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Introduction

The Second Vatican Council was the most significant event of the
century for the Roman Catholic Church. There is perhaps no better
example of the way in which, within a broad religious tradition charac-
terized by profound continuities, so much real change is possible.
Over the last few decades the Roman Catholic Church has already
reaped the fruit of the renewal initiated by the council. This is evident
in the flourishing of lay ministries, a more active participation of all
the baptized in the life of the Church, a greater appreciation of the
Bible among Catholics, a reinvigoration of liturgical life, a more pro-
found sense of our real if imperfect communion with non-Catholic
Christian traditions, and a more positive engagement with the issues
and concerns of the world at large.

Since the council, Church authority itself has experienced renewal.
Vatican Il nudged the Church away from a more autocratic and pa-
pocentric exercise of authority to one that was more collegial and
consultative in character. This new direction was reflected in a num-
ber of important developments after the council. In 1965 Pope Paul
VI established the world synod of bishops in the motu proprio, Apos-
tolica sollicitudo,! thereby providing an institutional structure that
could put into action council teaching on episcopal collegiality. Re-
gional episcopal conferences, newly empowered by Vatican 11, took
on ever-greater pastoral initiatives. Within the local Churches pas-
toral and presbyteral councils were often enthusiastically established.
And in the pontificate of Paul VI there were hints of a new way of ex-
ercising ecclesial authority. Rather than acting peremptorily on the
question of artificial contraception, the Pope first established a study
commission, which included the laity in its membership. Decades

'"Apostolica sollicitudo, AAS 57 (1965) 775-80.
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later the American bisheps would make (his kind of consultation a
permanent feature of the process by which they developed pastoral
letters. Pope John Paul 1 refused a papal coronation, symbol of the
imperial and monarchical trappings that had for centuries obscured
the role of the bishop of Rome as servant of the servants of God
(servus servorum Dei). Pope John Paul 11 dispensed with the use of
the papal “we” in ecclesiastical documents. Indeed, in his Crossing
the Threshold of Hope, the Church’s first Polish pope warned of the
danger of misunderstanding the sometimes lofty titles attributed to
the bishop of Rome.2 Finally, cne must acknowledge the important
efforts made by both Paul VI and John Paul If toward curial reform.3
Yet in spite of real progress many of these developments have not
fulfilled their original promise. While Paul VI established the world
synod of bishops, the synod was not granted deliberative power, as
many bishops at the council had hoped. The authority of episcopal
conferences has been challenged by the Roman curia. Pastoral coun-
cils, eagerly established in the 1960s and 1970s, have (oo oflen been
marginalized in the 1980s and 1990s. Symbolic gestures suggesting a
renewed vision of ecclesial authority have frequently been under-
mined by undue curial interventions in matlers pertaining to local
Churches, questionable litmus tests for the appointment of Church of-
ficeholders, and an intolerance for responsible theological dissent. It
is difficult to avoid the conclusion that, in spite of important devel-
opments, the ecclesiological renewal brought about by the council
has been only partially realized in the area of Church authority.
Recent papal actions suggest that the time may now be ripe for
attending more directly to questions of ecclesial authority. As we ap-
proach the coming Jubilee Year celebrating two millennia of Chris-
tianity, John Paul II has focused his considerable energies on the
cause of Christian unity. In his 1994 apostolic letter reflecting on the
coming jubilee, the Pope sought a fuller implementation of the teach-
ing of Vatican II and a renewed commitment to Christian ecumen-
ism.¢ Six months later came an apostolic letter on Roman Catholicism’s

John Paul 11, Crossing the Threshold of Hope (New York: Knopfl, 1994)
4-14,

'Cf. Regimini Ecclesiae universae, AAS 59 (1967) 885-928; Pustor bonus,
AAS 80 (1988) 841-932,

‘John Paul II, “As the Third Millennium Draws Near” (Tertio millennio ad-
veniente), Origins 24 (November 24, 1994) nos. 20, 34.
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relationship to the Churches of the East.5 Less than a month after that
came a major encyclical on ecumenism. In that encyclical the Pope
specifically called for a further study of five fundamental topics with
a view toward achieving a “true consensus of faith” (UU 79). The
fourth of these topics was “the magisterium of the church, entrusted
to the pope and the bishops in communion with him, understood as a
responsibility and an authority exercised in the name of Christ for
teaching and safeguarding the faith.” Later in the encyclical he sin-
gled out the problematic issue of papal primacy, noting the obstacle
to formal Christian unity it represents. In a remarkable gesture the
Pope committed himself to finding a way to exercise that primacy,
which is “open to a new situation,” and invited other Church leaders
and theologians to join in a dialogue with the goal of surmounting
this ecumenical obstacle (UU 95).

In this volume I have tried to combine two central features in the
Pope’s agenda for the Jubilee Year preparation: a fuller implementa-
tion of the teaching of Vatican 1l and a reassessment of ecclesial
teaching authority. I do not propose some wholly new, constructive
theology of teaching authority. Rather I have set for myself the more
limited task af reconsidering the nature and exercise of doctrinal
teaching authority in the Roman Catholic Church in the light of three
basic theological insights or principles that emerged out of Vatican 1L
They are as follows:

1. Vatican Il taught that the Church, that is, the whole people of
God, has been addressed by the word of God, incarnate in Jesus
Christ and dwelling in the Church by the power of the Holy Spirit.
The council’s personalist theology of divine revelation stood in con-
trast to a more propositional view of divine revelation which under-
stood revelation primarily as a collection of doctrinal statements. In
the theology of Vatican II, Jesus Christ, as both the mediator and sum
of divine revelation, is God's personal address to not only the whole
Church but the whole human race. Firmly rejected is the view that
God communicates divine revelation primarily to the hierarchy, who
then transmit that revelation to the rest of the Church. Rather, the
word of God emerges within the whole Church through a complex set
of ecclesial relationships in which all the baptized, professional theo-
logians, and the college of bishops play important roles.

*John Paul II, “The Light of the Bast” (Orientale lumen) Origins 25 (May
18, 1995) 1-13.
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9 The Church is a communion, a sacramental sign and instrument
of communion with God and the unity of the whole human race (cl.
LG 1). The vision of the Church developed at Vatican Il represented
2 decisive move away from an excessively institutional view of the
Church and toward an ecclesiology grounded in the concept of com-
munion, which, as we shall see in chapter 1, has its roots in the bib-
lical notion of keinonia. Koinonia, or “communion,” as a concepl,
underlies many different metaphors and images ol the Church (e.g.,
body of Christ, vine and branches). It is an elastic concept oriented
toward the idea of participation and relationship. It suggests that the
Church is constituted by a set of relationships that possess a parlicu-
lar character. Furthermore, as Waller Kasper has observed, “the com-
munion of the Church is prefigured, made possible, and sustained by
the communion of the Trinity.® Consequently, one can say with
Bruno Forte that the Church is an “icon of the Trinity.”? That is to say
that the life of communion actualized in the life of the Church medi-
ates the life of Trinitarian communion. If this assertion is valid, it fol-
lows that all ecclesial relationships will be governed by principles
drawn from theological reflection on the triune life of God. This
means that, as with the Trinitarian relations, all ecclesial relations
will be 1) egalitarian yet differentiated and 2) mutual and reciprocal.

This has significant implications, needless to say, for the exercise of

power and authority in the Church.

3. The universal Church is realized and manifested in the local
Churches. Vatican 11 took important if only initial steps away [rom
the highly pyramidical and institutional view of the Church that
dominated Catholic theology in varying degrees from the Council of
Trent to the mid-twentieth century. No longer would the universal
Church be seen as a large corporale structure subdivided into eccle-
sial units with bishops functioning as little more than vicars of the
pope. Vatican II recovered an ancient theology of the local Church
that viewed the universal Church not as an institutional superstructure
but as the communio ecclesiarum, the communion of local Churches.
Similarly, it explicitly affirmed that bishops function not as delegates
of the pope but as themselves vicars of Christ responsible for pastor-
ing those local Churches.

“Walter Kasper, Theology and Church (New Yaork: Crossroad, 1989) 152.
"Bruno Forte, L' Eglise: Icone de la Trinité (Paris: Médiaspaul, 1985).
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I believe that these three insights, developed in varying degrees in
the documents of Vatican lI, provide the foundation for a theology of
teaching authority that is both faithful to our doctrinal tradition and
responsive to the unique situation of the Roman Catholic Church as
it looks to the beginning of its third millennium of existence.

The focus of this book is on the doctrinal teaching authority of the
ecclesiastical magisterium. While it is the responsibility of every bap-
tized believer to pass on the faith, it is the particular task of the bish-
ops, under the headship of the bishop of Rome, to pass on the faith
authoritatively in doctrinal form. This volume will examine the rela-
tionship between the broader teaching responsibility of the whole
Church and the particular task of authoritatively proclaiming the faith
as doctrine which is the special responsibility of the Church’s bish-
ops under the headship of the bishop of Rome.

The structure of this book is largely drawn from the traditional
threefold distinction between the subject of doctrinal teaching, the
object of doctrinal teaching, and the exercise or act of doctrinal teach=
ing. However, the developments of the Second Vatican Council re-
mind us of the importance of a fourth category, namely the reception
of doctrinal Church teaching by the whole people of God. While this
structure offers the advantage of considering the Church’s doctrinal
teaching authority from several different perspectives, it will be im-
possible to avoid a certain overlap of material.

Part 1 consislsl of two chapters that explore the subject of doctrinal
teaching authority. Chapter 1 addresses the Church itself, the con-
crete, historical subject of Church teaching (as Yves Congar re-
m_inde(l us, it is the Holy Spirit who is the transcendent subject),®
giving special consideration to the ecclesiological contributions of
Vatican II. In the second chapler attention shifts to the formal subject
of doctrinal teaching, the college of bishops, often referred to today
as the ecclesiastical or hierarchical magisterium. In this chapter I will

consider the ecclesiological opportunities for a renewed ministry of
the college of bisheps with the pope as its head, in the light of the
teaching of Vatican II.

Part 2 is concerned with the object of Church teaching, namely, the
word of God. Chapter 3 explores the broad outlines of a theology of
revelation reflected in Vatican II's Dogmatic Conslitution on Divine

*For Congar’s treatment of the subject of tradition, see The Meaning of
Tradition {(New York: Hawthorn, 1964) 48-78.
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Revelation, Dei verbum. A consideration of the diverse functions of
creedal statements in the early Church will provide a helpful horizon
for understanding the functions of dogma/doctrine in the Church
today. Chapter 4 attends (o the way in which the Roman Catholic tra-
dition acknowledges a real gradation in Church teaching; not all
Church doctrine possesses the same degree of authority or is related
to the word of God in the same way.

Part 3 addresses the important cluster of issues connected with the
manner of exercising doctrinal teaching authority in the Church. Con-
sequently, in chapter 5 I explore the unique shape of ecclesial au-
thority suggested in the life and teaching of Jesus of Nazareth. In that
chapter I also explore the way in which the Holy Spirit assists the au-
thoritative teachers of the Church in the performance of their min-
istry. Chapters 6 and 7 correspond to the traditional distinction
between the ordinary and the extraordinary magisteria and consider
in some detail the concrete forms of exercise of those different modes
of doctrinal teaching.

In Part 4 1 devole two chapters, 8 and 9, to those questions con-
nected with ecclesial and personal reception of the Church’s doctri-
nal teaching. Where chapter I begins with the whole Church, which
is in some sense a teaching Church, chapters 8 and 9 bring us back to
the whole Church as a learning Church. How does the whole Church
make Church doctrine its own? Finally, in the Conclusion I end with
a brief reflection on the future of the Church’s teaching ministry.

While I have written this book for a broad readership, some of the
material does explore questions of a relatively technical character. I
have tried to keep these (echnical discussions to a minimum while
providing adequate documentation for scholars in the notes. Many
important questions could not be considered, nor could every view on
a given matter be represented. T have also included at the end of each
chapter a select bibliography of English language resources for the
nonspecialist interested in pursuing a particular topic in more depth.

While it is my hope that this book might contribute in some small
way to further scholarly discussion of (he subject matter, I'have a par-
ticular interest in aiding ministry students and the many faithful
Catholics in pastoral ministry, ordained and nonordained, who desire
a better grasp of the nature of the Church’s doctrinal teaching au-
thority. It is only when the Church’s pastoral ministers adequately
understand the nature and exercise of the Church’s doctrinal teaching
authority that they themselves can faithfully echo God’s word. I be-
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lieve there is also a real value in all the baptized having a more de-
veloped sense of the character of doctrinal teaching and its place in
the faith of the believer. A healthy exercise of doctrinal teaching au-
thority will occur only when the whole Church recognizes itself as
both a teaching and learning Church. Finally, 1 am convinced that
there can be little further progress toward formal Christian unity until
we Roman Catholics have considered more fully a number of inter-
nal questions regarding the nature and exercise of doctrinal teaching
authority in the Church. I hope that this volume will provide a mod-
est contribution toward the discussion of those questions.

In conclusion, I would like to acknowledge the many who have as-
sisted me in this project. I should begin by thanking Mark Twomey
and the editorial and marketing staff at The Liturgical Press for doing
everything that was necessary to bring this work to print. To those
who read versions of this manuscript I owe a special thanks: Nancy
Dallavalle, Sandra Derby, Michael Fahey, Mark Miller, Thomas
OMeara, and Donna Teevan: Mary Hurter provided helpful input at
the early stages of this project. My colleagues at the University of St.
Thomas School of Theology, Chester Borski, Louis Brusatti, Jack
Gallagher, Sandra Magie, Sedn Charles Martin, and Michael Proku-
rat have been most helpful conversation partners. Special thanks must
go to the University of St. Thomas for providing supplemental re-
search funds. Sean Horrigan, who worked for one semester as a re-
search assistant, deserves thanks for his generosity and good humor
in undertaking some of the less-appealing tasks associated with
bringing any manuscript to publication. The contributions of the stu-
dents who have taken my courses in ecclesiology, revelation and faith
and the docul_ﬁenls of Vatican II have found their way into these pages
as their questions and probings have done much to clarify my own
thought. Finally, I owe a special debt of gratitude to my wife, Diana
Horadam Gaillardetz, who had to stand by and watch as an originally
modest summer project grew over a period of three years to eat up
more family time than it ought. That she, with amazingly few excep-
tions, sustained an attitude of support and patience is a much greater
credit to her than this book is to me.
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The Renewal of Ecclesiology
at the Second Vatican Council

Pope John XXIII took much of the Church by surprise when,
within months of his papal election, he announced plans for a new
ecumenical council. Both ecclesiastical insiders and professional
Valican watchers were largely caught off guard. The crucial question
for many concerned the actual agenda of the council. Some immedi-
ately saw in a new ecumenical council the opportunity to remake the
face of the Church in accord with the more enlightened values of
modernity.' Others saw it as an opportunity to condemn the evils of
communism and dangerous theological developments occurring
within the Church.? The Pope did not immediately show his hand, but
as the council approached he spoke more insistently of the need for
an aggiornamento, a bringing-up-to-date of the Church. This theme
was affirmed in his address at the opening of the council. On that oc-
casion he stated that the purpose of the council was not simply to re-
state and defend Church teaching. Rather, the times demanded a new
exploration of Church teaching in order to better address the chal-
lenges of the age. One must distinguish, he insisted, between the sub-
stance of the deposit of faith and its manner of presentation. He also
challenged the delensive posture that had gripped the Church for well

"This view would be reflected in the optimistic agenda for a council of-
fered by Hans Kiing in The Council and Reunion (London: Sheed & Ward,
1961).

*Cardinal Ottavianni, prefect of the Holy Office and a key player in the
events of the council, was noled for pushing this more conservative agenda.

3
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over a century. Where in the past the Church was quick to cond(imn
dangerous or even erroneous positions, now the Church must use “the
medicine of mercy.” The Church must learn to persuade the world of
the truth of the gospel.! .

The significant contributions of Vatican I may be attributed to both
this call for an aggiornamento and the contributions of many French
and German Catholic theologians during the 1940s and 1950s. These
theologians were engaged in what came to be known as ressource-
ment theology,* a return to biblical and patristic sources as an alter-
native to the often rigid and ahistorical nco-Scholastic theology that
had dominated modern Catholicism. The significant ecclesiological
shifts that transpired over the course of the council were the product
of these twin tasks of aggiornamento and ressourcement. These ec-
clesiological shifts will serve as the starting point for my ret?onf;idcr-
ation of the nature and exercise of doctrinal teaching authority in the

~ Church. While it will not be possible to consider all the important
topics addressed at the council, it will be necessary to I'(?VJ‘C}V, at lcas
briefly, some of the more important elements in the council’s ecclesi-
ological renewal.

The Ecclesiological Renewal of Vatican 11

In a sense, all the documents of Vatican IT were concerned wﬁth ec-
clesiology. However, in this chapter I will focus on the most impor-
tant ecclesiological document of the council, the Dogmatic Constitution
on the Church, Lumen gentiwun. The preparatory draft on the Chuth
was, like many of the preparatory drafts, reflective of lh.e preconcil-
iar, neo-Scholastic theology generally taught in seminaries. The em-
phasis was on an institutional structure that presuppo.se@ a rigid
distinction between clergy and laity and considered the mission of the
Church in light of the siege mentality that had become p1:evalent. T!w
principal mission of the Church was to defend itsell against the. ev:.ls
of Protestantism, secularism, communism, and indeed, modernity it-

"These themes were all developed in his address at the opening of the
council. For an English translation of the text of that address see, Floyd An-
derson, ed., Council Daybook, Sessions I and 2 (Washinglon: NCWC, 1965)
25-29.

“For Yves Congar’s classical articulation of ressourcement, the return o
sources in the study of the Church, see his Vrai et fausse réforme dans
l'Eglise (1950; reprint Paris: Cerf, 1969) 301-17.
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self. During the first session of the council Bishop de Smedt of
Bruges summarized well the shortcomings of this draft when he ac-
cused it of triumphalism, clericalism, and juridicalism.’ The bishops
eventually sent the draft back to committee for a comprehensive
rewrite.

The subsequent draft was quite different from the original. It
largely eschewed neo-Scholastic language in favor of a description of
the Church that drew considerably from both Scripture and the early
Church writers. Strikingly absent was the preparatory draft’s preoc-
cupation with matters of institutional structure; the second draft pre-
sented the Church as an event of divine grace. As the constitution
took shape, the bishops abandoned any attempt at producing a rigor-
ously systematic ecclesiological tract of the kind common to the
manuals. The council members instead chose to explore a rich plu-

rality of images and concepts in order to highlight key aspects of the
life of the Church.

The Trinitarian Foundations of the Church

In the preparatory draft, the first chapter of the constitution on the
Church was entitled “The Nature of the Church Militant.” In the final
form of the constitution the first chapter is entitled “The Church as
Mystery.” The shift from the category of nature to that of mystery in-
dicates the turn away from a long-standing preconciliar emphasis on
law and institutional structure. Four centuries earlier Martin Luther
had drawn on Augustine’s distinction between the visible and the in-
visible Church to relativize the former in favor of the latter. After two
centurics of corruption and abusc in many of the Church’s visible
structures, it was not surprising that Luther and the other reformers
would downplay the significance of these structures. Ecclesiastical
law, sacraments, and offices, Luther contended, could have only a
functional value. It is also not surprising that Roman Catholicism
would react to thi§ by defending precisely those visible aspects of the
Church that were under attack. The great Catholic apologists like
Robert Bellarmine insisted that the visible attributes of the Church in
its law and hierarchical structure were integral to the Church’s true
identity. Certainly Bellarmine and others never denied the transcendent

*‘Gérard Philips, “History of the Constitution,” in Commentary on the
Documents of Vatican I, ed. Herbert Vorgrimler (New York: Crossroad,
1989) 1:109. ’
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inner reality of the Church, but their fundamentally defensive posture
did, over time, lead to its neglect.

The rejection of the initial preparatory draft on the Church re-
flected the council members’ determination to reassert th.at' the rt.:allly
of the Church goes beyond its structures and lav?'s to pammpa.te in .the
ineffable presence of God. Drawing on St. Cyprian, the c.oun.ul writes
that the Church “appears as ‘a people made one by the unity of the
Father and the Son and the holy Spirit”™” (LG 4).f Tl?e innermost re:al—
ity of the Church, its participation in the triune life of God, shifts
from background to foreground. _

As Karl Rahner emphasized in his theology, God’s }ﬂyslcfy is not
a mystery in the sense of a puzzle to be solv_cd.; God is not mysvt‘ery
simply because of human limitations. The divine mystery refers to
God’s being precisely as incomprehensible.* To speak ‘of God as
absolute mystery is to make a claim not about human hmt.ude but
about God. In this context, to describe the Church as mystery 1s Lo say
that the Church too is ineffable, a spiritual reality that cannot be re-
duced to ils visible structure. The Church’s reality_m_ust be L}nder-
stood in the light of God's saving work through Christ and in lh.e
Spirit. The Church shares in the mystery of God to the .extent t.h;u it
participates in God’s saving work on behall of hu'mulnk:nd. Through
Christ and by the power ol the Spirit we are 'mv:led _to_ become
adopted sons and daughters of God. This invitation to divine com-
munion is offered through the mediation of the Church. “Lumen gen-
tium declares that the primordial elements of the Chu.rc].1 are not

structures, laws, doctrines, sacraments, or hierarchica[.mlmslers, but
the mysterious presence at its core of the God who is u.'ume commun-
ion and who calls men and women to communion W!:ﬂ.] one anolh.er
and with God.” The Church is not an autonomous entity; ratf'ler, its
very existence depends on its relationship to God through Christ and

in the Spirit.

Unless otherwise specified, I will be using the English translation of.lhc
conciliar texts taken from Norman Tanner, ed., Decrees of the Ecumenical
Councils (Washington: Georgetown Univ. Press, 1990).

"Walter Kasper, Theology and Church (New York: Cross:.'oad, 1989) 1,5_1.

3See Karl Rahner, “The Concept of Mystery in Catholic Theology,” in
Theological Investigations (Baltimore: Helicon, 1966) 4:36—73‘, N .

"Michael G. Lawler and Thomas J. Shanahan, Church: A Spirited Com-
munion (Collegeville: The Liturgical Press, 1995) 6.

The Renewal of Ecclesiology at the Second Vutican Council 7
The Church as Sacrament

While the Church is a transcendent, spiritual reality that partici-
pates in the divine life of God, it is also a historical reality. It is visi-
ble, tangible—it exists in space and time. This visibility was in fact
what the ecclesiologists of the Counter Reformation wished to pre-
serve in their description of the Church as a socieras perfecta, a per-
fect society. The visible elements of the Church did not possess a
mere {unctional value, they signified or manifested the spiritual real-
ity of the Church. However, the Church as societas perfecta also sug-
gested an ahistorical and static perspective. Consequently, the council
members chose to avoid this image. Instead, its positive contributions
to ecclesiology were integrated into a concept that would play a more
significant role at the council, namely the understanding of the
Church itself as sacrament.

In the Catholic tradition sacraments are visible signs that effect or
mediate God’s transforming grace. As such, sacraments possess an
outer and an inner dimension." They are finite, visible realities (the
outer dimension) that mediate divine mystery (the inner dimension).
Insofar as they are sacraments, the outer dimension of the sacraments
stand in relation to or serve the inner dimension. The council fathers
used the language of sacramental theology to express this joining of
the visible/historical and transcendent aspects (or, the outer and inner
dimensions) of the Church. “[T]he church is in Christ as a sacrament
or instrumental sign of intimate union with God and of the unity of
all humanity™ (LG 1). The long-standing restriction of the term
“sacrament” to the seven sacraments of the Church gave way before
this claim that the Church itsell was inherently sacramental. It is the
visible, human dimension of the Church that becomes the efficacious
sign of God’s saving presence in human history." This understanding
highlights the proper relationship between the Church’s outer, his-
torical reality—the realm of human activity, institution, structure, of-
fice, law, and doctrine—and the inner reality of the Church as a

"This paragraph draws on the helpful treatment of this topic in Lawler and
Shanahan, Church, 38-472.

"The council members again were influenced by the work of Karl Rahner
along with that of Otto Semmelrath. Both theologians had written of the
Church as a “primordial sacrament.” See Karl Rahner, The Church and the
Sacraments (New York: Crossroad, 1963); Otto Semmelroth, Church and
Sacrament (Notre Dame: Fides, 1965).
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participation in the mystery of the triune life of God. The visible di-
mensions of the Church are not functionalized, yet neither are they
seen as ultimate realities in themselves. The visible humanity of the
Church is not opposed to or even paired with the Church’s transcend-
ent inner reality; rather, the humanity of the Church itself opens out
into that transcendent reality.

The Church as Communion

It is as a sacrament, a visible and effective sign of the divine life
offered to humanity, that the Church draws the believer into commun-
ion with God. This notion of “communion” played a central role in
the ecclesiology of the council. Pope John Paul II, in his apostolic ex-
hortation “On the Laity,” alfirmed the judgment of the 1985 extraor-
dinary synod when it referred to the notion of communion as the
central and fundamental idea of Vatican IL'" Even when the term
“communion” does not itself appear, a careful reading of the princi-
pal conciliar decuments suggests that the concept was among the
most influential at the council.” The council retrieved this notion of

RChristifideles laici, Origins 18 (February 9, 1989) 570 (no. 19).

"The council was indebled to several important studies on the biblical and
patristic concept of communion: Jérdme Hamer, The Church Is a Contmun-
" ion (New York: Sheed & Ward, 1964); Ludwig Hertling, Coummnif): Church
and Papacy in Early Christianity (Chicago: Loyola, 1972, origmnlly. ap:
peared in German in 1943); Yves Congar, “Notes sur les mots ‘confession,
‘église,” et ‘communion,”™ Irénikon 23 (1950) 3-36; idem,“‘Dc la' commu-
nion des églises & une ecclésiologic de 1'église universelle,” in L'épiscopat et
I'église universelle, ed. Yves Congar and B.-D. Dupuy (Paris: Cerf, ]9§G)
227-60; M.-J. Guillou, Mission et unité. Les exigences de la communion
(Paris: Cerf, 1960). Since the council the literature has grown considerably.
For some of the more significant works see Lawler and Shanahan, Church;
Medard Kehl, Die Kirche: Eine katholische Ekklesiologie (Wiirzburg: Echu‘:r
Verlag, 1992); Hervé-Marie Legrand, Julio Manzanares, and Antonio Garefa
y Garefa, eds., [glesias y catolicidad: Actas del Cologuio infer.'m('fmm!. ("e{c-
brado en Salamanca, 2-7 abril, 199/, (Salamanca: Universidad Pontificia,
1992); J.-M. R. Tillard, Church of Churches: The Ecclesiology of Conumun-
ion, trans. R. C. De Peaux (Collegeville: The Liturgical Press [A Michael
Glazier Book], 1992 originally, Eglise d'Eglises: L'écclésiologie de commun-
ion [Paris: Cerf, 1987]); Robert Kress, The Church: Connnunion, Sacrament,
Communication (New York: Paulist, 1983); James H. Provost, ed., The
Church as Communion (Washington: CLSA, 1984); Antonio Acerbi, Due ec-
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communion from the biblical and patristic concept of koinonia, or
communio.

In order to appreciate the council’s appropriation of the term
koinonia, it may be helplul to review briefly how the word functioned
in the Second Testament and early Church literature. Koinonia is usu-
ally translated as “fellowship,” “communion,” or “participation.” The
biblical authors employed the word koinonia primarily to describe
humankind’s participation in the divine life of God: “God is faithful,
and by him you were called to fellowship with his Son, Jesus Christ
our Lord” (1 Cor 1:9). “The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ and the
love of God and the fellowship of the Holy Spirit be with all of you”
(2 Cor 13:13). Indeed, St. Paul’s use of the term koinonia suggests an
incipient Trinitarian theology in which it is through the Son and Spirit
that God invites humankind into divine communion.* It is in the in-
carnation, the pinnacle of the economy of salvation, that God makes
definitive the divine offer of communion. By our sharing in the death
and resurreclion of Jesus, celebrated sacramentally in baptism (Rom
6:3f.) and in the Eucharist (1 Cor 10:16-17), we are brought into this
divine communion,

clesiologie: Ecclesiologia giuridica ed ecclesiologia di communione nella
“Lumen Gentium™ (Bologna: Dehoniane, 1975); Ferdinand Klostermann,
Gemeinde—Kirche der Zitkunft: Thesen, Dienste, Modelle, 2 vols. (Freiburg:
Herder, 1975); E. L. Dériga, Jerarquia, infallibilidad, y communion intere-
clesial (Barcelona: Herder, 1973); Pier Cesare Bori, Koinonia: I'idea della
communione nell’ ecclesiologia recente et nel Nuove Testamento (Brescia:
Paideia, 1972); Joseph Ratzinger, Das neue Volk Gottes: Entwiirfe zur Ekkle-
siologie (Diisseldorf: Patmos, 1969).

"Michacl Fahey has noted that for all the attention that has been paid to the
redemption and expiation motifs in St. Paul's soteriology, one should not
overlook the fact that the Eastern tradition’s doctrine of theosis, or diviniza-
tion, has its origins in Paul as well. This tradition would be developed in Ire-
nacus, Athanasius, Gregory of Nazianzus, Gregory of Nyssa, and Maximos
the Confessor. Michael Fahey, “Ecclesial Community as Communion,” in
The Church as Comumunion, 12. For more on Eastern soteriology and theo-
logical anthropolegy see Panayiotis Nellas, Deificarion in Christ: The Nature
of the Humean Person (Crestwood: S, Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1987);
Constantine N. Tsirpanlis, Introduction 1o Eastern Patristic Thought and Or-
thodox Theology (Collegeville: The Liturgical Press [A Michael Glazier
Book], 1991) 61-80.
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While Paul uses the word koinonia to describe the believer’s par-
ticipation in the life of God, this usage does not support any p:‘i\f'fl—
tized understanding of communion with God. This is evident in
Paul's understanding of the Church as the body of Christ. One had
fellowship with God through Jesus precisely in and through fellow-
ship in the Christian community. The term koinonia expressed the
fundamental connection between participation in the life of God and
participation in Christian community. Paul’s whole ecclesiology pre-
supposed a fundamentally organic view of the Church that sugges.led
not just complementarity and diversity within the Church but coexist-
ence.” For Paul, life in Christ meant life in the body of Christ, the
Church. The Church was no mere aggregate of individuals. Rather, by
baptism into the Christian communily one participates in a new real-
ity, one is a new creation. Individual believers do not make a Church,
initiation into the Church through faith and baptism makes the be-
lievers; it introduces them into a new mode of existence. This vision
of the Church is further evident in Paul’s understanding of charisms.
For Paul charisms were not spiritual gifts given to an individual but
gifts manifested in an individual believer for the .s-ake_gflhe Church
(1 Cor 14:12). : .

Koinonia also appears in the Acts ol the Apostles where it ex-
presses the communion or fellowship of believers {Ac}s 2:4.2), and
again, there is a union of the vertical and horizontal dimensions of
communion. In Acts the fundamental ecclesial event is Pentecost, an
event that expresses the central role of the Holy Spirit in drawing all
believers into spiritual communion. J.-M. R. Tillard sees Penlecost as
comprised of three constilutive elements: the animating presence of
the Holy Spirit; the apostolic witness centered on the Lord Jesu.f:; and
the communion of the human multitude, whose very diversity in the
power of the Spirit manifests a unity of faith." Tillard ObS(?l'VCS that
while the term ekklesia is never used in Luke’s Gospel, it will appear
in the Acts of the Apostles only after Pentecost, and then sixtcen
times. We are drawn into communion by the Spirit and are thereby
constituted as Church. Luke’s appreciation for the pneumatological
conditioning of the Church is vital. It is the Spirit that transforms a

Jerome Murphy-O’Connor, “Eucharist and Community in I Corinthians,”
in Living Bread, Saving Cup, ed. Kevin Scasoltz (Collegeville: The Liturgi-
cal Press, 1982) 4.

*J -M. R. Tillard, Church of Churches. 8.
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collective of individuals into a living communion of believers. With-
out this pneumatological dimension there is a danger of the concept
of communion degenerating to secular conceptions that ignore the
way the believer is reconfigured in his communion with other beljey-
ers and with God.

From a rather different biblical perspective we find in the Johan-
nine tradition a similar appreciation for the simultaneity of commun-
ion with God and communion with one another. “[W]hat we have
seen and heard/ we proclaim now to you,/ so that you too may have
fellowship with us;/ for our fellowship is with the Father/ and with his
Son, Jesus Christ” (1 John 1:3-4). For the author of the first Johan-
nine epistle there is a profound unity between love of God and love
for one another. “God is love, and whoever remains in love remains
in God and God in him. . . . If anyone says, ‘I love God,” but hates
his brother, he is a liar; for whoever does not love a brother whom he
has seen cannot love God whom he has not seen” (I John 4:16, 20).
By recognizing the inseparability of the life of love and communion
with God, the Johannine tradition, in its own way, affirms the unity of
the so-called vertical and horizontal dimensions of communion.
Human communion is not simply a moral imperative flowing out of
divine communion, it is integral to it.”

In summary, the Second Testament understandings of communion
are grounded in convictions regarding the gracious God who has
come to us in Christ and in the Spirit as revealed in the economy
(eikonomia) of salvation. The communion that we are offered is a gift
of God. It is grace, but it is not a private grace; it is a gift realized and
nourished in human communion and preeminently in the communion
of believers,

Theologians from the East and West have developed from these
biblical texts an actual “ontology of communion.”* Just as communion

"Jéréme Hamer, The Church Is a Communion, 159-64. More recently, in
an instruction to the bishops on the ecclesiological notion of communion, the
CDF wrote: “If the concept of communion, which is not a univocal one, is to
serve as a key (o ecclesiology, it has to be understood within the teaching of
the Bible and the patristic tradition, in which communion always involves a
double dimension: the vertical . . . and the horizontal” “Some Aspects of
the Church Understood as Comnmnion," Origins 22 (June 25, 1922) 108.

"For an example from Greek Orthodoxy, see John Zizioulas, Being as
Caommunion (Crestwood: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1985). For a recent at-
tempt to explore an ontology of communion from a Roman Catholic perspective,
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is an apt expression of the very being of God as life-giving personal
relationality, so communion also names the proper modality of all au-
thentic human existence. We are made for communion with God, and
no earthly reality in and of itself will satisfy. But this spiritual com-
munion with God does not constitute an escape from our daily world.
Rather, we come to this communion with God in large part through
our embrace of others. Every authentic act of love is an event of com-
munion, and as such it is at the same time an event of grace."” It is this
life of communion that the Church sacramentalizes. In the Church
this life of communion, to which all humanity is called, is celebrated
in word and sacrament. The Church both points to this life of com-
munion and actually effects it through the realization of its life and
mission. .

The council incorporated this biblical view of communion m-the
first chapler of Lumen gentium. Attending to the vertical dimension,
the council affirms that it is through the mediation of Christ’s Church,
by the power of the Spirit, that we are drawn into the triune 1i_fe of
God. By the power of the Holy Spirit, God the Father “restores life to

human beings who were dead through sin. . . . The Spirit. . . prays
in them and bears witness to their adoption as children. . . . Through

the power of the gospel he [the Spirit] rejuvenates thf: ct?urch, con,-,
tinually renewing it and leading it to perfect union with its spouse
(LG 4). In that same article we find altention to the horizontal di-
mension: “He [the Spirit] leads the Church into all truth and he makes
it one in fellowship and ministry [in conununione et ministratione
unificat]” In the Church believers experience, most profoundly, the
life of communion into which all humanity is invited.

It is as a union of the vertical and horizontal dimensions that we
can understand ecclesial communion as a sacrament of our salvation:

Consequently, this messianic people, although it does not include
everybody, and maore than once may appear as a tiny flock, ne\'crl!xc-
less it constitutes for the whole human race a most firm seed of unity,
hope and salvation. It has been set up by Christ as a communion of

see Catherine Mowry LaCugna, God for Us: The Trinity and Christian Life
(San Francisco: HarperCollins, 1991). A

"See Karl Rahner, “Reflections on the Unity of Love of Neighbour and the
Love of God,” in Theological Investigations (New York: Crossroad, 1982)
6:231-52.
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life, Iove and truth; by him too it is taken up as the instrument of sal-
vation for all, and sent as a mission to the whole world as the light of
the world and the salt of the earth (LG 9).

This ecclesial communion is further developed in the council’s re-
covery of the Eucharistic foundations of the Church. The celebration
of the Eucharist effects a communion among those believers gathered
at each Eucharistic celebration as all are united in the breaking of the
bread. Echoing St. Paul (cf. | Cor 10:16-7), the council writes that
“through the sacrament of the eucharistic bread, there is represented
and produced the unity of the faithful, who make up one body in
Christ” (LG 3). This is reaffirmed in article 11: “Indeed, refreshed as
they are by the body of Christ in the sacred gathering, they show forth
in a concrete way the unity of the people of God, which in this most
noble sacrament is both suitably symbolized and wonderfully
brought about.” Finally, the centrality of the Eucharist in the life of
the local Church is evident in article 26, which states that the faithful
gathered together in the Eucharist under the ministry of the bishop are

the new people called by God in the Holy Spirit and with full convic-
tion. . . . In these [local Churches] the faithful are gathered together
by the preaching of the gospel of Christ, and the mystery of the Lord’s
Supper is celebrated “so that the whole fellowship is joined together
through the flesh and blood of the Lord's body.” In any community of
the altar, under the sacred ministry of the bishop, there is made mani-
fest the symbol of that charity and “unity of the mystical body with-
out which there can be no salvation” In these communities . . .
Christ is present by whose power the one, holy, catholic and apostolic
church is gathered together. For “participation in the body and blood
of Christ has no other effect than to make us pass over into what we
are consuming.”

In the Eucharistic synaxis the Christian community proclaims in
word and celebrates in ritual and symbol its most profound reality, its
truest identity as a people whose lives are being conformed to that of
Christ by the celebration of the paschal mystery.

However, the nature of the Church as communion is not limited to
the communio that exists among the members of a particular Euchar-
istic community. Soon after the period of the Second Testament the
notion of communion was extended to describe that spiritual bond
that existed among all local Eucharistic communities. There was a
common conviction that all Eucharistic communities abided together



14 Teaching with Authority

in shared ecclesial communion.™ For the early Church the sacrament
of the Eucharist brought about not only the communion of those gath-
ered at each altar but the communion of all local Churches. This fol-
lowed from the emerging Cucharistic theology of the time. Wherever
the Eucharist was celebrated the body of Christ was actualized in a
sacramental fashion. But the body of Christ is one and cannot be frag-
mented. Therefore one must be able to speak of a unity, a commun-
ion, existing among all Eucharistic communities.” The one Church,
Christ’s body, is actualized wherever believers gather for the break-
ing of the bread. Patrick Burns succinctly captures this Eucharistic
perspective of the Church, which had fully developed by the third
century:

The basic unily of the church in the third century was the local eu-
charistic congregation, united under one bishop and the college of
presbyters and college of deacons who assisted him in his pastoral
ministry. Such local churches were not substations of the church uni-
versal or branch offices of a world-wide organization. Rather the local
Christian community, united in faith in the saving word and in eu-
charistic fellowship in the body of the Lord, was the cliurch of God for
its locality, the effective presence of the whole Christ in ils concrete
life and worship. Yet precisely the principle of unity of this local
church, the saving presence of Christ in word and sacrament, made it
aware of its essential relationship to the other local Christian commu-
nities throughout the world (where the same Lord and the same Spirit

*CL. Ludwig Hertling, Communio: Church and Papacy in Early Chris-
tianity; Werner Elert, Eucharist and Church Fellowship in the First Four
Centuries (St. Louis: Concordia, 1966); Kenneth Hein, Eucharist and Ex-
communication: A Study in Early Christian Doctrine and Discipline (Frank-
furt: Lang, 1973).

*This Bucharistic theology is particularly profound in the Orthodox tradi-
tion. See Nicholas Afanassiefl, “The Church Which Presides in Love,” in The
Primacy of Peter, ed. John Meyendorf( (Crestwood: St. Vladimir's Seminary
Press, 1992) 91-144; idem, “Una Sancta,” Irénikon 36 (1963) 436-75. For a
contemporary treatment of Eucharistic ecclesiology from an Orthodox per-
spective see Zizioulas, Being as Communion. Perhaps the most influential
Eucharistic ecclesiology in the West is that of the French Jesuit Henri de
Lubac. Cf. Henri de Lubac, Les églises particuliéres dans I"Eglise universelle
(Paris: Aubier-Montaigne, 1971). For a helpful comparison of Zizioulas™ Eu-
charistic ecclesiology with that of de Lubac, seec Paul McPartlan, The Eu-
charist Makes the Church: Henri de Lubac and John Zizioulas in Dialogue
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1993).
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brought about the same ccclesial reality). The local church, without
ceasing o be fully church, existed only in a world-wide communion
of churches which constituted the church universal.#

‘Vziti_can IT retricved this extended understanding of ecclesial commun-
1on tn 1ts treatment of the ministry of the bishop and the relationship
between the local Churches and the universal Church: “The individ-
ual bishops . . . are the visible principle and foundation of unity in
their own particular churches, formed in the likeness of the universal
church; in and from these particular churches there exists the one
unique catholic church” (LG 23, my emphasis). And again in the De-
cree on the Pastoral Office of Bishops in the Church, Christus Domi-
nus, we ind this passage: ‘

A diocese is a section of the people of God whose pastoral care is en-
!!‘ustcd Lo a bishop in cooperation with his priests. Thus, in conjunc-
tion with their pastor and gathered by him into one flock in the Holy
Spirit through the gospel and the eucharist, they constitute a particular
church. In this particular clueh the one, holy, catholic and apostolic
church of Christ is truly present and ar work (CD 1 1, my emphasis).

These texts reflect a move away from that preconciliar universalist
ecclesiology that viewed the diocese as little more than an adminis-
trative subset of the universal Church. Vatican II represented an at
least tentative return'to an ecclesiology in which the one universal
Church is manifested in the communion of local Churches.® Ag the
famous Protestant ecumenist Jean Jacques von Allmen put it, the
local Church “is wholly Church, but it is not the whole Church.™

ZPatrick Burns, “Communion, Councils, and Collegiality: Some Catholic
Rellections,” in Papal Primacy and the Universal Church, ed. Paul C, Empie
and T. Austin Murphy (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1974) 152.

I say tentative because the council was not always consistent in this mat-
ter. Often texts that supported a communio ecclesiology were simply juxta-
p(?scd wilh texts that continued a more universalist ccclesiology. For more on
this juxtaposition of two ecclesiologies see Antonio Acerbi, Due ecclesiolo-
gie: Ecclesiologia giuridica ed ecclesiologia di communione nelia “Lumen
Gentium”; Herve-M. Legrand, “The Revaluation of Local Churches: Some
Theological Implications.,” Concilium 74 (1972) 53-64.

*Jean Jacques von Allmen, “L’Eglise locale parmi les autres églises lo-
cales,” Irénikon 43 (1970) 512.
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In this relationship between the universal and the local it should be
apparent that neither can be given priority over the other.* To grant
the priority of the local Church would be to suggest that the univer-
sal Church is little more than a confederation of autonomous local
Churches. To give priority to the universal Church is to risk reverting

#A theology of communion cannot be properly Trinitarian if it gives pri-
ority to either the universal or the local; this would violate the perichoretic
relationship of the particular Churches as the manifestation of the universal
Church. This is the principal shortcoming of the CDF instruction “Some As-
pects of the Church Understood as Communion.” In no. 9 the instruction
quotes John Paul I1 from his September 16, 1987, address to the American
bishops when he asserts, rightly, that “the universal cannot be conceived as
the sum of the particular churches, or as a federation of particular churches.”
However, the instruction then goes on to a mere problematic claim, “It {the
universal Church] is not the result of the communion of the churches, but in
its essential mystery it is a reality ontologically and temporally prior to every
individual particular church.” It then employs the mother-daughter image to
describe the relationship ol universal to particular. This application of the
parental analogy is no less open to misunderstanding than was the father-son
analogy in the Trinitarian battles with the followers of Arius and Eunomius
in the fourth and fifth centuries. Both Arius and Eunomius interpreted the father-
son analogy such that the procession of the Son was a création in time. This
flawed view continues as the instruction justifies this priority by characteriz-
ing the birth of the Church at Pentecost as the birth of the universal Church.
One could easily claim, as did a recent ecumenical document, that the gath-
ering at Pentecost was also the manifestation of a particular Church inasmuch
.as it was a concrete gathering of believers in one place. S¢e The Church:
Local and Universal (Geneva: WCC, 1990) no. 22. The CDF makes one final
questionable move when it joins the principle articulated in LG 26 that the
universal Church is formed in and out of the Churches (ecclesia in et ex ec-
clesiis) with a postconciliar principle first enunciated by John Paul II, namely
that the Churches are also formed in and out of the universal Church. “Ad-
dress to the Roman Curia,” AAS 83 (1981) 745-47.

The claim that either the universal or the local Church possesses a tempo-
ral or ontological priority can suggest an understanding of communion as a
mere accidental quality of the Church rather than as a concept reflective of a
fundamentally relational or communal onmioﬂy For important ecumenical
responses to this document from theologians representing the Orthodox,
Methodist, Reformed, and Anglican traditions see Catholic International 3
(September 1992). For an appraisal by a Roman Catholic theologian sce Wal-
ter Kasper, “The Church as Communio,” New Blackfriars 74 (May 1993)
232-45. ' ’

e
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to a preconciliar ecclesiology that conceives of the Church as an in-
ternational corporation subdivided into ecclesial departments or
“branch offices.” Only by accepting the radically relational character
of the one Church understood as a communion of Churches can these
two extremes be avoided. This view ol the relationship between the
local Churches and the universal Church will provide the indispen-
sable foundation for a theology of the episcopate and papal primacy
to be developed in the next chapter.

The Church as the Body of Christ and People of God

The council attempted to develop further the Trinitarian and Eu-
charistic foundations of the Church in Lumen gentium by juxtaposing
two biblical images, the body of Christ and the people of God. Pope
Pius XII had already contributed to the renewal of Catholic ecclesi-
ology by reappropriating the biblical image of the Church as the body
of Christ in his encyclical Mystici corporis.*® Not surprisingly, the
council continued to make use of this biblical image. The metaphor
of the body of Christ aptly expresses the organic dimension of the
Church’s life, its close relationship to the Eucharist, and its origins in
Christ. As Christ’s body, the Church exists in dependence on Christ.

However, many Protestant theologians have raised concerns re-
garding both the nolion of Church as sacrament and the use of the
metaphor, body of Christ.”” The close unity with Christ that this
image suggests makes it difficult, they contend, to take seriously the

*One should note that the application of the biblical metaphor, the body of
Christ, to the Church has a long and complicated history. Joseph Ratzinger
has identified three distinct historical applications of the metaphor: (1) the
biblical-patristic understanding of the Church as body of Christ, which
stresses the Eucharistic foundations of the Church, (2) the medieval under-
slanding, which was more corporatist in its concep(ion;‘and (3) the modern
usage in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, which emphasizes the more
organic and mystical connotations of the metaphor. Joseph Ratzingér, Das
neue Yolk Gottes, 99.

"These concerns are reflected in the writings of Wolfhart Pannenberg, The-
sen zur Theologie der Kirche (Munich: Claudius Verlag, 1970); Eberhard
Jiingel, “Die Kirche als Sakrament,” Zeitschrift fiir 7Txer)lr)gfe‘und Kirche 80
(1983) 432-57; Ulrich Kiihn, Sakramenre (Giitersloh: Mohn, 1985). A good
summary of the various positions on this more sacramental view of the
Church can be found in Wollgang Beinert, Die Sakramentalitéic der Kirche
unel Sakramenr (Ziirich: Benziger, 1980) 13-66.
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human and sinful dimensions of the Church. This conception of the
Church is in danger of vsurping the divine initiative in the work of
salvation. The unity of Christ and Church must not obscure the im-
portant differences between the two. The Church is not just a sacra-
ment of grace, it is also a recipient of grace, a community of sinners
that always stands in response to God’s divine initiative. The Church
is not only the body of Christ, it is also the bride of Christ, radically
dependent on its bridegroom. The Reformed tradition’s pneumato-
logical emphases lead it to look with suspicion on an ecclesiological
image that appears to give little place (o the ongoing work of the
Spirit in the Church. Beyond these Protestant concerns it must be
noted that the Christological foundation of this view of the Church
also downplays any anticipation of the Church in the history of the
people of Israel. These concerns may shed some light on the council’s
decision to augment this image of the Church with another biblical
image, the Church as the “people of God.”

The image of the people of God is rich in biblical resonances, sug-
gesting divine election and consecration. Just as the people of Israel
were God's chosen people, so the Christian community of believers
is constituted not merely as an aggregate of individuals but as a
peaple consecrated to God through the saving work of Christ. This
image effectively highlights the historical journey of God’s people,
Jew and Genltile, in covenantal relationship with God. As God's
people, we are by that very fact a pilgrim people. At the close of the

© While Christ “holy, blameless, unstained” knew no sin, and came only

" to expiale the sins of the people, the church, containing sinners in its
own: hosom, is at one and the same time holy and always in need of
purification and it pursucs unceasingly penance and renewal (LG 8).

We are a people on the way who have the promise of God's presence
and guidance but who still await the consummation of God’s pian. In
the seventh chapter of Lumen gentiwn the council develops this more
eschatological vision of the Church:

The church to which we are all called in Christ Jesus and in which
through the grace of God we altain sanclity, will reach ils completion
‘only in the glory of heaven, when (he time lor the restoration of all
things will come and along with the human race the whole universe,
" - which is intimately united to humanity and through it attains its goal,
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will be established perfeetly in Christ, . . . Already, therefore, the
end of the ages has reached us and the renewal of the warld has been
irrevocably constituted and is being anticipated in this world in a real
sense: for already on carth the church is adorned with true though im-
perfect holiness. However, until the arrival of the new heavens and the
new earth in which justice dwells, the pilgrim church in its sacraments
and institutions, which belong 1o this age, carries the figure of this
world which is passing and it dwells among creatures who groan and
till now are in the pains of childbirth and await the revelation of the
children of God (LG 48).

This emphasis on the eschatological character of the Church had been
notably absent in Roman Catholic ecclesiology before Vatican II. It
is, after all, difficult to maintain that the Church is a perfect society
and then say (hat it is “always in need of purification”!

Beyond this eschatological dimension, the “people of God”
metaphor also stresses the commonality of the baptized, clergy and
lay. Through baptism we are all constituted as God’s people. One of
the more significant changes to take place in the movement from the
second to the third draft of the schema on the Church concerned the
division and ordering of chapters. In the second draft of the constitu-
tion there was a single chapter on the people of God and the laity.
Cardinal Leo Suenens proposed dividing this into two chapters. He
then suggested placing the separate chapter on the péople of God in”
front of the respective chapters on the hierarchy and the laity. This re-
arrangement of chapters suggested that our commonalities as the *
community of the baptized are more fundamental than that which dis-
tinguishes us by ordination. The council would 1;1513( _qu. example
that both the laity and the clergy participate, each in their proper way,.
in the priestly, prophetic, and kingly offices of Christ. The Church ..
still possesses an institutional structure, but this structure, in the texts
of Vatican 11, is no longer conceived strictly as a descending ladder of
ecclesiastical ranks and states. There is a greater appreciation for di-
versity in the various roles and ministries exercised within the one
Church. R

By complementing the image of the Church as the body of Christ '
with the images of the Church as people of God and pilgrim people,
the council was able to affirm both the historical and transcendent di-
mensions of the Church. ]t was able to insist that Jesus Christ contin-
ues to be sacramentally present to his people Lhrough the mediation
of the Church, which is Christ’s body. At the same time the council .
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recognized that Christ’s Church was a human Church, ever in need of
renewal, existing in history, and still awaiting its eschatological (ul-
fillment.

The Church as the Temple of the Holy Spirit

One of the welcome emphases of the first chapter of Lumen gen-
tium was the stress on the role of the Holy Spirit. For much of the his-
tory of Western ecclesiology, the role of the Holy Spirit has been
eclipsed by a certain Christo-monism, a tendency to focus exclusively
on the saving work of Christ. This has long been the objection of Or-
thodox theologians® and it was made time and again by French
Dominican ecclesiologist Yves Congar.*® This Christo-monism lo-
cates the origin of the Church in the Last Supper where, it was com-
monly held, Christ instituted the sacraments of Eucharist and holy
orders. In this view the Church was instituted whole and entire at the
Last Supper. The difficulty with this approach lics in the nature of in-
stitution. As the Orthodox theologian John Zizioulas has noted, “in-
stitution is something presented to us as a fact, more or less a fuit
accompli”™ The result is a static conception of the Church that has
little place for change or development. When one considers not only
the Church’s institution by Christ but its constitution by the Spirit,
there can be a greater appreciation for the Church’s historicity. “Con-
stitution is something that involves us in its very being, something we
accept freely, because we take part in its very emergence.”™ In the
Spirit’s constitution of the Church we must admit an ongoing, dy-
namic presence of the Spirit, continuing to mold and shape the Church
through the exercise of human freedom. The Church is seen not only
as a stable institution but as a dynamic entity open to the future.

#See Nikos Nissiotis, “The Main Ecclesiological Problem of the Second
Vatican Council,” Journal of Ecumenical Studies 2 (Winter 1965) 31-62;
idem, “Pneumaltological Christology as a Presupposition of Ecclesiology,” in
Oecumenica: An Annual Symposium of Ecumenical Research 1967 (Min-
neapolis: Augsburg, 1967) 235-52; John D. Zizioulas, “The Pneumatological
Dimensions of the Church,” Conununio 1 (1974) 142-58; Dumitru Staniloe,
Theology and the Church (Crestwood: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1984).

