the measuredi L hfataas) alicul be fulflled.

to the Church, not to in ) e ful
Consequently there can be a profusion of rml‘at‘:ulous gifts ztzlxl :;e
age and a relative scarcity of them in another, in accor.d with the
needs of the Church or with the decrees of divine vaxdence,t:ut
they will never be totally lacking. As a matter of fac;, t:“y
abounded in the Churchs’ infancy, and the _clnef reastlulx %:
was suggested in the treatise on The True Religion (no. 4, 3).

Notes

5] 8l a8 Salaverri, op. cit., P. 895.
% 'q4:—50.; 95:1-12. At the same time, note that the

2. Matt. 13:24-30;
(139)
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wicked people found in the Church are there not

hﬂnmuq bu}s :’n spite of it, and as the result of acso:n;;;:gltyo: the Churclyg
Mmip il ':Mu:” : "ll:;t aﬁ;ﬁl%ﬁd that you sowed in "Du:fzn;;aw g
Furthermore, all the people in the Ch s Vo work of an enemyr 1y g
to holiness: they profess the trueefaithmt}lllel;a‘; 2 Iﬁ“’* one foot on Eth':'gii;;

3 e subj it il

and ﬁ:qu pt;r‘h‘l;,e of the sacraments at least to some)(::ttet:t ]es&"f"ﬂnte Tulers,
Church ord, op. cit., p. xxvii; p. 95 f£; R. H. Benson oe: Su Journet,

il

g
— i
s .

| http://www.obréscatolicas.mc';om
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Article IV

THE CHURCH'S CATHOLICITY

1. The Notion of Catholicity:

1. Etymological meaning.

9. As applied to the Church, the term may describe its:
a. doctrine
b. personnel
¢. duration in time
d. geographical diffusion.

3, In strict, apologetic usage, catholicity may be defined as
the diffusion of the one and undivided Church throughout

the entire world.

4. catholicity by right: the Churchls aptitude for world-wide
diffusion. 7 b

b. catholicity in fact: the actual spread of m
throughout the world. : 2 LB

11. Catholicity is an Essential



3 CHRIST'S CHURCH

Prorosrrion 3: The morally universal diffusion, cha;
u.f the Chur.ch in all ages, sh, OuI()l be( Tacterigtiq
sive expansion, & Progres.
Proof: 1. from the Messianic prophecies; ARIEEERS

2. from Christ's own word:
s.
THE CHURCH'S CATHOLICITY

|. The Notion of Catholicity
1. The term catholic (kata holon = throughout a whole) 115
) means something complete, whole, or entire. Even etymologi-
cally, then, catholicity suggests some sort of universality.

2. As applied to the Church?® the term catholic may take on
various shades of meaning since a number of facets in its
makeup fit the notion of totality or universality. For example, it
may be called catholic in reference to:

a) doctrine
b) personnel
TR ‘ 1 ¢) time

3 d) place .

The Church is catholic in doctrine because it teaches Christ’s re-

ligion in its completeness or entirety; in personnel because i ok

comes people of every sort of temperament and condition

and erects no racial, national or social barriers; with
)|

http://www.ob ascatolicas.com



116

CHRIST'S CHURCH

the fourth, which is the correct usage and the best knowr
present discussion the term will be used exclusively in th;

3. By the term catholicity, then, is meant the diffusi
one and undivided Church throughout the entire world. Notice
the phrase, one and undivided Church. Catholicity necessarily jp,.
plies that the Church in its world-wide diffusion retains the i‘riplc
unity (doctrinal, social, governmental) explained earlier (see nos,
101-109). Finally, it is customary to distinguish betwee
called catholicity by right and catholicity in fact.

a. Catholicity by right (ie., destined or intend
means that the Church has the aptitude, right
throughout the world,

The Church has the aptitude to spread ove
because there is nothing in its structural princi]
to one nation or a few nations rath
has both the right and the duty
because its Founder endowed it w
of spreading to all regions,

These facts are clearly proven by
and initiate all nations in di ipleship

The new-born Church possessed only catholicity by right; but
that is, of course, the root and foundation for catholicity in fact.

i * Catholicity in this sense means the actual
hroughout the world. If that diffusion
people, it is called absolute catholicity; if it
umber of people, it is called moral catholicity.

1. In the
at Senge,2
on of 'he

n what ig

ed to be such)
, and duty to spread

r the whole world
ples which bind it
er than to any other, The Church
to spread throughout the world
ith the power and the obligation

Christ’s words: “Go, therefore,
g

reaches only a great n

Il. Catholicity is an Essential Quality of Christ's Church

Pro; :
:;mou 1 The Church must finally one day reach, literally

1. From the Messianic prophecies: And in thy seed shall all the
(144)

THE PROPERTIES OF THE CHURCH

the earth be blessed (Gen. 22:18); Ask of me and I will
u l' ations for an inheritance and the ends of the earth
i ’hf. :s‘irm (Ps. 2:8); In him shall all the tribes of the earth
s ,71(475‘\;l‘ ‘th/' nations shall proclaim his happiness (Ps. T1:17);
2 blesw{(;[?onv 1}01: have made shall come and worship you, O
élglr(([hfm?l ;_;Inri[r) your name '( Ps(_‘ %5:9)A ssan
s From the words of Christ: “Go, {heryefore, and initiate .
i . in discipleship” (Matt. 28:19); “This gospel of the kmg'am
i be preached throughout the whole world, so that nl’l, nations
o 110 " Lwlli(l evidence. And then will come the end.” (Matt.
i ml‘)‘LThis » he said to them, “is the gist of the Scriptures: the
2\‘;:131')(1;; must’ suffer and on the third day rise from the ;ea(,l‘:
F esl ; nore, in his name the need of a change of hzjart”an fo
F?HT wrj f’sins must be preached to all the nations ('Lu];le;
gwi’g—)f}%){-} “You shall be my witnesses in Jerusalem and m,—f}."
.]/fliiea am’l Samaria and even to the very ends of the ea
(AC';'ShelsAe8 )t'exts should not be interpreted us.meanu']g ;EIC); ;mxlno;‘?i
iversality among some nations; ther‘e is no ajlllxs ey
S ting their meaning in such a fashion. Actually =
. }?g if a Church is destined for all nations, and is suppt!)1 o
Erge(s;otd’zt}ieli) for all time, it should one day actg:;l]iiystr::;; =
nzﬁuns. The only sensible cc;nclluiiox; r:is";etr}sl:?i’tyt-hitn pe
¢ promised an absolute universaity: o=
Sx?xg;:\t:lew;rl nr:\tions. We say, “all nahor;,th .ox;v :Vl:iaot :ot o
the same thing, “all regions,” of the earth;

ised.® Indeed a universal reign

e ”. that is nowhere promise s

oljei'l:ﬁu;lfﬁ;iduals is rather empl.lahcalfl);h ngﬁiig},lg; 3 teh 5 e
i inual persecutions o b

z:lfzscé(l::u:oﬂ::k?;!l];:‘;a nZM the end of the world. That is why

Augustine observed in his own day:

nations

individual men
i ised, but not all the in
Ffo 1‘ 1?11 I;?t;:ns wz; g:}(l):lrz?se how would that other prophecy
ot all natio’ o e

jons for my names
“ hated by all nations
bek fu]ﬁll?d: i,);:o;]ll sx?:tlilo;eth:re would be found both those who
sake,” unless

hate and those who are hated.”

d throughout
will the Church be spread t!
};f;?” we can only reply: sometime rather

(145)

1f it be asked “just w
all the regions of the WO

r
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close to the end of the world: “This gospel o
be preached throughout the entire world, . . . And then 4
the end.”® The calendar date is a secret of God’s provide;

117 Prorosttion 2: The Church is endowed with mor,
Christs Church, after its beginnings, should al
spicuous for its morally universal diffusion,

In other words, the Church should alw.
bership a vast number of men from man

Proof:

1. From the Messianic prophecies. The M
constantly speak of the universali
kingdom among all peoples,®
without any time-limitation,
Church, must always belong t
this quality could not always b
should be obvious from what

belong to it in a more &
should be morally
all ages,

2. From the wor
Christ unconditi
nations. To attain this
The Church, th
destiny at least i

<. . and even to the
fulfilled at

€n, must of necess
n some measu
:;:n::oubts that Christ’s words: “You shall be my witnesses in Jeru-

very ends of the earth,” were to be
least in some sense,

f the kingdom Must
Will come
nce,

al c(tlholicily:
ways be cop.

ays include in ijtg mem-

Yy different nations,

Tessianic prophecies

ty or diffusion of the Messianic
Now a quality which is described,
as an essential characteristic of the
0 it in at least some degree. Since
elong to it in an absolute degree, as
has been already discussed, it must
estricted degree. In other words, the Church
everywhere in any given age and throughout

ds of Christ and the testimony of St. Paul.
onally willed His Church to spread among all

goal He promised it His perpetual assistance.
ty always actually fulfill its
re. The conclusion is clear, Again, no

though very imperfectly, even by
the a}po_stles themselves, As 2 matter of fact the events matched the
prediction: according to St, Payl: i

his day, wag being preached

whole world
Corollary

morally speaking, that i

and bearing

fruit throughout the

to say,

'I::ya;;tlizfgr_the Tequirements of mopa] catholicity in fact—a

we stated there

to fewness of numbers, but

ging to Christ’s Church
Was required: “a gre

to nationalism,
(146)

Pe"Pet;’lally and necessarily—
at num|
nations™ For catholicity. (which fs qrroipre” 2™ T80

directly opposed, not
or any other sort of

THE PROPERTIES OF THE CHURCH

= ictly implies diffusion throughout various regions
rovincialism ) st(rllL{t_],yn':::('lll,vntly diffusion among different peoples.
of the \fvnrl('l, ﬂ"( h\;iouslv cannot be had without a really large
Such dlﬂ“s},m]]}y] -r]('ntg- ln}tﬁ large numbers alone do not satisfy the
mumber of ‘T( ;‘czxti);>licity'. For example, if all the adherents, 1o
requirements Ost their number, were to belong to only one nat\Aon
B h”‘f" lvinck they would still never constitute a church which
- Ont(:-ur]irmga:holié, Four hundred million Chinese converts would
iy H ic Church.
i mﬂlfe , ;i:lrf]';:;l;ugcilssiuc diffusion in which the Chth would
A%iam;oa\lmd tife world in such fashion as to gather l?da nev':
o ly by relinquishing its former adherents, wou |:|ev;:-l
o 0“)’) u?rcments for the essential catholicity of the Chull;cl.
e rulthe Church were to have traveled around thg W .ot:
i i f new people to new people in the fashxon. jus!
i AT nly at the expense of the Italians,
described_wmmnlg 5 :};15“::;:“26 f)’f the English—at no one time
Italians only at the ;
::ofx}llg it ever have been actually Catholic.

iversal diffusion, characteristic of
3: The morally universa . .
Pﬂf;‘;f’:“g}?;ch in all ages, should be a progressive expansion.

i hurch was
Proof: The statement hardly needs me?‘ausl:l;it Cﬁn‘:: o
designed to start from small beginnings an ek ersiiyal
ot : fo heigits WIE EEiES o h was destined to
pars of the worlds it AT th.e e dently on human
E;;dOby e heip, b Saﬁ“e ttﬁx;e’itdselcjl:;usion was to be
it foll uite naturally Ttk thia
reEso‘tr(:ies’b , Cf;)ngx‘::so‘?s addiﬁons. AS E maued; Ofollf.::t’to such a
id:scsi:njc yprophecies and Christ's own words p
i ion. . Enlarge the
progressive expansion. < g e
1. From the M:;se;rr:tcchr Wit’ the skins of thy tameai;e;‘ 5 v
e e iy cords ond tenthen R Sy aved sl aori
not: lengthen 1o ok d y ’
ight hand and to = and g Be
e Gt ol i e e S e
g;e Genﬂiﬂs I‘-llrz;ly One of Israel, shall be calle
emer, the
i. 54:2-5). | Eoieter T
eaﬂ.".;.l ;‘Irs::n Christ's own words: “The ing all seeds; but the

.. This is the tiniest of :

mglOf . 1:":1;:: SZedl;zr'ger than any garden herb and, in fact,
-grow:

s (147)

til
1
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becomes a tree, so that the birds of the air come ang settle in i
branches” (Matt, 13:31-32).

Please note, however, that the continuity of this Progressive
expansion should not be pressed too hard. The texts cited do not
rule out the possibility of the Church’s being notably decreaseq in
this or that century due to schism or heresy (whose oceurrence
was foretold™ in the Sacred Scripture), without its being able to
recoup immediately. Still, theologians usually reject the hypothesis
that the Church might ever be so besieged with heresy that i
would—even for a brief period—be restricted to just one region, 12
Neither should one interpret the scriptural prophecies about the
gréat defection at the end of the world in such a sense,!?

Notes

1. The term catholic as applied to the Church appears for the first time
in the writings of St. Ignatius Martyr Epistula ad Smyrnaeos 8, 2. Next, it is
found in the Muratorian Fragment (ML, 3, 191) and in Tertullian, St,
Cyprian, St. Cyril of Jerusalem, and in other fathers mentioned in The True
Religion, p. 197,

2. For a theological analysis of the concept of catholicity, stressing espe-
cially the Church’s catholicity of doctrine, see H. de Lubac, Catholicism
(London, 1950).

8. Against the assertion of Harnack that Christ never gave a command
to preach the gospel throughout the world, see, e.g., Der Katholik, T ( 1903),
240; Meindertz, Jesus und die Heidenmission (1908).

14{) See Poulpiquet, “Essai sur la notion de catholicité,” RSPT (1909),
P. A

5. Maldonatus, commenting on the words of Christ (John 10:18), “and
there will be one flock, one shepherd,” has this to say: o

The error that perhaps some time before the end of the world all men,

both Gentiles and Jews, will becm:‘ne Christians and thus there will be

interpretation of this passage, For its meaning is not that all men will
:?ter the Church; but rather, there will be no discrimination between those
o h{ewxgh origin who shall become believers, and those of Gentile origin

;n : l::15:‘]3!].]1)elc:ome believers; for tb:m \:vall which formerly divided these two
8. Ps. 2114

i

ave been broken do

lsai'. 54:17; Zach, 12:3; Matt, 24.9. H
i 9; II Thess, 2:3,

HE PROPERTIES OF THE CHURCH
THE

is, ad 13) and Bellarmine (De ecclesia,

i A De locis, 1V, 6. ad P .

i B I(l-’"(:“ir{)ivm that even in this hypothesis the Church could ﬂt:l
A g t'“‘l 1:mulv insofar as it could be clearly proved to be tle
bc‘cn”ml et ‘: Chn’r’('h which was once diffused throughout the whole

qarte Churchlns l:(];i‘nt at issue is whether the Church, if confined in that
t the il
world. Bu

ic 1 3 indi by the Scriptures.
i . catholic in the sense mdmnte(lr 1 ‘ :
fashion, wouldls‘;i“ IbIL fcln‘:l:: 2:3; see St. Augustine [?] De unitate ecclesiae
13, Luke 18:5, es

15. 38.
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Article V

THE CHURCH'S APOSTOLICITY

I. The Notion of Apostolicity:

1. according to Protestants,
2. according to Schismatics and Anglicans.
8. according to Roman Catholics,

II. Christ's Church is Apostolic in Doctrine, Government, and

Membership:

1. Apostolicity of doctrine:
Christ willed His Church to preserve unadulterated the
doctrine taught it by His apostles.

2. Apostolicity of government:
By Christ's mandate the Church will always be ruled by
pastors who are legitimate successors of the apostles.
Scholion 1. How can one prove that this or that bishop is

a legitimate successor of the apostles?

Scholion 2. The early Protestant theory of having an “ex-

traordinary mission” supply for the lack of
apostolic credentials,
3. Apostolicity of bership:
gﬁ;;t:h Church in any given age is and remains numer-
€ same society as that origi
iy ty riginally planted by the

Article V

THE CHURCH'S APOSTOLICITY

|. Notion of Apostolicity

The term apostolic normally means something originating with 119

the apostles. Everyone grants that the Church is in some sense
ostolic. > N

e 1. Protestants usually mean by apostolicity, ugosr‘(:‘li;cnty of

doctl:ine. That is all that is required, they say, and it s ceis. :
2. But Greek schismatics and Angllcuns—o‘f .lecsf a ;xr.g

numk;er of them—require in addition to apostolicity oflgocer‘;::

some sort of apostolicity of gov{;ernment._ They do not, however,

it ession.

specify legitimacy of the mode of successio ; ;

4 3.y Acgccrding to Catholic teaching, Christ s.C.hurchoz::;;:ittl;IL);

and necessarily enjoys a triple sort qf apostolicity: ap!

doctrine, government, and membership.

Il. Christ's Church is Apostolic in Doctrine, Government,

and Membership e

1. Apostolicity of doctrine means the Cl.lu:ce}:e:}:w;yﬁamtamsthe
and teaches the very same doctrine Whlch'lt ;int, poa s
apostles. Doctrine, as the term is used at this p!

the sacraments. :
That Christ unequivocally

e doctrine taught by St Chr
;i?:}n:its;!; the apostles and no one but the apostles that Christ

ostles He
commissioned to teach all nations. It was gtloltt}cllt:s:ﬂ;e;yn ;p e
promised the Holy Spirit s0 that they mi; erstand

f salvation.* o S
Es 2h—u;hpso:tolici!y of government—0r mlhfsl?;,n:!ro:: ; :;:yjuri
oGl ey 7 e i b
erson with the apostles. In 0 ;
e it
It has already been pro
(151)

dled His Church always to pre-
i His apostles scarcely nee
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organization, a visible Church. Granted that fact, it should 1},
ob:dous that an essential part of that Church’s structure jg up()g:
tolicity of government. For on no one but the apostolic college
under the headship of Peter, did Christ confer the pPower of m;chf
ing, sanctifying, and ruling the faithful until the end of the worlq »
This triple power, therefore, necessarily belongs, and ¢
belong, to those who form one moral person with the :
their legitimate successors.

an on]y
1postles:

Scholion 1. How can one prove that this or that bishop is a legit-
imate successor of the apostles?

It has already been established (see no. 34) th
ceeded to the position in the Church originally fill
tles. But as was pointed out, this succession does not mean that a
particular bishop succeeded to the job of a particular apostle—say
that the bishop of Bridgeport has taken over the job of St. Bar-
tholomew. Rather, it means that the college of bishops, viewed
collectively, succeeded the apostolic college, viewed collectively.
It may be asked then: “How can you be sure that this or that
bishop should be counted as a legitimate successor of the apostles?”
Obviously a man does not become a genuine successor to the
apostles merely by arrogating to himself the title of “bishop,” or
by carrying on in"some fashion a function once performed by the
apostles. Neither is it enough for a man merely to possess some
one, individual power, say for example, the power of orders.—The

Power of orders can be acquired even illicitly, and once acquired
can never be lost,

at bishops suc-
ed by the apos-

POWers, not extraordinary) of ap apostle. He must, then, in addi-
;J:rxils;g 'tihe power ofﬂ:;rders, possess also the power of jurisdiction.
] cuon means the power to teach angd —Thi L
is conferred only by 5 s

legitimate authorization, a though
once received, can be Jog S :

tfagain by being revoked—Now two
od s for proving th i i i
a legitimate successor of it bshop s

the apostles,
a. The first method is to demonstrate 1

that the man in question y historical documents

d his position illicitly, or even though
(152)
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acquired it legitimately, ever lost it. For a purely
he may hmfc.‘::(i‘;lr‘l”;,,;:\;:‘tq nr%(hing at all. To move into the White
physical suLlUrv;iC'l] force would not make a man president of the
JaoEs h}’ ])‘1?‘ It‘ is easy to see how lengthy and extremely com-
United smtt.;' a n.wt/hn(l of procedure would be. Christianity is
p]icalthZ (s)z;(c) lyéarq old. Indeed, in many cases it would be quite
y 2 s

i along these lines because of a lack of

impossible to proceed

.ntary evidence. § " =
doczm,‘ll;? :;mml method is quite brief. First one locates the legit

ccessor of the man whom Christ Himself established as

ad ‘d leader of the entire apostolic college. Or}ce that has
e he; - anwe can find out whether the particular bishop und.er
been' iy united to Peter’s successor and is acknowledged by him
e ls‘ne successor in the apostolic office. It is easy ex?ough to
?:swre;stgieg:ltl; these two points; it is also a perfectly satisfactory
method of procedure.

It is certainly not a back
successor of Peter. First, it is a

imati

j itimate
breaking job to find the Ieglhm'a’
fact beyond question that Christ’s

; dly, no

never fail to have a succefsor to Peter; secon i

OC::I :\lllercigriously claims to hold Peter’s office excie}]:llto vtl;gd::gxby

i . 61). To find out which men are ac g
g(\mhfg)sm(::e pl:)(r)ltiﬁ as the legitimate successors o.f thte ap!

aseeasy as looking up a number in a telepho?;adc.:;icy oxghrist -

This method of procedure is perfectly sat sﬂes. g v

ferred the government of His Chu:cl? on tfhe iil];oe i

or insofar as the apostles formed a kind 3 ct;h ;uged e

head. In other words, none of the apostles

ber of
. i Church except as a mem
power of governing the “mversIa? that held true for the apostles

the Petrine, apostalic collche, "0 viously for the apostles’

themselves, it holds true all thiel ong to the college of the sue-

successors. How could a man}le were united to the head of the

cessors of the apostles u;l I:;S}“m as belonging to it? A man could

ledge: € i
A ac}l:f:: megmber if the prestde:nt 1'efuse;ii ot:: f::P,s -
i at;:a who boasts of apostolic succes e W
An}' o ;ﬂ, an pontiff, may indeed af:tual]y pos prshpe 47
bl e even by purely physical surxl:less o
i ?rders; st v pied by an apostle—at least he eoﬂa e
;ha“hfovrng :::‘i‘)e a genuine successor of the apos
p::to:al office. He would be a usurper.
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121 Scholion 2. Theory of an extraordinary mission.

122

to the Church’s legitimate pastors,

Since the original Protestants obviously lacked apostolict
government, they took refuge in an appeal to the theory l(,z, o
“extraordinary mission.” To put it briefly, they maintained t]an
God could at some time raise up a group of men by <
ordinary vocation and confer on them apostolic functions jf Curre;
apostolic pastors should become viciously corrupt, Thig \vqslé}?t
case, they asserted, with Luther and the other reformers kgt

It is clear, however, if any such extraordina :
ever to be granted by God, it would have to be proven by miracleg
or other clearly divine trademarks. The plain truth is, howevcr( the:t,
Christs own promises completely rule out the Possibility o}: ar;
such extraordinary mission. Understand now, we are talking al)ou)t,
a mission by which a man absolutely apart from and utterly inde-
pendent of apostolic succession would receive from God the power
to ru].e (or reform) ® the Church, Christ conferred sacred powers
on His apostles and their successors until the end of the world,
Fu{-ther, He promised them His perpetual and unfailin :
:’ssmta;}oe.‘ Consequen'ﬂy Christ would be contradicting Himsel%
ofe:;e&ea::;; nt;, ‘depnve the legitimate successors of the apostles

nfCramted that fact, it would be a further contradiction for God to
;l;t ie;- |t1hn§ sam(:z ﬂfower ora similar power on other men who were
S on with the ordma_ry successors. In that hypothesis there

e two separate and independent sources of authority, both

demanding, by divine right i ’
The only thing that coulg , obedience from the same subjects.

an extra.

Iy mission were

another point of view. God ha
in the sense claimed above, o
32 Apostolicity of mem
given age is and remains
phl;teﬂ by the apostles,
t was stated above that the Church’s government is neces-

d of extraordinary legates,
to pre'serve His Church from corruption.
bership means that the Church in any
pumerically the same society as that

s Many saints 5
of Catholics (a B:l!;:d,m:m?s t:fn::;siﬁmeén Teinvigorate the moral life
i, 5 it S
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tolic: in brief, the college of bishops who rule it always
in) upmt’ﬁl‘ti lllxl(‘ same juridical person with the apostolic colleée
e Oﬂen‘() 2). Here it is asserted that the entire membership of
(seecnl:mlrch‘ ’is‘ likewise apostolic. Apostolicity of membership fol-
4 q‘ an in‘cscapublo consequence of apostolicity of government.
o lLl)r)(ly despite the fact that it constantly undergoes change
g z]nojsnovati(;n in its personnel, remains numerically the same
oy ral body so long as it retains the same social structure and the
:Z)ne authority. This should be clear from the fact that cf)rpora-
tions like General Motors, or RCA Victor, or nations like the
United States, France, or Switzerland, remain the same corp.orate
or political entities, and are represented before national or mtex:-
national tribunals as the same mloral body even though there is

tion in their personnel.
VﬂStPlfl:iU E:mte the word, numerically the same society. A mere
specific likeness would never satisfy the requuerflent of apostohc;;ly.
Just for the sake of argument—even th01.1gh it can not actu 1y
happen—let us conjure up some church which wotxld beaux-'l : :;efk Z
specific likeness to Christ's Church; a c].Jurch whfch WOl >
it in all respects except numerical idenhty: Imagine, ;mwi i
Church planted by the apostles has perished utt’;;er yaunt; inem_
whether you make it the year 600, 1500, or 3000— atf ﬂ:uls i
bers have deserted. Imagine, furthermore, thfxt out of pot
crumpled society a fresh and vigorous society springs up @ .
i i fectly to meet the blueprin

then, after a time, is remodeled pe y

: i tolic structure.
of the ancient but now perished apos C b that was genuinsly

Such a process would never yield a ch 5 n
apostolic, tll)xat is, numerically one ,and the 1sa:;le s'(l,‘chl::)e, :vv::dd
actually existed under the apostles pers?naf e.a e
be a brand new society, studious_ly copied dm::n bty
since extinct. The new church rmgl.lt be ﬁ:it ]e Pt
might be a caricature. One thing it definitely

apostolic.

Notes

. 16:13. :
;. {:la‘::. 28:18-20; 16:18-19; John 21:15-17.

8. Matt. 28:17-20.
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CHAPTER IV

The Marks of the Church

1. What Marks Belong to the Church Founded by Christ?
11, Which Christian Society Verifies Those Marks?

i Article |

THE MARKS OF THE CHURCH FOUNDED BY CHRIST

| 1. The Purpose of this Article -
{ L
|

11 Notion of a Mark: T
ok 1. Definition. ' A ;'_
e -n-vl-ﬁ. e 2. Requisites for a quality to serve as a ﬁaﬁv : s
- B 111 The Marks of the Church Laid

3 ’bmv
L. Photian Churches.
RO Jy Pmtestant Mw o




THE MARKS OF THE CHURCH

societies is actually (,hr:t'«; lnwn. l;or t;hi; 11'65:11502 the t;'eat-
» marks of the Church is often labeled the Catholic
“ AR LR g n(z,ftr;:?i?mr,l for it demonstrates the claims of the Catholic
i?::ch against heretics and schismatics, Three things are presup-
osed at this point: (1) that Christ was truly a messenger from
r(];o(l- 2 (2) that Christ founded a society really deserving the name,
Chu;ch; that is, a visible society, in fact a society‘wbich |s fumer-
jcally one; (3) that this Church founded by Christ, since it is
indestructible, still exists in the present-day world.

Han”

The Marks of the Church

123 Christ founded only one Church, He founded one
that He might unite in one body all the Scattered child,
(John 11:52). Unfortunately, there have come into e,

Church S0
ren of God
2 s, Xistence man i k s
religio i i 5 5 STeh « 4 . tion of a Mar
groi l;?s;z;z:iiss \:tl;:)cs]l:igcai:qm: = nﬂi)m’ of Christ and every single ; NC’D finition. Everyone is familiar with the general notion of a

s 1ts members to be the best Christians ]k f:ml]nlsuch' terms as laundry-marks, postmarks, trademarks,
mar R - :

of all and its church to be the Catholic Church.” i
.1 It is absol ;, . i e .
necessary, then, for priests and all who have a duty to rcsc’l:;’ :‘;le)s’ ete. A mark is a quality which distinguishes a thing from all other

!gl:ne‘;r:;’ ghf;‘f 2fﬂz;’}rl:’i‘;tghc::01‘$ecr1§:00f .thc ways in which the thinr\gisi;rkS may be either negative or positive. A negative mark
from all heretical or schismatic soCieﬁes.ngEd and distinguished shows that nothing prevents a particular object, bearing 't;e trlnfau'kt
can%:tcil:ilsyt’i S;‘:ﬂlell; fiit;;i?zi:}:]alﬂe f(r:(;m. al‘l cour.lterfeits and f;m;o?i(t:ii\‘llf ;:l:h?;i.c{i zss;zelorzt;igiioﬁnzufv}fiiis ;:;vle:!‘lm:ﬁ;
Christ wanted all mankind to enter,Hi(; C;:li:ﬁfl a‘:gl t(})m:)}]))tt; ii: takably that the thing possessing it is the genuine article sought

salvation through His Church, He certainly must haye Gl for, Here only positive marks of the Church will be discussed.

easily recognizable. As a matter i isites f ality to serve as a mark. The very pur-
: 3 of fact, He Himself it 2. Requisites for a quality Lo vl
-3 %]c:ﬁtzt‘s cated Ocl;ha mountain top (Matt. 5:14). i Egtaioh marké=io idennfy~sho“]/<s Xh;t:]l:a;:;ftn:: cljeazjs:en‘}ial to
o s own Church can be distinguish for a quality to serve as a mark. @ g q
imitations by its essential guished from all man-made the thing itself, an

o ; : ier to recognize than

5 qualities, or properties. When th ¥ the thing sought for, easier
erties are used iteri ol : 58 pIop i isi buious. ;
Al COunterfe;s a:h:;’lt::: cf:ﬁegls g;clslShmg R " 0: g}gs::nZZlU::btll‘:eo:hu‘? ng. If a mark TallgebergE € a;hlﬂ R
_ p marks, d = jonal. Again,

First we shall investi it wi be missing from it. Men are always ration:

gate abstractly what marks belong to th it will never be missing 2 uine article—at least

Church founded by Christ; secondly, we shall scrutinize tohl; gv o'ou: it will never be found in anything but the gen

Christian societies to see wh i
which one of them ve 1B not in the same way. % should be
es these marks. s : ther words the mark shoi
b. Easier to recognize. Tn o a:;ced article itself is discovered.

i i the m
R ;nhzr?stgv;;lm‘ﬁaiﬁﬂ?goﬁr eiample, which coil‘ﬂd :;ot ItJe 1:1(;:!;
e i o til one had first found out whe
THE MARKS OF THE CHURCH FouNDED BY CHRIST j :ﬁa?:,tcil:tythvlvsa: rtht:igte:mﬁ:y C‘llll‘lxrch of Christ, can not be described
l. The Purpose of this Article as a mark of the Church. od that a mark should be easier to

124 The purpose of this Article is no

i ¢. Visible or obvious. Grant byl
Chns- et i i ht for, it follows that a mar]
in the world, includin, t to inquire, “Of all the 1 recognize than the aticle sought for, it follows Poel & TRt
true relig; oo g the non-Christ; hich is th o isible or fairly obvious. . ; I
religionp” Rather, it is to Point out which o?:hi x::an(;,h,.lcshﬁ: ::ﬁsctl’;niesﬂ::goxz:i et o wails o) g i A

(158) (159)
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be conspicuous to exactly the same degree, It is eng
= 4 S €nou

g 9
ample, if one or two of them are easily recognizable I,Lh‘ for ex.

I ) £ y B
while the rest may be clear only to those who are nm: d]” b
- ‘e learne(

in the matter.

lll. The Marks of the Church Laid Down By Non Catholi
i Olics

1. The Schismatic, Oriental Church whic ay
Photian Churches since they take thei?s(JE'ig:]ridflnI:x;l)P]ll?lpll?ded
éllxlthoni ofr l:he schism in 857) hold for only one mark) l:; ::10
o h:;c; ‘,-'s onzugh}:)l)theé1 dco;l'stantl)i insist that the true Church :)E.;
hrist is one, /, catholic, and apostolic, they nonethe
j(;la?t: :‘n:;s’:a ;ha.t the one rea’Hy distinctive mark ﬁf Chri;:g‘ﬁ];r:])—
g ag':ng. Lfreservatw'n of the doctrine of the first seven
i il ide:tci:-y .o'fczosut,ucagmther way, the really distinctive
g e ay’s Church with the Church of the first
doc'g:nzy}:i?;ﬁallbother considerations, it should be obvious that
iy pmvest); tiit\;een a present-day Church and the first seven
il doct ing more than that the present-day Church—
e ; rine at' lt?ast—is the same as the eighth or ninth
b .e : ‘1]111’;111)056 it is, One must still find out whether the
A ,5 Cf-mtury was truly the Church of Christ or
e S“ﬁge tservat:lou of the doctrine of the first seven coun-
i 0 prove that point. Furthermore, static preserva-
, in the sense th: -

e e e that the Greeks understand the
o no .only any reversal of doctrine, but even

on of it—simply cannot be characteristic of that

Church whi )

gresses in itzh,un‘:i!:ie: the aid of the Holy Spirit, constantly pro-

ings. But this mattesra;glln% a:;?s €xposition of the apostles” teach-

on gauE}; (Isee volime IIT ofethis ::jxsees(; ex professo in the treatise

- Early Protestants assi i

Church, the goed as distinguishin,

the mamnf:szel preached.in its purity and theg 'm;:rks e
- According to Calvin’s dictum: glliuti e of

Wherever w,
v eing administered, th, ments ist Himself insti-
which there can be no ;mlil:u:;P ave a church of God about

(160)
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Unfortunately the criteria just mentioned are clearly unsuitable
to fulfill the functions of marks. This is true whether the criteria be
understood in the sense the words themselves indicate, or whether
they be understood according to the mentality of the original
protestants. The original ® Protestants by the phrase “the gospel
preﬂched in its purity,” really meant the doctrine of “justification
by faith alone” as proven exclusively from Scripture. By the phrase,
“he rightful use of the sacraments,” they meant the use of the
chalice by the laity.

The reason the above described criteria fail to meet the require-
ments of genuine marks is this: if the words are taken according
to their obvious meaning, these factors are no easier to recognize
than the very thing sought for. It is impossible to know what the
“pure gospel” is (that is, the full gospel) and what the “rightful
use of the sacraments” is (that is, of all the sacraments) unless you
already know which is the true Church of Christ. If you take the
above described criteria in the special sense understood by the
ancient Protestants, they are not qualities proper to the thing we
are searching for; they are completely arbitrary criteria. It was
only to meet the exigencies of their own position that early Protes-
tants advanced the idea that Christ's Church is distinguishable by
the doctrine of “justification by faith alone,” and that His Church
was inescapably bound to the practice of receiving Communion

under both species.

IV. The Marks of the Church Laid Down by Catholics
own four marks of the true

Catholics unanimously f lay d
-Constantinopolitan

Church. They take those marks from the Niceno
° 1t is extremely important to distinguish between “original” or “ancient”
Protestants and tvz'enﬁeth-cenmry Protestants. Relatively few of the latter
would care to subscribe to the major tenets of the early ref‘un:mem In fact,
as will be mentioned below, many of them are unaware of original Protestant
doctrines. ) .
E th some of the older theologians frequently list more than
l’t'mrf m‘:'ﬁs, tgl;yghdo not really differ from recent theologians on this pm::;
they differ merely in the way they distinguish and present the same marks.
All the rest of the characteristics they mention—when viewed from the aspect
of acting as criteria, or marks—are ultimately reducible in one way or another
to the four listed above. The marks of the Church ought to be drawn ﬁgm
the Church’s essential properties; that is why qualities like visibility, inde-
structibility, and infallibility cannot serve to function as marks, There remain

then only the four listed above.
(161)
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Creed which states: “I believe in the one, holy, catholic,

and appg.

tolic Church.” Pos.
These four qualities, unity, holiness, catholicity, anq apo

tolicity, must be examined to see if they meet all the S

: Tequire-
ments of genuine marks. That those four qualities are necessary

and inseparable “properties” of the true Church of Christ h,
already been established in the preceding chapter. All that re 1
to do, then, is to see if they meet the remaining
genuine marks: a. Are they visible? . Are they e:
than the thing sought?

1. Unity. It should be clear that unity of creed, membership
and government is something visible, and consequently easier to
recognize than the true Church itself. Furthermore, if one examines
this unity, not in abstract fashion, but concretely—that is, ag a
unity which is perpetually present in a society spread practically
over the entire world; as a unity which arises spontaneously and
connaturally, and not as the artificial product of terroristic activities
or military might—one finds something miraculous, something
which can only be adequately explained on the basis of God’s
help.® If this be true, something further follows: such unity could
not be found outside of the true Church of God. Christ Himself
pointed out that His own divine mission, as continued by His

Chut;ch, can and should be recognized by that Church’s miraculous
unity:

13
maing
requisites for
asier to recognize

“However, T do not pray for them alone [the apostles]; I also

pray for those who through their preaching will believe in me.
All are to be one; just as you, Father, are in me and I am in
gou, so they, too, are to be one in us. The world must come to
elieve that 1 am your ambassador.”~John 17:20-21.

ot :f Holi_ne'ss. Not everything that has been said about holiness,
ar as it is a property of the Church, can be applied in exactly

2 trine,
most of the devotions] sstiotti o sacraments, laws, and

CIS oy t Church. Such a sect—not
tfully, of course, but physically nonetheless—might continue to

(162)
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< some of the means to holiness, Contrariwise, any church
SESS

%w]dim' even one doctrine or one institution which is clearly con-
0 ¥ i i

; lict’:)ry to holiness stands convicted as a counterfeit. A church,
rad i

; $asample, which would espouse euthanasia would betray an
or exd

o ral sense.

crm}r]‘;?il;l:c;:{j)f members which does not reach heroic proportions
can also be found in some fashion in a false church. That happens,
however, purely accidentally; God, who wills all men to be saved,
does not deprive men, who are innocently enmeshed in error, of
His normal graces. Furthermore, most of the sacraments can be
validly administered even outside the true Chur'ch If the rfzcipients
be in good faith, these sacraments can be fruitfully received and
produce some harvest of holiness even outside the house of God.
Doubtless even this ordinary type of holiness occurs far more fre-
quently within the true Church than outside of if, but since t.hat
greater frequency is not discernible except by difficult investiga-
tion,® and is not something obvious, its incidence li'es open to much
quibbling. If, then, holiness is to serve as a d.ist.mgufshmg mark
of the true Church, we must limit our investigation, if not exclu-
sively at least principally, to heroic holiness of the members and to
the holiness of charisms.® .

eExh’aordinfxry or heroic holiness, by the very fact that it is far
beyond the mormal measure, is readily perceived. Furthermore,
heroic holiness can be acknowledged to be a mark of the' :-ﬂue
Church even before one actually locates the true Chuf'ch. tfm tr“yé
such extraordinary holiness will never be fm.md outsuied e 5
Church; such holiness requires an extraordinary :ll])unghance L
graces that is not granted to those in error. Eve';l Z‘;uriscmh an“dt
does not deprive anyone of necessary graces, He ﬂ(:es i 7 e
cherish His own flesh, His Church, with an altz?ge er sp! s sy
Otherwise God Himself would lead m.ankn}lld u:tsoo;r::ctity. e
to raise up, outside the road to sa.lval:on,fmil‘: " ehanirnds ki
same thing holds true with even greater If or to the holiness of
attest either to the holiness of the Church itse!

its finest members.

: ‘Chﬂ"islrf.v (graﬁas Ly d?"’n 2 or interpreting strange tﬂnég‘;”' ::: l?;:
v1‘“Cm‘. 12:4, 7E’If, Rom. lﬂ:é). They are usually bestowed not for
i z &
3fhtllll:: l;g:-v:dxlc;:ipnwﬁ tfisn:naner see Carrigou-Lagrange, The Three Ages
of the Interior Life, 11, 575 ff.
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Christ Himself, at least in some fashion, referreq to the
of holiness when He said: “Just so let your light shine I;,»/,,,:U
fellow men, that they may see your good example and praise
Father who is in heaven” (Matt. 5:16).

3. Catholicity. Catholicity by right is not a mark of the Chure,
but rather a necessary preliminary to the mark itself, The mark of
catholicity, then, means exclusively that catholicity in fact which
should always be found in the true Church: its morally universg)
diffusion. That this sort of catholicity when viewed concretely—
is, as comprising genuine unity and the unbroken preservaiion of
that unity throughout many centuries without recourse to force or
military might—amounts to a moral miracle, no one of good sense
will doubt. Such God-given unity, therefore, cannot be a property
of a false religion, That the other requirements of a mark are
verifiable in the criterion of catholicity in fact should be obvious,

OBservE. Some theologians incorrectly, at least in our opinion,
claim that the true Church of Christ, because of this mark of
catholicity, should always possess a larger number of members than
any sect. But catholicity does not consist merely in numbers, It also
requires diffusion throughout the world. That is why no sect, how-
ever numerous its adherents, can ever be morally universal; in other
worfls, there could never exist in addition to the true Church of
Ch.rlst some other religious society which, while retaining genuine
unity, would be spread among a great number of diverse peoples
for a long time,

4. Apostolicity. Apostolicity of doctrine should not be listed as
m(l:lr:rl;to; tﬁthhurch .becaus? it is not something obvious. Further-

3 ot something easier to recognize than the true Church

mark
Yyour
Your

that
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.« he proven that a Christian denomination has departed from
sk p soint of doctrine taught by the apostles, by that very
chll' O'n‘(lcrl)nvictcd of being a counterfeit.

o 1}t ]Snﬁrk of apostolicity, then, is found in apostolicity of both

;E;;E,-.s}z},) and government. These two factors are, of course,
171(«17 inadequately® distinguished from one another. Even though
:}?Isy (]l("‘ll')](,‘ sort of apostolicity is not obvious to all men, but only
to those who are fairly well versed in history, it clearly fulfills all
the requirements for a genuine mark.. Il ‘

OsservEe. If one considers kl[)ﬂStUllCle in purely abstract fagbmn,
it is simply an historical fact; if one views it concretely, that is, as
including the unconquerable stability of 'that same Church. which
has existed as a world-wide organization thr(?ug}mut nineteen
hundred years, it is at the same time a m(.)rfll miracle as :;ve have
demonstrated in the treatise, The True Religion (see no. 124).

Corollaries

1. After the foregoing considerations, it should be easy tf:
answer the following question: “To identify the true Church, is kxs
enough to verify only one mark, or must one verify all.(fiour ﬁfn;a:h e
simultaneously?” Any one of the four marlfs sufﬁc?s to i e;xﬂe -
true Church provided the mark be applied in ml'cf)mp e
concrete meaning. But the marks of unity and catho xc:;y fax:m e
extricably interwoven, that they can not I'Je §eparate l;l ol =
another, That is why the Vatican Council, mdenume:a eik -
marvelous signs which distinguish ‘t‘he Ch'urch,T ?:s not sp
unity and catholicity, but speaks of' catholm.um 2 N G

9. It was stated at the beginmng. of th:s .arhc.eh oo
purpose of the study of the marks is to t}lshfhgulzame e
Church of Christ from all other sotfxetles‘usm% the i
But even in our purely abstract dlscus?onlo zmething e
seen that each of these marks actually involves s

lous—something beyond the power of. creatures :; f;:d;x{c;.y Usn;ii
such external manifestations :
$lex:eb‘:::;1:: r]x;;e ilxl:to Christ's Church, there uwi\‘/ioulxi i’;re:tl:\};ebt; 0:9

hy founders of merely human sects could no X .
'e“{:: i i’heir own societies.” A merely human mar (C:;’:,m Gkt
g‘:’ cnull::erfeited. Precisely because those marks of the

°Thatls,themlersoftheChurchnrealsnp
(165)

art of its membership.
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miraculous qualities, or moral miracles, they are not only syt
for identifying the church which possesses them as the genuine
Church founded by Christ, but, even apart from the necessary
presuppositions discussed above (see no. 124), they directly proye
that a church possessing those marks—and the religion preached by

able

that church—is a work of God. That is why a little deeper con.
sideration of those same marks is sufficient to demonstrate the
divine origin of the Catholic religion over all the religions in the
world including the non-Christian religions.*®

Notes

1. Lactantius, Divinae institutiones 4. 30.

2. See The True Religion, p. 127 ff. for an ex professo demonstration of
Christ's Divine Mission.

3. See J. B. Baur, A contra orientalem Eccl, , part I (1897),
~The seventh ecumenical council is the Second Council of Nicaea held in the
year 787. Even though the Fourth Council of Constantinople (870) was held
in the East and took place long before the completion of the Photian schism
(1054), it is not accepted by the Greeks because it contains a condemnation
of Photius and professes in unmistakable terms the primacy of the Roman
pontiff. See Hefele, Conciliengeschichte (4th ed.), IV, no. 493,

4. Institutes of the Christian Religion, 1V, 1, 9; see Confessio Belgica, ar-
ticle 29, which, nevertheless, goes on to add a third distinctive mark: the
observance of right discipline. The marks of the Church as laid down by the
Pr are also admitted by the Angli ding to Murray (see
Billot, De ecclesia [5th ed., 1927], 1, 126, note 1).—Notice in the quotation
from Calvin the word “a church of God.” In the Protestant system, the marks
serve the purpose of distinguishing a visible church which is, indeed, purely
human in origin but which is in conformity with the principles of the gospel
and, as a consequence, also forms some part of the invisible Church which is
hidden within it. See above, p. 5-6.

g. i? Th:;1 True Religion, p, 211 f,

0. About the only procedure one could follow would be to compile some
;:x}.of statistics of morality and that would be highly unreliable, For, (a)
mlr'irnAlponihle to select all points of comparison in such a way that all cir-
mm‘ﬂ;be; Vév(’id be t’;l:;al ::al both sides with the sole exception of religion.
WLVIMI vny 4 t;':lmnumbaer olf“elyvimfm and absolutely accurate statistics,

g e Ous acts would be capable of being

stipally enalyzed, Pmﬂcalls; all t:;: could be examined would be works

et D O 1 " public; but the motivating reasons behind
hw"w : hlbhmbmllty depends to a large extent, completely escape the
E=lay mm‘ Finally, (c) as for sins, again statistics can reach only the
smallest portion of them, and one can not j

Ly i . i ustly divide the shadows from the
e _% by such a method. A ‘Woman who becomes pregnant by a sinful act
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w statistics out of gear completely, if in addition to the sin already

'thm‘lr" would not be afraid to add another sin by having an abortion.
gommitteC 830 T w0 danger of detection by the birth of (Msgiiitate s
i ‘lellm §4in of a man who gets angry and uses insulting language to
pres /\Hf““;m b/cb easily detectable and he would receive a black mark against
ot tv‘l;%lxt another chap who is busily engaged in lecturing and writing
b nﬂ"l‘»\ turning the foundations of religion, morality, and public peace—so
L 0‘;“’ does so with an air of objective gravity—would not find a place in
i i ml [’\";16; of sinners. A philosopher who advocates perversity with an
e slﬂllsm“et rrr‘as()nle)lcncss is often classified as a sort of humanitarian saint
o m’:zn as a sinner. Finally, all that statistics can measure in morality is
3:’::hysi(cally perceptible side of moral actions, and the attempt to adjudicate
morality on that basis is valueless.

7. See The True Reli;;iml, E(.)[le Eh p

itution De fide catholica, chap. 3.

g %).ZS::S‘: is a bitﬁdiﬁerent with the maxk' of apostohciFy: For tl'-u;1 n?ark of
apostolicity, even if we prescind from the rfuraculnus stability whxg )u fx::;]w
factually implied by it (i.e., after the passu:)g of :ui:];:é lcl;n;nhm;sl;moﬁz
of the Church it belongs to because el i

would

roves the truth :
?act which once demonstrated can never be changed: the

les planted this Church and no other.
BPOSICO?STI;I?S method of demonstration was actual'ly' used. in ihfe tlwl/olunm', Thf
True Religion (Section II, ch. 3), to prove the dnfme origin e Chns(:lanm e
Catholic religion by arguing from its stability—which notion pres'uppoﬁom -
includes the mark of catholic unity (article 2)—and by arguing

holiness (articles 1, 3, 4).
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Article 1l

WHICH CHRISTIAN SOCIETY VERIFIES THE MARKS OF
. CHRIST'S CHURCH?

I. A Brief Sketch of All Christian Societies:

1. Ancient Eastern Christian sects:
a. Nestorian Churches
b. Monophysite Churches
2. The Orthodox Churches
3. The Reformation Churches:
a. Lutheranism
b. Calvinism
c¢. Anglicanism
4. The Roman Catholic Church

II. Application of the Mark i Bl
= i Chu‘:é i ark of Unity and Catholicity to the

Prorostrion 1: Th? mar.k of unity and catholicity cannot be
verified in either the Eastern or the Reforma-
tion Churches
considered collectively they lack unity both of
. meml:iership and of government
- considered singly they lack catholici
: ty
Prorosirion 2: The Roman Catholic Church possesses the
mark of unity
Proof: 1. it has unity of doctrine
g. it has social unity
3. it has unity of gove
By i rnment
OFOSITION 3: The Roman Catholic Church possesses the
mark of catholicity
Proof: 1. yindicated by its very name
2. ‘lts Vvast membership
3. 1'!}: geographical diffusion
4. its constant growth

(168)

Proof: 1.
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1L Application of the Mark of Apostolicity to the Various
Churches:
PrOPOSITION 1: Both the Photian and Protestant Churches
lack the mark of apostolicity
Proof: 1. they lack apostolicity of membership:

a. Photian Churches did not exist as such #ill
1054

b. Protestant Churches did not exist before the
sixteenth century

2. they lack apostolicity of government:

a. Michael Caerularius’ claim to independence
was something brand-new; and consequently
not apostolic

b. Same argument applies to the Schismatic and
Protestant bishops

c. Lay rulers are not successors to the apostles

ProrosiTion 2: The Roman Catholic Church does possess the
mark of apostolicity
Proof: 1. it has apostolicity of membership
9. it has apostolicity of government
Corollary

IV. The Application of the Mark of Holiness to the Various
Churches:
Prorosition 1: Neither the Photian nor the. Protestant
Churches possess the mark of holiness ]
Proof: 1. neither group exhibits extraordinary or heroic
holiness o
9. they lack miracles and charisms !
3. thez are deprived of many of the means to holi-
ness )
Proposrrion 2: The Roman Catholic Church po
mark of holiness

ssesses the

Preliminary Suasions:
1. Christ prophesied His Church would be hated
ves of conversions

2. Hi and moti
P;S;g;?' 1. the Catholic Church possesses many means to

holiness:
(169)
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a, Doctrine
b. Disciplinary laws
c. Institutions
Corollary: Bad Catholics vs. Church’s Holiness
Proof: 2. the Church produces an immense
holiness:
a. Vast number of people dedicated to
of holiness
b. Vast number of genuine saints
¢ The Church has always been ornamented 1,
miracles and charisms g
Scholion: On Temporal Prosperity

Conclusion to First Section:
L Roman Catholic Church is clea i
e tly marked as being the
2. Why do so many non-Catholics fail to reach this truth?
a. Not due to lack of sincerity
b. Many are imbued with such prejudices from childhood
that they do not bother to examine its claims

harvest of

the state

& e iﬁ;h innocent prejudices can be dissipated only gradu-

Article Il

WHICH CHRISTIAN SOCIETY VERIFIES THE MARKS OF
CHRIST'S CHURCH?

In this discussion the following churches must be investigated:
(1) some ancient Eastern Christian sects far older than the Photian
Schism; ® (2) the Photian Churches; (3) the Reformation
Churches; (4) the Roman Catholic Church. Here we present a
very brief sketch of these churches.

I. A Brief Sketch of All Christian Societies
. ancient Eastern Christian sects t include the following:
;. IT;:: Nestorian Church. “Of all the existing churches which
in the course of the centuries have separated from the unity of the
Catholic Church, the oldest is the Church of the Nectoﬂsnf (Al-
germissen, op. cit., p. 687). The Nestorians separated from Rumefn
the year 431 after the Council of Ephesus cpndemned Nuw;‘l}zﬁ.
patriarch of Constantinople, for Christological heresy.} The Nes-
torian Church spread widely and created a high culture.

In its period of greatest flowering in the thirteenth mamﬂg
Catholics of the Nestorian Church h;d r !
metropolitans, each of whumfh‘mii from
him. Nestorianism was spread
® The first schism occurred under

his deposition by Emperor Leo )

ily mended. The permanen

For the causes of
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230 dioceses, had millions of adherents, and creat

hensive theological literature. The domain ”fn';?d ompre.
Church stretched from Egypt to China, and fro, ';‘ Nestorian,
to Cape Comorin.—Algermissen, op. cit., p. ()‘8;;‘ sake Baika]

In the fourteenth century vast numbers of Nestorian Chyict:
wiped out in the terrible persecutions urrj:lztrm';: :\lr]n(c’rl;'rmmns i
succ_ee,ding centuries large numbers of the survivin‘m(;I Dllri.ng
Christians returned to the Roman Catholic Church andg /i ;?st(>nan
approval, were allowed to retain many of their ancie‘n‘tuh !
'SI'hc? remaining I'\Jeston'ans today are found mainly in Ifllstoms.
yria. Their patriarch is called the Catholicos of the East, :q et
smaller group. is found in Malabar (India) under the hé.d hrfmCh
the metropolitan of Malabar. All told, the Nestori Chrisins
today number around 50,000, { R
% h:mg: ii\lﬁggphysite. (Eutychi.an) Church. The Monophysite
e eI é series of national churches which separated
i) I\ZSE athc}hc Church around the sixth century. The
g onophysites because they all more or less ® fell inty
resy of Eutyches condemned by the Council of ChalcedO:

in 451. Eutyches held Chri
Yo i rist had only one nature: a mixed nature

incl;de i fOuowmg:ty and humanity, The Monophysite Churches
ot i i
et 11: Lilyynalz ]gco.bzte Church. The Syrian Jacobites today are
e yria and Iraq. They number roughly 90,000
e Malar;. under the control of the patriarch of Antioch
Sl adar Iaco.b{te Church (Christians of Thomas the.
ey gO}:i; agédggom Malabar, India. The Thomist Christians
s 5000 and are ruled over by the catholicos of

8. The i
Armenian Church, The Armenian Christians number

see Al £
}*In 1930 the Jacobstams 694715, n Of these Monophysite Churches
the Catholic Chisct ite metropolitan Ivan and his
In 1932 e xIzmd thlexs sftoana;]n a strong m oVGmgﬂ‘f“gf:&qocam_ehol\;er to
Pope erected for those converted Thomas Chﬂst',?m‘," ‘fﬂm];’::
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perhaps 25 many as %,51)0()(}0, about half of whom live in the
Russian Soviet Republics of Armenia and Azerbaijan, Outside of
Russia, groups of Armenians are found in Turkey (almost exclu-
sively at Constantinople), Persia, Syria, Palestine, Greece, Cyprus,
China, and North America, They are ruled over by several patxi:
archs. The principal one, known as the catholicos of Echmizdzin,
resides in the city of Echmizdzin at the foot of Mount Ararat in
Russian Armenia. He bears the title of Supreme Patriarch and
Catholicos of all the Armenians.

4, The Coptic Church traces its origin back to one of the most
venerable sees in Christendom: the patriarchate of Alexandria.
Originally it belonged to that portion of the universal Catholic
Church planted by St. Mark. It fell into the Monophysite heresy
under the patriarch Dioscurus, successor to St. Cyril of Alexandria.
A violent champion of Monophysitism, Dioscurus was deposed by
the Council of Chalcedon in 451, Large numbers followed him into
heresy. By the year 640 when the Arabs conquered Egypt, the
Copts had become a full-blown national church. At present the
Egyptian Coptic Christians number about 1,000,000 members and
are under the rule of the patriarch of Alexandria,

5. The Ethiopian Church (Abyssinian Copts) numbers roughly
4,000,000 members. They are ruled by a metropolitan who lives in
Addis Ababa and bears the title, Abuna (“our father”). Through-
out the centuries this church has always been extremely dependent
on the Coptic Church. Not until as late as 1937 did any !Etbiopian
succeed in becoming head of the church, and he has since been
excommunicated by the Coptic synod.

2. The PhoﬁanyChurches (The Orthodox Ch_“mh)' Qul ?f e
Photian Schism, brought to the final rupturé point un(_ier ch?lael

Caerularius in the year 1054, sprang up, with the passing of Kime,
a number of “sister” churches. Even though these sister churches
agree in large measure in_their creed and liturgy, they do not

constitute one, single church:

g Orthodox Church does not
Unlike the Catholic Church, e d Church community, but

constitute a closed, centrally governe!

hhbishopric of Trivandrum w!tb the suffragan
(Lo?;g%e:rcmm nbl::ut 68,000 Uniate Syrians and 875,000

numbering about 35
alankar Church’ (Algermissen, op. cit,, P. 704,

see of Tiruyalla. Thes
Maronites form the Syro-M
note 15).
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consists of the union of a number of entirely equal inde

autonomous Church associations, which are held t“,,(],l{]’“‘d""'x
unity of faith, similarity of liturgy, and their ”,,,g,mr;_“;fr_ by
ship, so that they appear to be one.—Algermissen op ,‘.lt‘”"'
586; italics ours. » Op. cit,, p,

Consequently it is only by an abuse of terminolog ¢
are referred to as though they were one, for each :l(-ﬁixltll):(‘il‘tlli]cy
our Lord Jesus Christ as its only “head,” and though they gm(n:] ].:
pre-eminence of honor to the patriarch of Constantinople
really independent churches and self-governing,
autonomous churches we find the following distinct groups:

a. The Patriarchate of Constantinople. This church has itls own
patriarch who bears the title of Ecumenical Patriarch, He rules
approximately 80,000 Christians who are located in Constantinople
and the four metropolitan cities of Derkos, Imbros, Chalcedon anci
Prikipo. ,

b. The Patriarchate of Alexandria is ruled by its own patriarch
who bears the title, Most Blessed and Holy Father and Patriarch
of the great city of Alexandria and of all Egypt, Pentapolis, Pe-
lusium, Libya, and Ethiopia. This church numbers roughly 12% 000
souls. :
B0 .The Patrf'archate of Antioch, next to Alexandria, was the most
illustrious see in the ancient Eastern Catholic Church, At present
the 'only reminder of its ancient glory is the title borne by its
Iéaoudwf&c:t:iog;o“ nglessed and' Holy Patriarch of the great city of
s b, and of t.he entire East. He resides in Damascus and

;n;;; ];lsz ]}Jns’:iaxftton some 220,000 Christians,

L atriarc e of Jerusalem was established as a separate
i!;&:;f:g:s f;)um A:nt;lolch by the' Council of Chalcedon, Altﬁough

S sedo' e Catholic faith during the Monophysite
elevent]; Ly pse Imto ﬂ'le Greek schism about the end of the
B B of t,S Pat!"latCh nl:lears the' title: Most Blessed and
jurisdiction are son;e 45,000 :rabigu 4 e ’Foday i
oy . -speaking Syrians in Palestine

e.

Iﬁztn!f;he Church of Cyprus is governed by its own archbishop.

a in prestige am :
‘East. It has roughly ‘zgso,oognieﬁmf" et

f. The Russian Church, The main portion of Russian Orthodox
(174)
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Christians belong to the }}Llfri;chllzlvt«z‘ of Moscow. Orthodox Rus-
ans living outside Russia are divided into four metropolitan
sla'sdictim‘ns: the Balkans, Western Europe, the Far East, and North
Kl;ericﬂ, In addition to its orthodox members a number of strange,
heretical, mystical sects,” with their own peculiar doctrines and
esoteric rituals have been found in the Russian Church: the Raskol-
niky, the Khlysty (Flagellants), the Skoptsy (Self-castrated), the
Dukhobory (Spirit-wrestlers), the Molokany (Milk-drinkers), the
Stunda (Baptists), and the Paskovites. Prior to the Communist
enslavement the orthodox members of the Russian Church were
numbered somewhere between 105 to 115 million.f The mystical
sects numbered around 15 million. At present it is impossible to

get reliable figures about either the Orthodox Russians or these

various sects.

g. The Greek Church is ruled by a synod of seven bishops
under the presidency of the archbishop of Athens. It numbers
about 6,000,000 members.

h. The Serbian Patriarchate. This independent Orthodox Chm:ch
is ruled by a patriarch. It numbers about 7,000,000 Yugoslavian
Christians. 3 4 .

i. The Church of Bulgaria has no particular patriarch of its own:
it is ruled by an exarch. It numbers about 4,500,.000 souls. -

j. The Patriarchate of Rumania established' itself as an inde-
pendent, national orthodox Church in 1865. .It is ruled by its own
patriarch and numbers some 10,000,000 Chnst?ans. A

k. The Polish Orthodox Church became an independent ¢ .
in 1924, At that time it numbered about 4,000,000 membersd—uu;]sOs Z
Ukranians and White Russians. It was ruled over r]:' aRsymiJan V:;cm-
president was the metropolitan of Warsaw. With s ef:l u:; g
pation of 1945 most of its members were reabsorbed in

< till an independent
sian Church, At present there is ;el:,l;te:llaﬁust 350,000 members,

Polish Orthodox Church compose e
heaSed by the metropolitan of Wa.rsaw. Th;re t:il:, cgie; mg;o:g:
of Orthodox refugees from Poland in Gtr;at ccr]‘esiastjcal g
Nes Bant g Il,llacss'ug:i’s a'1ls-ein i:ndon and who has an
i hose headq

::x:::?;nsb}il:li;pwwoshelp him” (Attwater, The Christian Churches
of the East, op. cit, 11, 145)- gk

octrin Algermissen, op. cif, PP. 599-604.

3 For detls of tel 355000,000 (Life, Dec. 26, 1955, p. 105).
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1. The Catholicate of Georgia has a very ancient history,
able back as far as the first quarter of the fourth century, Thoyg
at first part of the patriarchate of Antioch, it acquired cmnpldn
independence in the eighth century. Only gradually did jt dcfec;
from the ancient Catholic faith and slip into the Orthodox Schism,
In 1811 Russia suppressed the catholicate of Georgia, After the
Bolshevist revolution in 1917 the catholicate was re-established, 1¢
numbers some 2,000,000 members, Its present status is difficult to
ascertain, as is the case with all religious groups in the USSR,

m. The Albanian Church became autonomous in 1929, 1t is
ruled by a synod and has some 185,000 members,

n. The Church of Finland declared its independence in 1923, It
is ruled by a synod and comprises roughly 60,000 souls,

0. The Church of Estonia was declared autonomous in 1923, At
that time it numbered roughly 300,000 members under its own
metropolitan. “When Russian troops occupied Estonia in 1940 and
the country was annexed to the USSR, the aged Metropolitan
Alexander renounced the autonomy of his church, and brought the
faithful once more into the jurisdiction of Moscow” ( Ibid., p. 79).

p. The Church of Latvia was declared autonomous in 1936 with
the consent of the ecumenical patriarch of Constantinople, At the
time it numbered about 150,000 members, Tts independence was
short-lived. With the occupation of the country in 1940 it became
a part of the patriarchate of Moscow.

q. The Church of Lithuania was declared an autonomous ep-
archy in 1924 under the Metropolitan of All Lithuania and Vilna.
It numbered about 55,000 members, Since the majority of the
thh‘uanian Orthodox were of Russian descent—the rest of the pop-
::latmn were mainly Roman Catholic—and its first metropolitan was

a zealous supporter of the canonical jurisdiction of the Patriarchal
eh\ll'c‘.l in Russia” (Attwater), there was little difficulty in restoring
the Lithuanian Orthodox to the jurisdiction of Moscow when Rus-
sia occupied the country in 1940,

7. The Church o

trace.
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Japanese government brought the Christian bodies there
i i(-l‘ i<;ntml it was decided to make the church autonomous.
s ?%rvd about 41,000 members in 1939, )
& nun}; Orthodox Church of America dates from 1794 when' a
t. l'llinrl of monks built the first Orthodox church on Kodiak
11d )’(l‘he Orthodox in the United States number roughly 2,00(),40()0
ISIfm] ' rs (Life, loc. cit.) from various racial backgrounds: l.’msnan,
s i ‘Crcek Rumanian, Serbian, Bulgarian, and Alhamal?. At-
Lo h:we' l;(fCIl made (in 1927 and then in 1943) to unite all
:imp(t)srth;dnx in America into one independent church, but so far
4 °
t succeeded. '
L h;‘lllz nCohurch of Sinai is the smallest mdependenl.: 0rthodo¥
h 1:clrx in the world. It is ruled by an archbishop who is al:bot (i)n
:h(‘: monastery of St. Catherine, possibly thc; oldels;r_no;:;zrythat
l i dent church in 1575.
1d. Tt became an indepen ’ " :
o r“(l;:lr the archbishops received their consecration frf)m ‘t)l'(n)i tpz;;no
Z::h of Jerusalem. Total membership of the church is al 5
about a third { are monks, the rest, Iayntfn.gh PR
3. The Reformation Churches. Even Oud i
autox.mmous groups they are usually [e;toupeth ]g) e
term of Protestantism? The name arose at the I i,
1529, Until a future council could cbet}]:e]]'d t:)p ;:’;:J R i
; i olic s
Reformers and their Ca i
?:x:;zi:ﬁlt;leissued an edict ( MMCh:-IIEL)?lZ toafrt?:f;it ﬂi“;::t es:ed"
rinces who favored Luther 2 i
Zmat;;ss:’ ?}Ti's:hd?cf on April 19, 1529. From th:]i fo;:ln?le Pl:ecame 4
regceived the name “protestants.” Later'ont e
tached to all adherents of bthe f;f::ﬂ:fau::ly§ Protestanﬁs;: m_c;
jmportant branches OF g ¥
Lut{}elfanri;\: ) Clalginism, and Anglicanism. From one

in the Unit
© For details about the various groups of Orthodox

. i St. Catherine plus twenty
see Attwater, loc. cit., PP i At o pus ey
*Mg%mismh:‘ifll::; ts:nt]hais church (f635692); Attwater gives
i iro wi h ; i<
:;urzes lﬁlun?(l; g 10& laﬂe:aul:dt}tﬁeﬁves from the very beginning, “evan:
1 Actually the Luther > o
s the adjective early. Many cor.xtgfomth;ye D
i o e ar o doctrmal.tdea as, that human nature was
Thor wouid i “&] Gl e | t"“k’s are useless; that the Holy
Toay wonld o g s inal sin; that good worl e peslens {1k U8 bl
el i b{{i:niilfallible assistance to every
Spirit guarantees

when the

sma

ed States,
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these original branches multitudinous Protest

~ : ant groupg (Met]
odists, Baptists, Congregationalists, Quakers, ),

Mennoniteg

ete,

ultimately evolved.? c.),
a. Lutheranism, in addition to the dogmas it retained fr,

Catholicism, historically subscribed to the following tenets agr:

basic part of its creed: justification by faith alone, the intrinsic eoy
ruption of human nature by original sin, the Bible a5 the only norn-;
of faith, the existence of only two sacraments (baptism n'nd the
Lord’s Supper), the rejection of a sacramental priesthood in fayor
of the common priesthood of all believers, In church g
Lutherans historically conferred Supreme power over its churches
on secular rulers, under whom they were governed in Germ
by consistories and in Scandinavia by bishops.
World War, however, the system
been changed even in Germany.?
In the United States the Lutheran
cratic in nature: the
over by a synod.s
b. Calvinism, while agreeing with many fundamental tenets of
Lutheranism, such as justification by faith alo

e : ne, the complete
sufficiency of the Bible as a norm of faith, the retention of only two

overnment

any
Since the First
of a state Lutheran Church has

Church government is demo-
pastors are elected by the people and presided

. ! radically in its
mte_rpretatxon of some of these doctrines and also introduced other
beliefs peculiarly its own.® For example, Luther found the Scrip-
tures clear and obvious; Calvin found them obscure and intricate:

arbitrarily precondemns some men to hell; that si i
I ! 5 that sins are not really forgiven,
mmerely cloaked with the merits of Christ, and so forth. Other contemporary
nal Befoxmauon teachings, either expressly
R ; exaggerated doctrines or palliate them to such an extent
e armless, Many contemporary Protestants haye actually ac-
25 m:x:usyl urdi;ncongc.iously, many Catholic viewpoints, Their hos-
pitals v splendid charities are testimony enough to their belief in good

Grah "? syndicated religious column, My Answer, i
‘mﬁh““”l of Gnﬁﬁi.i: berspectives into Protestant tshisnkgjno:fl Ae;(,ﬁp}:o;f EZ
-4 .u%hmg e %‘bh reading, and the insistence on justification
raised by his m:‘“lm; :; o "bi: solutions: Graham_offers to problems
vithout causing an eyebrow to quiver,. * P°Plar Catholic Question Box
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od as the only real key to their understanding, the immedi-
o Oﬁm‘c-ltl ;:z(-‘l]nf thry~ Holy Spirit enlightening the mind of the
am,ﬂ‘SSlh, Tl)(’ii!'\'()l‘." For Luther, Christ was really and substantially
inleld“lf tlhc Eucharist;” for Calvin, dynamically present® In
prCS‘GPt “t]o these disagreements in interpretation, Calvin himself
fuldn;(mtd his own doctrine of absolute predestination.®
i ‘lm'iniml'hns generally excluded secular rulers from church
Cran:ncr;t and reserved such ruling power to thet churches them-
i It has consequently always been characterized by a'demo.-
SeIV‘€5< onstitution in its churches. From its very beginnings it
Bt ':rcrﬁely practical and zealous about promoting both 'gz?od
wasraf‘\behavior and social works. This positive .side of Calvinism
$zs a natural corollary to the doctrine of election: one w%m h?::
conscious of his election was anxim.xs to transfom:l n‘;)t C;nei;ec Z s
self but the whole world into the kmgdom' of G; ‘] ]:1'0; o
works were the result of, and conﬁrmab.onlo .e ec et A
men were spurred to find such si;gns of their election in
a nomic and political lives. ‘
dw]_if;\emnism, because of its more mystical chéract:;izms e:pl]:s;
popular appeal and was restricte(.i larger: tod e;:;aﬁc el
Calvinism, because of its practicality a.ndllts - ter&lomm]es o4
ment, appealed to a wide variety of peop Zs.smtes
zerland, Holland, Scotland, and t.he Um.te arai;ion N
C. Anglicanism at the beginning :ﬁ its ;t?}n e i el
under Henry VIII, rejected practically 1 e el vt
rimacy of the Roman pontiff. Later. on, ol nifer
Eubmi:t};d to the influence of Ln'stheramsr.::f; (s: ¥ vi:is n;. o
beth, it yielded yet more to the influence ey, but turned. over
retained the hierarchical strata of t]h;l el; Anglica’nism e
suptaing, fpiifi aythochl to' theChufc.h which believes that the
O e T th? H 1g}? 1ds it in great esteem, and has a
episcopacy is of divine ol 7, the Hiigh Church group
gl dUbbeq T{o;eSt(%“:\;lglo-Catholim”) who both in
e L R}lnt'uahrsesemble the Catholic Church quite
doctrine and in worship SR
© Most of the Reformed Calvinistic Churches

1 1 1d hat God art i1 1
ell and others to heaven irrespective of their merits. See Algermissen,
to hell an

d of the
op. cit., pt_hg()%—:’('ﬂéhe English monarch is still nominally the hea
1 To
Anglican Church.
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closely. The Low Church leaned heavily in the direction of Ga1y,:
ism, and is much more concerned with justification by faitl alvin.
than with any episcopal rank. The Broad Church 01)(‘1'1(1(1 it? ?ll]rmo
widely to rationalism and treats major Christian dogmas ,S doors
able questions. 8mas as debat-
Finally, until very recent times Lutheranis e

Anglicanism had become divided into so 1:]{;11)(,::‘2213(“51n, and
churches and tiny coteries that it was discouraging fcn(lent
enumerate them, let alone analyze their doctrines. For hj) even
.Wlth the g!',owth of the modern ecumenical mnvem;;‘nts 8 :atgly’
in the 1920%s, a large number of these Protestant Chu.r)chi i
federated. This makes the task of the outsider attempting t es have
stand them sympathetically far less difficult thanpf g to under-
total number of Protestants in the world today i Ol’m'erly. The
199,672,321.1 oday is estimated at

s .
esmntFi:;nmerha?vl?;gs lifim}?;kable little book, The Catholic Approach to Prot
il Lo thn ‘highly applauded both by many non-Catholics (i
e fe l1lntemsted reader will find a brief, readable, and =
g l:i e§i e modern, Protestant ecumenical movement, The mgsry
U e .ca:fl problems for the Roman Catholic Church whiT\
€ In their proper proportion truth, charity, and pruden:e,

she cannot i
compromise the truth that she is the one, only, true Church
¢ o to the ecumeni i i
into thinki ; menists wit] -
the other hand, ?ot Ointng e she is becoming doctrinally iudjff‘::rel;?tu:n:)sn
S gy Cfl]s ; out her uniqueness without appearing to them to be
10 s, both Pty oo SXdUsite tact. Father Tavard's lttle book, it seems
He does not compromilsjres&,ms Rome's position and is a small reflection of it
Catholic to take offense :t thi ::thi, yet it would be difficult for any rion-
:mslog;:etoofl his fellow Catholic e Ereser:f,ith:fﬂfudﬂu‘ he is a bit hard
c ignore it for the sake of the many ﬁie points in hi; e
+ Church in his book.

i U. S. Membershiy World Membershi
e 33,574,017 484,077,000
N 18,274,088 20,680,478
MMW 11,688,002 18,391,084
6,818,283 71,000,000 est.
P‘“"M L 3,703,021 15,330,000
2,757,944 40,000,000
L300, 000 est 30,000,000
i:eoo:oooz el
131,155 1,500,000 est
1,298,205 1,838,108
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4 s
S Protestant Churches just enumerated, we find the Roman
a R T
Catholic Church. In sharp distinction from Orthodox and Protestant

Christianity, Roman Catholicism is not composed of a series of
autonomous churches: it is one vast, world-wide church. Strue-
turally this single Church is stratified into 2,057 ecclesiastical juris-
dictions throughout the world: 713 in Europe, 492 in Asia and
Oceania, 295 in North and Central America, 310 in South America,
and 247 in Africa. These jurisdictions are broken down into the
following ecclesiastical categories: 374 archdioceses (including 10
residential and 7 titular patriarchates ), 1,238 dioceses, 205 vicariates
119 prefectures apostolic, 84 abbacies and prelacies nul-

apostolic,
11 apostolic administrations, and 7

lius, 19 apostolic exarchates,
missions.®
The total membership of
mated 1 at somewhere between 421,
After this preliminary sketch of
we must now apply the marks of
Christian society verifies those mar
shall apply the marks in this order:
unity,” or unity and catholicity cons:
apostolicity; finally, holiness.
Il. Application of the Marks of Unity and Catholicity

to the Various Churches

Prorosirion 1. The mark of unit
fied in either the Eastern or t
Proof: The Photian and Reformation Ch

sidered either collectively or singly. P V-

1. If either group of churches be consid

the Roman Catholic Church is esti-
340,901 and 484,077,000.

the various Christian societies
Christ's Church to see which
ks. For the sake of clarity we
first, the mark of “catholic
idered together; secondly,

y and catholicity can not be veri-
he Reformation Churches.
urches may be con-

Adventists x g;g:g;g. 9_?_‘4’822.
Church of Christ, Scientist 187120 642,000
Jehovah’s Witnesses 90,398 92,600
Unitarians ’000 est. = 4
Universalists 10008 200,000

119,000
20,8, and world.  * 1936 U.S. Census.

Friends (Quakers)
1 Excluding U.S.S.R.
:g:::;ﬂ :11:1? Hardon, S.J- The Protestant Churches of America (West-
minster, Md., 1956)- i e
e wve. Haures are taken from The National imanac
D SS;h fl:: friginnl :;;ce for the figures is ‘Annuario Pontificio (1956).
(181)
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evidently lack unity: both unity of membership and un;

ty of 5

ernment; for they are made up of many churches which are (A'”‘“
i B L °C |«

pletely independent. If they do not possess unity, they n(‘cr\w,:T
) ) ssarily

lack that kind of catholicity with which Christ om
Church (see above nos. 101-109),

2. If all these churches be considered singly (that is, each indj
vidual Photian Church, and each individual Protestant (Jhm-chl).
they obviously lack catholicity; for each of these churches is for
the most part confined within the boundaries of a single cnu‘nt
If they do not possess catholicity, by that very fact they necosqqrir]}:;
lack that kind of unity which Christ bestowed upon His (Jhurch
(see nos. 116-118).

Unity of doctrine is again quite obviously missing in Protestant-
ism considered as a totality. In fact unity of doctrine can not be
found even in the individual Protestant churches: each of them
at least the large Protestant bodies, has always been split by inter:
n.a.l divisions—divisions and subdivisions which have increased with
time. There is nothing strange in this fact, seeing that the funda-
mental principle of Protestantism—private judgment—is a principle
which by its very nature militates against unity.®
B Neither should one overestimate the doctrinal unity of the
Orthodox Church,” While historically the Photian Churches have
been substantially agreed in doctrine, in recent times they have
shown some wavering tendencies:

amented Hig

It is extremely remarkable that i
2 { t they have retained so much
:mxty as in fact they display. This unity of faith, morals, and
mx‘faa is not gai?said, b:lLt emghasized by the modern Protestant

i : haye frac-

turing process induced by the v Eies e grown weary of the frac
e ery principl

‘m restore Christian unity, While \gewinu; etsh:f e Reformers and are hungry

Knox long ago envisioned the possibility

e of Christian uni :
Al Round.” Tt showed hovy cac., m?&tiy' devastating essay entitled: “Reunion

e Ope to unite in the Ch d
s S . 1725, i s e AT (S
Chtleianity, - such unity all one has to do is eviscerate
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worship is undoubtedly due i[.l some measure tn'lack of pre-
cision in definition 'fm«l to a \Ylllmgness tovdlﬂer‘, in theory the
unity i complete; in fact it is a substantial agreement which
today shows some tendency to weaken (there are currents of
opinion trickling toward Rome, toward Pratesfantxsm, toward
Modernism), and the weakening is due not a little to the close
association of many of the churches with the civil power.—
Attwater, loc. cit., p. 6 f.; see p. 15; also Algermissen, op. cit.,

Pp- 222-3.

As a matter of fact in the Photian Churches in the nineteenth cen-
tury a fair number of the more educated clergy were imbued with
both Protestantism and Rationalism:

No wonder. For it is a well known fact‘ that many of those wl]]so
are called to direct and occupy the ?halrs of theological SChl‘)iO' ke
or to hold episcopal and metropolitan sees, were e;duc:ft.e u;
Protestant universities (especially the Protestant universities o

Germany ).

Again, it is a note of real catholicity to have a constau::1 intex:::
in the conversion of pagans by preaching the gospetlhto ;Igrsion
the “Orthodox Church” has never bothered about the co

of pagans: “it feels no desire to convert.theim. - y

i 1I)Jrgtestamtism, on the other hand, Whl‘le it ;"ast s:i)lxlx vi r)t,i(;:lgthtf;:
and vigorous movement did not even thmkba out e s
pagans and, generally speaking, before the legmn;sntablish .
teenth century hardly moved a hand seriously to e 7
missions, We must admit, however, that ]a]tft:;'ants did establish
after the middle of the nineteenth centuryl,) 0f e )t
foreign missions and did send a vast number t:! o AL s
of money to found them. Some feel, howevt e rthy exceptions ®
Als nﬂssionaﬁes—prescindiﬂg fm:lalaafxi‘iv s!:l)f-ilenial, their harvest
—were not outstanding for r;ile: R vely. modest™®

of genuine conversions has :
: hweitzer has been hailed as a kind of
i

° The world-famous A:,‘,’;,’: SeCall due tribute to B s s::;“’ e
a ify hi testan tradition
doubted sincerit i te difficult to classify him as @ PRtesil B ong o Tiperal
e e, word. Ho still scems caught BB, p o etween the “Jesus
sense O R e b m. He h 1%
Broestaiam it whieh 16 508, S, 0 man, however g5 o¢ SO e
of faith” an L
i special views ¢
::t:l h;fym humanitarian” than as &
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138 Provosirion 2. The Roman Catholic Church possesses the mark
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of unity.
Proof:

1. It has unity of doctrine. All Roman Catholics throughout the
entire world, ordinary laymen and professional theologians alike
no matter what theological school they belong to, profess the doc.,
trine proposed to them by the Roman Catholic bishops, Even
though they may disagree on some minor questions which have not
yet been clarified by the teaching Church, they all confess that
they are ready to accept immediately whatever decision the Church
will hand down on these questions,

2. It has social unity. All Roman Catholics belong to one single
society; they worship God with one and the same sacrifice, and
they partake of the same sacraments and other spiritual goods,
and obey the same universal laws,

8. It has unity of government; for both the laity and the clergy
obey the bishops, and all the bishops of the world together with
their flocks are under the rule of the Roman pontiff so that the
whole Church is indeed: like an army drawn up in battle forma-
tion (Cant. 6:13).

This unity of the Roman Church, which is not brought about
by secret police or terroristic tactics or by military might, but by
the free submission of the faithful and by the powerful operation
of the Holy Spirit, is so obvious a fact that all men acknowledge
it &.aither by their admiration or by their envy. Still this remarkable
unity in nowise destroys the legitimate use of personal liberty;
nelt:her does it hamstring the native genius of individual men or
nations by forcing on them a rigid and artificial uniformity. The
C.hurcl} wise fnother that she is, in all matters which do not con-
flict thh.G‘.Ods rights, freely accommodates herself to the varying
ehnmct_ensues.of different nations and different ages, granting lib-
erty without license and preserving unity without tyranny.

ho:@?u 3. The Roman Church possesses the mark of cath-

1. This fact is in a sense vindicated by i
] ct | y its very name. Other
Christian societies are usually designated by names indicating

something localized; ™ while the Church presided over by the
(184)
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Roman pontiff is the only society which, by the common consent
of the whole world, is called I,‘-ﬂ”lll]l‘lf or universal. Since it is every-
where 50 called, it is immediately and without ambiguity recog-
nizable. St. Augustine says:

There are many things which quite rightly keep me within the
Catholic Church. . . . For she possesses the very name catholic—
something which is no mere accident when amid so many
heresies that Church alone so rightly deserves the name cath-
olic, that even though the heretics might prefer to have them-
selves called catholics, yet when any traveler inquires where he
can find the Catholic church, no heretic would dare to point out
his own church or his own meeting place.”®

As a matter of record, heretics not only in Augustine’s day but in
later ages have constantly tried to snatc& this name away from us,
referring to us as “papists,” “romanists,” ulh-an.wntau.es and so on.
Strangely, they have always been frustrated in their attempts to
pin another label on us:

ike i i d schismatics
Whether they like it or not, even the I?erehcs an n
wh:n they Zre discussing the Catholic Church, not sungiy
among themselves but with outsiders, alwa).rs refer to it as ;
Catholic Church. Unless they did refer to it by that n.anc:a tﬁe
one would understand what they were talking about, sin
whole world calls it by that name.

the name “catholic”

How truly the Roman Church desefvw { >
becomes quit):a clear if you stop to consider gl::) “\,'ta;t membership,
i ical diffusion, and its continuous X :
. geolimgxa:nemb::gip. The number of Roman p?;‘l::ilcé h:i:
Only.vastly exceeds the membership of any c;)thenl-li mdmua]s b
tian church considered alone, but her memhiers A}z cf,qrdjng o A
passes even their total combined members! ﬁfI:_ix Y Ry A
most recent poll, almost 20 per cent or one-!

tants of the world are Catholics.
Total Christian population. .. ... 28 g
Total Roman Catholic

Total Protestant
Total Schismatic
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8. Its geographical diffusion. The Roman Church g spread
practically over the entire world, In Europe it is spread through
every country; 39 per cent of all Europeans are Catholic. 230.-
000,000 Catholics out of a total European population of 500,00(),006
In Central and South America the Roman Church h >

as practically
no rivals, and in North America it is widely spread in

52,000 £

all parts 8 g | g8
parts of 3 3 3|3
the region, There are 190,000,000 Roman Catholics in the Americag A 2%
or 56 per cent of the combined total population of 337,00(),000t 3 a2 S22
The Roman Church is spread through a great number of Asiatic K i %
countries and adjacent islands, and though its membership is pro-
portionally considerably less than elsewhere it is still quite striking: o § § g8 §§§ glg
81,000,000 or 2.3 per cent of the total Asian population of 1,300, j £ X oy (SEgIge
000,000. It has considerable membership in Africa and in Oceania, ) o S °3 i giw! :'; g
Africa has 17,000,000 Catholics or 8.5 per cent of the entire popu- i & = M=
lation of 198,000,000, In Oceania there are 2,800,000 Catholics, or (2] oo oo lais
20 per cent of the total population of 14,000,000, % 28818 §§88 8838|383
This geographical diffusion of the Roman Catholic Church— o 2| ggE (el §§§§ e g e
which definitely includes the conservation of its unity in the midst = 4| 355 ;g]" Z Hagegngy 1 |8
of diffusion—quite easily surpasses the diffusion not merely of any g < - E e =l =
other Christian church, but far surpasses the diffusion of every w B e
, U (=¥~ 2
other religion including the non-Christian, For the M. ohammedans = o) §§§ §, E:? §§§88 % § é
are not found in America or Australia; neither are they found in 2 5 S g (847551189 2
El_n'ope (with the exception of Turkey and Serbia). Buddhists and o rg §§§ g & s ot AN
Hindus find their membership confined within the boundaries of = A
Asia alone, Incidentally, no one should harbor the illusion that = oog g8 2
Mohammedans, Buddhists, and Hindus are not divided against one E g § §_ §. ?,— §§§§8§‘ %‘ -2
another, or that they somehow form one united society; let alone 25| o §(2 835535833 o
a Church of Pagans| AF| 3 o< ~e RIS
h4. Itsf constant growth. Another striking feature of the cath- t i
olicity of the Roman Church is that it keeps lf 8888 g
spreading constantly 28888888
ever wider.® Tust as at its very beginning it obeyed the command 5|888 g S_Séqg,qg.g. g &
of Chsist g Yt e ico £5 |83 (5 SBRSESRE (38
Christ to preach the gospel to all nations, so it continues to obey 2%’ 282 |8 " g o §
R o Ty ©
"l?e countries with the largest Roman Catholic populations are the fol- 878 E
58,149,500 E g g
47,426,600 E g =
85,690,000 S 8% 25 23
34,563,841 8 FEPEE §
it THERE i E
1696, & ==Y
27,696,000 2& £ RN R
16,993,320
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Him—and in very energetic fashion. For to all landg

remote or however barbarian, it ceaselessly sends miss; howeyer
= " S101;

arieg,

lll. Application of the Mark of Apostolicit
0 t
Various Churches B
Prorosition 1. Both the Photian and Protestant Churche,
mark of apostolicity. ¥
Proof:

1. First it should be clear that both of them 1

of membership.

a. No amount of tortuous reasoning ¢ i

: a g can ever hide the fa

g; Chll]erh of Constanfmople (from which the rest of tll(fe llfc:s::at

urches sprang up) simply did not exist as such (that is, as a se{fn
g(;\;:’ﬂn:;% Sax.ld ix(l)gzpfl{ll;leni church) before the schism o‘f Michaei

in . The church which flourished i i
before the schism was sim i e
ply a portion of the R i
Church. Before the schism it fr el
; eely acknowledged the pri

E: Pope, as is clearly borne out by the very history of Plixl;)ut?jsc };noj

ba)cl‘i!st cff the Fourth Co@cil of Constantinople (870).7
Ay éshevellln more obv.mus that the Lutheran, Calvinist, and
S urches slmp’l’y did not exist before the sixteenth cexitury.
i Clea; r;formed church exist before there was a “reforma-
kv d};,a 31;; none of these churches which began to exist
17 e nb undred.s of years after the death of the apostles
R 0 be numerically the same as that Church which

; S.\m.;ler t]?e apostles’ personal rule,
o i?mlt:: t;irlty (1:; is quite easy to show that both the Eastern and

i p:tri uﬁ:hes lack apostolicity of government.
o L sixn;;; 5 gfnoctonstantinople before the time of Michael
SR R Possess supreme and independent power
TN f)’ posses.sed only a limited and derivative
e ROmm their own earlier acknowledgment of
Caerularius claimed m(l;;;!;nlzill:tﬂ};hconsequenﬂy, ke

. . . 8 i i i
thing wlnch did not accrue to himub 0':1?, Lo dalm'm e
see of Constantinople, His claim fEL ) ccoaslon fo (e
Al e, Was something brand new; and if

Again, by claiming i
s ]zedaua mnmgembmdepeudent authority Caerularius ipso facto
er of the college of bishops to which he

(188)
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formerly belonged; ® one can hardly be a subordinate member of
a corporate body and at the same time utterly independent of it
Now if Caerularius ceased to be a member of the episcopal crﬂ;
Jege, he necessarily lost such apostolic power as he possessed pre-
cisely in virtue of his membership in that college.t Crmsequent[;
even though Caerularius continued physically to occupy a se(;
which was (indirectly) apostolic, he was no longer a legitimate
successor of the apostles.

b. The same argument applies to the rest of the schismatic
patriarchs; and, on the other side of the ledger, to all bishops who
occupy a see which was originally Catholic: all Orthodox, Anglican,
and Scandinavian Lutheran bishops. All of these men, by refusing
to acknowledge what their own predecessors acknowledged—that
the Roman pontiff is the head of the episcopal college—by that very
fact departed from the apostolic body of pastors.

¢. Finally, it should not take too much brow-furrowing to realize
that political rulers, lay synods and lay consistories, whether
Photian or Protestant, cannot possibly be considered legitimate sue-
cessors of the apostles, Christ did not hand over the government of
His Church to Caesar; He handed it over to Peter and the apostles.

We can, then, justly dismiss all such apostolic pretenders, east-
ern or western, with these words of Tertullian:

Let them show, then, that the line of their bishops descends
in such fashion through successions right back to the beginn{ng;
that their first bishops had as their consecrators or immediate
predecessors_either one of the apostles themselves, or one of
those men of the apostolic era who at the same time persevered

[in unity] with the apostles.””

1d issue that challenge back in the second
¢ could take it up, it should be limpidly clear
heretical bishop of 1000, or
apostolic succession.

If Tertullian cou
century and no hereti
how little chance any schismatic or 1€
1600 years later could have to lay claim to

2 taking for granted something adgpitted by bot!: the Eastern
Sc‘lisn‘:‘;:ic:ren:;mthe Rgmsn Catholic Church; namely, that Michael Caeru-
larius’ predecessors in the see of Constantinople truly belonged to the body
of apostolic pastors.

} He lost, in other words,

such apostolic power as is losable: the power
of furisdiction. He did not lose, =

what is unlosable, the power of
(189)
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Prorosrrion 2. The Roman Catholic Church does
of apostolicity.

Proof:

1. It has apostolicity of membership. First, i
1 ship. First, it sho
t!‘at& the' R“’man Catholic Church is older than :1]3 lt(l)::-l(})t)l’c :
:tlan s?metles,‘ since they only came into being by S(‘D‘lnll‘('
it. This fact itself implies, by the argument of excl o
Roman Church is the continuation of that Churc}
undef the apos.tles ;?ersona] rule. The Church of the a postles
ce}'ttalxlsl}r promised indestructibility and consequcnll\'I nﬁfts il
;}]{115]. ince the rest of the Christian societies did not s St i
1 donlg ages after the apostolic era, the only thing onc‘lc o
clude is that the Catholic Church alone is that societ h'?m s
planted by the apostles. i
Even more startling i
g is the fact that no one ca i
Y n ¢ a
tpi::u(s;:é; Icilatz‘ }:ater than the apostolic era for the be;ifiz lm}é
dreame(}c; cvaﬂurch.thSo s.tn'king is this fact that Rationalists }i\\?e
ey sop ous theories to try to account simply for its origin
Py Ime liort of natural evolution.?* These theories simpl
= pug ;::lfﬁgo x:obther}rll. Actuall.y they are completely ru%)ec);
oy y what was discussed at length in chapters
2. The Roman Ch ici
b o e Bty :fr;}{loizs aﬁosﬁ)hmty of government. Tt is
giﬂpred.ecessors i ,t:V s(; i':ly a never-interrupted series
t HIS.ChurCh. This succession of the R, iffs ri
to the prince of the apostles, despi i PBhohes
headed people, is a fact s0 ,1 e o R
Once this fact has been I;sill;,l?: < b'e il
ablished, it follows that the bishops

Possess the Mmark

Vident
r Chris.
arating from
usion, that the
h which existeq

BRI A A
Am“mmmﬂmprsent

Aoy almanac, See, for example, The V_Wpope back to St, Peter can be found in

‘orld Almanac (1957), p. 725.
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Corollary

Gince all the other Christian societies took their origin by
separation and desertion from the Catholic Church, all men who
are converted to the Church—however numerous they may be from
any particular sect—are correctly said to return to the honsehold of
the Church. For they return to that house from which either they
themselves or their forefathers had gone out.

IV. The Application of the Mark of Holiness to the
Various Churches

Prorostrion 1. Neither the Photian nor the Protestant Churches
possess the mark of holiness.

Proof:

1. No harvest of extraordinary or heroic holiness® appears in
either the Eastern or Protestant Churches. It is a fact that until
recent times of persecution,t religion in the Photian Churches
had grown rather feeble. Their organizations and societies lacked
both vigor and a spirit of piety; many times they became devoted
to political rather than religious purposes.2* After their separation
from Rome, they ceased to produce any genuine saints whose sanc-

tity can be historically documented.
As for the Protestant Churches, we do not at all deny that many

of their members worship God sincerely and lead good moral ].jvm.
But the point here is that these people do not possess holiness
to a heroic degree. By abolishing religious orders, the Protestant

It is extremely important to note here what was treated above in the
theoretical exposition of the marks of the Church The anl_y type of.halmess
which can serve as a mark, as-an obvious or easily detectible sign, is hekrok;
holiness: great sanctity. To state then that these churches lack the mark o
holiness is not in any sense to deny that large numbers of both Sl::hx“nsnam.:s
and Protestants may lead excellent, normally holy lives. Ordltli:ary oChem
of course, very praiseworthy, but it cannot serve as a mark of knf) true e
All the marks, as we have seen, involve something tml_y rematii le, sotx'z: mlg
indeed miraculous—that isthy they are 50 uscft:l_:n spo ghhngo 1 ﬂ; ren’l’
genuine Church of Christ. For a 1esp e e o EBAY
piety to be found among the Orthogo:; ‘::’ A;? S op g D. s

see also, L. Bouyer, Télz Spirit an:
Md‘i 1936), b !77_%); the ists seem tnkhax riegweg a ;;:ym“

iri i the Russians (see Newsweek, Dctober 18, i,
;%mESQ‘:fGZPJIHX ::;::tg bo:k, however, takes a rather pessimistic view, indicat-
ing that the present patriarch of Moscow is seeking to control all the
Churches and to bring them under the sway of the ; see Matthew
Spinka, The Church in Soviet Russia (Oxford, 1956).
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Churches totally uprooted a very way of life dedicateq
pursuit of perfection. They have never emphasized thc(
of the evangelical counsels—poverty, chastity, obedience
quently, relatively few Protestants dedicate their entire ]}
energy exclusively to works of religion and charity, Norwh..
they point to genuine heroes of sanctity, More s‘triking stullL e
history of original Protestantism brings us face to f. e
hard facts:

to the
Practice
Conse-
Ves and

the
ace with two

a. The very founders of Protestantism (Luthe i
stantis er; Cal )
VIII) would hardly be classified by disintercstt:dw:l‘m}:kmy
as outstandingly holy men.® iy

b. The immediate results of th, i
. e Reformation, accordin
testimony of the Reformers themselves, was not AL

t ¢ ] \ an increase
in holiness and morality, but just the reverse,2*

As a matter of fact, present-da
mat . 2 -day Protestants, who are well-
versid ']nstoncally in the facts of the Reformation era tendeto
eml:ri &:)sxz?, not the holiness of the original Reformers, )but their
contributions to the development of the spirit of liberty, the free-

© See, for example the descri tions of y =
C) i
o - iptions of Luther and Calvin by Paul Hutchin:
Martin Luther was a eat o Wi
gre bull of a man, bursting with animal spirits,
whose sermons and tracts seemed to erupt from him in an undammable.

flood. His voice co
uld summon iri i
2 e t:.) spmh'lal battle with a power that still

But e s
Bui here was another Luther, alo o ful flsdged Gerrmans Luthur wio
disgraceful abus dreamg rages, who could vilify his opponents with a
princes who hade rot:cti‘iidh'ﬁom the gutter, who could command the

D im to crush with unbridled ferocity the social

uprising of what he called “the Murderous and Thieving Rabble of the
Peasants,” , , | Loy
The other “father of the Reformation” Wi from
] ﬂh.on as ﬂ_buut as different

But the fi Salvin i
e RIS i ot s o et st
PR e s Ang man when, accosted on a Geneva street b:
was to be correctly gatfd::ssegr::hslt&dg Elivm',:’ L frostly purwerad that h’é
Christian Faith,” Life, 89 (Do, 5c; f;ses‘-lr); 4—1The Onward March of the

~2,
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ing of men f!*om authoritarian control, the recognition of the dignity
of the individual conscience, and so forth,

D) I\Iimch’slunrl charisms which Christ promised would em-
b]aznj-. the lvmll‘nnss of His Church are totally lacking among both
the Eastern® Churches and the Protestant, In fact, Protestants are
so keenly aware of this that they often state blandly that miracles
no longer happened after the apostolic era.®

3. When discussing the means to holiness one must make one
judgment with regard to the Orthodox and another with regard
to the Protestant Churches.

The Orthodox are not lacking in the means to holiness: when
they departed from the Catholic Church, they retained practically
its entire doctrine, the seven sacraments, and many of its organiza-
tions and pious practices. None of these means are, however, the
rightful property of the Orthodox; hence the fruitful use of the
means to holiness is merely accidental to this church., Again, we
must not forget the fact that because of their lack of apostolicity,
the Orthodox schismatics lack the sacred power of jurisdiction
which was conferred on the true Church “for the complete devel-
opment of the saints.” Finally, many of these Eastern Churches,
and particularly the Russian Church, historically handed themselves
over, bound hand and foot, to the civil government. This slavery,
until recently, hindered even their natural vigor. From these facts
it should be clear why the Photian Churches have had a difficult
time exercising any great sanctifying influence.

The Protestant Churches are far more destitute of means to
holiness than the Orthodox.

In doctrine the original Reformers did not simply reduce the
contents of the Catholic faith: they distorted it. Along with the
doctrines they retained correctly, they blended a can'camre.of
other Catholic teachings and introduced some new doctrines which
were peculiarly their own creation. Among these caricatured teach-
ings, and newly-minted ones, some Were completely contrary to

famous Cath-
© Oddly enough, one of the best books to appear about the
olic shrineyof Loﬂldes is by a Protestant woman, Ruth Cranston, The Miracle
of Lourdes (1955). It is a well-documented study by an on-the-spot nbse:;er.
Miss Cranston seems quite convinced of the genuineness of many of ?
miracles, What is of pertinence here is that the m{raclec occur at a Catholic
e serhaps the first photographed miracle in history took place iz recsat
times at the same shrine. See the pictures and "article in Le Match (Septem-
ber, 1954).
1 See ¢)zbavs, p. 189, footnote ¥
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holiness. For example, justification by faith alone. ©
ness of good works, denial of free will, the impnssii:ili

justification,} and so forth. Since all these doctrines entereq j
the one system, the original doctrine of I’mtr'stunlisn:u»} '
strictly be called unholy, in accord with the axiom: a t]‘("mul'(I
morally good only if completely good; bad if cvon( H'n.g -
defective. g 1

The institutions and laws of the original Protestants diq J;
to promote holiness in a positive fashion. They rejected most( fm]e
sacraments. They had a special loathing for the sacr o

penance. This sacrament, even if one considered it merely psych
logically (i.e., prescinding from the grace it produces by t}[:eyc 3
vc{orkiug of the sacrament), is a powerful remedy for control‘]/fzry
vicious tendencies and promoting sound morality,?s i
Early Protestants also outlawed nearly all religious rites and
ceremonies in their search for a purely spiritual religion, They for
got th.at man is an organic unity of body and soul; ami not }t,o bt;
conc?wed as a soul inside a body. Consequently they failed to see
tlfe m;zort:.mce. of religious rites and ceremonies which act like
visual aids in stimulating men’s minds to a consideration of spiritual

the uselegg.
ty of ]using

ament of

°The Catholic Church has alwa
: ys stressed that faith is “the beginni
gl):d ;:ttn,itand foux}datwn of all holiness” (Council of Trem,S Sess?on eg] n:l::g,
St - E:Y;: eapt to "'.be strange conclusion that nothing but faith is
s iu;:;i‘e dItbcontmues to agree with the Apostle James that: You
o e ey y deeds, and not merely by faith. . . . Really, just as
A 211 ).tI: ?s sz:i i:hilli]feliss, s0 also faith without deeds is lifeless.
unoth* er to ;’;y he is justified bygfaigh s:%n:, R e
According to Catholic doctrine a man’s sins are really wiped out by the

process called justification; i
e ia m::,so?i,n:e is rendered innocent internally. According to

cloaked : Wwere not really wiped out; they were merel
covered :vyerﬂll,; .““f;‘,f;l"f (]i"hrlst much the way a rubbish l’l'eap might b}c:
ation premise cfy; o S bhn]fm4°f,m°w- Calvin added to the general
sion that a man once iusti%zrd ¥ extrinsic justification his own special conclu-
a man once justified bWas ied forever, Catholic doctrine teaches

In other words the grage of 1 i, 2 Sinner again through his own bad will
inistic Ti 'werget ae?)en'e::tj‘:_hniﬁumml !s losable by mortal sin, If the Cal-
'gé&j you, :hgg You may not en Claﬂi:s‘waming; :Keezl daul.;ake and pray,

nd useless, So, : wo

n ghpt:;:i 1;?,‘!‘;:1‘, li:“si Paul's waming: whoever gzlleuex he 2;

i 1da of tho e fall. Catholic doctrine on this matter is
. ) > Council of Trent: “If anyone says that a
£annot sin again or lose grace, and conse-
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and divine realities. With the advent of modern psychology, how-
ever, modern Protestants have begun to appreciate more an(i more
man’s need for tangible realities to help him in the practice of

religion. That is} ;\‘hy many of their present-day churches are
beginning to exhibit beauty and color, stai gl i
statues, and, even u(:czwirm:ﬂ{y, altars. Such ite:sdwzrils h‘:\zdf;];‘;sci
many of their forebears with horror,

The original Protestants did away with religious orders and
congregations—those specialized schools for the pursuit of holiness.
In fact, until quite recent times Protestants did not much bother
to see that the very ministers of God’s word received special train-
ing in spirituality, By abrogating the law of celibacy, they sub-
jected their ministers to all the worries and distractions of worldly
life. Finally Protestants, early or modern, have very few disciplin-
ary laws that govern the worship that is to be offered to God, and
practically none that foster penance or mortification.

The one means to stimulate holiness retained by Protestants,
early and modern, is the Bible. Many of them are faithful and
devout readers of the Scriptures and there can be no doubt that a
reverent reading of God’s word does much to stimulate many
Protestants to lead upright and exemplary lives.®

Prorostrion 2. The Roman Catholic Church possesses the mark
of holiness.
Before we offer direct proofs, here are two general indications
which testify at least indirectly to the Church’s holiness.

Preliminary Suasions
1. Christ prophesied that His Church wnu]d' be.hated by the
world; hated precisely because, under the life-giving impulse of the

Holy Spirit, it would not belong to this world:
° We do not include in this category those Prog‘utajnts, l}a?lxbschglgxly.
hy d the Bible as simply an i s of i
xy:hsr ef;é pox: Ovleteil: in antiquarian fashion; nor those Protestants, lho\;e\g
sincere, who are fanatical Bible-readers a‘nd are sure that the al;l;; ly ;ter
guarantees them His infallible i v aytiﬁ L g
. This latt e of reader, lacking both scientific kno ge of
ol;;b‘l,:“1 aszE: ;ui?i‘;nzg of the Church, is apt to do himself more
harm than good. The ake-!;i:e lt::lt‘:
fro) ding. The Protestants we reter
S :z::::ptm:he Sible as being truly God's word and use it as a form of
spiritual reading.
(195)
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“If the world hates you, bear in mind that it has hate

If you were children of the world, the world u*nuld/
own flesh and blood. But you are not children of the
the contrary, I have singled you out from the worl]
fore the world hates you. Remember what I tol]
is not better than his master. If they persecuted 1
persecute you also; if they treasure my teaching, the
ure yours also.”—John 15:18-20; see Matt, 24.9,

d me first,
cherish, iy
world; op
d, and there-
Yyou: a slgpe
e, they iy
Y will tregs.

Now it is a strange as well as a notorious fact that of
Christian societies none experiences this hatred of the w
strongly as the Catholic Church, Something furthe
Church which is continuously attacked by that amorphous mult;
tude which rises age after age under the leadership of eyi] mer:.
By their very persecutions, then, the children of this world identify
that Church which is vivified by the Spirit of Christ.2* ¢

2. Another general indication of its holiness is found in the
history of conversions. Tt frequently happens that some of the
very best men found in other Christian societies become converted
to t!le Catholic Church. It is quite clear that these people are not
motivated by any hope of worldly advantage; they do not enter
the Church to grow wealthy, or to embrace an easier moral code.
In fact they usually have to make painful sacrifices to gain the
(rea(s:ure hidden in the field of the Church,®

ontrariwise, what Catholic, because of the pressure of his
%onsme'nce and' at painful sacrifice to himself, evef-) joined a non-

atholic sect in order to become holier, purer, more intimately

5 ¥ ;
::l:lthe: (t;l S:Zﬁ; What Catholic, on his deathbed, ever said goodbye

all the
orld so
T, it is the only

by ei 5

vzn:;txlz:;: (:)l:ndt;d pride; hope of business, social or political ad-
purity, Wl::at ;.c: e, some marital difficulty or struggle over
ior R orcihis difference in the motives of conver-

{o0all Rrion: (Olis o or. wversion stories of Ny i
?ﬂll will "ﬁ?amle “Wmt’-thina B@gﬁcai‘a Dbl Zolli, K.""l Steme::&a?;cqum Ma‘:-?-
verts entering the Church, Painful sacrifices normally made by con-
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Enough for preliminary observations and suasions. Now the
direct proofs for the Church’s holiness need to be examined.
Proof:

1. The Catholic Church possesses many means to holiness which
it ceaselessly dispenses and uses.

a. Its doctrine not only does not run counter to norms of holi-
ness, but it embraces in their entirety the gospel ideals, including
the evangelical counsels of poverty, chastity, and obedience, This
extremely holy doctrine, the Church, with both apostolic liberty
and authority, inculcates in all men by tireless teaching. It adapts
that same holy doctrine to the comprehension and needs of every
age-level—from childhood to mature manhood.

b. The Church has many disciplinary laws by which it con-
stantly and earnestly instructs men in the keeping of divine laws.
Think of its commandments governing the hearing of Mass, Sunday
rest, the reception of the sacraments; its laws on fast and abstinence,
on marriages and particularly on mixed marriages; its laws about
religious education; its prohibition of membership in subversive
societies; its index of forbidden books; its moral guidance in the
matter of entertainment and so forth.®

¢. The Church is rich in institutions that are powerful stimulants
to holiness. Think particularly of the seven sacraments which link
the main events of human life with religion, and irradiate a man’s
entire life with a religious aura.”®* Think, too, of the various re-
ligious devotions: missions, retreats, Forty Hours devotions, nove-
nas, jubilees. Think of the confraternities and societies: the St.
Vincent de Paul Society, the Holy Name Society, Ladies Sodalities,
Altar boy Societies, Catechetical Organizations, Cax.m Conferences,
Legion of Mary and a host of other societies which the Church
uses to stimulate and strengthen the spirit of religion and fraternal

infuri i i i h
° The last two items often infuriate non-Catholic Americans who view suc
legislation as an infringement of personal liberty. It is one thing to protest
against the classification of a particular book or stage show or movie as
immoral, or dangerous to faith; it is quite ‘anct}ger n;?tter to p‘milal:tmﬁ; p’;'f‘hn;
ciple against any such classification as g rsonal -
ln{,teer v%ewpoint l’{s taken by those who confuse liberty with hce_:fe: Liberty
is a very precious thing, but it is not an absolute; it camim Wlf ltthg corres-
ponding social obligations. Any rightly ordered society has laws for wn:;
mon good; and such laws for the common good necessari l): plahc:’ limiu].
the rights of individuals. The Church, too, as a genuine society its laws
to saf d the spi 1 good of all its children.
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charity. Think of what seminaries and the law of celibacy contribute
to the sanctification of its clergy. Think, finally, of that nn‘ulmf
array of religious orders and congregations (Benedictines, (J:mn(:»
lites, Cistercians, Dominicans, Franciscans, Jesuits, Maryknol]
Fathers, Vincentians, Trappists, and so forth) with which the
Church fosters the observance of the evangelical counsels,

The Catholic Church has never, like a miser, concealed those
talents which it received from its Founder—doctrine, sacraments,
authority—in a napkin, nor buried them in the ground.® Heayen
forbid! It uses those talents with vast ingenuity to irrigate the dry
souls of the faithful with the living waters of sanctity. It battles
courageously to be a ferment in all walks of human life: it pervades
domestic, social, and political life and tries to sanctify them all 2

Corollary

Bad Catholics versus the Church’s holiness.

If, in spite of the holiness of the doctrine, laws, and institutions
of the Church, one encounters individual Catholics, clerical or lay,
w}fo are perverted or evil, any fair-minded man can see that their
EVl.lmj,Ss results not from following, but from betraying, Catholic
l?nncxlples. It is Judas, not Christ, whom we blame for the betrayal,
ll;lkewxfe, it would be irrational to blame the Church for the bad’
t:havmr of some of its children. Bad Catholics refuse to follow

?:1 way of life proposed by the Church: they disobey its laws
;m ignore the means to sanctity it offers them. In short, the sinners
mm“(aelza;h? (Elhureh are there only accidentally.t
Justly repeat what St. Augustine said to the i J
when 1.:hey raised the same muddleheaded objection 1:43;;051:6:1!;:
Catholic Church back in the fourth century: °

M L 7

B Ei.:gvtlhe: ’t((])a};ﬁulinow is that you ought at least to cease slan-
2 Mo ﬂo1 c C(]Z‘]hurch by loudly denouncing the morals
R :onec‘;r:ls‘ ‘i’tls:]lf dcon(.iemns and whom it con-
Sl a i ande children, For if any of them

gain by Tepentance what th

is not without sinners, it is
© Supernatural gifts we pos-

Md, 1959], p, 1:;‘;:’ (Charles Journet,
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or even add worse vices to their present omnes, they may indeed
be allowed to remain in God’s field and to grow side by side
with the good wheat—but the time for separating the tares
[from the wheat] will [finally] come.® | 3

2. The Church produces an abundant harvest of holiness. We
shall not discuss here the millions of Catholics in every state of
life who, with strong courage and ceaseless struggle, maintain the
ordinary level of holiness. This is something noble in itself—in fact,
quite wonderful. But, as was mentioned above, ordinary holiness
is not suitable to act as a mark of the Church, What interests us
here is that the Catholic Church glitters with heroic holiness.
This is clear from:

a. The vast number of those who are consecrated to the state
of perfection and spend their entire lives worshiping God and
serving their neighbor. No one drafts this huge army of heroic men
and women: they rise spontaneously generation after generation.
How many over the centuries choose that glorious type of life
and persist in it may be gauged in some degree by the following
statistical table for 1954 covering simply the priests and brothers
of religious orders throughout the world: t

1. Tosuits: i s-csents o Totc UDR S5 mag R R
2. Franciscans (Friars Minor) .... 4
8 Salesians: v« wenssesmeerlbaegs
4. Christian Brothers .............
5. Franciscans (Capuchins) ......
6. Benedictines ...

7. Dominicans .....

8. Marist Brothers ..

9. Redemptorists

10. Oblates of Mary Immaculate
11. Vincentians ..........
12. Holy Ghost Fathers ...
13. Divine Word Missionaries.......... ~
14. Franciscans (Conventuals) .............
15. Augustinians
16. PaSSIODISES ««vrcunevnssnnsnnasanasnans

84, 76. (ML 32: 1842). This treatise y
was written in 388 not long after Augustin to

became
Anofitisworthreading.AfairEng]ishmnshﬂmmbefonndhm

, At ne (New York, 1948), I, 819-57.
Wr‘;'lvslg: ;‘fh:tNm Catholic Almanac (1956), p. 430-1.

(199)

© De moribus ecclesiae catholicae i.




CHRIST'S CHURCH

17. Discalced Carmelites .................. 3,433
B RDEPPISES | covvvenvssnri i iea. ., 8,420
EBIREVARBRERELELS Jvw s cnvmienoos vve voesae 8,020
20. Missionaries of the Sacred Heart........ 2,916
BN A IR YIE IR o114 Ve v o v a 05 0 600 w00 6aes

B Y TG T RNV o1 (s xrtv A 45, 3,575 6.4 8,010 4 o o
28, Brothers of the Sacred Heart............
24, Fathers of the Sacred Heart.............
L TS ST R ol T i o e Fivin o 5006 580056
26. Holy Cross Fathers ..........
27. Christian Brothers of Ireland. .
28. La Mennais Brothers
L AC o I ol e e S 2,187
80. Hospitallers of St. John of God. ......... 2,149
81, Presentation Brothers .................. '
82. Marists .........

83. Assumptionists
84, Sons of Divine Providence
85, Pallothines «.veeeeervinvnsinnnnnnns. ..

EVitsrne 0 T e ... 1650

38. Fathers of the Sacred Hearts bl
(Picpus Fathers) .........

89. Cistercians ............

41. Brothers of Charity
42. Servites

43. Brothers of Christian Instruy il

44, African Mission Fathers...c..?n.” v 1,437
45. Montfort Fathers .......... . " g

48. Salvatorians

49. Augustinian Recoll
50. Verona Fathers g

Cgmmunlties under 1,000 members
Total male religious

To this figure mus

OB OGRS L e 271,482
ers whose various gro,
orders of women just for

(200)
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1 € t00 numerous to enumerate here.®
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And although thcylnre not bound by the three religious vows,
to this number of heroic f('rvants of Christ should be added 256,152
diocesan or s'(‘({ll[(ll‘ priests (The National Catholic Almanac,
p. 431) whose lives are expressly dedicated to ministering to the
spiritual nlccrk of thvellnity in parish life. Their way of life, though
not canonically classified as a “state” of perfection actually demands
a high dcgrcc of l‘J(:rsnnul sanctity or perfection if they are to fulfill
their sublime calling in a fitting fashion,

b. From the vast number of genuine saints the Church con-
tinually produces. No one can compute the exact number of men
and women saints the Catholic Church has brought forth from
apostolic times until the present day.® Something of the vastness
and continuousness of that production is witnessed by the Mar-
tyrology, and by that huge, scholarly collection of the Bollandists,
the Acta Sanctorum.* The recently revised (1956) edition of But-
ler’s Lives of the Saints contains some 2500 entries. There is hardly
a nation in which Catholicism flourishes, or formerly flourished—in
fact, hardly a diocese—which does not have its own saints.

We adduce one fact, merely as a sample of many other facts
the like of which can be found nowhere in the world, save in the
Catholic Church. The Church possesses, as a normal part of its life,
public legislation (CIC, nos. 1999-2141) and standard tribunals
to examine the cases for the servants of God whose sanctity is
proposed for official recognition. These tribunals act with such
accuracy and strictness that, even though they discuss cases of
canonization publicly, no learned man has ever protested their
decisions. Despite their severity, it is by no means a rare event for
these tribunals to hand down a decision raising some servant of

° The canonization of St. Ulrich in the year 993 by John XV is the first

of Ea:azl ization, Since that time, there have be,en about 250
solemn procl jons of sainthood (71'he Nat ﬁ' Ca"fwliﬁur;e, pi I.,lsgsnﬂ‘;
pp. 272-3). These statistics on papal canonizations, O cf
information about the vast number of saints who lived during the first 1,023
years of the Church’s history. The simple fact that thousands of “""""'[h
people suffered martyrdom for the faith during the Roman persecutions of the
first three centuries should be enough to help us understand why it is impos-
sible to have mathematical precision in this matter. The additional sobe_rgg
fact that, at a conservative estimate (see Time's Teport on the study of
“eﬂicienc’y" of the Catholic Church by the Anglican ‘managerial expert, Mnun-h‘
dell, vol. 67 [January 30, 1956], 89-40), at least some 5 billion wl:lml}:
been baptized into the Roman Catholic Church over its long history, 1
confronting anyone who naively hopes to

i ing difficulties
g::::m‘t“elf t:)h fh:u:!gegc?:nalg point, the incidence of sanctity over the centuries.
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God to the honor of the altar. Since the start of the ninete
century, more than 400 people have been declared b ssecd
more than a hundred declared saints.

This harvest of heroic sanctity has not ceased even in modern
times. For example, the following illustrious confessors haye been
declared venerable: Vincent Pallotti, priest (d. 1850), [“r;nkm
Licbermann, a Jewish convert (d. 1852); Father Peter Dondess
C.SSR., (d. 1887); and Father Damien “the Leper” (Damien dé
Veuster, d. 1889). The following have been canonized saints: Johp
Baptist Vianney, “the curé of Ars” (d. 1859); Gabriel of the Sor-
rowful Virgin (d. 1862); John Bosco (d. 1888); Thérése of the
Child Jesus (d. 1897); Gemma Galgani (d. 1903); Pius X
(d. 1914); Frances (Mother) Cabrini (d. 1917).

An impressive number of martyrs underwent death to spread
the faith in barbaric regions, as attested in Mission Annals, To
these should be added the martyrs of Poland, Siberia, Mexico, and
Russia whose deaths were brought about by persecution, hunger,
and.cold during the earlier stages of Marxist world revolution, In
addition to the current, well-publicized cases of Cardinal Mind-
ls]zenlty, Archbisho;? Stepinac, and Cardinal Wyszynski, literally
s:;;l:iidgs izf rlils(;r;x: lzri;ests,thnuns,‘ an‘d laymen are at present
Ther sy 1’Jn aztyxdzl:n i;)r e.-e]] faith in Iron Cl'utain countries.
e ey > Perhaps, even more difficult than that

Study the history of the Catholic Church a little more deeply

and find that it ha, fhtiis
that it is traly ths not only produced saints in every century, but

enth
and

e Church which belongs the sai
words, it is especially by th g 0 saints. In other
Fhurch i e sp):eay e works of its saints that the Catholic

in a hundred di

ogy, con-
> and who revived its
threatened to collapse?
themselves? It is Ghrist
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Himself, of course, who builds and ornaments His Church: He is
the Head of His Mystical Body—“T am the vine, you are the
branches.” Small wonder, then, if He uses as His priﬁcipal instru-
ments the people who are most imbued with His spirit. Christ is
the perfect model of utterly sublime holiness and He is the Head
of the Church; what wonder, then, if He makes the saints, as it
were, the very bones of His body?

¢. The Catholic Church, finally, sparkles with the holiness of
charisms. That miracles have never ceased to occur in the Catholic
Church, even in the blackest periods of its history, is plain from
the very decrees of beatification and canonization. Since the time
of Urban VIII (1625), with the exception of some martyrs, n6 one
is beatified until it has been conclusively established that at least
two miracles have occurred through his intervention. And no one
is canonized until two more irrefutable ® miracles have been proven.
Finally, it is no secret how many miraculous cures occur even to
the present day at the shrine of Lourdes in France.f

Scholion. On Temporal Prosperity.

In discussing the mark of holiness, strange as it may seem, non-
Catholics often introduce the subject of the influence of the true
religion in promoting prosperity, and the alleged superiority of
Protestant nations in this regard. In so complex a question—since
this is not a dissertation on economics—one can only indicate a
few points which may help save confusion. It is one thing to
inquire about genuine happiness in this life; and quite another
matter to inquire about temporal prosperity in the sense of an
abundance of material comforts. ’

1. The real source of earthly happiness does not depend either
uniquely, or principally, on material guods. or s.e.cular culture. I't
depends much more on the soul’s moral fi:Sposxhons, on wlmt‘ is
currently termed, “peace of mind.” America, for example, which
is the world’s wealthiest nation, has seen in thf past 10 years ;
perfect rash of best sellers designed to help ppy people fin

2 i i e of miracle required is given in Time
mngaz?nel’lsvzlgcoiens:r :)l;u:hl: ‘:xfli::lc‘iutyaorked in behalf of Peter Smith through
the intercession of Mother Cabrini (July 15, 1946), p. 76.

+ The non-Catholic author, Ruth Cranston, has reemt}iy;’ ( lsgfs)humhm
an absorbing book on this subject: The .Mi’:acle of Lourdes. She -
i d by the for physical but even more
the “moral” cures effected at the shrine.
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such interior peace. Many people who struggle hard for their dqj
bread and who are not possessed of much secular cultuye (froy
quently seem to lead happier lives than others who are ,quit:
wealthy and highly cultured. We do not deny in the least ﬂm(t
worldly goods, both of body and mind, can contribute to h:xppim-;q
in this life; but we do maintain that nothing contributes so mn&y
to this life’s happiness as does the following of the true religion
and the serious pursuit of and progress in moral goodness, Hap-
piness and real holiness go hand in hand; so much so that it has
become a truism: “a saint who is sad, makes a sad sort of saint”

That is why there is no doubt at all that Catholic men who striv‘e
to li\fe up to .the rules of their religion—all else being equal—even
in this life enjoy .far greater happiness than other men. This is true
not only of individuals but of nations. But please note the restric-
tive clause: all else being equal.

. 2. Temporal prosperity considered strictly as such, i.e., as dis-
tinct fr?m morality, may be summed up in the following points:
a glenuful supply of material goods, intellectual culti\;ation of
ltl,:ihve talents, political peace, and political power. Now, these
re ]:ggi‘s),ne;e;nmt)};o;iggcttlhey can rece'ive an indirect stimulus from
: end’ y or necessarily depend upon religion. They

epend on other and purely natural causes—causes which i
varied and complex. Thus it is ridiculous to try to : a}l;e }?}"te
as criteria for solving questions about the truth ;sel'suc ol
religion, Passing over the questi f . e 2 oy
e dq stion o purely material goods, the
e erals ; tl\;vxd]:;ly in ancient Greece; the Roman
inat_ion of the entire known “forldmizmir eltl]jqoyed i
ancient Greek or Roman religions.wery f Bionalnde ihat e
65 65 the lodgor, dits e so excellent? On the other

tru .

the Eayptans and Babyiomime oy e, 1Y e fa below
culture, and political e (;‘l:n y Hs.tanda:ds of wealth, secular
as a carpenter and lived in 'a baclj:v :ims'elf i A
ﬁhﬂﬁfm&, Bl relicion 15 torp ard village, Shall we conclude:

If someone rais i

m affairs, ases £p qu:s?:n(‘:i tll'.'e. indirect influence on
one might < and Protestantism.
it v , by the very fact that
favor the production of mat:ﬁ:.ln \nlrl:aal‘;inly iy et
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But th('n-“is nn.duuhl at all that Catholicism by its teachings on
di ateria yods. aai P —
Protestantism by its privi’;inlv (vFlp::Li}(-’ynelmIQIlt ('(m'ce{‘le i

: e L ate judgment (this is even
tru("r of l]hlh()n.l‘llﬂn) does perhaps give more stimulus to investi-
gations in the field of the physical sciences.t At the same time
however, F])th very same principle has produced the giddiest so;i
of errors in some sciences, particularly the philosophical. Catholi-
cism is definitely more favorable to the development of the arts.
Catholicism by its very nature strikingly promotes political tran-
quility (i.e., in principle). The fact that some so-called “Catholie
nations” have been split into multitudinous factions in recent
times stems, not from Catholicism, but from principles which are
diametrically opposed to the principles of the Catholic religion;
namely, Rationalism and a spirit of rebellion. Rationalism and a
spirit of rebellion were the genuine offspring of early Protestantism;
and it is precisely these principles which agitate political matters
in the very mnations alluded to. As a matter of fact, few would
maintain that modern France, Italy, Spain and so forth are Catholie
insofar as they are political units. Certainly, during the early years
of the twentieth century, it was quite clear that the governments
and ruling classes in those nations were not animated by Catholie
principles. In more recent days, the advent of men like Adenauer
or De Gasperi has witnessed the attempt to infiltrate the political
arena with Christian, rather than rationalist principles.