Y ves Congar, “Pneumatologie ou *Christomonisme’ dans la traditione la-
tine,” in Ecclesia a Spiritu Sancto edocta, (estschrifl for Gérard Philips (Lou-
vain: Duculot, 1970) 41-63.

®Zizioulas, Being as Communion, 140,

bid.
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The documents of Vatican Il reflect a greater appreciation for this
pneumatological approach:

The Spirit dwells in the Church and in the hearts of the faithful as in a
temple, and he prays in them and bears witness to their adoption as
children. He leads the church into all truth, and he makes it one in fel-
lowship and ministry, instructing and directing it through a diversity of
gifts both hierarchical and charismatic, and he adorns it with his fruits.
(LG 4).

Viewing the Church as the temple of the Holy Spirit reminds us that
the life of the Church is not merely the result of human accomplish-
ment; the Church is a social organization, but it is not only a social
organization. The life of the Church is a spiritual gift. It is the Spirit
that binds together the people of God.

This pneumatological approach to the Church also represented a
rejection of the centuries-old opposition between charism and office
in which Protestants stressed the primacy of charism and Catholics
the primacy of office. The council acknowledged that Church office
cannot exist unless it is animated by the Holy Spirit and charisms
cannot survive unless they submit to an ordering that secks the good
of the whole Church. Without dissolving the distinction between hi-
erarchic and charismatic gifts, the flourishing of lay ministries in the
years since the council suggests a movement away from the ministry
of the few to the ministry of the many. The community of believers is
characterized by a multiplicity of relationships, each contributing to
the constitution of the Church in that place.

Later, in article 12, Luwmen gentitm again affirms the role of the
Holy Spirit in apportioning spiritual gifts “among the faithful of every
rank” in order to render all of the faithful “fit and ready to undertake
the various tasks and offices which help the renewal and the building
up of the church.” In the Decree on the Apostolate of the Laity the
council explicitly drew attention to this plurality of ministries:

In the church there is diversity in ministry but unity in mission. The of-
fice and power of teaching in the name of Christ, of sanctifying and
ruling, were conferred by him on the apostles and their successors.
Laypcople, sharing in the priestly, prophetic and kingly offices of
Christ, play their part in the mission of the whole people of God in the
church and in the world. . . . To help in the exercise of this aposto-
late, the Holy Spirit, who works the sanctification of God’s people
through ministry and sacrament, also gives special gifts to the faithful,
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“apportioning to each one individually as he wills> Thus, “as all use
whatever gifis they have received in service lo one another,” they may
be “good stewards dispensing the grace of God in its varied forms,” to-
wards the building up of the whole body in love. Through receiving
these gifts of grace, however unspectacular, everyone of the faithful
has the right and duty to exercise them in the church and in the world
for the good of humanity and for the building up of the church. They
do this in the [reedom of the Spirit who “blows where he wills™ and,
at the same time, in communion with the lellowship in Christ, espe-
cially with his pastors, whose part it is to judge about their true nature
and ordered use, not indeed so as to extinguish the Spirit but in order
to test everything and to hold on to what is good (44 2, 3).

This passage situates ordained ministry not above but within the
Christian community. The ministry of the ordained does not exhaust
the activity of the Church. Ordained ministry is a ministry of leader-
ship, a ministry of order. The ordained minister is responsible for the
discernment and coordination of the charisms and ministries of all the
baptized. Yet by baptism and conflirmation/chrismation all the faithful
are empowered by the Spirit to participate in the life and ministry of
the Church.

The Church and the Reign of God

The biblical metaphor “the reign of God,” so important to under-
standing the preaching and ministry of Jesus Christ, was included in
the council’s treatment of the Church at the request of several Latin
American bishops. It had become common in Catholic theology over
the past century to identify the reign of God with the Church. Vatican
IL, both in Lumen gentium and in the Pastoral Constitution on the
Church in the Modern World, Gaudium et spes, moved away from
equating these two realities. Important passages in these documents
suggested instead that the reign of God was a reality that transcended
the boundaries of the Church. Indeed, in a basic sense, the Church
was to be a servant of God’s reign. In Lumen gentium the council
writes:

When, therefore, the church . . . receives the mission of announcing
the kingdom of Christ and of God and of inaugurating it among all
peoples, it has formed he seed and the beginning of the kingdom on
carth. Meanwhile as it gradually grows, it aspires after the completion
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ol the kingdom, and hopes and desires with all its strength to be joined
with its king in glory. (LG 5).

We noted earlier that chapter 1 of Lumen gentium described the Church
as a sacrament of communion with God and the unity of humankind.
In Gaudium et spes this notion of the Church as a sacrament is em-
ployed once again, but here that which is manifested sacramentally is
the kingdom of God, “the mystery of God’s love for humanity™:

While it helps the world and receives much from the world, the church
has only one goal, namely the coming of God’s kingdom and the ac-
complishment of salvation for the whole human race. Whatever good
God’s people can contribute to the human family, in the period of its
“earthly pilgrimage, derives from the church’s being “the universal
sacrament of salvation”" which shows forth and al the same time
brings into elfect the mystery of God’s love for humanity (GS 45).

The relationship between the Church and the reign of God sug-
gested in the council documents reflects the council’s more positive
view of the relationship between Church and world. Since Church
and the reign of God were not coterminus, hints of that reign could
be found outside of the Church. And while (he reign of God could
certainly not be equated with earthly progress, with the accomplish-
ments of humankind, neither were the two unrelated (cf. GS39).1tis
part of the mission of the Church to illuminate those anticipations of
God’s reign that occur daily in our world.

The Contributions of Vatican Il Toward an Understanding
of Authority in the Church

This brief review of some of the ecclesiological themes developed
at the council leads us to an appreciation of the range and depth of re-
flection on the Church engaged in by the council members. But what
are the implications of the council’s ecclesiological vision for a the-
ology of doctrinal teaching authority?

The Authority of the Church Depends on the Authority of God

When the Church teaches, it does not do so because it believes it-
sell to be a body of extraordinarily wise sages whose skills of reasoning
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and vast knowledge deserve respect. The Church teaches because it
believes that the message it proclaims is not its own; it is the word of
God. The authority of the Church is dependent on the authority of
God’s word. In recalling the divine origins of its message the Church
can more fearlessly proclaim the good news of Jesus Christ, “in and
out of season.” Vatican 1I's recovery of the Church’s Trinitarian and
sacramental foundations challenges today’s Church to be ever mind-
ful of its transcendent ground. There is always the danger of forget-
ting this relationship of dependence on God. The authority the
Church exercises is not its own but depends on the Church’s openness
to the Spirit of God alive in its midst. As a pilgrim people, the Church
is not perfect; it can err apart from its infallible teaching, as the coun-
cil admitted in its Decree on Ecumenism. The authority the Church
possesses is then not a self-validating authority but an authority con-
ditioned by the Church’s openness to God’s Spirit.

Ecclesial Authority Is Exercised within
and not above the Church

Many of the ecclesiological developments of Vatican IT involved
moving away from a pyramidical view in which the Church is made
up of a descending ladder of ecclesiastical ranks to one in which the
fundamental Christian identity is grounded in baptism. The pyra-
midical and institutional conceptions of the Church that became
dominant between Trent and Vatican II were virtually absent in both
the canonical and noncanonical texts of the first three centuries and,
for the most part, throughout the whole first millennium. Of course
the transition from an ecclesiology of communion to a more pyra-
midical and juridical ecclesiology did not occur overnight. This view
of the Church has its own complicated history, a review of which
would take us beyond the scope of this work. Such a history, however,
would have to include consideration of some of the following factors:
(1) the gradual assimilation of the Greco-Roman world’s class struc-
ture configured around a plurality of social and political orders (e.g.,
the ordo senatorius); (2) the increasing influence of Neoplatonism on
Christian thought forms, which viewed the cosmos as a descending
hierarchy of being, culminating in the tremendously influential sixth-
century writings of Pscudo-Dionysius; (3) medieval theologians’ ap-
plication of the ontological hierarchy of Pscudo-Dionysius 1o the
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Church, leading to what Congar called a “*hierocratic” ecclesiology;®
(4) the legitimization of the hierarchical structure of the Church by
baroque Catholic apologists like Bellarmine against the attacks of the
reformers; (5) the transformation of the laity from subjects who ac-
tively participate in the “traditioning™ process of the Church to pas-
sive objects who docilely receive God’s word from the clergy; (6) the
assimilation of a monarchical view of civil governance into the
Church’s theology of the Papacy in the nineteenth century.

Vatican II did much to dismantle this pyramidical vision of the
Church. First, it affirmed that all share by baptism in the priestly,
prophetic, and kingly offices of Christ. Second, it considered the
Church as the people of God before considering its institutional struc-
lure, incorperating the ecclesiological principle that we begin our
consideration of the Church with what we share by baptism before
considering our different roles in the life of the Church. Third, it ac-
knowledged a diversity of “hierarchical and charismatic gifts” to be
exercised by the whole people of God. And fourth, it portrayed priests
and bishops not as rulers who exercise authority over the Church but
as pastoral leaders who gather their people around the table of the
Lord.

Yet in many ways (he postconciliar Church has yet to integrate this
theme fully into its self-understanding and practice. The following
passage from an encyclical of Pope Pius X continues to reflect the at-
titude of some in the Church today:

It follows that the Church is essentially an unequal society, that is, a
sociely comprising (wo categories of persons, the Pastors and the
flock, those who occupy a rank in the different degrees of the hierar-
chy and the multitude of the faithful. So distinct are these categories
that with the'pastoral body only rests the necessary right and authority
for promoting the end of the sociely and directing all its members to-
wards that end; the onc duty of the multitude is (o allow themselves to
be led, and, like a docile flock, to follow the Pastors.®

While few today would speak of the Church as an “unequal society,”
many ecclesiastical structures, Church policies, significant elements

"Yves Congar, L'Eglise de Saint Augustin a U'époque moderne (Paris:
Cerl, 1970) 2261T. Congar’s magisterial study explores in considerable detail
virtually all of the factors that can only be listed in this section.

“Pius X, Vehementor nos, no. 8. The English translation is from The Papal
Encyclicals, ed. Claudia Carlen (New York: McGrath, 1981) 3:47-48.
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of the current Code of Canon Law, and even our continued usage of
the language of “laity” and “clergy” olten pe:‘pcluu%c this f:ssen?l-a:lly
preconciliar view of the Church as a society consisting of two dlﬂ;r-
ent ranks of Christians. For some ordination is seen less as a specifi-
cation of our baptismal ordination within the Christian community
than a promotion to a new ecclesiastical rank. If we are to see a rcz}I
renewal in the Church’s exercise of its doctrinal teaching authority, it
will demand more than a new theological vision; it will demand the
implementation of this vision in the Church’s policies and structures.
An ecclesiology of communion views the Church as a fundamen-
tally relational reality. The structures and concrete exercise of ccc!c-
sial authority must reflect this life of communion. An authority
exercised within the Church is an authority that acknowledges the
dignity, the rights, and the responsibililies of every m.e.mber of lh_e
Church. It is an authority that recognizes that God’s Spiril communi-
cates to the Church not only through ecclesiastical office but through
the lives of all believers. One would expect that such an authority
would then be inclusive, consultative, and responsive in its manner of

exercise.

There Are Different Kinds of Authority Exercised
within the Church

After the Protestant Reformation there was a certain polarization of
Protestant and Catholic conceptions of ecclesial authority. Protes-
tantism tended to stress the charismatic foundations of authority, while
Catholicism emphasized the institutional offices of authority. Tronically,
while the ecumenical movement has done much to moderate this po-
larization, one can find evidence of it continuing within Roman Ca-
tholicism itself. In the years immediately following Vatican 11 there
were some theological voices arguing for the “democratizmi()}]" of
the Church in ways that now seem somewhat naive and LlllCFi[lC«’:lI.“
Others have clung to the identification of Church authority with hl?l’-
archical office.™ A( Vatican 11, however, one can recognize the begin-

*One might mention, for example, Pawrick Granfield's carly work, E('cl.e-
sial Cybernetics: A Stwudy of Democracy in the Chureh (New York: Macmil-
lan, 1973). ‘

*See, for example, James Hitchcock, Catholicism and Modernity: Crfnf
frontation or Capitulation? (New York: Seabury, 1979); George Kelly, The
Baule for the American Church (Garden City: Doubleday, 1979).
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nings of a way beyond this polemical impasse. The council clearly
reaffirmed the legitimacy of the episcopate and the papacy as essen-
tial structures of ecclesial authorily, At the same time it recognized
that ecclesiastical office and charism need not be in opposition. Many
different gifts, “both charismatic and hierarchical,” may be exercised
cooperatively for the good of the Church. The recovery of a pneuma-
tological vision of the Church was crucial for ecclesial renewal as it
allows us to sce Church office and charism as complementary mani-
festations of the work of the one Spirit animating the Church.

Although it did not consider the nature of ecclesial authority in a
systematic fashion, Vatican II seemed (o recognize different kinds of
authority exercised within the Church. Avery Dulles has referred to
this as a “pluralistic” model of authority.” This is reflected in many
of the ecclesial images and metaphors employed by the council—
people of God, body of Christ, temple of the Holy Spirit—all of
which stressed the organic, dynamic, and interactive aspects of the
Church. The council continued to affirm the authority of the Bible as
a privileged medium of God’s word. It also reasserted the particular
authority of the magisterium to proclaim Church teaching norma-
tively in service of that word. At the same time, however, the council
acknowledged the authority of the whole Church as a body of believ-
ers who possess an instinct or sense of the faith that allows the people
of God to recognize and respond to God's word (cf. LG 12; DV 8, 10).
The council’s pastoral constitution, Gawudium et spes, recognized the
carefully circumscribed competencies of the Church’s pastors and af-
firmed the authority and expertise of the laity to apply the gospel to
the complex questions that arise in the world today (cf. GS 43). The
council also insisted that one’s individual conscience itself possesses
an inviolable authority (cf. GS 16; DH 3). Finally, scholars and theo-
logians are recognized for the authority that is theirs in virtue of their
expertise (cf. GS 62, 44: AG 22).

This pluralistic model presumes a vision of the Church that is in-
teractive and organic. The Spirit animates the whole Church, clergy
and laity, and cooperates with (he gifts and expertise of each believer.
While a pluralistic model of authority certainly acknowledges the
special authority of the ecclesiastical magisterium, it refuses to limit
the Spirit’s activity to the exercise of Church office. The life of the

“Avery Dulles, The Resilien Church (Garden City: Doubleday, 1977)
93-112.
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Church should be characterized by a Spirit-inspired harmony among
these various loci of authority.

In summary, we can say that with the ecclesiological renewal at
Vatican II we find a recontextualization ol doctrinal teaching author-
ity. First, those who exercise doctrinal teaching authorily must always
be cognizant of that authority’s transcendent ground. The Church
does not possess an authority in its own right but only in radical de-
pendence on God’s word borne in the Church by the power of the
Holy Spirit. The authority of the ecclesiastical magisterium can only
be asserted in the context of an understanding of the Church, whole
and entire, as the recipient of God’s word. In other words, we must
be able to speak of the whole people of God as both a teaching
Church and a learning Church. Only then can we inquire after the
specific role played by the formal doctrinal teaching authority in the
Church, the college of bishops.

In the remaining chapters I will return (o consider these themes in
greater detail. In this chapter it has sulficed to sketch out in broad
strokes ecclesiological themes present in the documents of Vatican 11
that support a renewed theology of doctrinal teaching authority in the
Church. In the next chapter I will turn directly to the ecclesial struc-
tures responsible for the normative exercise of doctrinal authority, the
episcopate and the papacy.
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The Teaching Office of the Church

In the Roman Catholic Church the bishops have the principal re-
sponsibility for authoritatively teaching Catholic doctrine.' On the
eve of Vatican IL there were sufficient questions about the nature of
the episcopal office that the council devoted almost all of the third
chapter of the Dogmatic Constitution on the Church, Lumen gentium,
to the episcopate. This was accompanied by a separate decree on the
ministry of the bishop. Neither the papacy nor the other orders of
priest-presbyter and deacon received as much attention. While it is
obvious that a theology of doctrinal teaching authority will have to at-
tend to the role of the bishop, there are important ecumenical reasons
as well for careful consideration of the topic.

The last three decades have seen remarkable advances in ecumeni-
cal dialogue regarding such previously contentious issues as justifi-
cation, baptism, Eucharist, and the relationship between Scripture
and tradition. It has been the conviction of many in the ecumenical
movement that questions regarding authority and leadership now pro-
vide the biggest challenge to ecumenical conversation. Even in this
area considerable work has been done. Largely gone are the polemi-
cal attempts of both Protestants and Catholics to oppose charism and

"The key qualifier here is the word “authorilative.” By that I mean that
they are the “official teachers™ of the Catholic faith who alone are empow-
ered (o present a teaching of the Church as, in at least some sense, normative
for the faith life of believers. All the baptized, of course, carry the obligation
of passing on the Christian faith. [ will consider the meaning of “normative”
in chapter 4. 2
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office. Certainly the Anglican and Orthodox traditions have always
maintained the important role of Church office and the office of the
episcopate in particular. Beyond those traditions, howe;ver, we ﬁn.d a
growing convergence among other Christian communions regarding
the value of episcopal ministry in the Church. The well-known [982
Lima Document, Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry (BEM), at several
points affirms the importance of episcopal ministry and call.s for t%l'ose
Churches without an episcopal ministry Lo reconsider their position
on this ecclesiological question.? Significant progress is particularly
evident in the national and international Lutheran-Catholic dia-
logues.” Even the more controversial question of papa]’ primacy has
been treated with unprecedented openness outside of Roman Ca-
tholicism.* However, these studies, while articulating important ecu-
menical convergences on maltters related to the episcopate and papal

Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry, Faith and Order Paper no. 11 l'(Gcncvz.l,
WCC, 1982), sce especially nos. 19-38. For the official response of the -Vulx-
can to this statement see “Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry: An App.ra[sa{,“
Origins 17 (November 19, 1987) 401-16. For a collection of theological rc_-
sponses commissioned by the CTSA see Michacl A. Fahey, cd.., Catholic
Perspectives on Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry (New VYork: Univ. Press of
America, 1986). _

See, lor example, “The Ministry in the Church,” a document pmduccc! in
1981 by a joint commission appointed by the then Secretariat for Promoting
Christian Unity and the Executive Commiltee of the Lutheran World Feder-
ation, in Harding Meyer and Lukas Vischer, eds., Growth in Agreement (New
York: Paulist, 1984) 248-75.

‘See Paul C. Empie and T. Austin Murphy, eds., Papal Primacy and r{zc
Universal Church, Lutherans and Catholics in Dialogue 5 (Minneapolis:
Augsburg, 1974). For consideration of papal primacy in the dialogues of the
Anglican-Roman Catholic International Commission (ARCIC) see “[].w
Venice (1976) and Windsor (1981) statements, “Authority in the Church,” in
Meyer and Vischer, Growth in Agreement, 88118, One should also consult
the important study by noted Protestant ecumenist, Jean Jacques von Allmcr},
La primawté de Pierre et Paul: Remargues d'un Protestant (Fribourg: .Edif
tions universitaires, 1977). For the Orthodox view of the problems associated
with papal primacy sce the agreed statement of the U.S. Onhodm.{-Roman
Catholic Consultation, “Conciliarity and Primacy in the Church,” The Greek
Orthodox Theological Review 35 (Autumn 1990) 217-20. Important early es-
says on papal primacy from an Orthodox perspective can be Foundij(?h‘n
Meyendorlf, ed., The Primacy of Peter (rev. ed., Crestwood: St. Vladimir’s
Seminary Press, 1992).
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primacy, have also raised a host of questions to which contemporary
Catholic ecclesiology must respond.

A central concern of Orthodox theologians is directed toward the
relationship between the college of bishops (and therefore the bishop
of Rome) and the whole people of God. They challenge what they see
as Roman Catholicism’s opposition of hierarchy and Church, with the
bishops éxercising an autonomous authority over the Church. Par-
ticularly since the Slavophile reform movement of the nineteenth
century, Russian Orthodox theologians have emphasized the notion
of sobornost, the organic unity of the whole Church—a unity that ap-
plies in particular to the relationship between bishops and the whole
Church? For the Orthodox the ministry of the bishop, as presider of
a local Eucharistic community, is only intelligible in relation to the
Church he serves. Authority is always exercised within rather than
above the Church.®

In a similar vein, some Protestant theologians have been more will-
ing to grant an authority to Church office that is more than the mere
delegation of the authority of all believers. The 1972 Malta Report of
the Lutheran-Roman Catholic dialogue states that both Lutherans
and Catholics “agree that the office of the ministry stands over against
the community as well as within the community. Further they agree
that the ministerial office represents Christ and his over-againstness to
the community only insofar as it gives expression to the gospel.”
Nevertheless, Lutheran theologians would still insist on the mutual
reciprocity of office and community and the sovereignty of the gospel
itself over all Church offices.* They question whether this reciprocity
and the subordination of office to gospel is adequately preserved in

Catholic doctrine and practice.

*This concept, largely associated with nineteenth century Russian
philosopher and theologian Alexei S. Khomiakov, and its influence on Or
thodox ecclesiology, is summarized in Joost van Rossum, “A. S. Khomiakov
and Orthodox Ecclesiology,” Sr. Viadimir's Theological Quarterly 35 (1991)
67-82. :

‘See Paul Evdokimov, L'Orthodoxie (Neuchitel: Delachaux & Niestlé,
1959) 160(T.; John D. Zizioulas, Being as Conununion (Crestwood: St.
Viadimir’s Seminary Press, 1985) 171-208.

"Meyer and Vischer, Growrh in Agreement, 180.

*Paul Althaus, Die christliche Weahrheit (Giitersloh: Moahn, 1966) 510. For
a survey of Prolestant positions see Heinz Schiitte, Amr, Ordination, Sukzes-
sion (Diisseldorl, 1974) chs. 6-8.
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The bishops at Vatican 1l were certainly aware of at least some of
these criticisms. The council’s teachings, while not offering a coher-
ent and systematic response to these questions, offered considerable
advances toward an understanding of Church office that is responsive
to non-Catholic Christian concerns.

Toward a Contemporary Catholic Theology
of the Episcopate

When Vatican 11 began consideration of the ministry of the bishop,
the principal debates centered around the notion of collegiality, that
is, the relationship of all the bishops to one another and to the bishop
of Rome. The second dralt of the constitution explicitly taught that
the whole college of bishops shared with the bishop of Rome
supreme pastoral authority over the whole Church. At the same time
the council reemphasized the bishop’s role of pastoral leadership in
his own diocese. The considerable attention given to the episcopate
was the result of a perceived imbalance in preconciliar teaching, an
imbalance that could be traced back to the First Vatican Council.

At the First Vatican Council the bishops had intended to promul-
gale a comprehensive constitution on the Church. Because of diffi-
culties with the original draft on the Church all but the chapter on the
papacy were returned to committee for revision. Unfortunately Vati-
can I was suspended when the Italian troops entered Rome during the
Franco-Prussian War, and the rest of the constitution was never con-
sidered. Only the material on the papacy would be promulgated, in
expanded form, as Puster aeternus. Some ninely years later, many
bishops at Vatican I[ were determined to address this serious lacuna.

Vatican II's principal treatment of the bishop is found in the third
chapter of Lumen gentitun and in the Decree on the Pastoral Office of
Bishops in the Church, Chirisius Dominus. Unlike Vatican I's Pastor
aeternus, which treated the episcopacy in the context of the papacy,
Vatican II, began with consideration of the episcopate. Though the
council’s treatment of the ministry of the bishop was uneven, it had
the merit of turning for inspiration at several points to the theology
and practice of the early Church. Consequently, a full appreciation of
this retrieval demands a brief review of some of the more significant
characteristics of the ministry of the bishop as it developed in the
early centuries of Christianity.
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The Ministry of the Bishop in the Early Church

What we think of as the episcopal office did not cnierge as a uni-
versal leadership structure in the Church until the mid to late second
century.” After the death of the founding apostles, the early Churches
adopted a number of different leadership structures. Some Churches
relied more on the ministry of prophets and others on a college of
elders, or presbyteroi. However, we do know that by the end of the
second century the emergence of a monarchical or presidential epis-
copate (one leader for each local Eucharistic community) had be-
come the norm. In spite of considerable regional diversity, this
emerging episcopal ministry consisted of two fundamental elements:
(1) the ministry of Eucharistic presidency/pastoral leadership and (2)
the ministry of apostolic witness to the Christian kerygma.

Itis common today to distinguish between the bishop’s ministry of
sanctification (priestly office), governance (kingly office), and teach-
ing (prophetic office). However, in the early Church all were closely
interrelated. The bishop functioned as both the pastoral leader of the
local Church and the principal if not exclusive presider at the com-
munity’s Eucharistic celebration, the sacrament of ecclesial commu-
nion. The ministry of pastoral leadership and that of Eucharistic
presidency mutually conditioned each other. It is true that the bishop
generally was the president of the Bucharist because he was alreddy
the pastoral leader of the local community. At the same time, his Eu-
charistic presidency provided the essential context for understanding
his pastoral leadership. The letters of St. Ignatius of Antioch, the first
witness of the emergence of the presidential episcopate, emphasize _

‘For a consideration of the many complicated scholarly questions con-
cerning the historical transition from a plurality of lcadership structures to the
tripartite structure of bishop-presbyter-deacon, see Edward Schillebeeckx,
The Church with a Human Face (New York: Crossroad, 1985); Raymond E.
Brown, The Churches the Aposties Left Behind (New York: Paulist, 1984);
Hermann von Lipps, Glaube, Gemeinde, Ami: Zum Verstindnis der Ordina-
tion in den Pastoralbriefen (Gétlingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1979);
James D. G. Dunn, Unity and Diversity in the New Testament (Philadelphia:
Westminster, 1977); André Lemaire, Les ministéres arx origines de !‘I:"glise—
Naissance de la triple hierarchie: évéques, preshytres, diacres (Paris: Cerf,
1971); Hans Campenhausen, Ecclesiastical Authority and Spiritual Power in
the Church of the First Three Centuries (Stanford: Stanford Univ., 1969).
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the Eucharistic foundations of early episcopal ministry. In gathering
the faithful around the table of the Lord the bishop functicned as an
icon of Christ, who forms the Church as his body. The bishop was the
principle of unity in the Church, and it was as the guarantor of the
Church’s unity that he presided over the Eucharist, the sacrament of
unity.” His ministry was defined by a dual relation to Christ as sacra-
mental icon and to the Eucharistic community as the principle and
servant of its unity.

One major characteristic of this Eucharistic perspective was the lo-
cation of the bishop within the community as its liturgical center. St.
Ignatius of Antioch certainly stressed the authority of the bishop and
the importance of the people showing obedience, reverence, and re-
spect to the bishop. At the same time, Ignatius did not see the bishop
as an external authority over the community. The bishop ministered
to the community as a member of the community. This was a com-
monly held view in the early Church. In a third-century letter of St.
Cyprian, bishop of Carthage, we find this oft quoted passage: “[T]he
Church consists of the pcople who remain united with their bishop, it
is the flock that stays by its shepherd. By that you ought to realize (hat
the bishop is in the Church and the Church is in the bishop, and who-
ever is not with the bishop is not in the Churgh”"* This passage re-
flects Cyprian’s deep commitment (o the authority and unity of the
episcopate, but it also demonstrates the way in which Cyprian situ-
ated the episcopate within and not above the Church itself. Ludwig
Hertling tells us:

On the one hand, there is no doubt that the bishop was the absolute and
sole master of the house, on whom everything depended and through
whose hands everything passed, even to details about the care of the

poor. On the other hand, at the bishop’s side we (ind the clergy, whom |

he addresses as his brothers, copreshyters, and codeacons, and without
whom he decides nothing. Also the people themselves are expected Lo

"John S. Romanides, “The Ecclesiology of St. Ignatius of Antioch,” The
Greek Orthodox Theological Review 7 (1961-62) 70. This ecmphasis on the
relationship between the bishop and the Eucharist is in striking contrast to the
relatively little attention, if any, given in the Second Testament texts on the
question of who presides at the Eucharist. For a consideration of this question
see Hervé-Marie Legrand, “The Presidency of the Eucharist According to
Ancient Tradition,” Worship 53 (1979) 367-91.

"Epistle 66, 8.
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express their opinion on almost every question, even on the appoint-
ment of a lector.”

This relationship of interdependence between bishop and community
was dictated by the bishop’s liturgical ministry. Yves Congar writes:
“The ancient liturgy has no ‘I’ distinct from the ‘we’ of the whole
community. The celebrant, that is, the president of the assembly and
the head of the community, speaks in the name of all, for he is one
with all its members.” Although the bishop was the authoritative
leader of the community, the character of the bishop’s Eucharistic
presidency precluded any conception of pastoral leadership that
viewed the bishop as an autonomous locus of power and authority ex-
ercised over the Church.

The relationship of bishop to Church was further reflected in the
participation of the people, and in particular the local clergy, in the
election of their bishop. Cyprian writes: “Moreover, we can see that
divine authority is also the source for the practice whereby bishops
are chosen in the presence of the laity and before the eyes of all, and
they arcjudgcgl_ as being suitable and worthy after public scrutiny and
Feslinmny."“ There is further testimony from the early third century
in Hippolytus® Apostolic Tradition:

Let the bishop be ordained after he has been chosen by all the people;
when he has been named and shall please all, let him, with the pres-
bytery and such bishops as may be present, assemble with the people
on Sunday. While all give their consent, the bishops shall lay hands
upon him."

This mandate for local election reappears in the fourth-century
compilation of ancient ecclesiastical law, Apostolic Constitutions."
Admittedly one must be cautious in characterizing the precise form
of the faithful’s participation in the election of bishops. It is not al-
ways clear in patristic texts whether it is an election strictly speaking
that is recounted or merely a public acclamation of a candidate.

“Ludwig Hertling, Communio: Church and Papacy in Early Christianity
(Chicago: Loyola Univ. Press, 1972) 43.

“Yves Congar, Power and Poverry in the Church (London: Chapman,
1964) 42.

"Episile 67, 4.

“Apostolic Tradition 1, 2, 3.

“Apaostolic Constitutions 8, 4, 2.
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Nevertheless there is ample evidence for a real participation of the
whole community, whatever form it might take.

It should not surprise us that an episcopal ministry so configured
by Eucharistic presidency would also preclude any practice of ab-
solute ordinations, the conferral of sacramental power on the ordi-
nand apart from a pastoral charge to a local Christian community. The
ordination of a bishop without reference to a particular community
would violate the Bucharistic foundations of episcopal ministry.
Sacramental power could not be separated from service to a particu-
lar Church. Ordination was not concerned with the transfer of a set of
sacramental powers but with the reconfiguration of one’s relationship
with God and the community. Consequently, ordination without com-
munity was unintelligible. Evidence of this concern could still be
found in the fifth-century Council of Chalcedon, which expressly
prohibited the practice of absolute ordination."

Closely related to the bishop’s ministry of pastoral leadership and
Eucharistic presidency was the ministry of apostolic witness to the
Christian kerygma. The bishop’s ministry was to be apostolic inas-
much as he served as the authoritative guardian of the apostolic faith.
As pastoral and liturgical leaders of their local Churches, the bishops
were called (o discern that which was and was not in conformity with
the apostolic tradition in the life of their communities. They did this,
however, as leaders of Churches that were themselves bearers of
apostolicity. The bishop did not impart a secret knowledge with
which his flock was unfamiliar. The bishop proclaimed the apostolic
faith with authority, but in so doing he functioned as a custedian of
the faith given to the whole Church. In apostolic service to their com-
munities, the bishops received, verified, validated, and proclaimed the
truths of the faith that were prayed and lived in their communities.

In both the ministry of Eucharistic presidency/pastoral leadership
and the ministry of apostolic teaching, there was a consistent empha-
sis on both the authority of the bishop and the bishops’s immersion

"No one, whether presbyter or deacon or anyone at all who belongs to the
ecclesiastical order, is to be ordained without title, unless the one ordained is
specially assigned 1o a cily or village church or to a martyr’s shrine or a
monastery. The sacred synod has decreed thal the ordination of those or-
dained without title is null, and that they cannot operate anywhere, because
of the presumption of the one who ordained them.” Canon 6 of the Council
of Chalcedon in Norman Tanner, ed., Decrees af the Ecumenical Councils,
(Washington: Georgetown Univ. Press, 1990) 1:90.
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in the Christian community. As Ignatius insisted in his letters, there
C:’li‘lth‘. no community without a bishop. But it is equally clez;r that
2;2:3[(;(] iio;illli?h[.hu‘. be a bishop without a community that shared the
The bishop, primary sacramental minister and pastoral leader of
the local Church, begins to be displaced by the ministry of the priest
f}nly after the sixth century. The numerous historical and ecclesizlo :
ical _fuctors involved in this shift of roles cannot be comidcre;:l heriﬁ
Suffice it to say that from the sixth century on, and particularl afle'
tl?c [Cn[]jl century, the bishop would be understood more in leins o;
his a(‘Jmmislrative function than that of cult and/or leadership. '* This
marginalization of the ministry of (he bishop in the life of tfx;s local
Church would encourage theological debates regarding whether epi;-
copal consecration was, properly speaking, sacramental. This si[u"alic;n
would not be substantively changed until the Second Vatican Cou‘ncil

Vatican II's Consideration of the Ministry of the Bishop

‘Vaticzm Il restored much of the carly Church’s theology of the
‘eplsa_)pate. First, in article 21 of Lumen gentium the council explic-
ul)./ affirmed the sacramental character ol episcopal consecration I?I"he
e€piscopate was not just the “highest degree” of the priesthood bl.;l the
'fu.l]ness of the sacrament of holy orders. Following ancient practice
it 1s now the bishop rather than the priest who is the principal minis-,
lFr of the local Church. Article 21 also states that the offices or funec-
llfJns of sanctifying, teaching, and governing were conferred on the
bishop at episcopal consecration itself. The episcopal power (potes-
fa.v) associated with the [ulfillment of these three offices or functions
1s. not delegated but is proper to each bishop and is exercised by that
bishop ordinarily and immediately even if it is subject to the regu{ation
o.f the bishop of Rome (cf. LG 27). This last development was mor
significant than'it may at first seem. ( )

"For a history of the theology of the episcopate see Seamus Ryan, “Epis
cop.a] Consecration:. The Fullness of the Sacrament of Order,” Iris'!’z T)‘E?o-
logical Quarterly 32.(1965) 295-324; idem, “Episcopal Conﬁ‘ccrm.ion' Thc;
}.cgacy ofl the Schoolmen,” [rish Theological Quarterly 33.([966) 31-38'
idem, “Episcopal Consecration: Trent to Vatican 11" Irish Theological Quar-’
terly 33 (1966) 133-50; idem “Vatican 1I: The Re-Discovery of the Episco
pate,” Irish Theological Quarterly 33 (1966) 208—4 ; Yves Congar ande -D-
Dupuy, ‘cds., L'épiscopat et I'Eglise universelle (Paris: Cerf, 1962); Jean (.Zol—.
son, L'évéque dans les communautés primitives (Paris: Cerf, 195 1‘).
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In the four centuries prior to Vatican 11 the episcopal functions of
teaching and governing generally were tied to the power of jurisdic-
tion, and there was some disagreement among bishops and theolo-
gians as to whether the power of jurisdiction came from episcopal
consecration itself or was delegated by the pope. Vatican II did rec-
ognize the right of the pope lo regulate episcopal jurisdiction;"” how-
ever, by grounding the power to teach and govern in episcopal
consecration itself, the council aimed at restoring the integrity of
episcopal ministry. The bishop was more than a vicar of the pope. Ar-
ticle 27 states that every bishop could rightly be called a “vicar of
Christ.” Regarding the nature of the bishop’s pastoral responsibilities,
the council writes: s

The pastoral office, that is to say the habitual and daily care of their
sheep, is completely centrusted to the bishops and they are not to be
considered vicars of the Roman pontifls, because they exercise a
power that is proper to themselves and most truly are said to be presi-
dents of the people they govern (LG 27).

The distinctive ministry of the bishop does not consist in a particular
set of cultic powers unique to bishops (e.g., the power 1o confirm or
ordain) but in his being consecrated as shepherd of a Church.™ It is
as shepherd of a flock that the bishop exercises his ministries of
teaching, sanctifying, and governing. Among his many responsibili-
ties two important aspects of the pastoral ministry of the bishop are
particularly highlighted in the council documents: Eucharistic presi-
dency and the proclamation of the gospel.

The Eucharistic Presidency of the Bishop

Recalling the understanding and practice of the early Church, Vati-
can II taught that it is the bishop rather than the priest who is the prin-
cipal Eucharistic presider in the local Church. The priest’s Eucharistic
presidency is dependent on that of the bishop; the priest assists the
bishop in the fulfillment of the bishop’s liturgical responsibilities.
This is stated most clearly in the Constitution on the Sacred Liturgy,
Sacrosanctum conciliwmn:

"See preliminary explanatory note, no. 2, which was attached to the con-
stitution in order to clarily this technical matter.
*Ryan, “Vatican II: Re-Discovery,” 215-16.
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The bishop should be thought of as the high priest of his flock; the life
of his people in Christ in some way derives from him and depends on
him. Therefore, everyone should regard the liturgical life of the dio-
cese centering on the hishop, above all in the cathedral church, as of
the highest importance. They should be convinced that the church is
displayed with special clarity when the holy people of God, all of
them, are actively and fully sharing in the same liturgical celebrations—
especially when it is the same cucharist—sharing one prayer at one
altar, at which the bishop is presiding, surrounded by his presbyterate
and his ministers (SC 41).

This liturgical ministry creates a relationship between the bishop and
the community characterized by reciprocity and interdependence.
This liturgical relationship has been fruitfully explored in the context
of postconciliar dialogues with the Churches of the East. For ex-
ample, in a recent ecumenical document, “The Church, the Eucharist,
and the Trinity,” we find the following passage:

The function of the bishop is closely bound to the eucharistic assembly
over which he presides. The eucharistic unity of the local church jm-
plics communion between him who presides and the people to whom
he delivers the word of salvation and the eucharistic gifts. Further, the
minister is also the one who “receives” from his church, which is faith-
ful to tradition, the word he transmits.?

This text suggests that the reciprocal relationship established between
people and bishop in the Eucharistic synaxis also extends to the
bishop’s ministry of the proclamation of the word of God.

The Bishop's Ministry of the Proclamation of the Word of God

Vatican I states that “among the principal tasks of bishops, the
preaching of the gospel is pre-eminent” (LG 25, cf. CD 12; AG 20).
Too little attention has been given to the Eucharistic context for
understanding the proclamation of the gospel. Just as in the Eucharist
there is a reciprocal relationship between the presider and the assembly,
the proclamation of the gospel has its own dialogical rhythm in the life
of the local Church. Indeed, this dual focus on Eucharistic presidency

*The Joint International Commission for Theological Dialogue Between
the Roman Catholic Church and the QOrthodox Church, “The Church, the Eu-
charist, and the Trinity,” Origins 12 (1982-83) 159.
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and the proclamation of the gospel are both in keeping \:'éth the coun-
cil’s more fully developed theology of the loc_ai Church.® o
This theology holds that the local Church is n‘ot amere SLEbd,I\‘/i.falO;l
of the universal Church but the locus of the universal Church’s real-
ization. God’s word is not first proclaimed from the pope as from the
pinnacle of an ecclesiastical pyramid and thc_n pnssed .d(‘)wn LO, tilci
local bishops. It is not the pope who is the principal .ml:?:ster ‘(.)l:klln,
gospel but the local bishop. There can be no ecclesiastical trickle-

down theory at work here.

For the bishops are the heralds of the laith v\{ho bring new dismplcs.lﬁ
Christ. They are the authentic teachers, that is, teachers endowed wn;
the authority of Christ, who preach to the pcn[.)lc cmrustcc‘l o }hem lI e
faith to be believed and put into practice; they illustrate this ffmh in L;e
light of the holy Spirit, drawing out ol the ll'cas‘x.tlljy of l'CVCI&lllOI:I lh-l‘ﬂo‘Fj
new and old, they make it bear [ruit and they vigilantly ward off crrors
that are threatening their flock (LG 25).

Furthermore, this guardianship of the apostolic faith cannot be separated
from the apostolic community over which the bishop ]):‘CSI(I}:S. A hc' Dog-
matic Constitution on Divine Revelation, Def verbum, confirms this:

This tradition which comes from the apostles progresses in tl.m church
under the assistance of the holy Spirit. There is a growth in undc‘x-
standing of what is handed on, both the wor(‘ls and the rcalmc: ]l.hn,y
signify. This comes about through con_icmplnl:‘(,m and study b){ e zc:\;—
ers, who “ponder these things in their hearts™; thl"ough the 111[1.:11313
understanding of spiritual things which.lhcy experience; ansJ th:oug |
the preaching of those who, on succeeding to the office of bishop, re-
ceive the sure charism of truth (DV 3).

The apostolic faith is passed on through the preachiln_g 01"lhe ]_Jffl“’Pi
but also through the “contemplation and study of bchev-‘fz_ns -zm.
through their “intimate undersmnding” of_whal"lhcy e.xpculenu: in
their spiritual lives. In fact, the preaching of the blsh.ops 15 01} y‘me’:lT-
tioned after the consideration of the role of a]ilbc.lleve:s. T1_c?.s.eh<ue
not so much (wo distinct media for lI1e't‘rm'.:mntf;s_|011 of the faith as
they are two poles in one dynamic “traditioning™ process.

2For a masterful treatment of the theology of the ]()le] Churcf. sﬂee Hei"ve-
Marie Legrand, “Nature de I'Bglise particulicre et réle clle ICV[;.‘L:{U'C {.T::Z
]'Eg!isc,“ in La charge pastorale des évéques, ed. W. Onclin, R. Bézac,
others (Paris: Cerl, 1969) 103-76.
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Because the gospel the bishop proclaims is not a secret gospel but
is the authoritative proclamation of that apostolic tradition that con-
tinues to progress within the whole community, the bishop must be
an effective listener if he is to be an effective teacher. This is affirmed
in the chapler on the laity in Lumen gentium:

The laity have the right, as do all the faithful, to receive abundant help
from the sacred pastors out of the spiritual goods of the church, espe-
cially the help provided by the word of God and the sacraments; and
they should make known to these pastors their needs and desires with
that freedom and confidence which befits children of God and sisters
and brothers in Christ. In accordance with the knowledge, competence
or authority that they possess, they have the right and indeed some-
times the duty (o make known their opinion on matters which concern
the good of the church. . . . [TThe sacred pastors are to acknowledge
and promote the dignity and the responsibility of the laity in the

church; they should willingly make use of their prudent counsel (LG
37, my emphasis).

Of course, just as the bishop is not simply a mouthpiece for the pope,
neither is he a mouthpiece for (he opinions of his flock as reflected in
the latest poll. The “special charism of truth” is given to him, and it
is his responsibility and his alone to exercise faithfully that charism.
While the bishop serves as a restis Jidei, a witness to that faith pro-
fessed by those in his community, he is also the authoritative teacher
and judge (iudex fidei) responsible for saleguarding that faith from
the distortion and error that is always possible within any individual
community.

Episcopal Collegiality and the Conmmunio Ecclesiarum

The ministry of the individual bishop is not exhausted by his rela-
tionship to his local Church. Through episcopal consecration the
bishop is inserted’into the college of bishops (LG 22.1). By connect-
ing membership in the college with episcopal consecration the coun-
cil reinforced the conviction that the college of bishops was not an
incidental ecclesiastical institution but rather possessed a sacramen-
tal foundation.® Lumen gentium also reaffirmed traditional Church
teaching that the whole college of bishops succeeds in the authority
of the college of apostles (LG 18). What was new was the council’s

"Ryan, “Vatican II; Re-Discovery,” 219-20.
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extended reflection on the nature of the collegial relationship among
the bishops, including the bishop of Rome. Of course, the f:oncepl of
collegiality, if not the term itself, was not new. A sense of the colle-
gial relationship of the bishops could be traced back to the early
Church. . - '

In patristic ecclesiology™ the collegial rel:m(msh.lp of the bishops
was an expression of the communion that emsl%‘d among the
Churches. The bishop, in his relationship with other bishops, was_thc
agent of that ecclesial communion. Thus collegial acts among blSh-‘
ops manifested the ecclesial communion among th%‘ Churches. As
Walter Kasper puts it, “[c]ollegiality is . . . the official, outward as-
pect . . . of the sacramental unity in communion.”* It followc-d then
that any legitimate authority exercised logellu::r by the bishops
emerged out of their relationships to their :'cspccllve Churc?ws..

The Orthodox refer to this ancient conviction as the prmc1ple of
synoduality. Ecclesial authority must emc.rgc_out of the communion of
Churches and not as an external principle exercised over the
Churches. Congar has something similar in mind when he speak:? of
the principle of conciliarity. He sces regional synntlls, ccume-mcal
councils, and other institutional expressions of ecclesial authority as
concrete manifestations of the Church’s fundamental nature as a
communion: :

Councils, while creations of the church, are an expression of thc' con-
ciliarity which derives from the very nature of the Church, which is
to be a communion, koinonia. . . . A council seeks to cxp.ress the
community of views, the unanimity of the Church.on. the E.mms. of tlhc
local or particular churches . . . whether ll'fli; unanimity exists Im[JIlf}
itly and has to be elicited and made explicit, or has to be sought in
order o be expressed.®

®For an in-depth historical analysis ol the notion of collegiality iltl. patris-
tic ecclesiology see Joseph Ratzinger, Das neue Volk Gottes: Entwiirfe zur
Ekklesiologie (Diisseldorf: Patmos, 1969) 121-224.

“Walter Kasper, Theology and Church (New York: Crossroad, 198‘?’) 157,

*Yves Congar, “The Conciliar Structure or chiplc of the Church,” Con-
cilium 167 (1983) 3—4. See also Congar’s “Konzil als Versam[_nlung und
griindsiitzliche Konziliaritit der Kirche,” in Gour in Welr (festschrift for Karl
Rahner), ed. Herbert Vorgrimler (Freiburg: Herder, 1964) 2 1.35~65; John'D.
Zizioulas, “The Development of Conciliar Structure to the Time of the First
Ecumenical Council,” in Councils and the Ecumenical Movement (Geneva:
WCC, 1968) 34-51.
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It is this ecclesiological conviction that is often overlooked in con-
temporary understandings of synods and councils. The deliberations
of bishops in synod or council were not for the early Church, and
should not be today, understood as the exercise of a kind of governing
board placed over the Church. Rather, synodal and conciliar delibera-
tions are concentrated expressions of the mind of the Churches.”
Vatican II drew {rom this ancient tradition in its description of the

relationship between the college of bishops and the communion of
Churches:

The individual bishops . . . are the visible principle and foundation of
unity in their own particular churches, formed in the likeness of the
universal church; in and from these particular churches there exists the
one unique catholic church. For this reason individual bishops repre-
sent their own church, while all of them together with the pope repre-
sent the whole church in the bond of peace, love and unity (LG 23,
emphasis mine).

When understood in the context of the communion of Churches, epis-
copal collegiality can be appreciated as a properly theological and ec-
clesiological principle for understanding Church leadership.
Unfortunately the relationship between the college of bishops and the
communion of Churches was not consistently presented in the conciliar

7“The capacity of the bishops to reflect the mind of the Church universal
conditions and is conditioned by their capacity (o reflect the mind of the local
churches. The conciliar structure of the church is short-circuited when the
bishops cannot or do not act as the corporate voices of their churches, . .
The Church as the Spirit-inspired communion of local communities, reflect-
ing the communion of Christians one with another and grounded in partici-
pation in the self-gift of God, authoritatively expresses its common life, its
tradition, through the ‘episcopal college.” Michael J. Himes, “The Ecclesio-
logical Significance of the Reception of Doctrine,” Heythrop Journal 33
(1992) 154. Needless to say, this stress on the bishop’s relationship to his
local Church challenges the wisdom il not the validity of formal ordination
to the episcopate, the practice of ordaining a bishop without giving that
bishop a responsibility for a local Church. That the Church recognizes the
importance of this connection, even if it is only affirmed in the most trivial
way, is reflected in the practice of granting a titular see (an ancient Church
that no longer exists) to bishops not given a true pastoral charge, for example,
apostolic nuncios, and auxiliaries. I will consider further the ecclesiological
difficulties embedded in this practice in the conclusion of this volume.
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documents.® For example, some theologians have lamented the coun-
cil’s decision to separate membership in the college of bishops from the
assignment of a pastoral charge to a local Church ‘(cf. LG21). Vat.ican Il
taught that a bishop became a member of the ep:scopal college imme-
diately upon episcopal consecration. There is no mention of the need for
a pastoral charge. However, if a bishop can be a member of the coll_cge
of bishops without any relationship to a local Church, _then the relation-
ship between the episcopal college and the communion of Churches,
central (o the understanding of the carly Church, is seriously weakened.
Furthermore, from this position it is only a small step to viewing the au-
thority of the college as essentially independent of and exlemalilo th.c
communion of Churches.®? Collegiality, a theological and ecclesmlogt'-
cal principle of leadership for the early Church, risks becgming, as it
was before Vatican I, a mere juridical principle of leadership.

In spite of this inconsistency, the integral relationship of the col-
lege of bishops to the communion of Churches was clcarl_y aSS{_*,rted‘
by the council. Still to be considered, however, is the relationship of
the college of bishops to the bishop of Rome, its head.

Collegiality and Papal Prfmacy

In 1967 Pope Paul VI himsell admitted, “The pope—as we all
know—is undoubtedly the gravest cbstacle in the path of ecumen-

#Cf. Joseph Famerée, “Collégialilé et communion dans I‘Egl_ise," Revue
théologique de Louvain 25 (June 1994) 199—?()3; }'ICI'Vé-Mﬂl'l’e Le.grand,
“Collégialité des évéques el communion des Eglises dans la réception de
Vatican 11" Revue des sciences philosophiques et théologiques 75 (1991)
545-68. N

®This difficully is reflected in the view of Karl Rahner: “As a co_llcge itis
not simply the union of local bishops as such, but acollegial governing bonm‘d
in the Church which cannot as such derive its authority from the locally lim-
ited authority of its members as local bishops.” Rahner’s inlcr}t, appz_lrenlly.
was to justify the membership in the college of auxiliary and titular bishops.
Karl Rahner, “The Episcopal Office,” in Theological- Investigations (New
York: Crossroad, 1982) 6:323. Rahner’s position IS challenged in the follow-
ing studies: Hervé-Maric Legrand, “Nature de L'Eglise pzlrticuhi‘:rc el“rélc gc
I'évéque dans i'églisc,” in La charge pastoral des évéques: Décret *Chris-
tus Dominus,” ed. P. Veuillot and Yves Congar (Paris: Cerf, 1969) 118f; Yves

Congar, Ministéres et communion ecclésiale (Paris: Cerf, 1971) 123-40; and -

T. Strotmann, “Primauté et céphalisation: A propos d’une élude du P. Karl
Rahner,” Irénikon 37 (1964) 186-97.
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ism.”™ In his encyclical on ecumenism, Ut unum sint, Pope John Paul
Il repeated what he had already stated in a 1984 address to the World
Council of Churches, namely that the ministry of the bishop of Rome
“constitutes a difficulty for most other Christians, whose memory is
marked by certain painful recollections” (U 88). In that same en-
cyclical the Pope extended a remarkable invitation to other Church
leaders and theologians

to engage with me in a patient and fraternal dialogue on this subject, a
dialogue in which, leaving useless controversies behind, we could lis-
len to one another, keeping before us only the will of Christ for his
church and allowing ourselves to be deeply moved by his plea “that
they may all be one . . . so that the workl may believe that you have
sent me” (UU 96).

The Pope is certainly correct in his judgment that further ecumenical
progress will require honestly addressing the questions regarding
papal primacy posed by the Catholic Church’s ecumenical conversa-
tion partners. Many of these questions concern the relationship of the
bishop of Rome to his brother bishops. For example, the Orthodox
contend that Roman Catholicism’s traditional account of papal pri-
macy, with its strong emphasis on the universal jurisdiction of the pa-
pacy, violates the Eucharistic foundations of the Church. Since each
Eucharistic community under the leadership of the bishop is wholly
the body of Christ, these communities and their bishops are funda-
mentally equal and may not be subordinated one to another. Histori-
cally, Orthodoxy calls attention to the significant role played by the
five ancient patriarchates (Rome, Constantinople, Alexandria, Anti-
och, and Jerusalem), within which, they generally admit, Rome
played a preeminent role. However, they challenge traditional Roman
Catholic understandings of the role of the patriarch of Rome. In the
theology of the pentarchy, which developed in the East, the authority
of the patriarchs was an expression of synodality and therefore was
inextricably bound to the communion of Churches.” Orthodoxy, then,

M,

Quoted in Peter Hebblethwaite, Pawl Vi: The First Modern Pope (New
York: Paulist, 1993) 9.