As for political superiority, the modern world has tasted bitterly
the fact that it is often not the result of moral goodness, but of
military might and injustice, Can anyone forget Hitler's Germany,
Stalin’s Russia, or Chou En-lai’s Red China?

For these and other reasons, which this is definitely not the
place to discuss in detail, the temporal superiority of some Protes-
tant nations, when it is genuinely present, should not be attributed
to Protestantism as such, but to altogether different factors; just

° That is, Catholicism by its principles i.ncu!ca!es.thfa necessity of social
justice (see, for example, the papal encyclxcfls); this is not to,deny tl.m!
factually there are wealthy Csthou(ifd whg disregard the Church’s teaching

d h: little care for the underprivileged. -
E iézed:is ;oi‘:; see the provocative essay by Julian Pleasants, ‘Catholics
and Science,” analyzing the reasons why American Catholics have not pull

ed
thei ortionate weight in contributions to science in this country. See
C:;;lall:;gn in America (New York, 1954), p. 165-79.
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as the collapse of some Catholic nations is due not to thejr
religion, but either to their abandoning Catholic principles, or to
various causes in the purely natural order.®

Finally, the tremendous good various nations, and particularly
European nations, owe to the influence of the Catholic Church
is a fact that educated Protestants admit.**

Conclusion

1. It has been proven that the Roman Catholic Church alone
is that Church which “God founded through His only begotten
Son, and endowed with obvious marks of its [divine] origin,”ss
Actually, the Catholic Church does stand out with obuvious marks,
Those who have even a fair amount of education realize that it is
far more ancient than all the other Christian societies; and that
it is like a mighty tree whose lopped off branches these societies
are. Finally, it is almost impossible for anyone to live long among
good Catholics and not to glimpse at least some manifestation of
the holiness of the Catholic Church. Who, for example, among our
non-Catholic countrymen does not realize that Catholic priests
usually exhibit a strikingly different care for the sick and dying
ﬂ]ﬂ.l:l Protestant ministers, even though many of the latter are fine,
:\S?ght 'men? Which' of théfm. has never marveled at the modesty,
S L e oA b e o
Civil War diney Plé, wrote this moving tribute in his

Of all forms of i

wards in the hospitals

‘modest sisters, going on t.h?i: ;h - Dictures that remain of those

H e o trands of mercy among the suf-
u ying. Gentle and wom ] i

of. soldiers lgadmg a forlorn hope, t: sgétiit. “t,ﬁzhmthii cg;l;?f;
veritable Sl . . . they were
Standard and Times (Feb. 10, 1956). e Cooiic
- Thus it is ifhatnearly all men, ed
pereeive something in the Catholie Chuey s, "educated alike
niring and eao. e Catholic Church which ¢, ,
admiring and cannot help realizing i lacking in tfghci?f ts]::g
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In a word, nearly ‘nll ”f. them are striuck and amazed by at least
some one ray of Catholic truth,

2. Why is it, then, that many of them—whose sincerity can not
be doubted—fail to arrive at an acknowledgment of the truth?
Because the light shines in the darkness, and the darkness does
not lay hold of it; because, that is to say, they are enveloped by
so many and such great prejudices that a suspicion that the Cath-
olic Church is the true and only Church of Christ can hardly arise
in their minds. Such prejudices, it seems, can be dispelled from
their minds only very gradually, and without their being conscious
of the fact. But those prejudices vanish the more quickly, the more
Catholics, both in their private and public lives, unconsciously ex-
hibit religion, charity, and tranquility. They vanish the more
quickly, the more priests are resplendent with moderation, chastity,
devotedness, and a prudent but tireless zeal. Those prejudices van-
ish more quickly, the more diligently and fully Catholic doctrine
is explained in both oral instruction and popular writing;® and
above all, the more frequently and fervently all Catholics pour
forth prayers to the Father of Lights to snatch away the veil that
covers the hearts of those in error.

© See, for example, the excellent little series of pamphlets issued by the
Knights of Columbus and designed solely to refute the caricatures of Catholic
doctrine so often accepted in all innocence by non-Catholics as genuine
Catholic doctrine.

Notes

1. The following observation made by J. de Maistre remains true today:
“If Protestantism always bears the same name, no matter thw immensely
varied its creed may be, the reason is that its name is something pu_reAly nega-
tive and does not signify anything else but a rejection of Catholicism. 'Th.e
less it shall believe and the more it shall ptotest,"so much the more will it
true to itself: its name becoming truer day by day” (Du Pape, 1V, 5). :

9. For a good historical sketch of all these churches see Algmen.
op. cit., pp. 764-880. For a very brief, but accurate and sympathetic sketch
of the same matter see George H. Tavard, The thalif: Awlroa.cc);l to Pm.as-
tantism (New York, 1955). Tavard, in attempting to give a logl lgxoupmg
o;"mdﬂt(ud.;nom Pr,otestant “sects” which differ rafixcally.r from classical Pro-
testantism, classifies them into t.hr(ee ca(eg)nn:s;l ;élemt, ci;-llmmt, a:n;] m

ed cate| gnostic ludes such groups
:;ﬁts. s last.n.am i ”gryand It is a mistake to classify such
groups as “Protestant.” Strictly speaking, they are non-Christian religions

(op. cit.,, p. 43-44).
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Encyclopedia, article, “Lutheranism.”

2‘ .f.zz::;ifagy,mng 1;|enlogiae zlogm‘ulimc, “De eccl ,") no. 10 ff

For a good summary of theagrgl:_gg;;l ti;’:r‘l"]"ﬂslu::‘;"Z[U{hjl:]](y‘(Il:,:::ahnl.lunl,
i » P a s 2 > development g

i Alge:ls:n_, Lpi{:;:)rnﬁntion doctrines up to and into the nineteenth cz:::.]
::ﬂ?g::e ;1;.-;, g’pj.]936—60. For a brief sketch of present-day Protestant theology
set?’Gustnve \’Vcigel, S.]., Survey of Protestant 'l'heolnf,'l/~ in Our Day (West-
minster, Md., 1953); George H. Tavard, op. cit., p. 45-56.

5. See Algermissen, op. cit, p. 792-96.

6. See Tavard’s neat delineation of this point, op. cit., p. 27-8,

7. See Volume VIII, Christ’s Sacraments, part 1, no. 270,

8. Ibid., no. 271.

9. See Algermissen, op. cit., p. 794; Tavard, op. cit., p. 28.

10. The first figure is that of the Encyclopedia Brittanica; cf. Information
Please Almanac (1957), p. 447. The second is that of the “CSMC World
Mission Map, 1956”; cf. National Catholic Almanac (1957), p. 332 and 843,

11. So Baur: A contra oriental lesil
Kirchenlexikon under the entry, Russen, X, 13986.

12. Baur, loc. cit., p. 8; see Kirchenlexikon, under the entry, Mission, VIII,
1635.—Algermissen finds the explanation for this lack of missio
a too mystical view of the Church: “The wholly insufficient missionary activity
of the Orthodox Church is intimately connected with its extravagantly mystical
view of the Church, as Bulgakow plainly states: “The Orthodox Church places
its hope not upon human efforts and not upon the missionary efforts of its
members, but it places its reliance upon the Spirit of God who abides in the
Church and leads her to unity’” (op. cit.,, p. 641).

18. See Kirchenlexikon, under the entry, Mission, VIII, 1610-85; P.
Charles, “L’activité missionaire DProtestante,” NRT (1932), p. 324,

It may be helpful to add a few testimonies by non-Catholic authors on

thisosubiect: Sainton, a pastor of the Reformed Church, wrote in the year

p. 15; see also

nary effort in

There is no reason to wonder, when Protestantism, with such enormous

sums of money, sends forth in every direction—not only to the pagans
but also to France, Italy, Austria, Spain, and especially to the Far East—
its emissan:is. its m?ili?n:i pl:ea::iher]}, its Bible salesmen, who have honeyed
€ and money-filled hands—if poor Catholic: d Schi ics, op-
pressed by bitter want, often allow th 1 i el

I to be 1to P
liefs; the real cause for wonder is the fact that they obtai
efs; th | ain such meager
Tesults among the pagans.—Kirchenlexikon, loc, cit., {) 1630. i .

iglican Canon, Taylor, wrote in the year 1888: “I believe our
are not only unsuccessful, but altogether wrong” (quoted in A.
> De ecclesia, no, 1486),

the good works, the Christ-
g efforts of the self-sacri-
While he extolled

TSets
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missionary work were in fact thrown away,
have, by reason of their political agitation,
a help.
Emin Pacha wrote in the year 1890;
There is a peculiar contrast between the Catholic and Protestant (English)
missions here in East Africa. In the case of the former, there is a lack of
means and of personnel, in fact real need; in the case of the latter, abun-
dance of money and men, in fact, overabundance. In the case of the
former, hard work and earnest striving to educate their pupils in useful,
purposeful living; in the case of the latter, psalm-singing, and the eye-
rolling of complacent self-sufficiency. Much might be said on this subject.
Dr. Peters, after visiting the missions in Uganda wrote in the year 1890:
“What I have seen of English (Protestant) installations falls far short of the
French (Catholic) in every respect.” :
Scavenus, a Dane, after visiting the Negro missions in East Africa wrote
in the year 1894: i iy
Here in Tanga there is a German P mission; in ! L there
are two English missionaries; none of these stations can point to any
result worth mentioning. . . . In this connect‘ior_l one cannot help compz;;“
ing the invariably ineffectual Protestant missionaries and the Catholic
missionaries, who are making ever greater conquests. o :
Von Bulow, around the year 1884, wrote as follows about the missions in
the islands of Samoa: . °
H Further, it is a fact that the missionaries of the Protestant sects mi;?:e
cerned first of all with furnishing I;"vin%l unaﬁ:EIrsﬂfJor thix;:s;l;::ca:ymnm
they even think about building a church. In this they ar c .
Lu‘e:,he Catholic priests, who build ﬁx.st a beautiful anId s:hl;st]z;x::x:l mcsl::xn:‘:e
before they give any thought to their own comfort. nd e
we have devotion to one’s calling, and in the fomeréh ﬁe( e
easy living. But if one now asks whether the life of t;is ustmbe s
has already taken on a Christian hue—the answer to mi
kil e i ited States:
Senat‘::" West in the year 1884 stated m‘the Congr]:ss (;; tu:fp‘iJ:“Lhe s
1 certainly hold no brief for the Jesuits; I was ;::ﬂ i il
the Presbyterians, who consider every Jesuit a e Indiansdmewhich
nowhere in North America can be e{?u;‘li ui:e:g]sg]in 'f:hz i
Loldin canhfilg ;a ‘h? Jesm:cllvﬂs;ak as a Proteslaut—tfhe mxsm'd.'unaﬁes in
i whic] i 4 5 e rnn
these places were unable to bring the Indlafms °"\f Hep s
All the preceding quotations are tal;esn rom V. Hamme
tholische Ordenswesen (1896), pp. 145-1 e Bl A G !
the names as consecrate y s
el Church, Anglican Church, Lutherans,
Church, Greek Church, Russian = cali e o Ohihido atber il o
iats, Reformed CHORGILENE ) et despite that fact they are called by
be called Evangelical, or Apostolic, y: el A ot
everyone else: Greeks and Protestants. i givem. .
which they give themselves, and tthe ;;i:eri:elf the nnmo! wuhih bl seself’
Each one being free, of course, to lo call them by this or that name.
iz iob is to make other people by
. . . but the big jol 4 eoureilt <ok . il
But that is not quite so easy as to deck oursel TS
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own authority; and yet there is no real name unless the name is reco,
or acknowledged” (J. de Maistre, Du Pape, 1V, 5.)
15. Contra epistulam Manichaei quam vocant fundamenti 4, 5,
16. Augustine De vera religione 7. 12.
17. See Algermissen, op. cit.,, p. 560-85.
18. Ibid,, p. 689.
19. De praescriptione 32.—How keenly Luther himself felt about this lack
of apostolicity: G
You can rescue a wheel from the wagon and frighten some
pope and those who boast of being his are the gChris(iunm(“),]‘u?:rtc];]mTl;:e
term Sancta Ecclesia alarms one; then they stand up and say: Preach 3
do what you want and as you can, still here is the ecclesia Chn‘stl;m
Here is the bark of St. Peter which may indeed flounder on the gé,l_lﬂa'
it will not sink and be drowned; we are the true people of God, the (Ch:-‘-‘t
tian (_:h“"d}; what will you do about it? . . . Then such tlmugl’)ls as ghel:;
rage in one’s heart: Now I see that I am wrong! Oh that I had not started

gnized

it and had never preached a word it is hard to stand }

1 aw 3 here and preach
against such an excommunication.—Cited in Hem’nger, Lehrbuch, Znée;(]
e 3 “

20. Holding first place among all such rationalistic theori
; es stands th
le‘xpul]anau?n of F Ch. Bauer (d. 1860), developed by others (Neandere
co e,'Rnschl, Pierson and Naber, Verisimilia). According to this theory, th(;
nfa?i,:hc Church arose about the middle of the second century as an amaigam
o LaPeh'un) :lm of the ‘Je.wish-Christians (justification through the works of
il iuw Ch:,n tfhe Pau%lmsm of the Pagan-Christians (justification through
"y ﬁiithst) dermentmg together in the bosom of Joaninism (justification
thrauD and works) through the efforts of harmonizers. See De Groot,
e ecclesia (8rd ed.), p, 175. :
512. g::t‘r: e?ktul‘afn"lh)lanll::hfei quam vocant fundamenti 4. 5.
; i Die katholiadlion Glat, :
e otk gen in der Verb
. sgal’.ﬂllieblrge, a;dHM. le: Blitter (1889), D. 103; see also ibid. (1890),
ilafgeatelb thnsenmh Hw:; :;llze grit of his book entitled, Russischen Christenthum,
'ggn, oy en Angaben (Paderborn, 1889), is synopsized in
dxm:eliﬂ :)ineefit:h origin has contributed simply nothing at all to the
iy nt Ba':rs‘;ﬁ e people; it has, on the contrary, made of the Rus-
. 2 - l_;)n €aring no resemblance to any other Christian peo-
ytn _%c?uge i:tis Christian-ecclesiastical spiri §
I Czarist despotism. It was and i i
the State Police set up for worldly and oy, coicr than @
of the thousand- ldy A
¢ and-year old rigor mortis of the Russian

Katholizismus und Protesta,
. . stantismus (1894), p.
(50 wﬂbes' chanz, Apologie 111 [8rd ed.], p. 383),
gnmglataly new. barbarism entered the
ants, PWDI& found his judgment biased.
ey censured l:: works as a

direct result
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Droysen, Roscher, Meitzen, Paulsen, and others,” On this point, in English,
see the quotations from the original Reformers cited in J. Maritain, T’"g;
Reformers (New York, n. d.). =

24. Numerous miraculous healings are related of John g
ularly known as Father John of Croonstadt, a Russian Iorthn(?g;g::gs‘t,p"r,}l:
facts alleged are not thus far historically established with certitude; yet even
if they be genuine, they at least prove nothing in favor of the schism, but
simply in favor of those doctrines and practices which the Russian Church
has retained from true Christianity. See A. Staerk, Le pére Jean de Cronstads,

25. Voltaire: “The enemies of the Roman Church who have rebelled
against so salutary an institution [auricular confession] appear to have de-
prived men of the greatest restraint which could be put upon their secret
crimes.” Marmontel: “There is no better means of preserving the moral purity
of youth than the practice of monthly confession” (quetations taken from De
Groot, op. cit., p. 254).

26. On this point J. de Maistre comments aptly: “No enemy of the faith
is ever deceived. They all strike in vain because they are battling against God;
but they all know where to strike” (Du Pape, IV, conclusion).

97. See A. Risz, Die Convertierten seit der Reformation, 13 vols,, 1866-80.
In English see the several collections of convert autobiographies edited by
John C. O'Brien: The Road to Damascus, Where 1 Found Christ, etc.

98. Even A. Hamack admits: “It cannot be denied that Catholicism has
created in its seven what is ped: ically a very effective and
impressive institution. . . . No one will be able to deny how useful is this
collection of seven sacraments which escort one through life” (Lehrbuch der
Dogmengeschichte, 111, p. 462 and 465).

929. See, for example, P. Pourrat, Christian Spirituality (4 vols., West-
minster, Md., 1953-55); H. d, Histoire litté du
religieux en France (10 vols,, 1929-82).

30. See also K. Kirsch, Helden des Christentums (12 vols., 1921- ); A.
Ehrhard, Die Kirche der Martyrer (1932).

81. Worth reading on this point are: Boulg-:udB, él: %};d;hﬂ;nmnfawe;“ Iz:
temps présents (6th ed.), IV, 818 ff.; Yves De riére, proi
et :aﬁ’;vw Catholiques (1905); H. Krose, Die Einfluss der Confession auf
die Sittlichkeit; H. Rost, Die Kulturkraft des Katholizismus (1919). In Eng-
lish see Christopher Dawson, The Making of Europe, and Religion and Cul-
ture; G. Schniirer, Church and Culture in the Middle Ages, 3 vols. (Paterson,

N.J., 1957- i
32. For example, Dr. K. Sell: -
The Catholic Church illumined the twilight of the moribund ancient wn_ﬂd
with a gentle glow; she rescued its precious cultural values for M’g
of modern civilization she educated and instructed the

As the great mother d ‘
rful nations and races of ‘modern history:
ISnl(;i. me:reer cu: athel;: y‘;’;nggh‘;imm nations deny that from the eighth
stian Christmas
::u;hdw lgz:dtlh:i? 2?&19. l:he song which consecrated them to a
existence than the merely earthly. The greatest a
is the ries-long develop of that con
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ical religions concepts with ancient sciences and philos

‘the half-Christian-ascetic, half-pagan-Germanic ideals of me‘?ll])‘*:’yaa: (%] with
whole which even today forms the basis of European culture nn(‘l’ l:xwe
sway especially over our whole esthetic experience, our world of i, olds

‘tion. Not only dogma, liturgy, and ecclesiastical organization, |y, aging-

“here” and “hereafter,” our logic and our ethics has Catholicism givlénﬂIso SECTISINE

our We_m( gﬂ pbjgt;gi too, finds its origin therein.—In Pfeugﬂschl;s’:

33, Vatican Gouncil, constitution De fide catholica, chap, 3, The Church Viewed from Inside

P J (Dogma)

Thus far the Church has been discussed mainly 150
from a historical and apologetical viewpoint. Since

it has been completely established in the whole first

section of this book that the Roman Catholic

Church is the one true Church of Christ and God,

and that it enjoys the prerogative of infallibility in

» religious matters, in this second section proof will

be based not simply on historic evidence, but also

and especially on the Church’s own infallible >
authority. Briefly, this second section of the book is

strictly dogmatic theology. .

http://www.obrascatolicas.com |



CHAPTER |

The Church: The Mystical Body of Christ

1. Introduction:

The Roman Catholic Church is not merely the embodiment of
the religion of Christ; it is the very body of Christ.
Prorosirion: The Church is the Mystical Body of Christ.
iy Proof: 1. our Lord personally promised to establish and
= e maintain a unique, intimate union between Him-
i) | self and His members.
2. St. Paul calls Christ the Head of the CMfd’lj ﬁﬂ

at ¢ the Church the body of Christ.
; 3. the earliest fathers are fond of fmw -
trine in their writings. 4 i ﬂ' |
4. the Church’s magisterium., i

e manq;t

II. Explanation of the Analogy
III. The Term “Mystical Body”:
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CHAPTER |

The Church: The Mystical Body of Chris

I. Introduction

The Roman Catholic Church is not merely the embodiment f
th‘e religion of Christ; it is, in a very real sense, the body of Ch ”
Himself.* In a certain very real sense, it is Christ Himself liv?st
and acting in the world, This doctrine has been a treasured : Etz
o‘f the deposit of faith right from the beginning. It came frnmpt‘hr
lips of the Master Himself during His earthly ministry. It was thz
first truth He revealed to His “vessel of election,” St, Paul a‘nd he
tul:a l;um expressed it over and over again in his writings, It 1’5 to him
o h\::do:vl;zdﬂtlgeagzg;gyar\:éhitc}l: b&s]t ex}fresses it—the analogy of

body— e Church teaches this same tr
;oec!lglg'.n ;: (t)lfleRd?ctImg of the Mystical Body. Unfortunately, ltl}:];
v almoetonm;tm.n polemics forced ecclesiologists to focus
T Bzd excl léswelylon the external, juridical aspects of
ol att}:; 121 ﬂ}e rich supernatural depths of the doctrine
s thn 1on,.lf any.* This situation obtained until quite
> D theologians once more subjected the notion to

Zze:]r;;llxin;i Zz;ien]ﬁﬁc analysis.® The results were not always happy;
Sl v(; ;&ed }:m seve.ral important points, Finally, however:
Sl gave, th:pviofll;s XIII issued the encyclical Mystici
TR e a clear and authoritative explanation

Prorosrion: The Ghyrch is the Mystical Body of Christ.

Tlns Is proximate to divine faith.®
Proposition may be e g
e Xpressed more analyt; 4
Ay i::h i:::; t:;:lt:d Hie':; ém éntimtf and ind;s}t’;tllsz;ley;:if:zu‘l’xfs’;
v . Even ist, j
Ascension into heaven, provideq Hkogurihrﬁgﬁlzswﬁoreh Hiiis
° That the Church i ey
R i Church is Christ’s bog,
ipture. That it is Hig mystical bodvy i; f:mfunx]tllz’erm:geoeﬁliigrll % rev_efl]ed ;
reC) 3
e ; precision.
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still He Himself by no means abandoned it, but maintains an invis-
ible union with it and exercises a constant influence on it.
Proof:

1. Our Lord personally promised to establish and maintain
this union. The following eloquent statements are recorded in
John 6:

“I am the bread of life” (48) . .. “He who eats my flesh and

drinks my blood is united with me, and I am united with him.
As the living Father has appointed me his ambassador, and I
live because of the Father, so, too, he who eats me will have
life because of me” (57-58).

Most expressive of all is His figure of the vine and the branches:

“I am the real vine, and my Father is the vinedresser. . . . Remain
united with me, and 1 will remain united with you. . . . One
bears abundant fruit only when he and I are mutually united;
severed from me, you can do nothing. If one does not remain
united with me, he is simply thrown away like a branch, and
dries up” (John 15:1,4-6).

9. St. Paul informs us of the existence of this bond and of its
nature as well, when he calls Christ the Head of the Church, and
the Church the body or fulness (complement) of Christ:

He has subjected every single thing to his auth.ority and has
appointed him sovereign head of the Church, which is truly }_us
body, the complement of him who fills all the members with
all graces (Eph. 1:22-23).° Further, he is the head of his body,
the Church, in that he is the beginning, the first to u'::; Zzn

he may have pre-eminence over € -
;Zree.deit";ir, ‘:t? ;;':atsed GOIII the FZther that in him all fullness

should dwell, and that through him God should reconcile to

i in heaven
himself every being, and make peace on earth and
thraugfh the 'ilood shed on the cross (Col. 1:18-20).

ed this sublime doctrine to Paul, at least in

s had reveal 2 .
L‘:Sr‘;'ninal form, on the occasion of the latter’s conversion. \.leen He
asked him, “Saoul, Saoul, why do you persecute me?” He intimated

quite clearly that He co idered Himself and His disciples as one.
(217)
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That this revelation left a strong and abiding impression on P
mind is made abundantly clear by the way in which it colo,
his writings and by the way in which it is developed in lhn.\,.:
writings. In a summary treatment such as this must be ¢
representative samples will have to suffice: ‘

aul’s
s all
ame
a few

For example, just as the body is a unit, although, i
members, and all the members of the body, many ¢
are, form but one body, so too is the Christ. In fact
Spirit all of us, whether Jews or Greeks, slaves n’r free me
were introduced into the one body through baptism, and we"’
all given to drink of a single Spirit. The body, 1 rr’;)ear is n:)et
formed of one but of many members. . . . You are Christ’s body
and individually its members (I Cor, 12:12-14, 27). Rather bJ
professing the truth, let us grow up in every respect in loug
and bring about union with Christ who is the head. The whole
body is.dependent on him, Harmoniously joined and knit to.
gether, it derives its energy in the measure each part needs
anly. t{mmgh contact with the source of supply (Eph. 4:15-16).0
{ rejoice now in the sufferings I bear for your sake, and what
1.;w Za;kmg to thfz sufferings of Christ T supply in my flesh for
the benefit of his body, which is the Church (Col. 1:24).

t has many
hough they
by a single

8. The earliest
their writings:
St. Ignatius Martyr:

fathers were fond of repeating this doctrine in

You must all follow the lead of th,

lowed that of the Father; follow o bishop, as Jesus Christ fol-

the presbytery as you would

i N th . .
Smyrnaeos 8, 1-2; Ac&;et::n:l_le atholto

THE CHURCH: THE MYSTICAL BODY OF CHRIST
archy. There is in the Church a visible and an invisible unity, just
as in its divine-human Head.

Most striking is St. Irenaeus’ theory of recapitulation, according
to which the entire universe, the whole range of being, is summed
up in Christ as under one head (see also Eph. 1:10). This summing
up, this recapitulation, has in view a universal restoration, nna
Christ, the Word, effects this in and through His Church, of which
He is the Head. The Church is, as it were, Christ continued:

. one Christ Jesus our Lord, who comes by a universal

dispensation and recapitulates all things in Himself. But in “all
things” man also is comprised, a creature of God; therefore He
recapitulates man in Himself. The invisible has become visible,
the incomprehensible has become comprehensible, and the im-
passible passible; and the Logos has become man, recapitulating
all things in Himself. Thus, just as He is the first among heav-
enly and spiritual and invisible things, so also is He the first
among visible and corporal things. He takes the primacy to
Himself and by making Himself the Head of the Church, He
will draw all things to Himself at the appointed time.—Adversus
haereses iii. 16. 6.
Where the Church is, there is the Spirit of God; and where the
Spirit of God is, there is the Church and every kind of grace;
but the Spirit is truth, Those therefore who do not partake of
Him are neither nourished in the life from the mother’s breasts,
nor do they enjoy that most limpid fountain which issues from
the body of Christ—Ibid. iii. 24. 1; see also i. 10. 2; iii. 12. T;
iii. 86. 7.

The writings of Tertullian and St. Cyprian are rich on this sub-
ject also, but those of St. Augustine are richest of all. He wn?te, for
example: “A head and a body go to make one man; Chns.t and
the Church combine to make one man, a perfect man: He is the
Groom, she the bride” (Enarrationes in psalmos 18:?.10; see 'i.z.]so
ibid. 101:1,2. 137; 18:2. 10; T' tus CXXIV in ] g

14; Epistula 23).
inte evidently, then, in the minds of our Lord, of~St. Paul,
and of ecclesiastical writers from the earliest years,” practically the

According to St, Tgnatius, it ;
5 . Ignatius, it is j
share in the divine life of1 1S 1mpossible for anyone to obtain a

g same relationship exists between Christ and the Church as between
‘hidden life in the Cp Ao, grace apart from Gl it o dives o

a man’s head and the rest of his body.

life in that body which o its vivifying prineip] d i 4 The Church’s Magisterium. Pius XII, in the Mystici Corporis,
it body which is composed of the meuﬂ::rsa‘:;f :h:ils:izf teaches this doctrine in unmistakably clear terms:

(218) (219)
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If we would define and describe this true Church of

Christ—which is the One, Holy, Catholic, Apostolic Jesus
Church—we shall find no expression more noble, nm,—J 8
or more Divine than the phrase which calls it ;

Body of Jesus Christ.”—17.

Romap
u ublime
the Mystical

Explanation of the Analogy ®
1. A person’s head: (a) is of the same nature as the rest of his

members, for it is itself a member of his body; (b) is superior to
his other members in dignity, position, and in the perfection of sen-
sory activity—for it is in the head that all the other senses ;;m
actively coordinated; (¢) is so intrinsically connected with the
other members as to form with them but one totality.

In like manner: (a) Christ has the same nature as the members

of the. Cln}rch, for He is Head of the Church in His human rather
than in His divine nature. (b) Christ is superior in dignity to all
the: members of the Church, and this because of the hyi)ostah’c
union of His human nature with the Word. He is superior in posi-
tion, seated as He is at the right hand of the Father. He is superior
in the perfe.ction of supernatural life, because it pleased God the
Father that in Him all fulness should dwell, and that through Him

God the Father should reconcile to

Himself every being (see Col.

1:19). (¢) Christ is so intimately conjoined with the Church and

its members as to form wi
for the Church is called
that it is
together with Him one m:
Jesus® That is why Hol

th .th,em one totality (see I Cor, 12:27);
A 'Chr{sts.fulness for no other reason than

of extension in time of Christ Himself, and forms
ystical person. You are all one in Christ

His faithful (Gal. 4.19) y Scripture says that Christ is formed in

?-5:85—.45), and is persecuted (Acts 9:
in their turn are said to complete in

that He lives (ibid., 2:20), hungers (Matt.
4-5) in them. The faithful

Bushed by Chist (Col. 134): Tn fat,the i ork 128 0%

without any qualification (I Cor. 12:12)

instrument—exerts a twof 1d
(a) an internal influence, by corie

the Church is called “Christ”

2. ¥
A person’s head—or better, his soul using the head as an
nce over his other members:
ting feeling and motion to

THE CHURCH: THE MYSTICAL BODY OF CHRIST

humanity as an instrument (instrumentum conjunctum)—exerts a
twofold influence over His Church; (a) internally, by imparting
supernatural gifts to people, as Scripture tells us: And of his [u[lnes;
we have all received a share—yes, grace succeeding grace (John
1:16); (b) externally, by governing (teaching and ruling) the
Church. Of course, He does not visibly exercise this latter function
of external government, since He is an invisible Head, But He
does so through visible pastors to whom He has imparted His own
authority, and, of course, in a special way through the Roman pon-
tiff, who is for this reason called the visible head of the Church.
Pius XII has given eloquent expression to these truths:

Because Christ is so exalted, He alone by every right rules and
governs the Church; and herein is yet another reason why He
must be likened to a head. . . .

Moreover, He conferred a triple power on His Apostles and
their successors, to teach, to govern, to lead men to holiness.
This triple power, defined by special ordinances, by rights and
obligations, He made the fundamental law of the whole Church.
But our Divine Saviour governs and guides His community also
directly and personally. For it is He who reigns within the
minds and hearts of men and bends and subjects to His pur-
pose their wills even when rebellious. . . .

But we must not think that He rules only in a hidden or extra-
ordinary way. On the contrary, our Divine Redeemer also gov-
erns His Mystical Body in a visible way and ordinarily through
His Vicar on earth. You know, Venerable Brothers, that aftgr
He had ruled the “little flock” Himself during His mortal pil-
grimage, when about to leave this world a'md return to the
Father, Christ Our Lord entrusted to the chief of .the Apostles
the visible government of the entire community He had
founded, He was all wise; and how could He leave without a
visible head the body of the Church He had founded as a

human society? . s
Nor against this may one argue, that the primacy of 11m3d1ctmn
established in the Church gives s_uch a Mystical B(Z };I ‘tW(?
heads. For Peter in virtue of his Primacy is only Christ’s ]::;r,
so that there is only one chief Heaccil Ofth tl:nscl;lodzi1 nsm:l‘i/ Sns ee;
onally to guide the Church by ;

E’:ﬂé‘ e:ﬁ;;;l?szst It’lil;s same time He rules it externally, visibly
throu,gh him who is His representative on earth.!

The influence mentioned is exercised by the divinity through

(221)
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the instrumentality of the (conjoined) humanity, 1t i quite s
that God alone is the principal cause of all Supernaturg] i

but still Christ’s humanity is an instrumental cause, Comoquclf:tflfs,
He is Head of the Church not in His divine nature for jt Vs
) iy

not characteristic of a head to influence a body as the Principa]
agent. Even in the case of a human being, the head r‘mnmnnicqlza
sense activity to the other members not as the principal cause, (bsi
only as the instrument of the soul. If one looks deeper into’ this
matter, one realizes that the supernatural gifts showered on the
Church come from all three divine Persons together, But sometimes
they are attributed to the Father, who is the source of all good,
sometimes to the Word or to Christ as God, in view of the hypo:
static union, and sometimes—in fact, most often—to the Holy Spirit,
to whom acts of love are more particularly appropriated, They aré
even said to come down to the members of the Church from the
Holy Spirit through Christ (as man). And there is nothing surpris-
ing in this, for that very fulness of grace which is Christs is
commonly attributed to His anointing by the Holy Spirit.!

150d [ll. The Term *“Mystical Body' **

Ith‘n.mst be remarked at the outset that the term “Mystical

: Body’ is an analogy—the expression of a truth based not on the
T zpérfect identity of the two analogues or terms of comparison, but
: - very real likeness between them, It js, nonetheless, the ex-
sion ff a deep and sublime truth, and is not to be shrugged
] mere figure of speech.”’5 As is the case with many other
truths a.nd concepts, the expression of this reality
we being what we are and the super-
. The term “mystical,” then, distinguishes
hysical bady of our Lord, and protects us
pantheistic coloring, As Pius XII

THE CHURCH: THE MYSTICAL BODY OF CHRIST

organism from so-called “moral bodies.” Again, in the authoritative
words of the Holy Father:

But if we compare a Mystical Body to a moral body, here again
we must notice that the difference between them is not slight,
rather it is very considerable and very important. In the moral
body, the principle of union is nothing more than the common
end, and the common cooperation of all under authority for
the attainment of that end; whereas in the Mystical Body, of
which We are speaking, this collaboration is supplemented by
a distinct internal principle, which exists effectively in the
whole and in each of its parts, and whose excellence is such,
that of itself it is vastly superior to whatever bonds of union
may be found in a physical or moral body. This is something, as
We said above, not of the natural but of the supernatural order.
Essentially it is something infinite, uncreated: the Spirit of God,
Who, as the Angelic Doctor says, “numerically one and the
same, fills and unifies the whole Church.”—75.

These distinctions may be represented graphically as follows:

HEAD AND MEMBERS
are not distinct persons

in a physical body have the same life

are distinct persons
are distinct persons

in a moral body do not have the same life

in the Mystical Body

have the same life

Provostrion: Sanctifying grace holds first place among the super-
natural gifts which come down to the Church from Christ its

Head.

A great variety of gifts flows into the Church from Christ. For,
apart gf:onu exue:grdinify charisms, there are: (a) the power of
jurisdiction, including the power to teach (infallible when exer-
cised in its fulness) and to rule; (D) the sacfamémd chmehh,
to which are joined, in the sacrament of orders, the powers of th
priesthood; (¢) numerous actual graces, whrd | are granted as,
excepting faith and hope, tem helps; (d) infused mk
which are so intimately tied ¢

150e
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and of the founding of the Church is nothing other than the
fication of people, it is beyond doubt that the union of (:']l:ist i

the Church has as its primary and chief aim the impurt.in‘:lth
sanctifying grace to its members. In fact, the Apostle ik L.] of
expression to this influence when he wrote: Bt

sancti-

ar

Christ is the head of the Church and also the savior of th

body. . . . Christ loved the Church, and delivered himsel i
her, that he might sanctify her by cleansing her in the k;ﬁtfl i
water with the accompanying word, in order to present to hli i
self ;he Church in 'all her glory, devoid of blemish or wl'inkhz’z;
a_r;zylt)lx:.ngzzasf, ’2’\156_21;1,"(]’ but that she may be holy and flawless,

For no holfness or purity can be obtained in this world, no glory
or beauty in the next, except through sanctifying grace.’®

Prorosrrion: The Holy Spirit is the Soul i
Sidy p ul of this bo

\ I:eo XIII stztted this truth unequivocally when he wrote in his
gwmum illud: “Let it suffice to say that, as Christ is the Head of
the Church, the Holy Spirit is its soul.” Pius XII developed this

eme at greater length in the Mystici Corporis:

dy which is the

If we examine closely this Div
f e y this Divine
given by Christ, in so far as it co

:lw]/:;y gliit i;ldl creat.e!:l grace, we easily see that it is nothing else

Al t;ﬁ' SSme the Paraclete who proceeds from the

g ot Ch ! irit of the Son.”—68,

b: :ls]::sngg;ltth offChnst, too, as to an invisible principle, is to
e fact that all the parts of the Body are ;'oined

th their exalted Head; for He is

and entire in each of

principle of life and power
nstitutes the very source of

yet refuses to dwell with st S0Wth of the Church, He
Wholly severed from the ?:gy._yégig £rece In members that are

(224)
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It is ].njl[)‘(ll.’tilnt. to note, however, that the analogy comparing
the Holy Spirit with the human soul is not perfect, any more than
is that comparing Christ with the head of a human body. Analog-
jcal knowledge is true knowledge, but it represents truth only
indirectly, by means of resemblance or proportionate similarity.
In the human composite, it is true, the soul is a spiritual substance,
the principle of unity, life, and vital activity. But it is an incom-
plete substance and enters into a substantial union with the body.
The same cannot be said of the Holy Spirit in relation to the
Mystical Body. For the Holy Spirit is a complete, independent,
incommunicable Person, and His union with the Body can be con-
sequently only accidental, to use the language of philosophy—a
langtiage with unfortunate connotations in modern parlance. Acci-
dental in this technical sense does not connote fleeting, loose,
impermanent, haphazard. The union of the Holy Spirit with the
Church is not the same as that of a person’s soul with his body; *
but for all that, it is nonetheless real and intimate and vivifying.
In the interests of strict accuracy, theologians now frequently refer
to the Holy Spirit as the quasi-Soul (quasi-Anima) of the Church.*"

Prorostrion: The soul and the body of the Church are not two
Churches, the one invisible and the other visible, but together
they form one Church, which is at once visible and endowed
with interior life.

According to the doctrine set forth abeve, there are in the
Church just as there are by nature in man £&wo elements, one
visible and one invisible. But it by no means follows that there are
two Churches, for the Holy Spirit and His works are, by the insti-
tution of Christ, the special property of that visible society which
is the Church, inasmuch as they can never fail to be found there.in,
and can not, in the ordinary course of events, be obtained outside
of it, Pius XII has harsh words for the contrary opinion:

For this reason We deplore and conde'mn th.e pe.micious error
of those who conjure up from their fancies an imaginary Church,
a kind of Society that finds its origin and growth in charity, to
i lete substances
° The human soul and the human body are both incomplete
i Holy Spirit is a Person, and since one of
K}:Ch unite to form one %ezrs:n. The oi:' Spiri R A
with the Church in a union of the same type as that of the human soul and
body.

(225)
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which they somewhat contemptuousl THE CHURCH: THE MYSTICAL BODY OF CHHIST
y somewhat ¢ 1sly oppose ¢ y ;

they call juridical, But this distinction, \[\']ln'(»l(x 'lll.:f;fhir;:f,rw]hich implicit desire®* If this condition is fulfilled, then the mercy of

is baseless.*® d OCuce, God who wills that all men be saved (I Tim 2:4) will credit hi

: : v 2 credit his
desire as if it were an act.??

Obviously the sanctifying influence of the Head can never fail of Corollary
effect in the body as a whole, even though it m: il e 150h
S b i nay be blocked ; i i i ist i ;
l].ldl\’ldua] members of the Church, considered strictly g & ]m T’ne' Church is (llk‘covn'fnua.l‘lon of Christ in the world. Pius XIT
viduals, Otherwise Christ would cease to be A Lo wrote in the Muystici Corporis:

I “the savior of 4
body,” and would no longer nourish and cherish the Church i

own flesh. And this would P i s hennsioie it His As Bellarmine notes with acumen and accuracy, this namin:
& it o o, d be at odds with the te aching of the U[f tth&ISr‘)%y of t(llhrist 11]5 11\0tthto}})c erzla;?ecl\:olZIy lb)é t(l]]e fl:;cgt
i tha arist must be called the Head ot His Mystical Body, but
oum(i);eﬂt;eeol?;fir h:fmtiil:z'(s)'nbe] “'(1;10 k‘nz“’mgl'y and Wﬂ"ing]y strays also by the fact that He so sustains the Church, and sz in a
B o Y  Visible Church receives the life of grace, certain sense lives in the Church that it is, as it were, another
at is w at Augustine meant when he wrote: “Only the body Christ. The doctor of the Gentiles in his letter to the Corin-
of Christ lives by the Spirit of Christ. Do you want to live by the thians affirms this when, without further qualification, he called

Spin't. of Christ? Then be in the body of Christ.”
oceasion no surprise, for the divinely established
pxesc'nbes that .the life of grace be imparted to people, preserved
'fmd m.creased in them, through the same external min’istralh' —
mcl'udmg those of teaching, of the priesthood, and =
which people are gathered into the visible Ch;Jrch:

He established so

the Church “Christ,” following no doubt the example of his
Master who called out to him from on high, when he was
attacking the Church: “Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou Me?”
Indeed, if we are to believe Gregory of Nyssa, the Church is
often called “Christ” by the Apostle; and you are conversant,
of ruling—by Venerable Brothers, with that phrase of Augustine: “Christ
preaches Christ.”—66.

** This should
order of things

me men as apostles, and e d Christ, is the incarnate
spokesmen, ot : es, some as inspired The Founder of the Church, our Lord Jesus , 1s the
and teach, 4 ’:ZZ. af‘am 5 evanhﬁelzs?s, and others as pastors Son of God, perfect God and perfect man. These two elements of
ministry, which consists in lm?ldt saints for the work of the divinity and humanity are verified in the Church also, the mystical
"2 up the body of Christ, until Christ, though not, of course, in precisely the same manner*

we all attain to unit i
of God. Thus we 1a!{~t;?"f?th and deep knowledge of the Son [

: 3 0 perfect manhood, ¢, 7 : - ) :
Proportions that b 2 , to the mature ‘ e Heshaintyy S )
dependent on him?ﬁilgms fullness, . , | The whole body is As these two aspects are found in Christ’s

: i i i ti etuation of that humanity which
S 0 . 1 S e e
ni with the sou; art needs only throug L o
= b"i:di :tself - ggﬂz};zuﬁzley;oln i Rl oy e ;'li]r(itaiinz:itﬁnl‘:: sazrle:II;girica], concrete, visible, tangible thing,
e ' like all human realities that prolong themselves in some form of
o' v:muhmx e l‘humhose ho, the [ continuation; for it is a human institution, a human_society.
) nothing of the Ch of éhﬁsough 10 fault of their own, | And it is a s,ociety quite visibly and tangibly; its sociology and
Tecei Ve'ﬁs'ancﬁfln"ng = t, can, other things being [ canon law can be written down; it has its clearly defined mem-
o G e ?ng Al 'Share o 0 fmparted } bers and its definite seat: it is the Chu_rch ?f _Rom; e:ts ]es;‘x:
i f Nazareth. As a society it is pe in
ﬁ'ﬁstw‘;’t;s alésﬁml?s :nd we]l-delinentgd structure, as befits a thing |
'is th etuation of the God-man. Y
ghej:t):dly,e éfpc:mmh will be an invisible reality: a life of
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thought, love, and grace that is infused into souls, 5 divinizag;
and adoptive sonship which, in the unity of the only-he ,,'d“”"
incarnate Son is diffused throughout all mankind g (Iul;‘oluun’
to be inaccessible to natural consciousness, and which ‘!) y Jas
depths thus reached, unifies mankind in itself and ;ut:.c}':.h-e
to God. e
Through this second aspect, that is, the diviniz
on it, the Church is a theandric®* reality, a divine
as many authors aptly put it. The reason is not that the God
head is one of its elements or aspects, or that the Church ha..
its own union with the Godhead independently of Chyigt an5
His hypostatic union, but only that it is the perpetuation >of the
theandric humanity, the humanity fully divinized
sisting in the Word, the humanity of the God-man,?s

ation conferreq
-human reality
Y

and sub-

If the Church in its very essence is so remarkable a continuation
of the Incarnation, it is in its activity no less remarkable a perpetua-
tion of the whole activity of its incarnate Head, Through the
ChuTch, which is His body, Christ continues, in a constantly re-
curring cycle, to be bomn, to go into exile, to live His hidden life,
to manifest Himself to the world, to teach, to heal, to sanctify t(;
rule, Fo forgive sins, to console, to admonish, to b’e embmced’ to
be spit upon, to be hailed as a king, to be crowned with thorns’ to
be loved, to be hated, to be crucified, and to rise from the deaci.

The whole Body of the Church, no less than the individual

members, should bear resemblance t i is His wi
3 ; o Christ, Such is His will.
ﬁ:d l:ve S;e that realized when following in the footsteps of
sal;ﬁﬁoun Eer she.teaches, she governs and offers the Divine
s ee:ér’ mbracing the f:vangelical counsels she reflects the
§ e hsltpov;a » obedience and virginal purity, Enriched
Jeels,she poins out Chite oy sy, 1L S0 many precious
preaching to the people orth L e nounn, o
é::‘lgx?(,g :]x;ners back to the path of virtue, or in a word doing
T JZO;;ZZ&::&WEE&: then if, while she walks this
de“th‘own £ e e Christ, hounded and weighed

::sig‘ri; lé9§en ;‘Ilt%l; Benson gave powerful expression to this truth
& hrlstte s 0 Church. One should read the whole thing to
Teciate its full force, but here i an illustrative passage: 3
® Not, of course, in the Monophysite sense, :
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Still, to the eyes of the Catholic, there moves on earth that
amazing figure whose mere painted portrait in the Gospels has
driven men—artists, seers, and philanthropists—mad with love
and longing—and he is part of -it. There still sounds on the air
the very voice that comforted the Magdalene and pardoned the
thief; the same Divine energy that healed the sick and raised
the dead is still active on earth, not transmitted merely from
some Majesty on high, but working now, as then, through a
Human Nature that may be touched and felt. If the Catholic
be mistaken in this astounding vision, yet he cannot be accused
of substituting a system for a Person, since it is the groundwork
of his whole life and hope that what men call a system is a
person, far more accessible, more real and more effective than
one can be who is thought to reign merely in a distant heaven,
and no longer in any real sense to be present on earth. The true
minister of every sacrament, for example, as every Catholic be-
lieves, is none else than the supreme and Eternal High Priest
Himself.*”

Scholion. The coextension of the concepts “Church” and “Mystical
Body.”

The concepts of both “Church” and “Mystical Body” may be
taken in either a broad or a strict sense depending on whether one
takes Christ’s Church exclusively from the viewpoint of its earthly
sojourn, or from the total viewpoint of its existence, and modes of
existence, both in time and in eternity. The same is roughly true
of the concept, “the kingdom of God,” the common Ne'w Testament
expression for the Church, It is from this total viewpoint (ecclesio-
logical, soteriological, and eschatologicall), that a x.mlmber of' Comci
petent theologians, even after the encychca.b Mystrm Carfmm a"]gl
Humani generis, continue to use distmf:txons Jas: “pote%h
members” vs. “actual members”; “members in vofq vs. “mem :hrs
in re,” etc. Indeed Pius XIT himself, after explicitly naming the
members of the Mystical Body in the strict sense of t%xe t:xf-m, seen:z
to employ the term “member” in a broader sense in 1;] emx;gtlm
both catechumens and the souls in purgatory as members 0!
Mystical Body (see 119).

It is important, then, to remember the precise viewpoint from

i ing i der to avoid hopeless

i theologians are speaking in or 2 ess
::)l::l?siomnein this %]vhole matter. Briefly, the concepfs.of ‘Church’
and “Mystical Body” are always mutually coextensive provided
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that both are used in the same sense. Confusion ariseg when
N . Il an
author simultaneously employs the one concept in the strict sen
% sense
and the other in the broad ® sense.

150j Special Bibliography for the Doctrine of the Mystical Body
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° For the subtler question of wh:
fmsipg the term “Mystical Bod‘;," i

1 > term  “Mysti » 5
Mﬂﬂﬁmwmi s Rsmantend by patristc tradiion; ) ol lgf'ﬁym tﬂ?;' A};ﬂ;ﬁ
rigid andmz Caterhatiod : e:l ;llxl its broad as well as its strict sense; 8) a too
onclusions: if one rules o et el S PATHCUlar point can lead fo strange
Body,” and xesrict i exclisvely o 1 iers 5380 of the term “Mysticl

& S 1o

e leure}a and tf:; :::mbers on earth), whaﬂﬁﬁ";'; the Clhu.rch militant
Blessed Moth . 1, St. John, St. Pa conclude about the

n earth; shall we mnnl\;dmd the other saints in heaven?
Christ?”

e: therefore th «

o v of An awkward comp, SV Are not “mem-
ﬁ o 0 of Saints and the M. conclusion, See J. C, Fen-

978 &, and especially the conclusions :meflmm, :g% 7.’_8AER, 110 (1944);

8.
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Notes

1. See Pius XII, encyclical Mystici Corporis (June 29, 1943):

If we would define and describe this true Church of Jesus Christ—which

is the One, Holy, Catholic, Apostolic, Roman Church—we shall find no

expression more noble, more sublime or more Divine than the phrase which
calls it “the Mystical Body of Jesus Christ.”—17,

All references to the encyclical throughout the chapter will be to the
English edition of J. Bluett, S.J., The Mystical Body of Christ (New York,
1943). The numbers will refer to the paragraph division of this edition. See
also E. Mersch, The Theology of the Mystical Body, p. 518, 523, 527; R. H.
Benson, Christ in the Church. Very much to the point are the following words
of C. Journet, The Primacy of Peter, op. cit.:

The Church is therefore like Christ; the Body is like the Head. This

homogeneity of the Church with Christ, of the Body with the Head,

enables Christ to be diffused and communicated in space and time. It
assures a continuous presence of Christ in space and time, This is the
mystery of the Church’s catholicity.

Once this perpetual and real presence of Christ in the midst of space and

time has been broken, once the continuity of the Christian mystery has

been mutilated, the desire to go on king of Catholicism and catholicity
at all costs amounts to nothing but insistence upon using a traditional
word which has been emptied of all traditional meaning.—p. 11 £.

92, This was not the only imp aspect of ecclesiology forced into the
background, See J. C. Fenton, “The Church and the World,” AER, 119
(1948), 202 ff.; “The Church and God’s Promises,” ibid., 123 (1950), 295 f.;
“The Church in Adequate Perspective,” ibid., 133 (1955), 258 ff.; J. Leclercq,
La vie du Christ dans son église. il

3. See T. Zapalena, op. cit, p. 33L.

4. Any workpwritten on the Mystical Body before ﬂﬁs.date and, unfortu-
even some written subsequently should be read with one eye always

nately,
i i ment. See Zapalena, op. cit., p. 331-597, passim.
on this normative pronouncel B o} i

5. The last phrase, “who fills, etc,” is susce
lations ine I;:gh'l;b, depending on whether one takes the Greek verb as a
middle or passive form. One might, for example, translate as follows: the com-
pletion of him who everywhere and in all tfungs is fomplnt&. But none of
these possible translations affects the essential meaning of the verse. See
ens,” in Pirot-Clamer, La Sainte Bible (Paris,

Medebielle, “Epitre aux Ephési Saini
1946‘!), XII, 87-39; A. Fenillet, “L'église pléréme du Christ d’aprés Ephés., I,

23,” NRTh, 78 (1956), 449 f; 593 ff.
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6. See also Rom, 12:5; I Cor. 6:15; Eph. 4:4, 25; 5:93, 29; Col, 9.9

5 i s ete,
For a full treatment of the Pauline doctrine on the Mystical Body, ang for 4
careful theological analysis of the pertinent passages, sce Zapalena, op. cit,.
Meinertz, op. cit., F. Prat, The Theology o/ S{. 1’1114{; J. Bonsirven, L'évungil,;
de Paul; L. Cerfaux, La théologie de Uéglise suivant saint Paul; Werner
Goossens, L'église, corps du Christ, d'aprés saint Paul; CCHS, Index, g,

Mystical Body of Christ, The.

7. See QP, indices under Church.

8. See St. Thomas Aquinas, S.Th., III, q. 8, a. 1 and 6; De

9. Gal. 8:28. One in the Greek is masculine: one person. St. Augustine:
“The whole Christ consists of head and body: the head is the only-begotten
Son of God, His body is the Church: Bridegroom and bride
flesh” (Epistula contra Donatistas de unitate ecclesiae 4.7).

10. See J. C. Fenton, “Our Lord’s Presence in the Catholic Church,”
AER, 115 (1946), 50 ff,

11. Op. cit., 45-50; see also 61-64; ]. C. Fenton, “
110 (1944) 459 ff. Soteriologically speaking,
human race, a fact to which the Holy Fath
holy sacrifice of the Mass:

In this act of sacrifice through the hands of the priest, whose word alone
has brought the Immaculate Lamb to be present on the altar, the faithful
themselves with one desire and one prayer offer It to the Eternal Father—
the most acceptable victim of praise and propitiation for the Church’s
universal needs. And just as the Divine Redeemer, dying on the Cross,
offered Himself as Head of the whole human race to the Eternal Father,
50 “in this pure oblation” He offers not only Himself as Head of the

Church to the heavenly Father, but in Himself His mystical members as
well—Op. cit., 97.

12, See Isai. 11:2; 61:1; Acts 10:38,

13. See MCC, 18-20, 73,
) 14. The analogy is one of proper but inadequate proportionality, i.e., one
r“zw hﬂ‘ﬂmh notiot; common to the two analogues applies properly to both
on the basis of a certain similari ie., it doe oth in
L ty, t does not apply to b

15. See M. Meinertz, op, cit., 11, 156,

16. See MCC, 67-70,

17. Christ the Head acts throu

veritate, 29 4,

, tWo in one

Vicarius Christi,” AER,
our Saviour is Head of the whole
er alludes when speaking of the

d ac gh the Holy Spirit:
intrinsically  (grace and gifts)
extrinsically  (the hierarchy )
in both ways (sacmmeuts).
soit.,dg. 1]59(;: Salaverri, op. cit., p. 825-7,
>¢¢ ako J. C. Fenton, “The Use of the Terms Body and
eference to the Catholic Church,” AER, 110 (1944), 48 ff.; “The
@ggs' Mystical Body, 5 124 f£; “The Church and the
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Some say they are not bound by the doctrine, explained in Our Encyelical.
Letter of a few years ago, and based on the sources of revelation, which
teaches that the Mystical Body of Christ and the Roman Catholic Church
are one and the same thing. Some reduce to a meaningless formula the
nv; essity of belonging to the true Church in order to gain eternal
salvat vidlie ¥
fl‘ll]x:-slcm:ml like errors, it is clear, have crept in among certain of Our
sons who are deceived by imprudent zeal for souls or by false science.
To them We are compelled with grief to repeat once again truths already
well known, and to point out with solicitude clear errors and dangers of
error.—NCWC edition, 27-28.

19. Tractatus CXXIV in Joannis evangelium 26, 13.

20. Eph. 4:11-13. St. Cyprian, among others, expressed the same truth
when he wrote: “You cannot have God for your Father if you have not t-he
Church for your mother” (De unitate ecclesiae 6; ACW uans:). Indeed Serip-
ture itself calls the Church Christ’s bride (Eph. 5:?.2) and wife (A_poc. Zld;gb),
inasmuch as it is joined forever to Him by a bond like that of marriage, and by
,Ir;: is made fruitful in giving birth to adoptive sons of God. But note that the

l‘m o} is‘ a bride who was not merely found by Christ, but actually formed
E‘“;I(h:] as St. Augustine wrote: “So has the king desired your beauty. What
by t ,if not that which He Himself did create? You are being wedded to a

ol it i i dowry, adorned you, redeemed

God-king, and it is He who has given you your vy ; oo

you, healed you. Whatever you have that may ;;mve pleasing to , ¥

. im.” i Imos 44. 12).
have from Him.” (Enarrationes in psa" i

21. For the expression “related to,” see MCC, 121, and Zapalena, op. ¢

9 ff. y o B

4 92. See below, the Scholion, “Outside the Church no salvation.

28. MCC, 67: b ineffable

But this noble title of the Church must not !()ie fsia‘{tak}jﬂ;nﬁ) xfn ;:l:\::en?:ee e

bond by which the Son of God assumed a defini ihn e

to the universal Church; but it consists in du:‘, that Col\]!ra L

His most personal prerogatiyes l‘:"tt}i: ti‘tirfi::lmafl X li’::t;or, N

0 ‘YhOI? Me’f toh ':n‘dical mission by which our Divine

image of Christ. For in virtue of the j 1o ay He hiad been sent by tie

Redeemer sent His Apostles into the world, as ] B

Father, it is He who through the Church ba;;lqz;e,r o i

b'ads *offers sacrifices. But in virtue of that higl ok e Sy

uljalu;m communication, with which We deﬂ:’t Wi (ejhn' S g B

b which the Head influences the mem| irs. O diial s

m“"“el: mh to live His own supernatural . e h of the members

the O e dy and nourishes and sustains eacl e

meates His whole body ;i h thay ocoupy in the Body, very m Pced az) he

gogoding .u}:et:‘ :ﬂa S os fruitful the branches which :re )o)m i

bpipets > Greek words, theds (God) and anér mml‘o'

o Tauilee 428 f; seo also P. Parente, Theologia funda-

85, M. Mamal ot m",f;;.a, De ecclesia Christi, pars altera, p. 331; 91‘0 C)
mentals, . 150 B ¥ rsomce.in the Catholic Chuzch,” AER, 115 (1946),

‘enton,

50 fF.

; also 3, 93. 3 " y

2 o e ap, cit p. 20. The book ends with this moving passage
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For I see through her eyes, the Eyes of God to shine, s
lips I hear His words. In each of her hands as she raiseznﬂxé,lrog‘gh her

I see the wounds that dripped on Calvary, and her feet uporn tho blegs,

stairs are signed with the same marks as those which the Mj zlnlta.r

kissed. As she comforts me in the confessional I hear the Voice thgt i,lene CHAPTER 1|1

the sinner go and sin no more; and as she rebukes or pierces me ade

blame I shrink aside trembling with those who went out one by \;Ilth

beginning with the eldest, till Jesus and the penitent were left alone, l::,' The Members of the Church

as that which called, “Come unto me and find rest for you Is”:
drives those who profess to serve her from her service Ir ::: St};eaiai}.::

Hame of wrath that scourged the changers of money from th templ, Article |
As I watch her in the midst of her people, applauded by (hi :::l[; sehf)?xl:ré
always for the rising sun, I see the palm branches about her head, and CONDITIONS FOR MEMBERSHIP IN THE CHURCH

the City and Kingdom of God, it would seem, scarcel; q
‘away, yet across the Valley of the Kedron is the garcc;eﬁ gf s@:&;ﬁfﬁ:
, spat at and disgraced, 1. Preliminary Remarks:
her eyes the message that we should .
s and for our children, since she is Immontal weh et 1o LT O B skl 6§ e
look on her white body, dead and drained of blood, I smell once who have received the sacrament of baptism,
l:dmwz{ the ointments and the trampled grass of that garden near | and are not separated from the unity of prof
Dlace where He was d,tth l:eﬁr Rh:;l h'amlp of the soldiers sion of the faith, or from hierarchical unity.
e watch. , at last, as I : i t ich i
2 of each new day.nor ?; th? revs:ﬁt?:; Proof: 1. baptism is the hi ¥ £
or that dynasty rises and sets, I understand man into the Church:
come forth once more with healing in His 9. membership in the Church can be severed by
~mourn and to bind up the brokenhearted; destroying either the bond of faith or the bond
th observation, but in the depth of night as el o
lovers woke for sorrow, of hierarchical unity. Niirch?
understand that Easter is but Bethlehem once Scholion 1: Who are not members of the Church?
to {’m beginning and that the con- a. The nonbaptized :
be persuaded, though One rises b. Public heretics q
c. Public schismatics
d. Total excommunicates
Scholion 2: Consequences of baptism
G memba.
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CHAPTER 11

The Members of the Church

o A[tcr] the discussion of the Church as the Mystic
hrist, the question spontancously arises: v s
; ! 5 es: who are memberg
C%]urch? This cl'mpter is divided into two articles: the f?xr‘:tofl i
with the conditions requisite for membership in the Chm.-ch etelds
; the

second deals with the necessit i
o ity of belonging to the Church for

al Body of

Article |
CONDITIONS FOR MEMBERSHIP IN THE CHURCH

Iy Preliminary Remarks

H .
takene;];vin?:se ;Pffal:mg of the Church, or the Mystical Body
e Nnct and proper meaning: namely, that militant’
pointed out, is ess:v:ﬁ;lile St:me‘n'tb B ol
B oy B At y a visible society.! In the strict sense of

Body i i |
words, the Roman, athole éh:ls;c]‘:f Pius XII informs us in plain

If we
Chﬂst—‘;vv(]);il(l;% ieﬁt'llxee agd describe this true Church of Jesus
Church—we shall find e, Holy, Catholic, Apostolic, Roman
or more Divine th Itll(: €Xpression more noble, more sublime
Body of Jesus Chr?;tln .F’ .phr.ase which calls jt Efhe Nystioal
were, the fair flower 'of tl}:: rglt}:a:sddeﬁved from, and is’y syt
il S v o S S
The sam iff rei i
Mystical Bo;ei)? :ﬁgﬂtﬁ?ﬁmd this teaching on the identity of the
Humani goneris (1950), when s oic Chureh in his encyclcl
"Wh!: sha‘d failed to heed the teac e'n‘:;l’::fc lﬂlb{y:;;u?d A
e it o orporis:
Body'” nb:%?t?me.COMension of the Concepts “Churcly r:nd T
‘Mystical
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Some say they are not bound by the doctrine, explained in Ot

Encyclical Letter of a few years ago, and ha;ed on tl‘;e sour -:r
of revelation, which teaches that the Mystical Body nf. Ch;"st
and the Roman Catholic Church are one and the same thin, "
These and like errors, it is clear, have crept in among cfrtam
of Our sons who are deceived by imprudent zeal for souls or b
false science—NCWC transl,, 27-28; italics ours. S E

PROPOSITION: “\Icm/)r‘r‘s of the Church are all and only those who
have received the sacrament of baptism, and are not separated
from the unity of the profession of the faith, or from hier-
archial unity.

This proposition is certain.

Theological label for the proposition. The proposition viewed
as a whole and as formulated in general terms is regarded as certain
by all Catholics. When it comes to a more precise delineation of
some of these terms,® there are some divergent opinions.*

We call members of the Church only those who unqualifiedly
belong to the visible Church. Three facts are required for this:
(a) that a person have received the sacrament of baptism; (b)
that he be not separated from the profession of the faith of the
Church; (c) that he be not separated from union with its hier-
archy. These three factors, however, should not receive the same
evaluation. Baptism alone is the cause which incorporates a man
into the Church; the other two factors are conditions which must
be fulfilled if baptism is not to be frustrated in its effect. Baptism,
by Christ's own ordinance, always ingrafts a man into the body of
the Church unless its efficacy be impeded; and union with the
Church, once it has been caused by baptism, perseveres uninter-
ruptedly so long as it be not severed by either of the separations
mentioned above.

Proof:
1. The sacrament of baptism is the means by which men be-
come members of the Church. This is of faith.

© The generic terms of the proposition (particularly the e
cover a vgriety of categories of Pwplﬁ: {on:xal Nd" "mschajtmeﬁnla i ha:eo?:l":‘
“ublic” und “occult’—heretics; “formal” and “material i o
and “partial” excommunicates; etc. Since the theologians ara not all of ara
mind in discussing some of these categories, they differ in some of the theolog-

ical labels they append to each category considered singly.
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a. From Sacred Scripture: Those who accepted hig o,
baptized, and there were added that day (to the (',]'“”'L.(]”:ll werg
three thousand persons (Acts 2:41). By o 'stngle Sping e ;I) aboyy
whether Jews or Greeks, slaves or free men, were ,-“,m(]a‘ of s,
the one body through baptism (I Cor, 12:13). uced ingy

b. From the Church’s magisterium: The Counci] of F]
in its Decree for the Armenians states: Orence

Holy baptism holds the first place among all the s

because it is the door of the spiritual life. By j ACraments
= 2 - Dy it we are mgaq
g;;%r.nbers of Christ and of His body, the Church—DB 696; TC”I?

The Council of Trent declares:

The Church does not Ppass jud,
gment on anyon
er(::gy entere:‘d her ranks through the gatey ofe b‘Zggisr};as 'Il‘l}?;
sigei’” e( Isa(yﬁ; goiz what ha\:e I to do with judging those out-
iy T. 5:12), The situation is different with regard to
mbers of the household of the faith whom Christ our

LDrd has made memb 5
Wt iof bapﬁsm._DBezr;Sg S?fTh(l:sT b%i)),’ once and for all by the

These words, while
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tions from the unanimous voice of tradition, and the recent explicit
teaching of Pius XII:

a. Tradition:* Tertullian: “If they are heretics, they cannot be
Christians” (De praescriptione 37). St. Hilary: “I am a Christian,
not an Arian” (Ad Constantium liber [Ius 1, 2). St. Augustine:
“Neither heretics nor schismatics belong to the Catholic Church”
(De fide et symbolo 21). St. Jerome: “ . a schismatic faction,
because of the rebellion of its bishop, is cut off from the Church”
(Commentarium in Epistulam ad Titum 38, 10), Finally, the whole
dispute over “rebaptizing” heretics presupposed as a fact that pub-
lic heretics and public schismatics are not members of the Church,
For the crux of the problem centered on this one point: how could
a baptism administered to heretics suffice for entrance into the
Church if the one baptizing was himself outside the Church?

b. The Church’s magisterium:

As, therefore, in the true Christian community there is only one
Body, one Spirit, one Lord and one Baptism, so there can be
only one Faith, And so if a man refuse to hear the Church, let
him be considered—so the Lord commands—as a heathen and
a publican. It follows that those who are divided in faith or
government cannot be living in one Body such as this, and can-
not be living the life of its one Divine Spirit—MCC 29.

Scholion 1. Who are not members of the Church?

From the principles laid down it is fairly easy to know which
classes of men are excluded from membership in the Church. A
few exceptional cases, however, pose some difficulties. These will
be discussed briefly in the course of dealing with clear-cut cases
of nonmembership.

The following classes of men are definitely not members of the
Church: (a) The nonbaptized; (b) public heretics;® (c) public
schismatics; total excommunicates.

® A heretic is one who denies a truth of divine and Catholic faith: ie., a
truth which has been revealed by God and proposed by the Church for our
belief (see vol. IIT of this series, nos. 210 and 259). Heretics are classiﬁed as
“public” or “occult,” “formal” or “ 1.” A public ( ) heretic is
one whose heresy is known to a large number of people, even if he has not
formally joined the ranks of a heretical church; an occult heretic is one whose
errors in faith are either totally unknown, or known only to a few. A formal
heretic is one who stubbornly and guiltily adheres to heresy; a material heretic
is one who innocently and in faith subscribes to some h 1 doctrin
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sense of the term, how would one ever locate the
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The question comes down to this: how satisfactorily can the
theologians on either side of this disputed point square their
opinion with the necessary visibility of the Church? If true super-
natural faith is required for membership in the Church, h.r;w can
one be sure of the Church’s membership? The virtue of faith, like
any other supernatural gift, is not discernible by empirical methods.
Inlth(: hypothesis of the proponents of the other opinion, a pope
who was secretly a heretic would cease to be a member of the
Church and its head (Lercher, op. cit.,, no. 419 b, p. 2‘3§): and it
cannot be demonstrated apodictically that God has promised never
to allow a pope to become an occult heretic. One of the best argu-
ments that occult heresy does not deprive one of membership is
that heresy is not the gravest of sins. It is not thfs gravity of thfz
sin of heresy which causes one to lose membership, but‘ the anti-
social nature of that sin which militates against the unity of the
Mystical Body:

i there does not appear any reason why occult heretics
ﬂl:fg]{llan other sinners Is)hou]d be excluded from tl‘le body of
the Church. Heresy is not the grave;ft of all mortal sins: (?at;zt:l

is greater, Therefore if other very grave sins do
gf(cl?x?li lfbroil the body of the Church, neither does OCL"..llt
heresy. Public heretics are excluded not beca}lse 9f th'e gravity
of their fault, seeing that even material heret:ncs [ie., _mnqcent]
are outside the Church. The reason for their exclusion is tl_xe
nature of the Church as a society which dem§n¢ ao unity in
the profession of the same faith.—Lercher, op. cit., p. 239, e.

c. Public schismatics are not bers of the Church. They are
not members because by their own action they sever thefnselves
from the unity of Catholic communion. The term Catho}lc co;n-
munion, as used here, signifies both cohesion “.nth the e.n.h.re bo ;
catholic (unity of worship, etc.), and union with thfe visible he.a
of the Church (unity of government). Since Catholic commumog
signifies both the subordination of all members to one head, an
the coordination of all the members with one another,. a man may
become a schismatic in either of two ways: (1) by directly with-
drawing himself from obedience to the pope—not,. of course, by a
simple act of disobedience towards some law laid do:”n by the
pope, but by such a rebellion that he would really in practice
refuse to recognize the pope as the head of the Catholic Church;
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(2) by directly rupturing the bonds of cohesion with
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Concerning membership in the Church, the more probable
opinion is that to-be-shunned excommunicates are excluded from
membership in the Church; tolerated excommunicates—provided
no condemnatory or declaratory sentence has been passed on them
_seem to remain members of the Church, One point to be noted
is that it must be clearly shown in the decree of the Apostolic
See that the Church intends to cut off such persons from Church
membership.'?

That the Church has the right and the power to deprive men
of membership in the Church is clear from the fact of its consti-
tution as a perfect society. The scriptural foundation for this right
is solidly founded in Matthew 18:17: “If he pays no attention to
them, then notify the Church; and if he pays no attention to the
Church, then treat him as a heathen and tax-collector.” That the
Church intends to exercise this right is clear from the formula
found in the Roman Pontifical: “We cut off from the body of the
Church,” That such excommunications deprive a man of member-
ship in the Church is clearly taught by Pius XII:

Only those are really to be included as members of the Church
who have been baptized and profess the true faith and who
have not unhappily withdrawn from Body-unity or for grave
faults been excluded by legitimate authority—MCGC 29.

Scholion 2. Consequences of baptism in the matter of Church
membership.

From the fact that baptism is properly the cause of engrafting
into the Church, two facts follow: (a) All validly baptized babies,
even if they were baptized by heretics and in the midst of dissident
Christian sects, are members of the Roman Catholic Church. The
baptismal character conjoins them, not to any sect but to the
Church of Christ, Moreover, since such children are incapable of
rational activity (human acts), they cannot cut themselves off from
the Church by acts of heresy or schism; neither can they be sepa-
rated by the sword of excommunication, for excommunication pre-
sumes guilt, Such children, consequently, remain members of the
Church until, after reaching the age of reason, they separate them-
selves from the Church by entering into heresy or schism publicly.
And if in so doing, they act in good faith, they are not deprived of
all relationship with the Catholic Church. Still, they are not Cath-
olics; they have severed, even though blamelessly, one of the bonds
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work out your salvation with fear and trembling, a certain type of
religious mind reappears throughout the ages, that which insists
on abolishing the trembling, the uncertainty, and wants to be sure
here and now which persons are going to heaven and which are
going to hell. The Catholic mentality here might be summed up
this way: if one knows with certitude which church is Christ's and
enters it, one has a good chance of going to heaven; the heretical
mentality is: if one knows now positively which people are going
to heaven, one has a good chance of locating Christ’s Church on
earth. Consequently, the latter’s criterion for membership in the
Church has always been something invisible and naturally unde-
tectable like the state of grace or predestination.

1. All the Predestined and Only the Predestined Are Mem-
bers of the Church.

Following in the footsteps of Wycliffe and Huss, Calvin'®
taught that all the predestined and only the predestined are mem-
bers of the Church. This doctrine was condemned by the Council
of Constance (DB 627 ff.) and by Martin V.*¥ How right it was
to condemn such an aberration stands out from the fact that Christ
Himself repeatedly and clearly taught that His Church would con-
tain continually even some of those who would eventually end up
in hell (praesciti): read His parables about the wheat and the
tares, about the net enclosing both good and bad fish, about the
wise and foolish virgins,"® about the banquet in which some people
would be found without wedding garments, etc. All of these par-
ables, which point out vividly that the good and bad will only be
decisively separated in the next life, clearly show that the Church
will always contain in her membership some who will be eventually
damned. Conversely, even though St. Paul was predestined, there
was a time when he was not a member of the Church—when he
was the scourge of the Church. The same is true of a number of
the Church’s early martyrs: they were certainly predestined, but
there were long years in which they were not members of the
Church.

2. Only Those in the State of Grace are Members of the
Church.

Following in the footsteps of the early Novatian and Donatist
heretics, the Lutherans, Quesnel, and the Synod of Pistoia taught
that any mortal sin separates one from the Church. Consequently,
only those in the state of grace are members of the Church. This
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a man automatically from the Body of the Church, as does
schism or heresy or apostasy. . . .

Let everyone then abhor sin, which defiles the members of our
Redeemer; but if anyone unhappily falls and his obstinacy has
not made him unworthy of communion with the faithful, let
him be received with all affection and let eager charity see in
him a weak member of Jesus Christ. For, as the Bishop of
Hippo remarks, it is better “to be cured within the Church’s
community than to be cut off from its body as incurable mem-
bers.” “No reason to despair of the health of whatever is still
part of the body; once it has been cut off, it can be neither
cured nor healed.”—MCC 30-31; see also 80-81,

e. Christ Himself instituted the sacrament of penance and left
it to His Church precisely to heal His members who would through
frailty fall into sin after baptism (John 20:23).

Finally, both these condemned doctrines necessarily destroyed
the visibility of Christ’s Church. Since one cannot normally prove
even with moral certitude which men are in the state of grace, or
which men are predestined, it follows from these heretical views
that one could never know either who are members of the Church,
or even who are its rulers.

Objections:

Against the Catholic doctrine on Church membership outlined
above, our opponents often cite scriptural passages® and state-
ments of the fathers of the Church, particularly St. Augustine,
which seem to belie that doctrine. These passages either extol the
immaculate sanctity of the Church, or at least seem to exclude
sinners, and those whose eventual damnation is foreseen, from
Church membership.

About the scriptural quotations, one should note that they
sometimes view the Church according to its final and perfect mode
of existence in heaven (Church Triumphant); or according to its

° For example, Eph. 5:25-27: Husbands, love your wives, just as Christ
loved the Church, and delivered himself for her, that he might sanctify her
by cleansing her in the bath of water with the accompanying word, in order
to present to himself the Church in all her glory, devoid of blemish or wrinkle
or anything of the kind, but that she may be holy and flawless. Other pas-
sages cited as objections are: John 10:27-28; Heb. 3:6; (see Salaverri, op. cit.,
nos. 1083-1086).
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earthly mode of existence, indeed, but in that idea] fash
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is not a real American”—not meaning that he has lost his citizen-
ship, but simply that he does not live up to American ideals or
standards of behavior. Thus one could speak of Catholics who are
lacking in interior faith, or even of those living in a state of sin, as
not being members of the Church even though they seem to be—
provided one understands by such statements: they are not the

kind of members of the Church they ought to be. (b) If one con-
siders the actual members of the Church—not from the viewpoint
of their present earthly membership in the Mystical Body, but from
the precisive viewpoint of their eventual fate in the next life—it
can be said that those who will eventually be damned are not
truly and fully members of the Church, insofar as they will not
always remain within it and will not arrive with the Church at
the goal of heaven for which they were originally conjoined to it.*

That the mind of the fathers should be thus put into proper
perspective when examining statements in which they seem to
restrict membership in the Church to those who are holy or who
will eventually reach heaven is clear from the following statements
of Augustine, the one most appealed to by those who subscribe
to the notion of an invisible Church:

Catholics have refuted their [Donatist] calumny about fwo
Churches, showing expressly and repeatedly what they have
claimed: namely, that the Church which now has bad men in
her midst is not something different from the kingdom of God,
where there will be no evils, but that one and the same holy
Church exists now in one fashion, and in a different fashion in
the future; now she has bad people in her midst, then she will
have them no longer; just as now she is mortal by the fact of
being constituted of mortal men, but then will be immortal
because there will then be in her no one about to undergo even
corporeal death.—Breviculus collationis cum D atistis iii. 10.
20, cited in Parente, Theologia fundamentalis, op. cit., p. 183.

And finally his definitive viewpoint on this matter is found in his
Retractationes ii. 18:

Wherever I have mentioned in these books [De baptismo con-
tra Donatistas] that the Church is without stain or wrinkle,

°G 1y, , such loose should be avoided today: they

only generate ‘onfusion.
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such statements should not be taken to mean that she ig
such, but that she is being prepared to be such when ‘s]
appear in her glorious state.>!
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1. See MCC 84.
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12, It is certain, for example, that that type of excommunication which
was used in ancient days to exclude bishops for a time from special associa-
tion with the rest, ordering them to be content with communion with their
own flock, did not strictly (simpliciter) cut them off from the Catholic Church
(see De Smedt, Diss. in prim. aetat. hist. eccles., [1876], p. 70). And accord-
ing to the present Code of Canon Law, those who are called tolerated excom-
municates, so long as there has been no condemnatory or declaratory sentence,
seem to remain members of the Church because they retain their jurisdiction
and can licitly exercise it when asked to do so by the faithful (CIC, 2261).
Licitly, that is, considered solely from the viewpoint of their excommunicated
status; for if the exercise of their jurisdiction is such that it requires the state
of grace, an excommunicate might still perhaps act illicitly from this view-
point. Furthermore, even without such a request, they can validly exercise
certain ecclesiastical actions (see CIC, 2265).

13. So Salaverri, op. cit., no. 1024, p. 837. For a fuller treatment of this
whole matter, see ibid., nos. 1049-54,

14, It is interesting to note how often this point is mentioned by converts
in sketches of their conversion. See, for example, some of the spiritual
biographies in The Road to Damascus and Where I Found Christ edited by
John C. O’Brien.

15. See Lercher, op. cit., I, no. 405, 232.

16. See Ronald Knox’s fine presentation of this point in his book, En-
thusiasm.

17. See Institutes of the Christian Religion, 1V, c. 1, no. 2-3; Heidelberg
Catechism, q. 54.

18. See DB 627, 629, 631.

19. Matt. 13:24-30; 47-50; 25:1-12.

20. See, for le, Parente, Theologia fund: lis, op. cit., p. 182;
Salaverri, op. cit,, bk. III, no. 998, p. 829 and no. 1063, p. 853; Lercher,
op. cit., no. 405, p. 232; and Zapalena, op. cit., II, 342 f. The las: named
author, by the very length of his exposition on the question of the “coexten-
sion of the concepts Mystical Body and Church” (pp. 341-88 and 553-97),
gives sufficient witness to the continuity of this customary usage of the terms
“Mystical Body” and “member of the Church” in a broad sense, even though
he himself vehemently questions its legitimacy. )

21, Cited in Lercher, op. cit., I, no. 417, p. 237. The same a.uthor gives
a succinct summary of the gradual evolution of Augustine’s ecclesiology from
its rudimentary stage to its mature development, ibid.
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Article [l

NECESSITY OF BELONGING TO THE CHURCH

1. Preliminary Remarks

At this juncture it is customary to inquire: is it necessary, or
more precisely, in what sense is it necessary to belong to the Roman
Catholic Church in order to be saved? Since the Catholic answer
to this question is often caricatured as meaning: “all non-Catholics
are automatically damned,” it is well to have the precise point at
issue clear from the outset. The point here under discussion must
not be confused with the question: which men are actually saved?*
For that is God’s secret, to be disclosed on the Day of Judgment.®
The question here discussed is the Church as a means to salvation
and the necessity of making use of that means.

Il. Errors 158a
In discussing the necessity of the Church it is possible to err
either by minimizing, or by exaggerating that necessity. "
1. By minimizing. In this gory fall all the various shades
of opinion favoring religious indifferentism. Those who claim that
no revealed religion and no church is necessary for salvation, but
simply ethical goodness; those who hold that all churches and all
religions equally lead to salvation (“one religion is as good as
another”); those who subscribe to the “b of Chris-
tianity (Anglican-Orthodox-Roman). ded
category are those theolo;
conversion of dl:;lid t Chris
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Father Feeney® and his followers, who hold that only
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In the supernatural order priestly power is necessary to consecrate
the Eucharist.

Consequently, it follows that: (a) the absence of something
necessary by necessity of means can prevent the salvation even of
babies (ie., lack of the gift of sanctifying grace); (b) salvation
does not become automatically assured to a person merely because
he is guiltless in failing to use some means requisite for salvation.
In the natural order, for example, a lifeboat or a life-preserver is
a necessary means to keep afloat if a ship sinks. The mere fact of
not being guilty of negligence in securing a life-preserver, or of
getting into a lifeboat would not save a man from drowning,

3. A thing may be necessary by necessity of means either
by its very nature or by the positive ordinance of God. In the
first case there is such an intrinsic relationship between means
and end that no substitute can take its place. Such a means is said
to be absolutely necessary. Such a relationship obtains in the
natural order between the human eye and the act of seeing; in the
supernatural order between grace and the beatific vision.

Necessity by positive ordinance results from an extrinsic bond
established between two things by God’s fiat: so the sacrament of
baptism as a remedy for original sin. Such a means can have a
substitute, or the means can be supplied for in some other way
than its actual use. In the supernatural order baptism of water is
a necessary means for the remission of original sin and the recep-
tion of sanctifying grace. But a catechumen who is martyred for
Christ before he can be baptized has his sins remitted, and receives
sanctifying grace by his “baptism of blood.”

Such necessary means, set up by God’s ordinance, are said to
be not absolutely, but disjunctively” necessary. That is, the means
must be employed either actually or in desire (in re or in voto).
Notice, however, that the external means as actually employed and
the substitute for it—the internal desire of making use of the
external means—are not two distinct and different means. Rather,
they are related to one another as the perfect and imperfect,
the full and partial use of one and the same means.®

4. Finally, the desire of using some means requisite for salva-
tion signifies the sincere will to make use of the means instituted
by God. This act of the will may be explicit, as in the case of a
martyred catechumen who longed to receive baptism of water but
was prevented by his own death; or implicit, that is, necessarily
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interwoven and incltided in some more extensive act of st
So, for example, a pagan who loved God with his whole hea -‘t‘”"'u
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pelieve that outside this Church no one is saved” (DB 423; TCT
150).

(b) Ecumenical councils proclaim clearly the same dogma. The
Fourth Council of the Lateran (1215) declares: “Indeed, there is
but one universal Church of the faithful outside of which no one
at all is saved and in which the priest himself, Jesus Christ is the
victim” . . . (DB 430; TCT 659). The Council of Florence® (1438
1445) is even more explicit:

The holy Roman Church believes, professes, and preaches that
“no one remaining outside the Catholic Church, not just pagans,
but also Jews or heretics or schismatics, can become partakers
of eternal life; but they will go to the ‘everlasting fire which
was prepared for the devil and his angels” (Matt. 25:41), unless
before the end of life they are joined to the Church. For union
with the body of the Church is of such importance that the
sacraments of the Church are helpful to salvation only for
those remaining in it; and fasts, almsgiving, other works of
piety, and the exercise of Christian warfare bear eternal rewards
for them alone. And no one can be saved, no matter how much
alms he has given, even if he sheds his blood for the name of
Christ, unless he remains in the bosom and the unity of the
Catholic Church.”~DB 714; TCT 165.

(¢) From papal pronouncements: Pius IX (1846-T8) recapitu-
lates the traditional Catholic teaching on the necessity of the
Church in the following lucid statement which precludes any dis-
tortion of the Church’s doctrine either by minimizing it, or exag-
gerating it:

It must, of course, be held as a matter of faith that outside the
apostolic, Roman Church no one can be saved, that the Churc.h
is the only ark of salvation, and that whoever does not enter it
will perish in the flood. On the other hand, it must likewise
be held as certain that those who are affected by ignorance of
the true religion, if it is invincible ignorance, are mot subject
to any guilt in this matter before the eyes of the Lord. Now,

then, who could presume in himself an ability to set the boun-

daries of such ignorance, taking into consideration the natural

differences of peoples, lands, native talents, and so many other
of this see Scholion below: “Out-

® For a proper interp io
side the Church no salvation.
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only in the Catholic Church.” Still, the necessity of means alluded
to should be interpreted not absolutely, but disjunctively (it is
necessary to be joined to the Church in fact or at least in desire),
since the pope admits such non-Catholics may be unwittingly
joined to the Church by some more generic act of the will even
though they verbally deny any such affiliation: “For even though
unsuspectingly they are related to the Mystical Body of the Re-
deemer in desire and resolution. . . .”

9. Patristic testimony: From the very earliest days of the Church,
sacred tradition shows a clear-cut view of the Church as a religious
society outside of which no one can be saved. This truth is enunci-
ated in a threefold way: (a) in the axiom: “Outside the Church
there is no salvation”; (b) in the metaphor of the ark of Noah
outside which no one is saved; (c¢) in the figure of the Church as
2 mother without whom no one can receive life. Here are a few
citations of many others which could be adduced:

Ignatius Martyr: “Do not be deceived, my brethren: if anyone
runs after a schismatic, he will not inherit the Kingdom of God”
(Epistula ad Philadelphenses 3. 3).

Irenaeus: “Those who are outside the Church, are outside the
truth, . . . Those who cause schisms are fools who do not have
the love of God” (Aduversus haereses iv. 33. 7).

Cyprian: “You cannot have God for your Father if you have not
the Church for your mother. If there was escape for anyone who
was outside the ark of Noe, there is escape too for one who is
found to be outside the Church” (De unitate ecclesiae 6; ACW
trans. ).

Lactantius: “The Catholic Church alone possesses the true re-
ligion. Here is the fountain of truth, here the household of faith,
here the temple of God, into which if one does not enter, or if he
departs from it, he is excluded from the hope of eternal life and
salvation” (Divinae institutiones iv. 30. 11).

Augustine, commenting on Cyprian’s words cited above, ob-
serves:

Let us love the Lord our God, let us love His Church; He as a
Father, she as a Mother; He as our Lord, she as His bride, for
we are the children of that bride. But this marriage is accom-
panied by immense love. No one can offend the one and please
the other. Let no one say, “Yes, I go idol-worshipping and con-
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ness, no matter how perverse or false that doctrine may be, and
p;micn]zlrl'\' if they have not given rise to that doctrine because
of any outrageous presumption, but have simply received it

from parents who were seduced and fell into error, and pro-
vided they are in search of truth with prudent inquiry, and are
prepared to relinquish their errors should they discover the

truth, should in no wise be rated as [formal] heretics.—Epistula
43 (162). 1.

(¢) Finally, Augustine constantly teaches that in addition to the
public road which leads to salvation, there are also hidden and
extraordinary paths: “Since Divine Providence does not simply take
care of individual men in private fashion as it were, but takes
care of the entire human race—you might say—in public fashion,
what He does for individuals, the God who does it and they for
whom it is done alone know; but what He does for the entire
human race, He willed to make known by history and revelation”
(De vera religione 25. 47 ).°

3. Theological argument. That the Church is necessary for salva-
tion by necessity of means in the sense previously described can
be argued theologically in this way:

Christ conferred on His Church alone all the means which lead
to salvation. For Christ decreed and ordained that it was through
the ministry of His Church alone that all men should receive that
faith without which it is impossible to please God; and the sacra-
ments “through which all real holiness either begins, or having
been begun is increased, or having been lost, is restored;”** and,
finally, the instruction which is necessary to attain holiness in
this life.

But if union with the Church is the only way to share in all
the means designed for salvation, this union itself is necessary by
necessity of means. But then arises the question: Is this necessity
absolute or not? At this point we presuppose what we shall prove
in another place, and what God’s own justice evidently requires
anyhow: namely, that men who are in invincible ignorance of the
true Church of Christ, but are seeking God with their whole heart,

° This metaphor of the “public road” (the Church) and the “private
paths” should not be pushed in its figurative expression as though it meant
these “private paths” are other “churches” inferior to ﬁ.le Catholic Church but
sufficient for salvation. If that were Augustine’s meaning he would not have
had to refer us to the i bl of Divine Provid His proble
would have been solved.
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will not incur eternal damnation. But if these two facts 5
taneously true: that the Church is necessary by necessity of
for salvation, and yet, some men purely by accident can obt['l,.m
salvation without actually becoming members of the Church ;l]m
consequence is that the Church is a means necessary for s:\lv;ti(:,c
not absolutely, but disjunctively: one must be joined to the Chuyd:
if not in fact, at least in desire,

That the Church is necessary for salvation by nece:
cept needs no laboring; it is clear from the words of
self: “Preach the gospel to all creation; he that belicve:
tized will be saved; he that does not belicv
(Mark 16:15-16). And, “But should the pe
come and not listen to your preaching,
and shake the dust off your feet. I tell Yo
ment Day it will go less hard with S
with that town” (Matt. 10:14-15). And
truth: unless a man is born o

the kingdom of God” (John

e Simy].

ssity of pre-
Christ Him.
s and is bap-
e will be condemne”
ople not make you wel.
leave that house or town,
u the plain truth: on Judg-
odom and Gomorrha than
“I am telling you the plain
f water and the Spirit, he cannot enter
3:5; conjoin with I Cor, 12:13),

Corollary

Some union with the Church, at least in desire, is absolutely
necessary for all men for salvation,
3 Alt}mugh this p?int has recurred constantly in the demonstra-

on of the Church’s necessity, it has done so incidentally. Here

it wxl'l receive explicit discussion, “Union in desire” means simply
the sincere desire or will of

 actually entering the Church. This
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:oned above) who is actually outside the Church receives the gift
Ufm:’mctifyim_’, grace unless he has elicited such acts as necessarily
;;Ci;l(lt‘ the desire of entering the Church,

Scholion 1. “Outside the Church there is no salvation.”

From the matter previously discussed, it should be rcjlatively
easy both to explain and to defend that slng:{n—of‘ttm mls_under-
stood and bitterly complained against by non-(,athoh(s—whnch‘ the
fathers of the Church and the Church itse]f take as an aj\'mm:
“outside the Roman Catholic Church there is no salvation. ’1.118
axiom should be strictly understood as referring to' act'ual union
with the visible Church; but its full and corre?t meaning is: anyorfe
who by his own fault lives and dies outside the Church will
definitely be damned. That the axiom is unde:rstood by the‘Church
only with that qualification is obvious from its c}ear teaching that
no one will go to hell without serious guilt on his part.

all know that those who are afflicted with invincible igno-
X:ce with regard to our holy religion, if they cgrefu]]y kcc;eeg
the precepts of the natural law that have been written bZI, Od
in the hearts of all men, if they are prepared to t?bey God, ;}1
if they lead a virtuous and dutiful life, can attain etell;nal de,
by the power of divine light and grace. 'For God, w (; re:h :
comprehensively in every detail the minds y 313(1 soul s(,iﬂnce
thoughts and habits of all men, will not permit, in acc‘:rguﬂty
with his infinite goodness and mercy, anyone wh.o is nof gty
of voluntary fault to suffer eternal pumshment.—7§1:1x X, Q
conficiamur meerore (1863); DB 1677; TCT 178.

° The condemnation of proposition 17 in the Syélabw erz‘f’l E;l?:ﬁ;?ﬁ. ﬁl,
1864): “There is good reason at least to hope for the e(tDB B
those who are in no way in the true Chu.rch‘ of Christ s 'ven, e R
—might seem, on casual reading, to contradict t%:e teacl Dngll e
an inspection, of the context of thatth condgm:::)ﬁzgn t(r iifictx‘on. e
TCT 17% and ‘IZS) clearz shows ‘ergnslsf o e }'ehgiqus mdxfher;
::tsism For enunciated in such ‘universal and unquali.f'ied fagl;x'm;'l} unphe; 9:'
any reiigx‘nn at all leads equally to salvation. Se:d Hem$MWJ labm& oL
C." Romein, Extra ecclesiam nulla .salu.r, secu :].l':ins el gumnl‘ -
(1908, Forschungen, VIIL, 4); P. Lippert, “Die g Kirch

Stimmen, 84 (1913), 1.

P P
to set the boundaries of
Finally, since no man can v admgiaind
ignorance (Pius IX, see DB 1647; TCT 174 cited above) man can

i i that individual, who apparently di
delaro peramptaly tat L O e me can e contdently whetbee
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Why, then, do we not usually add explicitly the words
his own fault,” and thus avoid unnecessary (-u;]fnsiun‘r’ If' =
reasons, First, because the axiom is a penal sentence, an( lh(\(
of penalty by its very nature presupposes guilt, S(*cnmlly bec
the axiom helps to inculcate the truth that by the m-din:n-;- (1( ok
of God’s providence only the Church can lead one to 'gv.](:,cr?m
and consequently that anyone who is outside the Church n.(; r;(,‘t“m
how he got there, is there where salvation is per se nn()ﬂ)tqil ‘l]ttlcr
Finally, Christ Himself did not speak in any less brusque ‘hsllﬂ‘) o
ior He did not use any expressed qualification when He ;h]t”-)dn’
He who does not belicve will be condemned” (Mark 1616 b
Matt. 10:14-15). i

) So much for the exact meaning of the axiom we have be
discussing. Now if one seeks not the historical usa d s
of the axiom, but the C i ey
iy ;1 t the ath.ohc truth about the necessity of the
iy l-nst lriztl;n, thefe is notltmg to prevent
R oty gﬁﬁ;ﬁnocine is s.aved who in
Wle Gliieeh by o ancim l]ljrc‘h’ ie, who is no

plicit desire,

“by
T two
notion

one’s explaining
nowise whatso-
t related to the

Scholion 2. Tolerance,

Because the Catholic

ek Church, in vi i i
i this article, is constay , in view of the doctrine contained

tly accused of being intolerant, we should

may be, ";‘;ﬂ; t]::sdly attitude to all their membeys
Apar : t\ e prelimjnary i s ¥
theological manuals to digﬁnguisaouons' it has been customary in

/ 7pol L, and individyq], €€ types of tolerance: dog-

 number saved, of those
Ghurch, is large o small Nosce Ll die Without be;
: mall, N ’ cie without 1
, iy e e o o, 1 embors of e
at salvati. 2 Of exceptio; ci-
(hat salvation s obtained i th! sy
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a. Dogmatic tolerance® is that type by which a man professes
that the various Christian religions—and, in fact, all the religions—
are equally good or equally bad, This conception which mascuer-
ades under the pleasant name of tolerance is nothing other than
religious indifferentism and is proscribed and condemned by the
Catholic Church. Really, it is a fatuous viewpoint as one mnon-
Catholic theologian has acutely observed: 2

What “religious” tolerance means is often misunderstood both
by professedly Christian people and, equally important, by dis-
believers and the indifferent, Tolerance does not consist of an
eager assertion that religion and unreligion are all of a piece
or that one religion is as good as another: that snake worship
in the backwoods of Kentucky is as noble as what goes on at
the Riverside Church under Dr. Fosdick; that voodoo incanta-
tions are as intelligent as that which is taught at the Catholic
University in Washington or at Andover Newton Theological
School; that there is no difference, really, between casting one’s
babies into the fire before Moloch, on the one hand, and the
Sacrifice of the Mass or the Friends Meeting on the other; that
every form of Christianity is equally reverent, perceptive, and
moving; that you pay your money and nonchalantly take your
choice and it makes no difference whatever.

To say such things is not to be tolerant but to talk nonsense.
Tolerance means, rather, a willingness to let any man have cult,
creed, and code that are different from one’s own until one can
persuade the man that one’s own are better. . . .

b. Political tolerance means that the civil authority in a Catholic
country may grant public liberty of worship and equal political
rights to the adherents of false religions as well as to Catholics.
Such tolerance, in circumstances such as are found in many coun-
tries today, is not only licit but it can even be necessary. This point
will be discussed at length in the chapter: “Church and State.”

¢. Individual tolerance means that acting as individual men

° Some recent theologians feel that the commonly used phrase “dogmatic

tolerance” is an unhappy choice of terminology becanse it is literary coinage
belonging strictly to the philosophy of religi indiff t One is then
f outside of

in the position of I ving the 1 of

which the expression makes no sense” (Albert Hartmann, S.J., Toleranz und
Christlicher Glaube [1955] p. 65; see RSR [1955], p. 629). Briefly, one
cannot speak accurately of truth as such being “intolerant.” Truth as such
simply asserts itself for what it is: universal and exclusive of error.
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we should sincerely fulfill our duties of justice, fairness, and chyyg
towards our non-Catholic brothers. This type of tolerance shoulq
really be described as fraternal charity; it is not only licit, but
strictly obligatory.

Generally speaking, the Catholic Church is animate
ing zeal to spread the true faith everywhere and, once it hg been
planted, to preserve it in its integrity, But the Church neyer com-
mands or approves that in spreading or conserving the faith jy
children should indulge in dishonest or imprudent tactics,
demns and strenuously combats errors, but those who are in errop
are followed with maternal love in accord with that saying of
St. Augustine: “Hate only sin; love sinners” (Sermo 49[239)], 70

Experience itself usually testifies that Catholic men in their
normal daily life do not usually hate or consider their non-Catholic
fellow citizens to be of little value, or worthless. Contrariwise,
it is not an unusual thing to find that men who are forever talking
and writing about tolerance, and proclaiming it as the epitome of
virtue, are frequently infected with religious indifference or ani-
mated by an implacable hatred towards the Catholic Church. One
has only to glance through the history of nineteenth-century Con-
tinental “Liberalism” to sec that the noble name of liberalism was
often used as a mask for an antireligious crusade,

d by a Joy.

It con-
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arl Adam observes: ‘
P l;\:xrrfwn‘(;nl1n]ic Church] alone is the Body of Christ and W!(hO\lf
[Theh‘ i‘s no salvation, Objectively and practically considered she' is the
Lk u'ewuy of salvation, the single and exclusive channe! by which the
mdl}:m?x’nl grace of God enter our world of space and time, But Lho}e
m}n]t know her not receive these gifts from her; yes, even those who mis-
j'vdo and fight against her, provided they are in gt.wd faith, anfi are
i gT “and loyally seeking the truth without self-righteous obstinacy.
Hh y] ‘it be not the Catholic Church itself which hands thgm the bread
(l;fh‘:;ll?t}‘l ;m(l/ grace, yet it is Catholic bread that they eat.—The Spirit of
icism (New York, 1954), p. lS‘a‘ 3 ; f
S ec(u:l;::'(:]li‘:asimllillot's development of this same point, De ecclesia Christi
e
. 1927), p. 121.
(St}é e'Lll‘l;is opinion is cited and rebutted in Zapalena, op. cit., II, 325-6.
7: See Salaverri, op. cit., I, bk. III, no. 1091,
her, op. cit., 1, 247-8, ]
g. é::i;;d., 7l’oc. cit.; Parente, Theologia fundamentalis, op. cit., p. lltif,
Salav'erri op. cit., no. 1095, p. 864. Zapalena, for his part, fuggecun]tha:h e:
doctrine ,of the Church’s necessity by a necessity of means is not only
logically certain, but implicitly defined: op. cit.,, II, 311.
10. Lercher, op. cit., no. 432; Salaverri, op. cit., no. 1095,
1. DB 843a.
12. Dr. Bell, canon of the Episcopalian cathedra; «:'th(SNuPue:eB ::lz: 11’::],
Chicago, as cited in J. Cavanaugh, Evidence for Our Fa

1952), p. 316.
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CHAPTER 111

The Roman Pontiff

The first section of this book demonstrated that the Roman
pontiff, the successor of St. Peter, by Christ's own decree possesses
a primacy of jurisdiction over the entire Church. The nature of this
primacy must now be examined in detail, and also the prerogative
of papal infallibility which is included in that primacy. But prior
to those lengthy questions, two preliminary points connected there-
with need a brief discussion:

1. The connection of the primacy with the See of Rome.

2. The origin of jurisdiction in the individual Roman pontiffs.

Article |

PRELIMINARY POINTS

. The Connection of the Primacy with the See of Rome®

It was stated above that the primacy over the universal

is factually bound up with the episcopal see of the city of

(see no. 61). It was also stated that i cause 0

connection was the fact of Peter: (

Peter went to Rome, assumed the epis
prorg
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a. This is not a question of residence. The Roman i
not cease to be the bishop of Rome merely by tln(- f h
elsewhere, as for example occurred under the v ‘
lived for 70 years at Avignon.

b. The possibility of such a severance cannot be
sole score of the fact of Peter considered in itself F
left Antioch to come to Rome, he tmnsforro;l tiw
one see to the other; and whatever Peter the first ).r)
in his own person, Peter can also do as living in1 1
unless from some other source there is a re
a transfer impossible,

Now first of all it is certain that no secul
ecclesiasti.cal power inferior to the sovereign pon
&;;p:g;m‘:e:ftt:e primacy from the see of Rome. For that is
o ;y”ai“il.:e“ ’;](:nderfmati(m' of proposition no, 85 con.
B s .hans;ere is nothing to prevent the supreme
B i o s ferred from the Roman bishop and the

nother bishop and another city by the general

decision of some counci L6
(DB 1735). uncil, or by the decision of all the people”

Secondly, the most
pope himself, nor an
00}11& effect such

: does
3 act of “Ving
arious pontiffg Wh;;

denied op the
or when Peter
Primacy from
ntiff could g,
s successors
ason which makes suc};

ar power, and ng
tiff can effect such

prohal?le opinion holds that not even the
; secumet.ucal council together with the pope,
€paration, but that the connection of the

- Finally, it is the staunch
ul, to whom the ideg of the Church of

Dpears unthinkable, date, say the Lyonnaise.Catholic

Would be extremely
Y God by His agsistance
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would prevent any pope or council from ever making such a
change as would cause serious harm to the Church. i
But the more common® opinion holds that the connection

between the primacy and the see of Rome does not stem merely

from the bare will of Peter and the fact of Peter insofar as he was

acting simply as the first pope; rather it holds that in some way
or other this setup is by divine decree. It holds that either Christ
or the Holy Spirit positively indicated that the primacy should be
perpetually conjoined with the see of Rome (by divine law ante-
cedent to the fact of Peter); or that it was divinely decreed that
whichever see Peter should factually select would thenceforth
have to be kept as a perpetual condition for succession in the
primacy (by divine law consequent to the fact of Peter). However
one explains the matter, the opinion which holds that the connec-
tion stems from divine law, seems both to account more satisfac-
torily for the factual indissolubility and perhaps to be a bit more
plausible from the viewpoint of the tone of the language employed
by both councils and popes. Strictly, however, no coercive argu-
ment can be drawn in favor of any of these three Catholic opinions
from the language of the Church, since the Vatican Council delib-
erately refused to settle the question? In this whole difficult
question, as Salaverri wisely observes, two extremes should be

avoided:

1. one should not too readily grant to the see of Rome privileges
by divine law which might perchance overly restrict the very
power granted by divine law to the supreme pontiff as the
formal successor of St. Peter in the primacy;

one should not unthinkingly concede that the supreme pontiff
has the power to separate the primacy from the see of Rome,
since the ancient, constant, and unanimous tradition of the
Church seems to proclaim their inseparability.—Salaverri,

loc. cit., p. 635.

o

° A third opinion, mediating between these two holds that a Roman
pontiff succeeds Peter to the primacy by divine law, but to the Roman chair
by eccl ical law an ly, that pyi e 0 chair
Rome is only a condition for succession by divine righv: to the primacy. From
the fact of Peter, these theologians infer thgs the primacy and the Roman

episcopacy have become P i, loc. cit., p. 634
is opinion is classified by Zapalena as more common among recent authors

(loc. cit., note no, 35). For a fuller discussion of this whole matter, see Sala-
verri, loc. cit., nos. 439-458.
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Corollary. The imperishability of the Roman See

The above teaching on the complete inse arabili

primacy from the see of Rome involves the 1'1111;0,‘1-\/1”]”.],%-\' of the
episcopal see and consequently of the Roman Church ity of that
however, not to confuse the city of Rome taken in a I,””,l]',

sense with the Roman Church itself, i.e., the faithful of “"(hh,\'xl.ml]
united with their bishop. The imperishability of the Rom: "lt'rcgi(,n
th'en, means simply this one thing: God will see to itqg Church,
will never be completely lacking in or from ® that reg; 1at there
of the faithful united to their bishop. y il

Be Sure,

4 group

Il. The Origin of Jurisdiction in Individual Roman Pontiff
The point at issue is: from ;

! : whom do the individual Romg
g;x;%ﬂs?, &e successors of St. Peter, receive their power of ‘J):;lls"
n? We say “power of jurisdiction,” be i ¢

§ ; l cause their pow
g:g;r;,ﬁ ];.ke Ithat of otl.ler bxs.hops, is conferred upon them l?y s::re()clf
oy x;.h en c;l;.::remfng this question it is necessary to distinguish
e of a person f

sto\;;\ll ey tl]Mppers:n.or the papal office and the be-
The choice of a person is made by the Church. Since Christ

- Even in such a i

‘ 1 n hypothesis,

ﬂmwere living in exile in London
© In existence despite the
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to be the new pope. Finally, it is quite connatural that the man
who is constituted Christ’s vicar should receive his power directly
from Christ Himself, g

Do not, however, misconstrue the matter in such fashion as to
imagine that in each individual election of a pope there must oceur
a new bestowal of power. For that ancient bestowal of power by
which Peter originally received the primacy that was destined to
endure through the ages, always has its effect, always, as it were,
comes to life again as soon as anyone is legitimately chosen to
succeed Peter. That is why the Vatican Council teaches that to
the Roman pontiff: “in the person of St. Peter was given by Our
Lord Jesus Christ the full power of feeding, ruling, and governing
the whole Church” (DB 1826; TCT 206; italics ours).

Notes

1. On this matter see the following authors: De Groot, op. eit, q. 14,
art. 5; Franzelin, op. cit., thesis 12; Granderath, Constitutiones dogmaticae
Conciliae Vaticanae explicatae, p. 137; Palmieri, De Romano pontifice (2nd
ed.), p. 409; Der Apostolische Stuhl und Rom (1895). For more recent treat-
ments, see: Lercher, op. cit., I, 210-2; Salaverri, op. cit., vol. I, bk. III, p.
633-5; Zapalena, op. cit., I, 385-7.

2. See Salaverri, loc. cit., nos. 443-4.
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THE NATURE OF THE ROMAN PONTIFF'S PRIMACY

1. The Catholic D
| Lo olic Dogma on the Nature and Power of the
IL. The Power of the Supreme Pontiff

L Assertion 1. The power enj
joyed by the suprem ifF i
a real jurisdiction, e

L. The Jurisdiction of the Supreme Pontiff
Assertion 2. His jurisdiction is unive;
= = rsal
Meﬂian 3. H.ls jurisdicﬁon is ordinary
mmerﬂa n 4. Hxs ;!un'sdicﬁon is direct and episcopal
m@’ﬂm 5. Hls !unf'sdiction is supreme
Lot u,,\:-‘fémm\, 6. His jurisdiction is absolutely complete in itself

[
¢
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Article Il

THE NATURE OF THE ROMAN PONTIFF'S PRIMACY

|. The Catholic Dogma on the Nature and Power

of the Primacy ]
A generic notion of the primacy was given above when its
existence was proved (see nos. 44-50). There it was defined briefly
as: “the full and supreme power of teaching and ruling the uni-
versal Church.” The exact nature of that primacy and the extent
of its power must now be described more in detail. Our opponents
in this matter are those who, while admitting along with us some
sort of primacy established by divine law, pervert the notion of
that primacy and diminish its rights and power. All such people
may be classified under the generic label of Gallicans (see no. 43).
The Catholic dogma on the nature and power of the primacy 168
was defined by the Vatican Council in these words:

If anyone says that the Roman Pontiff has only the
inspection or direction, but not the full and supreme P
jurisdiction over the whole Church, not only |
pertain to faith and morals, but also in matters
the discipline and government of h

. whole world; or if anyone says that
tant part and not th

or if anyone

eil
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pontiffs (see nos. 61-68). There is no need to repeat t}
& 105e

ments here. argy.
Il. The Power of the Supreme Pontiff

Assertion 1. The power enjoyed by the e
eedlecion ! Y Supreme pontiff js , real

It is a real binding authority which demands as its
effect a duty, not simply of reverence, but of ()I)(';Ii:‘.n H byl
sense of the term. The primacy, then, is worlds ;
mere function of a presiding officer over his as‘mc‘i
Such an officer is merely an equal among <'q;;alq
over the others only insofar as he directs tﬂc :
in debating, voting, etc. Neither is the primac
an office of direction, for the notion of direct;
and persuasion rather than the exercise of g

ative
in the Strict
apart from any
ates or confrereg,
and has Primacy
order to be followed
y of the pope simply
ion connotes counsel
enuine authority,

lll. The Jurisdiction of the Supreme Pontiff

Asserti jurisdicti
rtion 2. The jurisdiction of the supreme pontiff is universal

s o ]
volvetzdls Iltmilsvf:?] bOtlh'm regard to place and to the business in-
the ch;.u"ches s Vel:aﬂum regard to place because it extends to all
business involvp l;;ab 0ug1.10ut the entire world; in regard to the
and morals. (the ccdlastei .l cndS 1ot only to matters of faih
cipline and Oe b magisterium) but also to the dis-
Finally, it is En;'::sf;e?: n(erul(:l-imp erium) of the entire Church.
exempt from it, 8ard to persons, because no Christian is

Assertion 3 S A
i w.og‘dlle Gi:sdwtwn of the supreme pontiff is ordinary.
virtue of his oﬂice’ and LiEe alwf‘)’s Possesses this jurisdiction in
rules out the opinion fC al;; CXercise it at any time, This assertion
act in dioceses outsid of pse who thought that the pope could
e of Rome only in very special circumstances,

say for e;

diocese, otazf;}:; I‘::]Se; g;:i:f disturbances occurred in a given

theilrisoﬁ"e and 5o forth,p tes had not yet been appointed to
Assertion 4. The i

and episcopal, furisdiction of the Supreme pontiff is direct
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heir bishop. The pope himself .iq a true bishop, ie., shepherd,
teacher, ruler, and the proper bishop of all the faithful. Conse-
quently, the power of the pope—the use of that power in daily
affairs is quite another matter—extends just as much to the faithful
of the whole world as it does to the faithful of the diocese of Rome,

As a result, the primacy of the supreme pontiff is not merely
a primacy of inspection. A person who enjoys prime authority
merely by right of inspection, does not himself by his own power
directly rule a society; he simply watches over it. He watches to
see that laws laid down for ruling that society are correctly ob-
served and so forth. If, for example, a committee from the United
Nations were granted the right to inspect atomic installations in
various countries and to report its findings to the United Nations,
it would not thereby possess any right to rule the countries where
it carried out its work of inspection. Finally, it should be clear
from this assertion, that the primacy is altogether different from
the office of an archbishop or patriarch: they do not possess direct
and episcopal power over the flocks of their suffragan bishops.

Because the Roman pontiff enjoys direct pastoral authority over
the entire Church, he is sometimes called: the bishop of the Cath-
olic Church.* And because not only lay people, or simple priests,
but even the bishops themselves are subject to his power, the pope
can also be called: the bishop of bishops.

Assertion 5. The jurisdiction of the sovereign pontiff is supreme.

There cannot be found in any other person or persobs, taken
singly or collectively, a power that is greater or even equal to his.
This assertion states, then, that the power of the supreme pontiff
is greater than:

a. the power of any individual bishop or patriarch; ;

b. the power of the whole college of bishops taken collectively

(without the pope). o
Assertion 6. The jurisdiction of the supreme pontiff is absolutely

complete in itself (per se lena). :

'I?he esupl'emefp(o’:]tiﬂ: pfssesses in himself alt?ne the plenitude
of supreme power, and not merely the major portl'on qf that power.
For if the plenitude of sacred power were to reside in the college
of bishops (including the pope) in such fashion that _the pope had
more power than the rest of the bishops, even considered collec-
tively, he would still possess only the largest share of that power;
but he would not strictly possess the total power without any re-
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st.n'ch'on. In that hypothesis, the power of the Rop,

§h|l. be called “supreme,” but it would not he [M"l»n, pontiff coulq
in itself. It is true that in the aforesaid hypot} J‘,\.’-’]“[’,’” "”mplc-t(
bishop, and no collection of bishops ((‘xc]n.\vi\“v ulf’ :]l; o individ":]

Pope) Woulq
PODtfE oy q
act, howeye,

have power equal to the pope; but the power of ]
not be absolutely complete in itself. As a matter ]f(‘
the supreme pontiff, alone and without the mnm-:t ff )
or of the Church, can do anything that pertains in lh:‘ ”}O bi“ho S
I};(;w’ers f’f the Church.‘Tlmt is why this fourth 'nJ-;:""lh(hctinna]
ffc{ltrgt:]"n of the Gallican Clergy was cond(-,mncd(- ;(‘ ot e
;ert:'n : he ilupreme pontiff has the principle share “I{rl hing x;qatters
0 all and each of the Churches, but his ju(]):mc‘nt( ?Crees
s not

irreformable unless i i
iy unless it receives the consent of the Church” (DB

IV. Necessary Conclusions

Fr . .
jumd;)cnh‘fmtlhzfd&chme outlined above it should be clear that the
B et dl.e'supreme pontiff has no other limits than those
i sp}i,riturln]ii;a:]v’ or.which the nature and goal of the
T gdom—imply. The pope consequently can:
et onses o ahrilrlnasl;adors to all parts of the Church reSErve:
 Hitsoier b bi oi: v S.I;)mmon or transfer any ecclesiast’ical case
5 1 tribunal, and receive appeals and recourse
i :V at.soever and from any and all tribunals et
Pope is not bound by customs or by ecclesi.;lstical laws

laid i
aid down in any way whatsoever. Thus the third article of the

Declaration i
of the. Gallican Clergy was rightly condemned: “The

hops together with the pope). That is why
of the Gallican Clergy was
good reason, then, did the
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fore, those who say that it is permitted to appeal to an ecumen-
jcal council from the decisions of the Roman Pontiff (as to an

authority superior to the Roman Pontiff) are far from the
straight path of truth.—DB 1830; TCT 210.

Finally, from the doctrine outlined above, one should not leap to
the absurd conclusion that all things are licit to the pope; or that
he may turn things topsy-turvy in the Church at mere whim.
Possession of power is one thing; a rightful use of power quite
another. The supreme pontiff has received his power for the sake
of building up the Church, not tearing it down. In exercising his
supreme power he is by divine law strictly bound by the laws of
justice, equity, and prudence. These laws require that unless neces-
sity or great utility urge the contrary, the pope should, for example,
respect the legitimate customs obtaining in various places, observe
prescribed ecclesiastical laws, etc. These laws, even though they
do not possess a binding power for the pope, do nonetheless nor-
mally have for him a directive power. They also demand that in
normal circumstances the pope should leave the full running of
dioceses to their individual bishops in accord with the advice given
by St. Bernard to Pope Eugene III:

What could be more unworthy of you than if, while possessing
the whole, you should not be content with the whole unless
you also busied yourself feverishly with even the small portions
and minutiae of the entire business committed to your care, as
though they were not really yours and you were still struggling,
heaven alone knows how, to make them really yours. . . - You
are wrong if you think that your supreme apostolic power, set
up by God Himself, is also the only power set up by Him.—De
consideratione, 111, c. 4, n. 15-17.

It is possible, of course, as in all affairs governed by men, for
abuses to creep in and for aberrations to oceur; but the Dwfn‘e
Bridegroom of the Church, who has promised that the I:Io]y Spirit
will be with the Church forever, will always see to it that the
Church herself is not exposed to catastrophe by the weakness or
imprudence of individual men. One final point remains to be men-
tHioned: the Roman pontiff is subject to no one on eanl.z and conse-
quently cannot be called to judgment by anyone. He is obliged to
(283)
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render an account for his decisions to no one byt Him alop
i i Shri alone vy
visible vicar he is, Jesus Christ. Whoge

Objections against the Primacy of the Roman Pontiff

Objection 1. This tremendous authority of the Roman ponti
took its origin in large measure from the decretals of P\Culllﬂ
Isidore. ak

Answer. The Pseudo-Isidorian fraud (middle
tury) amounts to little more than this: the ascribing of fage
to certain official Church pronouncements, Briefly, the
and utterances of popes and councils of a late
to pontiffs of an earlier era. This fact
the Isidorian collection neither cre
the primacy.

As a matter of record, the collection attributes nothing new to
the supreme pontiff except this one point: no council of bishops
may be held without the consent of the supreme pontiff. But this
arrangement was not ratified, nor has it ever yet been ratified
The collection did contribute something to a stricter observance of
the discipline then in vogue, particularly in this that it drove home
more forcibly the point that a bishop might never be deposed by
a definitive judgment without the consent of the pope. Finally,
it is quite a remarkable thing that the popes throughout two whole
centuries (i.e., until St. Leo IX, 1049-54) never invoked these false

decretals to bolster their supreme authority even though they were
well acquainted with them,*

Objection 2. The Council of Florence taught that the Roman
pontiff has indeed full

power, but only within the limits laid down
by the councils and canons: i i

of the ninth cen-

dates
Ccommands
T era were attributeq
alone should make clear that
ated, nor increased the rights of

we define . . . that to him j
hgx} e ) e in [the person of] St, Peter was

us Christ the f; f feeding,
g, and governing the universal C e of feodin

kai en tois praktikois ton oik

hurch (kath hon tropon
hieros kanosi dv‘almmbanetai)

oumenikon, synodon, kai en tois

el “according to that measure
;hiéh Is contained in both the decisions of the councils and
the e;nnns Consequently, the meaning of that last section is

The Greck should be translated:
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Answer. The whole objection rests upon a false interpretation
hat last section. In the Florentine archives there is still pre-
o “;i ne of the five originals of this decree, written both in
Gl ,U,(l' Latin, and signed by both the Latin and the Greek
Cmd(« (”In that original document here is how that last section
f;ltll(tlﬁz Latin: “Q;u-umrlmmhlm etiam in gestis oecumenicorum
reﬂ(l%]‘mnrr‘)( et in sacris canonibus continetur”* (“ . . as likewise
?0"5;‘ m]r in the decrees of the ecumenical councils and in the sacred
= smt:’(') Th(; meaning, therefore, is not restrictive but confirma-
;‘2:‘]17‘1& ;,;ivus approbation to what has been said. Furthermore, .thi's
rea‘di“g cannot be repudiated on any pr'etfext whatsoevelxl—, ford;t is
not simply a version but a text equally original and' equally au eﬁ;_
ic with the Greek text, Finally, the Greek text itself can h?r( y
illfstain the interpretation made of it by our .opponents‘ Ed‘;:n if fth(:
words kath hon tropon, viewed 'gzrarr}matlcal]y, do a : g: (;) 3
restrictive meaning, such a meaning is completely.excu e b}é
the context. How on earth could these two points ;&e;bwi
reconciled; Christ Himself conferred on Fhe supre‘rm;is)t:d - éhe
lute fulness of power, yet nonetheless this power is limi
ils and the canons?
Cougcl;}ection 3. The Council of (€0n§tange tlm:hght ﬂ]\:n e:;;yp:n:;
“of no matter what position or dignity, mcu.;l 5ng e
dignity,” owes obedience to a general CDEE:d : i
Answer. (a) That decree was not ra e e};e o 1
and consequently has no binding force. (b) frepiapic o e
fifth session were not issued by the whole cou;lr s
of its three sections.® (¢) At least a la-rge .numdethe i
bers of the Council of Constance Whl;h 1}5)51;151 e o e i
have had in mind only the case of a o: B bl e
a case most canonists even now use ai a':h gt ol
is no pope.”? We must admit, hov;e;‘ee;mg S A
theologians attributed a universa i s
i ;f ttl}: - lf:rﬁ:ne:e]:ytheu there would be two imme-
the faithful outside the 5 '
that a doubtful pope is h:}du:(; ::iﬁys::i‘]? s:)“"f,h:":ty tl‘::
g about .tl?e "emd:::it;;on, e lectet pops cannot
Western Schism. From the counc;:s ;‘Z:p:esent at the council, writes: ;Il:hat
d.7) L Tunectam i o d in a universal or unqualified fa ;‘n,
E:ﬁ;‘;ﬁ‘:::m;r declaration was m;) !52“:; Josia, 1L, 100). See Zapalena, op. Cit.
but for a singular occasion (De
I, 381.

° This decree asserts
a council in order to brin;
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diate pastors governing the same flock, namely il
bishop of this or that diocese. But this is m)f u Pope ang:
untenable: for it could lead to only one thiné_(.:l,“z\w.md as

Answer. It would lead to confusion if gﬂ;lpl'l)i:{vlls]l‘)n‘

there. were two coequal and independent pﬂSt()rgI’]t 1 same flo
g:eoisﬁs;lpr?me at.nhd the other is subordinated to i;in:.";‘]?'o * IF the
commandesr rl(])::i di,- normal seh{p of an army in which thelzlfh.o"ld
officers but also ovi ez;l :ll:thont).' mot only over his Sll’bOrgl'eme
dier. Good sens d?t t @ soldiers and over each l'lldividmlmate
i et tc ates simply this one thing; Sllpreme( iy
i ‘ﬁgcer no.tho take over the normal functions of b e
176 Objection Ss°elIf o 0o frequently, or without o good reasos“b.
Catholic Church St. ﬂcl;e e et bishop ;>fnt'h
the title, "Unive;sal'Bisrl;aug i esd E;rleat would not have rejectes
(Ep tod6 50). P, as a “title smacking of blasphemy,”
. m‘;‘:wmi';l g;hcrigoryﬂ rejected this new and unusual title of
et humi]?p’ hor universal bishop”: # (a) so that by giving
the bishop of Conzytan‘tainn;;)gl? ::lit)r Elllindthe el
self, Nohnithstanding his rej;ction o; tl?:(;'gt?:i}:: A

the
to he

: mnsarts: same
, Ghu:‘:h (tgi; :'s::lait. P2eter Was committed the care of theG r:fg:rz
I ey v;)fO); zfn.d that he, Gregory, was bound “by the
; T tyG’ sollicitously caring for all the Churches.”®
W Mwnﬁatar;; reg(_:ty _was considering the title under a pe-
e h:—s\thh it could have—as meaning that the dig-
o 5 :V?‘; gxcluded completely by that title. That
Lo fm;: %Jlﬁm?kl‘ng of blasphemy”; “Let that
: tian hearts by which the honor
out &rough the madness of one
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ing title for the reason that if one patriarch is called universal
the title of patriarch is taken away from the rest of the patri:
archs.—Ibid., v. 43.

And again: “It is a very regrettable thing, and one not to be put
up with patiently that the aforementioned brother and my fellow
bishop [Fasting John] should try to get himself called the only
bishop” (Epistulae v. 21).

It should be noted, however, that this sinister connotation does

not belong to the title necessarily.

Notes

1. See, for example, the subscription of the Council of Trent.

9. See CIC, 283 taken in conjunction with 281.

3. On this point, see Palmieri, op. cit., thesis 20; C. Bottemanne, “Over
den invloed der valsche Decretalen op de pauselijke macht,” De Katholiek,

77-78 (1880); De Smedt, “Les fausses Décrétales,” Etudes Réligieuses, 2

(1870), 71.

4. The word etiam (“likewise”) is fully written out. Consequently the
reading which is sometimes found, “Quemadmodum et . . . et . . . Pl
corruption of the original text, Its origin can easily be explained on the
grounds that scribes customarily made use of abbreviations. See Coll. Lac., VII,
1480; C. B “De vervalsching van den tekst der Kerkvergadering
van Florence,” De Katholiek, 57 (1870), 188.

5. Council of Constance, Sessions IV and V; see Hefele, op. cit., VII, 1,
108.

6. Sce Zapalena, op. cit., I, 381.

7. See, however, the position of Franzelin, op. cif., p- 230 ff.

S. Vailhé, “Le titre de

8. On the meaning of this title and its usage, see
patriarche oeconomique avant S. Grégoire le Grand,” Echos d'Orient (1908),
p. 65.