"It is important to nole, however, that Orthodox theologians are not them-
sclves in complete agreement regarding the concrete expressions of this rela-
tionship between the bishops and the Churches. The great nineteenth-century
Russian theologian Alexei Khomiakov insisted that the validity of councils
depended on the reception of their decisions by the whole people of God. See
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generally has rejected any notion of primacy by which Rome assumes
a supra-episcopal authority, and consequently it has rejected any pri-
macy understood as a power over other local bishops and their
Churches.® On the contrary, “the first and the essential form of pri-
macy” for Orthodoxy lies in the synod of bishops, as there and only
there does one find a primacy rooted in the episcopacy itself.”
Out of the Anglican-Roman Catholic dialogues there has emerged
a significant convergence regarding the value of ministry of univer-
sal primacy. This dialogue explicitly envisions this primacy as a serv-
ice to the koinonia of Churches and not as an autonomous authority
exercised over the Churches. Important questions have been raised by
Anglicans, however, regarding the meaning of Roman Catholicism’s
assertion that the universal primacy of the bishop of Rome exists by
“divine right” and its assertion that the pope possesses universal, or-
dinary, and immediate jurisdiction over the whole Church. Anglican-
ism sees the danger, verified by numerous historical examples, of the
bishop of Rome usurping the responsibilities of the local bishop.* Fi-
nally, the Malta Report from the Roman Catholic-Lutheran dialogues
also admits the value of a ministry of primacy as a service to the unity
of the Church but insists on applying to any ministry of primacy the
principle that all Church office is subordinate to the gospel.* Any re-
thinking of papal primacy must take into account these ecumenical

concerns.

It was observed earlier that in the third chapter of Lumen gentium . =
Vatican II drew on a more ancient vision of Church authority and, - 3

while reaffirming papal authority, claimed that the bishops “together
with their head, the Supreme Pontiff, and never apart from him” also

“have supreme and full authority over the universal churc ? (LG 22). .

In other words, the whole college of bishops shares, with the pope, in
the pastorate of the universal Church. To some bishops this teaching

Alexei S. Khomiakov, The Church Is One (New York: Archdiocese of East-
ern Orthodox Church of America, 1953). This thesis, however, has not been
universally accepted within Orthodoxy.

#For a presentation of this view see the essays in Meyendorff, The Primacy
of Peter, particularly those by Afanassieff and Schmemann.

»Alexander Schmemann, “The Idea of Primacy in Orthodox Ecclesiol-
ogy;” in Myendorff, The Primacy of Peter, 158.

%For the treatment of this issue in ARCIC I see Meyer and Vischer, Growth

in Agreement, 88-118.
s“The Malta Report,” in Meyer and Vischer, Growth in Agreement, 184.
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stood in cl_ear' contradiction to the teaching of Vatican I's Pastor

;z{eremus the?t supreme authority over the Church resided in the

Vo;_mn pontiff. Yet Lumen gentium, far from denying the teaching of

inz} al(ila;ﬂi;laﬁ affirmed Vatican I's definitions on papal primacy and
. How could two 1 differd

O A groups have such differing understand-

The Historical Origins of the Controversy
over Collegiality and Primacy

Tl_le source of the disagreement can be traced at least back to th
iommauce of canonical considerations of the Church in the Middlz
frles.;;ves Clongar has fr<‘:quently noted the influence of concepts
ot man law fox: medieval teaching on the Church. From this

ody of legal thecu:y it became common to consider the Church as a
universal corporation under the authority of its head, the pope.®
Canqn lfalwyers were often engaged in questions rcgardi;lg the nalzu;e
a“J;d limits of papal authority. These concerns came to a head in the
? ]fstem sc%usm of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries in which the
i u;ch rehe-d on the. autho.rity of a council (Constance, 1414—18) to

solve a situation in which there were first two and then thre
claimants to' the Holy See. Some took this extraordinary situation a:
an opportunity to propose that councils possessed an authority intrin
; sma].ly_ superior to that of the pope.” This view was rejected by Po :

Eugen_ms IV and the Council of Florence, which strongly rea.f)I(irmEg

the primacy of pope over council. Out of that controversy came the
enduring suspicion of any increase in the authority of the bishops

a re_tun} .of conciliarism. Unfortunately the theological canorll)icaalS

and political presuppositions underlying this conflict haci little refe :
ence to an ecclesiology of communion, that is, to-a view of thrc;

Church universal a i .
B erved: s a communion of Churches. As Patrick Burps has

zct);;ct)hmmunio but juridical concepts like plenitudo potestatis consti-
e central concern of the canonists, papal and anti-papal, who

*Yves Congar, L'Eglise de saint in a
‘ ) A 4 i
B oo ugustin a I’épogque moderne (Paris:
- f : g :
¥ "For :':1 cous1dere?.tson of this topic, the best work probably remains Brian
ierney’s Foundations of Conciliar Theory: The Contributions of the Me-

dieval Canonists from Grati L i
ey from Gratian to the Great Schism (Cambridge: Cambridge
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now became so influential in the concrete life of the church. Not only
the question ol papal primacy but the basic context for all ecclesio-
logical reflection was dominated by a universalist perspective that
tended to reduce the individual local churches to mere units in an ad-
ministrative whole.™

What seemed common to all sides ol the conciliarist controversy, pa-
palist and anti-papalist, was a kind of zero-sum ccclesiology. in which
the papacy and the bishops represented two distinct clammnts to
power and authority—the increase in the power and authority of one
necessarily entailing the diminishment in the other.

This opposition of episcopate and papacy would only be exacerbated

in the centuries following the Protestant Reformation. The reformers
were not reluctant to attack the authority and very ecclesial founda-
tions of the papacy. Even within the Church the Jansenist controversy
and the challenges to papal authority associated with both Gallican-
ism and Febronianism led the papacy to be suspicious of any rival
claims to ecclesiastical authority. By the nineteenth century the pa-
pacy was involved in bitter Church-state disputes over Lhe (.:ivil pre-
rogatives of the Church in malters related to education, marriage, and
the family. The rise of Ttalian nationalism led to calls for an end to the
Church’s temporal authority over the Papal States. On the intellectual
front the emergence of new philosophical schools of thought andiim-
portant developments in Church history were influencing theologians
to break out of accepted scholastic approaches to Catholic theology.
In 1864 Pope Pius IX [lelt compelled to issue the famous Syllabus of
Errors, condemning numerous propositions related to philosophy,
theology, history, biblical studies, science, and Church-state rclntiPns.
The result of all of these developments was something of a siege
mentality among the ecclesiastical leadership in Rome.

Vatican I's Pastor Aelernus on Papal Primacy

Vatican I's constitution, Pastor aeternus, was the culmination of a
centuries-long historical trajectory toward a view ol the Church that
was pyramidical, juridical, and to some extent reactionary.” The first

®Patrick J. Burns, “Communion, Councils, and Collegiality: Some Catho-
lic Reflections,” in Papal Primacy and the Universal Church, ed. Paul C,
Empie and T. Austin Murphy (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1974) 155.

My analysis ol Pastor acternus is drawn from the study on the papacy by
I.-M. R. Tillard, The Bishop of Rome (Wilminglon: Glazier, 1983).
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draft of the constitution was distributed (o the bishops at the begin-
ning of the council. The bishops were fairly critical of the draft, and
sent it back to committee for revision. The second draft was never
distributed to the bishops. Instead another draft was proposed to the
bishops that included a new introduction, the earlier draft’s chapter
on papal primacy, plus material on papal infallibility that had been
prepared independently by some ultramontanist theologians. It was
this new constitution, comprising an introduction and four chapters,
that was eventually voted upon and approved.

Fastor aeternus begins with a brief introduction on the institution
and foundation of the Church and of the papacy. Significantly, the in-
troduction of the constitution defines papal ministry in terms of serv-
ice to the Church:

In order, then, that the episcopal office should be one and undivided and
that, by the union of the clergy, the whole multitude of believers should
be held together in the unity of faith and communion, he [Christ] set
blessed Peler over the rest of the apostles and instituted in him (he per-
manent principle of both unities and their visible foundation.®

In this brief statement, which received little further development in
the constitution, lies the kernel of a contemporary theology of papal
primacy. The papacy does not exist for its own sake but as a ministry
of service to the Church. Its fundamental purpose is the preservation
of the “unity of faith and communion.”

The first chapter affirms the divine institution of papal primacy
over the whole Church. It maintains that this primacy was given to
Peter and to all of his successors. The chapter also condemns those
(presumably the Eastern Orthodox) who would grant to the papacy
nothing more than a primacy of honor. Rather, the constitution insists
upon a juridical primacy, that is, a primacy exercised under the force
of law. Indeed, this chapter reflects the document’s general preference
for juridical rather than theological approaches to questions of eccle-
siology. As we shall see, this juridical preoccupation is one of the
more serious limitations of the document.

The second chapter continues the constitution’s consideration of
papal primacy, now focusing on the permanence of the Petrine min-
istry. One important and often overlooked feature of this chapter is
the way in which the argument for papal primacy begins with quotations

“Tanner, Decrees of Ecumenical Councils, 2:8172.
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from both St. Irenaecus and St. Ambrose, which speak nf)l of the p]n
macy of the bishop of Rome but rather of the Church of Rnnjey.. 1 11:;f
represents an important if largely ]undcvcloped return to the origins o
al ministry in the early Church.

pallj_,ﬂ:g“{;:fto?e the :mlhn{i:y of the bishop of Rome wus com'ze‘cclled
explicitly with St. Peter, the authority of the I-lmnan bishop \‘v.a;s- e-
rived from the prestige ol the Roman Churcb‘:tsclf. That prestige, ;n
turn, was largely due to (1) the political sigx?lhcance ‘Of Rome and (2)
the association of both Peter and Paul with the ‘(.hurch of Ro.mc
where they were said to have been martyred." It is this -connecu(mr
with Peter and Paul that helps explain th_: cur-]y essab‘llshment 0

Rome as the preeminent Church of apostolic witness. For example,

St. Irenacus writes:

But since it would be extremely long in a book suc_h as this to give the
succession lists for all the churches (we shall take just one), the great-
est and most ancient church, known to all, founded at Rmn.c by lht.: .lwn
most glorious apostles, Peter and Paul. W‘e.shall show that 11:\ tradition,
which it has from the Apaostles and the faith prcaclmfi to [all], conics
down to us through the succession of bishops. . . . For every c.huu.l),
i.e. the faithful who are in all parts of the wor]d,.should agree wxlh. l.hIS
church because of its superior foundation. In this church the U"ddl(l()n.
from the Apostles has been preserved by those who are from all parts

of the world.*®

“The ecumenical potential of the authority of Rome being :-()(.)legvn‘?!‘zhc
reputation and prestige of both Peter and Paul lj.ilS been cx‘plorc.d in 1(1\11':\:
R. Farmer and Roch Kereszly, Peter and Paul in the Church of Rome

<: Paulist, 1990). )

Y()‘Z‘;\r!z:?ﬂl::z I:a)ere.)ws 3, 3, 2. The translation of the key phrase, “ad hanc
enim ecclesiam propter potiorem principalitatem necesse est omncln: coln~
venire ecclesiam,” is much disputed. Matters are f” cotlrse not hc‘lpe]( )y_,l e
fact that we cannot know the identity of the original (;{'eck pljr:fae ll'ml[ pg-f
tiorem principalitatem” is translating. T am here following the t:z\i.]]s .1'11(:)? iy
Robert Eno in his Teaching Authority in rh_e Early .Clmrf'h (Wl 11?11'1,,.0 :
Glazier, [984) 45. For more on this lext and its ccclcsfolog:cul unplacatl(fns
see J.-M. R. Tillard, Chwrch of Clurches: The ?(‘(I\lc’.\'r()t’ngy of Cg;m;gz{lr;rf
(Collegeville: The Liturgical Press |A MICIIHFI (J.la;.ucr Buok‘ 1: 19 ]) ‘ P\[r.(;
Emmanuel Lanne, “L’Eglise de Rome, a glcn'mssxm.ls:luob'u.? .xp{)sl((; 1519;76)
et Paulo Romae fundatac et constitutae Ecclesia, If‘e{ukon 4 ‘ £ %
275-322. For an accessible study of the origins .nf papal primacy see Rober
Eno, The Rise of the Papacy (Wilmington: Glazier, 1990).
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As we shall sec later, this emphasis on the local Church of Rome will
be vital for developing a theology of papal primacy.

The third chapter of the constitution formally defines papal pri-
macy, citing the teaching of the Council of Florence. Once again,
however, the council speaks first not of the primacy of the pontiff but
of the Roman Church. In the following passage the nature and extent
of papal primacy is explicitly developed:

/' Wherefore we teach and declare that, by divine ordinance, the Roman
church possesses a pre-eminence of ordinary power over every other
chirch, and that this jurisdictional power of the Roman pontiff is both
episcopal and immediate. Both clergy and faithful, of whatever rite
and dignity, both singly and collectively, are bound to submit 1o this
power by the duty of hierarchical subordination and true obedience,
and this not only in matters concerning faith and morals, but also in
those which regard the discipline and government of the church
throughout the world. In this way, by unity with the Roman pontiff in
communion and in profession of the same faith, the church of Christ
becomes one flock under one supreme shepherd. This is the teaching of
the catholic truth; and no one can depart from it without endangering
his faith and salvation (my emphasis).**

Several elements in this passage deserve comment. Again, the consti-
tution considers the ministry of the papacy primarily in a canonical or
juridical rather than a theological mode. From its emphasis on obedi-
ence to its description of papal ministry in terms of jurisdiction we
see a substantially legal consideration of the structures of the Church.
While one cannot ignore the Juridical aspects of the Church, the al-
most complete exclusion of a more theological treatment of the pa-
pacy is a serious shortcoming. For example, one might imagine this
document receiving a rather different reception from the Orthodox
and Anglican communions if the ministry of the pope were described
in the language of universal pastoral concern and solicitude rather
than that of obedience and Jjurisdiction.

Second, the text is strikingly lacking any theology of the local
Church. According to the constitution the pope possesses a universal
primacy over the whole Church that is described as “one flock under
one supreme shepherd.” The pope’s jurisdiction is everywhere ordi-
nary and immediate. This passage reflects the intent of the council to
offer a firm foundation to the legitimate universal pastoral ministry of

"Tanner, Decrees of Ecumenical Councils, 2:814,
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the pope. However, the language gives the impression that each dio-
cese is but a subdivision of the universal Church. It was difficult for
many bishops at Vatican I to reconcile this ordinary papal jurisdiction
with any real jurisdiction for the local bishop. In response to this dif-
ficulty the council inserted into the constitution the following passage:

This power of the supreme ponliff by no means detracts from that or-
dinary and immediate power of cpiscopal jurisdiction, by which the
bishops, wha have succeeded 1o the place ol the apostles by appoint-
ment of the Holy Spirit, tend and govern individually the particular
flocks which have been assigned to them. On the contrary, this power
of theirs is asserted, supported and defended by the supreme and uni-
versal pastor; for St. Gregory the Great says: “My honour is the hon-
our of the whole church. My honour is the steadfast strength of my
brethren. Then do 1 receive true honor, when it is denied to none of

those to whom honour is due.”™!

This important text confirms that it was not the intent of the bishops
at Vatican I to place papal jurisdiction in compelition with the juris-
diction of the local bishop.** Papal primacy should not undermine but
rather support and strengthen the ordinary jurisdiction of the local
bishop. .

Nevertheless, many were confused by the wording of Pastor aeter-
nus. Otto von Bismarck, the chancellor of Germany, for example, had
read the constitution to mean that the pope could assume episcopal
rights over every diocese, that cpiscopal jurisdiction was absorbed by
papal jurisdiction, and therelore that the bishops were mere instru-
ments of the pope. After the council the German bishops felt com-
pelled to respond formally to the chancellor:

According to [the] teaching of the Catholic church, the pope is hishop
of Rome but not bishop of another diocese or another town. . . . But
as bishop of Rome he is al the same time pope, that is, the pastor and
supreme head of the universal Church, head ol all the bishops and the
Faithful and his papal power should be respected and listened Lo every-
where and always, not only in particular and exceptional cases. In this
position the pope has to walch over each bishop in the fulfillment of
the whole range of his episcopal charge. 11 a bishop is prevented, or if
some need has made itself felt, the pope has the right and the duty, in

“Ihid.
“Gustave Thils, “Polestas ordinaria,” in L'Episcopur et I"Eglise uni-
verselle, ed. Yves Congar and B.-D. Dupuy (Paris: Cerf, 1962) 689-708.
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his c:_lpzu:ity as pope and not as bishop of the diocese, 1o order what-
ever is nc‘ccssary for the administration of that diocese. . The (;e-
cisions of the Vatican Council do nol olfer the shadow ofz; ‘rclext to
c].:um lhfl[ the pope has by them become an absolute stwerci;};n and, i

virtue ol his infallibility, a sovercign more perlectly absolute ll" o
absolute monarch in the world.* R

11'1 March of 1875 Pope Pius IX gave formal approval of the Germa
bls}}opls’ f}ec]amlion.“ Some twenty years later Pope Leo X111 woucig
agam msist that the bishops “are not o be looked upon as vicars of
the Roman Pontiffs; because they exercise a power really\£l1cir‘0\v(r)1
and are most truly called the ordinary pastors of the people ove;
fvh‘om. lh-ey rule.”* Clearly, in the mind of the bishops at Vutif:)an I the
_]UI'IS-(IICUOH of the individual bishop over his local Church had to dif-
fer in some way from the pope’s jurisdiction over the universal
Church._However, neither Vatican I nor subsequent popes were able
t(? explain how the two ordinary jurisdictions of the pope and th ]
bishop could be reconciled. pores o
Part of the dilficulty can be traced to the technical meaning at
hjlch_cd. to the juridical language being employed. That the po e’i o
['l'.'i(]IC[lOﬂ over the whole Church is described as ordinar pmez{lu-
s.;mE)I}f that it is proper (o the bishop of Rome: it is not a de!eya!ed 1;?
rlS(lllL‘ll()n.'"' The pope is not the “first bishop™ of each Ioca]gChuréh
He is bishop of only one local Church, the Church of Rome. As :uch‘
he l.ms a pastoral concern and responsibility over the universz'll (‘:l;urch,
which is ordinary, immediate, and universal inasmuch as }t properl
bclongs. to him and involves a constant attitude of vigilant conceli)l foy
the “unity of faith.and communion of the whole Church.” '
The so-called minority bishops at Vatican I, bishops W!‘IO expressed
vnru_:d reservations regarding the more extreme claims for ‘}p al- ;,\u
thority, all sought to tie the exercise of papal authority to 1hcpr;113i|1islr ,
of the whole college of bishops. Their concerns were expressed mos):

.*"An Engii.-.ih translation of this text can be found in Hans Kiing, The Coun-
cil and Reunion (London: Sheed & Ward, 1961) 283-95 ’ I
“CL. DS 3112-17. o
“Satis cogninom, ASS 28 (Junc 29, 1896) 732.
"This was rm.lcrnlc,(] by Vatican I relator Bishop Zinelli in J. D. Mansi, ed
f}(:rmnmr conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio (Graz: Akademi’sch;
ruck, 1961) 52:1105 (herealter cited as Mansi, followed by the volume and
column numbers). Sce also Thils, “Potestas Ordinaria.” 691
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insistently with respect to the constitution’s definition on papal infal-
libility, a topic [ will discuss in chapter 7. After the close of the coun-
cil the minority was able to accept the council’s teaching on papal
primacy, largely because they interpreled it in the light of the more
moderate, authoritative commentaries offered by the council’s official
spokespersons, Bishops Zinelli and Gasser. However, their more
moderate interpretation of the council decrees would be overshad-
owed by a more “maximalist” reading of the council. After Vatican I
many of the Latin seminary manuals would propose a vision of the
Church that highlighted papal prerogatives and the centralization of
authority in the papacy. One ecclesiology manual for example, writ-
ten in 1891 by Domenico Palmieri, bore the title Tractatus de Ro-
mano pontifice cum prolegomena de Ecclesia (Tract on the Roman
pontiff with an introduction on the Church). As the title of this man-
ual indicates, within the manual tradition at least considerations of
the Church were often dominated by the papacy. There were manual-
ists who took a more moderate course, and important new ecclesio-
logical studies emerged in the carly twentieth century that set the
stage for Vatican II. Nevertheless, for much of the ninety years be-
tween Vatican 1 and Vatican II the dominant reading of the teachings
of Vatican I would suffer, if not from any [undamental delect, then
certainly from a pronounced imbalance.

Vatican 1I's Renewed Theology of Papal Primacy

Al Vatican 11 there was a new group of minority bishops. This
group was fiercely loyal to the teachings of Vatican I and saw the
teaching on episcopal collegiality as a threat to Vatican I's teaching
on papal primacy. The majority of the bishops, however, did not be-
lieve that episcopal collegiality undermined papal primacy. It was
their intention simply to redress an earlier ecclesiology that appeared
to place the authority of the bishops and that of the pope in opposi-
tion. In the late nineteenth century the German bishops had insisted,
against the view of Bismarck, that the pope was not the bishop of
every diocese but the bishop of Rome. It logically followed that if the
pope is himself a bishop of a local Church, the papacy and the col-
lege of bishops cannot be two separate entities. As bishop of a local
Church the pope is a member among other members of the college of
bishops; as bishop of the local Church of Rome the pope is also the
head of the college of bishops. This relationship, commonly accepted
in the early centuries of the Church, had gradually become obscured
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as Catholic ecclesiology became more juridical,

- lic instituti
universalist in character. The ke 3 e

y then, to overcoming what I h
¢ : . : ave
eferred to as a zero-sum view of ecclesial authority was to ground

i];ﬁ]:?é)z;cfybllnhllle episg:opate——to reinsert the papacy fully into the
R gthe ke;s f;);rjs\./;;:](;j[a;;f)’roacll to papal authority seems to have
eTiRoondt rolfeaii 1 1I's reconciliation of papal primacy and
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mbership in the episcopal college the
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.church, full, supreme and universal power over the church, a ‘?’ e
is always able (0 exercise freely (LG 22.2). e
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" *Romane ponrifici eligendo, AAS 67 (November 30 1975) 609-435
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But does not this emphasis on the pope as bishop of a local Church
reduce the pope o simply the “first among equals™ (primus inter
pares)? After all, while Orthodox theologians have generally been
willing to grant this title to the pope, Roman Catholicism has insisted
that this title falls short of full Roman Catholic teaching on papal pri-
macy. First, the pope is the first among equals inasmuch as he too be-
longs to the college of bishops and is one with his fellow bishops in
the episcopal ordo. However, he is not merely the lirst among equals
in that he still possesses authority over other Churches.

Here lies the confusion that Vatican 1 had been unable to clear up.
How can the pope’s immediate, ordinary, episcopal, and universal ju-
risdiction be reconciled with the jurisdiction of the local bishop?
Does not this universal jurisdiction turn the pope into a superbishop
altogether different from other bishops? This issue has important ecu-
menical ramifications. Recent ecumenical dialogues suggest an in-
creased willingness to accept some kind of universal Petrine ministry,
but few if any are willing to accept a pope characterized as a “super-
bishop.” One ol the more helpful attempts to address this issue is that
undertaken by Dominican theologian J.-M. R. Tillard.

Tillard contends that the universal jurisdiction .of the pope does
not exceed the bounds of episcopal ministry. He proposes as a basic
ecclesiological principle that the power (potestas) associated with all
episcopal authority only exists in relation to a bishop’s particular
pastoral charge (officitm). Ministry is always ordered Lo service. The
Holy Spirit will assist the bishop in ways appropriate Lo that bishop’s
particular ministry. Yet the pastoral charges of bishops may differ
considerably. Some minister to very small rural dioceses, others are
the pastors ol huge urban archdioceses. The bishop of Rome too pos-
sesses a unique pastoral charge. His charge is to the local Church of
Rome. But this particular local Church has since ancient times held
a privileged position among the Churches. It has been looked to for
guidance and inspiration over the centuries because of its consistent
fidelity to the gospel. In time this primacy developed juridical
“teeth,” as it were, so that the local Church of Rome could guard and
preserve the unity of the Church universal more effectively. It is to
this local Church that the bishop of Rome possesses a pastoral
charge. Therefore, we should expect that the bishop of Rome would
be given the power and assistance appropriale to this particular pas-
toral charge. The pastoral responsibility of the bishop of Rome is
unique inasmuch as it involves, in addition to a pastoral concern for
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the local Church of Rome, a pastoral concern for the communion of
Churches.™ Thus the pastoral responsibility of the bishop of Rome
demands a power and authority that while not duplicated by that of
other bishops is nevertheless episcopal in form. In this view the uni-
versal pastorate of the pope makes him more than “first among
equals,” yet without compromising his identity as a bishop among
bishops.

This understanding of papal primacy recalls the ancient title for the
pope employed by St. Gregory the Great, the servant of the servants
of God (servus servorwn Dei). By viewing the pope as a bishop
among bishops who is head of the college because he is first a mem-
ber of the college, we can better understand his ministry as a service
to the ministry of the other bishops, who share with him a pastoral
concern for the Church universal. As Tillard notes, the unique au-
thority of the bishop of Rome is not exercised as a dominium but a
ministeritm, a service offered in support of the ministry of the other
bishops.” Here we find an ecclesial application of the principle of
subsidiarity central to Catholic social teaching. Pastoral concerns
should be addressed by the Church authority closest to the locus of
the pastoral issue.” The “normal” ministry of the bishop of Rome

"Tillard, Bishop of Rome, 40-41. See also Tillard, Church of Churches,
ch. 4.

*Tillard, Church of Churches, 272-73.

“The principle of subsidiarity was originally developed within Roman Ca-
tholicism’s developing social justice tradition and was explicitly treated in
Pius XI's 1931 encyclical Quadragesimo anno. The general principle is that
no higher organization or association should undertake a task that can better
and more effectively be handled by a more proximate organization or associ-
ation, Its first ecclesiological application came in an address by Pius XII to
newly created cardinals on February 20, 1946. Making reference to Pius XI's
social application of the term, Pius XII said: “Our predecessor of happy
memory, Pius X1, in his Encyclical Quadragesinio Anno on social order, drew
a practical conclusion’. . . when he announced a principle of general appli-
cation, viz.: that what individual beings can do by themselves and by their
own lorces, should not be taken from them and assigned to the community.
It is a principle that also holds good for smaller communities and those of
lower rank in relation to those which are larger and in a position of superior-
ity. For—as the wise Pontiff said, developing his thought—every social ac-
livity is of its nature subsidiary (subsidiaria); it must serve as a support to
members of the social body and never destroy or absorb them. These are
surely enlightened words, valid for social life in all its grades and also for the



would be one of encouragement and support for the pastoral ministry
of the local bishops. As the bishop among bishops called to a special
ministry of universal pastoral concern, one can imagine pastoral situ-
ations that would demand the direct intervention of the bishop of
Rome because the unity of faith and communion of the whole Church
demanded it. While such exercises of papal authority would be ordi-
nary in the canonical sense that the authority to intervene is proper to
the bishop of Rome and not delegated, they generally would be ex-
traordinary in frequency.™

Against this view of the ministry of the bishop of Rome one might
argue that both Vatican I and II affirmed unequivocally that the papal
exercise of supreme and universal power over the whole Church does
not require the delegation of authority or even the consent of the epis-
copal college. The pope may exercise this power “on his own.” Does
not the ability of the pope to act apart from the college render his re-
lationship to his fellow bishops superfluous?

There are now a growing number of theologians®™ who find the in-
sistence of Vatican I and Vatican 1T that the pope can “act alone”
somewhat misleading. They would contend that even when the pope
exercises his papal authority “alone,” his ministry is nevertheless col-
legial in character. These theologians hold that there cannot be two
“Inadequately distinct subjects” of supreme authority, pope and col-
lege, as many of the neo-Scholastic manuals put it. Rather, from an
ontological point of view there is only one subject of supreme au-
thority in the Church, and that subject is the college of bishops. It is
this college, which of course is only a college when under the head-
ship of the bishop of Rome, that possesses the supreme teaching au-
thority of the Church. That supreme authority is then exercised either
in an explicit collegial act of the whole college, as with a council, or
in an implicit collegial act exercised through the head of that college,

life of the Church without prejudice to its hierarchical structure.” AAS 38
(1946) 14445 (my emphasis).

*This conviction was alfirmed in the relario of Bishop Zinelli at Vatican 1.
Cf. Mansi 52, 1105.

“CK. Tillard, Bishop of Rome, ISTL: Yves Congar, Fifty Years of Catholic
Theology: Conversations with Yves Congar, ed. Bernard Lauret (Philadel-
phia: Fortress, 1988) 51: Karl Rahner, “On the Relationship Between the
Pope and the College of Bishops.” in Theological Investigations (New York:
Seabury, 1977) 10:50-70.
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the bishop of Rome. That is, since the pope is always head of the epis-
copal college, every papal exercise of universal Ppastoral concern,
every action on behalf of “the unity of faith and communion™ of the
whole Church, is an exercise of the college itself. Juridica]ly one can
distinguish between a papal exercise of supreme authority and an ex-
ercise of that supreme authority by the episcopal college, but ecclesi-
ologically they are the same.

It follows, then, that although the pope need not explicitly “con-
sult” his fellow bishops in every exercise of his universal pastoral
ministry, he must maintain a real and substantial communion with
them. This communion among pope and bishops, of course, is a spir-
itual reality and therefore cannot be reduced to some set of institu-
tional structures. At the same time, since the Church is a sacramental
reality this spirjtual communion, if it is real, will normally be mani-
fested in concrete structures and sets of recognizable social relations.
If this communion among the bishops is not 1o be trivialized, there
must be a habitual consultation and conversation in which the pope
not only instructs but listens to his fellow bishops. It should be noted
that both Pius IX and Pius XIT consulted the bishops prior to their re-
spective definitions of (e dogmas of the immaculate conception and
the bodily assumption of Mary. While their potential has yet to be
fully realized, the role of regional episcopal conferences and the
world synod of bi'shops offer concrete examples of the way in which
the principle of collegiality could be concretely exercised,

In summary, let me try to describe a view of papal primacy within
this ecclesiology of communion. Vatican I itself taught that the pa-
Pacy was 1o serve the unity of faith and communion of the multitude
of believers by serving the unity of the bishops and clergy. This is
why Roman Catholic theologians generally insist that the principle of
synodality, so central to the Eastern Orthodox tradition and in need of
retrieval by the Western tradition, must be complemented by the
Petrine principle in which the papal ministry functions as a ministry
of unity. Patrick Burns writes:

In Catholic tradition the local church of Rome constitutes a true cen-
ter of the ecumenical Christian communion, and the bishop of Rome
is a true head of the universal cpiscopal college. His office is one of
maintaining peace, unity, and purity of faith in (he church universal, as
head of the college of bishops and in communion with the world-wide
contmunio of local and regional churches, Papal actions which violate
this basic arrangement do not contribute o the good of (he universal
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church and inevitably provoke prophetic protest with the Christian
communion and the universal episcopal college.™

The pope must be able to exercise that power and authority, no more
and no less, that is necessary for the preservation of the Church in
faith and communion. Tillard writes of the bishop of Rome:

This is a bishop among other bishops who is commissioned, on the
basis of the shared grace of episcopacy, to gather his brother bishaPs
into a college of which he is the centrim unitatis. He is a bishop w1li.'1|¥1
the college who must by the Lord’s expressed will extend the so!{mz-
tudo of all the churches which is shared throughout the body of b]sh-
ops to the point where it becomes a personal “watch”™ over w.hatc‘ver in
these churches allccts the apostolic [aith and the communion in the
catholica”

Finally, hints of this view ol papal ministry can be found in John Paul
II's encyclical on ecumenism:

In the beautilul expression of Pope St. Gregory the Great, my ministry
is that of servus servorum Dei. This designation is the best possible
safeguard against the risk of separaling power (and in pa.rticu]ar the
primacy) from ministry. Such a separation would eontradict the very
meaning of power according to the Gospel: “I am among you as one

who serves.”” . . . As the heir to the mission of Peter in the church . . .
the bishop of Rome exercises a ministry originating in the manifold
mercy of God. . . . The authority proper to this ministry is com-

pletely at the service of God's merciful plan, and it must leways_ be
seen in this perspective. Its power is explained from this perspc:?uvc.
. . . This service of unity, rooted in the action of divine mercy, is en-
trusted within the college of bishops 1o one among those who have re-
ceived from the Spirit the task, not ol exercising power over the
people—as the rulers of the gentiles and their great men d.owbut of
leading them toward peaceflul pastures. . . . [T]he IJH.TS!()H‘()f ”fe
bishop of Rome within the college of all pastors consists precisely in
“keeping watch” (episkopein), like a sentinel, so that through the ef-
forts of the pastors the true voice of Christ the shepherd may be hea.rd
in all the particular churches. . . . With the power and the authority
without which such an office would be illusory, the bishop of Rome
must ensure the communion of all the churches. For this reason, he is
the first servant of unity. . . . All this, however, must always be done

%Burns, “Communion, Councils, and Collegiality,” 170.
STillard, Bishop of Rome, 157.
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in communion, When the Catholic Church affirms that the office of the
bishop of Rome corresponds to the will of Christ, she does not sepa-
rate this office from the mission entrusted to the whole body of bish-
ops, who are also “vicars and ambassadors of Christ.” . . . I am
convinced that I have a particular responsibility in this regard, above
all in acknowledging the ccumenical aspirations of the majority of the
Christian communities and in heeding the request made to me to find
a way of exercising the primacy, which, while in no way renouncing
what is essential 1o its mission, is nonetheless open to a new situation

(LU 88, 92, 94-95, my emphasis).

This remarkable vision of papal ministry has tremendous potential
for reinvigorating the ecumenical movement, but only to the extent
that it becomes concretely realized in visible institutional structures
and in the actual exercise of authority in the Church. Today many of
our ecumenical dialogue partners pay less attention to ecclesiastical
pronouncements and more attention to the concrete structures, poli-
cies, and ecclesiastical actions that reflect Catholicism’s operative
ecclesiology.

Conclusion

This chapter has considered the principal structures of ecclesial au-
thority, the college of bishops, and the papacy. Of particular impor-
tance was the way in which Vatican Il olfered the beginnings of an
account of ecclesial authority grounded in an ecclesiology of com-
munion. With respect Lo ecclesial authority this communion exists at
two levels: (1) the communion that exists between the college of bish-
ops and the communion of Churches and (2) the communion that ex-
ists among the bishop of Rome and the other bishops of the episcopal
college. This twofold communion will serve as the foundation for our
consideration of doctrinal teaching authority in the Church,

This ecclesiology of communion also represents an important at-
tempt to respond to many of the questions raised by Orthodox, An-
glican, and Protestant theologians cited throughout this chapter. It is
an ecclesiology that agrees with many non-Catholic theologians re-
garding the necessity of situating the college of bishops within the
communion of Churches. Episcopal authority is only intelligible in
terms of its relationship to the Church. At the same time this communio
ecclesiology suggests that papal primacy need not be viewed as an in-
dependent, external authority over the bishops. Rather, papal primacy
is best understood in terms of the papacy’s relationship to the college
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of bishops as both member and head. The next two chapters will con-
sider the particular concern of Protestantism regarding the teaching
office of the Church’s relationship to the gospel itself.

An essential aspect of the ministry of the pope and college is the
preservation of the apostolic faith of the Church in all its integrily.
The pope and the other members of the college together function as
the formal subject of doctrinal teaching authority in the Church. To
them is entrusted the responsibility of preserving the apostolic faith
of the Church by authoritatively proclaiming that faith in Church doc-
trine. But what is it, precisely, that the pope and bishops teach? What
do we mean by the “apostolic faith”? How is their teaching related to
the word of God as it is mediated through Scripture and tradition?
Part 2 of this volume will shift from the subject of doctrinal teaching
authority to its object, the divinely revealed word of God.
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What the C

Vatican II’s consideration of divine revelation is one of the more
overlooked contributions of the council. The theological develop-
ments in the Dogmatic Constitution on Divine Revelation, Dei ver-
bum, were less obvious than the changes in the liturgy and less
dramatic than the seismic shift that occurred in the treatment of the
Church in both Lumen gentium and the Pastoral Constitution on the
Church in the Modern World, Gaudium et spes. Nevertheless, Dei
verbum laid the foundations for a profoundly reconceived theology of
revelation. In this chapter I will briefly summarize some of the more
significant features of (his theology as they relate to a theology of
doctrinal teaching authority in the Church.

The Dominance of a Propositional View of Revelation
on the Eve of Vatican II

There is no definitive listing of Catholic Church teachings. There
are, of course, many creeds, catechisms, and ecclesiastical documents
of various sorts, but nowhere is there a definitive list of every Catho-
lic teaching. Given the importance that Catholicism places on the au-
thoritative teaching of doctrine, this may seem surprising. Just thirty
years ago it was common for someone desiring admission into the
Roman Catholic Church to receive “instructions” from the parish
priest. In these instructions Catholicism was often presented as a
collection of discrete propositional truths. The assu mption was that
assent to these truths was equivalent to assent (o the Catholic faith. If

69
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the inquirer could assent to these teachings he or she.cou].d be admit-
ted into the Church. This understanding of the Cathu]:c. fz'mh f(?}hw\{ed
from a propositional view of divine revelation thc. orlgm:? of w]l;ch
can be traced back to the late Middle Ages. It is a view or “model 'of
revelation that became dominant in Catholic thought in the centuries
following the Council of Trent.' - ‘

This propositional model of revelation presented divine rev.elal_lon
as the communication of fundamental truths about Qod.’ In this view
supernatural revelation was concerned p]'il'ﬂﬂl"l]y with the transmis-
sion of conceptual knowledge and was conccwe'd.on the analogy of
human specch.’ Consequently, dogmalic propositions often took on
the authority of “divine utterances.” Sincc. rlmt all of the dogmatic
propositions proposed by the Church as divinely revealed could Pe
found in Scripture this view of revelation led some to_ assert the exis-
tence of two distinct sources of divine revelation, Scrlplure. and Lrad.l-
tion. While certain propositional truths were exp[itfiﬂ?/ ar-nculzlled in
Scripture, others could only be found in tradn_lon. I_“hi_s ViEw reﬂe(-:ts
a revelational positivism in which revelation itself is 1d_c|.1lfﬁf?d w:nh
its historical mediations.* Itds this propositional and posmwsl-xc view
of revelation with its attendant two-source theory that was ultimately
challenged by the bishops at Vatican IL _

During the first session of Vatican I the bishops were presented
with a draflt document on divine revelation that presuppose_(l much. of
this propositional model.* This draft presented a theology of revelation

'Avery Dulles considers this approach to revelation as one of SCVC‘l:ﬂl dif-
ferent “models of revelation.” In this context a given moc_iel suggest‘s" a pos-
sible and consistent way of thinking about a certain sel ol problems. Model.;
of Revelation (Garden City: Doubleday, 1983) 3 ]‘—32. Du]les' 1'(311315 to vlvh_nl_
have called the “propositional model” as “revelation as doctrine.” For his ini-
tial treatment of this model see 36-52. o

For examples of this model of revelation see Christian Il’esch, Pl:(‘r.dec‘-
tiones dogmaticae, 5th ed. (Freiburg: Herder, 19[5) and chmnl.d Gamgm(Jl-
Lagrange, De Revelatione per Ecclesiam catholicam proposita, 4th ed.
(Rome: Ferrari, 1945).

'Cf. Pesch, Praclectiones dogmaticae, 1:116. o o

“Joseph Ratzinger, “The Dogmatic Constitution on Divine Re\fc]au-nn, in
Commentary on the Documenis of Vatican 11, ed. Herbert Vorgrimler (New

: Crossroad, 1989) 3:190-91. N
Yorfio.cs:fl:sls; ;'Qoat{zlr.‘ingcr, ?‘Dugmmic Constitution on Divine R_CVC[ZIHOF.I, Ol'lgl_;l
and Background,” in Commientary on the I)m-umcn.!.v anau(.'u_u I3 55—_6 .
For further background on the Dogmatic Constitution on Divine Revelation,
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in cognitive terms as a collection of propositional statements or doc-
trines. It assumed problematic understandings of the inspiration of the
biblical authors and the nature of the assistance of the Holy Spirit
given to the Church hierarchy. In considerations of biblical authorship,
for example, the text downplayed the human element and considered
the biblical authors as little more than passive conduits of divine truth.
During the first session of the council several bishops were em-
boldened by Pope John XXIII's opening address and arose in oppo-
sition to this draft when it was introduced for debate. Cardinal Achille
Liénart of Lille, France, drew particular attention to the first chapter
of the schema, entitled “Two Sources of Revelation.” He contended
that this conception of revelation was foreign to Scripture, the writ-
ings of the early Church, and even St. Thomas Aquinas. Liénart in-
sisted that there was but one font of divine revelation, the word of
God, transmitted in both Scripture and tradition. He further noted the
disastrous consequences of such a formulation for ecumenical rela-
tions, sustaining as it did the mistaken notion that the Catholic hier-
archy was empowered to “add” to divine revelation. Other bishops
Joined in opposition to the schema, with many calling for its complete
withdrawal in favor of a new document. In what would be a major
turning point in the-council, John X XIII ultimately demanded the re-

moval of the schema and established a new commission to draft a
shorter alternative. -

Important Developments in Vatican II’s Dogmatic
Constitution on Divine Revelation

The Dogmatic.Constitution on Divine Revelation, Dei verbum,
would go through many revisions.* Probably more than the other

Dei verbum, see L. Alonso Schikel, ed., Concilio Vaticano Il: Comentarios
a la Constitucidn Dei Verbum (Madrid: BAC, 1969); B.-D. Dupuy, ed., La
Révélation divine (Paris: Cerf, 1968); René Latourelle, Theology of Revela-
tion (Staten Island: Alba, 1966). Brief but helpful summary analyses of the
document include Robert Murray, “Revelation” in Modern Catholicism:
Vatican If and After, ed. Adrian Hastings (New York: Oxford Univ. Press,
1991) 74-83; Donald Senior, “Dogmatic Constitution on Divine Revelation,”
in Vatican Il and Its Documents: An American Reappraisal, ed. Timothy E.
O’Connell (Wilmington: Glazier, 1986) 122-40.

A helpful introductory text on a theology of revelation would be Dermot
Lane, The Experience of Gud: An Invitation 1o Do Theology (New York:
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three constitutions promulgated by the counc‘:il, Dei verb:m]l was 111:
corﬁpromise document. Often new f()I‘lei.Elll()]]S-()f a theology c?-
revelation were juxtaposed with those more reflective O,f ll?e: Rropos(;
tional view.” Nevertheless, the constitution I_nadc significant ad-
vances. In the three decades since the COUHC'll a pkllnber of these
themes have received further development. Wh:le it is not pgssl})]e to
give any kind of comprehensive considcn:auon to the cons‘m‘uu(;n, ﬂ
review of these themes and their potential for contemporary theo
logical reflection on our topic will be valuable.

The Primacy of the Word of God

The opening sentence of Dei verbum beginsf by describing the task
of the council: “Hearing the Word of.God with reverenc_e, an'd p’ro-
claiming it with faith . . " (DV 1).* This remarkable opening passage
introduces a theology of revelation closely related (o the emc.rgx‘ng‘ e]c;-
clesiology of the council. The Church cannot- be rgduced to d‘ selt-
contained institution that has divine truth as its private pos_se.ssx(.m.
The Church transcends itsell in an attitude of openness a.nrd receptiv-
ity to a word it receives as servant ra_lher than as masle}. This 1r{1rtr;>';
duces a major theme of the conslilullon.‘ na'mely the priinacy 0‘ °
living word of God, spoken from the hegmmr_&g of U]‘?illlO[’l, incarna
in Jesus of Nazareth, and proclaimed in the life j:)f}hf: Church. .

The stress on the primacy of the word of God is [urther expk?:cd n
the first chapter of the constitution, which Skelcl'{cs oul a more per-
sonalist and Trinitarian theology of divine revelation:

By this revelation, then, the invisible God, from the fullness ()fd:vu.u,
love, addresses imen and women as [riends, and moves among them, in

Paulist, 1981). Gerald O'Callins® writings are also helpful. Cf. Fa..'ndumcl’\Inm{
Theology (New York: Paulist, 1981); Retrieving Fundamental Thclo.’(;;gyé e;\;
York: Paulist, 1993). A more ambitious, Sch()lﬂr]-y treatment w.ou d_ e D;g;l
Haight, Dynamics of Theology (New York.: Paulist, 1990), wmf]h[’).ml‘%%d?
degrees, draws on the [undamental theologies of Karl l_:{ahncr an fm : J.

’For more on this method of juxtaposition a[_Vallcan IT see Ilen‘mnrnI g
Pottmeyer, “A New Phase in the Reception of Vﬂl]CElF} II: Twemy"Ye?:s u‘ AII_
terpretation of the Council,” in The Reception of Vatican {1, c'd. (Jm.sc(:;)]':; o
berigo, Jean-Pierre Jossua, and Joseph A. Komonchak (Washinglon: Cathe

i ic ss, 1987) 27-43. .
Unl’:’i";;};z:?;:?r:;?Austin F)lannc:ry. ed., Vatican I1: The Conciliar and Post
Conciliar Documents, study ed. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987).
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order to invite and receive them into hig own company. This economy
of revelation is realized by deeds and words, which are intrinsically
bound together. As a result, the works performed by God in the history
of salvation show forth and bear out the doctrine and realities signified
by the words; the words, for (heir part, proclaim the works, and bring
to light the mystery they contain. The most intimate truth which this
revelation gives us ahout God and the salvation of humanity shines
forth in Christ, who is himself both the med

1ator and the sum total of
revelation (DV 2).°

Perhaps no conciliar passage better illustrates the shift in revelational
theology effected at the council. In his commentary on this text
Joseph Ratzinger observes:

The Council’s intention in this matter was a simple one. . . . The fa-
thers were merely concerned with overcoming neo-scholastic intellec-
tualism, for which revelation chiefly meant a store of mysterious
Supernatural teachings, which automatically reduces fajth very much
to an acceptance of these supernatural insights. As opposed to this, the
Council desired to express again the character of revelation as a total-
ity, in which word and event make up one whole, a (rue dialogue
which touches man in his totality, not only challenging his reason, but,

as dialogue, addressing him as a partner, indeed giving him his true na-
ture for the first time.'”

This “economy of revelation realized in deeds and words” takes
the form of a relationship in which God addresses us as friends.
Therefore any account of tha divine truth communicated in revela-
tion must have as ifs starting point a view of revealed truth under-
stood not so much as a body of information communicated in a set of
propositional statements but truth communicated in the form of a re-
lationship—in a word, communion. In divine revelation what we en-
counter is God’s very being in personal relationship. It is in this sense
that we might properly speak not of divine words about God but of a
divine “Word”—the perfect self-expression of God. God’s Word,
God’s personal self-disclosure, comes to us in history in the form of
an address. As addressed to humanity, it is fully realized, it becomes
fully “word,” only when it is received. God's revelation is itself, then,

an event of communion and of transformation; it demands a dialogue

“This is my adaptation of the English translation in Flannery, Vatican 11,
'“Ru[zingcr, “Dogmaltic Constitution,” 172.
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between God and humankind. It is a Word offered (o us i11 l(ive b?ﬂ-_u
God whose very being is love and il is by the power of God’s Spllli-
that we are able to respond to that Word. Coml_ncnung [further on Dei
verbum's theology of revelation, Ralzinger wriles:

We can see again here how little intellectualism fmd ’ducu'iimlismr arc
able to comprehend the nature of revelation, which is not concerned
with talking abouwr something that is quite CXI(‘I'-llll] Lo the person, bul
with (he realization of the existence ol man, with the nf,lall.on of 1h.s
human “I" to the divine “thou,” so that the purpose m!’ lh:lsI dialogue is
ultimately not information, but unity and transformation.

We might reflect for a moment on the many ways in which this d1
vine self-communication is manilested. We dlfi{:()\’e{‘ cchocs_ of Qod 5
Word in the first inslance in creation itsell, which bez_u’s the imprint of
its Creator. 1t is effective in the innumerable cxperzenccs'nf human
transcendence in which the human person ]"m_ds himsell with n.Ionig-
ing and desire that cannot be salisﬁc'd. God is revealed m us 7:11 ;u:
human questions that elude answers, in those human expencncc‘s lku'lf
confront us with the limits of our existence and yet lead us to d? 71
there is indeed something more, something u]%iqmlc. V_\’c can alfirm
the revelatory character of the explicitly 1'chgmu:< (llf’l'll’:ﬂSlOﬂ.‘? of
human existence even when this religious dimension 1s _uctuzlhzcd
outside the Judeo-Christian tradition (cf. VA 2_). According lo-.lh.c
Christian [aith, this divine self—communic%xlion. in Em{c finds a le\lr"l~
leged form in God’s covenantal relationship with ;.‘;ruel. In ‘[h:;l n.:. a};
tionship, recounted in the First Testamen.t of the Bible, we find a ric
testimony ta God’s self-communication in .word_ a.nd (Eced.‘

Finally, Christianity contends thal this divine Word,_ spjokcn
throughout all of history, has come (o us m'lsurpasfably 11‘1 ‘csius
Christ. Christ is the definitive self—commumcaugn (_)f God. For Chris-
tians, Jesus Christ functions as the perfect mcdllzmoln, the norm ;}ml
fulfillment of divine revelation. This Christnca:n[n_c view of‘revelau{m
reminds us that the culmination of God’s sell-communication comes
to us not in a set of propositions but in a person, Jesus of Na"f.m'ctb.

One of the great dangers ol the proposilicma_ll m()flel of reve%lfmonI
was that by virtually identifying divine revelation with proposnmnzzl
statements or doctrines it risked reducing God to some body of knf)w -
edge available for our cognitive mastery. Overlooked was the essen-

"bid., 175.
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tial distinction between ordinary knowledge and that knowledge of
God given to us in divine revelation. Ordinary knowledge is con-
cerned with the ability to intellectually grasp, comprehend, or master
some reality. Yet God is not a reality who can be grasped or compre-
hended; God can only be embraced in love.

The unique character of that knowledge of God given us in divine
revelation demands that we avoid two extremes. On the one hand, to
reject completely any cognitive content to divine revelation as com-
municated in Church doctrine is to deny the fundamental significance
of the incarnation of the word of God in Jesus Christ. In the doctrine
of the incarnation Christians hold that God’s saving word has become
visible and intelligible in human history. The intelligibility of that
revelation in Jesus Christ means that it must be possible for revela-
tion to receive some conceptual form. There must be some recog-
nizable “content.” Consequently we must grant that propositional
statements provide a legitimate means for giving expression to that
revelatory content. We will return to this in our treatment of Church
dogma. On the other hand, revelation is not primarily a didactic expli-
cation of the being of God—it is an invitation to divine communion
with the Father, through Christ, in (he Spirit. We can speak analogously
of a “knowledge” of God given in divine revelation, but it is that kind
of knowledge that “inhabits” a relationship and cannot be easily ex-
tracted from i, The language of love is only fully intelligible to those
who abide in the loving relationship. The same applies to the language
of faith. This is what the Church means when it claims that Scripture
and tradition must be received “in faith.” For it is only in Christ through
the power of the Spirit that one can receive the saving knowledge of
God. Doctrine does communicate divine truth, but only within the life
of faith and in a manner consonant with a relationship with the God
who is incomprehensible, holy mystery. Our understanding of the role
of dogma in communicating divine revelation must acknowledge the
primacy of this more participative view of revelation.

Let me conclude with a helpful summary of this important shift at

Vatican 11 in the Catholic understanding of revelation offered by
Dermot Lane: :

Revelation no longer appears simply as a body of supernatural truths
contained in Scripture and taught by the Church. There is a clear
movement in Del Verbum away from revelation as simply revelata
(truths disclosed) to revelatio (personal disclosure). The basic emphasis
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; laced on the personal selfwcmmmn.f:cmion of Gc?d to ?u;ﬂ:lz}i
i "GW.p ac‘ is does not neglect or diminish the new knowledg 4
= Ch“*‘f‘ dor "“:lh'll results from this personal dlxc_losurc. -
press?d i doc""“ r l;nl this new knowledge is something C(‘:»HSC.(]ULI'I;
doclf ”nplr{; :](:;‘;(fl\ﬁnl e:nphusis on the personal scll-communication o
to the more

God in Christ.”

A Theology of Tradition

i d
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oo receEweChuyrch As a dynamic, living Word, it speaks anew tO
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o th'c Ccl:lli‘.ledzg G]ods Word actualized in the life of the Church.
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R “"hf) l[zn' ol spiritual things which they cxpcnencc,‘ anf
o e o "I:?n of those who, on succeeding to the ()[.'ﬁLC.E
“}“’”Eh - _P“"f:;;e eEre charism of truth. Thus, as the centuries a f
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\g‘“je' lt:]e“::h:‘l:;] the lday when the words of God reach their fulfill-
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ment in the church (DV 8).

I : d it reflects the
his text was most likely authored by Yves Cc:ngar, zlm L reflects e
. iderable influence of the Tiibingen school’s theo O:Oyl raditon

° - 1et1e 1 X L
COIn'SIhelﬂs itself informed by German Romanticism. " The text p
which was

i i is neither reduced loa .
trays tradition as dynamic and progressive. It is ne

"Dermot Lane, Experience of God, 56-57.

3 o U”l! a Theo-
Ct Y ves COllg ar, Tradition and [f(!d”f().’”. An J{I.‘lf)l ical [4
. »

logical Essay (New York: Macmillan, 1967).
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collection of Church doctrine, nor is it jdentified with the magis-
terium, but rather is presented as the very sum of the Church’s iden-
tity. Tradition is the living gospel in all of its various historical
embodiments in the life of the Church. This view of tradition, re-
[erred to in the singular, clearly dominates the council’s theology. It
represents a remarkable departure from the more common tendency
to identify tradition with a collection of doctrinal statements and ec-
clesiastical customs and practices or with the magisterium jtself.