9. Epistulae vii. 19.; see H. Grisar, “Der romische Primat nach der Lehre
und Regierungspraxis Gregors des Groszen,” ZkTh

(1879), p. 655.




Article 111

THE INFALLIBILITY OF THE POPE

I The Catholic Dogma

II. Explanation of the Dogma:
1. The meafling of papal infallibility
2. The efficient cause of papal infallibility

3. The person endowed with th i
e G infallibili
4. The scope of papal infallibility SR

5. The conditions required for exercising papal infallibility

Prorostrion: When th
L € pope speaks ex cathedra, he is in-

Proof: 1. from Christ’s own words
; 2. from tradition
Objections: from history.

Epilogue: The Pope’s Temporal Sovereignty

(288)

Article Il

THE INFALLIBILITY OF THE POPE

The infallibility of the Church’s magisterium, viewed as a whole,
has already been demonstrated (see nos, 79-99). Granted that fact,
the primacy of the pope, since it comprises both teaching and
ruling authority, must also include the prerogative of infallibility. If
the Church’s magisterium cannot err, and if the pope by himself
possesses the full power of that magisterium, it follows inevitably
that the pope in exercising that magisterium is preserved from
error. In other words, he is infallible. Still, the matter is so serious
it must be discussed ex professo.

|. The Catholic Dogma

The Catholic dogma is expressed in the following words of the
Vatican Council:

And so, faithfully holding on to that tradition recognized from
the very beginning of the Christian religion . . . with the
approval of the sacred council, we teach and define as a dogma
revealed by God: that the Roman pontiff when speaking ex
cathedra, that is, when exercising his office of supreme shepherd
and teacher of all Christians, defines, in virtue of his supreme
apostolic authority, that some doctrine on faith or morals must
be held by the universal Church, he possesses, thanks to the
divine assistance promised to him in the person of St. Peter,
that infallibility with which the Divine Redeemer willed His
Church to be endowed in defining doctrines on faith or morals;
and consequently that definitions by the same pontiff are by
their very nature, and not because of the consent of the Church,

irreformable.—DB 1839

Il. Explanation of the Dogma

1. The meaning of papal infallibility. The notion of infallibil-
ity was explained earlier in this book (see nos. 77 and 79).
Many non-Catholics, however, still have distorted notions about

(289)
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this matter. It may be helpful, therefore, to clear
conceptions by stating the following points: (a
declared infallible in his teaching activity,
ties. It would, then, be pure wantonness to confuse the notio,
infallibility with impeccability.! How infallibility may, Imv.n i
indirect bearing on the Church’s ruling power wag (f.\’pl:l'invd i
(see nos. 91 and 93). (b) The prerogative of infallibility dq,
make the pope’s will the ultimate standard of truth, or goo
(e) Infallibility is not omniscience, (d) Finally, infallih;
not imply inspiration. An infallible decree does no
same sort of dignity as Sacred Scripture.

2. The efficient cause of papal infallibilit
That assistance was promised to the Rom,
of St. Peter. Keep in mind, however, that
an infallible decree do not neglect normal
search, discussion, or deliberation:

aside Some mis
) The i
/ Dope vy,
L a
10t in his othep 'M'liv's

actiyj.

an
aboye
€S not
dnegs,
ulh’bi]ity does
t possess the

y is God’s assistance,
an pontiff in the persop
the popes in Preparing
means of inquiry, re-

The Roman Pontiffs on their part, according
of the times and circumstances dictated, some
gether ecumenical councils or sounding out the mind of the
thch throughout the world, sometimes through regional coun-
cils, or sometimes by using other helps which divine Providence
supplied, have, with the help of God, defined as to be held such
matters as they had found consonant with the Holy Scripture

as the condition
times calling to-

and with the apostolic tradition—DB 1836; TCT 216,

’ A : “and consequently defini-
same pontiff are of themsey , an?i not}; e

the Church, irreformaple.”
(20)
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The Gallicans wrongly appeal to Leo the Great’s epigram, “Sees
are one thing, those who sit upon them another” ( Epistula 106. 6).
}hf that saying, Leo simply meant that the rights of a see do not

depend upon the holiness of its occupant, “For even though those
who occupy sees may differ at times in their merits, still the rights
of the sees remain” (Epistula 119. 3).

Notice, however, that only the pope himself personally enjoys
infallibility; not other people to whom he may delegate some share
in his teaching authority. For example, even though the Roman
congregations are organs of the papacy, they are not the pope him-
self; The reason for the restriction is this: the pope cannot cause
the divine assistance, promised to himself personally, to come to
the aid of other people. It should be clear, then, what i§ meant by
saying that infallibility is a personal prerogative. It is personal
insofar as it belongs to each individual pope and camwt. be dele-
gated to other people; it is not personal in the sense that' it belongs
to the pope as a private person, that is, in virtue of his personal
qualifications. ‘

ope of papal infallibility is exactly the same as .for
theAéhTf:'ihsgsZ whoIF::: B‘Hc possesses that infallibility v?ith wh}ch
the Divine Redeemer willed His Church to be endowefl in deﬁmng
doctrines on faith or morals.” The fathers of th'e Vatican Cqm:l
did not mean to delineate the precise boundaries of pap:lall llgfb-
libility by the words: “doctrine on faith or morals to be he );
the entire Church,” for it was their intenﬁqn ‘to ta]fe‘ up thx? pf:nna
later. Hence they indicated the scope of his mfalhbxhty on. {t l:/as
general way by the formula normally used by tlheol:ilgltzns. s
by deliberate design, however, that they empl oye' e etphe be:
“must be held” (tenendam) rather than the phrase: muts,J datia
lieved” (credendam). They used the former ph'rase so that the
might not appear to be restricting the prerogative of )lnfalhbxhty
exclusively to those truths which have been revealed.

g onditions for Il i
woxfis :T‘}“;h‘;n he speaks ex cathedra.” A th:gn‘f ( E:;ged::i?:nl:lzrly
judicial bench) is normally a symbol (:fdaufo r:lutly; s ts ¢
of doctrinal authority.* The consecrate in use in theological
cathedra,” or “an ex cathedra definition” w;;e et e
schools long before the Vatican Council. hey (e;:ﬁm], 3
exercise of the papal magisterium. Th'e Valt:can ok h;" 'aﬁe m;,‘
added this precise explanation: ‘that is: when exer g i
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of supreme shepherd and teacher of all Christians, Jo lefi
virtue of his supreme apostolic authority, that some (I: cfines, in
faith or morals must be held by the universal Churcl, > =
Keeping in mind, then, what has already })(“‘“— <v-\ 51
discussing the object of infallibility (see nos, 85-96) .
ex cathedra” signifies two things: (a) the pope is acti ¥
use of his papal office—of supreme slleh[(’l‘b 11n<;“t[e”a”({1]1y(- e
Christians; (b) the pope is using his papal authority Ll
mum power. Both these facts must be made known
indisputably. It makes no difference, however, whether the:
made known by the words the pope uses, or by the Cil‘cumst'y 2
of the case. Briefly, no set formula, and no particular t.ydnces
solemnity is required for an ex cathedra statement.® i
In refere.nce to point a:—A man holding public office does not
always act in his official capacity. Again, if the same person hold
severelll. offices simultaneously, he does not have to be consltantls
exercising his highest function, We must keep these points in min();
then fixscussing the pope’s infallibility, for he fulfills several DOsi-
tions simultaneously. He is not only the pope of the whole Catlllolic
C:l\il:ch, }}e xs also the local bishop of the diocese of Rome, metro-
{’Iaﬁ:;; ts)tatgs Csurroundmg sees, and temporal sovereign of the
it o;- % sox;squxently, if the Ppope speaks merely as a private
" precise’] danate theologian, or as a temporal sovereign,
e y as or mary'of the diocese of Rome, or precisely as
opolitan of the province of Rome, he should not be looked
as acting infallibly. He may, for exax;] 1 rivate, individu]
am n : f e, as a private individual
air his private views—political, eco: 5 AR i
theologian he might write a l;ook 1;°mlc, e e P‘n’Vﬂte
life. As temporal sovereign of the nVsome i

decrees 5 atican state, he might issue
On taxes, or economic reform, or might set up a law grant-

trine o

dined in
10 speak

at its mayj.
clearly ang

® For

i
ble that some pope in the future might

Wn Some one introductory
statements, Th

phrase, or clause for all popes to
ey forget that phrases which in
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ing religious liberty to non-Catholic worship in return for territory
restored to himself and so on. Speaking precisely as ordinary of
the diocese of Rome he might give a series of instructions or a
retreat to the people of some definite parish in the city.*

What is required for an infallible declaration, therefore, is that
the pope be acting precisely as pope; that is, as the supreme shep-
herd and teacher of all Christians so that his decision looks to the
universal Church and is given for the sake of the universal Church.
It is not necessary, however, for the document containing an infal-
lible decision to be addressed directly to the universal Church, A
decision intended for the whole Church can be immediately ad-
dressed, for example, to the bishops of a particular region in which
a condemned error is flourishing.

With reference to point b:—A man who acts in an official capae-
ity does not always make use of his full power, of the whole weight
of the authority which he possesses by his very position. A presi-
dent may, for example, disagree with a bill of Congress, and
express his disapproval and yet not take the step of vetoing the bill.
Thus the pope, even acting as pope, can teach the universal Church
without making use of his supreme authority at its maximum power.
Now the Vatican Council defined merely this point: the pope is
infallible if he uses his doctrinal authority at its maximum power,
by handing down a binding and definitive decision: such a de-
cision, for example, by which he quite clearly intends to bind all
Catholics to an absolutely firm and irrevocable assent.

Consequently even if the pope, and acting as pope, praises
some doctrine, or recommends it to Christians, or even orders that
it alone should be taught in theological schools, this act should
not necessarily be considered an infallible decree since he may not
intend to hand down a definitive decision. The same holds true if
by his approval he orders some decree of a sacred congregatit?n
to be promulgated; for example, a decree of the Holy Office, in
which the congregation itself condemns some doctrine. It is one
thing to be willing to allow a decision of a congregation to be
hich is by its very nature revocable—but

published—a decision w /
quite another matter for the pope himself to make the final

decision. ¥
For the same reason, namely a lack of intention to hand down

a final decision, not all the doctrinal decisions which the pope
proposes in encyclical letters should be considered definitions. In a
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word, there must always be present and clearly present
tion of the pope to hand down a decision which ig
definitive.

the inter.
fina] and

; a
useful to add a few points about purely theological npini(ihye

opinions with regard to the pope when he is not speaking
cathedra. All theologians admit that the pope can make 2 mi;q](zx
in matters of faith and morals when so speaking: either I)y. X
posing a false opinion in a matter not yet defined, or by innoceIr)nrt?.
differing from some doctrine already defined. Theologians d‘mngmey
however, over the question of whether the pope can become ;;
formal heretic by stubbornly clinging to an error in a matter
already defined. The more probable and respectful opinion, fol-
lowed by Sudrez, Bellarmine and many others, holds that jl;St as
God has not till this day ever permitted such a thing to happen, so
too he never will permit a pope to become a formal and pui)]ic
heretic. Still, some competent theologians do concede that the pope
when not speaking ex cathedra could fall into formal heresy. They
add that should such a case of public papal heresy occur, the
pope, either by the very deed itself or at least by a subse(;uent
g;m?mr‘n (zf an ecumfanical council, would by divine law® forfeit
jurisdiction. Obviously a man could not continue to be the

lée:‘i c(;lf the Church if he ceased to be even a member of the

182 Prorosmon: When the pope speaks ex cathedra, he is infallible.

This is of faith, from the Vatican C i
3 e} O ouncil. The proposition can
z:n%?m by Christ’s own words and by the witness of tradi-
lible Ch on makes unmistakeably clear the position the infal-
le Church has always held in this matter,

1 Frbm Christ's own words:

_!."u:u‘g M!l in tus 2 :

 rock T - oill build 'mn’yséyh;:cgazndy O#Leare L o

\ “m inst it. T will give you the kgateifof He”ngm" M;

2 n, and whatever Yoy bind . ~0YS of the kingdom 0

s 1, and whatever y\( btnd on earth shall be bound in
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heaven, and whatever you loose on earth shall be loosed in
heaven.”—Matt. 16:18-19.®

Peter—and his successors—was established as the rock, or un-
shnk(-nb]c.fouwlfnlinn, whAich would make the Church perpetually
indestructible. Now nothing pertains so much to the stability of
the Church as immunity from error in matters of doctrine. Peter,
then, was to be the means by which the Church would always
uphold the faith in its purity and integrity. But if Peter is to be
made equal to that task, two things are necessary: first, he must
always have the power to bind all Christians absolutely to believe
this doctrine and to reject that; second, in taking such action Peter
must himself be necessarily immune from error.

If Peter could not bind all Christians in an absolute fashion,
he would not be a foundation. On the other hand, if in binding
all Christians he himself were liable to error, he would not be an
unshakeable foundation, but a very shaky one, That Christ clearly
intended to lay an unshakeable foundation is evident from the
metaphor of the rock, and especially from the conclusion He drew:
“and the gates of Hell shall not prevail against it.”

Peter—and his successors—received the keys of the kingdom
of heaven with such full power to bind and to loose that whatever
Peter bound would also be bound by God. Usually the keys of the
kingdom are listed as two: the key of knowledge (teaching power—
magisterium) and the key of power (ruling power—jurisdiction).
Consequently Peter can also bind absolutely by a doctrinal decision,
and this decision by the very fact of its utterance is ratified by
God. Now if this is the way matters stand, one is forced to con-
clude: either that a pope cannot err when making a definitive
decision, or else that God Himself could at some time ratify a
false doctrine.

Again:

After they had breakfasted, Jesus said to Simon Peter: “Simon,
sofrtl of ]ogm, do you love me more than these others do?” 'Yn‘
my Master,” he replied; “you know that T really love you.
“Then,” Jesus said to him, “feed my lambs.” He asked him a
second time: “Simon, son of John, do you love meP” “Yes, Mas-
° A full exegetical discussion of this text is given in the appendix at the
end of this volume.
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ter,” he replied, “you know that I really love You” “Thor »
said to him, “be a shepherd to my sheep.” For the third ',’?”» he
put the question to him: “Simon, son of Johy ime he

1, do you re
meP” It grieved Peter that he had asked him the 1’11‘{;{([1[!’,{"“”
ime;

“Do you really love me?” and he replied: “Master You Lncs
everything; you know that 1 really love youl” “Then » ']c; no'w
to him, “feed my sheep.”—John 21:15-17, Sl

Peter—and his successors—clearly received the task
power to feed the entire flock of Christ. Before anything else, the

he is bound to nourish the entire flock, both I)isho‘ps m{d tl?,
ordinary faithful, on healthy doctrine and to keep them away frm:]E
poisonous pasture. This task itself necessarily implies infallibilit
on the part of the pope, in the sense already explained, Supposz
a pope were to make a mistake in defining Christian doctrine
What would happen? Either the entire Church would accept the.
Pope’s decision—and that would be the end of the infallibility and
indestructibility of the Church; or, the Church would rebel against
the pope’s decision and would correct his doctrine—and that would

be the end of the arrangement set up by Chri t Himsel
f, f
flock would be feeding the shepherdlp ] Vo
Again:

and the fy]]

“Simon, Simon, mark my words: Sata
s A : n has demanded the sur-
rende:‘i of you all in order to sift you like wheat; but 1 have
z;aytehe for you personally, that your faith might not fail. Later
e ’:gtfzr;‘, whenbonc’r:* thou( hast turned again, it is for you
your brethren” (su pot i eri
Sl e pote epitrepsas sterison tous
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in faigl,ha:)rc?mglsibwords here guarantee Peter real indefectibility
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this task, the i
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as he would be actually instructing his brothers in the faith with
the maximum of his authority,

b. That this text refers to Peter in his official capacity, and con-
sequently to Peter living in his successors is clear: first, from the
very nature of the office entrusted to him, Strengthening in the
faith is no less necessary for later generations: in fact it is even
more necessary for them than for the apostles and the first Chris-
tians. Second, that this text refers to Peter in his official capacity
is clear likewise from the real parallelism between this passage
and those of Matt, 16 and John 21. If the office of acting as a
foundation for the Church and of being shepherd to the Church
is something perpetual, how could the office of confirming in the
faith be not always perpetual since it is already contained in those
other two functions? But if this office is perpetual, so must the aid
Christ prayed for be perpetual.®

2. From tradition. Even though the fathers of the Church do
not discuss the pope’s infallibility in absolutely explicit and un-
mistakeable terms, his infallibility was nonetheless acknowledged
from the very earliest days. It was acknowledged both in theory
and in practice. This fact is clear from: (a) the statements of the
fathers; (b) the practice of the popes; (¢) the statements of
ecumenical councils.

a. The statements of the fathers.

St. Irenaeus (c. 140-c. 202) not only admits that the Roman
Church possesses “a more powerful authority” (potiorem prin-
cipalitatem) but he explains the reason for this authority. It stems
from the fact that the Roman Church is the standard of faith for
the rest of the churches. Irenaeus teaches that to have a sure
knowledge of the Christian truth all one has to do is consult the
faith of the Roman Church, because the faithful throughout t!m
world are obliged to agree with this Church in matters of .behef
(see no. 64). Now if the faith of the Roman Church is the
standard and morm for all the other churches, this very fact pre-
supposes the infallibility of the Roman Church, or what amounts
to the same thing both objectively and also in the mind of Irenaeus,
the infallibility of the bishop of Rome. r

St. Cyprian (c. 200-258) praises: “the Romans whose faith was
extolled in the very preaching of the apostle [,l}om. 1:9] men to
whom perversion of faith could have no access (see mo. 65).

(297)
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St. Ephiphanius (c. 815-403) states: “The faitl receives s
stability in every way from him who received the keys of d‘(,nlf. i
dom and who looses things on earth and binds them in ],40 s
For from him may be found out [the answer] i
problems of the faith” (Ancoratus 9).

St. Jerome (c. 842-419) when a great dispute wag
the East over the question of whether one should acknowle
or three “hypostases” in the Trinity, sought the answer from Po
Damasus, “Therefore, I thought I ought to consult the chair I:f:
Peter and that faith recommended by the mouth of the Apostle
For by you people alone is preserved incorrupt the h'aditiox; of
the fathers” (Epistula 15. 1).

St. Augustine (8354-430) says of the Pelagian controversy, “For
this reason two deputations were sent to the Apostolic See, and
that see has sent back the answers, The case is finished” (Sermo
131. 10).

In another place, Augustine writes, “All doubts about this mat-
ter were completely removed by the letters of Pope Innocent of
blessed memory” (Contra duas Epistulas Pelagianorum ii. 8. 5).

St. Peter Chrysologus wrote to Eutyches, “In all ways we im-
plc)'re you, honorable brother, to heed obediently the directions
wnh‘.eP by the blessed pope of the city of Rome; because St. Peter
who }wes in and presides over this his own see offers to all who
seek it the truth of the faith” (Among the Epistulae of St. Leo 25).
wasS:.ef;eo the ((lirea:‘. (390?—4.61): “The firmness of that faith, which
i o(r;;nr::o eg} 11]11 t2]:;e prince of the apostles, is something per-
"3 llg-hf'g blshtl)p of “]emsal_em (572-92), after citing Matthew

8 concludes, “Now in the heads of that holy, first, and

venerable see his [Peter’s] successors are sound in the faith and

according to our Lord Himself, infallible,”
b. The practice of the popes:
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At the beginning of the fifth century, Innocent I, by confirming
the decrees of the councils of Carthage and Mileve in the year
416 definitely condemned the errors of Pelagius and Celestius,
That the entire Church accepted his decision as binding irrevocably

is clear, for example, from the testimony of St. Augustine men-
tioned above.

Pope Celestine I (422-432) condemned Nestorius., A brief time
later his legates went to the Council of Ephesus (431) to see that
the decisions he had previously laid down should be executed (see
no. 67). The fathers of the council humbly accepted the pope’s
decision: “Constrained by the sacred canons and the letter of our
holy father and co-minister, Celestine, the bishop of the church at
Rome . . . we have necessarily reached this painful decision against
him [Nestorius].”®

The fathers of the Council of Chalcedon (451) received in the
same way the Tome of St. Leo I to Flavian, bishop of Constanti-
nople, in which he condemned the doctrines of Eutyches (see
no. 67). The fact that Leo intended his decision to be accepted as
definitive is clear from his letter to the Council of Chalcedon:
“It is not permissible to defend what is not allowed to be believed,
since in accord with the authority of the gospels, the words of the
prophets, and the doctrine of the apostles, what is the true and
holy doctrine about the mystery of the Incarnation of our Lord
Jesus Christ was stated fully and clearly in the letter which we
sent to Bishop Flavian” (Epistula 93. 2).

In the seventh century Pope Agatho condemned Monotheletism
even before the Third Council of Constantinople (680-681) did.
At the same time in a letter to Constantine Pogonatus, he greatly
extolled the apostolic see, “Which has never turned aside from the
road of truth to any sort of error . . . and has never become z.le-
praved and surrendered to heretical novelties, but in the true faith
known from the very beginning remains unpolluted to the very
end” (Epistula ad Augustos Imperatores). The fathers of the coun-
cil applauded® the decision of Pope Agatbg: “The paper and ink
were seen and Peter spoke through Agatho.”®

ili i iefly and vividly:

'.I‘«f htll:lils’ gﬁﬁ};"i’ tgfi'iﬁ’,f-th;&ﬂiﬁi :nf‘eger setting oit the traditional

Catholic teaching on the dogmatic point at issue, viz. wfhether in Our Lord

there were one or two wills, as St. Leo had sent the like kind of letter to

Chalcedon. As at Chalcedon so now the 174 eastern bishops present re-

i teaching with acclamations, crying out: ‘It is Peter whn
e e Do gatho. The doctrine defined, the council tumed to con-
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In the fourteenth century Clement VI (1842-59)
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The holy Roman Church has supreme and full primacy and
jurisdiction over the whole Catholic Church, This it tml)‘:/ and
humbly recognizes as received from the Lord himself in the
person of St. Peter, the Prince or head of the Apostl;as whose
successor in the fullness of power is the Roman Pontiff. And
just as the holy Roman Church is bound more than ail the
others to defend the truth of faith, so, if there arise any ques-
tions concerning the faith, they must be decided by its judg-
ment.—DB 1834; TCT 214.

In the Council of Florence (1439) the Greeks as well as the
Latins defined that:

The Roman pontiff is the true vicar of Christ, the head of the
whole Church, the father and teacher of all Christians; and
that to him, in the person of St. Peter, was given by our Lord
Jesus Christ the full power of feeding, ruling, and governing
the whole Church.—DB 1835; TCT 215.

If the Roman pontiff is the teacher of all Christians, so much
so that he possess the full power of feeding—and hence of teaching
_the universal Church, which cannot fall into error, it follows
inescapably that he is himself infallible.

There you have the mind of the Church. Fourteen hundred
years of unswerving tradition. Unfortunately, the frightful Western
Schism at the end of the fourteenth century caused near chaos in
Christendom. With three rivals claiming to be the legitimate pope,
people were bewildered during a period of some forty years.f" This
schism was the occasion also of causing confusion in the minds of
some western theologians. Not only did it obscure for the:m the
doctrine of papal supremacy in governing the Chuxch, 1.t ‘a'lso
cast its shadow over the related doctrine of the popes u?falhlnhty.
Actually, it was particularly at the time of' f.he Council of Con‘-
stance (1414-1418) that th'e ft‘:pec'i]] iflfaﬂfbdxty ;Je'gan to l?e sevr:
ously questioned and att i AN JoaL
hem};n?_ly supported the opinion denying papal infallibility.

@ \( ber, 1414) is the strangest
in ;11 %Tf,,‘é%“"ﬁg;’;ﬂ gla:e;untofmpnsiﬁon,(iu procedure, and the nature of
what was effected through it. The full effect of the chaos of forty years was
now seen. All the wildest theories about the source of ecclesiastical “;:g”
scemed likely to be realized wh_an there descended on the town (in addition
to the 185 bishops) 300 doctors in theology nn(_l Jaw, 18,000 other
and a vast multitude of lay potentates, of princes, and of representatives
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an ecumenical council enjoys the privilege of infallibility. . . .
But the older writers unanimously argue from the Seriptures
that this privilege of infallible decision belongs to Peter and
to the Roman pontiff and his see, since he is the supreme vicar
of Christ on earth in Peter’s place and, as such, has alone re-
ceived the keys of binding and loosing everything.'®

As a final point, note that the Roman pontiffs did not refrain
from handing down definitive decisions in matters of faith even
during the period of the controversies;™ and all the churches, even
those among whom the new opinion had more or less made head-
way, in practice accepted these decisions as being of themselves
irrevocable and infallible.

Objections:

Many facts from the Church’s history are adduced as objections
to the infallibility of the pope. Here, only the main ones will be
considered. In dealing with these facts, we are interested in one
point only: whether the pope ever made a mistake when speaking
ex cathedra,

1. Against St. Peter himself two objections are raised. First, he
denied Christ on the night of His passion; secondly, he forced
Gentile converts to adopt Jewish religious practices (see Gal.
2:11-14).

At the time of the passion Peter was not yet the supreme shep-
herd and teacher of the Church. Obviously, then, he could not act
in that capacity at that time. As a private individual he sinned
seriously, but he did not lose the faith.

The second objection is closer to the point, for Peter was then
head of the Church. It is, however, a rather superficial argument
against infallibility. When Peter deliberately separated himself from
the Gentile way of life—so not to shock Judaic-Christians—he did
act imprudently, He did cause some harm to the progress of the
faith, (That is why St. Paul scolded him for it: he knew how much
Peter’s example meant.) Whether Peter was acting in good con-
science or not is not here our concern. One fact is abundantly clear:
Peter by no means handed down any doctrinal decision on the
matter, That is why Tertullian could write, “It was indeed a fault

of conduct, but not of teaching” (De praescriptione 2305 RO

2. Pope Liberius (352-366) is alleged to have betrayed
(803) =
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censure, but since their authors, after explicitly rejectly Nesto-
rianism, had been welcomed back by the fathers of the Council of
Chalcedon, condemnation of the writings would have been a
ling block to many people, particularly the Westerners. These

stumb!
people would have taken the condemnation as a slap at the author-
ity of the Council of Chalcedon.® Consequently, even if the pope

acted a bit imprudently in this matter, he definitely made no error
in matters of faith. For a fuller treatment of this extremely com-
plicated matter, consult the historian cited in no. 89 above.

4. Tt is alleged of Pope Honorius I (625-38) that: (a) in two
letters to Sergius, bishop of Constantinople, he taught Monothe-
letismt and, did so, indeed, so clearly that (b) he was afterwards
for this very reason condemned as a heretic by the sixth ecumenical
council (Third Constantinople) in the year 680.

a. The letters of Honorius do not contain any ex cathedra state-
ment, The pope made no doctrinal decision; he approved the
request of Sergius that silence should be observed in the question
of “a single or double operation” in Christ, “Exhorting you that
avoiding the use of the newfangled term of a single or double
. ” (Kirch 1064); and again, “It is not necessary for

® The Roman objection to issuing the condemnation was that since Theo-
doret and Ibas had been solemnly reinstated at Chalcedon any attack on
them must have a prima facie appearance of a move away from Chalcedon.
And indeed this was the first and immediate reading in the west of the
very qualified condemnation issued by the pope in 548. There were pas-
sionate scenes everywhere, but in Africa especially, where the pope was

excommunicated.

The pope’s position was all the more delicate—and his acts open to mis-
interpretation—from the fact that he was at this time Justinian's prisoner,
having been kidnapped in 545 and shipped to the capital when his first
hesitancy about complying with the imperial will had shown itself.
Between the condemnation of 548, which the pope withdrew, and the
meeting of the council-May 553—there were a succession of crises, and
the council met with the pope refusing to take any part in it. There were
thus separate condemnations. One, by the pope, of the writings of Theo-
dore of Mopsuestia, the other, by the council, of the Three Chapters—or
rather an acceptance by the council of Justinian’s condemnation of them.

It remained to win the pope’s assent, and after six months more of bully-
ing, of isolation and imprisonment, Vigilius, an old man past eighty years
of age, yielded. He was then allowed to leave for Rome, whence he had
been absent nearly ten years.—Hughes, Popular History, op. cit., pp. 43—4.
1 Monotheletism (from monos “single” and thelo “I will”) is the last of
the great Christological heresies and an ffshoot of M hysitism, It main-
tained that Christ had only one will-a divine will—and consequently denied
to Christ’s human nature that which is connatural to it—a human will. See

Parente, Dictionary, op. cit., p. 194-5.
(305)
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also Honorius who did not enlighten this apostolic see with the
doctrine of apostolic tradition, but allowed its immaculate faith
to be soiled by profane betrayal” (Kirch 1085)."* A short time
ote to the bishops of Spain explaining the matter.

later, Leo wr
“because instead

Honorius was condemned along with the others:
inguishing the incipient flame of heretical doctrine, as befits

of ext
his

the holder of apostolic authority, he rather fanned it by
negligence.”
Was, then, Honorius actually a helper of heresy? Prescinding
from the question of serious subjective guilt, from which many
s excuse the pope, this much must be said: Honorius was a
dily on Sergius’ advice and he acted
unwisely in persuading people not to preach about the twofold
operation which he himself, nonetheless, personally admitted. He
acted still more unwisely by adding that odd-sounding clause about
“one will in Christ.” Because of these imprudences he did (unwit-
tingly) help to fan the rising blaze of the Monotheletic heresy.
Instead, he should have combatted the heresy energetically with a
clear and distinct explanation of apostolic doctrine as befitted his
apostolic office. Finally, it seems probable that the only reason the
Apostolic See acquiesced in this grave censure of Honorius was to
prevent even further damage by making some concessions to the
Greeks who were quite incensed about the condemnation of some
of their leaders.?®
All this explanation is offered on the hypothesis that both the
letters of Honorius and the acts of the sixth council are completely
authentic. Quite a few scholars—whose opinion has not won wide
acceptance, however—have tried to show that a number of inter-
polations have been inserted in either the letters of Honorius or the
acts of the council.
5. Pope Zacharias (741-752) is said to have erred by condemn-
ing St. Virgilius for teaching the existence of the antipodes.
We still do not know much about this case of Virgilius. Nothing
about the case has been handed down to posterity except this reply

of the pope to St. Boniface:
and evil doctrine in which he has spoken
against God and against his own soul—if he has actually taught

that there is another world and other men under the earth or
another sun and moon—after convening a council throw this
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author:
bit gullible in relying so rea

as for that perverse
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man out of the Church and deprive him of the Ppries
But we ourselves in writing to the aforesaid duke [H”y
of Bavaria, and defender of Virgilius] have sent g
letters to the aforesaid Virgilius: that he should et
us for careful questioning and if he should be fo,
he shall be condemned in accord with the c

hony,

MOnjp,
€ome beforq
found in €rTor,
anonical sanctiong a1

a. It was the commonly accepted opinion of earlier ag

to make a journey to the other side of the earth wag n(b&q?j 5%
impossible. Consequently anyone who would subscribe to s lll e
impossibility and at the same time accept the existence of {hum a‘n
podes would be implicitly asserting that some men t;n thi il
are not descended from Adam. This assertion, since it ne qsteear}ih
universality of original sin, is contrary to the Catholic {g ('ths°t t
should be clear, then, that the pope called th il
and evil” not in the sense that there should ac
but in the sense that there should exist anti
from Adam,

at doctrine “perverse
tually exist antipodes,
podes not descended

way Virgilius accounted for them
. Finally, even though we do m;t kn
it seems clear Virgilius gave the pope
Soon received the cathedra] of Salzllj)
by G,reg.ory IX to the catalogue of
6..Fma]1y, we have the widely

e B on the motion of the e

0 was cond #
B s emned as “fal

ow precisely how he did so,
a satisfactory answer, for he
urg and his name was added
the saints,22

publicized case of Galileo whose
& ;rth and the immobility of the
and completely opposed to Divine

° Catholic doctrine holds that all me; s earth turally descended
1 R 1 n on thj arth, na ly
hm, 1 -Aa@nm.,v b, Wntm Tact original sin, Tt has not] ibility
e f hing to say about the possibi]
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of March 5, 1616 was a purely disciplinary decree, merely for-
bidding the reading of books containing Galileo’s theory and noth-
ing more than that, is, in our opinion, difficult to square with the
facts of the case. Likewise it should be frankly admitted that the
Congregations of the Inquisition and of the Index committed a
faux pas in this matter. Even though that mistake is easily under-
standable in the circumstances of the time, it cannot be completely
excused.®

b. It is beyond question that in the whole case of Galileo no
ex cathedra decision was ever handed down, The pope was aware
of the decree of the congregation, and approved it as a decree of
the congregation, even though (as was customary at the time) no
explicit mention of papal approbation is found in the decree itself.
But the pope himself in his capacity as pope did not hand down
any decision. Neither did he make the congregation’s decision his
own in any special way. In the Galileo case, therefore, we have a
decision which is by its very nature revocable and nothing more.
As a matter of fact, both the more sensible theologians of the time
and a fair number of the scientists of the day understood the matter
in exactly that light.t

Likewise, the decree of July 22, 1633 which ordered Galileo to
abjure his errors and, furthermore, did so under pain of certain
penalties—even though it was sent to all the bishops by order of
Urban VI—possesses no other authority than the authority of the
Sacred Congregation of the Inquisition. This is quite clear from

° Monsignor Journet feels that the authors of the decrees of 1616 and
1633 committed a fault against prudence due to a failure of nerve. They failed
to act quickly enough and resolutely enough in detaching the seriptural
question from the scientific one:

Where precisely were the authors of these fallible decrees at fault?

They lacked the courage to detach the question of Scripture at once from

the dispute over the geocentric issue. That, it seems, would have been the

prudent thing to do. “Cardinal Baronius,” wrote Galileo to the Grand

Duchess of Tuscany, “used to say that God did not wish to teach us how

the heavens go, but how we are to go to heaven.” One wishes that all the
theologians of that day had spoken like Cardinal Baronius! The? th?y

would not have involved the fallible isterium of the Ct in
a prudential and doctrinal error.—Church of the Word, op. cit., 1, 356-T7.
+ See, for le, the by the theol St. Robert Bellarmi

and the astronomer, Laplace, cited in Journet, loc. cit. A recent work, detailin{
all the intrigues surrounding the Galileo incident, is now available to Englis!

readers: George De Santillana, The Crime of Galileo (Chicago, 1955). Un-
f 1 Ititudi Latin and Italian footnotes are, for the most

, the
part, untranslated.
(809)
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the ending of a decree of this type: “And so, we, the unde
cardinals, pronounce . . . “; there then follows a list of the
without any mention made of the pope.

Since in this whole question, he who occupied the chair
(sedebat in cathedra) never handed down a decision, there js STl
ply no ex cathedra decision in the Galileo case.® Consequently it i
futile to adduce it as an objection to papal infallibility,

1signed
ir nameg

© Since the other objections against Catholicism in general that arise at the
mention of the word “Galileo” (v.g., that a scientific mind is irreconcilable
wi of religious hing by authority) have no precise bearing on
the question of papal infallibility, they cannot be gone into at this point, They
come into focus under the more generic question of the relationship obtaining
between faith and reason and will be discussed in the next volume of this
series, Sources of Revelation and Divine Faith. It is impossible to discuss such
a question intelligently until one understands precisely the various types of
assent ired by the ecclesiastical isterium and in precisely what mat-
ters. These points are all discussed ex professo in the next volume.

The actual proceedings of the case of Galileo have been edited by A.
Navarro, Il processo di Galilei (1902) and A, Favarro, Galileo e L’Inquizione.
Documenti del Processo (1907).

Among the best treatments of the Galileo case are the following: H. Grisar,
'Galdlet-smdl‘en (1882); Funk, Manual of Church History, vol. II; Linsmeijer,
“Riccioli’s Stellung im Galileistreit,” Natur and Offenbarung (1901); A. Miiller,
Der Galilei-prozesz 1632 nach Ursprung, Verlauf und Folgen; R. Maiocchi,
(Gla!l;lla eslgzxua condamna (1919); J. Stein, “Galilei en zijn tijd,” Studién, 85

Notes

1. Because the word “infallibility” when rendered into other lan
) guages
;l;g:;lt possi}ﬂy leave th'e door open to misinterpretations of this sort, the fathers
ﬁtlede“vmm Cou.ncxl.tock the fourth chapter which had been tentatively
On the Infallibility of the Roman Pontiff” and re-entitled it, “On the
Infallible Magisterium of the Roman Pontiff.” See Coll. Lac., VII, 406.
wmﬁ..bfe:ee(}nr:dxuth, op. cit., p. 199‘ ff. The importance of this distinction
ey e % y over lesi: 1 faith”; see volume III of
3. See, for example, Matt. 23:2: “T}
ﬂm:bulr L he Scribes and the Pharisces occupy
4. So, ggk};:zighmd;mm preached at Avignon stated three times that
l;ﬂh;mh Sl not enjoy the intuitive vision of the Divine Essence
/ cral Judgment. See Hefele, op. cit., VI, 299, The matter had
mot yet been ed. i
‘ertinent to this point are the words of Innocent III: “He [the Roman
udged puse xather can be shown to be already judged,
& away into heresy; because he who does not
(Sermo 4); see Decreta Gratiani, 111, d, 40, c. 6.
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6. We have changed the Kleist-Lilly translation in this instance:

, scholars maintdin that this text refers exclusively to the time of our
sion and consequently cannot be used in favor of Peter's successors.
They base their stand on a double argument:

(1) By supposing that Luke 22:31 is a parallel passage with Matthew
26:31 and Mark 14:17, they conclude that the sifting Luke was talking about
must refer to the scandal which all the apostles were to undergo on the
night of the Passion.

But this hypothesis is not terribly convincing since all the apostles and
Peter in particular actually succumbed to scandal on that night; whereas the
sifting spoken of in Luke seems to indicate that the brethren will come through
it unscathed: Peter first of all, and then, because of Peter, the other apostles.
As a matter of fact later events confirmed the distinction between the Ewo
types of danger: for there is no shred of probability for maintaining that
Peter “strengthened” the rest of the apostles on the night of the Passion, He
failed even more than the others.

(2) Opponents of our interpretation state: there is a restrictive sense to
the passage implied from the fact that Peter is ordered to confirm his brethren
after his own conversion from the fall of the denial: “and do thou, when
once thou hast turned again” (aliquand. pote epitrepsas).

But: a. It is not certain that the word, “turned” (conversus) should be
understood in this sense, since Christ had not yet predicted Peter’s denial.
C ly, many schol render the word (conversus) this way: “but
you in your turn (vicissim) confirm,” or, “You turn yourself to your brethren
and confirm them.”

b. Even if the word conversus may be understood of a conversion from
a fall, it does not follow at all that the task of strengthening the brethren
should be fulfilled immediately after the conversion, and at that time exclu-
sively. Furthermore, the particle (pote) seems to indicate a time-period that
is more remote (see Palmieri, De Romano pontifice, 2nd ed., p. 853). At all
events, even if the explanation proffered by our opponents might seem to have
some probability to it, considering Sacred Scripture alone, the interpretation
of tradition is of such a kind that “for men who follow the Church’s interpre-
tation of Scripture, there can and should be no doubt at all about the true
meaning of the passage” (Relat. Ep. Brixin. in Coll. Lac., VII, 282).

Now if the text in question, at least from the viewpoint of tradition
simply must be understood of Peter as the foundation and supreme pastor of
the Church, obviously the quibblings of Jos. Langen fall apart; for he con-
tended that the indefectibility promised Peter does not prevent him from
innocently falling into error in matters of faith, but only prevents him from
losing the virtue of faith by sinful apostasy from Christ. It would certainly
not be much help if the one who holds the office of strengthening his brethren
in the faith could not become a “formal heretic,” but could in some circum-
stances go astray from the truth (see Palmieri, loc. cit.).

A recent, excellent article on this subject by a Scripture scholar is to be
found in Edmund F. Sutcliffe, “Et Tu Aliquando Conversus™ CBQ, 15 (July
1953), 305-310. This study b the i given here; it
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adds to the theological reasoning here employed, some cogent exegetical gnq
ilological arguments.
Phﬂ; g‘pisndag;d Abatem albanorum catholicum; see H. Hurter, “Ejp Zeugniy
aus dem 6, Jahrhunderte fiir die Unfehlbarkeit des Papstes,” ZkTh (1910),
p. 219,
8. See Hefele, op. cit., 11, 188.
9, Conc. Constantinop. I1I, act. 18; cited in Labbe, VI, 1053,
10. Philip Hughes describes their confusion neatly in the following words:
All the cardinals—with one exception—recognized Clement VII ag Pope
[i.e, in a second election attempting to disqualify the legitimately elected
Urban VI]. What was Christendom to do? How was it to decide between
the conflicting accounts of the rivals? And how was it to judge on which
occasion this same body of cardinals had really, by its unanimous vote,
elected a pope, in April or September? Christendom speedily diyided,
along lines more or less political, according as its sympathies were French
or anti-French. And both camps were equally representative of the Church,
holy people, since canonized, being found among the supporters of the
Avignon pope as well as among those of his Roman antagonist, Was the
Church divided? On one point only, the point of fact, was Urban truly
pope or was Clement? On all points of doctrine, on the point of papal
powers and the obedience due to the pope, all were in agreement. There
was nowhere any rebellion against an admittedly lawful pope. The division
was not a schism in any real sense of the word. But it was a very real
division, and it lasted for just short of forty years.—Popular History,
op. cit., p. 139,
11. De potestate ecclesiae, constit. 12; in Opera omnia (Paris, 1608), I, 135.
12. De ecclesia Christi, q. 5, a. 8 (Paris, 1727), II, 134.
13. Orat. theol,, 8, no. 7. Then the illustrious theologian mentions his
personal opinion, stating that the privilege of papal infallibility, “is, in our
jud certain by of the teaching of the fathers and the councils”

(no. 8).

14. This is obvious, for example, from the condemnations of Baius (DB
1001 f£.); Jansenius (DB 1092 f.); Quesnel (DB 1351 f.); and Synod of
Pistoia (DB 1501 f.), and so forth.

15. See Hefele, op. cit., I, 681 f.; Hergenrother-Kirsch, Kirchengeschichte,
I 37‘%; BLE (1905), p. 223; (1907), p. 279; A. Feder, “Neue Literatur zur
Liberiusfrage,” ThR (1910); F. di Capua, 1l ritmo prosaico nelle lettere dei
Pape, 1 (1937), p. 236-47.

16. See below p. 336, note.

47 Oﬂje‘ts give a different explanation, namely that Honorius was referring
10 a kind of moral unity between the divine and human wills in Christ; see
Hefele-Leclereq, Histoire des conciles, 111, 376 f,

18, See Hefele, op. cit., III, nos. 296-8; Hergenrother-Kirsch, op. cit.s

sreck: T¢ bebélo prodosia mianthénai ten aspilon parexorésen.
kain versions err by translating the text as, “he tried to stain,” rather
ed to be stained.”

op. cit., 1II, no. 324.
enta moguntina, p. 91.

(812"

=l —

THE ROMAN PONTIFF

99, See Hefele, op. cit., Barthélemy, Erreurs et mensonges his-
toriques (1873), 1, 269-86; ikon, XII, col. 1002; Gilbert in Revue
des questiones scientifiques (1882); Krabbo in Mitteilungen des Institut fiir
Oesterreichisch Geschichtsforschung, 24 (1902), 1.

Epilogue: The Pope's Temporal Sovereignty *

After the middle of the nineteenth century the Italian states
burned with a desire for political unity, When they were finally
coalesced into “One Italy with Rome as its Capital” even the
ecclesiastical state, which the popes had ruled over as kings for
long centuries, was first of all vastly diminished in territory and
then, in the year 1870, completely subjugated by military might.
The following year the new government through its “law of grants”
decided to bestow upon the pope a personal privilege of sov-
ereignty and inviolability, free commerce with foreign nations, and
an annual pension. But since all these things depended exclusively
on the good pleasure of the Italian government, the pope could
not accept the arrangement.

First, Pius IX and then the succeeding popes protested strongly
against the injury done to the Holy See and the resultant shameful
and intolerable conditions forced upon the pope. They did not
recognize the Italian government with Rome as its capital until
Feb. 11, 1929 when “the Roman Question” was definitively settled
by a solemn concordat. By this concordat the Holy See recognized:
“the kingdom of Italy under the dynasty of the house of Savoy
together with Rome, the capital of the Italian nation”; and at the
same time Italy recognized: “Vatican City as a state under the
supreme sovereignty of the supreme pontiff.”*

To understand why the popes insisted so strongly and so un-
waveringly: (1) that they should not be deprived of their temporal
sovereignty; (2) that the plunder committed should be repaired,
at least to the degree that the head of the universal church might
cease to find himself in that deplorable condition to which he had
been reduced in the year 1870, we mention the following points:

The protests of the popes always reiterated the same point: it

° For a lively, unbiased, historical p ion of this whole matter by a
non-Catholic, see: Pio Nono, by E. E. Y. Hales (New York, 1954): “The
Prisoner in the Vatican,” pp. 313-331. The whole book, indeed, is com-

dable for its bal d, scholarl of the struggles between the
Ppapacy and r

h century liberali:
(313)
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is of immense concern to the entire Christian world that the pope
in ruling the Church should not only be free, but should he (‘IE’(ITIU
seen to be free and subject to no earthly government:

the individual faithful all over the world and various nationg
would never cease suspecting, or at least f'earing, that the pope
might bend his actions to meet the? whims of the prince or
government on whose bounty he lived. As a esult, various
peoples might not hesitate to refuse to obey his decisions on
this pretext.®

But the pope will always be the citizen of some government, unless
he has a territory of his own. Consequently some sort of temporal
sovereignty is a necessity for the pope.

The pope’s need of temporal sovereignty, then, is viewed in
relation to the exercise of his spiritual power. Obviously this neces-
sity of temporal sovereignty is not an absolute necessity. Since the
Church in the early centuries lacked all temporal sovereignty, it
is clear that she could, strictly speaking, exist without it. In other
words, the popes could exercise the duties and rights of their
primacy in some fashion without that temporal sovereignty. The
necessity for temporal sovereignty, therefore, is a moral necessity.
It amounts to this: the pope’s spiritual power cannot be exercised
in suitable fashion and with unhampered fruitfulness without such
temporal sovereignty.

Since from very ancient times, viz., the collapse of the Roman
Empire: “it came about by the very striking plan of Divine Provi-
dence that the Roman pontiff should be possessed of civil sov-
ereignty,”* the popes did not feel free to simply abandon at whim
this guarantee of their liberty which they had justly acquired and
possessed peacefully throughout so many centuries, That explains
why the popes who succeeded Pius IX took an oath to strive to
the best of their power to restore the temporal sovereignty.

Tn this constant demand the popes quite reasonably prescinded
Bﬂm the question of whether perhaps some other guarantee might
e found to safeguard and make plain to the world the complete
' of the Roman pontiff. Since up to this time “neither Divine
ence has pointed out, nor have human suggestions hit upon
which might suitably compensate for the protec-
ibout [by one’s own sovereignty],”® the popes rightly
(814)
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demanded the restitution of that one safeguard which throughout

so many centuries had suitably guaranteed their liberty—a safe-
guard which was destroyed by obvious injustice and military might.
In demanding restitution for the territory that had been stolen

from them, the popes refrained from laying down the exact amount
of restitution to be made. Since the freedom of the head of the
Church does not necessarily depend upon the size of the papal
territory, and since it is up to the popes alone to decide how much
territory would suffice for their purpose, Pius XI deserves great
praise for his wise generosity. He was content with the tiny state
of Vatican City and decided to leave all the rest of the papal terri-
tory to Italy so that the Roman Question might be finally and
definitively brought to an end.

Notes

1. See DB 1775-6 and the statements of Pius IX cited in 1776a; Leo X111,
encyclical Inscrutabili (April 21, 1878) in Allocutiones Leo XIII (Desclée
ed.), I, 10; Pius X, allocution of Nov. 9, 1903 in Civ. Catt. S. 18, vol. 12,
p- 386; Benedict XV, encyclical, Ad beatissimi (Nov. 1, 1914) in AAS (1914),
p. 511, Pius XI, encyclical, Ubi arcano (Dec. 23, 1922) in AAS (1922),
p. 699.

2. See AAS (1929), p. 221.

3. Pius IX, allocution, Quibus quantisque (April 20, 1849).

4. Pius IX, apostolic letter, Cum catholica (March 26, 1860).

5. Pius XI, encyclical, Ubi arcano, loc. cit., p. 699.
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RER Y The Bishops

iy sty [ Article |
ks n THE BISHOPS CONSIDERED SINGLY

1. Preliminary Remarks

1L. Jurisdiction of Ordinaries:
33 sk Assertion 1: Bishops possess ordinary jurisdiction over their
e own dioceses by divine right.

: Assertion 2: The jurisdiction of bishops over their own
vy " dioceses is complete in its own kind, but is

not a supreme and independent jurisdiction. |
Assertion 8: With the exception of the Roman pontiff, no '
bishop possesses authority over other bishops.
by divine right. _ '
Bishops, to be able to e
their flocks, must be a

Assertion 4:
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CHAPTER IV

The Bishops

Christ so arranged the government of His Church that He
joined to Peter, the supreme shepherd, other shepherds to help
him rule the flock. Those other shepherds were the rest of the

1 apostles. As the pope fills the post originally occupied by St. Peter,
: so the bishops fill the post of the apostles, The pope’s powers have
already been discussed; it now remains to discuss the power of the
bishops. First, we shall discuss the bishops viewed individually;
| then, viewed collectively.

Article |

e THE BISHOPS CONSIDERED SINGLY

I. Preliminary Remarks

Since the power of orders® possessed by the bishops will be

| explained in the treatise, Christ's Sacraments, here our discussion

; focuses exclusively on their power of jurisdiction. ‘Hence, the term

’ | “bishops” does not here refer to those who enjoy the fulness of
ok ‘ the priesthood, yet do mot rule over individual dioceses (titu

s). We are dismsing‘heremly
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Il. The Jurisdiction of Ordinaries
197 Assertion 1: Bishops possess ordinary jurisdiction o

dioceses by divine right. 7

This assertion is theologically certain.

Ordinary jurisdiction in the canonical sense is th
which is annexed to an office; delegated jurisdiction
is bestowed on a person by another, The first
that the bishops rule over their flocks, not in the n

own name. By the very nature of the office o 1
g nce bestowe
ke ﬂ:,’ck_ 1emselves, through themselves, are the true
The bishops are said to i i
! possess this ordinary pow: ivi
Liglé because their 9ﬂice was established not byylthe C(rlhbu);cllllwl:ne
th); % f’d' For Goc‘I Himself—Christ or the Holy Spirit—laid,it dovj] t
. ﬂ::irn:‘::a'l ;}r(f(llxmsltell)nc}?s particular churches should be ruleg
i individual bishops. In this sense it is said:

Spirit has placed the bisho s

ps to rule the Church of God.”
quently not even the pope himself s
¢ ¢ self can cancel that office, by d -
ing, for example, that vicars apostolic ® should um'versa])l'y : c;i:—

side over particular ch
S g churches, or that groups of bishops should take

! The jurisdiction o
dioceses, The fact
and always has b

shepherds

thi irtlgi‘./id}lal. bishops is limited to their own
ki tth eir ]un.schction is thus restricted today,
P dl:ﬁ us restricted is quite obvious from the
o al ing to. the name of the bishop the name of
o wt;]clu:);‘eﬁsc :;sth of Ahxntioch, bishop of Alexandria
e 0 bring this poi ¢
10 g oy B e wﬁ%e: s point out clearly. Already
° A vicar apostolic ;
s is a prelate commissioned by th
admintstar ec:legxtsiga;e:ﬁ Is vacant or whose ordinz.ry ?sll:x{:::l:p::i‘:a::d?%:ht‘l;
yetdmm“bemt Dl :hl.rs in regions where an ordinary hierarchy h t
Kol o term.untl)r eir nghts and duties see CIC, 293—3161 s
Drevent having womic l;‘*f”ai’!l, ie, as a general rule, There is nothing to
Vn"&”l. ok inevg:‘; hch, ;iﬂ;er Tecently established or tet;glpo-
rarily e ch ecclesiastical matters have not yet been

er []”.i,. own

at jurisdictinn
is that whicl
assertion, then, jg
: ame of anogt}
man such as the pope, as mere vicars of that person, but in f} o
. heir

d upon

THE BISHOPS

1t is ridiculous to say this as though I had any proper govern-
ment over any church but the church of Hippo . . . for we
only act in other cities in ecclesiastical matters insofar as the
bishops of those cities, our brothers and co-priests, either allow
or commission us to do so.—Epistula 34. 5.

Assertion 2: The jurisdiction of bishops over their own dioceses is
complete in its own kind, but it is not a supreme and inde-
pendent jurisdiction.

The power of the bishops is said to be complete in its own
kind because it covers both the internal and external forum, and
because it extends to all parts of the diocese. Consequently, their
jurisdiction includes both teaching and ruling power (legislative,
judicial, and coercive); otherwise the bishops would not really be
shepherds, that is, teachers and rulers of their flocks: “as far as
each one’s own diocese is concerned, they [the bishops] each and
all as true Shepherds feed the flocks entrusted to them and rule
them in the name of Christ” (MCC 52). Still, by the very fact that
the jurisdiction of a bishop over his own flock is always subordinate
to the power of the supreme pontiff, it cannot be supreme and
independent: “Yet in exercising this office they are not altogether
independent, but are duly subordinate to the authority of the
Roman Pontiff; and although their jurisdiction is inherent in their
office, yet they receive it directly from the same Supreme Pontiff”
(ibid. ).

Two conclusions flow from this fact:

a. The teaching power of the individual bishop is not infallible.
Obviously a bishop’s doctrinal decision, by the very fact of stem-
ming from a subordinate pastor, can be retracted and corrected by
the supreme pastor. It would, then, be contradictory to say that
some decision is by its very nature simultaneously reformable and
irreformable, or, fallible and infallible. Because of this subordina-
tion it follows that a bishop’s magisterium (besides being limited
to a definite locality) does not extend to a decision in controverted
matters; rather, it extends to the handing down, safeguarding, and
defense of those matters which are already established either by
an explicit definition, or by the universal consent of the Church.

Be careful, however, not to conclude from the restrictions laid
down that when a bishop is teaching in his official capacity he
carries practically no more weight than any other learned man.

(321)
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The opinion of any private doctor can be rejected by an
L aayong

out injuring the duty of religious obedience. Indeeq Withs
prudence itself usually dictates that one should ("“':‘;Vl Commgp
his arguments. But the case is entirely different whlvn .” :V weigh
officially exercising his magisterium in his own dioce l "fh”P is
bishop in virtue of his very office, that is, not because ¢;fslc}-i\ I,:l the

; S renown

for learning, and not because of the power of the
may adduce, but because of the very public authorit
in t.he Church, should out of religious obedience be

.sub]ects in such fashion that they feel obliged to accept his
ing as the true doctrine of Christ, unless there be sp'tl:ciq]lls-teaCh.
zgafi%vebfh}:: contrary, This is. what theologians mean i)ylf:Siﬂ:S’
Tt ;] d;sﬂ]o;;ﬂfp;;s&sses for hls. ow'n diocese a magisterium ‘wiic}é;
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B ir own flocks can })e restricted to a greater or lesser
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. er. .kusly the jurisdiction of a
i Pastoml.reS;:l:'cles'sfs broad without thereby ceasing to be
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e f);ct \tr;lne Iaw,.xt.can be limited by the pope.
e o;l i at t%ne .]unsdjcﬁon of individual bishops
Wi, ¥ one diocese, indicates that it is by its very nature
some limitation: for those matters which pertain to the

common good of the Ch i
Gedliion of individn:] bish:;:h Universal cannot be left to the
199 Assertion 8: With the
3 e exception of the Ro i i
Z:’sezses authority over other bishops ;?,azi,f;,:nz’g:to Calid
The bod i ; i
Fonen thz :’pgﬁﬂblshops continues the college of the apostles. Now
them by Christ, ;:c:" ‘;‘“’ was placed in authority over the rest of
vently, all the deF’t t. Peter. The conclusion is obvious. Conse-
between the papace cos of hierarchical rank factually existing
#nd. acchi 'isoo;:llj and the episcopacy—patriarchial, primatial
) thea::ﬁ ccclesiastical in origin. From this it fol-
office. ‘::m'?f th'larch., primate, etc., considered
ihs ';u' ists in a kind of participation in the
iy upra-episcopal authority possessed by patri-
teil :tp's Wwithin their orbit is bestowed upon them
is symbolized by the cloak ( pallium) which
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“aken from the body of St. Peter,” is sent to them as a sign of their

sharing in a supra-episcopal jurisdiction.?

Assertion 4: Bishops, to be able to exercise jurisdiction over their 200
flocks, must be adopted by the authority of the pope.

The way in which individual bishops are established must now
be discussed. Even though the episcopal office is something estab-
lished by God, it is quite obvious that individual rulers of indi-
vidual dioceses are directly established not by God, but by men.
At this juncture we are not inquiring from whom the bishops
pmximatcly receive their jurisdiction (see below no. 202), but what
is required for them actually to function as pastors of their diocese
and to exercise their jurisdiction there. To be able to do this, we
state, they must be adopted by the authority of the supreme pontiff.
Adoption (assumptio) is a short form standing for “adoption or
assumption into the corporate body of the pastors of the Church.”
It designates the factor by which the formal admittance of a
selected or elected candidate is brought to its final conclusion. We
use the phrase, “by the authority of the pope,” to indicate that a
direct, personal intervention by the pope is not necessarily required.
So long as the adoption be done by someone to whom the pope
has entrusted the task (regardless of the precise way in which the
pope commissions him to do so), or in accord with regulations
already established or approved by the pope. In saying that papal
adoption is necessary, we do mot mean it is merely necessary
because of ecclesiastical law currently in force; we mean it is
necessary by the divine law itself. Even though this necessity has
never been explicitly defined, it follows absolutely from Catholic
principles.

It is a fact that a bishop cannot act as a pastor of the Church
unless he be a member of that body which is a continuation of
the apostolic college. Now the Roman pontiff, as Christ’s vicar,
presides over that college with full and supreme authority. It would
be ridiculous, therefore, to think that someone could be constituted
a member of that body in such fashion as not to need to be
acknowledged or adopted in any way by the very head of that
body, ie., the Roman pontiff. Again, the Roman pontiff is the
supreme shepherd of the entire Church to which the bishops may
be compared as subordinate shepherds for each individual part of
the Church, Clearly it would be nonsensical to think someone
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could take charge of part of the sheepfold without the
of the one who rules the universal sheepfold
authority.

The objection is raised: in ancient times the popes did not ;
vene in any way at all in the selection of bishops. That the Otl'mtcp
always intervene directly and by explicit consent, is "l‘lll;);e(ll-(l AL
they did not intervene at all, not even mediately :nd bl’ldmt
consent, we deny. In the absence of historical tcstimony i ga-I
admittedly impossible to prove this statement directly "8

Still, keeping in mind Catholic principles, it is faix: enougl
reconstruct the process somewhat as follows.* The apostlcsgl tg
their principal aides, in accord with Peter’s consent and will bm;h
selected the first bishops, and decreed that thereafter whe;n sZ
became vacant the vacancy should be taken care of in some sat'es
fa?tory way, and in a way which at the very least would not ‘;:S-
without the intervention of the neighboring bishops. As nftene
therefore, in accord with this process, established with Peter’;
apprc’)val, a new bishop was constituted in the early Church
Petlers. al}thority .rah'ﬁed that selection implicitly, Later on, wheI;
g;: es;:rslt;l:z}lm aEaxtr}f were arranged more precisely by positive law,
Wes}:em - in the Eastern churches and the metropolitans in the

ern ¢ urches used to establish the bishops; but they did
only in virtue of the authority of th W0 binrs o
themselves had been establis;‘ty(;] e APOSchC. i 4
B e et ed, even though in a variety of ways.

 in | es the matter of establishing bishops wa

set up in different fashion; i i T
e ashion; u{deed in such a way that in the Latin
pecially, the direct intervention of the Roman pontiff was

SEE S
equired, For details in this matter, consult the canonists,

Assertion 5; Bishops receive
from the Roman pontiff.
This is certain,

In the 4 TR
o S S v i o it e ol
the pope, The bishops, wepssaw‘:mys ey

diction over the;, »aW, cannot actually exercise their juris-
ver their flocks without the consent, explicitem- 1:11 I])‘llicit,
NOW remains to be answered: what

€ agreemepy
with Complete

jurisdiction over their flocks directly

is the precise connection bef
episcopal jurisdictionp Is i
Soeatnd] Jutltia 's_Papal intervention simp] itio
* Teception of episcopal jurisdiction, or Pisy i: Z”'ﬁlse?
(324)
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Briefly, do the bishops receive jurisdiction directly from God, or
only indirectly through the mediation of the Roman pontiff?

Prior to Mystici Corporis, two opinions were held by Catholies:
1. Some theologians taught that God directly confers episeopal
jurisdiction in each individual instance, either by the very consecra-

tion of the bishop, or in some other way. Consequently those
authors were of the opinion tha. the pope either merely assigned
the bishop his flock, or limited the bishop’s divinely conferred
jurisdiction to a definite church, or by his consent fulfilled some
condition without which Christ would not confer jurisdiction on
the individual bishop, etc. But no matter how they explained the
matter, they all admitted that jurisdiction was bestowed from
heaven always in dependence upon and with subordination to the
supreme pontiff, so that the pope could always restrict, extend, or
even completely prohibit the exercise of that jurisdiction. This
opinion, once hotly defended in the Council of Trent, was de-
scribed by Benedict XIV as: “backed by valid arguments.”

2. The other, and always the majority opinion, maintained that
bishops received their jurisdiction not directly, but indirectly from
Cod. They receive it, in other words, through the supreme pontiff
who, in establishing them as bishops, at the same time by explicit
will, or at least by legal will, confers jurisdiction upon them. This
second opinion, in the judgment of the same Benedict XIV, “seems:
(a) more in harmony with reason; and (b) more in harmony with
authority.” ¢

In reference to (a): It harmonizes better with the monarchical
structure of the Church that all jurisdiction should be communi-
cated to subordinate pastors by the supreme pastor, the vicar of
Christ. Again, since there is no doubt at all that the power of the
supreme pontiff suffices to confer jurisdiction on bishops, the direct
intervention of God is adduced without any real need for it.
Furthermore, this second opinion gives a far easier explanation of
why it is that the pope can diminish, increase, restrict, or even
completely take away the jurisdiction of a bishop. Finally, it is a
fact? that:

A bishop appointed to a diocese, but not yet consecrated, pos-
sesses jurisdiction; contrariwise, a bishop already consecrated,
but not yet established over a diocese, lacks jurisdiction. Two
consequences follow immediately from that fact: first, that
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episcopal jurisdiction is not conferred by consecration; second]
that it is conferred through the mediation of papal confirm

; ation
[i.e, adoption].—Zapalena, loc. cit. 10n

In reference to (b): St. Optatus of Mileve says, “St. Peter alone
received the keys of the kingdom of heaven to confer them op
others” (De schismate Donatistarum 7. 8). In these words, Optatus
seems to have been considering, not the apostles ® themselves, byt
their successors, the bishops.

Innocent I states that especially in questions of the faith, all
bishops should consult St. Peter: “the originator of both his [the
bishop’s] name and honor” (Epistula 30).

St. Leo I says of St. Peter, “If [Christ] willed the rest of the
rulers to have anything in common with him [Peter], He never
gave except through him whatever it was He did not deny to the
others” (Sermo 4. 2).

Pius VI praises the Roman pontiff “from whom the bishops
themselves receive their own authority, just as he himself has
received his supreme authority from God” (DB 1500).

Finally, in his epoch-making encyclical, Mystici Corporis, Pius
XII states explicitly and without any qualification that the bishops
teceive their jurisdiction directly from the pope:

as far as each one’s own diocese is concerned, they [the bishops]
each and all as true Shepherds feed the flocks entrusted to them
and rule them in the name of Christ. Yet in exercising this
oﬂige they are not altogether independent, but are duly sub-
 ordinate to the authority of the Roman Pontiff; and although
eir jurisdiction is inherent in their office, yet they receive it
ctly from the same Supreme Pontiff. —MCC 52; italics ours.

g this explicit, even though brief, declaration by Pius
bin 0] ‘is, we feel, no longer tenable. We would agree
Ottavian{s statement that the second opinion “should
rated as ab, o;a;e},;: certain because of the words of
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Assertion 6: No one else in the Church besides the bishops pos- 203
sesses furisdiction by divine law.

This assertion must be held contrary to the position of some
Gallicans and Jansenists who taught that even the office of “parish
pastors” was instituted by Christ in his seventy-two disciples.®
That idea is utterly nonsensical. Even though the priesthood (and
likewise the diaconate) is of divine institution, the position of
parish pastor was introduced by the Church, and introduced no
earlier than the fifth century. Consequently, the jurisdiction of
parish pastors in the internal forum, even though it is ordinary,
comes to them only by ecclesiastical law.

Notes

1. See DB 1828; TCT 208; and MCC 52.

9. What is said here about the obligation to heed the teaching of an
individual bishop in his own diocese can be applied in some fashion to parish
pastors and other authorized preachers of God’s word; namely, insofar as they
are in unison with the local bishop and acting at his behest.

8. See Pontificale Romanum, p. 1, De pallio.

4, For a fuller and stricter theological d
see Zapalena, op. cit., II, 94-115.

5. De Synodo dicecesana, 1, 4, 2.

6. Ibid.

7. For a brief, cogent proof of this point, see Zapalena, loc. cit., p. 107-8.

8. Institutiones juris publici ecclesiastici (Rome, 1947), I, 413; see Zapa-
lena, loc. cit., p. 112.

9. To this category belong propositions 9 and 10 of the Synod of Pistoia
condemned by Pius VI; see DB 1509-10.

ration of this q
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Article 11

THE BISHOPS CONSIDERED COLLECTIVELY

1. Preliminary Remarks:

Prorostrion: The college of bishops, whether gathered in an
ecumenical council, or dispersed throughout the
I\NOX"Id but n}ora]ly united to the supreme pontiff
7 1_: lx;fs aﬁj;;::mg on matters of faith and morals,
: Proof: contained in the previous proof for the infallibility
2 of the Church’s magisterium.
Scholion: Ecumenical Councils:
1. Conditions
2. Usefulness

3. A list of ecumenical councils

Article 11

THE BISHOPS CONSIDERED COLLECTIVELY

I. Preliminary Remarks

Viewing the bishops “collectively” does not mean considering
them simply as a mathematical total of many persons individually
placed in charge of individual dioceses. If that were the case, there
would be nothing special to add to what has already been stated
in the previous article. Rather, it means considering the bishops
insofar as all of them along with the Roman pontiff form a
corporate entity, or a single body of pastors placed in charge of
the entire Church. Since they do not form a single body except
insofar as they are united to the supreme pontiff and are subject
to him, it should be clear that formulae like: “college of bishops,”
“body of bishops,” “the Catholic episcopate,” etc.—always include
the pope, the head and crown of the rest.

Note, too, that in asserting that all the bishops (insofar as
jointly with the Roman pontiff they form one body) are in charge
of the universal Church, we do not imply that the bishops possess
two kinds of jurisdiction: one which is particular and received
directly from the pope; the other which is universal and received
directly from Christ Himself in their episcopal consecration.! Not
at all. We maintain that the bishops do not possess any other juris-
diction than that which they receive from the Roman pontiff. All
the same, when the bishops scattered throught the world—but

they are by tha
Roman pontiff in
a large gr
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205 ProrostrioN. The college of bishops, whether gathereq —
menical council, or dispersed throughout the world btk m’("Cu.
united to the supreme pontiff, in its teaching on matters ¢ fu{l!l
and morals, is infallible. f faith

This proposition is of faith.

In the analysis of this proposition, kccp in mind the
laid down above (see nos. 77-99) about the object, n
conditions of infallibility.

The first part of this proposition states that the college of bishops
is endowed with the charism of infallibility when it is asscmbléd
together somewhere in an ecumenical council. What is required to
constitute an ecumenical council will be explained in detail below
(mo. 207). Here we emphasize simply one point: there cannot be
an ecumenical council without the consent and cooperation of the
supreme pontiff (CIC 222).

The second part of the proposition states that the college of
bishops is also endowed with infallibility when dispersed through-
out the world, but morally united with the Roman pontiff. In other
word:s, when the individual bishops, residing in their home dioceses,
unanimously propose the same doctrine as the pope and impose
that doctrine in unqualified fashion, they are infallible,

The doctrinal agreement of the bishops dispersed throughout
ﬁe world can be discerned in a variety of ways: for example, from
the tf:afechxsms they allow to be published for the instruction of

e faithful; from the pastoral instructions the bishops issue to
t(;fpt:;e some erroneous doctrine which is beginning to spread; from
ﬁ»: :f'ees of local councils held in various parts of the world;
outmtheee f;:t télat a given do?trine is normally preached through-

ntire Catholic world in sermons to the people, or is found

;‘:g}l:a:r&}y in prayerbooks Possessing episcopal approbation, and
notl;m 1:;:‘1? [:Leel:s t;tating tllnlat the unanimity of the bishops does
ot ha athematical i 1 i

ﬁ;ﬂ thn: tvfo bishops would ly universal, as though the dissent of

principles
ature, and

cripple the teaching power of the rest
mﬂ eollege_. What suffices is a morally universal una-
it ' most instances will not be difficult to determine,

it is impossible to fix mathematically the minimum
‘ for such unanimity. On the other hand, no matter
@%ﬁgs ‘the agreement of bishops might conceivably be,
‘!bmw would never suffice for infallibility if the Roman
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pr)nt’lﬁ were to be in opposition to it. We deliberately use the

shrase, “might conc eivably be,” because the more probable opinion
f)f theologians maintains that factually it could never happen that
a majority of the bishops would depart from the doctrine of the
pope-

Even though the proposition as laid down above has never
been explicitly defined, it is a dogma of faith in both its parts. For
ecumenical councils have really been proclaiming their own infal-
libility every time they exercised it; and they have exercised it
every time they have handed down a definitive decree condemning
heresies. As for the second part of the proposition, the infallibility
of the episcopal college dispersed throughout the world was
implicitly asserted by the Vatican Council when it stated: “By
divine and Catholic faith must be believed all those matters which
are contained in the written or handed-down word of God and
which are proposed by the Church to be believed as divinely
revealed, whether she does so by a solemn judgment or by her
ordinary and universal magisterium” (DB 1792).

Proof:

Proof of the proposition is contained in all the arguments give?
previously (no. 79 ff.) to prove the infallibility of the Church’s
magisterium; for the magisterium of the Church, viewed concretely,
is the body of the bishops united to their head. Aol e

The following three brief theological arguments will pinpoint
the reasons why the Catholic episcopate, when united to t.h.e pope,
is endowed with infallibility in teaching matters on faith a.md
morals. Although these arguments speak formally of an ecum.emcal
council,” they are equally applicable to the college of bishops
dispersed throughout the world.? -

pl. It has beegxi’l proven: (a) Christ instituted an ifxfallible magis-
terium in the apostolic college; (b) this magisterium was to be
perpetual or continued in the legitimate successors of the apostles;
(c) the apostolic college is continued b’f the episcopal college;
(d) but an ecumenical council is the epxscopal_ college toget.he:
with its head. Consequently we have p t in an
council the infallible magisterium instituted by Christ.

9. If the teaching Church in an ecumenical council could fall
into error, the universal Church would also err in believing. But

the universal Church cannot err in believing, otherwise {mhaurr L

L} .
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to the promise of Christ), “the gates of hell would prey,
her.”

8. If an ecumenical council were to err, so too would t}
speaking ex cathedra. But the pope when speaking ex t?c Pope
cannot err, as was previously demonstrated. The conclusior C:l»ﬂmdm

First of all, then, the Roman Catholic episcopate (\x;* 1 o ('-‘1(‘:1r.
libility when assembled in conciliar fashion, for a dc}h;i:imcs e
ecumem'cfal council is the clearest and most solemn wa ;m o foh
the magisterium instituted by Christ can exercise itg ));'e:] "Vh'mh
That i§ why St. Athanasius stated in reference to a dc%cre gl
Councﬂ. of Nicaea: “The word of the Lord expressed thro? O}f i
ecumenical Council of Nicaea will remain forever” (E n‘s;gl -
Afros 2); and St. Gregory the Great stated: “For just :zi I’ufl o
and venerate the four books of the Holy Gospel so(lt acdcept
accept and venerate the four councils, And I lii«ewl’seoo’ OIII
vene'rate a fifth council [ie, should there be a fifth nell]
i ey council]
Wh:fcgini;e::d R(élxlnxzzg(lizilzolzlcl episcollc)lat; exercises its infallibility

he D the world. For Christ's promis
gxnv;: H;seszlstf:r;;;: to Cthe magisterium of the Church wzlt)s giveil ?lf
o :x;i (.msequentl).r t’here are no grounds whatsoever
. sf ction of C.hnsts promise exclusively to the ex-
o w,'tho an ecumem.cal (i'ouncil. Indeed, in saying: “And
L hylou at all tmfes, Christ declared in very plain
is help would primarily pertain to that daily and

ordinary exercise of teachin i
dispersed throughout the wgrll;’;yer el e money

ail againgt

Scholion. On Ecumenical Councils.

A council
Church's mlersm:y be defined as an authorized assembly of the

0 judge and legislate in matters of doctrine and

© What Pius XII affirm
s ed of the al :
th encyclical lett papal ordinary magisteri i
the bishos e:Irs :ztters is equally applicable to the orﬁiif.aery““;‘a;?;::;ﬁ’.sﬁ
oni 2 these mattel:g:rqeu:n?geh:v :;:;‘111 ?ﬁ't indag'reement St oy
e to say: ‘H, e ordinary teaching authority, of
) e who hears you, hears Me'” (Humani gencris,

&:oe:!ﬂléeiotof might say Christ’s promise to assist His
i e very helpful if it were restricted to the
ecumenic deouneils. There have been only 20 ecumenical
peggmg‘nce gem founding of the Church. Are we to

rch to ble with purely hun'na.? aids during
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ccc]csiastical discipline. Councils are divided into two major
categories: particular and general (ecumenical). A particular ®
council is one in which bishops from a single province, or from
several provinces, gather together; an ecumenical council is one
in which the entire episcopal college is represented.*

1. Requirements for an Ecumenical Council. Two things are
necessary by divine law t to have such a council: (a) that all
bishops who are ordinaries of dioceses throughout the world be
summoned and that a sufficient number from different parts of the
world actually attend so that, morally speaking, they are judged
to represent the entire episcopal college.® Given such a representa-
tion, those bishops who are actually absent from the council are
judged to yield their own right and to agree tacitly to all decrees
which may be handed down.

Titular bishops need not, apparently, be summoned to an ecu-
menical council. They can, of course, be invited and if present
possess a deliberative vote. On them and other invited clerics §
the pope, out of the fulness of his own power of jurisdiction, con-
fers a quasi-episcopal jurisdiction for the occasion.

(b) That the authority of the pope be joined to the council and

® This category is subdivided into provincial and plenary councils:
.. a council is described as provincial when there are present at it the
bishops of a single province, under the presidency of its Archbishop or
Metropolitan; plenary (at one time called national) when composed of the
bishops of one kingdom or nation; general or ecumenical . . . when repre-
senting the Universal Church, with the Roman Pontiff presiding, either
personally or through his representatjve.—Ae!xed Graham, 0.S.B.,, “The
Church on Earth,” in The Teachings of the Catholic Church, 11, 724,
 We say by divine law because this matter is inextricably interwoven with
the constitution of the Church as established by Christ. By divine law Peter
and his the popes, ived the primacy; and by divine law only
the bishops are the successors of the apostles, co-ruling with Peter the uni-
versal Church. Finally, do not misconstrue the phrase “by divine law” as if it
meant: God Himself or Christ has d d that ical ils should
be convoked at regular intervals, It means simply, if the Church decides to
hold an ecumenical council, certain conditions for such a council are requisite
by divine law (Zapal p. 177). Ecclesiastical law governing matters per-
taining to ecumenical councils is found in CIC 222-229.
1 Those d to an ical Council, and having a deliberative
vote, are the Cardinals of the Holy Roman Church, whether or not they be
bishops; Patriarchs, Primates, Archbishops, and Prelates Nullius; the Abbot
Primate, the Abbot Superiors of Monastic Congregations, and the Chief
Superiors of exempt religious orders of clerics. Titular bishops also have
a deliberative vote when called to a Council. The expert theologians and
d are there in an advisory capacity, not as

canonists who always atten
judges and witnesses in matters of faith.—Aelred Graham, loc. cit., p. 725;

see CIC 228.

(833)
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invest it. No matter how numerous the gathering of pie
does not constitute the body of the pastors of th: ol
Peter be joined to it. Consequently, even if all ilne bist
assembled in one place, they do not possess supreme authe TQPS il
the Church, nor infallible teaching power except inxof']r)m‘V e
are united with the Roman pontiff and together wilh(hi:ls they
one moral person, s
If we scrutinize more closely the relationship whic :
the primacy and hence by divine law, ol)tm'nsl l)c]li':li;r:):ﬁzuse i
and an ecumenical council, the following points stand out; P
(1) The pope alone has the right to convoke an ecu;n i
council® To understand this point correctly, it is ncces-s'lcmeta :
distinguish carefully between convocation viewed siml)i-‘r;, i
ﬂmthedﬂtl ftcltion, and viewed as an authoritative action. g
lateria convocation of an ecumenical council is si e
physxc.al act which causes the assemblage of bishop;sirsllr::iy :;L
graphical location; convocation viewed as an authoritative aft 1;
what P]akes the gathering take on the nature of an ecumenical
f:ounm]. Material convocation of a council is not legitimate unless
it be done either by the pope or with the consent—tacit or ex-
?:se]:ised—.of th.e pope. Briefly, then, regardless of the particular
VOkeg'n tl;levg;c: ialx .counc'xl may be su.p)?osed to be physically con-
gl c 1'fself_ is always legitimate, provided it does not
c} pap_ co‘nv.ocahon in the second sense of the term. This papal
Eprobauon is ipso facto possessed when the pope, either person-
Iny o‘ri fln'ough his ambassadors, joins himself to’the gathering.
- s&a tm::)g Tt::le1 adopts the gathered bishops into unity with himself
i ai(; ?rdvx{lth himself they constitute one moral person
mmeonmﬁonis]ouf tg;:g. It should be clear, therefore, that papal
g et etssegce' of an ecumenical council only insofar
oty iy n to designate that action of the pope which
ablishes the council in its specific character.
Convocation of councils in the light of history: i
ly doctrinal exposition of this ey
it is certain that the first eight counglztt;l;:: ﬂ“: it
by P}’@E‘E‘m' in whose hands in those da;sml:; ;Echi:]‘i;k:g

. ps, it
Church unlegg

of this point is both succin
B Oth cinct and i .
rical gkig@ﬁ"n arises here; thean ﬁrﬂ‘i’gul‘l?ng;stem

the Christian_emperors, So the Fi i
Ga(u;;ﬁ;e 1 tfe First énun‘luméf'cﬁﬁ';?;’l
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the prep;n':ﬂinm for and the expenses of the councils, Nor can it
be proven that the emperors always sought the consent of the
Roman pontiffs in this business. Nevertheless, with the exception
of the First and Second Councils of Constantinople (which will be
discussed separately below), the pope’s formal convocation, in the
sense described above, was never missing,’

(2) The pope alone has the right to preside over an ecumenical
council, not merely in the sense of giving some sort of direction
to it, such as we mean by presiding over parliaments, but presiding
with real and complete jurisdiction; for the relationship obtaining
between the pope and the bishops gathered together canmot be
any different than his relationship to them when they are dispersed
throughout the world. Consequently, the pope alone has the right
to determine the matters to be discussed, the methods of procedure
to be followed, and so on. Likewise he has the right to transfer,
suspend, or dissolve a council. The pope can do all these things
either personally, or by one or several legates.—As for the fact
that we sometimes read that an emperor “presided” over some

tinople by Theodosius I; the Council of Ephesus by Theodosius II . . .
nonetheless these councils were from the very beginning acknowledged
as truly ecumenical.
Two theories have been proposed to meet this difficulty. The first opinion
holds that the Christian emperors ked these ils by ministerial
power, in other words, really as agents of the pope. The second opinion
holds that the Christian emperors were really acting on their own authority
but that their assembling of the councils was a purely material convocation.
The councils received legitimate authorization through subsequent.papal
approbation, And the fact that papal approbation was never lacking at
these Eastern councils is proven beyond cavil by the mere fact that the
supreme pontiff sent his delegates to those councils.
This second theory is, in our opinion, far more probable m‘n‘l far more in
conformity with historical evidence. There are extant six imperial le!:ters
of convocation; two for the Council of Ephesus—two for the‘Councnl of
Chalcedon—one for the little Council of Ephesus—one for the First Council
of Nicaea. To anyone reading these letters it appears quite c!ear that the
emperors were acting not as ministers of the pope, but in t.heu- own name
and authority. In this business one has constantly to keep m_q:ind on one
hand the factor of caesaropapism, and on the other, a political-religious
d with theological ign Finally, one must dis-
ight to convoke a con;cil a:n;‘i, tl:;aghact:;l use
ight. The pope indeed enjoys the native t of con-
o exerhe o O e 1 goud of the Churh, b he
i ise that right. Nor is there any culty e
is not bound m“xaxemse‘i Bat x igh SRS I e s

of the pope’s ving o g
whole business seeing that the pope would hardly have been able to carry
out such an enterprise su y all on his own.—Lac. cit., p. 176-7.
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ancient councils, the meaning is not that the emperor
genuine head of the council, but simply that he was giv:s b
honor of acting as host to and protecting the council, -
210 (8) The decrees of an ecumenical council must be ratified 1,
the pope. They must be ratified in the sense that no decree 4
matter how drawn up, could have coercive value unless it be ()1 ‘t:o
clear that the Roman pontiff has consented to it, From this lf'l,l-ge
it should be clear that ratification can take place in various w;c,
If the pope is personally present it suffices for him to add his \;(3:
to the votes of the other bishops. If the pope is absent but hai
proposed a predetermined opinion to be followed by the fathers
of the council, their adherence to it does away with any necessity,
for subsequent ratification, If the pope while absent sends hx;
legates without any definite instruction, then his subsequent rati-
fication is required. This subsequent ratification may be either
explicit or tacit and consists in this, that the pope allows the
decrees formulated with the consent of his legates to be pro-
mulgated: for a commander who does not revoke the acts of his
lt.egates by that very fact approves and ratifies them.® In ancient
tunes the emperors likewise approved the decrees of councils by

giving them the power of law in the civil forum,

: If the decrees of some council, convened without the coopera-
tion of .the supreme pontiff, are later on solemnly approved by the
Apostolic See, or are received by the universal Church, they obtain
the force of the decrees of an ecumenical council. It is for this
;:asox:i that tb'e First Council of Constantinople (381) and the
. ;f;n on?ounl:'ﬂ'a of Consta_nﬁnople (553), which strictly speaking
l‘]&ssiﬁed};sZcumry -colunmls .of the Eastern Church, are usually
L tehn;c; i::sc;uxécﬂs; fitl)r the ampli.ﬁc’atmn of the Nicene
the heresy of Macedonianis OU’:C. - C?Ds'tanhnople tO Conde.m“
tion made by the Secondm(’.?:u(: izllndfslmxlarly t‘he anathemaﬁ?a'
L cil of Constantinople, in which
pters” ® were condemned, were gradually approved
° The expression, “The Three Chapters,”

tions of the writin, Was first applied to certain por-
of Cyrrhus, denlmgs of Theodore of Mopsuestia, Thas of Edessa, and Theodoret

i us, dealing with Christology. Later on the i i
; ﬁz he w zs, but to the authors themselves: The:gg::,s slfl(;):sv?:da%lézﬂzzit
\ xe scholar] ly account of the authors and their Chzistofogy is given b};

H. M. Diepen, 0.5
‘étude ?9 M}%’fék Lds: {-’?h c!lapnre,:z a4 C&"‘cﬂ? de Chalcédoine: une

F:

la h
; : tethout, 1958), A bricf
of is given by Thomas Clarke, S.J., in TS, 1 (195;), 1405,
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by the universal Church.? Consequently, even though these two
councils were not ecumenical in their assemblage, they were later
on made ecumenical in authority, but only with reference to the
matters mentioned; for the disciplinary decrees of the council of
the year 381 were not received by the universal Church.

9. The Usefulness of Ecumenical Councils. Ecumenical councils
are not strictly necessary, since there may be a coercive condemna-
tion of errror or a definitive declaration of Catholic truth without
such councils. Still, they are extremely useful, because, (@) in an
ecumenical council, where there are gathered together the lights
of the entire Church, there are abundant means for investigating
the tradition and mind of the Church and for laying down the
disciplinary laws best suited to meet the necessities of the times;
(b) the splendor of authority, native to the decrees of an ecu-
menical council, does a great deal to incline men to obey more
easily; (¢) decrees of reform, laid down in an ecumenical council
are more smoothly and efficaciously put into practice: for it is
quite connatural that the bishops should with greater zeal urge
the fulfillment of those very decrees in whose formulation they
themselves had a hand.

3. List of Ecumenical Councils. Here it may be useful to
append a list of the twenty ecumenical councils and the major
points decided at them. :

(1) The First Council of Nicaea was held in the year 32?
under Pope St. Sylvester and Constantine the Great. This council
condemned the heresy of Arius who denied that the Word was
consubstantial with the Father, y

(2) The First Council of Constantinople was held in t‘he year
381 under Pope St. Damasus and Theodosius the Ellder. Thls.c?u.n-
cil condemned the heresy of Macedonius who denied the dwu'nty
of the Holy Spirit. Later on, this council attained ecumenical
stature through the approval of the Church: A

(8) The Council of Ephesus was held in the year 4.31 under
St. Celestine, the Pope, and Theodosius the Younger. This coun(fﬂ
condemned Nestorius who claimed there were two persons in
Christ, and denied that the Blessed Virgin could be called the

d.
Mo?;e)r ";";15 ‘éounm'l of Chalcedon was helt'1 in the year 451 under
Pope St. Leo I and Marcianus. This council condemned Eutyches
who claimed there was only one nature in Christ (Monophysitism).

(837)
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(5) The Second Council of Constantinople was held in ¢
553 under Pope Vigilius and Justinian, Later on u“'n,tm s
attained ecumenical stature through the approval of th: (?]fluncil
(6) The Third Council of Constantinople was held iny ”4 e
680 under Pope Agatho and Constantine Pogonatus, This i y0a'r
condemned the Monothelites who acknowledged only on g et
one kind of activity in Christ, h i
(7) The Second Council of Nicaca was held i
under Pope Adrian I and Constantine VI aga?ns‘t ltl;lelhlccn\;f: rI i
(8) The Fourth Council of Constantir ; 18 waeitel | .
869 under Pope Adrian IT and Basil I. Tl:i;og)ﬁn“clgsdhe;jgs‘e':l tIl’]hc ik
(9) The Fir.s"t Lateran Council was held in thcA year 01t111;53
u.nder Pope Callistus II. This council solemnly ratified th is
tine Agreement (Concordat of Worms) of th - t'e i
which put an end to the quarrel over the invesetitprece(flmg "
(10) The Second Lateran Council was hel Ay e
T as held in the year 1139
i . , to put an end to the schism that started
urzx;% )th’;e‘11 reign of Anacletus II.
e Third Lat i i
under Pope Alex;;derallelmr';'h('}ounml e S iy
e - This council established numerous dis-
(12) The Fourt, i
T ek :t ILI?Z';‘L;:; Counc'tl was held in the year 1215
e di:s(;ip h.sncom;cﬂ condemned the Albigensian
of }as;';y confession and Easteraré]o;:lsl;nai;n: R 5
The First i :
under Pope Innocenfo;:l'w'tll'h‘ijsf L!llmf e
(14) T ~ Th council deposed Frederick II.
e Second Council of Lyo i
under Pope 66 yons was held in the year 1274
il t_he' council the Greeks in union with
. : procession of the Holy Spirit from both

asts,

) Tha:tc\(;un'rﬁ of Vizri:lne was held in the year 1311 under

- s ;:;;]mtjondemned various errors and sup-

neil of Constance held in the years 1414-1418

menical; sat is to say, those sessions which were

i presidence of P0p_e Martin V, and previous
were ratified by the same pope,

; mpu&éﬂ Wwas held during the years

\ council begun at Basel
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was in the year 1438 transferred to the city of Ferrara; and was
transferred in the year 1439 from Ferrara to Florence. The things
decided at Basel for the most part do not possess ecumenical value,
since they were not ratified'® by Eugene IV. At Florence the
Greeks were once again united with the Latins,

(18) The Fifth Lateran Council was held during the years
1512-1517 under Popes Julius II and Leo X. This council dealt
mainly with disciplinary matters.

(19) The Council of Trent was held during the years 1545-
1563 under Popes Paul III, Julius III, and Pius IV. It defined many
points on grace and the sacraments and condemned the various
errors of the Protestants,

(20) The Vatican Council was held in the years 1869-1870
under Pope Pius IX. This council formulated two dogmatic con-
stitutions, namely, On Catholic Faith, and On the Church of Christ
and then was suspended because of the violence of the times.

Notes

1. This was the opinion taught by Bolgeni at the beginning of the nine-
teenth century, and some canonists followed him. They added, however,
that bishops could make use of that | jurisdiction ived directly
from Christ only in a council.—This opinion is no longer tenable after the
statement of Pius XII that the jurisdiction of bishops is received directly from
the pope: “Yet in exercising this office they [the bishops] are not altogether
independent, but are duly subordinate to the authority of the Roman Pontiff;

and although their jurisdiction is inh in their office, yet they receive it
directly from the same Supreme Pontiff” (MCC 52)

2. Zapalena denies that a moral imity is an ial i for
episcopal infallibility when the bishops are gathered in ical il
all that is required is a simple conciliar majority. ¥ g

o " -

If it be asked whether moral imity be an

more common answer is in the negative. First of all because its necessity
cannot be d d; dly, I there is no sure criterion for
determining precisely [such moral unanimity], as should be c.lear from
the controversies about this point in the very Vatican Council; finally,
because, once such a necessity is admitted, there arises the danger of
disputes. Therefore, a conciliar majority, such as is customary in all human
gatherings, suffices. Perhaps ygumvﬁ]l ﬁx:':sk: vlvlmtt ’.{ba t::ne“ m;;oritcyh m

i i e pope? The ly to : is su

should disagree with the pop Pm?t%ence? e i e i

i idance of Divine

s u::l::rtha o c;]ven granti g such a m‘;‘l:lixﬂty. I think one

should reply as follows: the minority side in unison ap

would have to prevail; and one further quen.ﬁon only !

Whether in such a case one was really discussing conciliar uﬁﬁamyu Y
(339) i
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this question (since it is purely hypothetic,
: m"prl::gnclal; i’;)“;onﬂncg.—()p. cit., II, 1§0_1, r al) g of
Actually the learned author's disagreement with the position outlined i, this
5 text, seems more a quarrel over terminology than the ideas involved; ilite
it is admitted to begin with that: (a) no majority could prevaj] over the
pope; (b) it is impossiblﬁ to determine mathematically what constitutes moyy|

animity;. (). hi

no i has ever occurred in which even 4

jority of the episcopate was in opposition to the pope; (d) tha such g

mm_.’,u ! % T d the i e of the Church by the
Holy Spirit.

However, the same author (Zapalena), in our opinion, overemphasizes the
difficulties of determining the moral unanimity of the teaching of the episco.
pate scattered throughout the world; and thus perhaps practically—not theo-
retically—underrates the value of that episcopal ordinary magisterium, See
ibid., p. 185 fF.

8. These arguments are taken directly from Zapalena, loc, cit., p. 182,
‘The same author applies them also to the epi di d throug}
the world (ibid., pp. 188-89).

4. The terms council and synod are roughly synonymous and are used
interchangeably, except that a synod held by a single bishop with his local
since it is not a gathering of bishops, is not usually called a council,
For an historical digest of the numbers of bishops present at various
Zapalena, loc. cit., pp. 178-79,

222,

e, op. cit,, I, 5-14; Funk, Abhandl., 1, 89 fF.; Kneller, “Papst
1 Jahrtausend,” ZKTh (1903), 1 and 891; idem, “Zur
sn,"ﬁzla'h (1906), 1 and 408,

he first councils were always dignified with an

| http://www‘.c;)braséatc’)licas.com'

the matter from history alone, it does not seem to .
of

CHAPTER V

Church and State

Article 1. Teaching of the Church
Article II. Theological Value of Leo XIIT's Teaching
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CHAPTER V

Church and State

I. Preliminary Remarks

The relationship of Church and State is a delicate, practical,

and complex problem. Delicate because it touches two of man’s

deepest allegiances: patriotism and religion. It is a practical prob-

. lem: it is not restricted to the quiet, scholarly sphere of theological
or philosophical speculation, but enters the noisy market place of
i | politics and government. It is a complex problem: its adequate
" | solution involves three or four distinct sciences—theology, canon

; law, political science, and history. No one of these sciences can
afford to neglect the others in scrutinizing this problem.® Finally,

VI it is an explosive problem because it involves living people who
- feel strongly on the matter and often start from diametrically

; opposed principles. Devotion to truth does not give us the !ighl
to trample ruthlessly underfoot other people’s feelings; yet m
toward one’s neighbor does not justify any tampering with

A deli problem indeed ‘g

To avoid confusion and unnecessary haggling, it
stated plainly what will be treated here and what will not be
treated. :

http://www.obréscatoliCas.Com
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Second, we are concerned with principles governing the
tionship between the State and the Roman Catholis C/mr(:llxlmlﬂ.
the relationship between the State and non-Catholic Chur;]nUt
Catholic doctrine does not discuss the latter point.2 i

Third, we are not exclusively nor primarily concerned g
the Church-State problem in the United States of America, Tln’;
problem existed for 1400 years before America was discovered anq
will probably continue for centuries after the American civilization
has disappeared like others before it. Our concern is to delineate
the unchanging principles which are pertinent to any era and which
admit of analogical application® to the most diverse situations, We
shall nonetheless devote some space to the American situation for
the sake of our American readers. Our aim in this section will be
twofold: (1) to allay the honest but mistaken fears of many non-
Catholic Americans—fears engendered largely by a caricature of
the Church’s doctrine as presented in the writings of bigots;
(2) to show there is no incompatibility between Catholic princip]esZ
and the cherished traditions of this land, and no inconsistency
between Catholic thought and practice, provided Catholic prin-
ciPles be understood in all their delicate balance. This matter
will appear in two scholia respectively entitled: The position of
non-Catholics in a Catholic state, and, Where the “ideal” is
unobtainable.

Division of treatment. Since this is a theological discussion,
we shall first consider the Church’

i : § magisterium to see her positive
teachx.ng.on this problem. Second, we shall give an evaluation of
the binding force of that teaching,
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Article |

TEACHING OF THE CHURCH

L Positive Teaching of the Church as Found in the
Magisterium
Leo XIIT's Teaching

Ordinary

IL. Theological Principles Based on Leo’s Teaching
III. Principle 1:

God is the author of all true authority, civil and religious alike,
1IV. Principle 2:

Church and State are really distinct societies. Each is a com-
plete society and independent in its own sphere.

V. Principle 3:
Church and State should not be he;

rmetically sealed off from
one another. They should cooperate peacefully for their own
mutual benefit,

Scholion: The “Indirect Power” of the Church
VL. Principle 4

The Church transcends the Stat ili its
i e State because of the nobility of its
VIL Principle 5:

A reall i i i i

s ufyg;;lﬁzcis:;?te Is per se obliged to make public profes-

Meaning of the Principle

Scholion 1: The Position of non-Catholics in a Catholic
state

- Schalion 2: Where the “ideal” relationship is not obtainable

(848)

Article |

TEACHING OF THE CHURCH

|. Positive Teaching of the Church as Found in the

Ordinary Magisterium

The Vatican Council intended to discuss the problem of Church
and State, but it was interrupted before it had the time to consider
the matter. The Church’s teaching is therefore to be found. in Fhe
ordinary papal magisterium. The classic places are. primarily,
though not exclusively, the encyclicals of Leq XIII. Pms,XI and
Pius XII have precised still further some points of Leo’s teach-
ing, while reiterating it in substance.

leo XllI's Teaching

Before summarizing the points taught by Leo, it 1s importax}t
to notice that Leo is concerned primarily with stating what is
the ideal relationship that should obtain between the C.athohc
Church and a Catholic State.® The pope is concerned with the

® The English term, “state,” is to say the _least, .amblguous. Ilfx ccaalnl ‘:Ez_g
anything from an amorphous mass of people in a given ge&;grapa i
to the top echelon of government, Contrariwise the Latin ainf!udgwithm e
or five different words to designate the various notions L1::: “oii; ko
meaning of “State.” According to Etienne Gilson: fro:! he np;ost Tl
the English usage, the word State is correctly employ - in g
the encyclicals. The word sign'iﬁes both L}Jeth ':ol;igd }})op (:i‘lch o oiums T
Jacques Maritain describes as ‘that part z:h « promotiun:é St e

i blic i

fare and public order and the administration of pu
The Churgh Speaks to the Modern World (New Yo
i the exact nuance he va erms, 3
uci‘:;::.fl’"l 't'ghryiel:gd:azesm," etc. For Maritain's cgr;fd d;hng:ﬁu:ﬂ sf' htEQanu
ference; between “nation,” “state,” “body pohltilu?’cal p‘il;.l ;wp e < -
(Chicago, 1951) pp. 1-12. Although some po ik contemmt,gohnem
his usage of this or that term to cover t!}e same conf D ko memcammm
ai the need of distinctions in this matter of POULC .
gainsay { in precising and justifying his oogy. | on of
As fosr the term, «“q Catholic state,” one .need m;:-el al::m A
reducing it to a purely statistical concept. It 1&::! 9’6 - ! f
counting: 90% makes a Catholic state; less
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relationship between the Church and states with a pl
religious background only secondarily and inr‘id(-nl;l]l\fp :’fllistic
dealing with the latter question, the pope—in a fey m 5 till, i
paragraphs which we shall quote later on—does clm;lllmrul)lc
how Catholic governments may grant full religious ]il,:.]_l‘y Shr?\v
non-Catholic citizens without being inconsistent with ()f to jtg
principles. Satholie
With this background we may state that Leo XIII’s Im
Dei (The Christian Constitution of States) is a kimi of "\loﬂale
Charta laying down a blueprint for an ideal Catholic societ gy
ized according to Catholic principles. In it is found l]i;y;)rg:ln_
and fullest teaching on the relationships between Church Al
in such a society.*
tbe'l-f];floxvrvlzz ;Zaif]lg?vgs of the encyclical may be summarized in
alikl' ((;()’d is the author of all true authority, civil and religious

2. God’ thori T
et { 4).5 authority backs up any legitimate form of govern-

arest
and State

é,KOE:",,,}:f Embittered' by certain articles of the Constitution.

; i agg?ﬁ:ihﬁc alike, seems to take such a healthy,

as “Catholic countries,” Ital I ‘]’:‘: further quibbling, immediately classifies

dresing talians (see G Rissol) tahes o gy CT0E0 ete. Pius XII in

Catholic state, without wo s it for granted Italy may be classified

Shh At it procens rcwing over the fact that there are large groups

sage ﬂf'ﬂ'adiﬁoial :: me . For a more technical justification

ﬁﬁs&w o5 5 See George W. Shea, “Orientations on

L lic state” does .n:tAmﬁnalt%a HocH tapey t:‘;t
ke state ean that it i

ey, Just as individuals can be DU s bt e e

ciples) so “Catholic states” may,

are supposed to follow, acefully by betraying the

at the end of each

edition of the encyc

d view
itho

h

tion are the

CHURCH AND STATE

3, The Church has no preference for any one kind of govern-
ment. It 15 opposed only to governments that would trample under-
foot either the rights of God or the rights of man (4 and 36).

4, In their own sphere civil governments should behave as
agents of God’s authority and in their concern for public welfare
should imitate God’s fatherly care and justice (5).

5. Civil society, since it derives its powers from God, is, in the
objective order of things, bound to make public profession of the
religion established by God (7, 25, 26, 34, 35).

6. Church and State are two distinct, complete, and indepen-
dent societies (13).

7. The goal of the Church is the eternal supernatural happi-
ness of mankind; it alone possesses authority over matters purely
spiritual (14).

8. The goal of civil society is man’s earthly welfare; it alone
has authority over matters purely secular (14).

9. Church and State should cooperate with one another for the
benefit of their common citizens (14).

10. The idea that civil authority s its ultimate origin in the
multitude of the citizens and not in God is a philosophical error
and leads to evil consequences for civil society (25 and 31).

11. Freedom is necessary to the Church for the fulfillment of
its mission (34).

12. In matters of mixed jurisdiction, Church and State may
work out some harmonious arrangement through a concordat (35).

13. Catholics should be public spirited and do their best, by
all honorable means, to help restore modemn society to Christian
ideals (44-46).

14. No fixed method can be prescribed for helping to Christian-
ize modern society: methods will vary according to time, place,

circumstances (46). . ;
15. The doctrine set forth in this encyclical is Catholic teaching

on the ideal setup for a society organized according to Christian
principles (16, 35, 36, 40, 50).

Il. Theological Principles Based on Leo's Teaching
The pontiffs teaching as contained in thos_e points may be
summarized in the following five theologic:{l pm'm.iples:
1. God is the author of all true authority, civil and rsliaiﬂw
alike.
(351)
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CHURCH AND STATE
2. Church and State are really distinct societies, |,

ach is g ¢, . a8 society can hold together unless some one
plete society and independent in its own sphere, g suppllc‘d. q[lalut,( 1;:1:{;11::);1! A b i n}’%esﬂy P b
8. Church and State should not be h(‘rmcticn]ly sealed off froy be ({VLCTV;W‘ body politic must have a ruling authority, and
one another. They should cooperate peacefully for their ng ’é(]‘:(r’ml‘hmj(y, no less than society its:elf, has its source in nature,l
mutual benefit. q:d‘ha& consequently, God for its author.—Immortale Dei
4, The Church transcends the State because of the nobility ‘(hercaftcr ID) Gilson ed., No. 3.
of its nature and its goal. [ ‘
5. A really ° Catholic State is per se obliged to make public \ This same truth which is attainable by natural reason has also

profession of Catholicism. been proclaimed by God’s revelation. St. Paul reminds the Roman

‘ Christians in forceful terms that they must respect and obey civil

214 1ll. Principle 1 authority, for its ultimate author is God:
God is the author of all true authority, civil and religious alike,
This principle is a truth both of natural reason and revel,
Reason points out that no man is an island:
panionship of his fellow men if he is to live
No man can be simultaneously farmer, docto
physicist, bricklayer, tailor, undertaker, and
it is an instinct of man’s nature that moves h

it hii i horities, for there
seryone submit himself to the ruling aut , | ¢
Z:iitiunojauthmity not ordained by God. And that which zxx.s't;
has been constituted by God. Therefore he who opposes suc

ation, ‘
| 4
1 authority resists the ordinance of God, and they that resist

he needs the com.
a fully human life,
r, lawyer, engineer,
priest. Consequently
; ; ] im to live in society: [
omestic, civil, or religious, Since it is impossible for a multitude | .

of men to live together harmoniously unless there be order among ! This principle is so sound that one mlght~w$el;;v tlil};l;:?llﬁal;lllt
them and some legitimate ruling authority to safeguard the indi- should stress it at such length. The reason is

i . . . Accordingly we must
ing condemnation on themselves. A
2:2"5;- submit, not only out of fear of punishment, but also for
conscience sake.—Rom. 13:1-6.

: it eories
vidual rights of each and the common good of all, ruling authority, liberalism of the nineteenth century, yanois queé:ls 0&1;:::}1,:1;0 less
like society itself, has its ultimate basis in nature, Since God is the about the origin of civil power iy v :;glx;eél popular—was the
ultimate creator of all things and all things continuously depend aberrational for the fact th’fit LWag s 1e1t' 5
upon Him, so too every genuine, natural society has God as its so-called “cab-driver theory” of government.

. : urely and simply the
ultimate author, Consequently all genuine authority over societies According to this theory the rulers are purely

> ivi ority, capable of
is ultimately the result of God’s design, intended by Him and ; instrument of the multitude. No el c“:in:l‘;thnotz’orres%onding

delegated to men through various, legitimate modes of organizing obliging in conscience, exists, and, conseq :
ifferent societies. Leo puts the mattor aptly this way: duty of obedience. i
it concerning the dig-
Man’s natural instinct moves im to live in civil society, for Let the last effects of thebtragils‘:;’“:tles:y::n in government are
he cannot, if dwelling apart, provide himself with the necessary nity of the ruling person fi entsp managers, secretaries, instru-
Tequirements of life, nor procure the means of developing his reduced to the capfﬂlclt)’d"b & ower but have no power of their
mental and moral faculties, Hence it is divinely ordained that i ments that are traversed by Pin spite of appearances, are not
he should lead his life—be it family, or civil—with his fellow own. They take ordir;, yet, They are leaders by order of the
men, amongst whom alone his severa] Wwants can be adequately | entitled to giZfie an{io i:;-g Tves no authority. Even though the

° Th ldma “really” is adde led. Their leadership

d because it is possible for a state which
become pluralistic or even non-C;

of half its citizens from the faith, (S
cit, p. 199, where he

governing person is allowed to Juttges;x;t::ces g{mﬁz}:::h
undiSﬁ'?E' ‘ :vaLx‘xts ﬁ.t?;lllcles the orders of t:he governed andgimdv
:l?gmp\‘;ll?e:: they ;va.nt to go.—Yves R. Simon, art. cit., p. 91.
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1. (See Bender, Jus publicum
envisages and discusses such a

(852)
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In extreme form this theory takes a mystical turp

“will of the people” becomes glorified as an imperson, 11 ‘H?d .the
force which automatically regulates all things for ”lé "fallible
2 CO;

good. gy

In sum, the origin and ultimate source of civi]
God but the people. The obvious mistake here is to confuse g pi
line with a reservoir, a telephone line with a d\'n;un()‘ W
civil authority is channeled through the votes of 'tho :
does not mean it originates with the people. This ig I
gist of Leo XIII's protest against a false conce
authority in vogue in his day:

authority not

Becauge
people, that
precisely the
ption of ciyj]

The sovereignty of the people, however, an is wi

reference to God, is held to reside in tl’ze n(q]u;g‘ti(;?ﬂ:gﬁfcﬁny
'doubtless a doctrine exceedingly well calculated to ﬂat)ter and tls
inflame many passions, but which lacks al] reasonable ; roo?
and all power of insuring public safety and preserving grder’
Indeed, from the prevalence of this teaching, things have come
ttg such a pass that many hold as an axiom of civil jurisprudence
a?]ts stidamons may be n'ghtfully fostered. For the opinion pre-
t‘),ut i t xiiﬂllers are nothing more than delegates chosen to carry
i ﬂu':: will of the people; whence it necessarily follows that
5 l“'Skgsf!11't=,bats ch'angeable as the will of the people, so that
ey of public disturbance is ever hanging over our heads.—

215 V. Principle 2

mChum,;L and State are really distinct societies. Each is a com-
plete Yy and independent in its own sphere.
ma.];l‘hiy are really distinct societies, Even though the same men
£ uy;‘h; ﬂ:)ath members of the Church and citizens of a definite
g a’malgt does not mean that Church and State somehow be-
ey amated into one hybrid society. Men can belong to
b 2 chess club and a golf club, but that does not make chess
ol , r,gplfv cl.les.s. The simplest proof for this part of the proposi-
t societies are most easily distinguished by the different
r which each has been instituted, The goal of the Church
,nixmnmmn t;:d t::mallhapllafin&ss of mankind; the goal
poral welfar i i
external welfare of its ciﬁz: i.md, g ety
wrch and State are plete societi
(854 )

A complete,
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oty is s whose goal is supreme in its
or perfect ® socic ty is one 0 preme in its own sphere
theoretically at least, all the means needed

and which DOSSesses, . ; .
t]: achieve that goal. Any society lacking either of these two

requisites is necessarily an incomplete, imperfect Sncie'ty, ‘(IESt'med
by its very nature to be part of some larger orgayu?hgn, The
family, for example, even though endowed with certain inalienable
rights, is an incomplete, imperfect society. It needs the resources of
civil society to help it achieve its own ends.

Hardly anyone but an anarchist would deny that the State is a
complete or perfect society. The same is not true, however, of the
Church. Vast numbers of non-Catholics either fail to see or vehe-
mently deny that the Roman Catholic Church is a complete or
perfect society. They view it merely as one of the many private
and subordinate societies contained within the framework of the
State. Despite their protests, we must maintain the truth of the
matter: the Church is a complete or perfect society and fulfills
all the requisites for such. As a matter of fact, the goal of the
Church is not only supreme in its own sphere, it is unqualifiedly
supreme. Consequently, the Church possesses in itself full and
supreme power to teach, govern, and sanctify. These are the normal
means proportioned to its goal. Strictly speaking too, the Church
can by its own right demand? of its subjects such temporal goods
as it needs to pursue its goal; actually however, it prefers to have
them fulfill such obligations voluntarily. Notice the phrase, b.y its
own right. Just as the Church received its universsz power neither
from the State itself, nor even through the mediation of the State,
so too, it possesses the right just mentioned dix:ectly from Christ
and independently of the State. As Leo XIII put it:

The only-begotten Son of God established on earth a society
which 1: calgled the Church, and to it He ha_nded over }t;li:
exalted and divine office which He had received from
Father, to be continued through the ages to f:qme.—:ID 8. i
[The Church] is a society chartered as of divine right, Pmel
in its nature and in its title, to possess in itself and l;ry 5 fi
through the will and loving kindness of its Founder, all nee fu
provision for its maintenance and action.—ID 10; italics ours.

° The term “perfect society,” in this usage, carries no eonn\otmon of mﬁ

. Tt means simply (perf P .
z%ﬁy;ro:o;p;ﬂ::fn;:;m then, refers, not to moral perfection, nor economic
perfection, but to structural perfection.

(355)
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¢. Both Church and State are independent in theiy ow
This follows from what has already been laid down; 5 cl« el
perfect society, since it is self-sufficient both from the "’iclhmk:tc or
its goal and the means to the goal, is, by that very fact e
sphere, independent of any other society. The S/r[t() Cn‘n].')‘ its own
is independent within its own proper boundaries 1'.(,i in S(i?“e"”}’,
civil® matters, For example, to lay down laws g’ovu:nin vat, Purely
enact penal codes, to make nuclear experiments, to sztfcuu{; ; ilXCs, t~0
health, to enter into treaties with other nations, to cr('c\t o}lél pib
with tariff barriers, to safeguard the defense of the nati o away
and hundreds of similar items belong by their v ion
society. Over such affairs the Church has no power.

—these
ature to ciyil

Whatever is done in tem i

[ poral matters with referenc
teniporal g_oal is out§ide the goal of the Church., Now (ih:) zhe
z;ats‘gontnh is that societies have no power over matters whjc}% ]li:
utside their own proper goal.—Tarquini ] iastici
lici institutiones, 16th ed., p. 49. Rl o oo B

But the Church is no less independent in its own s

:icgug:tly, 1t‘ can by an inalienable right teach its doctrigzcéio(jgﬁ-
X ry‘:h:;m:n\évo:id,f ex;t}e]rcise t}ilts jurisdiction and priestly powers

where, so_forth, without needing any authorization or
fzflgzo; :rt(t:m c1’1\:h11 society. The State has no power over purely
e erts. b at lS.Why tlfe apostles never went searching
s chu:cI:s 0 beg their permission to preach the gospel, or to
U €S, or to carry out acts of worship, As a matter of
T secu]:;:essau-y, the apostles 9penly rejected the intervention
ks powers, by appealing to their own authority—an

tity granted by God. See Acts 4:18-20; 5:29, 40-42. The

Church has always vindicated its independence by its words, deeds,

and very blood,

The independence of each society i
‘ society in its i
out clearly by Leo XIII in these words: o

® Notic 7
S0 ;:;!:: eg.la(l‘l::ud;ﬁ;r gu.relx: eur{:iy flvd‘ matters, pgrely religious matters.
irs 5 . . an i d
ﬁwvdym mﬂmﬁgw h:nd education are neither exclusively civil ::r ;nxzi‘
mw l;eln ey have both a sacred and a civil aspect to them: the
e s‘;,gs to the province of*the Church; the civil aspect to the
; x o t:; !."nr a fful.l discussion of this matter, consult thz canonists.
i hmelm tion of this matter is quite original, provocative, and
M ME. See op. cit., chap. 6, pp. 201-16, & s
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The Almighty, therefore, has given the charge of the human
race to two powers, the ecclesiastical and the civil, the one
being set over divine, the other over human, things. Each in its
kind is supreme, each has fixed limits within which it is con-
tained, limits which are defined by the nature and special object
of the province of each, so that there is, we may say, an orbit
traced out within which the action of each is brought into play
by its own native right—ID 13. : '

Some object that the Church cannot be considered a complete
and independent society because it does not possess its own terri-
tory. This is a mnaive objection. The entire earth is the Church’s
territory in spiritual affairs:

Jesus then came closer to them and spoke to them the following
words: “Absolute authority in heaven and on earth has been
conferred upon me. Go, therefore, and initiate all nations in dis-
cipleship: baptize them in the name of the Father and of the
Son and of the Holy Spirit, and teach them to observe all the
commandments 1 have given you. And mark: I am with you all
times as long as the world will last.”’~Matt., 28: 18-20.

There is nothing contradictory in the idea of the same territory
and the same men being simultaneously subject to two powers,
each of which is independent in its own sphere; the reason is that
each society has its own proper field of activity: the one is in
charge of spiritual affairs, the other in charge of civil affairs. Con-
flicts can, of course, arise and historically have arisen. Such con-
flicts come about accidentally: ie., not from the simple fact of
there being two societies, but from the fact that individuals, lay
or ecclesiastic, may overstep their proper boundaries, and trespass
on the other’s territory. Legitimate means of resolvh?g suf:h quane]s
peaceably are always at hand. Leo XIII foresaw this objection and
answered it with his usual wisdom. Such disputes can always be
resolved either by reviewing the respective spheres of 'th.e two
societies in relation to the matter in question, or by explicit con-
tractual agreement, “concordats,” between Church.and State d_raw-
ing up strict lines of demarcation in areas where disputes are liable

to originate: =
in things human is of a sacred character,
(857)

Whatever, therefore,
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whatever belongs either of its own nature oy by re

end to which it is referred, to the salvation of ;n:(]:.mm of the
worship of God, is subject to the power and jv‘ul : \',m t0 the
Church. Whatever is to be ranged under the civi]Lrnulnt Of the
order is rightly subject to Civil authority. Jesus (,'hrrilsl-]l(l Politica]
séalf given command that what is Caesar’s is to be ;’('xnzil;rllli'n.

; 4 4 e

_?gsalra'and that what belongs to God is to be rendereq to Go(tf
There are, nevertheless, occasions when another me

cord is available for the sake of peace al:zjhl(lzi)gl-]r]t(vl-h(;(\g s
when the rulers of the State and the Roman Pontiff .con c) 0 28
understanfling touching some special matter. At such ti:-:{ 5 En
Church gives signal proof of her motherly love by showi - the
greatest possible kindliness and indulgence.—ID 15 , il

216 V. Principle 3

OMC‘I::rtczpe an?hState should not be hermetically sealed off from
bgneﬁt,a 7. They should cooperate peacefully for their mutual
This principle must be maintained against those who proclaim

;se :” self-e(\:ndent dogma that there must be “a wall of segaration”
ﬂmue]:nth hltx}rlch a[lld State. Such self-described “liberals” even
s fg0 it v:i}; ] egrehcally grant the Church’s liberty, at least assert
i ind );h the very nature of the case ( per se) the best
cumstanceg i e one devoutly to be wished for under all cir-
b J]s sat the Chur.ch should pay no attention to the
word:s- o the tate should ignore the Church, Please note the
T ’\l;lde;’ aHe very nature c:’f the case” the best and to be wished
Vot (mﬁmmstances. It is one thing to accept a complete
ey g sense of non-cooperation) of Church and State
i sensiblse 0al on, and t'o welcome that state of affairs as the
s i Illltecl:)ll the given circumstances. It is a horse of an
e or to regard such a state of affairs as per s¢
H : . o
w«hnte::n, W; :.re mell':aly diseussing principles, We are not asking
St % o; t; o.u%’d be welcomed in this or that set of cir-
TR g ayposmem ). We are simply asking what should be
down s IE ; ve principle (“thesis”), prescinding from any
g ;t);i:lﬁ for an ideal relationship between Church
T 0011‘11‘1'1’% In other words, what relationship
3 . ugh in a given historical context some other

: © quite good—and consequently what should

(858)
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every Catholic man honestly and earnestly like to see wherever
and to whatever extent a given set of circumstances warrants it?
For the liberalistic doctrine, in the sense above deseribed and in

no other sense, was condemned in the Syllabus of Errors: “The
Church must be separated from the State, and the State from the
Church” (DB 1755). Leo XIII repeatedly condemned this nine-
teenth-century liberal doctrine as pernicious. See the encyclicals,
| Arcanum (Feb. 10, 1880); Immortale Dei (Nov., 1885); Libertas
(June 20, 1888); Longinqua (Jan. 6, 1895).

And pernicious it was. The type of liberalism Leo XIII was
protesting is obvious from the detailed list of complaints he raises.
Nineteenth-century liberalism used “separation of Church and
State” as a war cry. By it, the nineteenth-century liberal meant
not separation of the two societies, but subjugation of the Church
to the State; denial of its rights even in its own proper sphere:

They claim jurisdiction over the marriages of Catholics, even
over the bond as well as the unity and the indissolubility of
matrimony. They lay hands on the goods of the clergy, contend-
ing that the Church cannot possess property. Lastly, they treat
the Church with such arrogance that, rejecting entirely her
title to the nature and rights of a perfect society, they hold that
she differs in no respect from other societies in the State, and
for this reason possesses no right nor any legal power of action,
save that which she holds by the concession and favors of the
government. If in any State the Church retains her own agree-
ment publicly entered into by the two powers, men forthwith
begin to cry out that matters affecting the Church must be
separated from those of the State. . . . Accor_dingly,. it has
become the practice and determination under this condition of
public policy (now so much admired by many) elf:!let to forbid
the action of the Church altogether, or to keep her in check and
bondage to the State. Public enactments are in great measure
framed with this design. The drawing up of laws, the admin-
istration of State affairs, the godless education of youth, the
spoliation and suppression of religious o.rders, th.e ove.rthrow Qf
the temporal power of the Roman Pontiff, all alike aim to this
one end—to paralyze the action of Christian .mshtutions, to
the freedom of the Catholic Church, and

cramp to the utmost
to curtail her every single prerogative—ID 27-29.°

°Th i d tion is not a cond tion of genuin libnlm
(see (blz.,pz?u. ;8—39 and also the encyclical, Libertas); it is a con-
demmation of an anti-religious philosophy masquerading under a name.

- \ 859 )
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How sane and reasonable it is that Church and St
Catholic country should cooperate helmmnious]y will be ¢
the following points:

a. The Church and State have the same subjects, Unlegs ¢
work out in friendly agreement such matters as are of mumg
cern (mived affairs) quarrels will easily arise, Such quarrels g,
harm both to the Church and to civil society. The I)e\vil(fcrz
citizen caught in the middle of such a conflict wil] either me
away from his religious duties; or he will cease to exhibit t}rxn
respect and obedience he owes to civil authority, Harmom’oui
cooperation, therefore, is something to be sought for on both sides

b. Even though the goals of the State and Church are distinci
and pertain to different spheres, God did not institute these goals
in such fashion that there is no relationship interconnecting them,
or in such fashion that the State and Church have not the slightESt’
need of one another. Leo affirms that the All-wise God does not act
in such a fashion (see ID 13-14). The sincere practice of religion
and pursuit of holiness contribute a great deal, even though in-
directly, to temporal happiness. Vice versa, tranquility in society
and an equitable distribution of materia] goods is a great help,
even though indirectly, to the sanctification of souls and eternal
salvation (see ID 20). If, then, each society can be benefited
greatly in the pursuit of its own goal by the indirect help of the
other, reason itself suggests that they should not ignore one another
b.ut should cooperate peacefully. Such cooperation should be espe-

lly welcomed by the State because the Church can continue to
exist and function without any aid from the State (provided it be
not persecuted by the State), whereas civil society has so great a
need of religion that without religion all things would be topsy-
turvy axlxd civil society itself would crumble,

¢. Finally, just as individual citizens are obliged to worship
fo_d, 50, t0o, society as a whole is bound to worship Him.® In fact
;&?o&d to worship Him through the religion He Himself insti-
s only true religion, Catholicism, Now if civil society,
Pprecisely as a society, is obliged to profess the Catholic religion t

ce ﬁh"s first volume of this series, The True Reli,
miﬂpme ::guv?l s this third argument f?rgg:i;c:g;llcg‘o;;aﬁoﬂ
i God) ‘efers 1o o Cothlly Sete, oo Of scity s socity
el &ma &m &o;m;t;y or }is:?elo’tlue ::lt(};erpslo)ﬁ:
ik ) e €, true religion, but they are

ate in 1
ear fmm

hey
1 con-
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it cannot, without violating its obligation (to God), behave with
xttttcr indifference towards that Church in which the true religion
;]s incorporated.

Scholion: The “Indirect power” of the Church.

Even though Church and State have their own direct spheres in
which each exercises its power directly over the affairs committed
to it, it would be a trifle naive to think that they do not indirectly
affect one another. Human life itself is not so neatly compartmen-
talized that one can say: “here is the political sphere, here is the
religious sphere, here is the medical sphere, here is the 'educationa]
sphere.” One can reason abstractly in such fashion but in cnnc're.te,
real life, the unity of the living subjects who enter into politics,
medicine, education, or religion prevents such happy mental
vivisection.® .

If the Church has laws on fast and abstinence, it indirectly
affects the economic market: less meat is sold on Frif]ay. I.f t‘he
Church prescribes rest from servile work on Sunday, it again in-
directly affects economic life: for large numbers of peogle' will
not be working in farms or factories one day in the week. Sum]ar'ly
if the State drafts men into the army it indirectly aﬂ’ecfs. the life
of the Church: male attendance at Mass in parishes declines and
the number of curates in a parish is cut down as number? o.f th:hm
become chaplains. Again, if the State has fire laws restnc'ln]ng t:
number of people in a given space, small churches may a‘;ate
keep half their congregation stamfiing 1;m_ttheetf:ont steps.
laws against bingo lessen returns for charity, 5 ’

wApagrt from thise almost fortuitous effects on one another, Wh:fll:
are too trivial for serious discussion, Church and State nefces.::zt ua,;
have an indirect effect on one another in areas that are of mu 2

i d canonists, mixe
concern, These are dubbed by theolog:ans' an i il
affairs. The same concrete things or actions mz:}tr et
taneously several aspects to them. Undef one fasé:le Churzh' e
spiritual and pertain directly to the province of the :

igation of all men freely to embrace
not aware of the fact. The objective o:};g:xistent.