Not developed in this passage is the necessary distinction between
tradition as the ongoing life of the Church lestifying to the gospel of
Jesus Christ and ecclesiastical traditions as constituent components
of the Church’s life which vary significantly in the degree to which
they transmit in a permanent and enduring manner the one gospel of
Jesus Christ. During the council debates Cardinal Meyer of Chicago
had in fact complained about this omissjon. He insisted that the Jan-
guage of this text did not sufficiently ehcourage a critical stance to-
ward various Church traditions. The Church must freely admit that
among the many legitimate components in the Church’s tradition
there were also serious deficiencies and distortions that must be forth-
rightly addressed. Indeed, implicit in Cardinal Meyer’s concern is
the much larger question of whether the language of “devélopmen[,"
“evolution,” or “progress” is even helpful when applied to tradition
viewed diachronically. Can one not speak as well of occasional peri-
ods of regression and impoverishment in Church tradition? s This
shortcoming notwithstanding, the theology of tradition developed in
the constitution contained several significant features that have far-

reaching implications for fundamental theology and that therefore de-
serve further comment.

The Pnewmatological Character of Divine Revelation

Inoted earlier the Chris[oc'_entric view of divine revelation reflected
in Dei verbum 2. However, in_article 8 the council algo considered the

“Acta synodalia 111/3, 150-151.

“Tcannot discuss here (he important question regarding the adequacy of a
“developmental” or “evolutionary™ view of doctrinal change. These ap-
proaches originated in the nineteenth century with both the Tiibingen schoo]
and John Henry Newman and were very influential at Vatican 1. For an
analysis of the adequacy of developmental theories see Nicholas Lash,

Change in Focus: A Study of Docirinal Change and Continuity (London:
Sheed & Ward, 1973).
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pneumatological dimension of divine revelation as it comes to us_in
Church tradition. It is in the Spirit that the Church comes to recognize
divine truth: “The holy Spirit, too, is active, making the living voice
of the gospel ring out in the church, and through it m.the world, lead-
ing those who believe into the whole truth, and making 11.'10 message
of Christ dwell in them in all its richness.” The word of ‘G.od t{lk'cs
root in the people of God through the work of lhe_Ho]y Spirit. It 1s in
the Spirit that the communily is able to recognize and resp(md to
God’s word in [aith. In Lumen gentiun this ability o recognize and
respond to God’s word was called a supernatural sense of the faith, a
gilt given by the Spirit to all baptized believers:

Through this sense of faith which is aroused :1‘nd sustained by the
Spirit of truth, the people of God, under the gmda._nce of the sacred
magisterium to which it is faithfully obedient, rcccwc?s no Iongc—:.r the
words of human beings but truly the word of God; it ndhcrc's mdc
fectibly to “the laith which was once for all delivered lol the Lf;zunts it
penetrates more deeply into that same faith through right judgment
and applies it more (ully to life (LG 12).

This pneumatological perspective when properly l_l]ldCl'SlOO(l nc;:gules
any attempt to conceive of God’s word as the unique p()sses‘smn (.)f
any one group within the Church, including the bishops. God s Y\'Old
continues to abide in the whole Church through the Holy Spirit. I.n
fact, in the council’s listing of the ways in which the Church grows in
the truth, the preaching of the bishops is preceded by the role of the
faithful. Mary, who pondered Christ’s words in her hezl_rt, serves as a
model for the role of the faithful. This represents an :1}1p0_rram ex-
pansion of the “(traditioning” process of the Church. Whl]c.some
post-Tridentine theologies of tradition stressed the rgle of the blS]l()p'S
in passing on the faith through apostolic succession,' H.]c council
members at Vatican Il affirmed that this process ol passing on the
faith is the work of the whole Church. It occurs whenever a parent
catechizes his or her child, whenever the liturgy is celebrated c?m.d the
gospel proclaimed, whenever the values of lhc? gospel are testified to
in the work habits and attitudes ol Christians in th.e marketplace. Wc
shall develop the implications of the pneumatological understanding
of revelation in chapter 5.

“Though important exceptions can be found in the writings of such nine-
teenth-century theologians as Johann Baptist Iranzelin and Matthias

Scheeben.
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The Eschatological Character of Divine Revelation

The second significant feature of DV 8 is its eschatological treatment
of divine revelation. The fullness of truth has been given to the Church
in the person of Jesus Christ. Yet at the same time the Church looks to
the plenitude of that truth as something that awaits the Church in its final
eschatological consummation. There is a sense in which the truth re-
vealed in Christ is not something that the Church can possess; rather it
is the truth that possesses the Church.” For this truth, given to the
Church in Jesus Christ, transcends all attempts at human mastery. And
s0, while living in truth, the pilgrim Church continually progresses to-
ward the “plenitude of truth,” which it will acquire only in the eschaton.
This eschatological conception of divine truth that eludes cognitive mas-
tery and is encountered primarily by an ecclesial “abiding™ has pro-
found implications, as we shall see, for an understanding of dogma.

Conclusion: Anamnesis as a Way of Viewing
Christian Tradition

In postconciliar theology, one helpful way of developing this more
dynamic view of tradition has been through the analogy of memory.
Memory can illuminate the Category of tradition both in its active
sense as a process of handing on the apostolic faith and in its objec-
live sense as the actual content of that faith. “Memory” is not here
meant in its everyday meaning in which it refers to a mere recalling
things from the past but in its ancient biblical and liturgical usage in
which the transformative power of past events is brought to bear on
present realities.

The biblical view of memory is reflected in the First Testament
usage ol the Hebrew verb zkr in which, according 1o Xavier

"™In matiers of faith, no [one], not even the Pope or the bishops, passesses
the truth. . . . This divine truth possesses us. . . . Truth takes possession of
us. But we must go a step further. It does not take possession of us individu-
ally, for this truth is entrusted before all to the Church. Similarly, at the level
of the Church as a whole, we cannot strictly say: ‘“The Church is in posses-

sion of the truth, of the true faith.” Yet the true failh is unfailingly entrusted to _

the Church, the Body of Christ and the Bride of the Lord. It is entrusted to
her as a sacred heritage which never becomes her own property. In other
words, the sum total of her teaching will never exhaust all its wealth.” Piet
Fransen, “The Authority of Councils,” in Problems of Authority, ed. John M.
Todd (Baltimore: Helicon, 1962) 45,
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Léon-Dufour, “memory and action are inlrinsicall?f connected."‘"‘ Flor
the Hebrew people, what was to be “remembered zlbovi a}I wa:sbla}‘c‘
covenant made between God and the people ofIsr:%cl. To I‘L.I!.]CI?I’ er
this covenant was to allow the covenant to lay .clmm on [.hmf ‘plul,s'en(;
reality. “Memory and action are thus the two sides—the m‘lu 1}1;1_ d{:lq
the external—of the relationship belwee‘U G()d“and humanﬂ cu.ch:
God saves human beings—which is certainly a mc~n‘101‘nb].e aclltl)ln,
when they remember this action, they renew their fidelity llol_ e
covenant.”” Remembrance meant becommg aware f)f present f) bliga-
tions to remain faithful to God. Not Surpri5mgly,_LeowDufou: notc[s,
this active sense ol memory naturally led to cultic Cx_pl‘CSSf(I)ll. én -t u;
complex system of ritual sac:‘iﬁces.and the deve]@_pmg- carenbgis
liturgical feasts, the unilying principle was an acuv? 1cmE:En : ﬁ
that constituted the unique identity of the Jewzlsh pc‘og-)le._ ,f[urgzcc
feasts ritually enacted this process of r_emmnl?eru‘zg. ’[.h:s nru‘ml ‘mem;
ory is at the heart of the Passover nluz.t.l with its rich Ecl{l r:llgcd(?g
God’s past deeds recalled prccise].y lf) mvok:c and Cc]cl rate God's
present liherating and salvific activity in lht:: life of Ihmle . S ;
This Hebrew understanding of memory is {uken.up in the -(3(:01.1‘
Testament use of the Greek word anamnesis, pm.'t[cpln,rly as 1} wa:
used in connection with the Christian Eucharist. Christ’s z?mn_(lfnéd
the Last Supper, “do this in memory of' me” (cf. Luke 22: 1.9, : o;
11:23-26), according to Léon-Dufour, 111\«'()]_»'&(1 muci? more 11{_1;«]
command to engage in later “memorials”™; it cal-l::d for the pe.x‘(;r-
mance of a ritual action that would have both cuilllc and prc_)ph(‘:m‘(,],-
mensions. As cult, Eucharistic anaminesis (“makmgo rememb.fdm_e )
means remembering in the celebration of the Egch;.u‘:s[ the pa.s't cv;ant
of Christ’s own passover from death in:‘(? new life in such a \‘va?f 1;\:\1[
the celebrating community is drawn up into the pasclml‘ {11;,1.\1(131 3(/7 ,j
prophetic, the celebration of the Eucharist calls ‘f’m'llj. e.st‘,lml('; (??sc‘{
realities; the Eucharistic community “remembers™ a .futmc.ll.ml s nz
yet fully in its possession.” The Church’s memory impels it towar

'“kilvit‘.f Léon-Dufour, Sharing the Eucharistic Bread (New York: .Pamllsl,
1987) 102. This briel treatment of biblical memory depends su'i)sllunll.illy on
Léon-Dufour.

"Ibid., 105. ‘ o
*bid., 111. Léon-Dufour’s treatment of the biblical “institution narratives

i ir historict 1 e granted b
assumes a greal deal regarding their historicily which would nut‘bu gra l| : .y
many biblical scholars. I do not believe, however, that the question of I.IC is
toricity of these texts negates his clucidation of the notion ol anamnesis.
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the future. It is on the basis of our ecclesial memory of who God has
been for us that we are engaged in meaningful human projects that
draw us into the fulure. Liturgical scholar Mary Collins offers a won-
derful reflection on this particular understanding of corporate memory:
Anamnesis is biblical language which was long ago taken up by the
Church and recently recovered as liturgical language. . . . We can
perhaps best understand anamnesis by considering it indirectly. Anam-
nesis speaks about a distinctive kind of human remembering. In com-
mon speech we are more likely to talk about its opposile, amnesia. We
are familiar with the disorder of clinical amnesia, a diagnosis given 1o
hame a memory lapse of a crucial kind. The amnesiac is not the per-
son who has misplaced her glasses one time (oo many. She is the per-
son who has forgotien who she s, She has lost her conscious
awareness ol the basic relationships that give her her identity. . . .
“Anamnesis” and “amnesia™ come from a common Greek root. The
biblical and liturgical use of the word “anamnesis”

rises from a per-
ceplion that there is a di

sorder analogous to clinical amnesia that
plagues the human community. To be human is to be threatened with
spiritual amnesia. Al the leve] of our spiritual identity we do not re-
member for long who we really are. Those ultimate relationships that
give us our spiritual identity slip from consciousness all too easily, and
we lapse into noncomprehension abou our deepest identity.?

I believe that this biblical and liturgical sense of memory can en-
rich our understanding of tradition. Tradition can be viewed as the
“memory” of God’s word residing in the corporate consciousness of
the Church. J.-M. R. Tillard has fruitfully employed this biblical
understanding of corporate memory in his reflection on tradition:

Memory in the biblical sense of the term is

not simply storage of the
sediment of the past. It is also the hun

ws from which life never stops
borrowing. As the memory of the Church, Tradition represents the
permanence of a Word which ig always alive, always enriched, and yet
radically always the same, where the Church never ceases to nourish
its faith.?
*Mary Collins, Contemplative Participation (Collegeville: The Liturgical
Press, 1990) 55. o
BL-M. R. Tillard, Chureh of Clurches: The Eecle

stofogy of Communion
(Collegeville: The Liturgical Press, 1992) 14]

- Nicholas Lash contends that
the notion of ananuresis may prove helpful for addressing the core problem-
atic for any thealogy of tradition, namely, how to address the histori

cal struc-
ture of Christian truth. CI. Lash, Change in Focus, T1-72, 168-82.
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To Tillard’s application of anammnesis (o a theology of lrmlition. must
be added the eschatological aspect of memory evident in Scx'xp{urc
and fruitfully developed by political and liberation lhenloglﬁns.-/\d-
vocates of these related theological movements insist that far from
being mere nostalgia, God's word as a living memory is ui:\‘() uﬂ "‘d‘un-
gerous” memory precisely because it calls us to conversion.’ -T‘ur—
thermore, this conversion cannot be understood in a mcrcIy.prwate
and pious sense. The dangerous memories of the C‘hl-'l.-\‘.tlal] faith sub-
verl any complacent acceptance of the social and p()l}hcal.sl‘alusllquo,
any reduction of the Christian faith to mere bourgeois l'(.‘:llg.l()ll." Ac_:-
cording to German theologian Johann Baptist Metz, this is what is
meant by eschatological memory:

What is meant here is . . . not the memory that sees the past in a trans-
figuring light, nor the memaory that sets a seal on l|‘]C past by hein‘g rec-
onciled with all that is dangerous and challenging in that past. It is ullso
not the memory in which past happiness and salvation are applied
merely individually. What is mcant in this context is ll.mt dnng{:mu.s
memory that threatens the present and calls it inlp question because it
remembers a future that is still outstanding. )

This memory breaks though the grip ol the prevailing consciousness.
It claims unresolved conflicts that have been thrust into the background
and unfulfilled hopes. I maintains carlicr expericnces in contrast Lo the
prevailing insights and in this way makes the present unsafe.*

While critics of political and liberation theologies legitimaltely warn
of a reduction of God’s saving word (o the realm of sociocconomic
and political realities, we cannot ignore the concrele p.()lilicul impli-
cations of God's word. The word of God is not proclaimed on some
suprahistorical plane; it addresses us precisely in our conm:ete hi.\;l(?-
ries. If it is to be a truly effective word, its implications will be evi-
dent in all the particularities of human history. To immerse oneself in
the life of the Church is to allow onesell Lo be shaped by this eccle-
sial memory. The identity a Christian assumes as a [ollower of Jcs.us
will always have a countercultural element, a sense ol worldly dis-

PFor this notion of “dangerous memories,” sce the political theology of
Johann Baptist Metz, Faith in History and Society: Towards a Practical Fun-
damental Theology (New York: Crossroad, 1980) 184-218. o
HSee Johann Baptist Melz, “Messianic or Bourgeois Religion.” in The
Emergent Church (New York: Crossroad, 1981) 1-16.
*Metz, Faith in History and Society, 200.
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orientation. In some ways it is this experience of disorientation in the
world, a realization that all is not as it should be, that confirms that
the tradition in which we abide is truly a living and dynamic tradition
that has preserved an alternative way ol living. This alternative way,
remembered within the community, places demands on our present;
it challenges the various projects that occupy our time and asks us to
evaluate them in the light of the gospel.™

The Word of God Is the One Font of Divine Revelation

Against the two-source theory (hat dominated Catholic theology
over the past several centuries, Vatican 11 stressed the organic unity of
the one word of God expressed in both Scripture and (radition:

Hence, sacred tradition and sacred Scriplure are bound together in a
close and reciprocal relationship. They both Now from the same divine
wellspring, merge together 1o some extent, and are on course towards
the same end. Scripture is (he ulterance of God as it is set down in
wriling under the guidance of God's Spirit; tradition preserves the
word of God as it was entrusted (o the apostles by Christ our lord and
the holy Spirit.. . . . Tradition and Scripture together form a single sa-
cred deposit of the word of God, entrusted (o the church (DV 9-10).

This text represents an obvious departure from those post-Tridentine
theologies that viewed tradition as a distinet, additional source of
revelation apart from Scriplure.”” Vatican 11 viewed Scripture and

“Don Saliers has ofTered an important caution regarding what he calls the
notion ol “canonized memories.” The corporate, Christian memory, he
warns, is precisely wint many Christian feminists have experienced as patri-
archal and oppressive. Don E. Saliers, Worship as Theology (Nashville:
Abingdon, 1994) 236-37 n. 1. Feminist theologians like Elisabeth Schiissler
Fiorenza and Marjoric Procter-Smith, drawing on critical theory, have demon-
strated the way Church tradition can be reduced 10 idcology and can oppress
or marginalize whole groups of people (particularly women) by suppressing
certain “memories” at (he expense of others. Cf. Elisabeth Schiissler
Fiorenza, n Memory of Her: A Feminist Theological Reconstruction of
Christian Origins (New York: Crossroad, 1983); Marjorie Procter-Smith, In
Her Own Rite: Constructing Feminiy Liturgical Tradition (Nashville: Abing-
don, 1990).

One of the more (echnical aspects of the conciliar debate concerned
whether it was possible (o speak of the marerial suflicicney of Scripture, the
beliel that there were no teachings found in tradition that could not at least
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tradition as representing distinct but interrelated modalities of God’s
one self-communication in “Christ our lord, in whom the whole reve-
lation of God is summed up” (DV 7). This was due to the abandon-
ment of a quantitative approach to revelation that sought to break
down the deposit of faith into its constitutive components, determin-
ing which could be found in Scripture and which could not. When we
accept that God’s revelation comes to us primarily as a person, Jesus
Christ, making present a saving offer, this kind of quantitative ap-
proach can no longer scrve.

The good news of Jesus Christ, the fullness of divine revelation,
was proclaimed by the whole Christian conumunity under the leader-
ship of the apostles. The apostolic witness would be preserved both
in the canonical Scriptures and in the ongoing paradosis or handing
on of the apostolic faith in the Christian community. The unily of
Scripture and tradition is grounded then in the one word whose pres-
ence in human history comes to its unsurpassable actualization in
Jesus Christ. Scripture and tradition must be viewed as interrelated
witnesses to that word. Furthermore, neither Seripture nor tradition
can be separated [rom the Church. The unity of Scripture, tradition,
and the living communion of the Church itsclf is fundamental.™ To
follow our reflections on the analogy ol memory, we might say that
Scripture and tradition are distinet but interconnected cells of the
Church’s memory. This explains why Catholicism has resisted an
easy enumeration of Church dogma; a focus on a set number of dog-
malic statements would obscure the fundamental unity of all dogma
in the saving work of Jesus Christ.

The Magisterium Teaches in Service of the Word of God

From the very first sentence of this constitution we have encoun-
tered the Church’s dual task of listening to and proclaiming God's
word. This dual role establishes a basic framework for evaluating the
teaching ministry of the bishops-—they teach only what they hear.
This suggests that the great attention that the Roman Catholic tradi-
tion has given to the reaching acts of the bishops needs to be matched

implicitly be found in Scripture. In spite of the impression given by the ad-
dition to article 9 made at the request of Paul VI, this question was lelt open.

*Therelore Holy Scripture, tradition and the communion of the Church
are not entities isolaled from one another; they form an inner unity.” 1TC,
“On the Interpretation of Dogmas,™ Qriging 20 (May 17, 1990) I1.
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by equal attention (o the listening process of the bishops. If the bish-
ops are the authoritative teachers of the apostolic faith, it is only be-
cau'se they are first hearers. Their teaching is not a determinatio fidei,
an independent determination of the faith of the Church, but a testifi-
catio fidei, a witness to that which they have received, to that which
they have heard. In this regard the council wriles:

This Magisterium is not superior 1o the Word of God. but is its servant.
It teaches only what has been handed on (o it. Al the divine command
and with the help of the Holy Spirit, it listens 1o this devotedly, guards
it with dedicalion and expounds it faithfully. Al that it proposes for
belief as being divinely revealed is drawn from this single deposit of
faith (DV 10).%

This passage must be understood in conjunction with article &, which
affirmed the role of the whole people of God in transmitting the faith,
For il the authoritative teachers of the faith are to first listen (o the
word before they can teach it, where do they turn to hear God’s word?
This word does not drop down from heaven. Does it not reverberate
iz} the life and worship of the Christian community itself? We must
dismiss any supernaturalist notion of divine assistance that bypasses
hu_mzm processes or imagines that at episcopal ordination a bishop re-
ceives a supc::nulumlly infused “microchip” containing the totality of
divine revelation!

How then do the bishops “hear” God’s word? Without being ex- ]
haustive, at least [our different means for hearing God’s word come
to mind: (1) through a prayerful study of Scripture, the writings of the
early Church, and the docrores; (2) through a devout celebration of
the Church’s liturgy, which giyes rise (o a prayerful contemplation on
the liturgy as a privileged medium of God’s Word; (3) through an
open consultation with theologians representing diverse views and
perspectives; (4) through an attentiveness to the insight and life wit-
ness of the faithful. These will be developed in later chapters.

As for the bishops’ authoritative proclamation of God’s word, this
prt.)cla:malion must not be reduced to simply one in a chorus of
voices. Catholic teaching insists that the teaching of the ecclesiastical
magisterium, the college of bishops, functions normatively within the
Catholic Christian communion. But it is still left for us to consider
concretely how it is that the word of God is appropriated by the whole

g Y fis H
“Translation (rom Flannery, Vatican 11,
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The Functions of Creedal Statements in the Early Church

During the first five centuries of the Church it is possible to iden-
Lify at least four distinet but iterrelated functions of creedal state-
ments: (1) confessional, (2) doxological, (3) catechetical, and (4)
regulative."

Confessionat

While there are no formal creeds found in the Second Testament
literature, one can find brief confessional formulas like that referred
to in | Corinthians 12:3, “Jesus is lord!” or that of the Ethiopian eu-
nuch in Acts: “I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God (Acts
8:37).°% In the carly postbiblical period thesc brief creedal statements
developed fuither, often taking on an interrogatory form that reflected
their predominantly confessional character. " This early interrogatory
form suggests that these were formulations intended 1o elicit a re-
sponse of faith. As part of the sacrament ol initiation the person to be
baptized would respond (o certain questions with “I believe!” Incor-
poration into the Christian community through baptism involved a
profession of faith, a formal response to that word addressed to the
believer, Consequently, the language of these creedal statements was
more “performative™ in nature. Thatis, the utterance of such an “1 be-
lieve” was not primarily an alfirmation of some objective state of af-
fairs. Rather, the profession itself brought the one making the
profession into a particular relationship with God. Nicholas Ayo, in
his extended meditation on the role of creeds in the life of the Church,
wriles:

Thus the creed was (he confession of faith, the profession of hope, the
protestation ol a personal love. One bore wilness (o faith in the mystery

"For general studies of the history of creeds sce Frances Young, The Mak-
mg of the Creceds (Philadelphia; Trinity, 1991); J.N.D. Kelly, Early Christian
Creeds, 3rd ed. (Essex: Longman, 1972)

“This confession, however, is not found in the earliest manuscripts of Acts.
Tor & consideration of crecdal formulas in the Second Testament, see James
D. G. Dunn, Unity and Diversity in the New Testament, 2nd ed. (Phil
Trinity, 1990) 33-59.

"The classic study is that of (he Lutheran ecumenical theologian Edmund
Schlink, “Die Struktur der dogmatischen Aussage als dkumenisches Prob-
lem,” Keryemea uned Dogma 3 (1957) 251-306.
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of God who is beyond all formulations in this simple and public recita-
B g ) —
tion of the rule or standard of faith that comprises the creed.

This ancient understanding of creedal statements offers us an impor-
tant horizon for understanding the role of dogma in the early Church.
There was little sense that early creeds were seen as exhaustive rep-
resentations of the deposit of faith. For example, the creedal state-
ment “I believe in onc God™ was not strictly a descriptive statement
aboul some objective reality, though it surcly included this, but was
an expression and enactment of one’s personal faith commitment.

Doxological

While formal creeds did not find their way into the Eucharistic
liturgy until the fifth century, this may have been only be ause the
Eucharistic prayers were themselves viewed as professions of Taith.™
The eventual inclusion of formal creeds into the liturgy has some-
times been viewed by liturgiologists as a violation of the nature of
liturgy, an intrusion of a forcign catechetical or regulative element
into the rhythm of the liturgy. This view anachronistically presup-
poses the primacy of the catechetical and regulative functions (which
we will consider below) of creeds. However, a study of the various
uses and understandings of these creeds reveals their thoroughly dox-
ological character. The trinitarian structure that dominated virtually
all of the early creeds suggests that this profession of faith was also
an act of worship, an offering of praise and thanksgiving to the one
who has eflected our salvation in Christ by the power of the Spirit.
The profession of the creed served to give both narrative and propo-
sitional “‘shape” to the offering of praise by recapitulating the sub-
stance ol baptismal faith. Catherine Mowry LaCugna writes:

Although we cannot name God, we can pray the name of God given
to us, thereby activating relationship with the God who names God-
self. Soteriology culminates in doxology. . . . Praise is never dirccted
to God in an abstract way, as il one could offer praise to God on the basis
of speculative atlributes such as immutability. Praise is always I'CI.‘l(ICl'Cd
inresponse (o God's goodness to Israel. or God's majesty in creation, or
God's faithfulness to the covenant, or God's peacemaking in the heart of

“Nicholas Ayo, Creed as Symbol (Notre Dame: Univ. of Notre Dame
Press, 1989) 2. N .
“Jean-Pierre Jossua, “Signification des Confessions de Foi,” fstina 17

(1972) 48-56.
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the sinner, or God’s face seen in Christ. Praise is offered because in the
concrete aspects of God's life with us we experience God's steadfast
love, God's gracious and everlasling presence among us, ™

Creeds function as doxology precisely because they give the concrete
shape to our praise, reminding us of who the object of our praise re-
ally is. The recitation of the creed is a doxological act that flows out
of the experience of the saving work of God in Christ by the power
of the Spirit.” It is no coincidence that early creeds and Christian
hymns were so close in form and content—the latter being, in essence,
“a sung confession of faith.™* It is the trinitarian pattern of God'’s sav-
ing work that is the focus of the creeds and (he motive for their use in
communal worship.

Catechetical

One important transition in the history of creeds involved the grad-
ual shift from the interrogatory form (o the declarative form. By the
fourth century the latter form had become dominant. This shift re-
flected the growing use of creeds as calechetical tools, concise sum-
maries of the Christian faith.” The role of creeds in the actual
celebration of the sacrament of initiation led 1o their use in the cate-
chetical preparation for this sacrament. This catechetical usage is re-
flected in one of the names given to early Christian creeds, symbolum,
the “symbol” or summary of the Christian faith. Early Christian
creeds were helpful catechetical tools in the formation of Christian
identity. Two early commentators on the creed, Rufinus of Aquileia
and St. Augustine, both offer reflections on the use of the symbolum
by relating it to the symbaola distincta that military commanders con-
ferred on their soldiers to serve as passwords, enabling the soldiers to
identify one another as friend or foe.* To study the creed was to study

“Catherine Mowry LaCugna, God For Us: The Trinity and Christian Life
(San Francisco: HarperCollins, 1991) 335, 337.

YLash, Change in Focts, 48, For a development of this way of interpreting
the creeds of the Church see Nicholas Lash, Believing Three Ways in One
God (Notre Dame: Univ. of Nolre Dame Press, 17992).

"Geollrey Wainwright, Doxology: The Praise of God in Worship, Doc-
trine, und Life (New York: Oxlord Univ. Press, 1980) 182-217 at 183.

"Kelly, Early Christian Creeds, 51,

“Berard Marthaler, The Creed: The Apostolic Faith in Contemporary The-
ology (Mystic: Twenty-Third, 1993) 6.
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the meaning of Christian discipleship, the nature of the identity one
would assume through mitiation into the Church. The catechetical
use of creeds drew on the narrative structure, which was particularly
evident in the carlier creeds.

In the context of catechetical instruction the declaratory form ol the
creed simply tells a story of ereation and salvation. . . . [T]he bap-
tismal creed . . . narrates the saving events that are the basis for the
faith of the Christian community. The three parts of the Christian story
tell of God’s action in creation, in Jesus of Nazareth, and in the Spirit
who continues to work in the life and history of the church, As with
most stories, it has a beginning, middle, and end. The narrative function
of the Creed is most evident in the middle part, which tells of Jesus’
hcavenly origins, his birth, life, death, and resurrection. It recapitulates
the main points of the kerygma and makes it clear that everything else
is interpreted in the light of the events that climaxed his early carcer.”

In conclusion, to say that the early Christian creeds were used cal-
echetically is not to say they were viewed as simple collections of
propositional statements, the status of which was determined by the
formal authority with which they were proposed. The individual
statements, later referred to as “articles of faith,” that made up the
creed, were included because they were concerned with the story of
God’s saving work on our behalf and consequently with the concrele
shape of Christian identity. One important consequence ol this view
was that only those stalements directly concerned with the economy
of salvation could properly be considered ereedal or called articles of
faith.” The proliferation of dogmatic statements by popes and coun-
cils from the late Middle Ages on and the tendency to view those
stalements as “articles of faith™ represented a significant departure
from this patristic and carly medieval view. '

Regulative

Very early in the history of Christianity, certainly by the mid-
second century, there was a widespread recognition of the need to
“regulate™ the faith. This regulation of the faith entailed the practice
of marking off authentic articulations of the received apostolic faith
from those viewed as counterleit. Universally assumed was the exis-

“1hid., 6, 8.
“Lash, Change in Focus, 50-51.
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tence of a discernible apostolic testimony, which, in contrast to Gnos-
ticism, was public and available 0 all. From this conviction grew the
notion ol a regulu fidei, a “rule of faith” or “canon of truth,”” which
became prominent in the writings of the late second- and early third-
century theologians Tertullian and St. Irenacus of Lyons. This rule
was not a fixed creed but a fluid yet recognizable body of beliels that
constituted the core of the Christian kerygma. Only those who could
affirm this rule were held (o be in rightful possession of the apostolic
faith. The rule of faith did not stand in competition with Scripture but
reflected the proper interpretation of God's word as il was found in
Scripture.*

By the fourth century two different trajectories of development,
the notion of a regula fidei and the development of formal creeds,
gradually converged, with the creed itsell being viewed as a rule of
faith. During this period, in the midst of serious Christological and
Trinitarian controversies, creedal statements came to “norm” Chris-
tian faith in a particular way by marking off authentic or “orthodox”
beliel from those articulations of the apostolic faith that were viewed
by the Christian communities, for various reasons, as distortions.
Walter Kasper has remarked on the significance of this development:

The development from confession to doctrinal formulation started at
an carly date, Unlike the Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed, that of
Chalcedon was not incorporated in the liturgy. The dogma then be-
came the correct interpretation ol the canfession which was taken for
granted. Itis no longer a matter of opposing aith 1o unbelief but rather
of orthodoxy to heterodoxy, and it now sought to build up the confession

"Dunn addresses the complicated question of whether one can speak of a
care kerygma. or a multiplicity of kervemata in the Second Testament, While
acknowleging the considerable diversity regarding the content of early Chris-
tian proclamation, Dunn does conclude to the existence of “a common ele-
ment present in these different proclamations” This common clement has
three components: “First, the proclamation ol the risen, exalted Jesus. . . .
Sccond, the call for faith, for acceptance of the proclamation and commit-
ment to the Jesus proclaimed. . . . Third, the promise held out to faith—
whether it be put in terms of Spirit, or of its various aspects (forgiveness,
salvation, life) or of a continuing relation thus established between exalted
Christ and believer (union with Christ, mutual indwelling).” Dunn, Unity and
Diversity in the New Testament, 29-30).

HIN.D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, rev. cd. (San Francisco: Harper
& Row, 1978) 29-51,
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of faith. Thus the dogma became the rule of faith (regula fidei, regula
veritalis, canon veritaiis)."

Consequently, the focus of later dogmas or creedal statements was less
on their confessional, liturgical, or catechetical appropriateness and
more on the kind of conceptual clarity essential for a statement to serve
as a norm for all present and luture expressions of the apostolic laith.
Only this kind of clarity could help in the determination of orthodoxy,
or “right belief.” The wording of the creeds themselves drew less and
less on biblical and liturgical sources in favor of a growing lexicon of
abstract and speculative terminology employed so as (o dilferentiate
the orthodox understanding of the faith from the often subtle shades of
heterodoxy. The need for formal regulation in Church belief is difficult
to dispute. At the same time, one can lament the way in which (his
regulative [unction came to eclipse other uses of Church dogma.

Terminological Clarifications: Creed, Dogma, and Doctrine
in Contemporary Usage

At this point, I believe 1t is necessary to make a distinction between
two terms that are often used interchangeably: “dogma™ and “doc-
trine.” In biblical Greek the word “dogma”™ generally referred 1o a ju-
ridical or disciplinary decree (¢f. Luke 2:1; Acts 16:4, 17:6-7; Eph
2:14-15; Col 2:14). In the early centuries of the Church the field of
meaning broadened. “Dogma™ continued o be used with respect to
disciplinary decrees but some ol the early Church writers also used it
to denole the totality of Church doctrine. In any event, it carried noth-
ing of the narrow, technical meaning it possesses today.™ The closest
thing to what we mean by “dogma” today were the early creedal
statements I have discussed above. During the medieval period of
Church history, the term “dogma” was seldom employed. Late pa-
tristic and early medieval writers preferred the term articulus fidei.

In the sixteenth century at the Council of Trent, the term “dogma”
reappeared, retaining a broad and imprecise field of meaning.
“Dogma” certainly included divinely revealed articles of faith, but it
also denoted any number of ecclesiastical traditions and customs. It

“Walter Kasper, “The Relationship Between Gospel and Dogma: An His-
torical Approach,” in Man as Maker and Believer; Concilium 21 (1971) 158.

*“See Karl Rahner and Karl Lehmann, “Kerygma und Dogma.” in Mys-
terium Salutis, ed. Johannes Feiner and Magnus Lohrer (Einsicdeln: Ben-
ziger, 1965) 1:622-703, especially 639-60.
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was only in the eighteenth century that “dogma™ came to be limited
to those propositional formulations thought to be divinely revealed.
This more strict and technical understanding of dogma has continued
up to the present. In its contemporary Roman Catholic usage, then, a
“dogma’ is any propositional formulation that is (1) divinely revealed
and (2) proposed as such by the magisterium, cither through a solemn
definition of pope or council, or by the universal teaching of the bish-
ops in their ordinary and universal magisterium (we shall deal with
these modes of Church teaching authority in chs. 6 and 7).

The word “doctrine” comes from the Latin noun, doctrina, and its
related verb form, docere, meaning “to teach or instruct.”” While “doc-
trine” is sometimes employed as a synonym for “dogma,” its field of
meaning has remained much broader than that of “dogma.” “Doc-
trines” are generally understood taday to be any authoritative or nor-
mative formulation of a belief of the Church, whether revealed or not.
A Church doctrine is intended to articulate a formal and official be-
liel of the Church that it draws in some Fashion from its reflection on
divine revelation. This is not to say that the beliel articulated in a
given doctrinal statement is in fact divinely revealed but only to say
that all doctrines should bear some authentic relationship to divine

revelation. As we shall see in chapter 9, because of the many ways in

which a doctrine can be related to divine revelation, the binding
character of Church doctrines will differ considerably. It follows that
“dogma” should be understood as a much smaller subset of the larger
category of Church “doctrine.”

The Uses of Dogma and Doctrine in the Church Today

While Dei verbum by and large avoided any consideration of the
role of doctrine or dogma in the life of the Church, its development
of a more personalist and dialogical model of revelation certainly
opens the door for a retrieval of the more ancient view of creed and
dogma explored above. If divine revelation consists in an invitation to
relationship as Dei verbum 2 suggested, then dogma must be situated
within the dialogical structure of divine revelation. Dogma can no
longer be understood as a unidirectional representation or mediation
of that which God communicates to us—also constitutive for dogma
must be our response to that self-communication, o confession of
faith. This suggests the importance of retrieving the ancient primacy
of the confessional and doxological functions of dogmas/creeds that
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was considered above. This confessional and doxelogical ]101"1_7.():1.[:01'
interpreting dogmas illuminates the way in which all d()g_nmtlc affir-
mations are taken up into the saving relationship that ()blzuns' between
God and the believer. Precise conceptual distinctions incv.n;ll?ly re-
cede into the background as cognitive mastery of some oh_j'cclzve‘ re-
ality gives way to praise and the confession of faith in ‘L.he (rivne (10(-1.

Of course, within this dialogical relationship revelation does n_le}Ji-
ate something. The symbolic structure of revelation entails that divine
revelation communicate some intelligible meaning(s). .Gc:rm:m theo-
logian Magnus Lohrer has in mind this symbolic {Ltl‘.C-ll.Oll ()fdngl?m,
I believe, when he identifies a basic tension between divine rcvclalfnn
in its primary mediation as kerygma, the pm.ciu.mzltmn‘nf the sz.l.vmg
gospel of Jesus Christ, and its secondary mediation as dogma. [.,(?hrcr
contends that dogma exists solely lo mediate kerygma.” P‘l'Ol'.)()SIll()llﬂl
expressions serve the proclamation of saving realities. Similarly, the
International Theological Commission writes: “Dogmas express the
same tradition of faith by way of teaching. Because of this, they may
not be separated from the context ol the Church"s life ar?d ln[crpre.led
as purely conceptual formulations. Their meaning :mdV‘mlcrp:‘c{almn
are rather soteriological”™ This represents a welcome rc[urn.t(). the
early Church’s understanding of dogmalic suncms‘:nls as_mcdmum?s
of the central Christian mystery—God’s offer of salvation. 11_1 this
view the dogmatic status of a doctrinal stalement was f(;mnd n_ol in ll?.c
formal authority of the one proposing the doctrine but in lhc mtrinsic
authority of the teaching itself. According o the ])ll(l'l.‘ill.c and me-
dieval understanding, only those doctrinal teachings that directly me-
diated God’s saving olfer, regardless of the formal :|ulhm‘i1)( hy which
they had been proposed, could truly qualily as articles of faith, what
we now call “dogma.” .

When revelation is no longer conceived as a collection of truths
found in Scripture and tradition but is rather seen as the s:_cl‘f-
communication of God in Jesus Christ by the power of the S;)ml,
what qualifies as a dogma will have Lo be thorm]gh!y reconccl‘ved.
The positivistic theology ol revelation presupposed in many of the

“Magnus Léhrer, “Triiger der Vermiltlung.” in Mysterium Saluiis, ed.
Johannes Feiner and Magnus Léhrer, (Einsicdeln: Benziger, 1965) 2:54‘5—-87,
see especially 545-55. See also Kasper, “The Relationship Between Gospel
and Dogma,” 153-67.

*ITC, “Interpretation of Dogmas” 11.

S e e
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neo-Scholastic manuals contributed 1o the prolileration of dogmatic
stalements (teachings proposed as de fide). Thus from the presence
ol angelic beings in numerous biblical passages one could conclude
to the existence of angels as a de Jide teaching or dogma of the
Church.” This move could be made with little or no reflection on
whether the existence of angels played any essential role in the com-
munication of God’s saving offer. When we {ully attend to the
soteriological character of dogma, there is likely to be a significant
contraction in the number of formal doctrinal pronouncements con-
sidered truly dogmatic.

The ITC document on the interpretation of dogma introduces an-
other function of dogmas not unlike one of the functions of creedal
statements in the early Church, namely their regulative or normative
function. “[Church dogmas] are to protect the community of the
church from errors; heal the wounds of error; and contribute to
growth in living faith™ In general, a doctrine or dogma can be said
to function regulatively or normalively in the sense that it (1) is artic-
ulated by the authoritative teachers of the Church, the bishops, and
(2) either affirms or rejects the legitimacy of a particular theological
formulation of a beliel of the Church. Positively, when a doctrine ar-
ticulates a belief of the Church it is aflirming the legitimacy of that
articulation. Negatively, a doctrinal statement may also reject a
particular theological interpretation or formulation as a corruption of
a particular belief of the Church.

Even when functioning regulatively a doctrinal formulation does
not offer the only legitimate interpretation or understanding of
Christian belief. However, when the orthodoxy of some alternative
theological formulation is called into question, the burden of proof
lies with the proponents of the alternative formulation (o demon-
strate the congruity of their formulation with that expressed in the
doctrinal statement. In this sense the doctrine serves as a kind of
benchmark or reference point for further theological interpretation.
The recognition of this congruity is no casy task, and it would be a
mistake (o assume that this determination falls upon the magisterium
alone. While certainly empowered to make binding judgments on
these matters, the recognition that a new theological formulation is

“CL Ludwig OW, Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma, 4th ed. (St. Louis:
Herder, 1960) 114.
“ITC, “Interpretation of Dogmas,” 11.

Tedlel™ A 9 S

1
£ %

e =

1y



96  Teaching with Authority

congruent with a formal doctrinal slmemc.nl involves protracted
study by the theological community and (lle:emnu:f]t of the -wzviy
such an alternative formulation “cashes out” in the life Of-WOlShlp
and the Christian behaviors it engenders. This view f)f (.[()Ctl'lllal nor-
maltivity intentionally allows for a substantial plurality in the area of
ine. o
Ch';llrx(::lllcdli;)(;[t: intriguing historical precedent for the possiblt? diversity
of doctrinal formulations in the fifteenth-century Counctl of Flo-
rence’s treatment of Trinitarian doctrine. That council so%:ght agree-
ment between East and West over the thorny queslmn. of the
procession of the Holy Spirit. Significantly different lhco]ogfcal tra-
ditions had developed in the East and West over this matter. The East
insisted that the Spirit proceeded from the F:llh‘cr. through the Son
(per Filim), while the West, operating oul ol a fJ]ﬂcrcnt U”@F““”}‘Ij
ing of divine procession, contended that the Spn"]l [)l'().CC(?(ll:(l_fH)m ! :i
Father and the Son (Filiogue). At Florence, bishops ﬂ()in both.ll]c
East and the West recognized the legitimacy of the other’s doctrinal
formulation. The bull Lactentur coeli contains a rcnmrk_uhlc l‘cxl en-
shrining the legitimacy of this diversity in the formulation of a cen-
tral dogma of the faith:

For when Lating and Greeks came together in this holy syuu(‘l, they all
strove that, among other things, the article about the pr(lCC.*iS.l()n uf !.he
holy Spirit should be discussed with the .ul.nms: care ane u_ssuhl'ous'm-
vestigation. Texts were produced [rom divine Scnpl.urcs and many dll—
thorities ol eastern and western doctors. some saying the holy ?}pu.ll
proceeds from the Father and the Son, others saying the procession is
from the Father through the Son. All were aiming at the same mean-
ing in different words (emphasis mine).” :

The text goes on to explain the legitimacy ofe;_xch fOI'H?l}]l’lli()I] ;.m 1nu?r-
preted from within the context of the respective l!‘admons; [ u_m 1j.e
Weslern point of view what was essential was l.hzll the East’s f-or mula-
tionwas congrieent with the doctrinal teaching of the Wes't. In this sense,
we can say that the West's teaching on the ["i!io(,'lue rcinalped 1.10'rmat1ve
without precluding alternative formulations. V\‘/h.ll('_‘. this historic dlﬂt.cmpt
at reunion between East and West ultimately failed, the Roman Catho-

*Laetentur coeli, in Norman Tanner, ed., Decrees of the E(‘I-UH('JH('{.'-/ (;.‘fm;!:
cils (Washington: Georgetown Univ. Press, 1990) 525. [.Wl“ cc)ll.«.l(l{:::ljui
question of the relationship between l]()Cll:il]Zl] _I'(erulat.mn and .le.mngt
meaning in the treatment of the irreformability of dogma in chapter 4.
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lic Church has never repudiated the teaching of Laetentur coeli and its
admission of a legitimate diversity in dogmalic formulation s

This regulative dimension has important implications for the con-
lemporary interpretation of dogmatic statements. As the ITC sug-
gests, one of the functions of Church dogma has been to protect the
Christian community from error, As the regulative function of dogma
grew in Church history, formal dogmatic statements frequently
emerged as an ecclesial response to certain issues or crises. Since his-
torically the primary forms for communicating the Christian faith
were oriented much more toward Christian liturgy and praxis, the for-
mal articulation of the faith in the form of doctrinal determinations
usually came only in the face of some challenge or controversy relat-
ing to the apostolic faith. Consequently the proper interpretation of
dogmatic statements, when employed regulatively or normatively,
must altend to their historical “particularity.” Nicholas Lash writes

In other words, any credal formula is “particular” not only in the sense
that it was produced in one cultural and linguistic context rather than
in another, but also in the sense that it always more or less clcliheralcly
represented a reaction by the church against theological tendencies
which were felt 1o threaten (he apostolic faith. There is an element of
reactive interpretation in any ereed.™

The implications of the historical particularity of Church doctrine
was alfirmed in the CDF's 1973 declaration, “In Defense of Catholic

Doctrine,” a response to some of the positions of the Swiss theologian
Hans Kiing.

[Wihen the Chureh makes new pronouncements she intends to con-
firm or clarily what is in some way contained in Sacred Scripture or in
previous expressions of Tradition; but at the same time she usually has
the intention of So[vi;]g certain questions or removing certain errors.
All these things have (o be taken into account in order that these pro-
nouncements may be properly interpreted.™

“CI. Georges Dejaifve, “Diversiié dogmatique et unité de la Revelation,”
in Una Sancra et Confessiones chrétiennes (Rome: Pontifical Oriental Insti-
tute, 1977y 195-204.

“Lash, Change in Focus. 50.

YCDFE, “In Defense of Catholic Doctrine™ (Mysterium Ecelesiae), Origing
3 (July 19, 1973) 110-111. This point is alfirmed in a more sophisticated
fashion in the ITC’s “Interpretation of Dogmas.”

2y

i



98  Teaching with Autharity

For example, the central Trinitarian doctrine regarding the Col.lxub—
stantiality of the first and second persons of the Trinity emerged in re-
sponse Lo the challenges of Arius at a time when Trinitarian :‘cﬂccfmn
was in its earliest, more fluid stages. Similarly, doctrinal determina-
tions of the Church’s beliel regarding the Cucharistic real presence
have their origin in ninth-century controversies over the relationship
between the Eucharistic body of Christ, the ccclesial body of Christ,
and the resurrected body of Christ. The history of Christian doctrine
tells us that the origin of most doctrinal statements can be found in
controversics that demanded a formal and normative articulation in
order to resolve the dispute. This means that if these doctrinal for-
mulations are to continue to have value and fulfill their regulative
function, they must be interpreted in the context of the historical
crises and issues they were intended to address. This kind of interpre-
tive analysis may also involve a [rank recognition of the many contem-
porary issues that a dogmatic statement was never intended to afldre:.;s.

The particularity of a doctrinal statement is not limilec;l lo ils f_n.'?—
torical context. All doctrinal formulations, while possessing a privi-
leged status, are conditioned by the philosophical, lheuIngic:fa‘l,
cultural, and linguistic forms in which the doctrine is arlicul::led: [o
return to the example offered above regarding Lucharistic doctrine,
the Council of Trent’s teaching on lransubstantiation while clearly
possessing a normaltive status is still indebled to a particular philo-
sophical system, namely Scholasticism.*

The widespread neglect of the ways in which doctrinal stalements
are particular and contextual is yet another example ‘01' the conse-
quences of revelational positivism. While the l‘oundzltll(ms for a cri-
tique of this positivism can be found in Vatican [I’s Dc'f verbum, it is
regrettable that the council was not able to challenge this.approach to
Church doctrine in a more explicit and syslematic manner. As a result
we still find contemporary ecclesiastical documents that, while
claiming to be in accord with Vatican I, betray an alarming lack of
hermeneutical sophistication regarding the interpretation of the
Church’s doctrinal tradition.

In conclusion, to speak of the normative character of doctrine is not
to suggest that Church doctrines serve as a kind of punctuation mark

“See ch. 4 of Trent’s “Decree on the Eucharist,” in which the council
speaks ofl its understanding of the real Eucharistic presence, which “has swit-
ably and properly been called . . . transubstantiation.” Tanner, Decrees of
the Ecumenical Councils, 695.
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ending discussion or reflection on the particular belicf in question. In
fact, a doctrinal statement’s ofien terse, conceplual character viriual]y
demands more developed theological formulations.® In some sense
theological reflection will always be more comprehensive than doc-
trine. Since the formulation of doctrine usually occurs in response to
some challenge, it specifics or clarifies a fairly specific aspect of
Christian belicl. Those who think that theological reflection or, for
that matter. Christian catechesis is limited to the presentation of
Christian doctrine seriously misunderstand the function of doctrine.
In its regulative usage, a doctrine does not tend toward comprehen-
siveness or faith exploration but toward clarity. A doctrine can norm
Christian belief, but it does not and cannot exhaust it.

In this chapter I have reviewed the important shift that took place
at Vatican II regarding a theology of divine revelation. Vatican I
moved, il only tentatively, from a propositional and positivistic view
of revelation understood as a collection of discrete propositional
truths to revelation as God's personal self-disclosure in Jesus Christ.
Divine revelation was presented as a living word addressed to hu-
manity, incarnate in Jesus Christ and preserved by the Spirit in the life
of the Church. I have also considered the relationship of the word of
God, alive in the Christian community, to the formal articulation of
that word in Church doctrine. [ have intentionally employed the term
“doctrine” to include all normative expressions of beliefs that have
emerged out of the Church’s reflection on divine revelation. However,
as was noted above, not every doctrinal teaching of the Church is
related to divine revelation in the same way. In the next chapter [ will
explore some categories offered in recent ecclesiastical documents
that can be of assistance in sorting out the relative centrality, author-
iy, and binding status of various Church doctrines.

~ For Further Reading

Congar, Yves. Tracdition and Tracitions. New York: MacMillan, 1967,
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. “In Defense of Catholic
Doctrine™ (Mysterium ecclesiac). Origins 3 (July 19, 1973) 97-112.
*This was the important point made by Karl Rahner in his discussion of
the teaching of the Council of Chaleedon as both an end and a beginning for
Christological reflection. Cf. Karl Rahner, “Current Problems in Christol-
ogy. in Theological nvestigations (Baltimore: Helicon, 1961) 1:149-200.
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What the Church Teaches: Gradations of
Church Doctrine

The unity of Church doctrine lies in its reference to God’s saving
word. Whenever the Chureh proclaims a teaching authoritatively it
does so in dependence on God's word, even when what it teaches
may not specilically and directly proceed from that word.! Church
doctrine can relate to the word of God in different ways. The distinc-
tions between these various relationships are critical and require care-
ful consideration. Recent ecclesiastical documents presuppose four
basic categories of teaching (fig. 1).> The rest of this chapter will con-
sist of an exploration of these categories.

‘This statement is prescriplive rather than descriptive in character. An
honest admission of the real humanity and sinfulness of the Church means
acknowledging the instances in Church history when Church teaching was
not formulated in dependence an God’s word but was shaped more by ideol-
ogy and human bias. Consequently Roman Catholicism holds that only those
most central alfirmations about God’s saving offer to humanity are preserved
from fundamental error.

*These categories are developed in two recent ecclesiastical documents:
“Prolession of Faith and Oath of Fidelity,” Origins 18 (March 16, 1989) 661,
663, and the CDF instruction, “The Ecclesial Vacation of the Theologian,”
Origins 20 (July 5, 1990) 118-26. My interpretation of these documents has
been guided by the following analyses. Regarding the Qath of Fidelity see
Ladislas Orsy, The Profession of Faith and the Oath aof Fidelity: A Theologi-
cal and Canonical Analysis (Wilmington: Glazier, 1990), and Report of the
Catholic Theological Society of America Committee on the Profession of

101



102 Teaching with Authority

Prudential Admonitions and

Non-Definitive

Delinitive

Doclrine

Authoritative
Doctrine

Provisional Applications
ol Church Doctrine

Figure 1

Definitive Dogma

irit’s fideli the
Roman Catholic teaching holds that the Holy Splll‘l 5 hl(l(.llty ;21 "
b v aithf roclaim the gos
able rch itsell faithfully o proc pel
Church enables the Churc 6 P e petof
Jesus Christ. It is this saving gospel, the ‘]\.f)r}g”l(l o‘l %ilu, C1l.11111lcr @
faith that is the substance of divine revelation. When it 15.R<1 mi ter¢
- k ceryg nan Ca-
proclaiming this divinely revealed Christian Au_g\r,m;r, o:l "
: g i all into fundamental error.
ici ac al the Church cannot fall in ‘
tholicism teaches that . ! undaments) ot
These doctrinal teachings that directly mediate th-m(, :evz! il \51‘01-
ll‘d “dogmas” (see no. | in fig. 1). One can mention the Counc |
Biics hing. : i i i i e Father or the
Nicaea's teaching that the Son is one in being with the Father ¢
< C <

i 2 parding the
Faith and the Oatl of Fidelity (Wns}-nngmn: ( lS..A‘ I?)(l))Miﬁiilll;l'z‘ 72:;“,”-
CDF instruction see William Spohn, nlC.MZlgISlCII}ll'lI ‘”ff_” " {-l]m‘log-mn-s
logical Studies 54 (1993) 95-111; Francis A. .Su!'l‘lv‘{n, 1‘- e gk
E?é’clesi'ﬂ Vocation and the 1990 CDF Instruction,” Theological Studie:

What the Clurch Teaches- Gradations of Church Doctrine 103

Council of Chalcedon’s teaching that in the one person of Jesus
Christ there is a union of lwo natures, divine and human, In a 199]
Stalement on the teaching ministry of the bishops, the American bish-
ops olfered the resurrection of Jesus as an example of a church dogma.
To say that these teachings are dogmas is to say that they are reliable
mediations of the one divine self-communication of God in Jesus
Christ offered to us for our salvation.