Catholicism is for them, subjectivelt, s safeguarding soclety-from
° Thus we find statesmen bavm%:: ;&xeugn s lalubdmgbying abtically

3 e ing politics to guarantee

political

t i . .
::80£;i:e:dequate salaries, and_clergym:: del_lverl'ng sermons against
ideas or social practices that
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another aspect they are secular and pertaj
State. The most obvious and l)<~sl»krl1(()’\lx('1:":-x::1:I:;:"-mvin.u" Of the
a marriag‘c between baptized persons, (]h-n(lernL; m-'”m
Indirecta,” p. 119). Such a marriage is simn]f;mom];x;] f”"
and a contract. One and the same act of mnw:nt‘ zlﬂlﬁﬂcmment
sup'ematural effects (sanctifying grace) and mmm)]l”(“uccs ol
o})hgaﬁon. of living together, supporting and C(]l]("lltilo CC&' L
rights of inheritance, etc.; ibid.). The same c()ncrv;u UZ ]?hlldmn’
sequently, falls directly under the scope of both (Il]ﬁﬁ-lud ny,‘ o
t!le Church has direct power over the supernatural '19/)] ‘G.Hd Pl
riage .(a]I. that pertains to marriage as a sacrame;g (‘(t‘Of el
form, its indissolubility, etc.): the State has direct pmlvclfs '
n.atural aspect of marriage (the contractual effects sucl P .the
tion t<? support, laws of inheritance, etc.). i ;P
ma}’[l‘l;:: 1(5i i:l::ﬂthe OE.Iy instance in which the same concrete reality
sl dir:cs\; S]Ege;) tthethpuwcr of the Church under one
5 0 the power of the State under oth
aspects. For example, matters economic and iti el
::;:Zi :;(cl\;ixvelyi to the State, yet they frequgzltllt;cﬁavsec e:a]ortaol
1 m. [n passing judgment on that moral aspect of
economic or political affair, the Church will n T
i i ot be stepping out
dfir elzi g;t:f: 23:11:;:; t.be moral aspect falls under thepghfrch’s
phenomenon-. i 1umsm, fox: e.xample, is not simply a political
e ;pezeitso. allla atheistic phil})sophy of life, As such, the
W T e Obeng. t to conflemn it and t.o forbid its members
Y in a particular Catholic country, the Com-

munist party will cease to exi
5 3 t th : oy
l_‘}gb‘s in condemning the morals asp::re. While perfectly within its

areg jg
Pntesms

ct of Communism—its purpose

| aspects fall di;:’?tly under the power of the State.
i ‘ﬂlgm,m’ lzi €I over temporal matters, has the
+ Hiem, and pass judgment on them, no theo-
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logian would deny. The opposite proposition has been explicitly
condemned: “The Church has not the power of using force, nor
has she any temporal power, direct or indirect” (apostolic letter,
Ad apostolicae, Aug. 22, 1851). When theologians maintain the
Church’s power over temporal matters they are stating this one
point only: the Church can pass judgment on temporal matters
when and insofar as those affairs have a definite connection with
spiritual welfare, that is, insofar as such control is necessary if the
Church is to be able to provide for its own special goal, the salva-
tion of souls.

How describe this power of the Church to intervene in temporal
matters? Even though, as was stated above, all theologians admit
the right of the Church to intervene in temporal affairs insofar as
they have a connection with its spiritual goal, their theological
terminology in describing the same phenomenon has not been the
same in all ages, nor equally precise. As Bender wisely states:

We know that what holds true of other sciences also holds true
of the teaching and science of theologians: they are not and
have not always been perfect. Even in explaining a truth known
to them from matters which are contained in the doctrine of
faith and traditional practice, men usually make progress

gradually.—Op. cit., p. 118.

He then goes on to apply this general norm to the matter we are
here discussing. He points out that St Robert Bellarmine, in
describing the intervention of the Church in temporal affairs,
described it under the formula: the indirect power of the Church.
Even though he states St. Robert was teaching the exact same
doctrine we have described above, Bender feels that more precise

terminology should be used b 1 theol

nonpr g

might misunderstand the phrase, much as many people misz.mdex—
stand the phrase extra ecclesiam nulla salus. While not rejecting
Bellarmine’s terminology—it is traditional and clear enough to
theologians—he would prefer more exact terminology. A number
of other modern theologians feel the same way.

the famous thec.alogia‘!_:‘il St. Robert
Bellarmine, in explaining and justifying how the urch could
use her power to intervene in many temporal and natural mat-
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ters, proposed his teaching of the indirect power of the C}

N € Churep,
It seems to us that Bellarmine by his theory did &
explain and justify the extensions of ecclesiastica] rou
secular affairs. But the use of the phrase w];ic]];”lw
tomary—"indirect power,” does not appear praise )
respects. If the reality designated by this phr'(m.o
explained, confusions can arise quite easilv.( F(,
reads th.at the Church has a direct power over spiritual

an.d an indirect power over temporal matters he is mn'l m]atters
thmk‘ th'at the Church possesses a double power (;m: (Sll‘ i
one indirect. In our judgment, this is an erm;. \Ve ]}:e]cé ik
same doctripe as Bellarmine about the power of the Ch 0 h t!]e
object and its extension, because in all these matters w g
bqunfl to hold the doctrine contained in the Churcli’s tfa?ir'? al
?txll it seems to us that the same doctrine should be i
in another way. —Loc. cit., p. 118. o

at dea]
€I to many
ecame qyg.
f\'orthy in gl
is not lucidly
rif SOmeone

]en'ltgethdisﬁnguished author then goes on to describe at some

songﬂle g lr]nattlt:.’r we hav:-1 previously synopsized: namely, the rea-
urch’s spiritual power can reach even into |

] t to temporal

:;;tet;l: ;so til:at ’Io‘hne éﬁd ﬂ}lle ;ame concrete reality may have seI\)leral

. The Church directly touches t} iri
P el y s the spiritual aspect of
y affects the State only i

- i y insofar as the one

’Ia'x:;es ac;’;cfotﬁis realxty. belongs to the State under another aspect.

e t‘rué,hm reverse. What is to be done should a con-

o i beloen urch and State concerning the same concrete

ngs to both of them under separate aspects, brings

up the fourth principle for discussion,
VL. Principle 4
The Church t Is the State b

of the nobility of its

nature
and its goal, In q Catholic State, therefore, the Church’s

rights take precedence.

Whenever God establish i
S & e ifls Gesdanythmg He establishes it in orderly

s i wills that there should exi
somplmoaz?f:ewgflcthsxmu]taneo“sly sl tosp(;:v?d: Xg)tr Xz
there must exist some

possible conflicts in the field of mixed aff,

3 ot SOt : airs can be i
neither of these societies is subject to the other ( e::f:’:: ﬁpﬁemn::
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and independent in its own sphere), obviously neither can simply
order the other society about, The norm for resolving conflicting
rights is to be found, not in the sphere of power but of dignity.
If one society is nobler both in its nature and its goal than the
other, then reason itself suggests that the nobler s;)ciety should
prevail. This does not mean that the other society becomes subject
to or subordinate to the nobler society; it simply means that it
freely yields or postpones its rights in a given situation for the sake
of the common welfare. That the Church eminently surpasses the
State in dignity because of the transcendent dignity of its goal and
its nature (as the Mystical Body of Christ) hardly needs state-
ment. God, then, as Bender puts it, did not have to promulgate
explicit directions giving the Church precedence over the State:
that fact is implicit in the very goals He set for each:

God, the single Supreme Authority which is above both these
perfect societies He instituted, has not explicitly laid down a
norm for dealing with this case [conflicts in “mixed affairs”].
There was no need to do so. For the very establishment of the
Church and the State, such as they are with their own proper
nature and goals, implicitly states the norm. The only reason-
able solution, and consequently willed by God and to be ob-
served by us, is that which applies this norm: if two societies,
not subordinate to one another, under diverse aspects have con-
trol over the same matter and in a given concrete case the regu-
lations of both powers cannot be observed, one power shoulfi
take precedence and the other should yield. If one power is
obviously far nobler and much more worthy than the other, that
is the power which should prevail. . . .

It follows that if opposition should arise between an act of
ecclesiastical authority and an act of civil authority, it is the
Church’s right that her ordinance should be 'susta.me'ad and
should prevail; and civil authority has the juridical obligation,
founded in divine law, to abide by those matters Whlc.h the
Church commands, putting aside its own ordinance—Ibid., p.

124,

Many theologians describe this precedence of the rights of the
Church }{)y the formula: “the indirect subordination of the State to
the Church,” or, “the State is indirectly subject to the Church:
While the teaching they give is the same as just outlined, the

(865)
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fonlnu]ae used are, in our opinion, less accurate in - CHURCH AND STATE
reality, They could easily be misinterpr Oressimg
asily be misinterpreted to sounq g the T o :
OT ] : as bey such laws. can, linally, when the rulers 2 4 -
State were not an independent society. How ¢ though g, 08 O s ir the: Ktothess b Ak lers are Catholic
Simultnneous]y “SLll)]'CCt" or “subordi - can g sn(-j(,t), l as 18 the case in the hypothesis we are r]lsr_ussmg-\vam, rebuke.
subordinate” ¢ sk 10y ) : BT 7 £ € s
The adjective indirect clarifie H:;Hh ey ““]“l’(‘mlom‘)'; and even level spiritual punishments like excommunication, on
) ¢ clarifies matters somewhat } ent’; et il are
¥ g £ ut h tyrannical rulers.
pletely. We feel with Bender that: it not cop. such tyran o AT ; . ‘
Objections: Some statesmen feel that this teaching on the 219

!t vc_/ould be doctrinally more accurate to s
jection, however indirect it may be, but of t
other' society. We normally use the word [
obeus kind, For example when two men who are in no
lsu )ec:h to one another approach the same house, If s 1‘-“xmse
no(::rlsn fey b.oth proqeed together and there is no ncoIZi Lf; 4
narm“? t}z:;:mtg.e }I’Bl::t if tltley halve to pass through a doorwayrsg
annot simultaneously pass through i
: . L it, s
Is:;:eofﬂ ?t?:; f(:)fr a%ptzn Eecomes imperative. If SOmL’Olg]{C S'lySS(l')tml':
itus to enter first, he do by
B o outer fst es not thereby mean
h s “subject” to Titu i rdinate”
el C s, or “subordinate” to
i ctly. He simply acknowl
y. He s wledges that the two
persons are not equal in dignity, and from this very inequali‘;y

he deduces that it is ri i
e e.:s at it is right for Titus to precede the other.—Ibid.,

peak not of the sub.
he precedence of the
precedence] in cases

Two conse

primacy of the rights of the Church, in a conflict about mixed
affairs, poses a real danger to the State, since the Church could
trespass beyond its lawful limits, How groundless this fear is
should be clear from this one fact alone: physical force is always
on the State’s side, while the Church has only moral force on its.
That is why even in the Middle Ages the quarrels which arose
between the secular power and the spiritual power were almost
always caused by the usurpation of the rights of the Church by the
State and not vice versa. Even Auguste Comte (the founder of
Positivism and no lover of the Church) admitted this fact candidly:

When one examines today, with a truely philosophie impartial-
ity, the ensemble of those great struggles which occurred so
frequently between the two powers during the Middle Ages,
one quickly recognizes that they were almost always essentially
defensive on the part of the spiritual power, which even when
it had recourse to its own powerful weapons, often did no more

than to wrestle nobly for the reasonable maintenance of a just
independence, which the real accomplishment of her mission
demanded of her, but without being able, in most cases, to do
so successfully.—Cours de Philosophie Positive, 2nd ed., V, 234.

The State maquerice.s follow immediately from this principle: (a)
i s the C);xv.lllrol;,];m at its own fancy and with absolute disre-
it ch, lay down laws on mixed affairs. Mixed affairs,
Ry aSpec)t,s sie;‘i?tned, are ma_tt.ers which are, though under dif-
I e iy a“e°_“51)’ spiritual and civil. For example, mat-
cation and the lik marriage, public institutions for children, edu-
should either b'de’ are mixed affairs, In such matters the State

abide by the Church’s laws, or else the State should

The objection is raised: no one should act as a fudge'fn his own
case. But if it comes to a case of deciding, in mixed affairs, whether

© This last mentioned point, of spiritual sanctiuns,.seemed _homfymg to
the nineteenth-century liberal. After the sobering experiences with the I:;ven-
tieth century totalitarian States, even non-Catholics have bee!! better al 1a to
appreciate how healthy a thing it is to have some power which can at least
place a moral check on the State \xi!;:ln it verges on tyranny. See, for example,
th & ic writer, E. E. Y. les: ‘
elfllzndi&:ith:hlfem to his followers; to the world, apparently, a failure. Few
thoughtful men, in 1900, thought he had been right. It was necessary ;
find excuses for the Syllabust;better, even, to fs;git it. But vive{ to(!{:y, v:n 0

hild ore! o g o 3
x: eﬂﬁlﬁsn, who have seen Mazzini turn into Mussolini, Herder into
Hitler, and the idealisti early ists into the il
are able from a new vantage gxqund to consider once more w!) er
Nono, or the optimistic believers in an infallible progress, like his cultur
i will have, in the eyes of etemnity, the better of the argu-

g;?—;?gma;w (New York, 1954), p. 831
(867)

‘@m Church should
> C not become enmeshed in politics; nor

. ’ﬂmgﬁﬁﬁg ?fﬂ?':v dgnz/ermnent, But if, in mixed \
hts by 1 age on religion, or injure ‘
|

;x;iusez laws, the Church can declare that
mscience, or even that citizens must
(1366 )
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the supernatural aspect of the matter is more import
"tant th,

n.atuml‘ or ‘cml aspect, the Church alone can make the an the
since the Church alone is the competent .'mlhori[‘; G (]CCiSi"",
natural sphere. And in that case, it would be act; " the supey

its own case. i Judge in
Rc:ply: The axiom that one should not act as judge i

case is a sound, general axiom; but it does 11t;t] m.gf“m his own
and universal validity. If it be impossible, from t}l1 sz s
case, to have another judge—if there be n;) higher o)
:sible—one may act as judge in his own case, If, for examp]

ggg:nt}fe(iim;‘rtt v‘franted to' reverse one of its own priolrt (?epcii’i -y
i cgas c]):) new evidence, it would have to pass jll(]én?:;;
ok aueth oe?aus'e legally there .is no higher court of appeal
e o 8l e .t g, g e

: , Including its ow.
i(tlshl;rl;lll];‘.etrye I:Eit t(: p]iss. ]udgment‘ on, and lay dgwn the :;;t::flttt})lfe
objecﬁon_w;u]ds e;i —in th.e ‘oplmon of those who propose thc;
s bpe ain to c§v11 authority; but in this alternative
R e actmg. as judge in its own case. For the matte;
<y rg is precisely the marking off of lines of demarca-
B ik mé’i :ill)ler Sfpil}(leres .of these two societies, Church and
e j Of the axiom, then, is not: acting as judge in
P g"aY§ and everywhere wrong, The real meaning
TN ins]ol; g€ In one’s own case is normally perilous and
T a\"oid dal‘ as it is possible to do so, such procedure
il the exte:s ioindf fl:olnblted by law. In the case at hand—
(AR S of de power of the supernatural—it is impos-
self has commit);ed t(lalr U S5 s 8 tolith God Hine
(Be(l)lg;r, o o gz)f:are of supernatural reality, His Church.
ection: A fin jection is raj

position be theore;.(l:a?l};]e:tt:lg:d‘s N gienn 1 the Dhucoi's
Men being men, eyen ecclesiasti

absolute
€ of the
authority ayajl.

would only induce ey
di en greater danger t,
say nothing of such an abolition’s beiig agﬁfs?eaz?sn?;zgﬁﬁz:
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No reasonable man would expect society to be able

of authority. ;
authority. Bender’s answer to this objection

to exist without some
seems quite sensible:
Objection: Ts there not a danger of abuse, when the decision is
left to persons who are live participants in the case? It seems
we must reply there is some danger. But the danger of abuse is
always and everwhere present whenever you have the use [of
a good thing]. If some one wishes to suppress all danger of
abuse of power and authority he would have to remove power
and authority from men altogether, We would not say a man
was making a wild judgment if he were of the opinion that
nothing in the history of mankind has ever been the object of
so much abuse and such terrible abuse as supreme civil au-
thority. Yet no one ever proposes, or at least wisely proposes,
that we should wipe out altogether such supreme authority. In
this life we do not expect to be able to wipe out all danger of
abuse, for that is something impossible. Our obligation is to
order social life in such fashion that the danger of abuse is re-
duced to such a minimum as is possible without, however,
thereby causing or introducing either greater dangers or definite
evils. Even if the fact that ecclesiastical authority has the right
of deciding the proper limits of its own power entails the pos-
sibility of some abuse of that competency, it would be wrong to
conclude that the concession, in such matters, of this com-
petency was not made according to God’s plan and for the use-
fulness of the human race. Someone ought to have competence
in such matters. In practice, that competence would have to be
bestowed either on the supreme rulers of the Church, or on
civil rulers. Hardly anyone would deny that the latter alterna-
tive would not only not lessen the danger of abuse, but enor-
mously increase it—Ibid., pp. 97-98.
It is perfectly true that the principles explainfd above (:fn.!lot.

most of the time, receive their full application, b > religi
unity has been torn asunder in almost all former,ly Catholic nations.
Despite that fact, it is not right for the Church’s mem!fers to keep
silent—in fact they are mot free to do so—about the rights of tl‘le
Church which its adversaries asc ibe to the State as the fountain

s f all rights.

ourggv?ou:ly, 5; neither expect, nor can we reasona.bly demand

that non-Catholics, whether Pr tants, Jews, Agnostics, or Athes
(369 )
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ists, fully recognize the rights of the Church so Jon
recognize the Church for what she is: the L\vatim]lhn:lx Lireyf
and the Kingdom of God on earth, The facts that (:() 1 ;‘dy-
a supernatural order and a supernatural sociu‘,',‘;“is nstituteq
from revelation and by faith. Indeed, the whole n'u]t Lf 1own opy,
State problem for non-Catholics lies not in the Lt Church.
the Church deduces from her premises but in L
xaeini;]ves. lHy;;ofhetically thgy can see the logic o ft‘xty.Og:;f:r:Ii:ses
a5 th:rﬁoi:wcé ltJl;: Il.larmomous‘ cooperation between the Us‘tlng
Nt o, f(";) ;1 o lij}?r];urd'] if: (1) Jesus Christ is really ta}:e
& all mank}nd- 365;1; st did institute a real church destin g
fen 't Roma’ (C)t}] a? church established by Christ is none OthL
g el olic Church, If non-Catholics deny any 0:r
Gl Conce]ulsa.remlsets’ they necessarily and logically deny thz
e O al]t;ns fith out‘the Church-State relationship. These
g thwlli - prior to the Church-State problem 6f
B s s atholic is tota'lly unaware of these prior premlises
o 4, © 1o carry on an intelligent discussion of the Ch :
Ev[;;othem with him even in hypothetical terms i,
il o g:l%)h ?n-Cathohcs do not yet recognize or acknowledge
l ved Mother the Church still possesses those rights

ail o
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logical conge
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world, but from Jesus Chris i
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A really
publicly.

Termin gt

» “bmi;o;';?igc’:n(l:h term “state” as used here means primarily
ey, aan secondarﬂ; Eirdual citizens viewed as a collective
a5 representatives of e bod;m;lental rulers functioning precisely

has been descri olitic. The term “Catholi 5
e escribed prevyi m “Catholic State
BBLS v s ioe D 849 not),

e}

Catholic State is per se obliged to profess Catholicism

principle. The proposition stal i
r tes simply that
‘athghc State should openly proclaim theirPIZyalfy

is proposition is based on the pri i
‘ TiOr proposi-
blished (‘see.The True Religion, no.p7), tl?:t l:Ilaﬂ
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gince society continuously depends upon its Creator, it should
ackHOWk"l‘ﬁ"’ that dependence by appropriate acts of worship. This
obligation stems directly from the natural law, In a Catholic coun-

try this obligation to offer public worship is simply made precise.
Briefly, if man as a social being is obliged to worship God not
merely privately but publicly as well, any society which knows that
God has revealed the Catholic religion is obliged to honor God by
Catholic worship. Speaking, as the context ® clearly shows, of a
Catholic State, (and of a Catholic State in its ideal relationship to
the Church) Leo XIII puts the matter very plainly:

As a consequence, the State [civitas—body politic], constituted
as it is, is clearly bound to act up to the manifold and weighty
duties linking it to God, by the public profession of religion.
Nature and reason, which command every individual devoutly
to worship God in holiness, because we belong to Him and
must return to Him, since from Him we came, bind also the
civil community by a like law. For, men living together in
society are under the power of God no less than individuals are,
and society, no less than individuals, owes gratitude to God who
gave it being and maintains it and whose ever-bounteous good-
ness enriches it with countless blessings. Since, then, no one is
allowed to be remiss in the service due to God, and since the
chief duty of all men is to cling to religion in both its teaching
and practice—not such religion as they may have a preff:rence
for, but the religion which God enjoins, and which certain _and
most clear marks show to be the only true religion—it is a
public crime to act as though there were no (.Jod. So, too, is it
a sin for the State not to have care for religion, as something
beyond its scope, or as of no practical l‘aeueﬁti or out of many
forms of religion to adopt that one which chimes in with the
fancy; for we are bound absolutely to worship God in that way
which He has shown to be His will. All who rule, therefon_a,
should hold in honor the holy name of God, and one of their
chief duties must be to favor rtﬁgit;n, lto protec‘:it it, i:z Shl:)ld ml't

i anction e laws, and neither 2
under the credit and s 5 i sk g o

ganize nor enact any
° “It is not difficult to determine what would_'b? d:’ei f’?Im l_nd cl:ﬁmctaby °£
d ing to the p! phile 3
tfr'bs“éfﬁ"n‘é" ;tg:k:: “Such, then, as We have briefly pointed out, is the
Christian organization of civil saciety; not rashly or fmcf;lly ped
educed from the highest and truest principles, confirmed by
(871)
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This is the bounden duty of rulers to the peopl
e

they rule.—~ID 6; italics ours, over v

hom

From the pope’s words it is clear i i
Catholic AS‘tate to offer public Ca(Im]icn\v(t)]::}:i[?]':su (l)'hhgaﬁ(m o
bo(%y. politic (the collective citizenry) and the t(I il
politic (or its rulers). O AU

Some distinctions about the principle. Three ¢

:sgvze‘ii:ygil;:"mt qucsh’ons. Emderlie F:he princcgiptllcosgyci?;;n(.:Cted
g neec“essnc tr;rm.s. I:allmg to keep them distinct \v:l?ted
B0 it confuslon. Tllle' first question asks: is ;; Catl GIE_],
A, moodpr.o essh.Catho.hmsm publicly? The second: is t;lo "
In other words, et;nfl‘:llﬁ]lld:ht:u (S)blrgl;]tw proffessmfn iy placezg
o ROICs ion of professin 2 ielemh
gedlal:;);j 01:; irn:lie(s)slg.r)./ to have a iz.tridical setup, agcoizgzzltlif)l;:;
S oﬂicial e l?%l concordat installing the Catholic religion
ey e.:}(:' gxon, anfi the Catholic Church as the official
e aﬁifm ir question concerns the consequences that
G 'ah\{)e. answer to the first two questions, Briefly,
o eh is 0 hgefi to profess Catholicism publicly, and lf,
uch profession by juridically installing Cath,olicism

o
We feel that so;
Gattielio thoofins me of the controversial writin i g
really Occasione%ag; l: ;:i?ent years, touching the éhit%;%gg;: br)")b.?mencan
:vbove. In other words, we lé:?nlt(oac}::;fy o ﬂ}re;: i questigns i:f?i;:::j
Blirs Vel 3 L € part of their disagreement in thi
Yol . n real because they Voot : en. in this area
& t actually di
separately theygnegerdite:(ﬁ;' t]'l:ian;lclln?e Semgate questionsyan;c:l:s:fifm?;: :;:?;
e generic princ ., issue. One side was : y
tl‘mlicism pub].idy”p 1(e inth;;jc}a, gaﬁ“’ c state is per se of)’]]igg:%e‘iom :i?‘f;:ndg;g-
side (while not denying tha 1ey were perfectly correct); where : thy b hy
Question of whether ﬂ-.g t principle at all), was concerned 'I:heIs i
Ee ere was a strict obligati colith e mubller
5ia lstats salic gation to have a juridical institution

As for their gl

hdm. va "fm“;‘:"i(c>hussal?e‘im'enIi 2 ]es‘ser hx;:a“emﬂ)articularly the usage
subo N e like “ ; »

ete, the hte?:g:sm:ea?if the State to the Church ?Tgéghas SR

this sectic er will find ample bibliograp} Etm;]l:m 'mtqlerfmce,f

Phly e of

as to o an;
e \Whinh side had the better of th: al;;ument i o y jud, t

e would 5 = =
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‘has been shed on the various theories .

&% of Church-State relations

%‘dei' in the American Eccl
‘atholic Mind, 54 [1956],c cp“g;)c al Review and Theological
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5 the state-religion, is the state further obliged to prohibit juridical
recognition to other religions and to take some sort of repressive
mménrcs against proselytizing by non-Catholic sects?

Briefly, we think the answers to those three questions supplied
] teaching are as follows: 5

by papa 2
Catholic State per se obliged to make public profession

1. Isa
of CatholicismP—Yes.

9, Ts it absolutely necessary for such profession to take juridical
form by instituting Catholicism as the state-religion (proclaimed
as such in the State’s constitution)? No, it is not absolutely neces-
he Catholic ideal—something to be hoped for and

sary. But it is th
welcomed, unless in given circumstances it would do more harm

than good. Pius XII tells us:

The Church does not hide the fact that in principle she con-
siders such collaboration [i.e., between Church and State in a
Catholic country] normal and that she regards the unity of the
people in the true religion and the unanimity of action between
herself and the state as an ideal.
But she also knows that for some time events have been evoly-
ing in a rather different direction—Address to Historians (Sept.

7, 1955), NCWC translation; italics ours.

3. Even if a Catholic State makes juridical profession of the true
religion, legally establishes Catholicism as the official religion, i#
may also give juridical recognition to other and false religions for
the sake of safeguarding rights of conscience and the common
good. Catholic people should, however, make clear in such jur.id'ical
conventions that they are not thereby subscribing to religious

indifferentism.

4. There is neither any per sé obligation on the part of a Cath-
olic State to suppress false religions, nor any right bestowed upon
the state by God to do so. Per accidens, for the sa.ke of .prevenm.:g
the undermining of public morality, or of preventing fnghtful dis-
orders in society, any State—Catholic or non-Catholic—might be
forced to curtail the activities of a really vicious religion. I.f, .for
example, someone Were to revive the ancient custom of sacrificing
babies to Moloch, the State, as the guardi;n e«;lf pubf]ric welfare

i revent such a perverted r igion from carry-
g e 1 action. A fuller discussion of points 3

ing its perverse ideas into
(373)
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and 4 will be found below in the scholia entitled: 77
of non-Catholics in a Catholic State and Where the ,,ir/m ]}me,‘a"
eal”

obtainable. There it will be seen that there is nothing in} S not
. . 3 o Nere .
Catholic principles to curtail the full civic rights (,{N,l”)"'ft"‘ in
5 Any citizen

Catholic or non-Catholic.

221 Scholion 1. The position of non-Catholics in a Catholic Stat
c State,

One point that troubles fair-minded ® <C ics
specter that even though the Catholic Chulr];);11 z(if]:"]’:](: p t'h "
reli.gious liberty in those countries where it has not. 1 (dng 'Wlth
majority, it would reverse its position were Cathn]icq(to (Em.n =
the majority. They fear that if America were to i)(’con il
Catholic all remaining Protestants, Jews, Agnostics o/r A]tch 90%
v&fo.uld be persecuted, or at a minimum, be treated a; second. e1IStS
citizens. They feel that this is a logical and inexorable (;onse e
of the.teaching that there is but one, true religion, and (ltllielzce
Cathoh(': ?tate is (per se) obliged to make public prof::ssio fa g
true religion, ke
Chu'I};;]s’s f;z;m\:vas largely engen.dered by the caricature of the
i mﬂ:e presented by nineteenth-century liberals, It may
4 g;?‘éﬁ, l;iy sgme overly-strict theologians who
B olic State would always be bound to

The best way to allay that fear is to show that it is a caricature

.It se N . .
Blansha.rd,e:;sA‘gﬁgu}\tA to include in this category individuals like Paul
ol el €Yer, or an organization like the P.0.A.U. However
e -t pel:st;;lal they seem to be suffering from a kind
e might e esiaphobia, As John Courtney Murray
; formpomthe ancie'mt, h};,t vet charitably, they have simply revived in less gross
e KluxyKlzncal" anti-Catholic prejudices of the days of The
{thm. 7, 10481 oo 513—% ( ‘Re}xgnous Liberty: the Concern of All,” America
oo i M) With sucl} people it is difficult to c;m'y on an
e aritain pertinently remarks, our efforts to make
Mm nnnmm-k}athoucs not:r:a iéxltelhgible should be directed primarily to open-
el 0 those whose minds are temporarily obscured by

alluding to serious-minded

uf authors, not to Mr. Paul BI. . His
g ,th:h qrixnas)ﬂon (American Freedom and Catholic Pofvn:rh ?liﬂgn
e oll: ml: worth discussing because it is simply unfair,
f ] ‘l;‘w edo;e criticisms, instead of clarifying matters, are
8 ] ias ‘n:ul dgvmusu;ntterpretatlion, and which con-
’ NP RT S il = 0. ibi !
! q(atem of fetishism and a‘araom.":ofg. ?l:.. g?t}i%li,c
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mplification, by simply adducing explicit papal teaching
atter under discussion,” Leo XIII after pointing out the
a Catholic State to acknowledge publicly the true

of oversir
on the M
obligation of :
religion, states plainly:

Nor is there any reason why anyone should accuse the Church
of being wanting in gentleness of action or largeness of view,
or of being opposed to real and lawful liberty, The Church,
eed, deems it unlawful to place the various forms of divine
footing as the true religion, but does not,
emn those rulers who, for the sake of
securing some great good or of hindering some great evil, allow
patiently custom or usage to be a kind of sanction for each kind
of religion having its place in the State. And, in fact, the Church
is wont to take earnest heed that no one shall be forced to em-
brace the Catholic faith against his will, for, as St. Augustine
wisely reminds us, “Man cannot believe otherwise than of his

own will.”—ID 86; italics ours.

ind
worship on the same
on that account, cond

Again, the same pope in his encyclical On Human Piberty
(1888) in his discussion of liberty of conscience, after po.intmg out
the absurdity of thinking there is some right t to wors.}ng God or
ignore Him at one’s whim, goes on to Jay down the ?nnc1l?le gov-
erning the patient permission of objective evils,' mcludmg th“c;
objective evil of false religions. This principle is S@PIY a f‘”“-hfd
reflection of God’s own method of government. Even fh()l.lgh Go
abhors evil, He does permit some evils either to prevent still worse

ones, or for the protection of some greater good:

Yet, with the discernment of a true mother, the Cllim]g‘ wexgﬂl;:
the great burden of human weakness, and we of(:hw_; s
course down which the minds and actions of men o
age are being borne. For this reason, while not cosxl:ced g m};
right to anything save what is true an_d honest, she &&: s
tolerate what is at variance Wi tru

i blic authority to >
5::: li(lilslt):}::e,l?o?- the s:l’;e of avoiding some greater evil, or of ob-
the most fundamental tenets of Chris-

g mmon to find even - pi=s ]
gy o by sl ovrsmpeton, T 5 LG, L e
as “three gods,” the Incsmﬂﬁ(’: means God used Christ as a

god—half man,” the Redemptio

b ," A
oyf V\e’[ec ‘mean a moral right, not civic.
(375)
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taining or preserving some greater g p ;
providence, though inﬁnitcl; good zﬁ;)((l](li)()(\;f:\qfnn
to exist in the world, partly that greater guo(lll !
peded, and partly that greater evil may not en:“
ernment of States it is not forbidden to imitate t;IC\ In the 8ov-
world; a.nd,. as the authority of man is 1’()\\»L.I.]]‘(f Ruler of the
every fe\'xl, it has (as St. Augustine says) to ()vvx-;“sskm L et
Br;&t;msi:c_dﬁyany things‘ w.ln'ch are punished, 'zn()]((l) n'a,’;d] S
of ﬂ;: Collz:ylwience. c]l3ut if, in .su.ch circumstances, fnrgl/lltcy, »
Ui ]a“; mal 200, )(und this is the only legitimate rqumke
il y or even ajhaul(l' tolerate evil, it may m;éon),
ettt ;)prc.)\fe or desire eV}I for its own sake; for cviim(i
¥ ;vhichgeveprrnlah'o;l of good, is opposed to the common \v(i
B G sy e i defend o e
God . ) an law must endeavor to imit;
world “lrlxg,it;sers t;'v']’lihom?s teaches, in allowing evil to CXiStxiT::ttl}:
but wills only 1&01 7)Sefl‘rlzlilt ti(; ]:: ggngz) g Wicllls Rl o
. ne; a is i TR
saying of the Angelic Doctor contains brielfliy g‘:::s \:/Shgl(:gogém;l;l:

of the permissio il.— y
5 e n of evil—On Human Liberty, Gilson ed., no.

nself jp Hi

I
< pcrmits evli?
4y Dot be jm.

Leo’s teaching—th i i
5575 Yeise g—that non-Catholic religions, even though objec-

i adhere:;sa};hlgi\llg a legal status in a Catholic State and that
honest convictions, h gt suﬂ?r civic disabilities because of their
even stronger te; : abs hee:n reiterated, endorsed, and presented in
Ttalian Catholic IITS 4 Plu.s )SH several times. In his address to
B4 princiole of Chognin Lo oot (Dec. 6, 1953), he appeals to
B sk of & gt tolerance of objective religious or moral
sesses the powe ta greater good, even when a Catholic State pos-
opinion that be: 0 repress such evils. He rebukes strongly the
always conesponfluse dev11 has no objective right to exist” there
the pope rebukes :h: blifiy to repress it. To put it another way,
religious or moral evﬂsa , unqualified statement that “to tolerate
itself an immoral wa EN i one has the power to stop them is
cumstances toleratio; 4 ‘; acting.” He points out that in some cir-
the 1 ; n of evil is not only permissible but may be

better co i

tter c u;;;:eot:l fc)t;uo\:r}; In ].ayl.ng down these principles Pius
e u}; Co 1 ::;;;m:lple used by Leo, but cites in
b x-emﬂle eyﬁ.ln-x‘: hms > ut not attempting to root out the

CHURCH AND STATE
We have just adduced the authority of God, Could God, al-
though it would be possible and easy for Him to repress r:rrm'

and moral deviation, in some cases choose the “non-impedire”
without contradicting His infinite perfection? Could it be th;\t
in certain circumstances He would not give men any mandate,
would not impose any duty, and would not even communicaté
the right to repress what is erroneous and false? A look at things
as they are gives an affirmative answer. Reality shows that error
and sin are in the world in great measure, God reprobates them,
but He permits them to exist. Hence the affirmation: religious
and moral error must always be impeded, when it is possible,
because toleration of them is in itself immoral, is not valid
absolutely and unconditionally.

Moreover, God has not given even to human authority such an
absolute and universal command in matters of faith and moral-
ity. Such a command is unknown to the common convictions of
mankind, to Christian conscience, to the sources of Revelation
and to the practice of the Church. To omit here other seriptural
texts which are adduced in support of this argument, Christ in
the parable of the cockle gives the following advice: “let the
cockle grow in the field of the world together with the good
seed in view of the harvest” (see Matt. 13: 94-30). The duty of
repressing moral and religious error cannot therefore be an ulti-
mate norm of action. Tt must be subordinate to higher and more
general norms, which in some circumstances permit, and even
perhaps seem to indicate as the better policy, toleration of error
in order to promote a greater good.

Thus the two principles are clarified to which recourse must be
had in concrete cases for the answer to the serious question
concerning the attitude which the jurist, the statesman and the
sovereign Catholic state is to adopt in consideration of the
ard to a formula of religious and

i H in e
community of nations in "G5 U "pirst: that which does not

i ibed al
ot £‘Shd;rs ctl; tehe norm of morality objectively has

correspond to trut! b bied s
i xist, to be s read or to be acttyate . Secondly:
P ki v vil laws and coercive measures can

F s this with ci :
failure to impede tH 05 Cihe interests of a higher and mor

b
m’{es:;d_fTi;{aﬁslaﬁon from AER, 184 (1954), pp- 1345;

italics ours.® L A i
& f this address is worde h eme care,
“mc'g: eAI:n g:;igear;', readse‘r. unused to papal preciseness, might condud; :’lgre‘
pope was “hedging” on_the ‘question. “Why did he not just say ‘yes’ or mo’®
an irritated layman ask. The reason is that there are no m[f:m answers.
to problems in themselves delicate and complex. Simple answers are simple
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Even more recently, in his Address to Historians (Sept. 7
Pius XII states emphatically that the Church :l]““y*‘](.h,t‘ 7, 1955),
and always will respect the conscience of nnn-();u]mii(.f(ls Tespecteq
she disapproves of the erroneous principles to which S‘,lnvon While
good faith subscribe. Their position is entirely di{féx e mfy May in
of apostate Catholics who wilfully reject the faith inm.lr.“"‘ that
ha.ve been educated. The Church regards such Cut]m].“‘ ‘“ch they
mitting sin by their apostasy. It does not blame nnn_(\":]‘f‘ ]i.ls com-
?onestly disagree. The Church respects their CO"Ycie;‘ ho 10.? who
fecting their principles: Al

Let no one object that the Chur

no. ch herself scorns tl
gonthw.ns of those who do not think as she does. Tl}fepé;fonal
o?sth consxdefre.d a.nd St'lH considers that the wilful abandom}tmh
gt :nh;iasglil 1;6:111 aslln. Wher(li beginning about 1200, such a ffelt

proceedings on the part of th iri

as well as the temporal i AR
! ter power, it was only to avoid tt

tion of the religious and ecclesiastical unity of tile \:\?egte itmc.

bl ; :
&r&dfmeb’:a:}er lhere in_question involves a delicate balance of principl
ot tb Lol ici imp) yl squelched, but must be counterbalanced. The addl: =
St e reﬁi;em egal phraseology, and would be appreciated by rnineji
address, see J. C. ?:St.fn"f Jegal terminology. For a careful analysis of this
ibid., pp. 114-23, y in “The Teaching of Ci Riesci,”
ere wer i I
o ;etme xfsl;(;tdestaAnts mvolveq in the medieval inquisition because
aptly notes, “Writer. . As the erudite non-Catholic historian, Runciman
Pro Ut ko Ret Who‘_nseek to find the heirs of the Cathars in the
the Lollards and s n ?ir even in the earlier Protestants that we call
Manichee [Cambrid, il;?tes' o Protestantism an_injustice” (The Medieval
they were subject t%e’ th g:ll; p. 178). All involved were Catholics, As such
e Church’s jurisdiction and subject to such Spi.n'tua.i

penalties as she has a ri 7
i 5 it
also received !’“nishmenah £ 0 impose. The fact that these apostate Catholics

Ka‘ Bk e m the Stat:ef (é:om ﬁ‘x‘xes to exile or execution)
in which to be a Catholic was to be a G L Clinrch-State setup,

Wwas re; 5 : citizen and vice versa. C: i
e S A S e el

?’!ﬁm i ; the oxzeg mention of the word “inquisition.”
e real horrors which accompanied it

secret witnes: ccompanied 1

g public has ;es, ete.), we think it can be
business than ;f: given a far more blood-
ee (‘Albigen:ian) h‘:vsml'ical tegidence seems
sincerely clin, i as no theoretical dis-
ly clinging lt: his personal mx;;ﬂ;'icgons of conscience
pirator against society in the way th. 5 he seems to have
t his peculiar 3 vay that a twentieth-century
pe! ideas into action, Many of hig idenslik

(878 ;
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To non-Catholics the Church applied the principle contained
in the Code of Canon Law, “Let no one be forced against his
will to embrace the Catholic faith” (Ad amplexandam fidem
catholicam nemo invitus cogatur, canon 1351). She believes
that their convictions constitute a reason, although not always
the principle one, for tolerance. We have already dealt with the
subject in our address of December 6, 1953 to the Catholic
Jawyers of Italy—NCWC translation; italics ours.

his conviction of the basic depravity of marriage, or his right to assassinate
fellow Manicheans to keep them from relapsing—were, to say the least, sub-
versive of society. While making generous allowance for pious exaggeration,
Runciman admits that these theories were certainly held by the medieval
Manichee and, at least from time to time, carried out in practice (cf. op. cit.,
p. 151, 158, 176-T7).

But the inquisition is too knotty a problem to be disposed of in summary
fashion, For an honest appraisal of the inquisition by Catholic historians see
Vacandard, The Inquisition, and Maycock, The Medieval Inquisition. Also
worth reading on this point are the brief essay by Heinrich Rommen, professor
of political sicence at Georgetown University, “The Church and Human
Rights” in The Catholic Church in World Affairs (Notre Dame, Ind., 1954),
pp. 115-53, and Monsignor Journet's treatment of the inquisition in The
Church of the Word Incarnate, 1, 262-304.

Nome of the Catholic historians, philosophers, or theologians mentioned
above attempt to whitewash the inquisition entirely; but they do seek to place
it in its proper perspective against the ‘medieval milien and to make it intel-
ligible, at least in those terms. Runciman, too, though non-Catholic, does not
seem surprised that repressive measures were taken against the medieval
Manichee; it was something one might naturally expect in the given cir-

cumstances: : : -
It is not remarkable that the spread of Dualism terrified not only right-
thinking Churchmen but also many of the lay authorities. It was cr;n-
sidered heresy, and correctly so considered. . . . There is no room ior
Christ in a truly Dualist religion. 1 :
Thus all good Christians must necessarily fight against Dualism. lAndti t.he
State will usually support tlt;hem. For the doctrine of eads in-
evitably to the doctrine that race-suic i
doctrine that no lay authority can regard with approval. b/rilor;ovexb there
was another reason wl‘liy Church and Stgt:ﬂ atﬁlke detested the I ualist
Tradition, To their minds it was i gia
i favdl i f orthodox writers as mere propa-
possible to discount the horrible hints :s N hiveal ik i

ganda, but the regularity of the charg Jist orgies cannot be all

sary. . . . Indeed, the acfount of D 5
iti i ily di of the pr of the species.
ﬁ.c’t.x?o“sf‘ Duiie of e far more than of casual sexual inter-

att isolated sin, while the former

course, for the latter represents merely one isolal 5

S o . Sy, e, BSOS e e

be d woman. M ill his initiatic en

:ﬂg‘gu:ﬁe;" eneex;i;e:n w:z; merely a creation of the Devil's. To indulge his

carnal appetites would make him no worse.—Op. cit., 175-17.
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That American Catholics, hierarchy and laity ol
.tn such papal teaching, and are genuinely inl('n-;\l .('ll.kv oe
ing all the rights and dignity of their m)‘n—(lulllr).l"fl' 1 mhlp'”ard‘
is a fact easy enough to substantiate for anyon ‘K ,'."'?"‘V citi
bit of patient research, The famous reply of '(-ﬂfl,“_'“”‘-‘; to
Gladstone on the question of religious fl'(‘(rLl(,,:; \<'1n.1| M
endorsed by any American Catholic and ig O'I]"(lll[(l'b
utterances by American bishops ® issued atA va V‘y tyl?lc
country’s history: ot

)y sul,scm

Zeng
do 4
zmm’ng to
e 110&11111),
al of like
€$ in this

“If Catholics were in power tomorrow i

: ¢ in England,” Cardj
i\ézggﬁ:gofwrote, not a penal law would bengpqutl);](;se((f e
g mecm]fstTlamt put upon the faith of any man, We \;Otla
o lut ;.x y believed the truth; but a forced faith O‘Ud
tomorrgv}; tl;x e‘Iul to _God at’m! man. . . . If the Caﬂlolics]v:'i -
i poliﬁcale mperial race’ in these kingdoms they would ri
s s (})Jfovtv};er to molest the divided and hereditary x;t;
Ll e e people. We would not shut one of their
e Colleges, or Schools. They would have the sa
e e o ey v The Vit
U aring on Civil Allegiance quoted in

Whe . .
P nt‘l)ltell'mf:lver;ceahwm ever become 90 or 95 per cent Catholic
possibility; perh; thaps hydrogen bombs will preclude any such
¢ ,wi]l eitlljls two hundred years from now all American
B2 e oo, (:1' :lhave' apos.tatized from the Church, or will
I e 0 e"hons like their ancestors, because of the
I omans who fear the overthrow of the national
i oencla will become 100 per cent Catholic and then
Gathiclictey, Whol;:n eft to tremble about the unknown dangers of
e ows? There are many possibilities, but we do
Prophecy, we e mantle of prophecy. For all who wish to
8 an only say: there have been false prophets.

° See, for e

Nicholas: xample, the statement by the g
il o sl and viho ty it W s ol
L SBVHRR Sfotes are seeking a union of Church and B by oy
‘W”l ma]ority' in ou; or remote, If tomorrow the Cati,lalics
d State”—“The Catholic Cel:“nct]:y g would not seek a union of Church
o mw 26, 1948 as quged li: IA%enean Democracy,” NCWC press
Ind, 1952), p. 296. avanaugh, Evidence for Our Faith
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it might be useful, instead of trying to glimpse the
purely hypothptiml future, to study something of the present.
Onb Catholic country, which in its constitution publicly affirms its
devotion to Catholicism, no less vehemently affirms the rights of
its non-Catholic citizens, and recognizes the legal status of various
Catholic religions. We refer to the Republic of Ireland. A
1 of excerpts from its constitution will indicate that there is
atholic principles to pose a threat to civie

Finally,

non-
perusa
nothing inherent in C
and religious freedom:

CONSTITUTION OF EIRE
1. In the Name of the Most Holy Trinity, from Whom is all
authority and to Whom, as our final end, all actions both of
men and States must be referred,

We, the people of Eire,

humbly acknowledging all our obligations to our Divine Lord
Jesus Christ . . . and seeking to promote the common good,
with due observance of Prudence, Justice and Charity, so
that the dignity and freedom of the individual may be as-
sured, true social order attained, the unity of our country
restored and concord established with other nations, do hereby
adopt, and give to ourselves this Constitution.

Personal Rights
Article 40, All citizens shall, as human persons,
before the law.

be held equal

The Family
Article 41. The state recognizes the Family as the natural
primary and fundamental unit group of Society, a_nd. as a xPoral
institution possessing inalienable and imprescriptible rights,
antecedent and superior to all positive law.

Education 4 .
Article 42. 1. The State acknowledges .tlmt e primary an
natural educator of the child is the Family and guarantees dto
respect the inalienable right and duty 9f parents to provi e?,
according to their means, for the.rehglous _and .moml, intel-
lectual, physical and social education of their children. P
9. Parents shall be free to provide this educ.ahon in e;
homes or in private schools or in schools recognized or esta

lished by the State.
(381)
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8. The State shall not oblige parents in violatig
ation

conscience and lawful preference to send their g ']“[ theiy
schools established by the State, or to any I,;l,“(.”,,l{ dren ¢,
school designated by the State, 4 type of
Religion
Arﬁc}e 44. 1. (i) The State acknowledges that the h
of public worship is due to Almighty God, It shall »hOln(;na g
Name in reverence and shall respect and honour religion Hig

(ii) The State recognizes the special position
Catholic Apostolic and Roman Church as the gu
Faith professed by the great majority of the citizens,

(iii) The State also recognizes the Church of Ireland, th,
Presbyterian Church in Ireland, the Methodist Chnrc}; in 1 .
Iand', the Religious Society of Friends in Ireland, as well a5 tli::
Je}v:ish .Congregaﬁons and the other religious dcnominaﬁons
:}:ss 35;;; tI:teiLEglld at the date of the coming into operation of

2. (i) Freedom of conscienc
practice of religion are, sub
guaranteed to every citizen,

(ii) The State guarantees not to end,

(iii) The State shall not impose an
any discrimination on the ground of relj

of the Holy
ardian of the

ence, and the free profession and
ject to public order and morality,

ow any religion,
y disabilities or make

2wy gious profession, belief
) (fv). Legislation providing State aid for schools shall not
discriminate between

minat:ion shall have the right to
, acquire, and administer property,

. > and maintain instituti for re-
ous or charitable purposes, o

(vi) The property of an
educational inst.itution shall not be dive;
gnrlts of public utility and on payment of compensation.—
R and State Through the Centuries: A collection of his-

toric documents with commentaries, trans. and ed, by S. Z.
”%ﬂimd I. B. Morrall ( Westminster, Md, 1954), 595-9.

:‘W}mg the “ideal” relationship is not obtainable.
M the establishment of juridica] relations between
(882)
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and State is the Catholic ideal, the Catholic “thesis,” it is
ary corollary, it seems to us, that any other arrangement
evil (per se malum). The dichotomy pmnposed: “either
have the ideal, or you have something per se ev1‘l surely seems
b e. There are many gradations between ideal and evil:
i false_ mi(ivnl (best), better, good, and only then, evil. The
t}?cre b 1s a false presentation of our position, or at least an
dJCh?mTi}g/idl representation of it by some Catholic theologians.
%‘;iraisc the Church affirms the superiority of virginity to marn'age.7
it does not mean she despises the 121“6‘1", but rath‘er venerates it
highly. Similarly, though the Church praises a.nda wishes her me;l,_
bers to seek the ideal Church-State rela.uonslnp by all ltlgnl(;m le
means, the while respecting the consciences .of non-'Catho cslui
their midst, she by no means despls.es or considers eVﬂC’;, erhre;]:s
tionships called for by particular (::chumsta,nces..Th.e urcSOCial
not just one principle to kefep in mufldimzirel lsjgc;::g:}?::; a:r : e
i make social profession of his ~th
g‘:t[;lgoli:’ principles: that individual persons are obliged tc; ;og?:;
their consciences, even enon;:\f conscxe?lceés!;] altll;'at dx::t nﬂx] o v
be constrained to accept Catholicism; an A
has the obligation to provide for the common.dwaeilf;n:,ufrf e:_h]:Lza?;lJ:
simply its Catholic citizens. Where, then, ﬂllle i ; e i
without injury to other principles, the C u;]c B imaar
something good, though less goc.d. That. 1.slwty Amegim o
Father took special pains to point exphCI‘;iY °e i erione
that the Church can prosper in the most divers

Church
no necess
is necessarily

. t in principle she con-
The Church does not hide thebﬁfvteg:a Church and State in a

i Ilaboration [i.e., s Ul
séi:l:ilis::l C:E:;tggn]a normal and that she regm:ds' ttyhz fw:ctrion o
people in the true religion and l:lézalunamml

tween herself and the state as an ::lm hges
But she also knows that for some s
in‘; in a rather diIferc.am:hdli:'::fctx:g:i tlzglt] cl:pﬁons rebtie iy

e : < .

it g qf raelucgtlv‘;xu;un‘;ty, where Catholics are _rqorefz; 1;::
th:trsgz?; ;?;:);ty It may be interesting and surprising

a 7

tholic people should

than that a deeply Catholic Christ
be more natural 3 d loyalty to Jesus

with ﬂ!ﬁdc;‘;lgd proudly to proclaim iy ove e e tinetively prodlifns

Every people,
and His Church? B and ideals.
its native loyalties
aloud its nal (383 )

ts have been evolv-
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historian to encounter in the United States of Americq
ample, among others, of the way in which the Church,
in flourishing in the most disparate Situations.—Addye
torians, NCWC trans.; italics ours.

One ey,
Succeeqy
S to Hig.

As Pius XII points out in the same address, the Chu
though her goal reaches into eternity, has, like her |
into all the complexities of time. Without re
the Church adapts herself with a marvelou
multitudinous cultures she has passed through, without 'Jccoming
simply an artifact of any particular era—ancient, medieval, o
modern, Her goal in every age is primarily religious
but because she is situated in historical circumstances
has man as her object, the Church is interested in
mankind in any period and strives to promote

motes man’s welfare:

rch, eyey
ounder, entereq
]inquishing principles
s flexibility to a]

and moral,
and always
all that affects
anything that pro-

The Church knows that her mission, although by its nature and
its goals it belongs to the religious and moral domain, situated
in the beyond ahd eternity, nevertheless penetrates to the very
heart of human history. Always and everywhere, by unceasingly
adapting herself to the circumstances of time and place, she
secks to model persons, individuals and, as far as possible, all
individuals according to the laws of Christ, thus attaining the
moral basis for social life, The object of the Church is man,

naturally good, imbued, ennobled and strengthened by the truth
and grace of Christ.—Ibid,

This sympathy of the Church for man governs not only her

relations to the individuals in any historical era, but also human

societies. That is why she shows the same marvelous flexibility in
being ab]

e to deal with vastly disparate types of State. Although
her ideal is intimate collaboration with the State among a people
religiously unified, she does not thereby hesitate to enter into con-
cordats with societies where the religious background may be
pluralistic, In some concordats the Church and State may express
their common religious convictions; in others the Church may sim-
Ply desire an honorable independence to do her own work; in yet
others she may simply wish to help preserve social tranquility by

\arking out lines of demarcation between the State and herself,
thus avoiding or lessening the possibility of future conflicts:

(884)
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history of relations \)f't\V(?F‘,l’{ the Church and Stz_xte, 'the
In te 1 t as you know, play an important part . . . in Con-
concorU{ z’ l‘l% say, the Church seeks the juridical security and
i 1gnc§ r:xt-cczqqary to her mission. kgl
indepf)ﬂ("l le, let us add, for the Church and State to proclaim in
iAo )hlt) their common religious convictions. But it may
v thqtl the Concordat has for its goal, among others,
e happef;i(mr of conflicts about questions of principle alnd
the'pmvenfmm the beginning of possible occasions for conflict.
av;nd;il nt?ﬁ: Church puts her signature to a Concordat, the ap-
‘1:1/'(::;11 applies to all its contents. 1o ades 3

deeper meaning may include shades oo

bith thch contracting parties both know. It may signify a
e roval, but it may also provide for simple tolerazﬁe
pressed gﬂ?jng (t(; the principles which serve as a norm for ng
.co'e;ciitcecnce of the Church a'nd her faithful with the powers a
men of different belief.—Ibid.

Briefly put, the Church does her best in ta;y v%lev[fe:, :os;ettyh 3
Catholic, Protestant, or secula.r.—to promot; s eshe ot 7
'ndividu;ﬂ and the good of society as a Wi oc.d D e
: fends all lawful civil authority as having Go -
i S;;‘l instructs the faithful—whether the{y be }ii n;l 5 to, -
a“ﬂm}"- i (—a—to respect and obey civil 'authonty. Sfoi e
3a1x1n:1132gt§ to all men that she may win all m::lﬁ A s
Augustine beautifully describes.ﬂus unclk;alixngm&ise it
when he addresses the Catholic Churc

children with much tenderness;

ith much gentleness; as
: h vigor, old men with ch requires.
z,]:)unggem:; :Jvflttl;l:l Egdy alone, b“t};) . tLl-;uaends ntl1 :Ifxaesie andqfaitb
o2 ‘ect to their husbands but for bring-
Women thou dost subje tifying of their lust, but for
: the gratifying in the family con-
ful obedience, not for d for having a share in
: i t that they
ing forth children, anhusbands over their wives, ﬂ‘:h ponrc
cerns, Thou dost set K but according to the >
the weaker sex, biect children to their
may play false to -on. Thou dost subject c or
ments of smcf:rz gf‘f*:;o’:ervice, and dos&%stzb}!:;gf‘:z:egm
&ar?n‘:hlil]‘d:e]x?nwﬁh a benign ‘;‘fteo'f ‘brotherhood, citizen with
eir in a s
i i ly, but in hole race of men, by re-
not in society on , and the whole hest kings
dﬁzde,nn, nfl:: : :;1 ttlﬁeli?zg;mon parentage. Thou tea
e o
e (885)

Thou dost teach and train
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to look to the interests of their people, and dost admans
people to be submissive to their kings. With ] vnn\n‘]’nlsh the
teach all to whom honor is due, and affection, :uu]‘r(‘”'ﬂt thoy
and fear, consolation, and admonition, and (‘.\'lmrtutinnL-mmnce’
cipline, and reproach, and punishment, Thoy showest (.tTd i
these are not equally incumbent on all, but that chur,‘{y i :)“‘:.all
vin

to all, and wrongdoing to none.—De i i G
A g g e moribus i. 80, 63; sce D

For anyone who would calumniate the Church
to the State or inimical to society’s welfare, St, Au
to the same calumny in his own day is worth po

as being hostile
gustine’s angwer
ndering deeply:

Let those who say that the teaching of Christ is hurtfu] to the
State produce such armies as the maxims of Jesus have enjoined
soldiers to bring into being; such governors of provinces; such
husbands and wives; such parents and children; such n;asters
and servants; such kings; such judges, and such payers and col-
lectors of tribute, as the Christian teaching instructs them to
become, and then let them dare to say that such teaching is
hurtful to ghe State. Nay, rather will they hesitate to own that
this discipline, if duly acted up to, is the very mainstay of the
commonwealth.—Epistula cxxxviii, 2, 15; see ID 20,

= Leo XIII in modern times answered the same calumny this
ay:

Thgr_efore, w.hen it is said that the Church is hostile to modern
political regimes and that she repudiates the discoveries of
?;(l)dem research, the charge is a ridiculous and groundless
calumny. Wild opinions she does repudiate, wicked and sedi-
tious projects she does condemn, together with that attitude of
g‘i:tlil which points to the beginning of a willful departure from
‘ mm?l“t’ as all truth must necessarily proceed from God, the
: | Tecognizes in all truth that is reached by research a
~ trace of the divine intelligence, And as all truth in the natural
- order is powerless to destroy belief in the teachings of revela-

tion, but can do much to confirm it, and as every newly dis-
may serve to further the knowledge or praise of
Ws that whatsoever spreads the range of knowledge
be w y and even joyfully welcomed by the
e will always encourage and promote, as she does in

(886)
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her branches of knowledge, all study occupied with the in-
.. rtc'l:v‘xtiun of nature. In these pursuits should the human in-
velsl l:t discover anything not known before, the Church makes
N : sposition. She never objects to search being made for things
n]”rtlxlninistcr to the refinements and comforts of life, So far,
:,:Sccd, from opposing these she is now, as she ever has been,
hostile alone to indolence and sloth, and earnestly w1shes.that
the talents of men may bear more and more abundant fruit by

cultivation and exercise.—~ID 39.

Notes

1. For a treatment of this matter from the viewpoint of political philosophy

; faritai The State; for an excellent canonical presenta-
e Jacques Maritain, Man and : { t .
fjon]of the problem, see L. Bender, Jus publicum ecclesiasticum (1948{7,] for
some historical background on the nineteenth-century Church-State problem,

see E. E. Y. Hales, Pio Nono.

9. Bender, op. cit., p. 200.

i i [aritai 156-57.

8. On this point see Maritain, op. cit., pp. L -

4. “The encyclical Immortale Dei, dated Noyember )i 181:3. ca:flghsfcnh
sidered the most perfect exposition and clariﬁca;x(tl)?l oi the pr: p:;:‘ = 2

i i . It presu

and State contained in the letters of Popf:: Ifeo pre ; e
tion of the State conformable to the principles c.;f Chmhanh %hll:)rs;zbg . ;:_
is, to the principles of St. Thomas. The foundation t:or s\xcls’7 ;Jc
vided by the teachings of the gospel” (Gﬂson,_ op. mt.,Fp. . R.evoluu'uu, "
5. This theory is historically connected with .the ren P I
name is found explicitly in the works of Paul-L;;xs Ci;uneorf i
richest, subtlest formulation is found m'themgi % atl)s?)zp);siu'on tumo g o
clear, brief analysis of this theory and “s“The Rl A Betweenhmwthe

ko R Yve;neﬂbitl::walrc’ Church in World Affairs, pP. 87-

Church and Democracy” in T :
114, edit:d by Gurian and Fitzsimons .( Notre Dame, 1954)

o bjects that it is not quil : other jurists, In
Stntg :;ex‘l“}i(eeru;i;us vs Secular” society as do ;3“3"‘:“; ;:g] B ar fun =
another economy of things there might have mbl g m”:ﬁ“’: ofmhgfa .
and then the basis of division would be acceptal :m i i, o 8
however, God instituted a supernatural mder;:bl;‘:sm mtuxal op. 26,

al society, the Church. See his Jus pub! m""’f":“‘n;‘"" it
SupSange. e o “The goal of the one is the supn thmmlat e
the goal of the other the “"P'.““"’hs“"j’;";:i";’,l.,ﬁ:,"dg‘oﬁ ok bk
have two societies each of w}uchnl:ijf 4 e aack to s oy splisen
for the viewpoint of its goal, since the
order.” Briefly, by God's ordinance
i the

goal is a perfect £00d 0 urch is in charge of one, civil society of
it rders. The Ch pagies

:)hﬂe:: e]:‘.l:ihml:' ::lpteme in its own sphere. The supernatural society

(387)
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intended to swallow up the natural, nor vice versa:
plementary. ; 583 they aro Mutually oo
7. See I Cor. 9:4-14. 2
8. For the difficulty of defining irs,”
; Jo e culty of defining “mixed affairs,” see Bender, . o,

Article 11
y 9. For a discussion of the nature and extent of
I. op. cit., pp. 217-232. The same author treats the n'gh:so x;cforcd}?l?;c;ee Bender, THEOLOGICAL VALUE OF LEO XIII'S TEACHING
- relative to matrimony and education not under the and State

= title of “Mixed
! but in a special chapter titled: Special Questions touchi ed Affairs,”
". of Church and State, (pp. 201-216). His strictures i

= 'Peration
\ which would oblige all its citizens to go through s el e MlC State Preliminary Remarks
b are witheringly logical (ibid, Pp. 206-209). gh a civil marriage ceremony L Y

1I. Leo XIITs Teaching is Catholic Doctrine: g
1. The very nature of an encyclical %
' 2. An inspection of the Immortale Dei itself
3. The unanimous agreement of theologians
4. Subsequent papal endorsement
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Article 11

THEOLOGICAL VALUE OF LEO XIII'S TEACHING

223 |. Preliminary Remarks

A brief summary of the Church’s teachin
that should exist between Church and St
has just been given. Most of that teachin
Leo XIII in his famous Immortale Dei an
What is the theological value of Leo’s te
his teaching represent simply his views as a private theologian? Is
it merely authoritative teaching guaranteed as safe for a time, but
restricted in its value to the peculiar problems which faced the
Church in the midst of a rampant nineteenth-century anti-religious
liberalism? Or is it something of universal application, expressing
clearly the mind of the Church: a perennial norm for all theologians
and the faithful in dealing with this ever delicate and complex
problem of Church and Statep
We raise this question explicitly because in the light of some
Tecent controversial writings in America, non-theologians and par-
ticularly non-Catholics might mistakenly arrive—and not necessarily
because of any of the theological participants in the debate °—at

the notion that Leo’s teaching was something merely pertinent to
a peculiar historical context and hence able to be revamped in the
light of every chan

ging “historical constellation,” to use Maritain’s
poetic phrase!

g on the ideal relationg
ate in a Catholic country
g has been synthesized by
d other related encyclicals,
aching in this matter? Does

Il. Leo XIII’s Teaching is Catholic Doctrine

An assay of the value of Leo's teaching on Church and State
may be rapidly gained from a brief consideration of these points:
: Very nature of an encyclical; 2. an inspection of the Immor-
tale Dei itself; 3, the unanimous agreement of theologians; 4. the
endorsement of Ieo’s teaching by subsequent popes.

lm%ﬂ.'|_' o ey 4 lly declared their loyalty and sub-
e L R T S R

(390)
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of an encyclical. An encyclical is an im-
I The' vrelryd:z::l:rl;int designed to carry the pope’s ordinary
r -.IP(:ll(‘ entire Catholic world, even if it be addressed to
iy t‘o‘ ]‘ll: church. Consequently, an encyclical gives the clear
i PMUIU)l ‘('hurch on the matter under discussion. Its contents
o Of’ t‘(b w)holc will always require, at the minimum, an assent
vie\'V(fd d'sldrcli”ious obedience. At the most, some of its contents
Of' thf.T)“ ire ':n assent of divine and Catholic faith: for example,
mxgllt mql;'msunl for encyclicals to repeat points which have be'en
e ly defined by the Church. To use an all-embrafnve
Blzgady sOlcnin‘ybcst way to classify the contents of an encyclical,
]a‘bel) c;l]cn’at\i/eholé would probably be: Catholic teaching. This is
Vlewi tés label us;:d to cover a variety of assents. It means doc-
& 5 dls lf is‘tmght throughout the entire Catholic world, and l}(:ii
e thin‘r in the mere realm of opinion. Lest anyone mis . é
T S‘Om(j)rtansce of encyclical letters, the present pope:_h remmc ec :
:]lql:u;:gli)ans in his Humani generis (August 12,;:5;){)&:;,3; Zry
licals demand our consent. They are an gxpr:::;ct o aoply Gt
teaching power of the Church to which :t is ¢
dictum: “He that hea.r; y}:)u Ihe[:l:ﬁx;ee. i sul o i
i i the Im e
that2 Lgnv:/;:pne;':l:;t:icﬁng his teaching 'mereinl.); tz v:u spvt-ei:;i s;t: .
tion he was facing, nor simply expr.ess.m%h o olical o e
i heologian. Over and over again i & O oF il
B o o b i e e
the entire Church; secondly, that ‘hls :]ad o ugnd  hilosophy. A few
Is ultimately grovadee revill?im’:leaﬂy. After stating that many
et L £ f ” civil society based on doctrines
have tried to work out plans ﬂclu‘ O olte Church, he writes:
other than those approved by the

ortant P’

i inds have been ventured on,
£ various kinds have i
i t{mugtllll;nggag:tl;se: mode has hb;e;n isd(;\;‘xseem; ;ry iy
g than that whic ; Sy
e itxl'le ss tsftethe gospel. We deem 12,1 :llzcer:g)cr:m A
Hshet mi s asins 220 % th'l?;onovel theories now
higl;eStEog;nlesmm iz bg ?t:hmés ours throughout.
e s ing the State—2; ital gl
advanced touching have briefly pointed out, is o
it ﬂl;z,n ?:; vavfl society; not rashly or fancifully shap
organizatior e
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but educed from the highest and true
by natural reason itself.—16.