According to Catholic leaching, dogmas are taught by the Church
in one of three ways: (1) by the solemn definition of the pope when
he leaches ex caihedra or from the chair of Peter, (2) by the solemn
definition of an ecumenical council, and (3) by the teaching of the
college of bishops when, while dispersed throughout the world, they
are in agreement that a teaching is to be held as definitive

In a book on the magisterium, it will be impossible to address the
many significant theological issues related to Church dogma. A brief

R

The Teaching Ministry of the Diocesan Bishop: A Pastoral Reflection,”
Origins 21 (January 2, 199] ) 491 n. 14,

‘These three modes of exercising doctrinal teaching authority with (he
charism of in fallibility will be considered in chapters 6 and 7. There is some
question as to whether teachings proposed by the ordinary and universal
magisterium ought to be referred (o as dogmas, since, while taught with the
charism ol infallibility by the bishops when dispersed throughout the world,
they do not result in a solemn definition but represent simply the common
teaching of the bishops regarding central and undisputed matters of fajth,
Karl Rahner and Karl Lehmann, for example, believe the term “dogma’
ought to be limited 1o teachings proposed by solemn definition, since such
teachings possess a higher degree of certitude (Gewissheitsgrad) regarding
their dogmatic status. Karl Rahner and Karl Lehmann, “Kerygma und
Dogma,” in Mysterium salutis, ed. Johannes Feiner and Magnus Lishrer (Ein-
sicdeln: Benziger, 1965) 1:653. The caution expressed by these theologians
proceeds from the fact that in Catholic teaching the rejection of a dogma has
usually implied heresy. Qn this count there is good reason (o question
whether the rejection of a dogma proposed by the ordinary and universal
magisterium, without a solemn definition, would involve heresy, properly

o speaking. While acknowledging these legitimate concerns, I have chosen to
- refer lo the teachings of the ordinary universal magisterium as dogmas, since

Ibelieve they fulfill the basic criteria for a dogma: namely, they are teachings

agisteri Theologians,”
X “hak, “The Magisterium and ogiar
91) 51-68; Joseph Komonchak, pfaech] Sud THGEAS
(C]“f?fc(,) o Studies 29 (November 1990) ."'107'-—29j Ladislas (,)z.syl. if\:)‘l;(g;,;::)ﬂz. |
dTﬁcologians: A Vatican Document.” America 103 (Jl:lly 21, ”‘ ﬂi_cr; .
?’nl Knauer, “Das kirchliche Lehramt und der Beistand des Tleilig
cler auer, as
Geistes.” Stinmen der Zeit 208 (Qctober 1990) 661-75.

the Church infallibly proposes as divinely revealed. For a more detailed con-
* sideration of (his question see Richard R, Gaillardelz, Winnesses 1o the Faith:
- Communiry, Infallibility, and the Ordinary Magisterium of Bishops (New
- York: Paulist, 1992) 172-75.
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consideration of three questions will have Lo suffice. First, what does
it mean to say that Church dogma is “irreformable™? Second, what
kinds of moral teachings can be taught as dogma? Third, is there any
order to be discerned among the Church’s dogmatic teachings?

The Irreformability of Dogma

Both Vatican | and Il qualified Church dogma as irreformable.
However, the different theological contexts associated with each coun-
cil suggest that the qualifier did not carry precisely the same meaning.*
Vatican [ was operating out of the more propositional model of divine
revelation. Consequently, the understanding of irreformability de-
pended on a largely static conception of dogma—"frreformability”
meant “immutability.”” In the fourth chapler of the Dogmatic Constitu-
tion on the Catholic Faith, Dei Filius, Vatican [ stated that

the doctrine of the faith which God has revealed is put forward not as
some philosophical discovery capable ol being perfected by human in-
telligence, but as a divine deposit commitied to the spouse of Christ to
be faithfully protected and infallibly promulgated. Hence too, that
meaning of the sacred dogmas is ever (o be maintained which has once
been declarcd by holy mother church, and there must never be any
abandonment of this sense under the pretext or in the name of a more

profound understanding.®

Some [orty years after Vatican I the oath against the errors of mod-
ernism conlained the [ollowing statement:

[ sincerely accept the doctrine of the [aith which was handed down to
us in the same meaning and abvays with the same purport from the
apostles through the orthodox Fathers. [ therelore entirely reject the
heretical theory ol the evolution of dogmas, viz., that they change

“The reader will note that there is an attempt in this chapter to avoid as
much as possible referring to dogmas themselves as infallible. Infallibility
pertains not to a dogmatic statement itself, the subject of this chapter, but to
the judgment of the Chureh that a particular teaching is true. Judgments of the
Church are infallible; doctrines proposed by infallible judgment are defini-
tive, irreformable, permanent, or irreversibie. 1l seems more appropriate
then, to treat the question of infallibility in part 3, on the exercise ol ecclesi-
astical teaching authority.

“Norman Tanner, ed., Decrees of the Ecumenical Council (Washinglon:
Georgetown Univ. Press, 1990) 1:809.
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medium of history and historical productions.” Thus faith statements
must be intelligible and possess a substantive .rcvclztl()ry C()Il.[?,]][, but
they can never be exhaustive, since the ren[‘uy toward whlch_ they
point is divine mystery. The faith statement itsell and lhcﬂ 1'(:2{1111}’ 10-
which it points must be distinguished but not separal.cd. This rather
sophisticated insight was too often ]()sl‘in lIul.er (;:11]10[10 lhe()log.y.
Unflortunately, wide acceptance ol this distinction has crca'lcc.i some
confusion about the meaning ol irreformability. For when it is pos-
sible to assert that an “irreformable”™ dogma may in facl_ be reformu-
lated (even if only at the level of propositional f()l'll'lLl]Ll[l()l-]), [?npular
confusion is just around the corner! Consequently, I am inclined to
agree with those contemporary theologians who prefer to speak of a
dogma as “irreversible™ or “deflinitive.”"" Yet even these (erms do not

completely solve matters.

‘See Edward Schillebeeckx, “The Problem of the Infallibility nF-IhC
Church’s Office,” in Truth and Certainty, Concilium 83, ed. Edward Schille-
beeckx and Bas van lersel (New York: Herder, 1973) 90-91. ' }

“Francis Sullivan reinterprets irreformabilily in the l‘ollow‘ng‘ way: .[A}
proposition can be said to be irreformable il what is meant is ll‘l:cvc!mbly
true. . . . [T]o say that a proposition is irrcformable means that ll.WlII re-
main true even when relormulated. In my opinion, a better cxpre::‘ilu_n lhn.n
‘irreformable” would have been ‘irreversible,” or ‘irreversihl).( ll‘l‘lC. Francis
A. Sullivan, Magisterium: Teaching Authority in the Crm’m!fc (,‘{'z.nrc-'h (New
York: Paulist, 1983) 81. The ITC also used the term “irreversible™ in its ‘S‘IEIIL.‘-
ment “On the Interpretation of Dogmas,” Origins 20 (May 17, I‘99‘()) ().. Tl}ls
irreversibility and irrcformability are implied in the ChlI'I'L:I‘) .~;. ll.lf:u]ilhlhly
under the guidance of the Holy Spirit and especially in the infallibility of the
pope in [aith and morals (DS 3020; 3043)7 o

"For quite different reasons Avery Dulles ;1Islo has expressed |c:~.ef V“.lll(zlllh

regarding the reformability/irrefornmability lerminology 1“‘(I'I?|'1’P‘I’-\L‘f' .\l’m‘p,y
characterizing Church dogma as “delinitive.” /\fvury .I)ullc?, fl'.I(' C m{’r of F”I,(,v
ology, 208 n. 17. Sce also his consideration of this issuc in h|'s carlier work,
The ASm'vfm'I of Dogma (New York: Crossroad, I‘)SZ),.c.spEcmlly 17.1—203.
Bernard Lonergan, intent on dismissing certain “classicist C(‘)'nceplums of
the immutability of dogma, prefers to speak of the “permanence™ ol a dc')gmfw.
Bernard Lonergan, Methad in Theology (New York: Cl'ussr‘(n}d, 19791}%(]1[
In a similar vein, Peter Chirico speaks ol the “stahility (:I- dogma.ﬁ lc{lcr
Chirico, Infallibility: The Crossrouds of Doctrine (Wilmington: Glazier,
1983) 129-32.
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Recent work in more hermeneutical approaches to Church dogma
suggests that the distinction between a dogma’s propositional formu-
lation and its fundamental meaning, however helpful, is not without
its own difficulties. Contemporary linguistic theorists remind us that
no concrete symbolic expression, and particularly no linguistic for-
mulation, serves merely as a passive conduit of meaning and reality;
all symbols, including linguistic symbols, shape that which they com-
municate. Theologians who have further explored this insight insist
that the relationship between language and meaning is too complex
to imagine that a change in the language of a dogmatic formulation
will not bring with it a change in meaning. The ITC stalement “On
the Interpretation of Dogmas,” for example, is careful to avoid a too-
facile separation of content and mode ol expression, The commission
states that “no clear-cut separation can be made between the content
and form of the statement. The symbolic system of language is not
mere external apparel, bul to a certain extent the incarnation of a
truth.” This suggests that any consideration of dogmatic change over
time must reckon with the possibility that such change may go be-
yond mere changes in propositional formulation. As the Church
moves Lhrough a succession of historical epochs and adopts new
philosophical, cultural, and linguistic constructs for communicating
its central articles of [uith, the discernible “meaning” of those articles
cannot be unaflected.

"ITC, “On the Interpretation ol Dogmas,” 12. Unfortunately, the document
goes on (o conclude to the permancnce of certain linguistic formulations of
dogmalic teaching. Many hermencutical theologians would be inclined to go
in the opposite direction and conclude not only to the mutability of dogmatic
formulations but also to a certain mutability of dogmatic meaning. For a cri-
tique of the ITC document’s view of dogma in the light of contemporary her-
mencutical concerns see Jack Bonsor, “History, Dogma, and Nature: Further
Reflections on Postmodernism and Theology,” Theological Studics 55 (1994)
295-313. 1 cannot pursue here the admittedly important questions being
raised by so-called postmodern or nonfoundational theologies regarding the
adequacy of ontological/fToundational conceplions of truth. Bonsor, an advo-
cate of a nonfoundationalist perspective, was in lact responding in part to
Thomas Guarino’s critique ol nonfoundational perspectives in his essay, “Be-
tween Foundationalism and Nihilism: Is Phronesis the Vi Media for Theol-
ogy?" Theological Studies 54 (1993) 37-54. For a helpful introduction to the
philosophical aspects ol these questions see John [, Thicel, Nonfoundational-
isnt (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1994); idem, “Tradition and Authoritative Rea-
soning,” Theological Studies 56 (December 1995) 627-51.
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This more hermeneutical approach to the question of dogma_nc
change does not nccessarily require a I'CJCClI‘:)ll of é.]l]y-SL]bSHlﬂllVE
continuity in dogmatic meaning. The dogmatic continuity that per-
dures in the midst of change and development eu-]d tha'l allows us to
speak of such dogmas as irreversible <)r definitive is, 1 conle’nfi,
grounded in the soteriological character of Church dogma. .Do‘gumtlc
statements are teachings judged by the Church to be faithlul ar.ld
trustworthy mediations of God’s offer of salvation 1'cve'flled lg. us in
Christ by the power ol the Spirit. Consequently, dogmatic continuity
may not reside in some eternal and imljllll[ﬂb](: core of lranscendel?t
meaning bul in the saving praxis to which a (?ogma cal?s us. 111-[-1113
view, the central insight in the Church’s claim regarding the irre-
versibile and definitive nature of dogma would appear to be that no
dogma could so change or develop as to lead us away from the ,')(f‘.’]i
to salvation. It is in this sense that all Church dogmas m'ake a claim
on the faith of the believer that is enduring and irrc.verslblc even as
the dogma itself conlinues to develop, in formulation and content,
within the life of the Church.

Dogmatic Statements in Christian Morality

Quite obviously, Church dogma represents lhf: mosl. h‘l‘.porlunt
category of Church teaching. Dogmas are symbolic n‘n?dlmmns that
bring us into saving relationship with God. A FIOQJ]_]:} lzuthf.ully C‘Omf
municates or mediales divine revelation. This raises an_lmponant
question regarding the scope ol Church dogma. How, Spe<?,1ﬁc11]1y. df)
we determine which of the Church’s teachings can-b_e szud-to b(_: di-
vinely revealed? When divine revelation was uncritically identified
with Scripture the matter was much easier. Then one coulc.! Presun}e
that any statement found in Scripture could be C()flSldC[’e.d (l:'vmely u-:-
vealed and, consequently, belonged to the deposit of faith. Fhe_mme
personalist model of revelation developed in Dei ver'i?mn_Compllcutcs
matters because it locates divine revelation primarily in a person,
Jesus Christ, not in a texL.

In Lunien gentiton 25 we find repeated reference [f’ ‘:he phrase
“faith and morals” (fides et mores) as one way of describing the pa-
rameters of the deposit of faith. It is a phrase with a lc.)ng (Tnd com-
plicated history.” In the Middle Ages and at the Council of Trent the

"For (he history of this important phrase sec John lelmn.cy, '.i‘h(- M”H.r.w
of Moral Theology (Oxlord: Clarendon, 1987) 120-74; Piet Fransen, “A
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expression was without real precision. For example, regarding fides,
Piet Fransen writes:

The “truths of faith” embraced a rather large scale of truths, many of
which we would never cal] “faih” today. “Truths of faith” were to be
lound first of all in the Creeds, in the teachings of the saints, in the de-
cisions of some important Councils, . . They also considered as
“truths of faith™ truths which were related to faith or whose rejection
could endanger the faith: truths implied in some fundamental aspects
ol faith; and finally, some universal laws of the Church. In their lan-

guige “faith™ was still synonymous with “doctrine” and even with
“theology,” in the old sense that is.

Mores, in turn, suggested not so much formal moral principles as the
practical realization of saving truth in the life of the believer. Thus
mores included not just that which pertained to moral behavior but to
Church discipline in general, and thereby included any number of ec-
clesiastical customs and practices (e.g., pious devotions, fasting reg-
ulations, sacramental rituals). :

The First Vatican Council followed Trent in its employment of the
phrase fides et mores, but with an important shift in meaning. At Vatj-
can I the referent of the term Jides appears to have been restricted to

saving truth divinely revealed. This is clearly articulated in the third
chapter of Dei Filius:

Wherefore, by divine and catholic faith (fide divina et catholica) all
those things are to be believed which are contained in the word of God
as found in scripture and tradition, and which are proposed by the
church as matters to be believed as divinely revealed, whether by her
solemn judgment or in her ordinary and universal magisterium,'s

One can identify a similar restriction in meaning with regard to

mores. No longer does maores appear to include all Church discipline

Short History of the Meaning of the Formula ‘Fides er Mores," in
Hermeneutics of Councils and Other Studies, ed. H. E, Mertens and F. de
Graeve (Leuven: Leuven Univ. Press, 1985) 287-318; 1. Beumer, “Res fidei
et morum: Die Entwicklung cines theologischen Begriffes in den Dekreten
der drei letzten Okumenischen Konzilien,”
rum 2 (1979) 112-34; Maurice Bévenot, “Faith and Morals in Vatican I and
in the Council of Trent,” Heythrop Journal 3 (1962) 15-30.

Annuarium Historiae Concilio-

"Franscn, “A Short History,” 298.
“Tanner, Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, 2:807.
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and governance. Unfortunately neither the council itsc!f nor l‘he
spokesperson for the council's Deputation ol the Faith, Bishop Y]ll-
cenz Gasser, offered any clarification as to the precise meaning of the
lerm mores as it appeared in the definition on papal infallibility.
While there is a growing consensus regarding the meaning of
Sides—those teachings directly communicating the substance of God’s
saving offer—ascertaining the precise meaning and scope o‘f maores
has proven more diflicult. The matter is complicated by the fact that
there arc no solemnly defined dogmas that pertain to morals. Of
course, Vatican I would not have used the term mores in its delimita-
tion of the object of a solemn papal definition if it did not bcliev-c in
the possibility of such a definition. Bul what kinds of moral lczlchn_lgs
would qualify? For example, could the magisterium snlemnly‘deh.r}e
as a divinely revealed dogma the CDIF's current prohibition of artifi-
cial insemination? For the answer to be yes, one would have to
demonstrate how such a teaching could be found in divine revelation.
So then the question is, what kinds of moral teachings belong (o di-

vine revelation?' _

The documents ol Vatican 11 do not clearly answer this question,
but Gauditm et spes does suggest that the council was not convinced
all moral teaching was divinely revealed:

The Church, as guardian of the deposit of God's word, draws religious
and moral principles from il, but it does not always have a ready an-
swer Lo particular questions, wishing to combine the light of revelation
with universal experience so that illumination can be forthcoming on
the direction which humanity has recently begun to take (GS 33).

What is the nature of this distinction between moral principles drawn
from God’s word and answers “lo particular problems™ that do not nec-
essarily come [rom divine revelation? The beginnings of an answer may
be found in a briel consideration of the Catholic natural law tradition.

“For a more in-depth consideration of (his topic from the perspective of an
ccclesiologist, see Sullivan, Magisteriun. 1331, For a treatment from the
perspective of moral theology sec Josel Fuchs, “Moral Truths—Truths of
Salvation? in Christian Ethics in a Seculor Arena (Washinglon: Georgetown
Univ. Press, 1984) 48-67, and Bernard Hoose, Proportionalism: The Ameri-
can Debate and Its European Roots (Washington: Georgetown Univ. Press,
1987) 41-67. John P. Boyle offers a helplul historical study in “The Natural
Law and the Magisterium,” in Church Teaching Anthority: Historical and
Theological Studies (Notre Dame: Univ. of Notre Dame Press, 1995) 43-62.
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Roman Catholicism has always stressed the importance of human
reason in the moral life. Catholicism has insisted (hat there is an iden-
tifiable moral structure 1o the universe (we can also speak of this as a
moral “law™ as long as we overlook the rigorist connotations of the
word)"” and that we are capable of discovering it through rational re-
flection on human experience. Because of human sinfulness, this is
not as easy as it might be. For that reason, in addition to the employ-
ment of our powers of reason in reflection on our experience, we may
also turn to divine revelation. We believe that God’s saving word calls
us Lo moral conversion and a life dedicated to the achievement of
virtue and goodness. Therefore at least some of what we might dis-
cover in the natural law through reasoned rellection on human expe-
rience is also confirmed in divine revelation. But does this hold for
the entirety of the natural law? From the sixteenth through the nine-
teenth centuries it was not uncommon for theologians to teach that all
of the natural law belonged to divine revelation, including the most
specilic of moral injunctions."™ Few theologians would hold this posi-
tion today.

It may be helpful to distinguish between two integrally related
categories of the moral law. The precise character of the first category
is based on the conviction that the primary goal of Christian morality
is salvation.” In the experience of salvation the human person opens
herself up to God’s offer of divine communion. In this life of com-
munion with God we are addressed by God in love and invited to re-
spond in love. This loving response entails nothing less than a radical
conversion, what Lonergan calls a “transformation of horizons.” The
Scriptures demand that we love God and neighbor, that we forgive
without limits, that we refrain from Judging others. The transforma-
tive power of so many of the gospel narratives and parables lies in the
way in which the reader is invited into an alternative “world” that

"For a consideration of the ambiguities inherent in speaking of a moral
“law™ sec Mahoney, “The Language of Law.” in The Making of Moral The-
ology, 224-58.

"For some examples see Francisco Suarez, Tractatus de legibus, lib. 10,
cap. 2, n. 3, in Opera Ommnia (Paris: Vives, 1856) 5:554; Joseph Kleutgen,
Die Theologie der Vorzeir, 2nd ed. (Innsbruck, 1978) 1:146; Johann Baptist
Franzelin, De divina traditione et scriptura (Rome: Propaganda Fide, 1870)
110, 547-51.

"Here Fam largely following the line of argument developed by Fuchs in
“Moral Truths—Truths of Salvation?”
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demands a whole new sct of values and attitudes in keeping with the
demands of God’s reign. So for example, in the Gospel of L-ukc the
story of Zacchaeus is not a moral fable about the dangers of wealth
and the benefits of generosity but a story of the personal world of Za-
cchaeus turned upside down in the encounter with .lqsu.*;. The natural
tendency of the reader to identily with the older son in 1.he parable of
the Prodigal Son constitutes an invitation to CODYELSION, in li‘m face of
an act of scandalous and wholly unwarranted generosity. T l_}csc nar-
ratives invite conversion; they engender a set of moral c!:nm.s: con-
cerned not with specific behaviors but with our most b.asic allitudes
and intentions. This conversion is realized concretely in our human
actions; our love of God manifests itself and is perfected in our love
of neighbor. .
Moralily. then, is concerned with the transformation nfh.uman mo-
tivations and human intentionality. In the life of communion we de-
sire to “be good” as an end in itsell. This moral “goml_ness," ho'wevcr,
pertains primarily to the person; moral goodness resides not in acls
themselves, but in human intentions and altitudes as they relate to
human actions. We might describe these as universal moral norms
because they are universal in application and are to be F()‘llot;‘vew(l with-
out exception—they call us to “put on the mind of Christ.” St. Paul
says, “Do not conform yoursell to this age but be [f‘.’lnsformcd ?y‘{he
renewal of your mind, that you may discern what is the will of God,
what is good and pleasing and perfect” (Rom 12:2). These norms can
be read as nothing more than variations on the fundamental moral law
offered by Jesus, the double commandment of lOVf? (Mark .12:28—3.4}
The double commandment of love “is no longer just one in a series
of requirements demanded by the Toral™;™ it is the ccnlrz}l norm for
the Christian life and calls for a basic attitude that must guide all con-
crete action. As variations on the law of love, universal mc_u‘:ll norms
clearly belong to divine revelation. There is no human acllf)ll \lvhosc
intention need not be in conformity with these norms. God's offer of
salvation leads us to a radical conversion in the way we “see the
world.” The first category of the moral law, then, includes those nfm':r[
norms concerned with salvation and the call 1o .:‘wu-'ens'im.r precisely
because these norms place claims on human intentions, attitudes, and
dispositions. They reveal to us the true nature F)l" mprul goodnelss.
Since divine revelation is concerned with that which directly pertains

*Wolfgang Schrage, The Ethics of the New Testament (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1988) 71.
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to our salvation, one can imagine, then, a defined moral dogma the
content of which is one or another of these universal norms.

This leads to a second category of norms. We believe that a morally
“good™ person will always strive lo do what is “right”” And yet we
also recognize that it is not always casy for good persons to know
what doing the “right thing” demands of them in a particular instance,
Often the good person is confronted with difficult moral dilemmas in
which important values are in conflict. So, for example, the morally
good person might legitimately struggle with whether moral good-
ness translates into actions that involve the direct taking of the life of
another, as in the case of self-defense or a soldier’s participation in
acts of war. Virtuous and well-meaning Christians have, through the
centurics, come to dilferent conclusions about such matters. It is here
that we are able to look to Scripture and the moral teaching of the
Church as a guide for human action. Jesus himself offered, in addi-
tion to the law of love, concrete admonitions. The Church too, in its
moral teaching offers concrete moral norms that are specific in nature
and therefore are of great assistance in discovering what is demanded
in a particular situation.

There are two observations that must be made about these specific
or concrete maoral norms. First, because they are concrete, they are
concerned with changing moral contexts and empirical data. The in-
terpretation of both moral contexts and empirical data is subject to
revision (in fact, empirical data itself may be subject to revision in
particular instances). For example, concrete moral norms prohibiting
the use of nuclear weapons are dependent on empirical data about the
destructive capabilities of these weapons. Centuries ago St. Thomas
Aquinas was able to assign a different moral status (o an abortion be-
fore quickening (when a mother first feels the child move within her
womb) as opposed to one after quickening because of his erroneous
understanding of embryonic development. Concrete moral norms are
of great assistance in the moral life, but because they are dependent
in part on changing circumstances they can only apply, as St. Thomas

recognized, “in the majority of instances” (ut in pluribus).® This de-
pendence on changing empirical data presents a strong argument
against considering such norms as belonging to divine revelation.

“See Thomas’ treatment of (he virtue of epikeia, which he sees as (he

virtue of penetrating (o the (rue meaning of a given law. Sunumna theologiae
111, g. 120, a. 1.
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Second, unlike universal moral norms, which are C(Tncel'n_cd w.llh
human salvation, that is, with the conversion of human fntcnn(mal_xly,
concrete moral norms are concerned with objeclivcly rx'g]n behavior.
Morally right behavior is not, in itself, a matter ol .f:;lIv;illf)ll. One m’ay
do the right thing, giving alms for example, out of a desire to call at-
tention to onesell. Fuchs wriles:

By themselves neither right nor wrong works within this world deter-
mine cither salvation or perdition. Works do not, by ithnscivcs, de-
termine moral goodness and salvation. But somegne w.ho is personally
morally good and lives within the realm ol salvation will try to behave,
within this world, in the right way. I somcone does nol Ll|<) s'o, he
shows that he (as person) is not morally good and doc.s not I_wc 1{1 the
realm of salvation. Right behavior within this world, I~S\ .by itsell, not
yet moral goodness and “salvation™: rather it is :mly—.—-m itself~—an ef-
fect and therefore sign of salvation. The corresponding norms are nni
truths of salvation in the proper sense, but only in an analogous sense.”

Concrete moral norms, concerned as they are with guiding one in ob-
jectively right behavior, do not pertain directly l()~ suIV'aFlon and the
conversion of human altitudes, intentions, and dispositions. At l!]c
same time, these concrete norms olten depend on ch:ujgeah‘lc empir-
ical data, making it difficult to attribute to them 1hcl kind ol continu-
ity in their fundamental meaning that can b_e attributed to CIT“I]L.h
dogma. Consequently, it is the conclusion ol many lhc().loglzm:s that
while it is legitimate and necessary for the pastoral le:lcl_lmg office of
the Church to propose concrete moral norms for the guidance of the
faithful, these concrete moral norms are not divinely revealed and
cannot be taught as dogma.®

2Fuchs, “Moral Truths—Truths ol Salvation?” 55. ‘

Sce Boyle, “Natural Law and the Magisterium.” 4:3_7()2; R]ch:}ld A
McCormick, Corrective Vision: Explorations in Moral I{thichllg')' ([“\ilﬂ?‘.lﬁ
City: Sheed & Ward, 1994) 86-89; ['ranz Bockle, “Le magistere de II‘Iﬁgllﬁ(i
in matiere morale,” Revue théologique de Lowvain 19 (A1‘~)8'9) 37—1(?; [']'zlllclhl
A. Sullivan, “"Some Obscrvations on the New Formula lm'.lhc 'Profcsm(m (;I
Faith,” Gregorianwmn 70 (1989) 552-54; Sullivan, Magisteritun, 136-52;
André Naud, Le magistére incertain (Montreal: Fides, 1987) 77-121; Karl
Rahner, “Basic Observations on the Subject of Changeable and Unf-.hungc-
able Factors in the Church,” Theological Investigations (New York: .SCZIhlrl'y,
1976) 14:3-23. Jacob David goes even [urther and :;uggcsls.llml the lcuchu}g‘
of concrete norms lows from the Chureh’s pastoral authority rather than its
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The Hierarchy of Truths

As T noted above, one of the defining characteristics of Church
dogma is its mediation of God’s offer of salvation. But this is still
somewhat ambiguous, Do all Church dogmas possess the same sta-
tus? Do they all function in the same way? The Second Vatican Coun-
cil recognized a certain ordering or configuration of Church dogma in
its teaching on the “hierarchy of (ruths.”

The notion of the hierarchy of truths was first proposed at the coun-
cil in November of 1963 by Archbishop Andrea Pangrazio of Italy. It
was incorporated into an important wrilten modus offered by Cardi-
nal Franz Konig of Vienna, who stressed that the truths of the faith
should not be conceived as adding up quantitatively. Rather, there is
a qualitative order among them with respect (o their relation to the
foundation of the Christian faith. After much debate this important
concept was inserted into the final version of Unitatis redintegratio,
the Decree on Beumenisn:®

Furthermore, in ccumenical dialogue, when catholic theologians join
with other Christians in common study of the divine mysterics, while
standing fast by the teaching of the church, they should pursue the
work with Tove for the (ruth, with charity, and with humility. When
comparing doctrines with one another., they should remember that in
catholic doctrine there exists an order or “hicrarchy™ of truths, since
they vary in their conneetion (nexus diversus) with the foundation of
the christian faith. Thus the way will be opened for this kind of
[riendly emulation 10 incite all 10 a deeper awareness and a clearer
manilestation of the unfathomable riches of Christ (UR 1]).

This passage is not referring (o the distinction between definitive
dogma and nondefinitive doetrine but rather to a hierarchy that exists
among the dogmas of the Church. The conciliar text insists that
Church dogmas must be understood and interpreted in the light of

teaching authority and therefore possesses only the status of disciplinary
teaching. CI. Jacob David, Loi nanirelie ef autorité de I'église (Paris: Cerf,
1968).

"See Johannes Feiner, “Commentary on the Decree,” in Commentary on
the Documents of Vatican 1, ed. Herbert Vorgrimler (New York: Crossroad,
1989) 2:118-21. See also “The Notion of “Hierarchy of Truths’: An Ecu-
menical Interpretation,” (a study commissioned and recejved by the joint
working group between the Roman Catholic Church and the World Council
of Churches) Faith and Order Paper 150, (Geneva: WCC, 1990) 16-24,
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(heir relationship to the foundation of Christian faith. But how do we
discover this foundation? Since the foundation of the Christian [aith
determines the ordering of the dogmas themselves, this phrase must
refer to something more basic than a particular dogma or set of dog-
mas. The passage from the decree gives us a hint in the use of the
phrases “divine mysteries™ and “the unfathomable riches of Christ”
The foundation ol the faith would appear to be not one dogma or an-
other but the entire economy of salvation—what God has done for us
in Christ by the power of the Spirit. As we saw in chapter 3, this focus
on the economy of salvation is fully in accord with the ancient under-
standing of Church creeds. The foundation of the Christian faith is
the Christian kerygma. Vatican 11 appears to be affirming that Church
dogmas have differing relations or links to this foundation. This in-
terpretation is confirmed by the 1973 CDF declaration “In Defense of
Catholic Doctrine,” article 4, which affirms that some dogmas or
“truths” lean on more principal “truths”™ and are illumined by them.
One way of understanding these dilferent relations to the Christian
kerygma is to acknowledge that there are certain Church dogmas that
are more confirmatory in nature. One thinks immediately of the Mar-
ian dogmas, the dogmatic content of which is primarily concerned
not with any parlicular biographical facts concerning events in the
life of Mary but rather with what the life of Mary says aboul the na-
ture of Christ’s saving work (thus the immaculate conception of Mary
alfirms the comprehensive nature of God’s saving grace, which is to-
tally sufficient and available for the salvation of all) and the promise
it holds for all humanity (thus the bodily assumption of Mary affirms
the promise of the integral bodily resurrection of all). Certain need-
less misunderstandings can he overcome by specifying what pre-
cisely is at stake in the formulation of a particular dogma.® It is

*This has important ccumenical implications. Il certain dogmatic teachings
function in a conlirmatory way as would appear to be the case with the Mar-
ian dogmas, might il be possible 1o remove the anathemas attached to these
teachings, since the central dogmatic content of these dogmas might be af-
firmed elsewhere? This distinction between central dogmas and confirmatory
dogmas was suggested, albeit, in dilferent terminology. by Heribert Miihlen,
“Dic Bedeutung der Dillerenz zwischen Zentraldogmen und Randdogmen fir
den ékumenischen Dialog.” in Freilieit in der Begegmng, ed. ). L. Leuba and
. Stirnimann (Frankfurt; Knecht, 1969) 191-227. For more on this proposal
to remove certain anathcmas as an important ecumenical gesture, sce Avery
Dulles, “A Praposal to Lilt Anathemas,” Origins 4 (1974) 417-21.
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possible that some dogmas may simply reassert or reemphasize in a

d:ﬂ"er_cnr form that which is already communicated in other dogmatic
teachings.

Definitive Doctrine

We said above that while all Church doctrine was in some way re-

]il!ﬂ[{ }0 divine revelation, the precise relationship may differ. The
C-DP mstruction “The Ecclesial Vocation of the Theologian™ recog-
nized as a distinct category of Church doctrine those teachings that
were definitive in character (hence irreformable or irreversible) but
that communicated nonrevealed truths (see no. 2 in fig. 1): .

By its nature, the 1ask of religiously guarding and loyally expoundin

the deposit of divine revelation (in all its integrity and purity), im lieﬁ
that the m_zxgislcrium can make a pronouncement “in a deﬁn]li've \an“
on propositions which, even if nol contained among the truths of faith
arc_ntuﬁclhclcss intimately connected with them in such a way that the:
c_!clmlt[vc character of such affirmations derives in the final analysi

from revelation itsell (16). e

. This category does not have a formal designation in ecclesiastical
-documenls, but I shall refer to it as definitive doctrine. The categor
.ltself is somewhat controversial. Definitive doctrines would ap c%r rz
II}C]H(]C teachings that are thought to be necessary for preserv?n ; di-
vine 1'(—fvciuli0n but that are not themselves divinely revealed A{[%lhe

same time, the CDF views these teachings as definitive (and lh.crc:forc

f?'."(i_’ﬁ)l'ﬁl{l!)[f or irreversible) and holds that in proposing these teach-
ings the Church is protected from the possibility of fundamental error
by the infallible assistance of the Holy Spirit. However, unlike
dogma, there is no question of these teachings mediating sa)m!e aspect
of God's saving offer. Consequently, whatever their formal sllp

they cannot attain the central position granted to the Church’s
dogmatic teachings.

atus,
core

This category of church teaching was not explicitly developed at

Vatican I nor even at Vatican I1.% In the Latin seminary manuals of

R

However, there are texts from both councils in w

; . hich it is implie
Vatican 1 in Pastor aet -y

~ ererniis the council members wrote that the pope had the
power to teach infallibly “doctrine concerning faith and morals 10 be held by
the whole Church (DS 3074).” The key phrase is “to be held,” a translation

of the Latin word renenda. This was changed from “1o be believed™ (credenda)
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the nineteenth and carly twenticth ccn(uri%‘r‘; dcf’l_ni.li‘ve cin«‘c[rrm(:,r wdt;
often referred to as the secondary object ol 'lllfllﬂ.lhlll'ly_ Asan o ;rjr.lr‘
of Church teaching it could be taught I_)y in ]lllel]lblCJllA(lgll‘n‘Cﬂlr{) 11"11(2
magisterium as definitive and ir:‘cvcrml)ltt, as .\'(‘('nn({m-y lu,‘ 1;.1\(1111[::)“
were admitling that it did not belong directly to divine rc;c_,‘a”t
However, when one tries (0 detcrminc- the actual scope (.>f this :.jli_
gory of teaching serious difficulties arise. For c;?am].)lf:, some nC;lUdc
alists were inclined Lo interpret this category very hl_(mdly -10 mr e
the canonization of saints, proposilinns. Togicully Lle_nvcd [1 okn} C afwt; ¢
revelation, dogmatic [acts (e.g., the list of cu:(?l‘n?al t-}o‘olf, 0 }icl_
Bible), certain disciplinary decrees, and so on.” This b!-f)d(.- d]l)‘f))r 1.;
tion raises questions regarding the ;?ccd for aclccp_mle‘ c:lzlc‘uaviri(;{m
serting the definitive and irreversible character of these vi s
teﬁﬂ:]fgscnt CDF instruction “The Ecclcsi_al V()Cmi(.m 01: fh}clit:c;(;:
logian™ (1990) says simply that 1hese‘ tr:a.chmgs us_e f()!rfrrfllt( v
vine revelation. Yet Sullivan finds this view al odds _\11111 1116,: e
more carcfully circumscribed view operative at Vamzj.]1 [ lfmtD( .
flected in the earlier CDI declaration “In Dcl’cnm;: of (.,‘111;0 {C-m ;1
trine” (1973). It is not enough for these fJ()u%tle]es— t‘o_ )c.mm;my
connected to divine revelation as the later (.,DP lllSl\lllLllO].l 1\:[11;.“. u“
The Theological Commission at Vatican I, l1ln :I:nlf“lh?gl;; t]tl)lsgc:lcm[':
ambiguity recisely this matter, wrote tha allible ) :
Zi:}’l«ljggg}nlcz)llcllcpregnr(l':1g nonrevealed leuchings_only insofar as they

b infalli ers not
because it was thought that the pope could teach infallibly on m.nllu;.n
il I [ i vine revel: . Since
strictly revealed but necessary for the preservation of divine revel ulmnr e
; : 1 a - A ree N aithlu
these doclrines were not strictly revealed, the proper response of the a "
1 : i i similarly, at Vatici Lumen gentiin 2
i : - beliel. Similarly, at Vatican 11, [ !
could not be that of faith or be ilarly o, B LRI
held that the object of infallible teaching “extends as fu ‘\;: L!xtz,nld; e
1 eligiously ded and fai
i ivine ati hich must be religiously guarde Jaithfull
osit of divine revelation, » : ped e Y
]:’.Puumimi” The last clause scems 1o refer to those nonrevealed lu;lhs. I(
ay . 2 5 . p i . " e, de-
can nevertheless be taught with an infallible judgment and are, llICI-L‘ or e
: b % 5 P x s
finitive and irreversible in nature, See Sullivan, Magisterium, 13T, .n']”
‘ . Object’ allibility,” Theo-
recent note on the subject, “The ‘Sccondary Object’ of [H]d“lbllll?«’. o
; ; y b H e e reln: b
logical Studies 54 (1993) 536-50. See also Germain Grisez’s relutation cl)l s
i i sy i in Grisez and Francis A. Sullivan,
ition « Sullivan’s re se in Germain Grisez and Francis A.
osition and Sullivan’s respons . o
| allibility.” The ] g Decem
g’l'llc Ordinary Magisterium’s Infallibility” Theological Studies 55 (1
ber 1994) 720-38. o ' o »
These can all be Tound in Joseph Salaverri, Sucrae theologiae summa, 3

ed. (Madrid: BAC, 1955) 1:733.
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“are required in order that the same deposit (of divine revelation) may
be religionsly safeguarded and Jaithfidly expounded.”™ This view
suggests that in proposing that any teaching is in [act a definitive doc-
trine, one must demonstrate not only that a teaching is connected to
divine revelation but thal the teaching is necessary for saleguarding
and faithfully expounding divine revelation. The assumpltion is that
there are doctrines of the Church that, while not divinely revealed, are
so bound up with that which is revealed that were they to be proposed
falsely, revelation itself would be putin jeopardy. These doctrines are
thought to safeguard that which is divinely revealed. Consider, for ex-
ample, two kinds of formal determinations often mentioned as defini-
tive doctrine. Many hold thal while the determination of those books
that belong to the canon of the Bible (Tormally determined by the
Council of Trent) is not itself part of divine revelation, were such a
determination (o be false, divine revelation itself might be compro-
mised. For similar reasons, many insist that the determination of a
council’s ecumenicity is also a definitive doctrine. These determina-

tions are then considered definitive and irreversible in nature though
not divinely revealed.®

TActa synodalia, 11171, 251, as quoted in Sullivan, Magisterium, 132. The
1973 declaration “In Defense of Catholic Doctrine,” uses a similar phrasing,
suggesting that the object of infallible teaching extends “to those matlers
without which (hat deposit cannol be rightly preserved and expounded”
(110).

*Inoted above that some theologians in the past have held that cvery moral
norm of the natural law. universal and specific, belongs to divine revelation
and may be proposed as definitive and irreversible dogmatic doctrine. While
few hold this position today, (here are theologians who would suggest that
those moral norms that are not divincly revealed may be proposed as defini-
tive doctrine by virwe of their connection with divine revelation. This was
suggesied by Cardinal Umberto Belti in his olficial commentary on the for-
mula for the Profession of Faitly, L'Osservatore Romane (February 25, 1989)
6. These conerete norms are held (o be so intimately connccted with divine
revelation that they may be taught as definitive and irreversible, But it is dif-
ficult 10 reconcile this position with the stricler approach of both Vatican I1
and the 1973 CDF declaration. The council's tesi ol a teaching’s necessity for
“safeguarding and faithlully expounding™ divine revelation must be applied.

Itis difficult to demonstrate, in the light of what was said above regarding the
concern ol specific moral norms with questions of objective moral “right-
ness,” how these norms would be considered necessary for “safeguarding and
expounding™ divine revelation.
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I believe that this category of Church teaching containg some seri-
ous ambiguities. If these teachings must be necessary to safcg_uml'd di-
vine revelation, how do we determine which teachings (.]uul_lfy? Let
us consider the example offered above that the d-clemu'nm:on of.a
council’s ecumenicity belongs in this calcgory ot.teachmg. In [I]-IS
view the determination that a council was ccmmj:mcu[ would.noi_ it-
sell be divinely revealed but the truthfulness ol !h;l} (‘]clcrmmfmon.
would be necessary to protect divine revelation. Yet it is not evident
at all that the integrity of divine revelation would‘he threatened were
the ecumenicity of Constantinople IV 1o be qucslz_nm':d, for example,
as it has been by many scholars. In fact, there is s1gmﬁcanll debate as
to the propricty of referring (o any bul the first S(:\'!CH‘COLH’ECI_[S-E!& fully
ecumenical.® A second frequently cited example is 'lren.l s |()Fl]1£1] de-
termination of the canon of the Bible. Yet within Christianity 1her‘c
are at least three different lists of canonical bot?ks accepled by vari-
ous traditions. It is not scll-evident that these (.li“-t:I'C[TL‘CS have threat-
ened the fundamental integrity of divine revelnliog c_:nh.cr. _

Finally, it should be noted that the possibility of 111fall}bly propf)mng
nonrevealed doctrines has never itself been solemnly (]C.fln(id but “-}{h,il.
was a position proposed at Vatican I simply as “the(')_]ogsca{ly cer tum._

I believe it is quite possible that many il not all ol lhf: doctrinal pro-
nouncements placed in this category could just as cz.ml?/ be plzsc'cd Ln
the following category, namely, nondefinitive, authoritative doctrine,

Nondefinitive, Authoritative Doctrine

In popular considerations of Catholic (Ioclriue a g(}()d.dt.:a]'olf alt-
tention is given to Church dogma, those lca%'hmgs that are lnfdll_!’b é
taught by the Church as divinely revealed. I_l is not uiwa.ys rec_ogn‘llz.c.
that most Church teaching is not taught with the chun-sm of infalli-
bility but belongs to the third category of Church Iea‘chmg, numjf-c;ﬁu‘-
itive, authoritative doctrine (see no. 3 in fig. 1). As Church doctrines,

“This does not necessarily imply a denial of the authority of the later coun-
cils. [ will treat this question further in chapter 7.

"Mansi 52, 1226-27. -

“For a consideration of the difficulties inherent in~ lhi‘s category nl. Church
teaching sce Spohn, “The Magisterium and Mnrulnl.y, 96-1-00; ledmic.l. J
Buckley and others, Report of the Catholic 7'.'1(0[03:(‘(‘.‘:( .S'r)f.'r('.'y (Jf.f‘\:'m ric (f
Committee on the Profession of Faith and the Quth of Fideliry (Washington:
CTSA, 1990) 77-84.
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these teachings clearly are related in some fashion to divine revela-
tion. They may contribute (o a fuller understanding of God’s word
and its implications for the Christian life. They may help to apply
God's word to ever-changing human situations and address new ques-
tions. Nevertheless, authoritative doctrines are those teachings that
for various reasons the Chu rch is not yet ready or able (0 declare de-
finitively as divinely revealed. It may be that the doctrine’s precise re-
lationship to divine revelation is not yet clear. In some instances this
may be a doctrine that has not fully “matured” within (he conscious-
ness of the Church. Perhaps more scholarly work needs to be accom-
plished in evaluating its place in Scripture and tradition. It may be a
teaching yet (o be. “received” by the faithful (a concept that we will
address more fully in later chapters). Or it may be a doctrine that, by
the nature of that with which it is concerned, cannor be divinely re-
vealed. Because the Church does not irrevocably bind itself to the
revelatory character of such doctrine we must speak of these doctri-
nal teachings as nondefinitive or reversible. The possibility of a sub-
stantive reversal cannot in principle be excluded.

Al the same time, the Church’s teaching office is not limited to the
charism of infallibility in its recourse to the assistance of the Holy
Spirit. The Spirit’s assistance is not episodic. As the transcendent sub-
Jject of Church tradition, the assistance of (he Holy Spirit is operative
in varying degrees in every exercise of doctrinal teaching. In propos-
ing Church doctrine as nondefinitive, the teaching office of the
Church is still” guided by the Holy Spirit in its responsibility as
guardian of the apostolic faith. Therefore his teaching, though non-
definitive, remains anthoritative. These teachings continue to provide
the norm for Catholic belicf and may not be simply dismissed (the
proper response of the heliever to such teaching will be considered in
ch. 9). One example of nondefinitive, authoritative doctrine might
help clarify matters,

In Pope Pius XII's 1950 encyclical Humani generis, the Pope
taught that polygenism, the belief (hat the origins of humankind lie in
more than one set of human parents, could not be reconciled with the
Council of Trent’s teaching on original sin. Pius XII proposed this
conditional condemnation as authoritative doctrine, recognizing that
further development both on the scientific and theological fronts may
Justify a different position. His formulation of this leaching and its
authoritative status clearly acknowledged the possibility of a matura-
tion and even shift in the Church 's position on the matter.
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A reading of contemporary ecclesiastical documents suggests that
included within nondefinitive, authoritative doctrine would also -bc
those concrete moral norms that the Church proposes for moral guid-
ance. These norms are composite in character. On the one hand they
flow out of universal moral principles as practical glli(.lc“ﬂlc.‘? for
translating into concrete moral conduct morally “good™ (.iispnsxi.mns.
On the other hand, they are in part dependent upon contingent judg-
ments in concrete and changing moral contexts. This is why, as 1 pro-
posed above, such norms cannot, by their nature, be S()[cmn.ly defined
as divinely revealed eaching. The American bish(?ps Px:owde an ex-
ample of these teachings from the ficld of 171()}21111‘(:3. l.hcy‘ place in
this category the prohibition ol artificial insemmuh.on, in vitro ferti-
lization, and surrogate motherhood.™ These reachmg:s are concrele
applications of that which is divinely rcvculed.l'eg:lz'd‘mg the sacred-
ness of human life. At the same time, they are in varying dcgrces de-
pendent upon changing scientific understandings of human
reproduction and reproductive technologies. ‘

Many, perhaps most Church teachings belong 1|1_,Ll.1c_culcg0ry of
authoritative, nondefinitive doctrine. For thal reason it is imporlant 1'()
recognize that just as there is a hierarchy or ()I‘(.ICI’ l-O lhE'T dogmatic
teachings of the Church, so too, not every teaching in this ca[egm"y
should be viewed as equally authoritative. Clearly the Church’s
teaching on abortion and its teaching on masturbation arc not cqual
in authority or centrality. In fact, some theologians have detected an
inconsistency in the authority attached to COIICI'(.-:EC moral norms. 1_'*‘01‘
example, the American bishops have made an lmplo_rlqnl d.lsuncllqn
between moral principles and their concrete application in two of
their better-known pastoral letters, The Challenge of Peace a‘nd E.{"o—
nomic Justice for AllLY They apparently consider concrete L]I[‘C(.Zl.l\.’(.ih‘
in the area of social ethics as examples of prudential judgments in

®The Teaching Ministry of the Diocesan Bishop,” 492 n. 2‘5

*In Economic Justice for All the bishops write: “In lhcusmg on some of
the central ecconomic issues and choices in American liﬂf: in the Ilghl o.l moral
principles, we are aware that the movement from prinuxplc.ln .p(!llcy is com-
plex and difficult and that although moral values are essential in Adclcrmml‘ng
public policies, they do not dictate specilic sn]u.li'nns. Th?y, must 111:c1.';1cl with
empirical data, with historical, social, and political realities, and Wfl]‘l com-
peting demands on limited resources. The stmndncss. nf.mn' prudential Jndg:
ments depends not only on the moral force of our principles, but also on the
accuracy of our information™ (134).
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which responsible disagrecment among Catholics is possible. These
concrete directives, as they are presented by the bishops, seem to bear
more in common with the disciplinary teachings and prudential judg-
ments of the fourth and final category of Church teaching. It is sig-
nificant that current Church teaching has been reluctant to make this
same distinction in either sexual ethics or bioethics.*

Prudential Admonitions and Provisional Applications of
Church Doctrine

The last category of Church teaching, prudential admonitions and
provisional applications of church doctrine (sce no. 4 in fig. 1), must
be distinguished from the first three categories by its explicitly provi-
sional character. These determinations are doctrinal only in an analo-
gous sense. While all Church teaching is in a sense pastoral in
character, there are some ecclesiastical pronouncements that are ex-
plicitly pastoral, concerned not so much with the proclamation of
God’s word as with offering prudential Jjudgments regarding the
soundness of lhéological and ecclesiological developments in the
Church. Cardinal Ratzinger, in his introduction to the CDF instruc-
tion “The Ecclesial Vocation of the Theologian,” offers as an example
the early twenticth-century censure of the “modernist” theological
positions.™ One might place the recent CDF statements on liberation
theology in this category as well.” As official teaching of the Church,
these pronouncements fall short of explicitly condemning error but
simply warn of opinions that are polentially dangerous or misleading.

Legislative determinations regarding the disciplinary life of the
Church, as with the requirement of mandatory celibacy for the min-
isterial priesthood in the Latin Rite, would also fall in this category.
The pridential character of these pronouncements and disciplinary
practices must be emphasized. While the Spirit cerlainly assists the
authoritative teachers of the Church even in its prudential judgments,
nevertheless, the guarantee of the Spirit is concerned primarily with

“CI. Charles Curran, “Catholic Social and Sexual Teaching: A Method-
ological Comparison,” Theology Today 44 (1988) 425-40.

“Joseph Ratzinger, “Theology Is Not Private ldea of Theologian,”
L Osservatore Romano (luly 2, 1990) 5.

YCLE “Instruction on Certain Aspects of the “Theology of Liberation,” Ori-
gins 14 (September 13, 1984) 194-204; “Instruction on Christian Freedom
and Liberation,” Origing 15 (April 17, 1986) 714-27.
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ing does not mean ignoring other forms of Church teaching, whether
it be authoritative doctrine or prudential admonitions, pastoral appli-
cations or (he regulation of Church discipline. Nevertheless, the pas-
toral significance of (his distinction is evident in (he catechetical
developments that rightly have abandoned the altempt to communj-
cate the entirety of our Churel’s doctrinal tradition to catechumens
and candidates seeking full communion in (he Roman Catholic
Church, Mature processes for facilitating admission into the Roman
Catholic Church have rightly focused on the lectionary, the creed, and
the liturgy as the privileged expressions of the apostolic faith. Other
Church teachings are presented as they emerge out of reflection on
the Christian kerygma. T am not supporting some kind of sclective
catechesis; rather my desire is (o reaffirm the catechetical priority of
the Christian kerygma transmitled in our Church’s central dogmatic
teachings.
Second, because so many Church teachings belong in (he category
of nondefinitive, authoritative doctrine, there js a real danger of the
significant gradations of authority within this calegory being over-
looked. The taxonomy of Church teaching offered above can be of
some help in sorting through these many Pronouncements, identify-
ing the binding or authoritative character of each. But this task is stil]
noteasy. While few would like (0 see areturn to the seminary many-
als of the past, one of (he advantages of the manual tradition was its
carelul delineation of (e theological note attached 1o a particular
teaching. Theological notes were formal judgments by theologians or
the magisterium on (he precise relationship of a doctrinal formulation
to divine revelation. When a note took a negative form it was consid-
ered a “censure.” Their Purpose was to safeguard the faith and prevent
confusion between binding doctrines and theological opinion. Under-
stood in the broadest sense, the notion of the theological note can be
traced back to the very origins of Christianity, in which it became
necessary to distinguish between the authentic apostolic message and
that which was opposed Lo it. Designations regarding divine truth and
heresy were used quite broadly well into the Middle Ages and did not
receive their more specialized meanings until after the Council of
Trent. The Counter Reformation saw the first Systematic gradations
of theological notes and censures in the works of theologians like

ing office of the Church and has created “e magistere incertain.” André
Naud, Le Muagistére incertain (Montreal: Fides, 1987)
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: : o o
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Jides divina—that which is immediately rcvcalcn_l by God, o
fides divina et catholica—thal which is immediately revea e
by God and is infallibly proposed as such by the magis-
terium ol the Church, _ ‘
sententia fider proxima-—that which is generally taught as b;:
longing to divine revelation but which has not been solemnly
f=1
defined as such, o
1 ice certa—tha 118
sententia ad fidem pertinens or theologice certa—that whicl
taught as connected to divine revelation, -
sententicc conmunis——that which belongs to the field of free
opinion but which is generally accepted by theologians as

true.

Besides these notes there were numerous ‘()(h_ers, whiclyp-ﬂ;pos‘ed
the degree of certitude connected with particular ihC(.Jl()ng;l ,;?::])
ions, for example, opinions that are ;11'9[12\[)]{: (sententia p;n )()1 Tm‘;
more probable (probabilior), and well !(?un(icd.(IJc'fzf[:ffr;if‘lcfflfi:(;l] 'm;I
system generally presupposed a p:l'npnmlz{)lmi view 0 I'C\.L,‘ ;1"‘ :h-
was often unwarranted in its confidence 1'cgzl:'d:ng§ a led(ﬂu)ii 1:(;1-
tionship to divine revelation. Nevertheless, one m..!ght V\j’I.'.xl tha o
cial teaching pronouncements of the pope and _hl:s’hc_)ps 1::: 3:1;[ e
might be accompanied by a more cxph.cn ([ll{lllﬁ(.dlll()lllf)-\ e
thority. In any event, theologians, catechists, and all “f’](i le(‘. o
in the teaching ministry of the Church m}lsl .havc an .‘1du31‘llle. 111'1ll )
standing of the different levels of authoritative Church teaching tha

have been considered in this chapter.

In these past two chapters, constituting the second part of l.hlS vol-
ume, 1 have focused on the object of Church lcuchm.g. I br 1.cﬂy ]u_-
vicv\;ed the teaching of Vatican IT on divine revelation while also

[ i i 5 d s of Catho-

M'A typical example can be found in Ludwig Ot l'lrm’fmnmmh o;/ (S_.( i
yee als alavern, sacrae

lic Dogma, 4th ed. (St. Louis: Herder, 1960) 9-10. Sce also Salau.;n, rfl

cologiae : é i g c ! ole 1e0-

theologiae summa, 1:781-96. For an in-depth treatment of the role o Iic
: ; Si “artechini < valore notarum theo-

i it sensures sce Sixtus Cartechini, De valore ne

logical notes and censures see § b e . o fheo
logicarum et de criteriis ad eas dignoscendas (Rome: Gregorian Univ. Press,

1951).
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exploring the role of Church doclrine in mediating divine revelation.
In the treatment of Church doctrine I have sought to honor its cogni-
tive, symbolic, and regulalive dimensions. By recalling the liturgical
and confessional contexts ol carly creedal statements | have also tried
10 acknowledge the way in which Church doctrine socializes believ-
ers in Christian community by providing an ecclesial identity that
shapes attitudes and behaviors. Through the Christian profession of
faith the believer is brought into the central mystery of the Christian
faith, God’s offer of sal vation, the shape of which i discovered in the
life, death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ.

In part 1 of this volume 1 concluded that while the ecclesiastical
magisterium had an essential role to play in passing on the faith it was
by no means an exclusive one. Similarly, I have tried 1o demonstrate
in part 2 that the substance of the apostolic faith is transmitted in
many different forms, only one of which is properly doctrinal. As the
authoritative and normative (cachers of (e Church, the college of
bishops is charged with (he responsibility of faithfully guarding and
preserving the apostolic faith in its doctrinal teaching. In part 3 T will
turn to consider the concrete exercise ol the Church’s teaching office
and the accompanying assistance of (he Holy Spirit.

For Further Reading

Boyle, John P. “The Natural Law and the Magisterium.” In Churchy
Teaching Authority: Historical and Theological Studies, 43-62.
Notre Dame: Univ. of Notre Dame Press, 1995,

Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. “Declaration in Defense
of the Catholic Doctrine on the Church Against Certain Errors of
the Present Day.” Origins 3 (July 19, 1973) 97-112.

- “The Ecclesial Vocation of the Theologian.” Origins 20
(uly 5, 1990) [ 18-26.

Fransen, Piet. “A Shart History of the Meaning of the Formula *Fides
et Mores.™ In Hermneneutics of Councils and Other Studies. Ed.
H. E. Mertens and F. de Graeve, 287-318. Leuven: Leuven Univ.
Press, 1985,

Fuchs, Josel. “Moral Truths—Truths of Salvation? In Christian
Ethics in q Secular Arena, 48-67. Washington: Georgetown Univ.
Press, 1984,

Hines, Mary. The Transformation of Dogma: An Introduction 1o Karl
Ralmer on Doctrine. New York: Paulist, 1989,




128 Teaching with Authority

Joint Working Group Between the Roman Catholic Church and the
World Council of Churches. “The Notion of *Hierarchy of Truths’:
An Ecumenical Interpretation.” Faith and Order Paper no. 150.
Geneva: WCC, 1990.

Lonergan, Bernard. “Doctrines.” In Method in Theology, 295-333.
New York: Crossroad, 1979.

National Conference of Catholic Bishops. “The Teaching Ministry of
the Diocesan Bishop: A Pastoral Reflection.” Origing 21 (January
2, 1991) 473-92.

International Theological Commission. “On the Interpretation of
Dogmas.” Origins 20 (May 17, 1990) 1-14.

Rahner, Karl. “What Is a Dogmatic Statement?” In Theological In-
vestigations. 5:42-66. Baltimore: Helicon, 1966.

Schillebeeckx, Edward, ed. Dogma and Pluralism. Concilium 51.
New York: Herder & Herder, 1970,

Sullivan, Francis A. “Some Observations on the New Formula for the
Profession of Faith”” Gregorianun 70 (1989) 552-54.

. Creative idelity: Weighing and Interpreting Docu-
ments of the Magisterium. New York: Paulist, 1996.

Part Three

The Exercise of Doctrinal
Teaching Authority
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How the Church Teaches:
The Assistance of the Holy Spirit

The complex set of questions regarding the structures of ecclesial
authorily in the early Church has challenged historians and biblical
scholars for more than 150 years. The fact is that nowhere do we find
a comprehensive and systematic account of ecclesial authority in
carly Church writings. Scholars have had to be content with piecing
together tentative sketches of the nature and exercise of authority in
the early Church from fragmentary documentary evidence. If we con-
sider, however, .not so much the struciures of ecclesial authority as
ecclesial authority’s inner dynamism, the testimony of the early
Church is more helplul. For example, we find in the early Church’s
memory of the lile and teaching of Jesus several significant themes

_regarding the nature and exercise of authority. These themes hardly

conslitute a comprehensive theology of authority, but they do suggest
some basic attitudes the early Christians felt ought to characterize all
Church authority, regardless of its concrete form. I would like to
begin this chapter by considering briefly some of these themes as a
way of providing a context for the subsequent treatment of the con-
crete modalities through which the Church exercises doctrinal teach-
ing authority.

The Exercise of Authority in the Second Testament

There are numerous gospel texts that present Jesus either exercis-
ing authority in his ministry or teaching about authority to his disciples.
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A careful excgetical study of these texts is not possible here, but a
brief consideration of some of these texts may still prove helpful. In
particular [ want to highlight three central insights about the nature
and exercise of authority within the Christian community that emerge
from the gospels: (1) authority is characterized as service; (2) the au-
thority of office (de fwre authority) is most effective when combined
with personal or moral authority (de facto authority); (3) the exercise
of authority demands an openness to the transcendent; there must be
a fundamental dependence on God and the assistance of God's Spirit,

Anthority as Service

There are several biblical passages in which Jesus speaks of the ex-
ercise of authority as service. In Mark 10:42-45 the apostles James
and John petition Jesus {or places of privilege in Jesus® kingdom.

Jesus summoned them and said o them, “You know that those who are
recognized as rulers over the Gentiles lord it over them, and their great
ones make their authority over them felt, But it shall not be so among
you. Rather, whoever wishes (o be great among you will be your ser-
vant; whoever wishes to be first among you will be the slave of all. For
the Son of Man did not come to be served but to serve and to give his
life as a ransom for many™ (¢f. also Matl 20:25-28).

The most striking feature in this passage is the contrast between a
“worldly” model of authority and that demanded by Jesus. Jesus calls
his disciples (and presumably the gospel authors are equally calling
the leaders of their communities) to a paradoxical conception of au-
thority—authorily as service. The more common model of authority,
then as today, separated those in authority from those over whom au-
thority was exercised. However, for the early Christian community,
when authority was exercised as service, those in authority were
bound to those on behalf of whom this authority was engaged. A ser-
vant authorily could never exist for its own sake; it existed for the
good of the Church.

We can find this view of authority reflected as well in the views of
St. Paul. Paul frequently was compelled o justify the authenticity of
his own authority (cf. 1 Cor 9), but it was an authority conditioned in
two ways. First, Paul’s authority was always in service of the gospel
that he preached (cf. Gal 1:1-9). Paul never relied on a strictly formal
authority; his letters reflect the constant need to cajole and persuade
others regarding the authenticity of his message. Second, it was an
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authority that sought the building up rather than the tearing down of
the Church of Jesus Christ (¢I. 2 Cor 13=10)"

This biblical view rejects all forms of authoritarian elitism. Those
in authority may be responding to a particular divine calling, but they
are not to be identified as a class set apart. This is further developed
in a second pericope from the synoptics in which the author of Luke
places the discussion ol authority in his account of the Last Supper:

Then an argument broke out amang them about which of them should
be regarded as the greatest. He said o them, “The kings of the Gen-
tiles lord it over them and those in authority over them are addressed
as ‘Benelactors™; but among you it shall not be so. Rather, let the
greatest among you be as the youngest, and the leader as the servant.
For who is greater: the one seated at table or the one who serves? Is it
not the one sealed at table? [ am among you as the one who serves”
(Luke 22:24-27).

The setting at the Last Supper suggests an important Eucharistic con-
text for considerations of ecclesial authority. For those who gather at
the table of the Lord, there can be no exercise of coercive, dominat-
ing authority. Authority in the Eucharistic community is not exercised
in relationships of inequality but in relationships grounded in a com-
mon discipleship..

Even as the carly Church only gradually developed consistent
structures and offices for the exercise of ecclesial authority, for cen-
turics it would persevere in its conviction that the Christian exercise
ol authority was manifested as service within and not above the com-
munity of the baptized. St. Augustine gives this conviction classic ex-
pression in one of his sermons:

What I'should be for you fills me with anguish; what [ can be with you
is my consolation. Because for you T am a bishop, bul with you a
Christian, The first points to my duty, the second (o grace. The first
shows the danger, the other salvation.?

Augustine clearly recognized the dangers of abuse that accompanied
the exercise of authority. According 1o Yves Congar this biblical con-

'2 Cor 13:10 was frequently cited by medieval canonists and theologians
intent on warding off abuses in ccclesiastical authority. Cf. Yves Congar,
“Reception as an Ecclesiological Reality.” in Election and Consensus in the
Chuwrch, Conciliom 77, ed. Giuseppe Alberigo and Anton Weiler (New York:
Herder, 1972) 61.

*Augustine, Sermons, 340.
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ception of authority as service was not lost until the end of the first
millennium:

We must get back to the true vision of the Gospel: posts of zm[hor‘ily
in the Church do indeed exist; a real jurisdictional power does exis,
which the shepherds of God's people receive from Christ in c‘un.fom%
ity with the order which Christ willed and instituted (at least in its es-
sential lines). But this power exists only within the structure of the
fundamental religious relationship of the Gospel, as an organizational
element within the life given to men by Christ, the one Lord and the
one Head of his Body, lor which each is accountable Lo all the rest ac-
cording to the place and measure granted (o him. So t‘hcre I nevcr.‘lclm—
ply a relationship of subordination or superiority, as 111.5‘{:cular socw_ly.
but always a loving obedience (o Christ, shaping the life of each w%th
all and for all, according to the position which the Lord has given him

in the Body.

For Congar the witness of the early Church doces not challenge the
institutional structures of the Church, but it does challenge the way
in which authority may actually be exercised in and through these
structures.

De [ure and De Facto Authority

The biblical theme of authority exercised as service is further rein-
forced by an implicit distinetion found in the Gospels [.)ctwc:cn_z? de
iwre authority, which one possesses by law as a ]egiumale‘ office-
holder, and a de fucto authority, which one possesses by virtue of
moral character. This contrast is highlighted in Matthews account of
Jesus” own exercise of authority. At the end of the Sermon on the
Mount we are told, “When Jesus finished these words, the crowds
were astonished at his teaching, for he taught them as one having au-
thority, and not as their scribes”™ (Malt 7:28-9). While the .s:cribes.pos-
sessed the authority ol office, the authority of Jesus was of an entirely
different order. It was an authority exercised by force of character.

In Matthew’s Gospel Jesus does not reject the need for the author-
ity of office, bul he does suggest that it be joined w.nh a :.noral au-
thority. This is evident in the Matthean passage in which Jesus
acknowledges the legitimacy of the authority ol the scribes and phar-
isees while criticizing their hypocrisy:

Yves Congar, Power and Poverty in the Church (London: Chapman,
1964) 98.
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“The scribes and the Pharisees have taken their seat on the chair of
Moses. Therefore, do and observe all things whatsoever they tell you,
but do not follow their example. For they preach but they do not prac-
tice. They tie up heavy burdens (hard 10 carry) and lay them on
people’s shoulders, but they will not 1ifi a linger to move them. All
their works are performed 1o be seen. They widen their phylacteries
and lengthen their tassles. They love places of honor at banquets, scats

of honor in synagogues, greetings in marketplaces, and the salutation,
‘Rabbi™™ (Mau 23: 1-7).

While the authority of law and office is often necessary, its legitimacy
depends on its subordination and reconfiguration before the demands
of the gospel

The Transcendent Ground of Authority

But what is the nature of this moral authority? The authority with
which Jesus himself taught (cf. Mark 1:22: Matt 7:28-29; Luke 4:32;
John 7:15(T)) was the product of his relationship of perfect intimacy
and union with God. Hjs ministry of healing, his freedom to proclaim
the forgiveness of sins, his authoritative interpretation of the law—al]
were derived from his unique relationship with the God whom he ad-
dressed as “Abba.” The unity of Jesus and the Father was a particu-
larly prominent theme in the Gospel of John. For example, in John

5:17-30 Jesus responds to those who complained of his healing on the
Sabbath:

But Jesus answered them, “My Father is at work until now, so I am at
work.” For this reason the Jews tried all the more to kill him, because
he not only broke the subbath but he also called God his own father,
making himsell equal to God.

Jesus answered and said 1o them, “Amen, amen, | say Lo you, a son
cannot do anything on his own, but only what he sees his father doing;
for what he does, his son will do also. For the Father loves his Son and
shows him everything that he himsell does, and he will show him
grealer works than these, so that you may be amazed. For just as the
Father raises the dead and gives life, so also does the Son give life to
whomever he wishes. Nor does the Father Jjudge anyone, but he has
given all judgment 10 his Son, so that all may honor the Son Jjust as

‘Raymond E. Brown, The Churches the Aposiles Left Behind (New York:
Paulist, 1984) 134-35.



136 Teaching with Authority

they honor the Father. Whoever does not honor the Son does 1;01’ I?()n;ur
the Father who sent him. Amen, amen [ say to you, wh.oevcr ;Cc'l‘ll.‘]i r )tl
word and believes in the one who sent me has eternal I_xrc and will no
come to condemnation, but has passed {rom death to life. . - t

[ cannot do anything on my own; | judge as I hear, .;md H]y,'llld%m\z:l]
is just, because 1 do not seck my own will but the will of the one whe

sent me.”

Contemporary biblical scholarship warns us that lAhe [‘ll.'l'ﬂ?ilry' :hrulst”(])i
this and like passages in John is not ;m-ml{olugwul ‘L.]‘a‘n.]l:llw_o\:] o
first two persons of the Trinity but a claim Il‘h(ll'll Christ’s m’( 1:; e
pendence on the Father and the divine sanctioning of the I‘-nll]]l. ry
Christ. The focal point for the identity of Father and Son‘;n t(]re: T}nﬁ
sage is not the being of Father andl Son _hul rather the wor ;) aT1;1:e
and Son.” What Jesus does is in union \j\lllh .W'I‘l‘d[ rh.e FZL-[hC[' cf;ev o
authority ol Jesus Christ to perform his ministry is grounded in th
i k of God. ‘ 5
ng;ﬁlrihis relationship between Jesus au1d his .“Falh_cr n l;eq:{er;
we must also allirm the significance of Jesus’ relationship [.()‘t 1(:I (; ¥y
Spirit as reflected in a number of the gospel lcx_ls. 'S_o d(}tn:nlalnl\;;;q:}
Logos Christology become by the end n‘fihe third century that | .(k
ern Christianity (with important cxccgtums) has 1cnc%cc? L.o ()\}fc_r (;)
the early Christian community’s intuitions ab(:ut the tclaﬁmns p ic-
tween Christ and the Spirit of God. Yet the (;_os_pels allnh‘u.u‘: ;3 sg
nificant role to the Holy Spirit in the ]iﬂ? a.nd lnnus(l:y:oflfc.s((}.h.d nwlh(c;
synoptic accounts of Jesus’ bztp!is.m it is the SP.:_”[ <.) 1 }c{) My
anoints Jesus and calls him to mission (cf. [\/_1;11'[( 1:9-11; ‘,“LI (-:. ; :
22; Matt 3:13-17).° While Luke’s Gospel ;mr:hulc\? L_he cnm.cpllc’)n Od
Jesus to the work of the Spirit (Luke 1:35), Luke joins M_ulll-tf-:_w m; ’
Mark in the assumption that Jesus acts in the power of the Spirit only
is baptism. N ‘
aﬂﬁ: :]hl:: :}'fl)nptic accounts of Jesus’ huptism_, _Lhe spll'll o‘f Go‘d‘ 15 HS;
sociated with the word of God.” As the Spirit of God comes upor

‘Raymond E. Brown, The Gospel According to Joln (Garden City:
H 216-21.
Dmﬁ;};:jﬁl]:[lﬁ::i(jzelvi:’sion (1:29-34) has a dilTerent cimphasis. Jul'm lllu.:,Ba[.);
tist testifies, “I saw the Spirit come down like a dove lrmn.lhe. sky]a'ni f::t:l]z];
upon him.” The verb “remain™ is consistent with a h)hznum@ cn;pll.jsqz;s o
permanence of Jesus® relationship to the thcr‘ns Lthe bear c.r- of t !L,.A p Iw.ﬂ)
'CI. Yves Congar, [ Believe in the Holy Spirit (New York: Seabury, 1983

1:17.
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Jesus in the form of a dove we hear (he testimony of the Father, “You
are my beloved Son: with you I.am well pleased,” echoing the pas-
sage from one of the messianic psalims, “You are my son; today [ am
your father™ (Ps 2:7). It is by the power of (he Spirit and the procla-
mation of a divine word that Jesus is consecrated to his messianic
mission.

The biblical tradition thag portrays Jesus as fulfilling his mission in
the power of the Spirit stands in an unresolved tension with other ac-
counts that portray Jesus as (he giver of the Spirit (Luke 24:49; Acts
1:4-8; John 16:1-14, 19:30, 20:22). Both at the end of Luke and the

ing one of the resurrection appearances. This diversity in the biblical
tradition helps explain subsequen differences among various theo-
logical traditions regarding the role of Christ and the Spirit. While (he
sacramental theology and ecclesiology of the West wil] give a prior-
ity o the Christological, the East’s understanding of Church and
sacrament will tend to privilege pneumatology.*

The biblical tex(s-that treat both Jesus’ relationship to the Father
and his re]ationship'to the Spirit remind us above all that his author-
ity was not his own; he ruly spoke with the authority of God.* Jesus’
authority was derived from his unique relationship to God the Father
in the power of God's Spirit. This reveals something important about
the nature of authorily. The word “authority™ in (he English language
comes from the Latin word auctoritas, which carries (he sense of a
source or origination of something." Jesus excrcised authority in an
authentic and faithfu] way because he stood jn proper relation to his
divine source or ground. While Jesus® messianic mission and unique
relationship to God means that there are dimensjons of his authority
proper to him alone, nevertheless, his exercise of authority provides
the model for the exercise of all ecclesial authority. As with Jesus, all
ecclesial authority comes from God and remaing dependent upon (he

"This is reflected in (he Wests stess on (he nstitution narrative in jis Eu-
charistic theology while the East focuses more on (he epiklesis.

"For a helplul treatment of the biblical notions of authority and power in
the ministry of Jesus see Tohn E O*Grady, Disciples and Leaders: The Ori-
gins of Christian Ministry in ihe New Testameny (New York: Paulist, 1991)
39-66.

"John E. Thiel, “Responsibility to the Spirit: Authority in the Catholic Tra-
dition,” Neyw Thealagy Review 8 (August 1995) 55.
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assistance of God. Moreover, as with Jesus, when !¥1is ;lu.lh{.)rity pr(()v
ceeds from ils transcendent ground, this will be evident in 1[:»' 11(:[1‘1111
exercise. When Jesus acted with authority, those who were wnncxscs-
knew from whenee that authority came. The surme should h(;: true f_ol
the Church. When the Church exercises its authority authentically, its
transcendent ground should also be evident. ‘ .

A review of the early Church’s recollection of Jcsus. teaching on
authority highlights the way in which a Christian CXCI'%’]S“:C ().‘f‘uu'th‘or-
ity is distinguished [rom its worldly C()Ul'll:::[‘pill't by 11.\‘(\): I(.ﬂl.dll.(jlll
(service), its moral character (de fire authority must b(.: .z‘lu_olnépn;ni(
by de facto authority), and its dependence on }l:c Spirit of “u I_. 3
the remainder of this chapter I will focus particularly on this thir
characteristic.

God’s Fidelity to the Church

In chapter I, I spoke of the dangers u‘{' an cxcess.ivcly Christo-
monist ecclesiology that does not pay sufficient nfte:nimfl 1.0 ti?c r_olc
ol the Holy Spirit. This ecclesiology Sll‘C..KSQS-‘lh-E (‘Ah%ll'Cl? s [Inslm;m;n
by Christ and gives the impression that in thrlst 5 Illlﬂll[Llll.()lI ol the
Church, the Church received all that it required f‘m: |Es cnm\.nuec‘ex-
istence. In this view there is little need for the sz_m zn.lhc life of the
Church. Yet a review of the many implicit ccclcs‘lo]()g:lcsl of lhel ﬁ.r.‘qi
millennium suggests that for centuries the role of Christ lﬂ_[hC msti-
tution of the Church was never separated [‘I:().l]‘l the \f\:‘urk ol the Ht‘)?(‘
Spirit."" In patristic theology the same Spirit who ()vemhildi)lwg.(‘i
Mary and came upon Jesus al his bzlptlsm u{‘so.cumc upon the C 1u-|-m
at Pentecost and continues to form the faithful into the body of Christ.
The ecclesiologics of the first millennium u[lepded much more fully
to the missions of Son and Spirit in the life of the Church. Even the
ordination of Christ’s ministers was lhﬂughl_ to be t]cpcn(lcnt‘ ups)n-lhc,
work of the Spirit. The ancient nrdinalin_n_ ri l}cs gave a prominent role
o epikleses, invocations of the Holy Spirit.”

"Yves Congar, L'Ecclésiologie du haut moyen-age (Paris: Cerl, 1968)
o, ? ieve in the CSprir, 3:268-69; Pierre-

“Ibid.. 115. Sce also Congar, [ Believe in the Hm’:\ .3,-)1.: ir, 3:2 )L( 2. o
Maric Gy, “Ancient Ordination Prayers.” S.f'mlia ['”f”}?)“w 13 (E‘)’/).)"j( -)
Georg Kretschmar, “Die Ordination im Irithen (.I.n'lxtc:mun, Freiburger
Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie und Theologie 22 (1975) 35-69.

gathering c)I‘discipI;s. The latter claim is more fajthly]
torical schnlumllfp. CI. Richard McBrien, Catholicism, rev. ed. (San Fran-
cisco: HarperCollins, 1994) 577-79.

in the Church is that of Heribert Miihlen, Una /
Scht‘infng_h, 1964). The work ol Greek Orthodox bi
Zizioulas, has also had a considerable influence on Ortt
Catholic theologians alike. Sce hig B
Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1985).
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Properly understood, there is a sense in which one can ¢l

aim that
Christ founded the Church.m However, one must

avoid any ahistori-
cal misconception (hat imagines that every aspect of ecclesial life was

given explicitly by Christ 1o (he apostles. Similarly, we must avoid
the misconception that the entire deposit of faith, conceived as a col-
lection of propositional truths, was dictated (o the apostles and then
passed on, tag-team fashion, through the apostolic succession of bish-
ops. This view overlooks both (he gradual development of ecclesias-
tical structures and the way in which the Spirit was given to the Church
as its animating principle. It is the Spirit who assists the Church inits
concrete development. ™ It is through the Spirit that the Church grad-
ually develops and responds (o the demands of each time and place.
Finally, it is through the Spirit that the Church penetrates ever more
deeply the economy ol salvation revealed in Christ’s paschal mystery.
As John Thicl has observed, ecclesial authority involves a “responsi-
bility to the Spirit,” an openness to the Spirit’s initiative in the life of
the Church. "

Indefectibility and the Assistance of the Holy Spirit

According lo‘.'Scriprure, Christ promised the continued existence of
the Church (¢f. Matt 16:18) and implicitly assured that it would re-
main faithful (o the gospel until the end of time, Whether or not one
grants this as a statement of (he historical Jesus, it certainly reflects
the convictions of (he carly Christian community. As Christians we
continue to believe that humanity’s ultimate victory over the power of
sin and death was assured in Christ’s death and resurrection, The ul-
timate triumph of God’s grace has been uccomplished and rendered
effective in the work of Christ, Insofar as the Church is to be the

"Richard McBrien makes 2 helplul distinction between Christ’s

found-
ing” of the Church and his |

aying the foundations™ for (he Chureh in his
to the evidence of his-

"One of the most creative Roman Cathelic studies on the work of the Spirit
‘ersona Mystica (Munich:
shop and theologian, John
hodox and Roman
eing as Commmnion (Crestwood: S,

"“Thiel, “Responsibility (o the Spirit,” 56-57.
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“universal sacrament of salvation™ (LG 48), the ultimate Stlcceﬁs of its
mission is equally assured. For that reason nol only C.a(h()hcs but
many Christians from other traditions s.hfn'e ?hc beliel that the
Church, relying on the assistance of the Spu‘n,.wﬂl never _depurt fun-
damentally from the gospel. As we noted carlier, this bghef 1‘hatl U‘]C
Church will be preserved in truth is often rcfcr.rccl Lo as “md‘ciecubi?—
ity.” It is based on Christian convictions regarding the essential nature
of the Church. . o

The Church of Jesus Christ is not merely a social orgzlmw.almn or
institution; it is also a spiritnal reality. As the body of Christ and _Ec.m-
ple of the Holy Spirit, the Church possesses both human and dl\{l!l-c
elements. The Church can teach with authority p:‘ccis-cly beczullse itis
a spiritual as well as a social reality. Our understanding ()f-lhlS exer-
cise of authorily, however, will depend on our understanding of the
interrelation of the divine and human elements in the Church.

Over the past two centuries, Catholic ecclcsiu]ogy‘ nt."tcn pmlcmAcd
the relationship of the human and divine elements within tbe Ch}uch
after the model of Christ himsell. As Christ was the union of l!uc
human and the divine in one person, so too was the Church o.f Clm-st
a union of the human and divine. This approach can even be found in

the documents of Vatican II:

This socicty, however, equipped with hierarchial S.ll:llL:lllre.'i, and {hc
mystical body ol Christ. a visible ;1sscmhly‘:lncl i .\‘[)Il'llllﬂ‘l mmnu.lmly,
an earthly church and a church enriched with heavenly gifts, ]?ulﬁl not
be considered as (wo things, but as forming one complex reality com-
prising 2 human and a divine element. [1 is therefore by no me(:-::‘ anal-
ogy that it is likened to the mystery of the f}ff'{i!'}?(lf’(’-'rV(Jr.'([. For just as
lhc-: assumed nature serves the divine Word as a living instrument .nf
salvation inscparably joined with him, in a similar way ‘lh_c_ social
structure of the church serves the Spirit of Christ who .\’l\llllc.\‘ the
church towards the growth of the body (LG 8, iny emphasis).

This analogy, although legitimate, has signiﬁc;m.i limits, \jvhich are
not always properly recognized. For while in Christ thLT union n'f the
human and the divine occurs in one person, the Church is n‘nl .;1 .\:ll]gl(ﬁ
moral person bul a communion of persons. Second, Christianity
holds that Christ’s human nature was without sin; the :T‘ame cannot be
said for the humanity of Christ’s Church. The Church is composed of
sinners, and their sinfulness can never be a merely privale m.ullcr. In-
solar as the mission of the Church is accomplished through its mem-
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bers, the sinfulness of its members compromises the Church’s corpo-
rale witness.' Who can deny that the immorality of many popes and
bishops in the Church of the thirteenth through filteenth centuries
compromised the Church’s prophetic witness and set the stage for the
sixteenth century reformations?

One consequence of unceriti ally employing the analogy of the in-
camation with respect to the Church has been a tendency to consider
the Church as a virtual mouthpiece of Christ with litde acknowledg-
ment of the way in which the Chureh’s teaching was and is condi-
tioned by its sinful humanity. Herman Schell (1850-1906), an often
overlooked German theologian who wrote al the end of the nine-
teenth and beginning of the twentieth century, already had recognized
the shortcomings of this approach to ecclesiology. Schell eriticized
those ccclesiologists who saw the Church as the continuation of the
incarnation. In his mind this view did not pay sufficient attention to
the human character of the Church. Schell proposed that the relation-
ship between the human and divine elements in the Church be con-
sidered instead according to the model of the covenantal union
between God and the people of Isracl. God remained faithful to the
covenant even as Israel continually wandered away. While the infi-
delity of Isracl appeared to place the covenant in Jeopardy, the people
of Isracl were always lured back to the covenant by the God who re-
mained faithful. This model, when applied to the Church, preserves
the sense in which the Church is not just another human organization
but is a people chosen by God and graced with divine gifts and
charisms that enable it (o accomplish its mission. Al the same time,
the madel of the covenantal union accommodates the undeniable wit-
ness ol history that this same Church (and not just individual mem-
bers) has often departed from God’s will in many of its actions (e.g.,
the Crusades, the Spanish Inquisition, the persecution of Galileo).
The indefectibility of the Church is still preserved in this covenantal
view ol the human and divine clements within the Church, God,
through the assistance of (he Holy Spirit, promises to remain ever

“IFor more on whether we can speak nol only of a Church of sinners but of
a sinful Church see Karl Rahner, “The Church of Sinners,” and “The Sinful
Church in the Decrees of Vatican 11 in Theological Investigations (New
York: Crossroad, 1982) 6:253-94; [ans Urs von Balthasar, “Casta Meretrix
in Sponsa Verbi: Skizzen zur Theologie (Einsiedeln, 1961) 2:203-305; Yves
Congar, “Comment I'église sainte doit se renouveler sans cesse?” in Sainte
Eglive, Unam Sanctam 41 (Paris: Cerf, 1963) 131-54.
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faithful to the Church. Thus the Church’s continued fidelity to the
gospel is dependent on the prior [idelity of God Lu. the Chlllcl-l.. .

We must still ask, however, how, concretely, is the Church pre-
served in fidelity to the gospel? Pul dilfercntly, how does the H(-)Iy
Spirit interact with human {reedom in such 4 way as l(.: both pzesel_\:'e
that freedom and yel prevent that freedom [rom leading the Church
astray?

The Assistance of the Holy Spirit and Human Freedom

As I noted above, understandings of the assistance of. L!uc Holy
Spirit have often depended on conceptions of the hm?mn-dw‘m‘c 'reiz;
tionship in the Church. During the lu_mdrcd. yearxﬂpnor to thllc‘:]n
many theologians, influenced by a view of the -Ch.urch mct(‘it‘t ed on
the incarnation, assumed a somewhat mechanistic Lll?dC[bl..lﬂf'_]lI]g
of the Church’s cooperation with the Holy Spiril'. Onc’nnd-lwentle!h-
century example of this approach can be found in the work of the m-
fluential Swiss theologian Charles Journet (1891-1975). Journet was
a pioneer in twentieth-century Catholic ceclesiology who gi cm_ly-exﬁ
panded previous nco-Scholastic lrcalmem.ﬂf ().f the Church by 11'1L]0r’—
porating themes from biblical and pumSUcl sources. He had a
tremendous influence on the ecclesiological vision of Pope Paul V1.
Nevertheless, Journet's treatment of the Church was configured
around Aristotelian conceptions of causality. Conscq-uc.nlfy, he‘u.)n-
sidered the mediation of the hierarchy in the transnnsst'on of divine
revelation according to the category of secondary causality.” 1..a:'gc]y
overlooked in his use of /—\rislolc]i;m—Thomisli(:‘ understandings of
causality was the Thomistic distinction between ]l].\‘l[‘l..ll]"lffnl.ﬂl causzlll-
ity and a true secondary causality. Inslrmncnlzl! Cuusnllt)‘/ mv.n]\‘fec‘l t;c
relatively passive causality that one might ascn.hc Lo an inanimate ob-
ject like a picce of chalk, or the keyboard with which I am typing
these words. True sccondary causalily, in contrast, engages ]?um:m
freedom. Journet’s treatment of the role of the hicrarchy in the
Church often collapsed sccondary causality inlo’ instrumental czuls-nl‘
ity. His schema characterized the hierarchy as little more than a pas-

"Charles Journet, L'I?gh’.w cdie Verbe Incarné, vol. | Fl’uris:- Descl‘éc,
1962-69). Thomas O'Meara has demonstrated the shm.‘tcuml?gs ol applyn}g
Aristotelian categories ol causality to the teaching office of the Chur‘c:l'llm
“The Teaching Olfice of Bishops in the Ecclesiology of Charles Journet,” The
Jurist 49 (1989) 23-47.
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stve conduit or instrument of God'’s grace. There was little or no con-
sideration of human freedom in the cooperation with that grace. Not
surprisingly, this approach had litle place for the possibility that the
Church might err in any of its teaching.

The thought of Schell stands in contrast to that of Journet. Writing
decades earlier, Schell emphasized that the Spirit operates through
the exercise of human freedom within the Church. While the pope
and bishops are promised the assistance of the Holy Spirit in the ex-
ercise of their office as teachers of the faith, this assistance can be in-
hibited or enhanced by (he disposition of the officcholders. Schel]
wrote:

The assistance of the Holy Spirit is not, in any case, a replacement for
the necessity which is incumbent upon the church teaching office to
employ at any given time all the means for the human recognition of
truth, but rather the divine assistance operates as it wills (o, above all

through that” which is mediately and immediately called forth in
human eflorts. "

The proclamation of the word of God can be impeded or compro-
mised by failure on the part of the ecclesiastical officeholder to be
open 1o the guidance of the Spirit. The bishops, it is true, teach with
the assistance of thie Holy Spirit. Yet in certain understandings of this
authority divine assistance is thought to be at the automatic disposal
of the bishop by virtue of ordination.

At this point it may be helpful to recall the Second Testament por-
trait of the authority of Jesus. Scripture was consistent in portraying
the authority of Jesus as grounded in the authority of God. Divine as-
sistance to those who teach in the name ol the Church is no more
“automatically™ at their disposal than was Jesus’ authority “auto-
matically™ at his disposal apart from his relationship with the God
whom he addressed as “Abba.” This openness to the Spirit is cer-
tainly maintained by the life of prayer, but it is equally dependent
upon the engagement of the human processes by which all humans
inquire after truth. Through the sacrament of orders, the ordinand is
placed in a particular relationship to Christ and the Spirit in virtue of
his new ecclesial role, but the celebration ol orders does not offer

"IHerman Schell, “Lehrende und lernende Kirche: Wissensehalt und Au-
loritiit,” in Kleinere Sehrifren, ed. Karl Hennemann (Paderborn: Schoningh,
1907) 485.
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some supernaturally infused knowledge of dlv'lric ltm?h. ;!'illgr{:)oril;
nand’s new availability to the influence of the _Sps‘u{ c-_ocs nr(: ; .mdbéx_
the necessity of employing human processes in seeking alter
ing divine truth.
po?:s({:ir;gmoml theologian Richard M?Cormick h'as T‘cl}wzu‘kefdiho:r;};z
importance of avoiding two extremes in our CO]IS:[dElE‘:[lE)l'I (l) b
of the Holy Spirit in the exercise of the C.hurch S ()Cll?lilﬂk l;m sy
office. First, we must avoid any explanations 11.1111 over 00l g
portant role of ordinary human processes for discovering “r%l‘ ;“ig_
second, we must avoid any approach that would reduc‘cm ;;Slhéiq‘s_
tance to the exercise of human processes by themselves. " h';vc
sistance of the Holy Spirit bypassed humur_l processcs, wegwn'l N .lhe
no alternative but to recognize in every hicrarchical 1(::1(. mhghn' iy
charism of infallibility. IT the official teachers of the F.r‘m'rc d]d -
cess to divine truth wholly apart from human processes, 1t wouhow-
difficult to imagine the possibility of error. The se:c_‘ond eerellne,_ o
ever, reduces the activity of the Spirit to ll_]e exercise of human inve:
tigation and can lead to a kind of l'.illi-()ﬂilllSI.]‘l. N
In between these (wo extremes 1t 18 posszl.)le 'to imagine a ] : H.]C
sistance of the Spirit that is an immanent principle nan@ rvillunn'm
exercise of human processes.™ This full cm]_)loymcnl u‘l. l.n, ;lll”;”
processes was alluded to at the Second VaUc.un Q)unul Im. ,u;r '
gentiunt: “The Roman pontiff and the bishops, in virtue of t 1'elr(.) 1;-
and the seriousness of the matter, work se.dulously Fhm‘ug‘h _a?{);npx_
ate means duly to investigate this ]'(:\‘C%illl()n and give 'Il hll'l[.‘f-)[(:' cce
pression” (LG 25). The assumptiun_ is that the (l-xv?ne ds..sfsl m:he
promised the Church is only el'fect?v? when conjoined with
proper cooperation of the Chm'?h‘s lIlllllSl,e“l;S. e dvides the
But what are these “appropriate means™ MLF,()UTHL divides "
relevant human processes into (two calegories: evidence ,(%atprer{x?gf: :
evidence assessing. Evidence gathering refers to the m(mx‘ 0; W.d)'.-
in which the human person inquires alter the truth through study, con

] will largely follow McCormick’s reflections on this topic, whrc!z C;-;] be
1 B » H e ()=
found in his collection “Notes in Moral Theology.” which nppca;ulhlln e
: B i X -Cormick, Notes on
i tuddies Tor ‘ sars. CfL Richard A, McCormick,
logical Studies for so many yo e o L
Mfu‘ai Theology: 1965 through 1980 (Lanham, Md.: Univ. Press ol America,
1981) 2611T. ' 3
apuch of the work of Karl Rahner can be read as an artc'mpl. to d}\.clnp'la
theology of grace in which grace functions precisely as this Kind ol imm

nent principle.
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sultation, and investigation. With respect to the exercise of the
Church’s teaching office, this would involve a study of the Church’s
tradition (giving primacy of place to the testimony of Scripture), a
consultation of scholars and theologians (representing diverse schools
of thought and theological/historical perspectives), a consideration of
the insights of pertinent related fields (e.g., the contributions of the
social sciences, genetics), and an altempt to discern the sensus fidelium,
the sense of the faithful in and through whom the Spirit speaks. In-
sufficient attention to this evidence gathering can hamper the activity
of the Spirit in bringing forth wisdom and insight.

Evidence assessing involves the proper consideration and assess-
ment of the “evidence” gathered. Here again recourse to a diversity
of theological scholarship will be important, but so will patient re-
flection and authentic conversation in contexts where the free ex-
change of views is clearly welcomed. The importance of the principle
of collegiality is evident in this matter. The value of real conversation
and deliberation as a prelude to authoritative teaching was demon-
strated at Vatican I1. The vast majority of the bishops who traveled to
Rome in the fall of 1962 were content to participate in a relatively
quick council that would, by and large, continue the status quo. That
this status quo wis not maintained can be attributed to the conversation
and deliberation in which the bishops became engaged. New insight, a
new penetration into divine truth, resulted from their interaction,

IF the Spirit does work through this kind of human interaction, then
one of the most serious handicaps to an authentic exercise of the ec-
clesiastical magisterium is the limitation of the freedom of bishops to
discuss controversial doctrinal matters frankly and openly.? While
[reedom of inquiry is essential for all the baptized, the situation of
bishops, who after all constiture the ecclesiastical magisteriom, is
unique. As the authoritative teachers of the faith, the spirit of com-
munion that characterizes the whole life of the Church is particularly
concentrated in their episcopal interaction. Their authority to teach
the faith depends on their freedom to investigate adequately doctrinal

matters under consideration. False notions of obedience to the pa-

pacy, perhaps appropriate to the juridical sphere, can seriously inhibit
the work of the Spirit in leading the Church to truth.
The emphases on evidence gathering and assessing should not be

seen as preludes to the assistance of the Spirit, as if they were mere

"For a perceplive treatment of this issue sec André N

aud, Le Magistére in-
certain (Montreal: Fides, 1987) 123-70.
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natural processes necessary before 1hc.v_m_rk of lhe. Sp.inf cgull-ld. ka"E
in. Rather, the claim here is that the Spll‘l‘l is operz‘llwe in llz}‘ 1. .l()ut
these human processes. If the teuching ministry of the ChLlI&.lll is lﬁ CE
an expression of the Church’s cssc_nl:al 1.1a.lu|'c as E]‘C(?l‘n['l'l}ll'l;()-l?, .O]m_
the processes engaged in the teaching 1111_:115F1‘y must ]Lﬂf':Ll! Em cjn [
munion. This is the alorementioned pnnm'pIc of cnnc:ﬁuun%y.‘l ]Ias
principle and the whole dynamism c‘)fcc:(:}‘csml (;011?1T1‘l:n-1()i‘-dpxcicjl;n:izl
seeing Lhe authoritative teaching of l_hc (‘,hurch as 1sf1lciifyl cicc .livi_
acts engaged by autonomous aulh(‘:‘my [!gures. Con‘.s_ulld.[wu ;u, "
ties, dialogue, conversation, and deliberation arfa .Constl:lulwc 0 ]co‘ ]
munion. These are the means by which the Spfnt brings the (Cluuc h
to truth. For this reason, when bishops cngage in tr-uc consullle.lon—[
with fellow bishops, theologians, and the fzui‘hlul—fl'h.ey (ue[ noq
merely engaging in prudent gestures, ill'](l they are cer'uml-y _11’;)-, zlln
some might suggest, compromising their own prophetic minis 1?1
the Church. If God’s word is given to the whole Church, hf)wcr:fcr
much the bishops may be the authoritative 3cachcr§ of that w_o1 d[, t ;:y
must honor the Church as itsell being grounded in the word. ‘1:11( e
fulfiliment of their teaching ministry they must ma}Ee .lhe_:ms.(: ves
available to that word as it emerges within Lh_c whole C.hr:sitmn c_]:)mU
munity. Consultation and conversation are integral -l.()-lh[_ (llez.thlirlz:
process and must be acknowledged as one o‘f the privilege ’m:. 1
ments of the Spirit. This is why many lh.eologmns:. today wz.srn dg;utl)ls-
the dangers of the distinction common since the SlX[GCI]l}-l ?cutgy eh
tween the teaching Church (ecclesia duc(zn..‘;) :and the _ie.znmng (1Prc
(ecclesia discens), as if they were two dlslmcl‘cnnlms.'Iln le-Il(l)L.lS
ways (he whole Church teaches and the whole Church learns within
i ommunion.” .
mc\;}ix?gi‘ﬁmps have been faithful to the processes QF cvule:?c.e .gath;
ering and evidence assessing, they can be confident in ll‘l(.: a(_l;v[:y“(;c
the Spirit to work within those [1‘uman p:"()cesses I.O sl;\l{]}u a A
emergence of wisdom and insight into anl s :'evel'agl()_n.. ' 1cn ];]7
processes are short-circuited, the work ol the Spirit is correspor
mgOl)l(’ lc:](])gfsd:fhe tasks of evidence gathering and assesxing. \'m]l‘al-r
ways be somewhat partial and incomplete '(Juc to the LOﬂql,ll(:li (-}n
human finitude. For that reason the Catholic CllLu‘Ch admils T‘m i
most exercises of its teaching authority there exists at least the remole

2C(, Ladislas Orsy, The Church: Learning and Teaching (Wilmington:
Glazier, 1987).
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possibility of error. This is not due (o a failure of divine assistance but
to either human sinfulness or those human limitations inherent in the
processes of evidence gathering and assessing. After all, these
processes can never be conducted exhaustively. At some point every
teacher must pul aside, at least temporarily, the tasks of study, con-
versation, and reflection and actually teach! We can be confident that
in the instances when such error does oceur, continued fidelity to the
human processes for discovering and communicating truth, in com-
munion with the Spirit, will lead to an eventual discovery and cor-
rection of this error.

My focus up to this point has been on the discernible human ac-
livities inherent in the teaching act. A proper respect for the mysteri-
ous activity of God’s grace precludes any schematic development of
precisely how the Spirit is thought to work through these human
processes. The Church looks back over almost two thousand years of
history and sees numerous signals of the Spirit’s continued guidance
of the Church; but in any particular teaching event, we can only trust
in the fidelity of the Spirit to operate through the teacher’s own faith-
ful inquiry into divine truth.

This brings us to another important question. Ts it enough to be-
lieve that, by and large, when the Church is faithful (o the human
processes for disbuvering truth, the Spirit will generally be able to in-
sure that this inquiry into divine truth is not frustrated? Can the inde-
fectibility of the Church be preserved while admitting the possibility,
however remote, that the Church could still teach error? If the Church
is not exempt from error how can this possibility of error be recon-
ciled with the assurance of continued fidelity to the gospel? It is at
this point that Roman Catholicism has generally parted company

with other Christian traditions and insisted on a doctrine of ecclesjal
infallibility.

Infallibility: The Chiurch Remains Faithful 1o the Mediation
of the Mystery of Salvation

The official Roman Catholic position, at least since the nineteenth
century, is that some notion of infallibility is necessary [or the preser-
vation ol the Church’s indefectibility. In other words, Roman Ca-
tholicism contends that the Church cannot remain indefectible as a
whole unless there is some sure foundation upon which to base its
faith. Edward Schillebeeckx writes that
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it is hardly possible to accept, from the ecclesiological point of view,
that the Churchy, in its confession of baptism, can “remain in .lhc truth
il there is no promise that its teaching will have a similar iZISlIHg-Vll]LIC.
The Church’s “remaining in the truth” implies faithfulness in the
teaching Church.”

It is true that at times Roman Catholicism has relied .excessiv'c]y on
the doctrine of infallibility to support the authority OF its tcachmg_, of-
fice, while Protestantism, reacting to rather maximalist [.)r_ese:mat:ons
of papal infallibility, has by and large rejected the doctrine. Re.:cen.t
ecumenical dialogue, however, gives reason to hope that these differ-
ences may someday be overcome. Comem_porary Protestant scholars
freely grant that the greal reformers, Czll}un and Lulher,_boﬂx taught
that the Church as a whole could not err in matters of f;uth_. Protcﬁ-
tant objections have generally focused on thfe concrete exercise 91’ this
ecclesial infallibility. For them, the exercise of infallibility in I_he
Roman Catholic Church, in theory and in practice, lacks the ecclesial
and biblical context necessary to protect it from .n-buse. Orthodoxy
continucs to question Catholic accounts of infallibility that appear to
excise the charism of infallibility given to the pope and college from
the Spirit's activity within the whole Church. ch{.)l](i these more ec-
clesial concerns, however, is a whole set of questions .thal are more
linguistic and epistemological in character. T].lcse q_uc.\'mms ge_n_cm]]z
center on the very possibility of asserling “infallible propositions.

Contemporary Roman Catholic theology has‘ sought to attend to these
kinds of questions in a more deliberate fashion.

The Epistemic and Linguistic Difficulties in the Doctrine of Infallibility

The epistemic and linguistic challenge to Roman Catholicism’s
teaching on infallibility was brought to the forefront of debate by

?Edward Schillebeeckx, “The Problem of the In lallibility of l.hle Church's
Office: A Theological Refllection,” in Truth and Certainty, Concilinm 83, ed.
LEdward Schillebeeckx and Bas van lersel (New York: Herder, 1973) 80.

*George Lindbeck cites Luther in his 1972 Pere Mm‘q.ucltjc Lhcni:)gy Ic;-
ture, published as Infallibility (Milwaukee, Marquetle Um?', Press, 1972) I ]
For Calvin’s attribution of inerrancy to the Churcl_n sce Institutes of the Chris-
tian Religion, vol. 2, ed. J. McNeill (Philadelphia, 19.6'.9) boc.)k 4 8, 13, p.
1162. For Lindbeck's claim that most Protestant traditions, in fact, accept
some notion ol infallibility sce his essay in The Infallibility Debarte, ed. John
Kirvan (New York: Paulist, 1971) 107-52.
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Hans Kiing’s 1971 book on infallibility. In his controversial work
Kiing challenged the Roman Catholic belief in the possibility of “in-
fallible propositions.” He defines these as “statements which must be
considered as guaranteed ¢ priori 1o be free from error: senlences,
propositions, definitions, formularies, and formulas, which are not
only de facto not erroncous but in principle simply cannot be erro-
neous.™ Kiing rightly criticizes the linguistic impossibility of infalli-
ble propositions—human formulations that are immune from error.

Since all human speech is governed by human finitude, so are the
human articulations of our faith:

Articles of faith are propositions. Formulas of faith, professions of
faith, and definitions of [aith, are propositions—simple or complex—
and are not « priosi free from the Taws that govern propositions. Nor
are propositions of faith ever directly God's word, but at best God's
word attested and mediated by man's word: pereeptible and trans-
missable by human propositions. But as such, propositions of faith
participate in the problematic of human propositions in general

The Swiss theologian then £0cs on to state, presumably as an argument

against infallibility, that propositions (1) fall short of reality, (2) are
open to misunderstanding, (3) are limited in their capacity for transla-
tion, (4) are part of u dynamic linguistic and communicalive process,
and (5) are ideology prone.? Kiing’s critique of the concept of infalli-
ble propositions is very perceptive and rightly rejects this theologically
and philosophically problematic concept. However, as numerous crit-
ics have observed, while the notion of infallible propositions has often
been assumed in Catholic theology, it does not appear in the teaching
of cither Vatican I or Vatican 11 In other words few Catholic theolo-
gians would accept Kiing’s account of the Roman Catholic teaching on
infallibility, however much his account is popularly assumed.

*Hans Kiing, Infullible? An Inguiry {Garden City: Doubleday, 1971) 150.
*Ibid., 156.

¥Ibid., 158--62.

"CI. Francis Sullivan, Magisteriim: Teaching Authority in the Catholic
Churel (New York: Paulist, 1983) 80-82; John T. Ford, “Infallibility: A Re-
view of Recent Studies,” Theological Studies 40 (1979) 279-81: “Kiing on
mfallibility,” Thomist 35 (1971) 501-12; Walter Kasper, “Zur Diskussion um

das Problem der Unfehlbarkeit,” Stinimen der Zeir 188 (1971) 363-76: Yves
Congar, “Infaillibilité e indélectibilité,” Revire de
el théologigues 54 ( 1970) 614--18.

s sciences philosophigues
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of God’s self-communication is concerned, the Church ig assured that
none of its (!ugmu.'i('fomnr!u.’irm.s‘ will lead the faithfl away from the
path of salvation. This view locates the doctrine of infallibility in the
notion of fidelity to God's word. No dogmatic formulation of the
Church, no matter how imperfect, can be unfaithful to God’s offer of
salvation as it comes (o us through the mediation of the Church.
Surely the Church cannot be thought of as remaining in the truth
when it professes faith in something pertaining 1o God’s offer of sal-
vation that is illegitimate or contrary to that offer. To resort to the lu-
dicrous, we would be hard pressed 1o imagine the Church’s survival
in truth and its continued fidelity (o it God-given mission if it could
teach that true salvation could be attained only through the acquisi-
lion of material wealth!
The question sti]] remains, however, as to how thig understanding
of infallibility can be reconciled with what was said carlier regarding
human freedom. When (he Church, in the universal belief of the
whole people of God and in its official leaching, infallibly professes
and proclaims 3 teaching, it does so ip dependence on the Holy
Spirit’s assistance. Properly speaking, God alone s infallible; the in-
fallibility of the Church exists purely as gift. However, the notion of
infallibility does not imply that in this one instance of divine assis-
tance the human processes for discovering truth may be bypassed. At
Vatican I the conciliar text defining papal infallibility itself (Pastor
acternus, DS 3074), along with the officia) comm

entary or relatio of
Bishop Gasser, made it clear that infallibility is not exercised either

by way of revelation or divine inspiration but by divine assistance.

The exercise of (he charism of infallibility presumes mental compe-

tence and freedom from external coercion along with the good faith

engagement of the normal human processes for discovering truth. As
Gasser explained:”

Indeed we do not separate the Pape, defining, from the cooperation

and consent of the Church - . . because the infallibility of he Roman
Pontiff does not come 1o him in the manner of inspiration or of reve-
lation but through a divine assistance. Therefore (he Pope, by reason
ol his office and (he gravity of the matler, is hield to use the means Sttil-
able for properly discerning and aptly enunciating the trugh. These
means are councils, or the advice of the bishops, cardinals, theolo-
- glans, cte. Indeed, the means arc diverse according to the diversily of
situations, and we should piously believe that, in the divine assistance
promised to Peter and his successors by Christ, there is simultancously
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The holy people of God has g share, 100, in the prophetic role of
Christ, when it renders him a living witness, especially through a life
of faith and charity, and when jt offers to God a sacrifice of praise, the
tribute of lips thay honour his name. The universal body of the faithful

who have received the anointing of the holy one, cannor pe mistaken
in belief (LG 12, my emphasis).

From the sixteenth to the nineteenth century this infallibility of the
whole people of God was often referred to as an infallibility in be-
lieving (in credendo) in order 1o distinguish it from the infallibility
exercised by the authoritative teaching office of he Church (an infal-
libility in docendo). This distinction is legitimate, but one must be
wary of attributing to (he former a kind of passivity or docility. Some
of the ninctcenth-cemury Latin manuals conceived of the infallibility
in believing as nothing more than a passive acceptance and submis-
sion to the teaching of the hierarchy. Vatican 11 avoided this more pas-
sive view of the infallibility of the whole people of God. Rather, the
infallible belief of (he people of God involves 3 dynamic process by
which the whole Church participates in the discovery, penetration,
and profession of the gospel of Jesus Christ.

The distinction between the infallibility of (he whole people of
God and the infallibility of the Church’s teaching office is located in
partin the different €Xpressions or manifestations of that belief. The
infallibility in beljef of the whole people of God will have many dif-
ferent concrete objeclifications (e.g., narratives, exemplary life wit-
ness, pious practices, characteristic actions and gestures, creative
expressions in art and literature). The discernment of this belief,
given its pluriform character, will always be a very difficult matter, It
is the task of the authoritative teaching office of the Church to give
these diverse objectifications of infallible believing expression in
propositional statenents (dogmas). For (ha reason, while we may
rightly speak ol infallibility as given 1o the whole Church, Roman Ca-
tholicism recognizes (he need for a particular exercise of infallibility
in the fulfillment of its teaching office. :

Insisting on the neeqd for an infallible teaching office need not denij-
grate the importance of the infallibility of the whole people of God.
The infallibility of the whole people of God is largely descriptive in
character. When the whole people of God are united i belief regard-
ing a matter of faith (cf. LG 12), their beljef cannot lead them from
the path o salvation. However, it is difficul to determine when hjs
infallibility is actually operative. Ag many have pointed out today, the
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sense of the faithful cannot be determined by merely polling Chris-
tians. Such methods do not take into account the differences between
baptized believers who actively and prayer{ully practice their faith
and those who are only nominally identified with the Church. Neither
do they acknowledge the way in which the concrele implications of
the gospel require time in order to emerge within the consciousness
of the Church. For these reasons, it is almost impossible to develop
an adequate criteriology that enables us to recognize clearly when the
infallibility of the whole people of God is actually operative.