This, then, is the teaching of the Catholic Chu
the constitution and government of the State,—
Since truth when brought to light is wont, of its own

to spread itself far and wide, and gradually take pg“c“.‘"‘t”re,
the minds of men, We, moved by the great and Im[;, '(ll;(;n of
QOur apostolic mission to all nations, speak, as We are -])Oul(_;/ of
with freedom.—40, iy

st principlvs, cnnﬁrmg]
C

rch congy s
€rnj
36. ng

Finally, at the close of the encyclical Leo st
his teaching is directed not simply to one ¢
Catholic world:

ates unequivocally that
ountry but to the entire

This, venerable brethren, is what We have thought it Oy duty

to expound to all nations of the Catholic world touching the

Qhrmwn constitution of states, and the duties of individual
citizens.—50,

.3. The unanimous agreement of theologians. Finally all theo-
Ioglfms and canonists from Leo’s own day to the present refer to
Leos' teaching as the classic source of the Church’s teaching on
relations between Church and State, It would be wearisome to list
them all. Here are a few of the standard theologians: Billot, Tan-
querey, Hervé, Pesch, Zapalena, Tromp, Garrigou-Lagrange, Pa-
rente _and Salaverri. Here are a few of the standard canonists:
Ottaviani, Cappello, Coronata, and Bender.?

. 4. Subsequent Papal endorsement. Leo XIIT in his own encyc-
l.lcal referred t(z the fact that he was only repeating and develc))'p-
Eidwhat previous popes before him had taught on the same

amental principles. He cites explicitly Gregory XVI and Pius

Dr(algsll_) 34), S.t. Pius X reiterated Leg’s condemnation of the lib-
:d i :: eac.ll;‘c)h;‘ne of 'Chu.rch an.d State in his Vehementer Nos,
the obligation 1':;1 0:1"1:11 :ggi:ypi‘ls e i

S ¥ . :

the King in his encyclical Quas pristaa}.;.‘Pubhc e
ele:f any doubt could remain that Leo’s XI1
b }gnlclla:f .th? Church in his teachings on Church and State,

mmdsss;pated any such illusions jn his recent Address to

v g _( ept. 7, ]:955). Noting that scholars have been
rec attentive to the history of relations of Church and State,

I has represented the

CHURCH AND STATE

.- relations which ought to obtain hf»t\.veen Fhe
B e stating that Leo has given “an enlightening
A“quc- 1"(:]z1tinn§ in his encyclicals Diuturnum illud
) (1885), and Sapientiae Christianae (1890),
alue of Leo’s teaching on Church and State

nn .
?\)vo societies.
Janation” of tho .
exl%Sl) Immortale Dei
gius XI1 refers to the v
in these words:

1 the exception of a few centuries—offorLall

t €0

ars as for the last 400—th'e statemen;

e L}(’,‘(t)gom);e or less explicitly the mind of the Church.
e TS ﬂring, the intervening period, moreover, there were rep:;:
Event'vues of the doctrine of the Church—pe}'haps ev_enlz} ma{] -
§enta}lm shared the same opinion—Translation and italics ours.
lFttl*ur“:';riginal French see AAS, 47 (1955), 678.

One can say that with

Pius XII tells us plainly that Leo’s teaching on

Jaother words, plicit terms what was the teach-

sents 1n €X
'ChmcfhtsndCzsi:;?U::elgﬁurch over the centuries—son,le 140& Zea‘:lsa—g
m%ho erlfaps a brief interlude in which the Chur;l]x st t:gn dgu-ﬁn .
:Z,Im (Frarily obscured (the Medieval Era)—and socm‘ne g
h tp era there were representatives of the tn_xeI g o
tCﬁurch Leo’s teaching, therefore, dcannot I;Otsli? gec :lia: v

' i to mee =
i?plyn:;eﬁhh‘c):jniil;n?? ifrgg‘tl::lic teaching (doctrina catholica).
e Nl .

Notes

i to Leo XIII's authority
: i and canonists appeal h and State:
£ 2k follovw-ng th;(;:)gg::l:sthe proper relations b;lwei;l; :)hlllllli ;.Lm nd
*  rheolo (',f ‘hellf tg?liot De ecclesia Christi Ui latione (,4th ed., 1945),
Teelogians, o, R, Garigou-Lagrange, De revelatione 0 0 15y,
e vé, Manuale theologi T ia fundamentalis, 0P-
1L p. 411-0; J. M. Her i, p. 244.5; Parente, Thaologle HOPAT, oo,
D. 244-5; L. Lercher, op. ¢its P W02 0 le dog :
i e, SR G TR e, et
Ha 8 al 'y 2
theologiae dogmaticae (26th 9"1”;'
Canonists: L. Bender, ‘g; 4
ecclesiastici_(4th ed o ,(l)’ttaviani. Institutiones iuris
canonici (1937), p- 25—4587; 7Az
(3rd ed,, 1947), I, p. 15777

ed Gerald
8. Bender, op. cits - 118 0 s primas), translated by

/ XI, The Kingship of ChTSL0

4, See Pius 1044), nos. ani h

d |I
“cay /New Vork, 90( 398 )
ik

1. Op. cit., p. 160.




APPENDIX

THE PRIMACY TEXT IN THE GOSPEL OF MATTHEW *

St. Peter’s confession of his Master’s divinity is found in
Matthew 16:13-16; Mark 8:27-30; Luke 9:18-21. The promise of
primacy which followed as the reward of this confession appears
only in Matthew 16:17-20. St. Matthew's account of the incident
is accordingly the key passage in this whole discussion.! In our
treatment of it, we shall:

1. Give an analysis of the passage, so that an idea may be
formed of its general contents.

9. Examine more in detail some of the expressions used therein
(especially in verses 18-19), so that their real force may be the
d more clearly understood. This will be a supplement and justifica-
AEE tion of what will have been said under the previous step.

3. Consider some of the various objections raised against the
Catholic interpretation of the passage.

1. Analysis of the passage

23 The Gospel account places the scene in
Caesarea Philippi, but gives no indication

exactly the precise place of the event. |

Jordan, close

=i
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to declare their view of Him (v. 15). Peter answers (v. 16)
doubt he speaks in the name of all, but primarily and immed
it is his own faith that he expresses. It is not a question of
formulating something already present in the minds of the W]lr:]‘S
group, as the sequel shows. The others may have believed in ](\SI,S
Messiahship before this; they may also have suspected Ulut.'(l”le:\
was something more than human about their Master; byt ]Csu:’
reply to Peter implies that there was something new and far more
definite in Peter’s confession. Peter confesses not only the Messiah-
ship of Jesus, but also His divine Sonship. The words “Son of the
living God,” peculiar to the first gospel, are not a meaningless
addition, repeating and explaining the “Christ” of the preceding
phrase. There is no proof for the claim that the two expressions,
“Christ” (Messias) and “Son of God” are synonymous, Ever;
critics like Loisy explain the words “the Son of the living God”
as a confession of the divine nature of Jesus, and this explanation
agrees perfectly with the tenor of the whole context,

Jesus, addressing Peter directly (v. 17), accepts his confession
and insists on its exceptional significance. He congratulates His
apostle, acknowledging that the latter’s words were spoken under
the influence of a divine revelation which enabled him to realize
the mystery of Jesus, the relation existing between the Son of God
and His heavenly Father. Peter had, then, just given expression to
a mystery, inaccessible of itself to human understanding, knowable
only in virtue of a special grace, a supernatural illumination.

Jesus thus fully endorses and represents as guaranteed by the
authority of God Mimself the confession made by Peter. But all
tl'xis, wonderful as it is in itself, serves, in addition, as an introduc-
tion to our Lord’s words to Peter in vv. 18 ff. In return for his
singular confession, Peter is to receive a singular reward. He is to

have in the Church of Christ an exceptional place of honor and of
authority.?

. No
izltcly

227  Cleady alluding to the significance of the name He had previ-

?usly given His apostle (John 1:42), Jesus discloses that the apostle

'Il; to be the rock on which, like the wise builder (Matt. 7:24-25),
e mb?nds to build His Church. Christ, therefore, contemplates

Snmeslnng new. The Chosen People had been the “Church of the

Lord” or the “Church of God.” Christ means to replace this congre-

gation by His own Church, a new building which s to rest securely

: ‘21 new fm:mdaﬂon (v. 18a,b). The strength of the edifice will
by such that Hades itself will be powerless against it (18c).

(39¢)
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This verse therefore describes Peter’s place in the Church: he
is the foundation on Wh_iffll‘ it stands immovable, beyond any danger
of falling. By means of (llf[r;rr:pt metaphors, Jesus declares in the
next verse the power (authority) which He will bestow on His
apostle and thus defines more precisely the place of Peter in the
Church. The latter is to have supreme power in the Kingdom of
God upon earth. He is to act as the agent or representative of
Christ, who of course remains the Master and Owner (“I will build
my Church”). Biblical and Rabbinic usage (Isai. 22:22; Apoc. 1:18;
3:7; 9:1; 20:1) forbids us to see in the metaphor of the keys the
idea that Peter is merely the porter who admits or keeps out. On
the contrary, it demands the idea of one delegated by the owner
to administer the affairs of his house in his name and in his place.
Peter is thus to be the vicar of Christ on earth (19a).

The next two clauses may be considered as specifications of the
power given by Christ to His representative. The words (deo)
and (luo) as used by Jesus here evidently cannot be explained
in the sense in which they are found so often in Greek magical
formulae. The words occur very frequently in Rabbinic writings
and must be understood along the general lines of Rabbinic usage.
“To bind” and “to loose” are sometimes used by the Rabbis in the
sense of “exclude,” “excommunicate,” and “admit,” “release from
excommunication.” From this point of view, the expressions.woulld
denote the disciplinary power conferred on Peter. But in this
same Rabbinic usage, “to bind” and “to ]oose’; are als:) very fx(?-
quently employed in the sense of “forbid” and “permit.” Since t}:us
is so, then Peter has authority in the Kingdom of Heaven to decide
what is wrong and what is right. And since the terms are usec‘l also
of doctrinal decisions, they mean that Peter has th.e authority to
teach. This all amounts to saying that the expressions are fo be
taken in their widest possible meaning, as even so Very radical a
critic as Oort admits:

ords are a translation from a Hebrew
eth‘ﬁre is given to Peter hetxi:, a twofsld
3 ement of discipline and the authority to de-
S&v;e;h;l:eism;z:gand good: the office of overseer and that of
teacher, And so the Church has understood it.

In this case [ie., if th
or Aramaic original],

hed by Strack and Billerbeck, conserva-
tary on this passage, a

1897)

A similar conclusion is
tive Protestants, in their c

228
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tary based on Rabbinic usage: the words of our Lord inclyq
disciplinary and doctrinal authority.? c

Peter is thus invested with full power to rule the Chy
Christ in His place. And to enhance, if possible, the authorj
entrusted to Peter, Jesus assures the apostle that the exercise of thig
authority will be ratified by God. Peter’s decisions will therefore
be, as it were, those of God Himself. His word, whatever it may
be—commanding, forbidding, or teaching—will have to be listened
to as that of God Himself.

The section concludes (v. 20) with Jesus’ charge to His apostles
not to speak of His Messiahship. The following verses reyea]
Jesus’ conception of the Messianic office. In His mind, the latter
is something wholly unlike the Messianic office of popular imagina-
tion, so unlike it, indeed, that even the apostles themselves are as
yet unable to understand properly. Indiscreet proclamation of His
Messiahship would therefore result only in vain agitation, Hence
the need for silence on this point. There would be no need to
impose silence with respect to Jesus” divine Sonship. The disciples
would hardly be tempted to bruit that about in a Jewish milieu
just then.

We have explained the words of our Lord as a promise to St.
Peter of a unique position in the Church. Many Protestants would
accept this interpretation, provided Christ's words were taken as
addressed to Peter exclusively, in the sense that our Lord meant
His promise to be entirely personal and restricted to Peter and that
He meant Peter’s privileged position to belong to him exclusively
and not to be passed on to others after him.

It is true that the words of the text do not mention a successor
directly and explicitly. But that Peter was to have successors in
office is clearly suggested by the whole passage, which would other-
wise be pointless. The Church is to continue throughout the ages,
built on Peter as its firm foundation. Now he cannot fulfill this
function personally throughout the history of the Church; but
what Peter cannot do personally he can do through his successors,
who will be to the different generations of men making up the
Church of Christ in each successive age what Peter was to be to
the Church of Christ in his day. That means that the words of
Christ are a promise (a) of the institution of an office by which
‘the proper continuation of the Church to the end of time is to be
of the bestowal of that office on Peter first. These
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ords are likewise a prophecy that the Church will continue to
V;e end of time, a prophecy whose fulfillment demands that the
tchurch have at all times one who will be Peter, the Rock to her.*
In favor of the above view of our text, we may appeal to all
those critics who reject the genuineness (authenticity) of these
verses. If, as they hold, the verses were added to the Gospel, the
intention of the interpolator was obviously to support the claims
of Rome to a position of unique authority over the other Churches,
and not to champion the useless authority of an already dead
Peter. Accordingly, the purpose of the author of the verses was
evidently to attribute to Christ the promise of founding an office,
not merely the bestowal of a purely personal privilege to Peter.
When, therefore, Catholics appeal to this text in favor of the
primacy of the Holy See, they are not reading too much into.it.
They are drawing a perfectly legitimate and obvious conclusion
from the words of Christ.

2. Explanation and justification of some points mentioned above

Verse 18a. In this verse there is a significant play on words
which is fully clear only in Aramaic and can be preserved to some
extent in Greek and Latin (and some other languages )', but is Iofus];
in other languages (e.g., English, Gerulxan). To xeahzeththe =
meaning of the text we must bear in mmai always that the s;ns
is to be determined not by the meaning whlcl? the words may h:;::/;
in Greek—or in Syriac, but by thei:thmeaning in the Aramaic W
our Lord used when He uttered them. ]

From different passages in the New T(-zstamentth wthxt;l; nl:;r:
preserved it in its original ( Aramai(f) form, we k:ilo;; Iacm- pi
Petros represents the I:'Ivord thli(e;‘n”h;d(;z i{;h:vhi;:h i e séen;

:22: 9:5; 15:5, etc.). Now this 5 . :
fo h;w?e heen,ised %)efOl'e as a persom:l name, Tllj fo?nc:h x: 'I\‘:ng?x
Aramaic dialects with the meaning of rock! o us ﬁ;x;an e
of the Old Testament written in the ]ewmlt:h :ans g
Western Aramaio, the wort SPEVRD 10 117 . 30[40]:9). The
Hebrew word for “rock” (Num. 20:8, 10, 11; Ps. :3).

A X ol
i Hebrew word for “rock,” is found
e word,. ual];?;luengwtgften in one of the dialects of Easter;
rra::ics}zrltla:m 20:8, 10, 11; Matt, 16:18; 27:51, for the Gree
pmz::c;:ici];g)l;r, the original words spoken by our Lord to Peter
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will have been: “Thou are Kepha', and upon this kepha’ 1 will builg
my Church,” as they are in the Syriac versions (Cureton Imil
Peshitto) of this passage. To preserve the play on words Perfectly
the Greek translator should, strictly speaking, have rendereq Ui(;
same word, kepha’, by the same word, petra, in both instanceg
But he no doubt felt that such a literal translation would havé
resulted in a rather strange form of name for a man: petrg is
feminine. Now the masculine form petros, means “stone.” Since
the idea of “stone” is closely related to that of “rock,” even though
it is not identical with it, the translator felt that he was doing suf-
ficient justice to the original by rendering the first kepha’ by petros,
as Peter’s name, and the second one by petra (as Peter’s function),
with its usual meaning.

It is, then, altogether wrong to draw any kind of argument from
the fact that the Greek text uses two different words, petros and
petra. It is a complete waste of time to insist that these two words
have different meanings, petra being properly “rock, mass of live
rock,” and petros being “a detached stone, a boulder,” and that
good Greek usage maintains a distinction between them. The dis-
tinction does not exist in the Aramaic,® but, as explained above,
the translator had to make some distinction in the Greek. More-
over, such a distinction as that which explains petros as the name
of the apostle and petra as his faith or something of the sort makes
the words of our Lord pointless. The demonstrative pronoun in
“this rock” remains without a natural explanation.

We may conclude, then, that our Lord is here addressing the
apostle directly by the significant name of Kepha'—Rock,” which
He had given him before this, and that He is here explaining the
reason for having conferred it upon him: He intends to make him
the rock upon which He means to build His Church.

Verse 18b. The figure under which Christ describes the strength
of the Church has been understood in various ways by Catholic
as well as by non-Catholic commentators, According to some,
Hades (hell) is the abode of the dead, and the word is used in the
sense it usually has in the Old Testament. The gates of hell thus

signify the power of death, and the sense is that death will be
powerless against the Church of Christ. Although everything in
the world of men must fall prey to death, “debemur morti nos
nostraque” (Horace Ars poetica 63), the Church shall live on
immortal. Others take Hades as the name of the abode of the
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Jamned. It is 4],(: empire .wF S.rmm‘ and the power of wickedness
referred to by this expression is that of the empire of evil waging
relentless war against the Church, According to this intel’pretationo
Christ is promising that His Church will always successfully resis;
and overcome the attacks of Satan. If the Greek verb translated
by “prevail against” had to be taken as implying a hostile attack,
it would settle the controversy in favor of the latter view, The
verb, however, does not necessarily suggest a hostile attack and,
therefore, does not decide the point, It is clear that both views are
orthodox and are in agreement on the ultimate sense. But the
second is perhaps the more natural in the present context.

In this context, which clearly presupposes a semitic original,
the expression “gates of Hades” represents the same expression in
the Aramaic. Still it may be noted that the figure is not unknown
in classical Greek, where it is a periphrasis for the netherworld.

Verse 19. The metaphors used here to describe the power given
to Peter are distinctly semitic.

The figure of the keys (19a) as a symbol of authority is natural
enough and is therefore to be found in literatures other than the
semitic. Strange to say, however, it does not occur in Greek, clas-
sical or nonclassical, as far as can be determined. But it is found
in Latin, where the expression “claves alicui tradere” means “to
entrust the management of one’s affairs to someone.” Still it d?gs
not constitute an idiom in Latin as characteristic as it is in semitic
languages. Outside the Bible, we find it in Rabbinic sources. Thus
God is said to have reserved for Himself four keys whu‘:h He has
not given to any creature, and which denote His sovereign power
over rain, food, death, and birth. It is used in the Kﬂmﬂs"; 6?’31]
image of the power of the Creator over His creation: §u:a 3 'th.
“Allah is the creator of all things and He of all things Ry

i ; the heaven and of the earth. This
guardian. His are the keys of the S it i
latter phrase occurs again in Su-l‘a“42=10- However, N

« » treasure rooms,” some
translated “keys” may also mean (ELLE L o s that the
commentators understand the WOl'f:u ltl:z th’:r allelsr g i <
passages would mot xeell UL giputably parallel to tht
Arabic has another expres the management or disposal of one's

of the Gospel. To enttift %, arabic by “he delivered to him

affairs to another is €Xpres
affairs.”
the vx;e:sm fyﬂtfen say that the Gospel metaphor, understood in the
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light of biblical and extra-biblical semitic usage,

y TEpresents Pe
as invested with full power over the kingdom of heavey Peter
y . s 3 S aven, egt:
lished as its administrator with power to manage jts aff estab.

2 : o aairs—j
accordance, of course, with the will of the One whom he repr il

The figure of binding and loosing in 19b, ¢ has been sutli:;((\n‘t]s.
sufficient]y

explained above. It will suffice to note here that it is exceedi
common in Hebrew and Aramaic among the Rabbis, :-spéciql?lg!y
the sense of “forbidding” and “allowing.” The expression “to i()oy- H’:
in the sense of “to allow,” has passed into Arabic, which alsq She,
the expression, “the master of the binding and of the Ionsix; % :S
denote one who has the right to decide orsolve an(i \%im-o
decision is to be accepted. If our Lord’s words in th;S part of t}ie
verse were to be understood in this special sense which they lnvz
so often among the Rabbis, we might say that Peter is set u (b
Christ as the supreme doctor or teacher in the Church, But in I\:ievz
of the wider meaning which the expression may have in Rabbinic
usage, ?nd in view of the whole context, it is better to take these
words in as general a sense as possible, ie., as denoting supreme
authority to pass any sentence—doctrinal, disciplinary, etc.—that
may be required by Peter's position as vicar of Chris; wit._h the
assurance that his decision will be ratified by God.” :

233 3. Authenticity of the promise to Peter

Modern criticism may be said in general to accept as well
i:um:led the Catholic interpretation of Christ's promisg to Peter.
mg:gthilt almost be said t!aa't the more radical the attitude of the
i de’n e more (?athoHc his interpretation is. But these critics agree
e tyl;!;g fldxﬂerent ways the authenticity of vv. 17 and 19;
e h‘: ole passage is an interpolation, or the original words

t have been changed by additions which give them their
l?ﬁesl:n; Catholic sense. S “
0 favor of the authenticity of these vers i
and conservative Protestants. But the latteresd.?sfgrt:: Sﬁl °]:hc:
former in the interpretation of the passage. Obviously they cannot

“rist gave Peter and his successors primacy over the
’ e);ﬂ¥, as seen above, in thejr endeavor to strip

inctive Catholicism, they offer explanations which

strained and unnatural. In favor of their interpre-

’;ﬂ to the authority of several of the fathers

have understood the text in its full Catholic
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pointed out above, among other things, that these
fathers, when trvutinu' the !)llrl:|<:v: in a s'lrictly exegetical manner,
did give the usual (,;llhnhr:llnlf‘rprr-mtmn_ But in homilies and
hortations they gave it different meanings and applications
o accordance with the moral lef.ﬁf)ﬂ they were trying to put across,
Further discussion of this question would take us too far afield
and is better left to patrologists and historians.® For our present
we now only to prove the value of the text by con-
blem of its authenticity that has been raised by

sense. It was

moral ex

purpose, We ha
sidering the pro
radical criticism.
Some objections are based on rather broad tendentious views
of the whole Christian message. The text is to be rejected because
it does not square with the rest of Christ’s teaching. Thus, accord-
ing to the eschatological theory, Jesus did not intend to found a
society or Church which would continue after Him. He. preached
the kingdom of God which He was to inaugurate within a short
time when He would reappear as the Messias in glory. Hence there
was no need to make provision for the future, since He was expect-
ing the consummation of all things in the very near future. Je::i:
therefore preached the kingdom of heaven. But fush’:ad oftak
kingdom, there came the Church. Since the Parousia did not take
place and the world continued to move on, the followers of ]esu:,
in order to survive, were forced to accommodate Fhemselves 0
circumstances and to organize themselves in.to a society m:idezlr ;n
authority which gradually came to be considered as fouﬂﬁen o};
Christ Himself. It follows necessarily from such a EOBFCP o‘; ik
the teaching of Christ that anything implying an enduring org

2 : and is therefore
ization was wholly foreign to the e oif]:;:s conditions of the

to be rejected, since it merely grew out of
1:tere(§hssctian community. Clearly, then, the pmm:it ;:x;,;::z ﬁ
reference to a Church which is to.last forever :snmpm‘eumﬁws
under a supreme head, Peter :‘md ln;s sulccgss;r;] s s
of Christ—such a text, sO strikingly “ecclesias l’t canﬁtun ot e
of the teaching of Jesus, but corresponds to a later
i interpolation. Al :
i t}]tel;:fg:m:ﬂy impossible at this point to Id:s;;u\.}g;]i:?,; ?;: ;;e;
hich this rejection of
:;llev;atme of the kingdom as preached by
cerning His own Person.
:i‘:::laxy s}item must suffice here. There are
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Lord’s which, taken all by themselves, might suggest the idey of
an immediate Second Coming or the like (e.g., Matt, 10:23), But
alongside of such passages, which are admittedly difficult, they

3 : ., € are
many others which are certainly authentic and which cannot he
construed in the eschatological sense. Thus, in Matthew 13, severa]

of the Kingdom Parables suggest anything but a kingdom to be
established in a miraculously divine manner and within short
time, not, at least, in the eschatological sense. Likewise the parts
of the instructions in Matthew 10 which regard the future do not
imply a view of the kingdom like that supposed by the Eschatol.
ogists. So also the choice of the Twelve and the care given to their
training by our Lord imply at least the intention of preparing for
the future. Our Lord’s teaching concerning Himself should be taken
into account, too. Unless we are ready to admit that He was com-
pletely mistaken about His Person and His mission, we cannot
consistently force the eschatological system upon Him, And if we
grant that His horizon was not limited to the immediate future by
the thought of the impending kingdom and Second Coming, then
we cannot deny the possibility of His thinking of the future devel-
opment of His work and of providing for it.?

Some objections are of a more specific character. Tt is claimed,
for instance, that the text is not authentic for reasons derived from
the context. Thus from the point of view of the Two Source
Theory, the promise betrays itself as an addition since it is want-
ing in the Gospel of Mark, the main narrative source of the first
Gospel. And it was not in Q or the Logia, since St. Luke, who also
used Q, does not record these two verses.® To this difficulty we
may reply that even from the standpoint of the Two Source Theory
of the origin of Matthew, the conclusion of the critics is unwar-
ranted. For, however the absence of these verses from Mark and
Luke may be explained, the fact remains that they have a very

© The so-called “T'wo Source Theory” i h; i ised i t
e i neory is an hypothesis devised in an attemp

Lord's sayings (Logia). For want of a better name, this collection is called
simply O, the first letter of the German word Q,uell: ?gu:;:geof léactflofic
eject this hypdthssis in trits cx;udttah form asdB;eing quite arbitrary, lack-

eace, anc contrary to the sure'data of historical tradition.
uler, The Originalty of St. Matthews, (Gambrides o' Sion:
ive solution leaves something to be desired, his critique

Theory is devastating and highly interect; i
rist (Milwaukee, 1949), 196 g "5 See also G
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emitic flavor. Tn addition to the expressions discussed
l.(,mmym(-(l s ”i in verse 17, the words “Simon bar Jona” (Simon,
above, there "ff ’n(l “flesh and blood.” Of these semitisms, one at
son of ](mi]l’) . :n words in verse 18, is explicable only in Aramaic,
Jeast, tl‘w P v(l‘)vu‘\ to an Aramaic original for our text. The linguistic
and points (f (lt‘lwyp““ngc’ therefore, establishes its Aramaic origin
character 0 (-n/tly the early date of the tradition to which it
axc, Com;(.l”c‘c frt)’m the point of view of language alone we might
pelongs. B u(lm« the Two Source hypothesis, that Matthew adc%ed
bold, evcng on the authority of an ancient Aramaic sf:urce which
it Veﬁlﬂhave no right to set aside lightly. Abstracting from tl?e
);:Iv;h(s)zurce Theory and accepting the tfa? i-ﬁonth[;ft dt;i: ft:ii.:it;

e he first Gospel, we may maintain

Z?gx:aizfc}imcter of this text proves that it must have belonged

to the Aramaic Gospel itself‘.

In favor of this conclusion,
" n}?mi‘)letsriq:itself as an adventitious addi-
P."ecedi‘.‘g ‘{191'3‘3;;: gf;s:ioé::;d Hi;ydisciples in order tol ﬁI’]d oeuntefrt:i
Him ]TfsufsoraHis own personal information, wl‘mt peop] <:olnolg)m'1 i
H“‘I‘;? ’disciples thought of Him. His ‘inten;mn-o\:aiv bl
0‘;ofelsssion of faith from them. When th];s ‘31('10 :sx:)lect, e i
%imself elicited, is forthcoming, We § gtamed' e
some comment on the answ.enr 51;;1:5 1?[_19’ " hich thus form an
have in the words given 1

; jon. jarities of the lan-
appéopnactle ecrlilll;l‘::/;):ther we consider the peculiarities ©
onsequ )

- eding context,
ir relation with the prec d authen-
verses or their rela ir early date and aul
tg}:l:rgee i: fnf,hiﬁid reason for 'e]f’cmt]fatth t;l: ;*::’ the dle whgn o
i noted in addition t d into the text (during
ticity. It may be osed to have been mh"’du)c . the more difficult it
verses were Supptury according to SOME) TR T 1d hardly
the secontd 2:;1 ain their origin satisfactortly- cate the impression
o
:f;g]cxtle: forger at SP?h his production 1
of authenticity by %1"“‘%% 5 el T
Nor could w‘lal te;g :llngs and into all the ancien
d into a!
passe nd everywhere in the fm‘r: el
- fm:ame yariants, but they ar
are s

ise in
we may add that the promis
] to Peter’s confession in the

more serious

g the authenticity of these Verses, we
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may appeal to the unquestionable fact attested by the N
ment in various places that Simon, the brother of z\n(lrvAw rece;
from Jesus the name of Peter (Kepha'). Such a strange e
nificant name, which finds no explanation in the (]&]( 3
temperament of its bearer, must have been cxphin(;ddm(lt(‘
occasion. This is just what Matthew reports to have t )
on Tt!]]]e occasion of Peter’s confession.

e conclusion from this review of the i
auth'enticity of verses 17-19 is that there is nzrftfl:]lg:zqe 2§amst Fhe
us either to reject or even to question their authenticity b::Dellmg
that a number of reasons speak distinctly and loudly ’in f i
that authenticity. And so it is not surprising to see som ﬂV(fr' o
unable to reject or condemn the text as a whole, rc'ect'e o
some words as interpolated.”* Or, if they keep the t)ext/lfxs llng iy
they. try to' force upon it an altogether different int‘e : Stfﬂr_lds,
Their frantic and often embarrassed efforts to be ridrp(:‘fe ‘;i‘(’:;.

adulterate the assage offer elo uent testimony to th m
P q S y € 1Importance

€W Testq.

and gjg
T or
N some
aken place

Notes

reproduce here, with some slight changes,

: . at hand. Our th
Weisengoff, who edited Dr, Arbez’ notes for clgrm;n]r;etoo, Ry

B d and the R
o e Revelation of the Mystery of
bt ne Mystery, p. 97-98). Thus God revealed

revealed the divini
iy ?Rn dicrx:;y of His Son to Peter, and chose

which the Church, the Mystical
ment. aus Talmud und Midrasch (1922
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entitled Petrus, Jiinger, Apostel, Mirtyrer. In the same year it
e § e was

It was =S 7,

mmsl;.tcd into [‘J\l['l‘h. by Floyd V. Filson: Peter, Disciple, Apostle, Martyr,
(Philadi‘ll’]‘i"' The Westminster Press). Reviews and critiques fqliowpdy"
short order, one of them assuming book proportions, Msgr. Charles ]gu;-netl'l;

The Primacy of Peter, translated by John Chapin (Westminster, Md 1954)
Other splendid and readily available reviews are to be found in T’S 15"(1954)'
129; AER, 130 fl%)};‘), 209 ﬁ An excellent full-length article c’levoted‘ 'm ;
discussion of Prof. Cullmann’s work is that of Kevin Smyth S.J., “The
Primacy of Peter,” Studies, 43 (1954), 271 ff. We shall limit o‘,n'sel\;;as to a
brief summary of this abundant material,

Cullmann admits that “the solution of the Reformers, that the rock is only
the faith of Peter, does not satisfy, . . . The parallelism, “You are rock, and
upon this rock I will build’ shows that the second rock refers to nothing dif-
ferent from the former one. The Roman Catholic exegesis must be regarded as
correct” (p. 207). But here he parts company with Catholics, for he sees in
the promise not the institution of an enduring office, but only a personal favor
to Peter. A foundation can be laid only once, and Peter’s function is therefore
unique and limited to the initial stages of the Church. Since the function of
founding the Church in the manner of a workman who lays the foundations
is common to all the apostles, Peter's power does not differ essentially from
that of the other apostles. What Prof. Cullman fails to see at this point is that
Peter did not lay the foundation; he was the foundation rock. He states further
that there is no distinction between the apostolic privileges common to all the
apostles and the transapostolic privilege belonging to Peter, which would mak.e
them unequal. (On this question, see above, nos. 53, 57). In Cullmm‘ms
view, Peter is superior to the others because he was the ﬁ:st to see Fhe risen
Christ. His purely accidental superiority is due to his “chronological pre-
eminence.” Because of this latter he becomes the leader of the Church n.t
Jerusalem, and thus Christ’s promise to him finds its fulfillment. But he'l;
quickly supplanted by James. Opposed to the m‘nal] group of Ch“::lhﬁ w‘;
James at the head is the group headed by Paul. “Thus there mf“ M"’"‘
Primitive Christianity a decisive Church split” as he r;ult of i m“-’m)
“which concerned a central point, that is, th]: COH:‘*P:;:E g (Eg:ie F }’2')’ = i
Peter then becomes subordinate tlo {:I:r{s.s, ::IT;I. V?Ihen Lt nliy o
must accept a rebuke from Pau b o Ay
Rome, he has long since ceased o possess 008 BIVEE G iihone having
head of the universal Church. He dies & WY B% 10T s eacts to
anything to leave his successors. See Journet (op. cit, L

all the above as follows:
Let us meditate on these . . - prop
of the theses of Prof. 3
that he begins b

consigns the ap
hands of Christ and
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of supernatural history which is likely,
are unlikely” (p. 133). '
?txl!, Dr. Cullmann recognizes that the foundation-rock
in its function, not merely virtually but actively, A ]“!m' o
apostolic writings: gl
Here in these writings we today, i i
S S ay, in the midst o bWerH,
meet the person of the apostles, the persnnt :ﬂ Utfl fh” entioth centyyy
Peter; In this way they continue to support, } \" ‘ﬁn[ of the “““\'“‘y’
K s;‘mcgure of the Church (p. 221). > e continues to suppory l'hi'
2 : - i 3 B
Culln:annx’:}:h ll'emﬂfks (art. cit., p. 284), there might be something
e, ;p anation of how the primacy persists, if the pr,‘,nj .“nn i Dr,
B b s eac] ing, f‘"d had not included the exercise of the s oy S
mi,ht bglvmg d]:,-msm{)s fhéft bound in heaven and on earth -(;Prclm{ el
ang stillee;:xcrzgt ]mg in it if Peter had “inspired” the whnle. Ncr\:g—;m’ i
-5 ;ve y g\lxdef] the reader to the true sense, But not ev: bl
iy Lu‘:e tt.hl:eterhwdl allow us to affirm, “Peter has spoken '!31\10: C;mho]ic
3 » & T - rougi 2
reads the Bible is'i);llfeyii(ig]"Il’.etcz't j: (S'llmply] et ClmS“&m‘] P\:,;:f;
MR ihe N . cwer. And surely to make the Petrine tex
in other wo:d‘: 'I;ZSK::tlent tls t:;] substitute for the person of Pﬂnlzrt;\xi ;:csn
: A urn to P iti ; Eiy
TR e Protestant position which Dr, Cullmann
5. This i i
S osnaogagevtl:cil.x must never.be lost sight of even for a moment j
or even in Syriac, but e L Lqrd did not address Peter in Latin or CreeE
Codex of the New Test;;e‘:]t-a’fngg'o( Sleg Edward F. Siegman, “The Yonan
; 3 , 18 [A; i ;
be a very widely distributed book, if pagt ik 1&?56] 1,51 ff.) In what will
Jehoval’s Witnesses have given the ’wo 1d e, e
translation of the New Testa orld a sadly misleading, pseudo-scientific
lengthy note s devoted . l:ent etlltltlec.l The Christian Greek Scriptures, A
4 anslafe: *Si v “Phter; andno :Xt[;‘iasnatxo; of Matthew 16:18, which they
i‘,’:::" In the note they point out t}:g: ;rastsw I will build up my congre-
o —Ppetra, rock-mass) do not both apply t ; Dot NG
repeated argument in the o );1 ] .eter,' Instead of belaboring this
gL, Y, they give it an aura of deep scholar-

(]]4“' ’[Il‘v“ us
y S natural ggop
Stories yyhs
hich
1chow Dersist
s=through (..

£0ing to a second; ; ich Jesus might h: ;

the Greek. In Sy;i.:};,s:‘s“: lé];e t;:w Syriac, which is HiolE & fffs’xﬂi'}if a;:oflf

:;:: capital of this fact, HoW:vee; ';111,?5 word for rock is feminine, and they

In ﬁ“:gy “b‘:‘}:t:}l}' 10 basis for distinlsgu?:lsinzuzni: kt;é;,m?ifc' an;ih tbe:]t: 1s
A 2 ay on words is ’pha from the other.

Sy cgf’fﬂ:’:athe zords as ﬂf;rf::ltl ?:n?nu;':' I‘l.”gut);!s(.: h}éere is Bur-

S e L

See Burney, The Poetry of oeﬂhn (masc.) ebne’ Jiknishs;

vahs Witnesses Translate th, ur Lord (1925), 117; J, Matting] i

6. S0 M. Meinents, Thostogy e et CBO 13 (1951, g

op. cit,, p, 681. > 8le des Neuen Testamentes, 1, 75; T. Salaverri,

(408 )

APPENDIX

7. See M. Meinertz, loc. cit.

8, See above, 1os. 55 and 65, and esp. notes B1-64,
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had the second person pronoun instead of the third. Rather, since he omitted

18b with its mention of the rock and of the Church, he had to Fhmge the
pronoun “it” to “thee” in order to make sense. This change,.requued by the
turn he gave the sentence, may have suggested itself to him 311_"-*:; mge
readily since, like other tators of ty, he i “b “ﬂe
gates of hell would not prevail against the ‘°°]_‘ on .Wh’d‘ the Ch‘m{ L’P £
instead of against the Church itself, and he ldenuﬁidl the‘ rock with Peter.
i Iuded against the text of verse 18
Hence nothing can be agi 5 . Tt tho DI
from St. Ephraem’s commentary. There is no serious evidence e

form which lacked 18b, and thus there‘is no external evi-
g:::e ha:n:inm.;]:e:xs (:o regard this clause as a later insertion into the verse.
2 shadow of a doubt that St.

i had proven beyond a
2!19 s 1‘,1 };,a:ngik, 5 did not read 18b, what would he have proven?

itted part

i ot that one father and one version of the G?spel omitts
ﬁ;m\z:'sethle&f;/hat possible conclusion would t.lus solitary instance permit us
to draw regarding the authenticity of the text in the face of its otherwise

universally attested integrity?
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nn. 7 and 10, 258, n. 20, 269, n. i
267, n. 6, 275, 277, n. 1, 285, 286,
287, n. 6, 326, 327, nn. 4 and k)
833, 334, 339, n. 2, 340, nn. 8 and
5, 392

Zeiller, xx

Zizzamia, xi, xxi, 17, n. 22

Zolli, 196
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General Index

A

Abercius of Hieropolis, 78
«pdoption of a bishop,” 323-24
Agatho, Pope, praises apostolic see for
its infallibility, 299
Ancient Eastern Christian sects, brief
sketch of, 171-77
Anglicanism, 31, 179-80
Anglicans, viewpoint of some on unity
of Church, 130
Aphraates, St., on primacy of Peter, 65
Apostles: jurisdiction of, 71-72; purely
personal privileges of, 39-40; two-
fold function of, 39; were they all
equal?, 71-72
Apostolic College, its authority estab-
lished by Christ, 32-35; objections
to this doctrine, 35-36
Apostolicity: as a mark of the Church,
see Mark of Apostolicity; notion of,
151; of a particular bishop, 152-3;
of Church, 151 ff.; of doctrine, 151;
of government, 151; of membership,
151
Archbishop, rank of, instituted by
Church, 322
Augustine, St.:
Church’s holi!:h b
bility of Church, X
cesgty of Church for salvation,
961-62; on primacy l;f lli’et"é :;_;6‘;'3
-Catholics, 3
salvation of non s

repudiates charge
harmful to State, 386; why name
“Catholic”  belongs 0 Roman

Church alone, 185

on bad Catholics vs.
ess, 198; on infalli-
7, 298; on ne-

B
Bad Catholics vs: Church’s holiness,

198 i
7 cause of incorporation
B sr.8; b. of water doss
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not suffice for membership, 240;
invalid b. does not suffice for mem-
bership, 240

Barnabas, St., was he an apostle?, 51,
n, 7

Basil, St., on divine origin of episco-
pacy, 45

Benedict XIV, on origin of episcopal
jurisdiction, 325

Bemnard, St., warns Eugene IIT that
pope is not the sole authority in the
Church, 283

Bishops and presbyters, see Presbyters
and bishops

“Bishop of bishops,” as title of pope,
281

“Bishop of the Catholic Church,” 281;
title of “universal bishop” rejected
by St. Gregory the Great, 286

Bishops: does their jurisdiction come
directly from God?, 324; do not
possess a twofold kind of jurisdic-
tion, 329; have ordinary jurisdiction
by divine right, 320; must be rati-
fied by pope to exercise jurisdiction,
323; historical objections against
this doctrine, 324; successors of
apostles, 40 fF.; their jurisdiction is
complete, but subordinate, 321

Bolgeni, claimed bishops have two
types of jurisdiction, 339, n. 1

Breviary, Roman, could it contain of-
fice of one not actually a saint?, 118

Buddhists, number of in world, 187

c
Calvin, as described by a modem
Drotstant, 192; on the marks of the
Church of Christ, 160 .
rejection of Calvin’s doctrine |
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predestination by present-day Cal-
vinist churches, 179
Canonization: differs from beatifica-
tion, 117; falls under scope of
Church’s infallibility, 117-18; no-
tion of, 117
h are not bers of the
Church, 24041
Catholic Church: statistics on, struc-
ture of, 181, 185, 186; verifies
marks of Christ’s Church, see Marks
of Christ’s Church; why non-Cath-
olics fail to recognize it as Christ’s
Church, 206-7
Catholicity, “absolute,” some day will
be achieved, 144-46; c. “by right,”
144; ¢. “in fact,” 144; mark of c.,
see: Marks of Christ's Church;
“moral” ¢., found in Church in
every age, 146-47; c. notion of, 143
Catholics: not intolerant, 267-68; bad
Catholics vs. Church’s holiness, 198
Charismatics and co-workers of apos-
tles, 36
Christ, head of the Church, see Mys-
tical Body of Christ
Clement of Rome, St., exercised the
pupal' primacy, 76; testifies that

provided for hierarchi

C:

Catholic consciences shown in }

teaching on, 37¢ Ci Riegeq '1(’r
876-77; conflicts between in '(I;IIIV:‘”I‘
affairs,” 864-69; Constitution U(f
Eire on, 381-82; delicacy of prob
lem of, 843; as distinct and inde-
pendent societies, 854-58; Leo Xlll';
teaching on, 349-51; medieval r‘(ln:
flicts between as viewed by Auguste
Comte, 867; medieval inqni:i(i.on
and its bearing on problem, 378 anq
878-379; notion of “Catholic State”
in discussion of, 849-350; note on
American  theological controversy
over, 372, 879; obligation of Cath-
olic State to profess Catholicism,
870-380; Pius XII on certain as-
pects of problem, 373, 878-79, 392~
93; “position of non-Catholics in a
Catholic state,” 374-382; value of
Leo XIII's teaching on, 389-93;
“where the ideal relationship be-
tween is unobtainable,” 882-87;
why non-Catholics cannot be ex-
pected to agree with Church’s
teaching on, 869-70

Churches: Orthodox, brief sketch of,
178-77; doctrinal unity of, 182; not

msnccession, 38-39

(Clement VI, defends infallibility of
Roman pontiff, 300

Church: bride of Christ, 219, 233, n.
'M;‘Bmad use of term, xxv; def-

inition of, xxvi; is the religion of

mﬁm E:::lcrete form, 22; its

g inction § synagogue in primi-

- tive Qliriiﬁahi!:y, 11; its origin ac-

E;a:-lg‘ and modern Prot-

6; the Mystical Body of
215-234 i

lous for converts, 183; Protestant,
statistics on membership, 135, 187

College of bishops, as successor to
College of apostles, 40 ff.

Comte, Auguste, on cause of medieval
conflicts between Church and State,
367

Council of Chalcedon, acknowledged
infallibility of Roman pontiff, 299;
an his primacy, 81-82; twenty-
eighth canon of as objection to
primacy, 82-83

Council of Constance, did it subordi-
nate popes to an ecumenical coun-
cil?, 285

Council of Constantinople, III, con-

7 dem’zlxed‘fl’?e Honorius, 305-307

o

spect for non-

ple, 1V, pro-
g?)ndsd belief in infallibility of pope,
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Council of Ephesus, acknowledged in-
fallibility of pope, 299; and his
primacy, 81

Council of Florence, did not teach
pope’s powers are limited by sacred
canons, 284; recognized infallibility
of pope, 301

Council of Lyons, II, acknowledged
infallibility of pope, 300-301

Cyprian, St., on primacy of Roman
pontiff, 65, 78; on infallibility of
Roman Church, 297

Cyril of Jerusalem, St., on the name
“catholic,” 143, n.

D

Deacons, 36

Decretals, see False Decretals

Discipline of Church, see General dis-
cipline of Church

E

Ecumenical council: list of, 337-89;
notion of, 332; pope alone has right
to convoke, 334; ratification of, 336;
requirements for, 333 ff.; what his-
tory discloses about emperors and
convocation of, 334-335

Ecumenical movement: how viewed
by Rome, 180

“Elders,” lay helpers of apostles, 36

Epi hical, its apostoli
origin, 43; its ultimate origin from
Christ, 44; notion of, 43

“Et tu aliquando conversus,” 296 and
311, n.6

Ex cathedra pronouncement: condi-
tions for, 291-94; notion of, 291

INDEX

Roman See,
and 90, n. 45

Facts, dogmatic: notion of, 112; object
of infallibility, 112-13

False Decretals of Pseudo-Isidore,
did not increase powers of papacy,
284

Fundamentalists, views on doctrinal
unity, 128

73-75; proof of 75

G
Galileo, case of, 308-309
Gallican Clergy, Declaration of, 282
“Gates of Hell,” meaning of, 87, 0. 10
General discipline of Church, notion
of, 114; object of infallibility, 115~
116

Gerson, admits papal infallibility ac-
knowledged everywhere prior to
Council of Constance, 302

Gifts, of Christ to Church, 223

Goal of the Church, 20

Gregory the GCreat, St., rejected title
of “universal bishop,” 286

H

Harnack, claims Matthew 16:13 f. a
later addition to Gospel, 86, n. 8;
impressed by testimonies of Clement
of Rome and Ignatius Martyr on the
primacy, 92, n. 51; on Peter's resi-
dence in Rome, 90, n. 45; praises
institution of sacraments, 211, n. 28

Heretics, public, are not members of
Church, 241; dispute over “occult”
heretics, 242-3

Hierarchical society, notion of, 31

Hindus, statistics on, 187

E: tes, are they b
of the Church?, 244 -
Extra ecclesiam nulla salus, “outside
the Church no salvation,” see also,
Necessity of Church for salvation

F
«Fact of Peter” (that Peter resided in
;t:)me as its bishop), connection of
with inseparability of primacy from
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iness: as mark of Christ's Church,
H?; Marks of Christ’s Church; of
charisms, 139; of means, 135-36;
of members, 136-87; various facets
of Church’s, 135 3
Honorius, did he err when speaking

ex cathedra?, 305; in what sense
was he condemned by Council

Constantinople, III?, 306-307
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1

Ignatius Martyr, St.: on the episco-
pacy, 41; on primacy of Roman
Church, 77; on viciousness of
schism, 129

Indestructibility of Church, 25 ff.; er-
rors on, 27; of Roman Church and
See, 276

Infallibility,

nature of: differs from revela-
tion and inspiration, 120; does not
exclude human study and effort,
120-121, 290; notion of, 102; refers
only to definitions, 104

——object of: and approbation of
religious orders, 116; and canoniza-
tion, 117; and dogmatic facts, 112;
and theological conclusions, 111;
and general discipline of Church,
114

persons endowed with: college

of bishops, 830; Roman pontiff,

290-291

proof of its existence, 104 ff.

Innocent III, on question of pope fall-
ing into heresy, 810, n, 5; possibility
;&pupe becoming formal heretic,

Irenaeus, St., on bishops as successors
of apostles, 41; on infallibility, 297;
on primacy of Roman Church, 77—
7‘8; on unity of faith, 127; on vi-
ciousness of schism, 129

J
Jansenists: modem, deny the primacy,

59; their viewpoint ’
Rl on Church’s

Jk;;e;iu&, and his book, “Augustinus,”
Jerome, St.: does he teach that priests

Were originally equal to bish,
45; o infallibility, i

107, 298; on

Egmnn:pcnufﬂ, 66

salem, on infallibility of
-

Drimacy of

| ermoneous view on
10, n. 4

Jews, statistics on, 187
Jurieu, his system on
articles” of belief, 128
Jurisdiction: differs from
orders, 48; notion of, 48
—of bishops: from whom re.
ceived, 324-325 i
of Roman pontiff; from whom
received, 276; its qualities, 280, use
of, subject to norms of ;
283
“Just, The,” not the only members of
the Church, 247

“hlml:uncntal

power of

prudence,

K

“Kingdom of God,” meaning of, 15, n,
12

L

“Lambs and sheep of Christ,” mean-
ing of, 63. See also Jurisdiction,
Primacy

Leo XIII: on Church as simultane-
ously a spiritual and visible society,
22; on proper relationship between
‘Church and State, 349 ff.; on unity
of the Church, 126, See also Church
and State

Lex orandi est lex credendi, 116

Liberius, did he err when speaking
ex cathedra?, 303-304

Liturgies, diversity of, does not de-
stroy Church’s unity, 129-130

Luke 22:81-82, explained and de-
fended in its traditional interpreta-
tion, 296 and 811, n, 6

Luther, sensed keenly lack of apos-
tolicity in Reformation churches,
240, n. 19; brief description of by a
modern Protestant, 192

Lutheranism, original tenets of, 178

M
i , of Church, established by
Christ, 82 fF.; of bishops, extent and
value, 321-22

M.
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Maistre, de, states enemies of Church
know where to strike, 211, n. 26

Maldonatus, on not misunderstanding
meaning of “one flock and one
shepherd,” 148, n. 5. See also Cath-
olicity

Marks of Christ’s Church: abstract
discussion of, 158-167; application
to various Christian Churches, 181—
207;

_considered abstractly: notion
of, 159; laid down by Catholics,
161-65; laid down by non-Cath-
olics, 160-61; whether one mark
alone suffices to identify Christ’s
Church, 165

considered  individually: of

“apostolicity,” meaning of, 164; of

“catholicity,” meaning of, 164; of

“holiness,” meaning of, 162-3; of

“unity,” meaning of, 162

if discernible why not recog-

nized by sincere non-Catholics,

206-207

applied to Christian Churches:
“Apostolicity” is found in Roman
Catholic Church, 190 ff.; is not
found in Orthodox or Protestant
Churches, 188 ff.

“Catholicity,” is found in Roman
Catholic Church, 184 ff; is mnot
found in Orthodox or Protestant
Churches, 181 ff.

“Holiness” is found in Roman
Catholic Church, 195 ff.; is not
found in Orthodox or Protestant
Churches, 191 ff.

“Unity” is found in Roman Catholic
Church, 184 ff.; is not found in
Orthodox or Protestant Churches,
181 ff.

Marmontel, praises practice of con-
fession, 211, n. 25 oy -

logy, Roman, can have n
Mi'ftﬁﬁnsfiym appear therein, 128, n.

20 )
Means, necessity of, see “Necessity

of means Vs. necessity of precept”
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Members of the Church: conditions
for membership, 236-39; who are
members, 237 ff.; who are not mem-
bers, 239-245

Membership in Church, corollary:
babies baptized by heretical sects
are members of Roman Catholic
Church, 245; objections to Church’s
doctrine on, from patristic writings,
250-252

Michael Caerularius, broke away from
college of apostolic pastors, 188-89

Mission, extraordinary: whether “ex-
traordinary mission” to reform
Church, is possible, 154

“Mixed affairs,” discussion of, 364
369; conflict over, 364-89; notion
of, 356

Mohammedans, statistics on, 187

Mystical Body of Christ: apparent
neglect of doctrine till recent times,
216; Church as continuation of
Christ in the world, 227-29; co-
extension of concepts “Mystical
Body” and “Church,” 229-30; dia-
gram of likenesses and differences
between mystical body and moral
or physical bodies, 223; explanation
of the analogy of, 220-223; Holy
Spirit as soul of, 224-225

proof of doctrine: from words

of Christ, 217; from fathers of

Church, 218-19; from magisterium

of Church, 219-220; from St. Paul,

17-18

g term and its significance, 222~

93; theological label for doctrine of,
G

._—21 where analogy between “soul”

and Holy Spirit breaks down, 225

N
N ity of Church for salvation:
%gﬂﬁ.dﬂchﬁgﬂi

the Church no salvation” in rela-
tion to, 265-266; proof of doctrine

l
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on, 261-264; theological terminol-
ogy used in discussion of, 256-57;
“tolerance” and its relation to the
doctrine on, 266-268; salvation of
non-Catholics and, 262-63 and
265-66
“Necessity of means vs. necessity of
precept”: meaning of terms, 256-
258
Non-Catholics: cannot be expected to
agree with Church’s doctrine on
Church and State, 369-370; position
of, in Catholic State, 374-382; pos-
sibility of salvation for, 262-63 and
265-66; why so many sincere, fail
to recognize Christ's own Church,
206-207

o
Orders, see Power of orders
Orthodox Church: does it have real
unity of belief, 182-83; its long-
time spiritual paralysis, 191; signs
of new life in, 191

P
Pallium, what it signifies, 322-23
Parish pastor, office of, not of divine
origin, 327
Patriarch, rank of, ecclesiastical in
origin, 322
&::;t St., ualh an apostle, 51, n, 7; is
equal to Peter, 72; withstood
Peter to his face, 70,-71 E
' N, }xo]dx it possible for

to

his face by St Paul, s :
honored, 64; the rock ()[73;3&%””
61, 65 and Appendix Sy
Peter's residence in Rome:
by non-Catholic scholars, 90, n, 45,
corroborated by recent nrchlmc. :
logical findings, 90-91, p, 46 .
Pius IX, on necessity of belongi;
the Church, 259-260, 265:]%:gl1::
temporal sovereignty of pop,
05, and 813915 T T 194
Pius XI, his solution of the “Roman
Question,” 313, 315
Pius XII: on Church and State, 349,
350, 378, 376-79, 383-85, 392—93-’
on jurisdiction of bishops, 326; or;
membership of Church, 236, 239,
241, 245; on Mystical Body, 219~
20, 221, 223-24, 297, 238, n, 23;
on necessity of Church for salvation,
255, 260; on presence of sinners in
Church, 248-49
Pope, see Roman pontiff
Power of orders: differs from power
of jurisdiction, 48-49; notion of,
48; often described as power of “the
ministry,” 49
Predestined, the, are not all members
of the Church; nor are they its only
members, 247
Presbyters and bishops, comparison of,
40, 52, n. 20, 54, n. 28
Priesthood of laity, 35
Priestly powers, conferred on apostles
by Christ, 32
Primacy of Peter, conferred on Peter,
62-63; continued in bishop of
Rome, 74; destined to last through
ages, 72-74; is it separable from
Roman See?, 278; its power and
nature, 279 ff.; notion of, 60; was
promised to Peter, 61; what kind of
law annexes it to See of RomeP,
27475
“Princes of the Apostles,” meaning of,

admitteq

72
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forts, 183, 208-209, n. 13; origin
of the name, 177; three original
branches of, 177; see also Church,
Marks of Christ's Church
Protestants: and Bible-reading, 195;
and claim of “superiority” of
Protestant nations, 203 ff.
differences between original
and modern, 161, 177-178, 179, 195
-many lead exemplary lives,
191; statistics on number of, 180-
181, 187
and ecumenical movements,
how viewed by Rome, 180
Pseudo-Isidore, false decretals of, 284
Puseyites, their view of Church’s in-
fallibility, 103

Reformation, did not bring about im-
provement in morals, 192, 210, n.
23

Reformers, were not exceptionally
holy, 192

Religion of Christ, not separable from
church in which it is embodied, 22

Religions of world, statistics on, 180—
81, 186, 187

Religious orders, as indirect object
of infallibility, 116-117; notion of,
116; statistics on, 199-200

Roman Church: connection of primacy
with Roman See, 273; indestructi-
bility of, 276

Roman congregations are not infal-
lible, 291; example of, in Galileo
case, 308-309

Roman pontiff, his civil

Roman See, its imperishability, 276

Rule of faith, meaning of, 121; which
one are all bound to follow?, 122

Russian Orthodox Church: its enslave-
ment to political government, 191;
statistics on and structure of, 174-
175

S

Sanctity, see Holiness

Saints and beatified: huge numbers of
produced by Church, 201; impos-
sibility of calculating number of,
201

Schism, Western, see Western Schism

Schismatics, notion of, 239-240; not
members of Church, 243, 245-46;
still belong to Church by law and
obligation, 246

Separation of Church and State, see
Church and State

Sinners, presence of, in Church no
argument against its holiness, 138—
139 and 198

Society: kinds of, 31; Church is a
hierarchical, 31; Church is a mon-
archical, 59; Church is not an aristo-
cratic, 59; Church is not a society
of equals, 31

“Soul and body of Church,” does not
mean two churches, 225-26

“Soul of Church,” Holy Spirit as, 224
995; where analogy breaks
295

State and its relations with the
Church, see Church and Stn‘h .

318; is infallible, 289 ff.; power and
nature of his primacy, 279 ff;
source of his jurisdiction, 276; rela-
tionship of, to an ecumenical coun-
cil, 233-36; what would happen if
he fell into heresy, 294; when in-
fallible, 291 fi; why he invokes
authority of both Peter and Paul,

83
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istics: on n: i”
180-181, 187; on morality, can be
used only with extreme caution,
166, n. 6

Successor, meaning of, 40

<




whether it possessed an infallible
08

T
, his judgment on papal in-
ty, 302
nporal ty: no criterion of
value of a religion, 203 ff.; is Prot-
‘estantism more conducive to, than
E Catholicism?, 204-205
3 “Three Chapters,” the, and papal in-
fallibilty, 113, 304
Theological conclusion, as an object of

L infallibility, 111
“Tolerance, Canon Bell on nonsensical
: mﬁmof 267; notion and kinds of,
term “dogmatic” t. dis-
some modern theologians,

admits tradition heavily
octrine of papal infallibility,
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u

Unity of Church, various f,
126-131 e

.

“Vicar of Christ on earth,” notion, 60

Vigilius, did he err when speaking ex
cathedra?, 304

Virgilius, his doctrine on existence of
the Antipodes, 307-308

Visibility of Church, 12 ff,

Voltaire praises practice of confession,
211, n, 25

w

Western Schism, how is it compatible
with unity of Church?, 131

z

Zacharias, did he err when speaking
ex cathedra?, 307-308
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