In contrast to the infallibility of the whole people of God, the in-
fallibility of the teaching office of the Church has an explicit criteri-
ological dimension. That is, there must be clear conditions for its
exercise, the fulfillment of which are readily recognizable by the
faithful ™ This criteriological function was affirmed in the 1983 Code
of Canon Law: “No doctrine is understood to be infallibly defined un-
less it is clearly established as such™ (can. 749.3). Since it is the prin-
cipal task of the Church’s leaching office to preserve the apostolic
faith from error, it is necessary that the faithful be able to identily
without ambiguity when in fact it is that the Church’s teaching office
intends to bind itself irrevocably Lo the revelatory character of a par-
ticular teaching.

These two exercises of infallibility should not be opposed to one
another, for they exist in a fundamental unity. While the inlullibility
of the Church’s teaching office has a distinct criteriological function,
its exercise is grounded in the infallibility of the whole people of
God.® That is, the infallibility of the Church’s teaching office is or-
dered toward bringing to normative and propositional expression
what is infallibly believed by the whole people of God. This relation-
ship is quite different from the common nineteenth-century concep-
tion in which the people of God are thought (o be infallible in their
passive adherence to that which is taught by the magisterium.

¥ will suggest in chapter 6 that the ordinary universal magisterium of
bishops represents an important exception.

*That the proper movement is from the infallibility of the whole people of
God to the infallibility of the pope and college and not in the other direction
is confirmed by the rejection of the proposed emendation to the De ecclesia
text at Vatican II that infallibility in belicving has its source in the “active” in-
fallibility of the magisterium. This emendation was rejected as foreign to tra-

dition. Acta synodalia TI/1, 198-99.
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the belief of the people. Edward Schillebeeckx has remarked on the
ecclesiological difficulties that such a situation presents. He warns of
the dangers of a too-idyllic conception of the unity between the infal-
libility of the Church’s teaching office and that of the people of God:

For as a result of il [this idyllic view] any actual conflict between be-
lievers and hierarchy, and any conflict between a local church com-
munity and the top of the church, is assigned to the order of sinfulness:
disobedience on the part of the underlings. The conflict is thought sol-
uble by the hierarchy, which, somelimes to the point of arrogance, ap-
peals to the believers for obedience. . . . In this view, the actual
history of conflicts is then seen a priori as the fruit of sin, in such a
way that any conllict within this logic is resolved in favour of the
stronger, i.e. hierarchical, position, and declared by this powerful side
to be sin on the part of the grass roots. . . . The “laity,” too, sense (hat
there can be conllicts which have nothing to do with sinfulness but de-
rive from differences ol insight and assessment of salvation history, for
example the pastoral interest of the people and the specific interests of
the hierarchical organs.™

When one insists, in a naive and simplistic way, that the teaching
office and the true sense of the faithful can never differ, the result of
any actual conflict is likely to be the magisterium’s judgment in its
own favor and a dismissal of the sense of the faithful as defective by
virtue of sin or as distorted in its presentation (e.g., by the media or
public pollsters). A certain tension will always be present within this
unity. A healthy acceptance of this tension is only possible from
within an ecclesiology of communion in which reciprocity and the
give and take of respectful conversation are the norn.

The gospe! testimony is clear: the exercise of authority within the
Church is not to follow the example of secular models of authority. In
particular, the ecclesial exercise of authority depends on the assis-
tance of the Holy Spirit given to the Church. In this chapter T have
tried to develop a theology of the assistance of the Holy Spirit that
both honors the real cooperation of human processes in the discovery
and proclamation of God’s word and yet affirms that the Church is
truly not left to its own resources but trusts in the assistance of the
Holy Spirit to preserve it in truth. Contemporary Catholic theology

*Edward Schillebeeckx, Church: The Human Story of God (New York:
Crossroad, 1990) 208.

/ 'ica[ed to the question of infallibility
\/ Kirvan, John J., ed, The Infallibility Debate. New York: Paulist, 1971

How the Church Teaches: The Assistance of the Holy Spirit 157

H}UTI work to overcome a monochromatic theology of the assistance
gl ne:l_olg ]S;Pb]]m that employs an all-or-nothing approach: either the
wreh intallibly proclaims God’s word or it js i
il ritis left utterly to its own
‘Thc. cc.)ncluding chapters of this volume wi[] consider in more de-
tail this interplay between teaching office and the whole people of
God. lempters 6 and 7 consider the various ways in which the
Church’s teaching office is exercised, while chapters 8 and 9, in Part
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How the Church Teaches: The Ordinary
Magisterium

The first chapter of this work treated the historical subject of the
Church’s teaching ministry, namely the whole Christian commu-
nity. The second chapter addressed the particular ministry of the
college of bishops as the authoritative teachers of that word that is
given to the whole Church. Now it may be helpful to say more about
this distinction.

The word magisterium means literally, the authority of the master
or teacher.' It has a long and complicated history. In classical Latin
the term simply referred (o the dignity, authority, or office of the
teacher or magister In the usage of the early Church it did not have
the specialized meaning it carries today; more often when one wished
to refer to the teaching office of the bishops one would use the Greek,
didaskalos, or the Latin, praedicatio ecclesiae. When the term mag-
isteriting was used it often referred to an authority pertaining not only
to teaching but to many other forms of pastoral ministry. This usage
gradually narrowed so that by the late Middle Ages “magisterium”
primarily referred to the office and authority of teachers, both bish-
ops and scholars. Then in the nineteenth-century “magisterium” as a

‘The classic essays on this topic are both by Yves Congar, “A Semantic
History of the Term ‘Magisterium® and “A Brief History of the Forms of the
Magisterium and s Relations with Scholars,” in The Magisterivm and
Morality, Readings in Moral Theology No. 3, ed. Charles E. Curran and
Richard A. McCormick (New York: Paulist, 1982) 297-313 and 314-3].
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term began to be employed in reference to the officeholders llhem-
selves (namely, the bishops and pope). This more narrow usage is the
most common one today. .

Even though the college of bishops has become the primary refe:r-
ent of the term “magisterivin,” this should not blind us to olhc:_r legit-
imate conceptions of teaching authority. Since God’s word is given 1_0
the whole Christian communily, the whole Christian community is
responsible for giving witness to that word.? The uuth()rlty.[hm every
believer possesses to pass on the faith follows from the Clmstl-an con-
viction that through baptism every believer is given a sense or instinct
of the faith (sensus fidei). In this sense, every baptized believer par-
ticipates in the magisterium, or teaching authority of ll?c Church. As
Bishop Christopher Butler has observed: “|E]veryone in the Church
who has reached maturity has, al some time or another, to play the
role of the teacher, the magister, the ecclesia docens.™

Vatican [I's Decree on the Pastoral Office of Bishops in the Church,
Christus Dominus, says that the goal of catechetical ministry is lo
make Christian faith “become living, conscious and active” (C{) 14)
in the hearts and minds of believers. This catechetical ministry is the
responsibility of every Christian by virtue of baptism.* Some of.lhc
baptized will fulfill this responsibility in a formal way as calcclusl-s‘
pastoral ministers, and preachers, but for most the role ol teacher will
be less formal. For example, when we pause to reflect on how, con-
cretely, our Christian faith is passed on within the Chr;._%uan comimu-
nity, we must acknowledge the central role of the famll)./. Vi‘l[lC:.‘l‘ll 11
affirms this in its retrieval ol the ancient notion ofthg family as a d(.>—
mestic church™: “[The Christian lamily] is, as it were, the domestic
church in which the parents must be for their children, by world and
by example, the first preachers of the faith; encouraging ezu-:h m her
or his vocation and paying special attention to a sacred vocation” (LG

11). An important feature of this passage is ils emphasis on the evan-
gelical aspect of the family as Church, noting that the parents are the
first to proclaim the gospel to their children.

Ladislas Orsy, The Church Learning and Teaching (Wilmington:

Glazier, 1987) 65. o ' o
*Christopher Butler, “Authority and the Christian Conscience,” in The

Magisterium and Morality, 182,

See also Sharing the Light of Fuith: National Catechetical Directory for

Catholics of the United Stares (Washington: USCC, 1979) no. 32, 204,
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Beyond the authority to teach that pertains to the baptized, we can
also speak of the authority of theologians. They too are teachers of
the faith. Avery Dulles once proposed that in our tradition one could
find evidence of two magisteria, one for theologians and the other for
the hierarchy.* The teaching responsibilities of bishops and theolo-
gians are obviously distinct, and their authority derives from different
sources (one from ordination and the other from scholarly compe-
tence), but theologians oo possess a proper magisterium, or author-
ity to teach. That having been said, in practice this broader usage is
likely to blur the distinctive teaching roles of theologians and the col-
lege of bishops. Therefore, I will continue to use the term “magis-
terium™ in its more contemporary and restricted sense to refer to the
teaching authority of the college of bishops. We should not forget,
however, that the bishops are not the sole possessors of an authority
to teach. Theologians and all believers share a responsibility to teach
the faith. In an ecclesiology of communion these different teaching
ministries and the kinds of ecclesial authority associated with them
will not be placed in competition but will be seen as each in their
proper fashion contributing to the living tradition of the Church. If
this book focuses on the doctrinal teaching ministry of the college of
bishops, it does so with the recognition that to the extent that these
other authorities are not honored, the unique teaching authority of the
college of bishops will likewise suffer,

Even when the focus of attention is limited to the teaching author-
ity of the college of bishops, this authority cannot be understood uni-
vocally. Over almost two thousand years, the Roman Catholic
tradition has come to differentiate many ways in which this authority
may be exercised. Some of the differences have to do with personal
style, while other distinctions are more formal in character. The care-
ful distinctions that have developed regarding the various exercises of
ecclesial authority can appear rather technical to the nonspecialist,
and indeed, some of them have probably become superfluous. But the
more central distinctions, properly understood, serve the purpose of

*Avery Dulles, “The Two Magisteria: An Interim Reflection,” CTSA Pro-
ceedings 35 (1980) 155-69. This was an attemplt o retrieve St. Thomas’s dis-
tinction between the magisterium cathedrae pastoralis and the magisterium
cathedrae magistralis. Cf. 1V Sens. D. 19,9.2,a.2,¢"2 ad 4 and Quodlibet
I, 9 ad 3. Dulles has since distanced himsell from this proposal. Cf. Avery
Dulles, “Criteria of Catholic Theology,” Communio 22 (Summer 1995)

- 303-15.
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balancing the authoritative proclamation of the gospel by the bishops
with the honest admission that this exercise of authority has real lim-
its or boundaries. These distinctions can only be defended to the ex-
tent that they are not merely formal but actually arise from our
understanding of the nature of the Church’s teaching office. Conse-
quently, I will devote the rest of this chapter and all of the next to a
consideration of several distinct modalities of the bishops’ doctrinal
teaching authority. '

The Ecclesiastical Magisterium

It has become common for theologians to dilferentiate between an
extraordinary and an ordinary magisterium. Brielly, the exercise of
the extraordinary magisterium involves a solemn and infallible act of
defining a matter of faith on the part of either the whole college of
bishops, usually in ecumenical council, or the pope as head of that
college when he teaches ex cathedra, that is, from the chair of St.
Peter. Since the exercise ol the extraordinary magisterium involves a
number of special questions, I will defer discussion of it to chapter 7.
The ordinary magisterium designates all other exercises of the bish-
ops’ teaching authority.* It too can be divided into two categories (see

“The terminology employed here is by no means universally accepled
among theologians. Indeed, contemporary discussions of issues related (o the
magisterium have been hampered considerably by a lack of terminological
consistency. On the meaning of the terms “ordinary” and “extraordinary” as
applied to the ecclesiastical magisterium, [ am essentially following Yves
Congar and Francis Sullivan, both of whom appear to identify the cxercise of
the extraordinary magistcrium with solemn judgments of pope and council.
Cf. Yves Congar, The Meaning of Tradition (New York: Hawthorn, 1964) 65;
Francis A. Sullivan, Magisterium: Teaching Authority in the Catholic Church
(New York: Paulist, 1983) 120-21. John Boyle has challenged this restriction
of the extraordinary magisterium to solemn definitions. Boyle contends that
all conciliar teaching is the fruit of an extraordinary exercise of teaching au-
thority even if this teaching does not take the form of a solemn judgment. Cf.
John P. Boyle, Church Teaching Authority: Historical and Theological Stud-
ies (Notre Dame: Univ. of Notre Dame Press, 1995) 189-90 n. 30. It secms
to me that in terms of ecclesiology, Boyle's identilication of the extraordinary
magisterium with all conciliar teaching puts the focus on the ecumenical
council itself as a distinct ecclesiastical event. 1Towever, I believe that ecu-
menical councils are better understood as concentrated, visible expressions
of both that conciliarity that belongs to the Church itsell and that collegiality
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fig. 2): that ordinary teaching of bishops which does not explicitly en-
gage the whole college (the ordinary nonuniversal magisterium) and
that which does (ordinary universal magisterium).” This chapter will
consider these two broad categories of the ordinary magisterium.

Individual Bishop
Nonuniversal Groupings of Bishops

Bishop of Rome

Whole College of Bishops
Ordinary dispersed throughout the
world when united in
Judgment that a teaching is
1o be held as definitive

Magisterium

Universal

Whole College of Bishops
in council or dispersed
when not intending 1o pro-
pose a teaching to be held
as definitive

Figure 2

that belongs to the college of bishops, whether in council or dispersed
throughout the world. The distinguishing factor between the extraordinary
and ordinary magisteria is not a particular ecclesiastical event but whether the
bishops are exercising the suprema potestas given (o them in solemnly defin-
ing the teaching of the Church.

"The term “ordinary magisterium” first appeared in an ecclesiastical
document in Pius IX’s 1863 papal brief, Tuas libenter, in which it referred to
the infallible exercise of the college of bishops when dispersed throughout
the world. At Vatican [, the word “universal” was added to (he term “ordinary
magisterium” in order to more accurately designate this infallible exercise of
the college of bishops. In common usage today, the ordinary magisterium (as
distinguished from the ordinary and universal magisterium) now refers to that
teaching of the bishops that is proposed authoritatively but that does not ex-
clude the possibility of error.
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The Ordinary (Nonuniversal) Magisterium

The many exercises of the ordinary nonuniversal m‘agistcrnur;;
those that do not involve the teaching of the wholr:: CO“tr-gfc,d'Cd'Zual
further divided into three categurics_: (.I) the teaching of in 11]\;]11 “
bishops, (2) the teaching of groups of hlsh_ops, and (3) the teaching
the bishop of Rome. I will consider each in turn.

Ordinary Teaching of Individual Bishops

The Second Vatican Council considered the pastoral teacbmg n}f—
fice of the bishop in several texts.* Lumen gentiun states of this teach-

ing office:

Among the principal tasks of bishops the p:‘cachinz’; of 2lct)glor:£zie:
pre-eminent. For the bishops are the her.:xlds of the faith w :) Crh;q e
disciples to Christ. They are the authentic teachers, that ‘1.\, .]ca nm.mCd
dowed with the authority of Christ, who p(:cach to ih.c p'l.()][) & (?” m.mc
to them the faith to be believed and put ml(.) practice; H.cy‘z 1ur .Of
this [aith in the light of the holy Spirit, drufvmg out o.f the ln;a‘s V); !
revelation things new and old, they m.ﬂke it _heur ﬁ-'migngsl) ey vig
lantly ward off errors that are threatening their ﬂo.ck ( 5

In The Decree on the Pastoral Office of Bis'hop_s, Chr:'sm.;’ DI()HN.'[!:;‘;
the council notes, “[I|n discharging £hf:ir obligation to t?ag‘l}; l.;teyThiS
bishops] should proclaim l()_ humam:y]Ll:iggz.;p;lsﬁjps; Ech o
1t among the most important duties : ) )
f’;}‘:;ﬁ; ;;:Stsages r%:ﬂec[ Vatican Il}': c_onfsiist[entp{;cict::;: ;:.d [(1)1;;1:::5:
igations to his flock. He is first a asl d
ngi[fyﬁ;ln()::hiinis[ra(or or bul'eau_cral. This [eachl‘ng I?C;lnstr;/dcgan be
comprehended under several disl;mct t?ul close_ly 1el:1_lc_ .[:_lspig ;;,I_,,-yg.
The primary aspect of the blShF)p s leau;hmg nums(rlyt](; —
matic/catechetical. Episcopzl ;;:achmg[;s ?:::;tzd “E:)[\:easrq mllhpc) ol
i ’s saving word. As an autho 1ess. .
$:tll())i2t?§p0iosdt?1e chieg:f evangelist qnd chief catechfst 1m .ll]litlocs:
Church. He must oversee the preaching zmld .calechctlc'a} .ml:] ; gm]
the Church and insure that through that ministry .all w;l u.r}1I ufrfor;n
Church hear of God’s saving offer. Tl?c b?sh()p hur‘lsoeh _Wl) ,]EZ form
this kerygmatic/catechetical ministry in his own pr edci 111-15(:.‘!6“’1‘9“_
chesis and in the publication of pastoral letters and _011?1 f; c :l;i.n
cal directives. Beyond his direct ministry of preaching and teaching,

*See Christus Dominus, 11-14 and Lumen gentium, ch. 3.
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the bishop is further charged with safeguarding the authentic exposi-
tion of Church leaching as that ministry is carried out by others
within the local Church, The bishop’s ministry therefore, is truly epis-
copal, a word derived from the Greek word episkope, meaning “over-
sight™; the bishop is responsible for pastoral oversight of the local
Church.?
For the most part, the success of the bishop’s kerygmatic/catecher-

ical ministry wil] depend not so much on his formal authority as a
bishop of the Church but on his moral authority as one who has truly
internalized Church teaching, made it his own, and therefore teaches
it with personal conviction. This aspect of episcopal teaching is often
overlooked. That bishop who is truly an effective teacher wil] always
do more than reiterate “official Church teaching” As Vatican [I
taught, the bishop is more than a spokesperson for the pope. The goal
of his teaching is to bring to light the profundity of the Catholic tra-
dition both in his ministry within the local Church and in his convey-
ing the faith of his Church to the Church universal through his
participation in the college of bishops. The bishop must aspire to ad-
vance the cause of the faith through a prayerful and informed articu-
lation of ‘the Catholic tradition that does not simply repeat past
formulations bu( secks (o bring new insight to Church teaching. This
means that while the bishop need not be a professional theologian,

theological competency will be important to the effective fulfillment
of his teaching ministry. It also means that the bishop must be attuned

to the particularity of his community’s own testimony to the gospel

of Jesus Christ. For each Jocal Church, living the gospel in a particu-

lar cultural setting, has the potential of offering to the Church univer-
sal its own incarnation of the one gospel. When the bishop heeds this

testimony and gives voice to it in his own teaching, the unique testi-
mony of the local Church can potentially enrich the faith conscious-
ness of the whole Church.

This kerygmatic/catechetical aspect of his teaching is, of course,
part of the fulfillment of his apostolic office and the content of that
teaching is therefore authoritative, but it generally will not involve
any formal judgment on disputes related to matters of doctrine. Con-
sequently, while the substance of the Christian faith that the bishop
proclaims is normative for the believer, the bishop may employ

*Cl. Raymond E. Brown, Priest and Bishop (New York: Paulist, 1970)
341r.
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anecdotes, images, theological approaches, personal reflections, and
the like, which he would not wish to make binding on those who
would echo the faith of the Church.

A second aspect of the bishop’s teaching office is pastoral, in the
more narrow sense of the term. This pastoral dimension is directly
concerned with the reflective application of Church doctrine to the
changing conditions and circumstances in the lives of bclieve‘rs. It is
precisely in the fulfillment of this aspect of episcopal teaching that
the role of the bishop as local pastor becomes most prominent. Fre-
quently bishops will leel compelled to address not so much a dis-
puted doctrinal matter as a question of how an accepted tcachlng of
the Church applies in a particular pastoral situation. This is particu-
larly true with respect to the Church’s moral teaching, where the
broad contours of Christian morality will require concrete moral
judgments with respect to particular questions and issues arising
within a local Church. One can easily imagine an individual bishop
addressing a wide range of issues concerning immigration or welfare
policy, the distribution of contraceptive devices in publjc schools, and
50 on.

Finally, along with the kerygmatic/catechetical, _zmd pastoral as-
pects of the bishop’s teaching ministry, we must acknqwledge a third
aspect, namely that of doctrinal judgment. This dimension of a
bishop’s teaching ministry involves a formal judgment (not to be-con-
fused with a solemn judgment, which belongs to the extraordinary
magisterium) that a particular theological position does or does not
accord with the Catholic doctrinal tradition. Regarding this third
component of episcopal teaching, Edmund Hill writes: “Formal judg-
ment, . . . fudicium, is by its nature something much more occa-
stonal. It is a precise act of a distinct personage, delivered only after
hearing argument and discussion and evidence by several olh.er per-
sonages.”"" These formal judgments themselves possess varying .de-
grees of authority. However, when a bishop makes a formal dmﬁlrlyml
judgment, he does so specifically with the intent of proclaiming
Church doctrine in an authoritative and normative manner. This may
be exercised by an individual bishop, a group of bishops, or even the
whole college of bishops. These pronouncements are intended to ar-
ticulate and/or clarify the official teaching of the Catholic Church on
a disputed matter. This is true even though these judgments are not

"Edmund Hill, *“Who Does the Teaching in the Church?” New Blackfriars
70 (February 1989) 72-73.
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proposed infallibly. For example, when an individual bishop publicly
denounces a local theologian’s position on abortion, though he does
not teach with the charism of infallibility, he does offer a formal doc-
trinal judgment regarding the teaching of the Catholic Church, and
this judgment must be seen as normative in a more directly binding
manner than in the exercise of either the kerygmatic/catechetical or
the pastoral dimensions of his teaching ministry.

These three aspects of ordinary episcopal teaching overlap consid-
erably, yet it is [air to say that most teaching of the individual bish-
ops would involve the first two components much more than the third.
As dimensions of episcopal ministry they apply not only to the teach-
ing ministry of the individual bishop but also to the teaching of
groups of bishops and the teaching of the bishop of Rome.

The Ordinary Teaching of Groups of Bishops

Chapter 3 of Lumen gentium attended to the teaching authority of
bishops, considered hoth individually and as a whole college. Not re-
solved, however,-was (he authoritative status of the teaching of vari-
ous groupings of bishops that represented something less than the
whole college. The two principal instances of this would be the teach-
ing of episcopal conferences and the teaching of the world synod of
bishops."!

Episcopal Conferences

The Iast thirty years have seen a greatly expanded léaching role for
episcopal conferences. With that expanded role have come numerous
questions regarding the authority of conferences when they teach.
Episcopal conferences as we know them today first emerged in the
early nineteenth century, though one can find similar episcopal struc-
tures dating back to the particular synods of the early Church."” These
structures have long been accepted in the Church for their practical
pastoral value. It is only in the past two decades, however, that the ec-
clesiological significance of these conferences has become a serious
theological question. This issue was raised, at least indirectly, at the

"The following material is drawn substantially from an essay of mine, “An
Ecclesiology of Communion and Ecclesiastical Structures: Towards a Re-
newed Ministry of the Bishop,” Eglise et Théologie 24 (1993) 194-99.

“For a history of episcopal conferences sec Giorgio Feliciani, Le con-

ferenze episcopali (Bologna: 11 Muline, 1974),
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Second Vatican Council when in The Constitution on the Sacred
Liturgy, Sacrosanctum conciliun, the council members granted to
episcopal conferences significant authority over a variety of liturgical
matters (§C 22.2). This new development was coupled with the rec-
ommendation in Christus Dominus 36-38 for the further develop-
ment of episcopal conferences and the broad ecclesiological trend to
reaffirm the principles of collegiality and subsidiarity. Together these
new developments greatly enhanced the status of episcopal confer-
ences in the eyes ol many." However, since the council the differing
responses of several episcopal conferences to Humanae vitae and the
increased teaching role of conferences like that of the American bish-
ops have revived questions about the authority of these conferences.

At the 1985 Extraordinary Synod the bishops requested a study of
the status and authority of episcopal conferences. The result was a
working paper introduced in 1988 by the Congregation of Bishops on
the juridical and theological status of episcopal conferences. This
draft document was criticized by many theologians as fundamentally
flawed in its historical and theological argumentation.” The draft was
withdrawn, and as of early 1996 Rome has yet to produce an official
document on the matter. Since the debate regarding the authority of
episcopal conferences brings to the surface some fundamental eccle-
siological issues, it will be useful to briefly rehearse the central ques-
tions being raised.

At Vatican I, then theologian Joseph Ratzinger ga've: a very im-
portant lecture on episcopal collegiality and used the theological sta-

“See Remigiusz Sobanski, “The Theology and Juridic Status of Episcopal
Conferences at the Second Vatican Council,” in The Nature and Future of
Episcopal Conferences, ed. Hervé Legrand, Julio Manzanares, and Antonio
Garcfa y Garcia (Washington: The Catholic Univ. of America Press, 1988)
63-106; R. Kutner, The Development, Structure, and Competence of the
Episcopal Conference (Washington: Catholic Univ. of America Press, 1972).

"“Draft Statement on Episcopal Conlerences,” Origins 17 (1987-88)
731-37. A good overview of the debate concerning the ecclesiological status
of episcopal conferences is provided by Joseph Komonchak in his introduc-
tion to Episcopal Conferences: Historical, Canonical, and Theological Stud-
ies, ed. Thomas Reese (Washington: Georgetown Univ. Press, 1989) [-22.
This collection contains several other important essays on the topic. See also
Hervé-M. Legrand, Julio Manzanares, and Antonio Garcfa y Garcfa, eds.,
The Nature and Future of Episcopal Conferences, and Hubert Miiller and
Hermann 1. Polimeyer, eds., Die Bischofskonferenz: theologischer und ju-
ridischer Status, (Diisseldorl: Patmos, 1989).
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tus of episcopal conferences as a (est case.” The debates on chapter 3
of the Dogmatic Constitution on the Church were going on, and he
was comr_nit[ed to a retrieval of the patristic ecclesiology of commun-
on. Ratzinger criticized a narrow and primarily juridical view of col-
legiality that saw its sole expression limited to the formal acts of the
whole college of bishops in communion with its head, the bishop of
Rome. Instead, he hearkened back to the more fluid notion of colle-
giality manifested in the regional synods of the early Church. This
view called for a more elastic understanding of collegiality correlated
to the ecclesiological principle of communion. Every relationship
between one bishop and another was considered an expression of
the communio ecclesiarum, the spiritual communion among the
Churches. This is why the participation of three bishops was deemed
sufficient at episcopal consecration. To those who contended that col-
legiality could be applied only to the entire episcopate, Ratzinger,
echoing the views of another theologian, Dominican Jeréme Hamer,'"
responded that every exercise of collegiality need not be an exercise
of the suprema potestas, the supreme power and authority properly

attributed only to the whole episcopate. On this point Ratzinger
wriles:

We should rather say that the concept of collegiality, besides the office
of unity which pertains (o the pope, signifies an element of variety and
adaplability that basically belongs to the structure of the Church, but
may be actuated in many ways. The collegiality of bishops signifies
that there should be in the Church (under and in the unity guaranteed
by the primacy) an ordered plurality. The bishops’ conferences are,
}hen, one of the possible forms of collegiality that is here partially real-
1zed but with a- view to the totality.”

‘If' Ratzinger and Hamer were two proponents of the collegiality of
episcopal conferences in the 1960s, by the mid-1970s their views had
changed. After having become prefects for the Congregation for the

“The substance of Ratzinger's view at that tjme may be found in two es-
says, “Konkrete Formen bischifliche Kollegialitit,” in Ende der Gegenrefor-
mation? ed. Johann Christophe Hampe (Stuugart: Kreuz-Verlag, 1964)
155-63, and “The Pastoral Implications of Episcopal Collegiality,” in The
Church and Mankind, Concilium I (Glen Rock: Paulist, 1964) 39-67.

"“Cf. Jerdme Hamer, “Les conférences épiscopales exercice de la collé-
gialité,” Nouvelle revie théologique 85 (1963) 966-69.

"Ratzinger, “Pastoral Implications,” 64.
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Doctrine of the Faith and the Congregation for Re.ligi.ous respectively,
they revised their positions. This rethinking was mstigated b){ a‘ nug;-
ber of new considerations, not the least of which was the postconcil-
jar writing of Henri de Lubac." _ '
De Lubac considered the theological status of e[_nscopal confcf—
ences from the perspective of a Eucharistic ccc!gsmlogy. _ln‘ every
celebration of the Eucharist two ecclesial modalities can be identi-
fied: first, there is the communion of all hC“C—VCI.'S gathered at li.m local
celebration of the Eucharist, and second, lher‘e is ’ll‘IC- commumo.n that
exists among all local Eucharistic communities. 1 h.lS commum.()n of
Eucharistic communities is none other than the umversa].Chmch of
Christ. The Church is at the same time one and many, Lll}lVBrSﬂl and
local, but it is never something in between, at least not in the Lr;cof
logical sense. Since episcopal collegiality ﬁ_ows out of the mc}re uln-
damental principle of ecclesial communion, w}.un h()lrd‘s or t e
communion of Churches holds for the college of blS.h()pS. I hc, mdn‘fl-l
dual bishop expresses collegiality precisely as l?lShC)p of a loca
Church, and the whole episcopate expresses collegiality as a col_]ejge.
De Lubac concluded that a bishop can realize (he (.E()“Cg]él! chz}:;}um
of his ministry in only two ways: through the exercise r'>f his mmlle.ry
within the local Church and through his participation in the activity
of the whole college. He admitted that cpiscopuI. conferences and
world synods were collective acls of bishops that mlght he. us.c-fu’], but
he resisted attributing to them a properly theological mg,:uhctmc‘e,
since they were not manilestations of the whole college. 'leh(,r-
more, de Lubac noted that episcopal conferences, as ecclesial struc-
tures, did not belong to divine law but rather were the product of
5 w.
eci:\?ﬁé?:fﬁ?llol\iing de Lubac’s line of argument, in .Lhcir more recent
writings Ratzinger and Hamer have also c_omplzuned that the cn-
hanced role of episcopal conferences may brmg.nbout a return to the
kind of Church nationalism that appeared in times past under the

#See Henri de Lubac, The Motherhood of the Clmrf:h l-"ol."owc'_d by {’an
ticular Churches in the Universal Church (San 171-;1;11215(:0‘: [gnaltius, {b)S%,
originally published in French, 1971). Fora rcc‘cnl rcfcn’mul.ut-mn\c‘)l‘(lc LuS :ﬁls
perspective as it applies to the status of Cp-lSCO[)El} confer iju_; rscc Cl.“‘ -
Wood, “The Theological Foundations ol Episcopal Conferences and Colle
giality,” Studia Canonica 22 (1988) 327-38. . . ) - |

“One should nole, of course, that most il not all ecumenical councils
would have failed a strict criterion of universality.
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guise of Gallicanism and Febronianism They further noted the real
danger of the bureaucratization of (he ministry of the bishop in which
individual bishops can become little more than functionaries who
hide behind episcopal committees and vague declarations that in-
evitably lose their prophetic bite in the process of achieving episco-

pal consensus.” Hans Urs von Balthasar gives voice to precisely this
concern:

Let us read the Gospel again: Jesus always designated persons for
service, not institutions, The persons of bishops belong to the funda-
mental structure of the church, not bureaucralic offices. There’s noth-
ing more grotesque than to think of a Christ who would want to
establish committees! We have (o rediscover a Catholic truth: in the
church everything is personal, nothing should be anonymous. Instead,
today so many bishops are hiding behind anonymous structures,?

The fundamental issue has revolved around the ecclesial signifi-
cance of gatherings of individual bishops that fall short of a full con-
vocation of the college of bishops. With regard to the magisterium,
the question is, do these episcopal conferences, partial realizations of
the college of bishops, have a mandatum docendi (a mandate to
teach)? Do they have authority to teach Christian doctrine that would
be binding for the faithful or do they merely serve the practical order?

Unfortunately, the Second Vatican Council was not particularly
helplul on this question. A review of the council Acta regarding the
debates on the ministry of bishops suggests that many council mem-
bers desired a more specific reference to the teaching authority of
episcopal conferences, However, additional material that would have
offered helpful clarification on this topic did not survive the final draft
ol the Decree on the Pastoral Office of Bishops in the Church. The of-
ficial explanation given for its exclusion mentioned only considera-
tions regarding the length of the text.” In the final version Christus

*Joseph Ratzinger with Vitlorio Messori, The Rarzinger Report, 58-61;
Jerdme Hamer, “La responsabilité collégiale de chaque évéque,” Nouvelle
reviee théologigue 105 (1983) 641-54.

"Ratzinger, The Rarzinger Reporr, 67.

*Hans Urs von Balthasar with Vittorio Messori, Un Papa nutrito di
preghiera per questa Chiesa offesa e ferita (Milano: Avenire, 1985) 11, as
quoted in Komonchak, “Intraduction.” Episcopal Conferences, 9.

PActa synodalia 111/6, 204. Sce Julio Manzanares in The Nature and Fu-
ture of Episcopal Conferences for a more detailed treatment of these debates.
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Dominus 38.1 simply delined episcopal conferences as.asscmblu?efii)é
bishops of a given nation or territory that collaboratively ;:?;r_
their “pastoral office” (munus pastorale). It goes on to note o
tain “decisions” (decisiones) of these conf(frf:nces may ha-ve i thg
force of law. This is the closest the council came Lo addlc:sismf re
specific teaching role of these confercnces. Unfoﬂun“nel);, as “VC.,S}_’
Dulles has pointed out, the meaning of the two k‘ey terms Ter;cijn‘p[ :
toral office” and “decisions,” is n()(oriou.sly amb1gu0L_13. It is ]1. icu
to know whether they were intended to include dc!ctr:nai' lc?clung ?lr
concerned only Church legislation.* Becm:se‘ ()f" this ambjfgmty, muci
attention has been given to the 1983 Cod_c of Canon Law’s treatmen
of the subject. Of particular importance is canon 753:

Although they do not enjoy infallible teaching authority, {11<:| blfh(.)?lz
in communion with the head and members of the CF)lIegc,. whet l‘cr as
individuals or gathered in conlerences of bishops or in pan'llcula;%r:urn;
cils, are authentic teachers and instructors of the faith for 1hcl m‘l’] ]u
entrusted to their care; the aithful must Ildhf:l:(: .tc.) the aulh‘cnu.(i!l.u.lct
ing of their own bishops with a sense of religious respect (religios

e .
animi obsequio).

For many scholars this canon clearly grants a duc.trinall lee:ﬂ;:.h-mg [2\1:,1(-)
thority to episcopal conferences.™ Olhcrs. say that it on y'a njnﬁ; o
different modes by which an individual hls.hop may teach: oln m owm
or in conjunction with other bishops.” In either case the authority c:

be only that of the individual bishop.

#Avery Dulles, “Doctrinal Authority ol Episc?pnl C(.)l‘mfcr;:nc;:.s," ;;)_Ep;;—
copal Conferences: Historical, Canonical, and Theological }“K,f(’;m"_!;”;
*The English translation is laken cgl‘:)gn; the Code of Canon Law: 2

] i ashington: CLSA, 1983). .
mi[i(f'lzgl:o{l;jj Fivmﬁ'ing this view see Manzanares, “The 'I‘eacl'l‘xr.zg Alugu;:
ity of Episcopal Conferences,” in The Nature and F:f!ff:'e’ of Epj.\{ Z‘den(;i i
ferences, 234--63; Francisco J. Urruta, “De exercitio munellzjs” - cmL
Conferenliis Episcoporum,” Perz'nd:'mkS"f (]9%37)‘ E:g:—;()’)m'lfl‘l;jl l;:clh;ng. my
i debate over a position laken agains i i i h
llf)oprzillr)[r gi :piscopal confcrc[:zccs offered by James P Greti:n. C(ii‘::ln{_fl(:rcaczq I(;f
Bishops and the Exercise of the “munus docendi”™ ol the Ch ' qim““.z‘,l.m..
diss., Gregorian University, 1987). Grccn_\_vus largely f().llcfw:j:?g 8 l o ‘v;cwq
sition taken by his dissertation director, Gianfranco Glur{‘m Ja, ;v\v' m.. excmi.-
on the subject may be found in “De Episcu‘pnrum Conlerentia deque
tio potestatis magisterii,” Plcrr'udr'cr: 87“{1%7) 573-604.

¥See Ghirlanda, “De Episcoporum.
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So what is the state of the question? The arguments against grant-
ing a doctrinal teaching authority to episcopal conferences might be
summarized as follows. First, episcopal conferences, which are al-
most always created along national lines, can encourage a kind of na-
tionalism that can undermine the universality of the Church. Second,
episcopal conferences have become dominated by bureaucracies that
can eclipse the proper pastoral teaching office of the individual dioce-
san bishop. Third, the institution of episcopal conferences, unlike that
of the college of bishops, does not belong to divine law but rather is
a product of ecclesiastical law. And fourth, episcopal conferences,
since they fall short of a full realization of the episcopal college, can
lay no claim to the supreme teaching authority promised the college
of bishops as a college.™

These concerns must not be easily dismissed, but important argu-
ments have been marshaled against this position and in favor of grant-
ing a true doctrinal teaching authority to episcopal conferences. Aside
from the most obvious argument that the new Code of Canon Law ap-
pears to grant such an authority, the most important argument in favor
of granting a doctrinal teaching authority looks to the parallel situ-
ation of particular synods or councils in the early Church. These re-
gional gatherings (Jf‘AbiSh()pS, while clearly not representing the whole
college, were considered authoritative and often addressed properly
doctrinal concerns.? Those who support this view follow the position
taken by the early Ratzinger and Hamer in arguing for a more fluid
understanding of collegiality, one grounded in the principle of eccle-
sial communion. This approach would recognize a gradation in the
various exercises of collegiality, some of which may fall short of a

full and formal collegiality (that possessed by the whole college) but
which nevertheless possess a true theological character.®

#This last argument seems to rely on the nora explicativa praevia attached
to Lumen gentium that refers (0 a “strict collegial act” engaged by the whole
college in communion with the pope.

"Hermann I. Sieben, “Episcopal Conlerences in Light of Particular Coun-
cils During the First Millennium." and Antonio Garefa y Gareia, “Episcopal
Conferences in Light of Particular Councils During the Second Millennium,”
in The Nature and Future of Episcopal Conferences, 30-67.

"It must be admitted, however, that there are important differences be-
tween episcopal conferences as they are presently constructed and the par-
ticular synods of the early Church. While those particular synods met only
occasionally to address common pastoral/doctrinal concerns, the modern
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Since the Vatican has yet to follow up on the 1988‘w0rking paper,
the matter must still be viewed as an open t_hcolog,lcul qucsimpb.ll
would propose the following points as the starting point for a possible

§ position:

CO?T;‘};;‘;S is no question but thal the full f:xcrcisc of Fhe\ SL}!][)I‘C]]‘IC
teaching authority given to the college of b_[shops req.u‘ire‘s the par-
ticipation of the whole college and lhcrc_fore is not ap[.)llcableit(? (.:Plsl
copal conferences. The teaching of e‘p'mf:opall .conferences coc?s 1o
have recourse, then, to the charism of infallibility. (2) One must dis-
tinguish between the collegial activity of the _whnle co]lcgi :1_:1.d otheé
expressions of collegiality, whether by l'e_ferrmg to. one as“ di?CCI an
formal” and the other as “indirect,” as Willy O_nc},m d()es,-‘ or by dis-
tinguishing between “effective” and “affeclive CU[nglalle, as :;
number of other theologians have done.”™ Nevertheless, a .study- 0]
early Church practice would seem to j_usufy a pmperl;-f theﬁlogica
and dynamic understanding of collegiality thflt falls sh.ml of t c cxclr-
cise of the whole college. (3) Because groupings of bishops are truly
if not formally collegial in character, we can acknowledge that 1n‘cm}-.
tain instances episcopal conferences do have a H_?(m(l(f{mn docen_rz
and their teaching must be seen as an exercise of the z)‘:‘dumry magis-
terium. (4) Because of the proliferation of documents JS.SUt:d by]ep1ls-
copal conferences, it is particularly impq‘tant tl'mt_lhe bl-shopsfc f:ar ¥
specify when they are articulating (l()c(rma} principles in con elen-zc
documents. It might also be helpful to articulate certain se_ifegum 8
that would limit the possibility of divergence from the teaching of the
universal Church.”

episcopal conference has become a huge bureaucracy. T%u: relfﬂWf:Ile;Zi
mectings of the bishops’ conflerences make cxten'(lcd deliberation (‘w‘ -
portant issucs difficult. CI. James H. Pruvnsl,. “Ep:_scupu] Conferf:lu.c:h .a;;{. )
Expression of the Communion of Churches,” in Epu:(f(}ptjz' C().'lf(.'.'elf‘t.es. du
torical, Canonical, and Theological Studies, 282F.; ller\‘/e Le?,rancl; Syno?t(_s
et conseils de I'aprés-concile,” Nouvelle revie théalogique 98 (1976)
]9?';‘\/211[16)( Onclin, “Collegiality and the Individunl. Bishop,” 1in Pastoral Re-
Sform in the Church, Concilium 8 (New York: Pau]nnsl. 1965) b_l —91’. S
“Walter Kasper, “Der theologische Stalus der BI’SCII((‘)’[:SI(O?fc‘re:‘ll.t,‘n‘,‘ : qt‘;_
ologische Quartalschrift 167 (1987) 3; Angel Anton, 1.hc fjllul 'OI%IL,: ‘(; ,;,[
tus of Episcopal Conferences,” in The Nature and Future of Episcop
crenc 05.
szr,u}g‘(:r“;ii:hs]c, regarding the issuance ol general decrees, cam])]n) ‘455 r;
quires a two-thirds majority vote and approval by the Holy See. Dulles argues
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The World Synod of Bishops

The world synod of bishops is the fruit of the positive experience
many bishops had of finding a forum at Vatican II in which it was
possible to freely and openly consider issues of considerable import
for the life of the Church.™ Immediately preceding the council, Car-
dinal Bernard Alfrink of Utrecht had already called for a permanent
body of bishops to assist in the government of the universal Church
loosely based on the model of the permanent synods of the Eastern
Churches. Various versions of this idea were proposed during council
debates, and many bishops considered a formal request for the crea-
tion of a permanent body of bishops to participate with the pope in
his pastoral ministry over the whole Church. This would constitute a
concrete institutional structure reflecting the important ecclesiologi-
cal conviction voiced at the council that the college of bishops, under
the headship of the bishop of Rome, possessed supreme authority
over the whole Church. This proposal found an advocate in Patriarch
Maximos IV, Melkite patriarch of Antioch. What is of particular in-
terest is the patriarch’s contention that it would be only proper that
the Roman congregations be subordinate to such a body.” However,
before this confroversial proposal could be considered, Pope Paul VI
himself established the world synod of bishops in the moru proprio,
Apostolica solicitudo (September 15, 1965).%

The nature of this synod differs from an episcopal conference or a
particular council inasmuch as it is explicitly concerned with the uni-
versal Church. Furthermore, according to Paul VI's mortu proprio, the
synod was nol to be a decision-making body but a consultative body,
though the possibility that the Holy See might confer upon it a delib-
eralive power was lelt open.

that in the case of doctrinal teaching the approval of the Holy See would be
particularly important, while Hermann Pottmeyer views such approval as un-
necessary. Sce Dulles, “Doctrinal Authority,” 220; Hermann Pottmeyer, “Das
Lehramt der Bishofskonferenz,” in Die Bischofskonferenz, 132,

“Peter Hebblethwaite, “The Synod of Bishops,” in Modern Catholicism:
Vatican Il and Afrer, ed. Adrian IMastings (New York: Oxford Univ. Press,
1991) 200-209. For a comprehensive study see D. Foley, The Synod of Bish-
ops: Its Canonical Structure and Procedures (Washington: Catholic Univ. of
America Press, 1973).

¥René Laurentin, Bilan de la denxiéme session (Paris: Seuil, 1964) 118.

“AAS 57 (1965) 775-80.
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The debate over the theological status and aulho:‘il_y of the sy}x:od
of bishops involves issues similar to the debate rcgarc‘im{g Ll.1rcl'Tu[0§]r-
ity of episcopal conferences. Those who would grant col eglflbl y K
to an exercise of the whole college generally would not attri -,ULZ ctoh
legial authority to the world synlod.“ Some havf‘: cmpha;x}zc ’ Ic
synod’s strictly consultative capacity and t[?e prominence o the {éay
See in determining the timing of the synod %CO}WO}C«'\[IOI], 1ts_ agen 1&
and the confirmation ol its membership as mfh_(:ul:fms l.lm[ it f‘.}lmu"
more appropriately be considered as a part1c1pal|f)l.1 m. Papa E:t
macy.® Other theologians have offered a more posnpw? ass;zs:.sr;: mc,
emphasizing the passage in Paul VI’s n-r'otu proprio in w(ljaclh e
synod is said to function as “representative of the entire a ¢ ¢
episcopacy.” These theologians suggeiﬂ that the acts of an ep:.‘;zzpts
synod may be considered truly collegial as long as the pope accep

the synod.”

th%l"f)f)ugfslzlr:fmwevir, arguments on both sides suffer from the prolb~
lem addressed above regarding episcopal confefen'ccfs, nan.lcl)./, tfu:
evaluation of collegiality strictly in terms of the Jun.dlcal crlt.c‘:r]:_a or
an exercise of the college’s suprema potestas. When co[-leglabuy is
evaluated in relationship to the communim? of ChuTchcs, it bc;(nlnc_s
possible to more accurately assess collegial aclsj in lerms o li;‘;ir
service to the communio ecclesiarum and -l(‘)_‘ddll'lll degrees ol CU“B‘
gial exercise. From this perspective it is dlihcull_lo_ refute lh(.: colle-
gial character of the world synod of bishops and difficult to challenge
the authoritative status of its documents.®

"Joseph Ratzinger, “The Structure and Task <?f the Syn.ocl of B;jhop;,or;:

Church, Ecumenism, and Politics: New Essays in Ecclesiology, (New :
46-62. ‘

Cfgijszzoa\l/dlsljr?f:a “Il Sinodo dei Vescovi tra ipotesi ¢ reull.a: N;}lglurta’ll;(:-
logico-giuridico del Sinodo,” Apollinaris 42 (.1_969) 49_1 _—556, Vi-fm':r ll::ml
“De synodi episcoporum potestate C(]OPCI'E'II‘Idl in exercitio p(;pzeg ‘49 p
tialis,” Periodica de re morali, canonica, frllm"glm 57 (1968) -f S. -

»Edward Schillebeeckx, “The Synod of Bishops: One Fm-'fn 012 t 1[c9(7).
Non-Conciliar Collegiality,” IDO-C Dossier nos. 7m9'(I§/Imch : : .:CO-,
Angel Antén, “Episcoporum synodus: ‘Parl.es agens totius calhg;c;;ﬂ.
patus,”” Periodica de re morali, canonica, l:!m‘g:c.:n 57 (1968) 495- g .\ﬁm]

“In my conclusion to this volume | will consider some of lh:]z’ ?]d;helr_
shortcomings of the current structure :.md conduct of thcsr: syno ha g(; =
ings, not the least of which is the practice of synods delerring to the pop
the composition of postsynodal documents.
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Ordinary Teaching of the Bishop of Rome

Up to this point I have not differentiated between the ordinary
teaching of the bishops and ordinary papal teaching.* However,

Lumen gentium makes it clear that ordinary papal teaching does have
a special status:

The religious assent of will and intellect (Hoc vero religiosum volun-
tatis et intellectus obsequinm) is to be given in a special way to the au-
thentic teaching authority of the Roman pontiff even when he is not
speaking ex cathedra; in such a way, that is, that his supreme teaching
authority is respectfully acknowledged, and sincere adherence given to
decisions he has delivered, in accordance with his manifest mind and
will which is communicated chiefly by the nature of the documents, by

the frequent repetition of the same doctrine or by the slyle of verbal
expression (LG 23, emphasis mine).

The constitution states clearly that the response the fajthful must give
to ordinary episcopal teaching is owed, “in a special way,” to the or-
dinary exercise of the “supreme teaching authority” of the pope, that
is, to the supreme teaching authority exercised apart from a solemn
(ex cathedra) judgment. This ordinary exercise of the pope’s supreme
teaching authority does not involve the charism of infallibility; the re-
mote possibility of error is not excluded in these instances. But what
distinguishes ordinary papal teaching from the ordinary teaching of
other bishops? In other words, what Justifies the “special” response
owed to noninfallible papal teaching?

To begin with, Liumen gentium is referring to properly papal teach-
ing, that is, teaching of the pope when he acts as universal pastor of
the Church. The pope actually wears many ecclesiastical hats. Vati-
can [ specified as a condition for the exercise of a papal infallibility
that the pope teach “as pastor and teacher of all Christjans™ (DS
3074). This presumes that there m ight be instances in which he would
not teach in this capacity. While nowhere js this explicitly developed
in Church documents, one can imagine several instances in which the
teaching of the pope might not be teaching offered in his capacity as
universal pastor.

“John Boyle contends that the explicit mention of an ordinary papal mag-
isterium appears for the first time in 2 papal document in Pius XII's 1950 en-
cyclical Humani generis. CF. Boyle, Church Teaching Authoriry, 190 n. 30.
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The Pope as Private Doctor -

The first instance was actually considered by Bishop Gas:q:_:r n:] hflis
official relatio at Vatican 1. There he c)bse‘rved that '[hc cc?ncxl;ar efi-
nition on papal infallibility excluded any instances in which the pope
would teach as a doctor or theologian, stating that

it [infallibility] does not belong to the Roma_n Por?‘liﬂ“ jna{“‘:;u.(:h;;:]cllc
is a private person, nor even inasmuch as he is a private teac 1(::(‘,: n n,
as such, he is equal with all other private teachers and, as aJCE'l
wisely noted, equal does not have power over cqu_al, nol iuch power as
the Roman Pontiff exercises over the Church Universal.

Gasser presumed that a pope might speak or write as a prwat:: doctor
or teacher and not as universal pastor. As_ an example of he popef
writing as a private doctor, one might cnns.ldcr l]ula -am?lf-: w;l:.lm(g‘ilg_
Pope Gregory the Great. Clearly his cxegf-:ucall wrmngsdhlfc‘: Esl : -
mentary on the First Book of Kings or his D.va[ogue.'._ descri :(1 g g
lives of Ilalian saints would be examples of a pope W]‘].l['l]%’ not FS }111'11]
versal pastor but as private d()clor../\ny scholarly pub]:cali_?n ;)”?:]:.;_
writing would obviously fall in this cal'cgory.' Pope Jol‘m‘ ‘d:l. C ©
cent Crossing the Threshold of Hope' is [-Jurllcularly dlfh(,u‘l o a
gorize. This volume is a collection of wrnllcn responscs }o 1:_1tgv1{eh\2
questions given to him by Catholic journalist Vztror.lo ME.SS(.)-I‘t. r:J
one hand, the pope is not writing on a schc‘)lzu'ly tOPIC as d pm-ale“ oc-
tor. He is being interviewed precisely in his capacity as pope, as "pas-
tor and teacher of all Christians.” On the other hafld,-thesc mle_rvlle.ws
are a blend of personal reminiscence and ﬂulhonm_t'lve fﬂ'drﬁ!.n'l:lll(l)ln
of Church teaching, drawing heavily on the 1jcachmg {‘).f Vz.nn.:a_n' :
Consequently it is dilficult to see this collcch.on of often inspiring
meditations as a formal exercise of papal teaching.

Pope, Patriarch, Primate, and Bishop: The Significance of the
Various Ecclesiastical Titles Held by the Bishop of Rome

A second teaching role of the pope is as bishop of the local Church
of Rome. Admiltedly the pope’s responsibilities to the Roman Churc.h
are largely delegated to the cardinal vicar of Rome. Nevertheless, in

““Mansi, 52, 1213, . .
“John Paul II, Crossing the Threshold of Hope (New York: Knopf, 1994).
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theory it would be possible for the pope to address a pastoral situation
in Rome that would be a true exercise of episcopal teaching but not
necessarily “papal.”

In addition to his formal responsibilities as bishop of the local
Church of Rome, the pope also possesses titles as primate of Italy and
patriarch of the Western Church.* One can make the case that the ap-
ostolic constitution Sacrae disciplinae leges, by which Pope John
Paul IT formally promulgated the 1983 Code of Canon Law,* was not
an exercise of papal authority but rather an exercise of John Paul II’s
authority as patriarch of the West, since the Eastern Rite Churches in
communioen with Rome are not bound by that code. Might not certain
recent statements of the Pope concerning the Mafia and organized
crime in Ttaly be considered the pastoral teaching exercise of the pri-
mate of Italy rather than of the universal pastor and teacher of all
Christians? Admittedly most of these distinctions reflected in papal
titles are not observed in practice. At present popes rarely distinguish
between the different offices to which they might appeal in their
leaching. Yet the recovery of these distinctions in the various titles
held by the bishop of Rome might do much to overcome the often
monolithic conception of papal authority held by many within and
without Roman Catholicism.

My more immediate point, however, is lo demonstrate that the dis-
tinct character of papal teaching lies in its exercise of that “supreme
teaching authority” of the pope, which is his when he is feaching as
pastor of all Christians. The pope exercises this supreme authority
not just in a solemn definition, when he relies on the infallible assis-
tance of the Holy Spirit, but in that ordinary exercise of his teaching
office for which the possibility of error is not excluded. The pope’s
exercise of supreme teaching authority occurs whenever he explicitly
teaches as universal pastor, as with the issuance of a papal encyclical.
In these instances ordinary papal teaching serves as a concrete mani-
festation of the pope’s universal solicitude, his unique ministry to
stand watch over the faith of the unjversal Church. As such, papal
teaching is rightly owed a special respect, for it represents an exercise
of that supreme teaching authority and universal pastoral solicitude
that cannot be claimed by any other individual bishop.

“ClL Yves Congar, “Le Pape comme patriarche d'Occident: Approche
d’une réalité rop négligée,” Istina 28 (October-December, 1983) 374-90).
TAAS 75/2 (1983) vii-xiv.
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Even when the bishop of Rome does exercise his te‘aching aulh(>lr~
ity as pope, according to Limen gentium 25 not every 1nsle‘:nce ofll_ns
ordinary papal teaching will be equally aulhomut:ve:‘"Ihe pre.CIst
character of the believer’s assent is to correspond to “the manifest
mind and will™ of the pope as communicated by “the I-mture of the
documents, by the frequent repetition of the same docu‘mfz or }ay th(lzc
style of verbal expression.” This passage assu?ws a gl.adﬂ'uo}?. 0
teaching authority sithin the exercise of the pope’s 0rdmatyfeac ]mg.
This gradation is determined formally by the documents themse vcsd.
Constitutions are the most authoritative of papal documeq[s, :follofve |
by encyclicals. Then there are a number. of other media for pap'a
teaching, which include apostolic exhortations, pastoral letters, c?ccti-
sional addresses, and so on. One would gener'ally.expect, for _ep'(i
ample, that a new doctrinal formulation appearing in an ency(cl:hca
would carry more weight than that offered in a weekly papal address.

The Exercise of Universal Papal Ministry and the Ministry of the
Local Bishop
There is still the question of when and how the pope ought to cxcr(;

cise his “pastoral solicitude” for the universal ChL‘JI'C'l}. In the selconf
chapter I sketched out a theology of the papacy w.uhm thle (‘I-O'DVILMI t?
Vatican II's teaching on episcopal collegiality. Vatican 11 m.‘:}sl_ull tm;
bishops were not delegates of the pope hu.t were themsc]ves V-l.CdI'Sh?
Christ.” As such, they are called to exercise a teaching author :lyui at
is properly theirs as pastors of a local flock mﬁ]d mﬁ:m?@ns ofc E;.} CO-}egﬁ
that itself possesses supreme teaching au%h.ont_y w:tbm the Church.

is only within the context of that conciliar teaching that a proper

anding of papal ministry can emerge.

uni?::t&cclesﬁologypof Vatican II began a sh_ifl away from a mono
lithic, pyramidical conception of the Church in which pastorzil] l?mdi
tive began at the top (the papacy) and descendc?d down to tn? o-cal
Church. What emerged at the council was a view of the universa
Church as manifested in and through the local Churc.hcs (cf. LG 26])
Consequently, the council gave unprecedented aurthc_)my -lo l‘ocal. hll.s -
ops to take pastoral initiative in their Churches. This shift Tn e‘(,c ET(;
ology reflects the beginning of what Karl Rahner called a t u‘e wor
Church.™ It acknowledges that in a Church no longer sharing a

“See Rahner’s essays “A Basic Theological Interpretation of the Scc.(md
Vatican Council” and “The Abiding Significance of the Second Vatican
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common Western European cultural thought-world, the locus for
Church teaching will lie increasingly in the local Church, where the
local bishop will have a better opportunity of bringing the gospel of
Jesus Christ 1o bear on the particular issues and concerns of a local
Christian community. As sensitivity to cultural context increases, one
would expect a greater implementation of the principle of subsidiar-
ity, in which the pastoral authority with direct responsibility for a
local community would have (he primary responsibility for pastoral
ministry within that community and would be expected to address,
without external intervention, the pastoral issues that emerge. It is
only when these issues appear insoluble at the local level and/or
threaten the faith and unity of the Church universal that one should
expect the intervention of “higher authority.” It follows that the exer-
cise of papal authority ought (o be limited (o those instances when the
“faith and communion” of the Church universal is in jeopardy. As this
principle of subsidiarity becomes the norm, intermediate ecclesiasti-
cal structures that in recent times have fallen into neglect, like the an-

cient patriarchate and the convening of regional synods, may need to
be restored in new Torms."

The Papal Exercise of Doctrinal Judgmenr

The three components of the teaching of individual bishops con-
sidered earlier also apply to papal teaching. Much confusion has
arisen because of an unfortunate blurring of the distinction between
the more broadly conceived kerygmatic/catechetical and pastoral
ministries of the bishop of Rome, which certainly include the pre-
sentation of Christian doctrine, and the exercise of doctrinal judg-
ment itself. Since the emergence of the papal encyclical tradition in
the nineteenth century, there has been a growing trend to accompany
doctrinal judgments with protracted theological exposition. Two re-
cent examples can be offered. No one doubts that in Pope Paul VI's
1968 encyclical on birth regulation, Hinanae vitae, the Pope offered
a properly doctrinal judgment regarding the permissibility of recourse

Council,” in Theological Investigations (New York: Crossroad, 1981)
20:77-102.

“Joscph Ratzinger at one (ime proposed the creation of new patriarchates
in order to facilitate belter this principle of subsidiarity. See Joseph
Ratzinger, Das neue foik Gotres- Entwiirfe zur Ekklesiologie (Diisseldorf:
Patmos, 1969) 141-45.
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to artificial contraception. In that encyclical he also offered an ex-
tended theological consideration of human love and sexuality that
blended Thomistic and personalist considerations of the topic. This
extended theological exposition, certainly a legitimale manifestation
of papal teaching, nevertheless must be distinguished from the doc-
trinal judgment itself. In this instance the Pope was employing the
contributions of several theological schools in the service of his prop-
erly kerygmatic/catechetical ministry. Similarly, in Pope John Paul
II's 1993 encyclical, Veritatis splendor, there are clear doctrinal judg-
ments (e.g., a condemnation of schools of thought that would propose
an unfettered freedom of conscience, severing the conscience’s nec-
essary servitude to the truth). However, in that very dense 178-page
encyclical, the Pope also offers a developed theological perspective
that certainly does not qualify as a strict doctrinal judgment. That is,

few would hold that henceforward every theologian must give an ac- -

count of the “good” only in the context of the kind of personalist phe-
nomenology employed by the Holy Father. A failure to distinguish
between doctrinal judgment and the kerygmatic/catechetical dimen-
sion of papal ministry has led to an excessively broad and unwar-
ranted view of the way in which papal teaching “norms”™ Catholic
theological discourse.

The exercise of formal doctrinal judgment is [undamentally con-
servative in character. I do not use the word “conservative” here in its
ideological sense (conservative as opposed to liberal) but in its most
fundamental meaning. As Francis Sullivan has observed, “its [the ec-
clesiastical magisterium’s] primary function is not to penetrate into
the depths of the mysteries ol [aith (the task of theology) but rather to
safeguard the priceless treasure of the word of God and to defend the
purity of the faith of the Christian community.”® The essentially cau-
tious and conservalive character of the teaching responsibilities of the
magisterium also suggests that onc of the most significant exercises
of the ecclesiastical magisterium in general and the papal magis-
terium in particular may be the refusal 1o offer a doctrinal judgment
on a controverted issue. Historically, one thinks of the sixleenth-and
seventleenth-century de awxiliis controversy between the Jesuits and
the Dominicans regarding the relationship between divine providence
and human freedom. After considerable theological debate and a se-

“Francis A. Sullivan, “Magisterium,” Dictionary of Fundamental Theol-
ogy, 616.
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ries of ecclesiastical investigations, Pope Paul V simply prohibited ei-
ther side from condemning the views of the other. This papal act im-
plicitly acknowledged the difficult and speculative theological issues
being considered.

In teday’s Church the genie of theological pluralism cannot be put
back in the bottle. A more modest papal exercise of doctrinal judg-
ment in keeping with this new pluralism may be necessary. This need
not mean an abdication of papal responsibility. Circumstances may
dictate the need for a clear and formal doctrinal judgment on a mat-
ter of faith and morals. Nevertheless, the papacy may best fulfill its
responsibility as servant of faith and communion by facilitating open
and respectful conversation among bishops and theologians repre-
senting different schools of thought. This ministry would be inspired
by the conviction that this kind of free and respectful dialogue could
yield a greater consensus on essentials and a more mature respect for
legitimate theological differences. The creation and support of the In-
ternational Theological Commission by Pope Paul VI was apparently
conceived with this view of papal ministry in mind. One could easily
see, in this light, the tremendous potential for the various pontifical
councils relating to Christian unity, religion and science, faith and
culture, and so on, as papally supported forums for free and respect-
ful theological conversation.

In conclusion, I agree with David Cunningham when he suggests
that the authority of the pope ought to be exercised in a way that
creates a “free and ordered space” within which theologians can ad-
vance theological argumentation from different perspectives.® If, as
Dei verbum insisted, the magisterium is “servant of the Word of God”
and must hear the word in order to proclaim it, then papal ministry
must go beyond insuring the authoritative proclamation of the word.
Papal ministry, precisely as a ministry of universal pastoral solici-
tude, must also encourage and facilitate processes that enable the
Church and its teachers to “hear the Word of God with reverence.”
Respectful disagreement must not merely be tolerated but welcomed
as a natural by-product of the kind of honest conversation through
which God’s word can often be heard. Formal condemnations,

“David Cunningham, “Coercion or Persuasion? In Search of the Authority
of Dogma,” Pro ecclesia 3 (1994) 318, Cunningham borrows the phrase “free
and ordered space” from A. Bartlett Giamatli, A Free and Ordered Space:
The Real World of the University (New York: Norlon, 1988).
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though occasionally necessary, ought to be the instrument of last re-
sort in the fulfillment of the magisterium’s unique responsibility for
safeguarding the faith.

The Ordinary Universal Magisterium

Up to this point discussion has been limited to the teaching (_)f in-
dividual bishops, groupings of bishops, and the teaching of the bishop
of Rome in his various capacities. All are exercises of the ordinary
magisterium, as I have been employing the term, because all fall short
of the fullest engagement of supreme teaching authority in the
Church, the solemn and infallible definition of Church dogma. Fur-
thermore, all of these have been exercises of the ordinary nonuniver-
sal magisterium because they have not explicitly engaged the whole
college of bishops.® However, there are two conceivable exercises of
the ordinary magisterium in which the whole college might be en-
gaged without issuing a solemn definition. In the first iI]StZ}{lCC t-he
bishops, while dispersed throughout the world, could, in their dal!y
teaching activities, propose a teaching to be held as definitive and in
doing so would have recourse to the charism of jnfallibility. In the
second instance the whole college of bishops, either in council or
while dispersed throughout the world, might teach authoritatively
without either solemnly defining a teaching or proposing a teach-
ing as something to be held as definitive. This exercise of the o-rdi-
nary universal magisterium would not have recourse to the charism
of infallibility.

Ordinary Universal Teaching of the College of Bishops When
Teaching Definitively

As with the pope, it is possible for the whole college of bishops to
exercise its potestas suprema apart from a solemn judgment. Since
this teaching exercise would not yield a solemn definition it must be

“Admittedly one does not commonly find these exercises of ecclesiastical
teaching authority referred to as exercises of the ordinary nonumniversal mag-
isterium. I am making explicit use of the term here because I believe that im-
plicit in Vatican I's qualification of the infallible ordinary magisterium of
bishops as universal was the fact that the whole college was being cngageld
in this teaching. Logically, it seems to me thal all other exercises of the ordi-
nary magisterium must be considered nomuniversal.

How the Church Teaches: The Ordinary Magisterium 185

qualified as ordinary. Since it would explicitly engage the whole col-
lege it must be qualified as universal. Now, Lumen gentium states that
the whole college can teach with the charism of infallibility apart
from a solemn judgment when, while dispersed throughout the world,
the bishops are of one judgment that a teaching is definitively to be
held:*

Although the bishops, taken individually, do not enjoy the privilege of
infallibility, they do however proclaim infallibly the doctrine of Christ

“The first appearance of the expression magisterium ordinarium in an ec-
clesiastical document occurs in a letter of Pius IX, Tuas libenter, to Gregor
von Scherr, archbishop of Munich, in 1863. The letter was a response to a
theological congress held in Munich with the approval of the local arch-
bishop. This congress had as one of its principal goals a critique of neo-
Scholastic thought. The letter to von Scherr reflected the concern of the Pope,
under the influence of various curial officials and the papal nuncio in Munich,
that the German bishops had been 100 lax in their oversight of theologians.
The letter praised the work of the congress participants but admonished the
theologians not to limit their obligations of fidelity to solemnly defined
Church teaching alone. The Pope maintained that a response of divine faith
was owed as well (o those teachings that had been handed on by the ordinary
magisteritm of the Church scattered throughout the world. Vatican I con-
firmed the teaching of Pius IX in Dei Filius, Vatican I's Dogmatic Constitu-
tion on the Catholic Faith: “Wherefore, by divine and catholic faith all those
things are to be believed which are contained in the word of God as found in
scripture and tradition, and which are proposed by the church as matters to
be believed as divincly revealed, whether by her solemn judgment or in her
ordinary and universal magisterium.” See Norman Tanner, ed., Decrees of the
Ecumenical Councils (Washington: Georgetown Univ. Press, 1990) 2:807.
Vatican I added the qualifier “universal” (o clearly distinguish this teaching
from papal teaching. If the term “ordinary and universal magisterium” was
new, the concept was quite ancient. That is, the early Church had a firm con-
viction that the normative expression of the Christian faith could be found in
the universal teaching of the bishops. It should be remembered, however, that
inthe early centuries of the Church there was no clear distinction between or-
dinary and extraordinary means of teaching the faith. The teaching of Vatican
I was reaffirmed in the 1917 Code of Canon Law (can. 1323.1) and was al-
luded to in the writings of later popes. CI. Pius XI, Mortalium animos, DS
3683; Pius XII, Munificentissimus Deus, AAS 42 (1950) 757. For historical
background regarding the origins of this term, see Boyle, Clucrch Teaching
Awthority, 10-42; Richard R. Gaillardetz, Witnesses 1o the Faith: Community,
Infallibility, and the Ordinary Magisterium of Bishops (New York: Paulist,
199Z) 18-35.
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on the following conditions: namely, when, even though dispersed
throughout the world but preserving for all that am.(mgst‘themscl.ves
and with Peter’s successor the bond of communion, in their a}llhOTlla-
tive teaching concerning matters of faith and morals, they are in agree-
ment that a particular teaching is to be held definitively and absolutely
(LG 25).%2

After Vatican II this third mode of infallible teaching WO%I](I rt?ccive
new attention from theologians, largely due to issues raised in the
area of moral theology. _ .
Interest in the infallible exercise of the ordinary universal magis-
terium greatly increased after Pope Paul VI's [eac;lung on ar%xﬁcml
contraception in Huwmanae vitae. In the face of \-wdesprr:.ad dissent,
some theologians claimed that the Church’s teaching on Funh regula-
tion had already been taught infallibly by the ordinary universal mag-
isterium. John C. Ford and Germain Grisez offered the n‘1osr. dt?velopcd
exposition of this position in an important ar[:cl.c published in Theo-
logical Studies in 1978.% Ford and Grisez found in Lumen ge{zmu.n 25
four conditions for the exercise of the ordinary universal magisterium,
which, they maintained, served as a kind of criteriology: ‘fﬁrsl, that the
bishops remain in communion with one another and Wfllh the pope;
second, that they teach authoritatively on a matter of faith or morals;
‘third, that they agree in one judgment; and fourth, that they propose
this judgment as one o be held definitively.”™ T]lC}i then cmzc?uded
that in the Church’s teaching on artificial contraception even prior o
Humanae vitae, these conditions had been fulfilled. Other lhe.ologlans,
however, have raised questions aboul Ford and Grisez’s apphcml'on of
these conditions to controversial teaching.™ It is difficult to see mqthe
teaching of Vatican Il the kind of clear cri(erlolog.y Sugge_sled 'by Ford
and Grisez. The fact that the bishops are teaching whzlle dispersed
throughout the world and the fact that their comm(_)n_teac_hmg does not
issue in a solemn definition raises numerous difficulties regarding

“The translation is taken from Austin Flannery, Vatican C_‘mmc:i! I1: The
Conciliar and Post-Conciliar Documents (rev. ed., Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1992). ‘ .

*John C. Ford and Germain Grisez, “Contraception and the Infallibility of
the Ordinary Magisterium,” Theological Studies 39 (1978) 258-312.

Hbid., 272. N i . o

*For a mare in-depth analysis of the position of Ford and Grisez see Sul-
livan, Magisteritum, 142-52; Gaillardetz, Witnesses to the Faith, 127-38.
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verification. How are we to discern the unity of the bishops on a par-
ticular matter when their teaching is not manifested in a formal teach-
ing act as is the case with a solemn definition? Do we resort to polling
the bishops on a given matter or do we simply assume that lack of pub-
lic dissent among the bishops in and of itself constitutes agreement?
And even if we were able to ascertain that the bishops were in agree-
ment on a doctrinal matter, Lumen gentium 25 also holds that the bish-
ops must be in agreement that what s taught be “held definitively.”
This would appear to exclude any common teachings of the bishops in
which the particular teaching is considered by some bishops to be only
“probable” or “safe.”

These difficulties in verification suggest that appeal to this exercise
of episcopal teaching is in fact illsuited for resolving controversial
points of doctrine. I agree with Peter Chirico, who describes the or-
dinary universal magisterium as a kind of “concentrated sensus fi-
delium.”* Put simply, the bishops exercise their ordinary universal
magisterium infallibly when they propose in their daily teaching
those truths of the faith that have never been solemnly defined by
pope or council only because they have never been seriously chal-
lenged. Francis Sullivan has suggested that examples of such teach-
ing would include many of the articles of the ancient baptismal creeds
like the bodily resurrection of Jesus or the Catholic Christian belief
in the communion of saints.” Such teachings, though never seriously
challenged, are nevertheless central to our faith and, most would
agree, have dogmalic status. It is with respect (o these central and
noncontroversial teachings that it can be said that all the bishops,
though dispersed throughout the world, are in agreement that they
should be held as definitive by the faithful.

*Peter Chirico, Infallibility: The Crossroads of Doctrine (Wilminglon:
Glazier, 1983) 245(f.. CT. Gaillardelz, Witnesses 1o the Faith, 169=72.

"Sullivan, “Magisterium,” 618. More recently, Sullivan has considered the
possibility that John Paul II gave expression Lo three moral teachings of the
ordinary universal magisterium in his encyclical Evangelium vitae. Those
three teachings involved condemnations of (he “direct and voluntary killing
of'an innocent human being,” the claim that “direct abortion . . . always con-
stitutes a grave moral disorder,” and that “euthanasia is a grave violation of
the law of God.” These condemnations can be found in “Evangelium vitae,”
Origins 24 (April 6, 1995) 689-727 at 709, 71 1, and 712. Sullivan’s analysis
of these condemnalions can be found in his article “The Doctrinal Weight of
Evangelium Vitae," Theological Sindies 56 (1995) 560-65.
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Ordinary Universal Teaching of the College of Bishops When
Not Teaching Definitively

Apart from the infullible exercise of the ordinary universal magis-
terium discussed above, there is a second way in which the bishops
might exercise their ordinary and universal magisterium.

At Vatican II the bishops, following the injunction of Pope John
XXIII that the council be pastoral in character, determined not o
offer any solemn dogmatic judgments. Since this was the first coun-
cil in the history of the Church expressly to avoid dogmatic judg-
ments in favor of a consislent pastoral orientation, there were some
who contended that the council decuments had the status of mere
pastoral directives.™ Because of this, the theological commission,
under the authority of the secretary general of the council, made the
following statement on March 6, 1964:

Taking into account conciliar custom and the pastoral aim of the pre-
sent council, this holy synod defines as binding on the church only
those matters concerning faith and morals which it openly declares to
be such. The other matters which the synod puts forward as the teach-
ing of the supreme magisterium of the church, each and every mem-
ber of the faithful should accepl and embrace according to the mind of
the synod itself, which is clear either from the subject matter or from
the way it is said, in accordance with the rules of theological interpre-
tation.”

From this text we may conclude that the college of bishops may ex-
ercise its supreme teaching authority in an ecumenical council even
when the council members are not promulgating a solemn definition
(extraordinary magisterium) and are not proposing a teaching as
something to be held as definitive (infallible exercise of the ordinary
universal magisterium). Nondefinitive conciliar teaching, even
though it is not protected by the charism of infallibility, is truly au-
thoritative and can lay claim to the assent of the faithful. While to my
knowledge it has never been described in this fashion, it follows that
the teaching of ecumenical councils when not issuing a solemn judg-

*#Gérard Philips, “History of the Constitution,” in Commentary on the
Documents of Vatican [i, ed. Herbert Vorgrimler (New York: Crossroad,
1989) 1:135.

“Acta synodalia 11178, 10. The English translation is taken from Decrees of
the Ecumenical Councils, 898.
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ment must also be an exercise of the ordinary and universal (because
it engages the whole college) magisterium.

In a similar way, it is possible to imagine the bishops, while dis-
persed throughout the world, agreeing on a particular matter but nor
proposing it as a matter to be held definitively. As this common epis-
copal teaching would not involve a solemn definition it would be an
exercise of the ordinary magisterium. As a common teaching of the
whole college of bishops it would be an exercise of the ordinary and
universal magisterium. However, if the bishops did not propose this
teaching as a matter to be held as definitive, it would have to be yet
another example of a noninfallible exercise of the ordinary and uni-
versal magisterium.

The focus of this chapter has been on the different modes by which
the ordinary magisterium of bishops may be exercised. Precisely be-
cause Lthese are the more common ways in which the Church author-
itatively presents its doctrinal belief, a proper understanding of these
various modes of exercise is essential for anyone involved in the
Church’s pastoral ministry. Unfortunately, until recently the various
expressions of the ordinary magisterium have been obscured by the
more controversial questions surrounding the extraordinary magis-
terium (e.g., papal infallibility), particularly in ecumenical dialogue.
Many non-Catholics and Catholics alike have had the i impression that
the charism of mmlllblhly Is operative in virteally any exercise of au-
thoritative Church teaching. In this chapter I have tried to correct this
misunderstanding by giving extended consideration to the impor-
tance of the many noninfallible exercises of the Church’s doctrinal
teaching office while acknowledging when the charism of infallibil-
ity may be operative. In the next chapter I will consider the two
modes of promulgating solemn judgments generally viewed as exer-
cises of the extraordinary magisterium.

For Further Reading

The Ordinary Magisterium

Boyle, John P. “The Ordinary Magisterium” and “The Influence of
Joseph Kleutgen, S.J.” In Church Teaching Authority: Historical
and Theological Studies, 10-42. Notre Dame: University of Notre
Dame Press, 1995,



190  Teaching with Authority

Congar, Yves. “A Semantic History of the Term ‘Magisterium’” and
“A Brief History of the Forms of the Magisterium and Its Relations
with Scholars” In The Magisterium and Morality. Readings in
Moral Theology No. 3, ed. Charles E. Curran and Richard A. Mc-
Cormick, 297-31. New York: Paulist, 1982,

Ford, John C., and Germain Grisez. “Contraception and the Infalli-
bility of the Ordinary Magisterium.” Theological Studies 39 (1978)
258-312.

Gaillardetz, Richard R. Witnesses to the Fuith: Comununity, Infallibility,
and the Ordinary Magisterium of Bishops. New York: Paulist, 1992.

Sullivan, Francis A. “The Infallibility of the Ordinary Universal Mag-
isterium,” and “The Non-definitive Exercise of Papal and Concil-
iar Teaching Authority.” In Magisterium: Teaching Authority in the
Catholic Church, 119-73. New York: Paulist, 1983.

The Ordinary Papal Magisterium

Dionne, J. Robert. The Papacy and the Church: A Study of Praxis and
Reception in Ecumenical Perspective. New York: Philosophical Li-
brary, 1987. ‘

Granfield, Patrick. The Limits of the Papacy. New York: Crossroad,
1987. :

Komonchak, Joseph A. “Ordinary Papal Magisterium and Religious
Assent” In The Magisterium and Morality. Readings in Moral
Theology No. 3, ed. Charles E. Curran and Richard A. Mc-
Cormick, 67-90. New York: Paulist, 1982.

Kiing, Hans, ed. Papal Ministry in the Church. Concilium 64. New
York: Herder & Herder, 1971.

Episcopal Conferences and the Synod of Bishops

Foley, D. The Synod of Bishops: Its Canonical Structure and Proce-
dures. Washington: Catholic University of America Press, 1973.
Green, James P. Conferences of Bishops and the Exercise of the
“munus docendi” of the Church. Rome: Gregorian University,

1987.

Kutner, R. The Development, Structure, and Competence of the Epis-
copal Conference. Washington: The Catholic Univ. of America
Press, 1972.

Legrand, Hervé-Marie, Julio Manzanares, and Antonio Garcia y Gar-
cia, eds. The Nature and Future of Episcopal Conferences. Wash-
ington: The Catholic University of America Press, 1988.

How the Church Teaches: The Ordinary Magisterium 191

/Reese, Thomas, ed. Episcopal Conferences: Historical, Canonical,
and Theological Studies. Washington: Georgetown Univ. Press
1989. ’

Schotte, Jan P. “The Synod of Bishops: A Permanent yet Adaptable
Church Instilution.” Studia canonica 26 (1992) 289-306.



7

How the Church Teaches:
The Extraordinary Magisterium

In the previous chapter I examined the many ways in which the
bishops realize their responsibility to teach Christian doctrine in their
ordinary teaching ministry. The very use of the term “ordinary,” how-
ever, suggests that-the Church may have to resort (o more extraordi-
nary means for teaching the faith. In Catholic teaching one of the
distinctive characteristics of the extraordinary magisterium is the be-
lief that in its exercise the Holy Spirit will protect the magisterium
from leading the faithful away from the path of salvation.

Any consideration of the infallibility of the extraordinary magis-
terium must begin with the honest admission that we are dealing with
the development of a doctrine that cannot be found explicitly in
Scripture. Traditional Catholic apologetics, which appealed to bibli-
cal texts like Matthew [6:18-20, Luke 22:32, or Acts 15, will no
longer suffice.' It would be historically irresponsible to claim that the
early Church explicitly professed the doctrine of infallibility for ei-
ther pope or council. Nevertheless, one can make a claim to a real
continuity between some of the central faith convictions of the early

'For a balanced treatment of the biblical texts regarding the Petrine min-
istry from an ecumenical perspective, see Raymond E. Brown, Karl Don-
fried, and John Reumann, eds., Peter in the New Testament (New York:
Paulist, 1973). The most useful study since the Brown volume is that of
Rudelph Pesch, Simon-Petrus: Geschichte und geschichtliche Bedeutung des
ersten Jiingers Jesu Christi. Papste und Papsttum 15 (Stuugart: Hiersemann,
1980).
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Church and the subsequent development of the doctrine olf infz_\llibll—
ity. Most basic among (hese conviclions was the belleflzp the
Church’s continued fidelity (o the apostolic faith. The Holy Spirit was
Christ’s gilt to the Church and provided assurance lha_t the Churc‘h
would never depart fundamentally from the proclamation of G‘old s
offer of salvation. From this conviction came the gradual recognition
that there musl be specilic instances in which th(? (_Zhurch’s formal
teaching is protected by the Spirit. Over the span ol m.nelecn hundred
years the consciousness of the Church grew to recognize two \_vaysiof
pronouncing on disputed doctrinal matters (by pope or council) with
the assurance of continued fidelity to the apostolic faith Lhrough'thc
assistance of the Spirit. This chapter will consider these two exercises
of the extraordinary magisterium (see fig. 3).

The College of Bishops

Extraordinary

Mo The Bishop of Rome as Head

of the College of Bishops

Figure 3

The Extraordinary Magisterium of the College of Bishops

The gathering of bishops in regional synods began in the late sec-
ond century as bishops sought to address important pas.Loral and docf-
trinal matlers. As we saw in chapter 2, these galhcrlggs had ll.uaxr
theological foundation in the ancient nol‘ic'm‘ of communion. The bish-
ops saw themselves following in the tradition of Acts 15 and the so-
called Council of Jerusalem. While the meeting _at Jcr-us_alc:m would
not qualify as a council by modern slanda.u'ds ’(smce_zt involves not
bishops of local Churches but the apostolic l;adez‘s[up), by the late
second century we do have evidence of an cplsco;?al synoc.l cal]ed.to
respond to the Montanist threat, and we know that in 190 BlSthp V{c~
tor of Rome called for a series of regional synods to address the dis-
crepancies in the dating of Easter. Yel as impon%\m as n:any of t'hes'e:
early synods were, they have never been considered “ecumenical

councils.
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The Historical Development of Ecumenical Councils and the
Determination of Ecumenicity

The adjective “ecumenical” is derjved from the Greek word oik-
oumene, which meant “universal ” or “pertaining to the whole world.”
When applied (o a gathering of bishops, the term initially lacked the
technical meaning it currently has and simply denoted a gathering of
significance for the whole Church. Most Christian traditions recog-
nize the fourth-century Council of Nicaea as the first ecumenical
council. However, this designation can give the impression that par-
ticipants at that council understood themselves to be inaugurating
some new ecclesiastical institution. In fact, there was no distinct
canonical or structural difference betweern (he Council of Nicaea and
the earlier regional synods. All of the first seven “ecumenical” coun-
cils were, objectively, little more than regional gatherings of bishops
not unlike the previous synods.

The ecumenicity that was ultimately conferred on these councils
was derived not from some Juridical feature of the councils them-
selves but from both the wei ghty doctrinal problems addressed by the
councils and the fact that the solutions these councils provided were
ultimately accepted and received by the whole Church., “Reception”
here refers 1o-the process by which the local Churches take a teach-
ing of pope or council and make it their own.?

At the Second Council of Nicaea (753) the participants sought to
refute the legitimacy of a prior gathering of iconoclast bishops at
Constantinople. Toward this end the council proposed three criteria
for determining whether a council was truly “ecumenical”: (1) there
must be participation, either personal or through ecclesiastical repre-
sentative, of the five patriarchal sees, and in particular, the See of
Rome; (2) the decisions of the council must be “recejved” by the
whole Church; (3) the council teachings must be in agreement with
those of the previous councils whose ecumenicity was accepted.* The

*See Georg Denzler, “The Authorily and Receplion of Conciliar Deci-
sions in Christendom,” in The Ecumenical Council, Concilium 167, ed. Peter
Huizing and Knut Wall® (New York: Seabury, 1983) 13-18.

"This notion of “reception” has received a good deal of altention over the
last thirty years. It will be considered in more delail in the next chapter.

‘These criteria are developed in Luis Bermejo, Infallibility on Trial:
Church, Conciliarity, and Conununion (Westminster: Christian Classics,
1992) 71. The conciliar text from which he develops these criteria can be
found in Mansi, 13, 208-9.
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first criterion was concerned with the question of participation or rep-
resentation at a council. In the Western Church the question of par-
ticipation/representation [ocused on the role of the See of .Rome,
whereas the Eastern Church would continue to insist on the impor-
tance of the whole pentarchy, the five ancient patriarchal sees (Rome,
Alexandria, Antioch, Constantinople, and Jerusalem). The second
and third criteria involve a twofold consensus, first a horizontal con-
sensus among all the Churches, and second a vertical consensus with
the apostolic tradition, particularly as enshrined in the teaching of
previous councils.

These three criteria were not equally important. For example, ecu-
menicity was granted to several of the first seven councils wh.cn the
first criterion, participation by the pope and the other four patriarchal
sees, could not clearly be demonstrated. The twofold universal re-
ception was ecclesiologically more significant than universal repre-
sentation/participation. Hermann Josef Sieben, one of the f(-)remasl
scholars on the history of ecumenical councils, has explored in some
detail the character of this twofold reception. Sieben too conlends
that the authority or ecumenicity of a council was delerminf:d not. pri.-
marily by who was present at the council bul by a consensio antiqui-
tatis et universitatis (a consensus with antiquity and with the
universal Church). The authority of the council itself depended on
whether the determinations of the council were accepted as expres-
sions of this twofold consensus.® Universitas involved the horizontal
consensus of the whole Church. When a council sought to teach a
matter of doctrine authoritatively, it did so out of the conviction that
it was teaching the faith of the Churches. Council participants never
believed themselves to be imposing something foreign to the faith of
their respective communities. While a council presunlled. itself to be
expressing this universitas, or horizontal consensus, in its teaching,
the verification of that authority demanded that the local Churches re-
ceive the teaching of the council and come to profess it as their own.
This could take considerable time. Often a key moment in the recep-
tion of a council’s teaching would be its acceptance at a subsequent
council. Yves Congar offers the example of the creed of the Council
of Nicaea, which was only truly “received” fifty-six years later when
it was accepted at the Council of Constantinople (381). The reception

sHermann Josef Sicben, Die Konzilsidee der Alten Kirche (Paderborn:
Schéningh, 1979) 511-16.
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of the teaching of Constantinople, in turn, only occurred at the Coun-
cil of Chalcedon (451).%

If the consensio universitatis was authenticated by the council’s re-
ception by the Churches, the consensio antiquitatis, or agreement
with the apostolic tradition, had to be demonstrated by the council it-
self. The burden was on the council to demonstrate how its teaching
was faithful to that tradition.” In defending the Council of Nicaea, St.
Athanasius felt compelled to write: “The Fathers, in matters of faith,
never said: Thus it has been decreed, but: This is what the Catholic
Church believes; and they confessed what they believed directly, so
as to show unmistakably that their thought was not new, but apos-
tolic.™ It fell again to the local Churches to determine whether a
council had preserved this agreement with antiquity. It is a consistent
theme in the theological reflection on teaching authority of the first
millennium  that authoritative proclamation of the apostolic faith
could not be divorced from the authentic reception of that teaching by
the Christian communities. This is not due to some liberal democra-
tic conviction but rather to the nature of divine revelation itself, which
always resides-in the consciousness of the whole Church. This con-

viction permeates the many writings of Yves Congar on ecumenical
councils.

In & council it is cither a question of clarifying the tradition of the
Church or the sensus ecclesiae, or of producing a solution 1o a con-
temporary question. Both the sensus ecclesiae and the desired solution
lie hidden in the memory or consciousness of the Church—or rather,
in the memories or consciousness of the persons who compose the
Church. These memories and consciousnesses must communicate in
order to produce a common expression and sum total, so to speak, of

“Yves Congar, “Reception as an Ecclesiological Reality,” in Election and
Consensus in the Church, Concilium 77, ed. Giuseppe Alberigo and Anton
Weiler (New York: Herder, 1972) 46-48. In this last case, Congar notes the
significance of the fact that Constantinople was eventually accepted as ecu-
menical in spite of the complaints of Ambrose and others of serious defi-
ciencies in representation.

"Edward Kilmartin, “Reception in History: An Ecclesiological Phenome-
non and lts Significance,” Journal of Ecumenical Studies 21 (1984) 48-50.

*De Synodus 5, as quoted in Yves Congar, “A Brief History of the Forms
of the Magisterium and lts Relations with Scholars” in The Magisterium and
Morality, Readings in Moral Theology No. 3, ed. Charles E. Curran and
Richard A. McCormick (New York: Paulist, 1982) 316.
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the memory and consciousness of the Church. This is not a collection
of personal convictions, for although it only exists personified in ac-
tual men—and, at the highest level in the consciousness of Christ and
in his Spirit, but I shall speak of this later—it nonetheless transcends
these men and through them belongs to the Church. The council aims
at achieving a totalization of the memory of the Church, by a commu-
nication of the consciences which house this memoiy.”

Here again we see collegiality, the interaction among the bishops, as
but the external expression of the communion of the Churches.

The place of universal reception in determining the authority of
councils has remained important for the Eastern Churches, leading
them to accept the ecumenicity of only the first seven councils. They
argue that all subsequent councils lacked the reception of the Eastern
Churches and therefore could not be considered ecumenical. In fair-
ness, many Orthodox theologians have similarly refused to grant ec-
umenicity to the gathering of bishops al Constantinople convened in
867 by Photius, the patriarch of Constantinople, on the grounds that
this council has not been received in the West.

Over the past few decades there have been attempts in Roman Ca-
tholicism to honor Orthodoxy’s emphasis on universal reception as a
condition for the ecumenicitly of a council. One way of doing this has
been to distinguish between ecimenical councils, properly speaking,
and general councils. Those councils conducted without the partici-
pation and/or reception of non-Catholic Christian traditions would be
considered general rather than ecumenical councils. This distinction
is no novelty but in fact represents what was the common practice be-
fore the Reformation. It was only in the late sixteenth century that it
became common to include in a listing of ecumenical councils those
councils conducted by the Roman Catholic Church alone." A prece-
dent for this distinction between general and ecumenical councils
may have been set by the letter of Pope Paul VI to Cardinal Wille-
brands on the occasion of the seventh centenary of the Second Coun-
cil at Lyon. In that letter the Pope conspicuously referred to that
council as “numbered six among the general synods celebrated in the

*Yves Congar, “The Council as an Assembly and the Church as Essen-
tially Conciliar,” in Theologians Today: Yves Congar (London and New York:
Sheed & Ward, 1972) 110-11.

"“Cf. Yves Congar, “*1274-1974: Structures ecclésiales el conciles dans les
relations entre orient et occident,” Revue des sciences philosophiques et
théologiques 58 (1974) 373(T.
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West.”"" This terminological distinction, however, has yet 1o be com-
monly employed in theological discourse.

In the second millennium, faced first with the schism between East
and West followed by the sixteenth-century Protestant Reformation,
Roman Catholicism gradually relied on a more formal criterion of ec-
umenicity, namely papal participation and approval.” Most of the
councils conducted by the medieval Church were so papal in charac-
ter as to barely qualify as councils. The notion of a council’s teach-
ing needing to be received by the local Churches became irrelevant as
the ecumenical council had been reduced to an instrument for the fur-
therance of papal policy. This papal domination would be less pro-
nounced, however, in the cases of both the Council of Trent and
Vatican [.

As a modern example of conciliar reception we can look to the cir-
cumstances surrounding the definitions of papal infallibility and
papal primacy at Vatican 1."* It is well known that a sizable number of
bishops chose to depart early from that council before the final vote
on the definition on papal infallibility in Pastor aeternus. Presumably
these bishops were opposed to the definition but did not wish to reg-
ister a negative vote. This was a cause for concern for theologians like
John Henry Newman, who felt that a significant lack of unanimity
among the council members could call the definition into question.™

"AAS 66 (1974) 620.

"While the Eastern Churches have objected to the West’s reliance on papal
participation and approval, many Easlern theologians have also reacted
against the more radical approach of the nineteenth-century Slavophile
movement. This movement, represented by the wriling of Alexei Khomiakov,
held that the authority of an ecumenical council depended solely on the uni-
versal assent of the whole Church manifested in a corporate consciousness.
To many Orthodox thinkers this too is a novelty that does not honor the tradi-
tional role of thé bishops and the pentarchy in particular. See W. Hryniewicz,
“Die ekklesiale Rezeption in der Sicht der orthodoxen Theologie,” Theologie
wnd Glaube 65 (1975) 250-65; B. Schultze, “Orthodoxe Kritik an der Ekkle-
siologie Chomjakovs,” Orientalia Christiana periodica 36 (1970) 407-31;
P. Duprey, “La structure synodale de 1'Eglise dans la théologie orientale,”
Proche Orient Chrétien 20 (1970) 123-45.

"See John P. Boyle, Church Teaching Authority: Historical and Theologi-
cal Studies (Notre Dame: Univ. of Notre Dame Press, 1995) 124-41.

"Newman wrote: “If, on the other hand, I find that there was a concerted and
organized protest against it [the definition] on the part of a considerable num-
ber of bishops of various countries, then I should find it difficult to determine
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Clearly it was a matter of great import for officials in the Vatican as
well. Those bishops who departed early were pressured to publicly
state their submission o the council’s definition. The willingness of
those bishops to do so (though some were clearly more willing than
others!) can be seen as a limited exercise of reception, since they
were technically assenting to a conciliar determination in which they
had no direct part. Nevertheless, even as an exercise of cclclesial re-
ception, the circumstances surrounding this act of x'm?cepllon reflect
the juridical state of ecclesiclogy at the time; reception m'eunl sub-
mission or juridical obedience and applied to the bishops without ref-
erence to the local Churches themselves."

However one may evaluate the role of reception at Vatican I, in the
1917 Code of Canon Law the determination of the ecumenicity of a
council still depended exclusively on the participation and approval
of the papacy. There was no mention of universal representation by
the ancient pentarchy or the episcopal college in general. Nc?lther was
there any mention of the need for the reception of a cguncrl's teach-
ing by the local Churches. This juridical and papocentric approach to
ecumenical councils was accepled into the 1983 Code of Canon Law,
which still insists on papal participation and approval as the deter-
mining factors in a council’s ecumenicity: “It is for the R()mﬂn Pon_-
tiff alone to convoke an ecumenical council, to preside over it
personally or through others, to transfer, suspend or dissolve it, and
to approve its decrees” (can. 338). In spite of this f_ormu] dcpchen.ce
on the papacy Catholicism has remained surprisingly vague in its
teaching on ecumenical councils. Apart from the determinations of
canon law there is no formal doctrinal definition of the criteria for ec-
umenicity, nor is there a definitive list of ecumenical councils."

the ground on which it was binding on my faith.” John Henry Newman, The
Letters and Diaries of Jolm Henry Newman, ed. Charles Dessain and Thomas
Gornall, (Oxford: Clarendon, 1973) 25:179.

“Bermejo, Infallibility on Trial, 186fT. .

“See Remigius Biaumer, “Die Zahl der allgemeinen Konzilien in der S.l?hl
der Theologen des 15. und 16. Jahrhunderts.” Annuarium his!()rif[e concilio-
rum 1 (1969) 288-313. The accepled list of twenty-one councils is based 0}1
a list of Robert Bellarmine that eventually won a practical acceptance. This
list has been questioned by many today. As just one example, a growing num-
ber of scholars have questioned the ecumenicity of Constantinople IV.

The strictly juridical and formal approach to ecumenical councils reflected
in the 1983 code raises important questions in light of one of the most [ar-
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Vatican II and the Formal Authority of Ecumenical Councils

Vatican 11 reaffirmed what had become a common conviction of
the Church since around the tenth century, namely that in an ecu-
menical council the college of bishops may teach with the charism of
infallibility. In Lumen gentivn 25, after considering the infallible ex-
ercise of the ordinary universal magisterium, the council explains that
the exercise of an infallible teaching judgment by the college of bish-
ops “takes place even more clearly when they are gathered together
in an ecumenical council and are the teachers and judges of faith and
morals for the whole Church. Their definitions must be adhered to
with the obedience of faith (obsequio fidei).” The council’s treatment
of the authority of ecumenical councils after consideration of the au-
thority of the bishops when dispersed throughout the world is note-
worthy. It suggests that it is the college of bishops itself that is central
rather than a given ecclesiastical institution (an ecumenical council)
in and through which the college exercises its authority. This is con-
sistent with Vatican II’s shift away from a juridical view of authority
preoccupied with ecclesiastical institutions.

While in canon law the determination of a council’s ecumenicity
continues Lo lie with the pope, this must be coupled with the teaching
of Vatican II, which consistently situates the pope within the college

reaching new developments in the ecclesiology of Vatican 11, the council’s
trealment of the relationship of the Church of Jesus Christ to the Roman
Catholic Church and other Christian traditions. Pius X1, in his encyclical
Mystici corporis (1943), had claimed an absolute identily between the
Church of Christ and the Roman Catholic Church. In Lumen gentium § the
council significantly medified this position by teaching instead only that the
Church of Christ subsists in the Roman Catholic Church. The council ac-
knowledged that there were many ecclesial elements like the belief in Scrip-
ture and the celebration of sacraments that were present within other
Christian traditions. These elements were sufficiently ecclesial in character to
warrant referring to these other Christian traditions as “Churches or ecclesi-
astical communities™ (LG 15). If other Christian traditions may truly be
called Churches, then what is the significance of their exclusion from a coun-
cil for the determination of a council’s ecumenicitly? For a treatment of this
problem see Bermejo, Ifallibility on Trial, 185-236; Harry McSorley,
“Some Forgotten Truths About the Petrine Ministry,” Journal of Ecimenical
Studies 11 (1974) 234-36; Francis A. Sullivan, Magisterium: Teaching Au-
thority in the Catholic Church (New York: Paulist, 1983) 109-11; Boyle,
Church Teaching Authoriry, 138-39.



202 Teaching with Awthority

of bishops as member and head. According to Lunen gentium 22, t.he
authority of the ecumenical council is derived not from the nut-]mn[y
of the pope but {rom the authority of the whole college of bishops
under the headship of the pope. The ecclesiology of Vatican 1 clearly
resists separaling pope and college. .
One final observation on current teaching regarding ecumenical
councils must be made. There are no clearly developed criteria for de-
termining when a valid ecumenical council is in [dcl t(—:aching with the
charism of infallibility. This ambiguity has often resulted in an un-
justified attribution of infallibility to all conciliar l(:"d(‘:hing. For ex-
ample, some of the manualists assumed that any conciliar canon with
an anathema attached was a solemn infallible judgment. Scholars
now acknowledge that only after a careful study of the conciliar acta
and the historical and theological context of a council can one deter-
mine when councils intended to make a solemn infallible judgme:_]l
on a matter of faith and morals.” Liwmen gentium specifies that this
charism of infallibility is involved only when the bishops in council
act as “teachers and judges of faith and morals for the whole Churc‘h“
(LG 25). The 1964 declaration of the cuuncil‘s. theological commis-
sion emphasized this distinction: “Taking into-‘accoun('c(mmlmr cus-
tom and the pastoral aim of the present council, this ho]y syn_od
defines as binding on the Church only those matlers concerning faith
and morals which it openly declares to be such.”™* In the futurff one
might hope that any council wishing to exercise its extraordinary

magisterium by means of a solemn judgment would use a formula

that would make that intention manifestly evident. This would seem
to be demanded by canon 749.3 of the new Code of Canon Law: “No
doctrine is understood to be infallibly defined unless it is clearly es-
tablished as such.” . .

In conclusion, the development of the authority of ecumenical
councils mirrors the significant shifts that have occurred in Roman
Catholic ecclesiology itself. In the early Church councils were
viewed as concentrated expressions of the faith of the whole Chu_rch.
This was in keeping with the patristic ecclesiology of communion.
During the Middle Ages when an ecclesiology of communion was

gradually supplanted by a more juridical and hierarchical ccclesiol-

MCf. Piet Fransen, “The Authority of the Councils,” in Problems of Au-
thority, ed. J. M. Todd (Baltimore: Helicon, 1962) 43-78. -

®Norman Tanner, ed., Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils (Washinglon:
Georgetown Univ. Press, 1990) 2:898.
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ogy. the ecumenical council was reduced to a tool of the papacy.
Though both Trent and Vatican I functioned as much more than in-
struments of papal policy, by the mid-twentieth century, reflecting the
Ultramontane tendencies of the time, it was common for theologians
to suggest that a strong papacy rendered ecumenical councils unnec-

essary. The important contributions of Vatican II have certainly chal-
lenged that view.

The Extraordinary Magisterium of the Bishop of Rome as
Head of the College of Bishops

The history of the emerging doctrine of papal infallibility is extremely
complex and would take us well beyond the scope of this book."
However, given the controversial character of Roman Catholicism’s

"Major works on the topic include Gustave Thils, Primauté et infaillibilité
du pontife Romain a Vatican I (.euven: Leuven Univ. Press, 1989); Margaret
O'Gara, Triumph in Defeat: Infallibility, Vatican I, and the French Minority
Bishops (Washington: Catholic Univ. of America Press, 1988); Terry J.
Tekippe, ed., Papal Infullibility: An Application of Lonergan’s Theological
Method (Washington: Univ. Press of America, 1983); Ulrich Horst, Papst-
Konzil-Unfehlbarkeit (Mainz: Griinewald, 1978); idem, Unfehlbarkeir und
Geschichte: Studien zur Unfehibarkeitsdiskussion von Melchior Cano bis
zum 1. Vatikanischen Konzil (Mainz: Grunewild, 1982); August B. Hasler,
Pius IX (1846-1878), péipstiiche Unfehlbarkeit, und I. Vatikanisches Konzil:
Dogmatisicrung und Durchsetzung einer Ideologie (Stultgart: Hiersemann,
1977); Franz Xaver Bantle, Unfehlbarkeit der Kirche in Aufkldirung und Ro-
mantik: Eine dogmengeschichiliche Untersuchung fiir die Zeit der Wende
vom 18 zum 19. Jahrhundert (Freiburg: Herder, 1976); Klaus Schatz,
Kirchenbild und pépstliche Unfehibarkeit bei den Deutschsprachigen Mi-
noritétsbischifen awf dem I. Vatikanum (Rome: Gregorian Univ., 1975); Her-
mann Joscl Poltmeyer, Unfehlbarkeit und Souverimitiit: Die pdpstliche
Unfehlbarkeit im System der wltramontanen Ekklesiologie des 19. Jahrhun-
derts (Mainz: Griinewald, 1975); Brian Tierncy, Origins of Papal Infallibil-
ity, 1150-1350 (Leiden: Brill, 1972); Frederick J. Cwiekowski, The English
Bishops and the First Vatican Council (Louvain: Publications Universitaires
de Louvain, 1971); E. Castelli, ed., L'Infaillibilité: Son aspect philosophique
et théologique (Paris: Aubier, 1970); Gustave Thils, L'Infaillibilité pontifi-
cale: Source-conditions-limites (Gembloux: Duculot, 1969); Roger Aubert,
Vatican I (Paris; Editions de I'Orante, 1964); James Hennesey, The First
Council of the Vatican: The American Experience (New York: Herder &
Herder, 1963); Jean-Pierre Torrell, La théologie de I'épiscopar au premier
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teaching on papal infallibility, it will be helpful to consider briefly the
main features of this doctrine’s development, culminating in its
solemn definition at Vatican I and recontextualization at Vatican 11.

The Historical Origins of the Doctrine of Papal Infallibility

As was noted in chapter 2, the influence of the Church of Rome
and its bishop on other Churches is evident already by the end f}f lh!e
second century. Much has been made of St. Ignatius (lJf Anu?‘ch §
opening greeling to the Church of Rome, which he describes as pre-
eminent in love.” It is a greeting that, at the least, suggests the high
esteem with which the Church of Rome was held. The E(‘('l'(?.ﬁ‘f(z‘.s‘ff('fu'
History of Eusebius confirms the outstanding repulatlmn o[' R(_)me in
the second century.” Rome's reputation [or doctrinal integrity in par-
ticular is affirmed ir the late second-century writings of St. Irepaeus
of Lyon.? The late second century also saw a si.gmﬁcant exercise of
the authority of the bishop of Rome regarding an important regional
conflict, known as the Quartodeciman controversy, over the proper
dating of liturgical feasts. In the dispulte, BiS]-‘iO]).YI(.‘[-O[' of Rome
sought to sever communion with the bishops of Asia minor who re-
fused to adopt the Roman practice. While this action ‘(l]{] no'L £0 un-
challenged, it is one of the first instances we have ol the b}ShOp gf
Rome exercising ecclesiastical authority beyond the bound‘zlr:cs of his
local Church. The exercise of some kind of “papal” authority over re-
gional disputes would continue in the third and early fourth centuries.
By the mid-fourth century Roman bishops e themselves articulat-
ing a ministry of universal primacy, juslified in part by- reference (o
Petrine biblical texts. These assertions of papal authorily, however,
were not always accepted, particularly in the East.

The development of papal authority cannot be separated from.lhe
developing authority of the so-called patriarchal sees, the ancient
Churches that each held a special claim to apostolicity. Of the five pa-
triarchal sees that emerged (Rome, Constantinople, Alexandria, Anti-
och, and Jerusalem), only Rome lay in the West.? As the Churches of

concile du Vatican (Paris: Cerf, 1961); Georges Dejaifve, Pape er éveques au
premier concile du Varican (Brussels: Desclée, 1961). ‘ .

*For a summary assessment of these texts see Robert B. Eno, The Rise of
the Papacy (Wilmington: Glazier, 1990) 34{T.

Mrenaeus, Adversus haereses 111, 3, 1-2. .

20, Kéramé, “Les chaires apostoliques et le role des Patriarcats dans
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the East and West became separated both politically and culturally, a
natural tension evolved between the apostolic see of Rome and the
apostolic sees in the East. In the fourth through sixth centuries the
succeeding bishops of Rome came to play significant roles in the
great Christological and Trinitarian debates of the period. Indeed, it
may well have been the papacy’s steadfast support of what became
the orthodox position that did more than anything to enhance the pa-
pacy’s prestige. While the East would stress the role of the councils
in resolving these doctrinal disputes, the bishops of Rome, at least,
were equally insistent that it was the authority of the papacy that
played the determinative role. Increasingly strong claims to a univer-
sal primacy were made by popes of this period like Damasus
(366-84) and Leo the Great (440-61).

Beyond these claims to primacy we also find an important asser-
tion of the doctrinal trustworthiness of the Roman See in the formu-
lary of Pope Hormisdas (514-23). The formulary states that the
apostolic faith has been preserved “without spot” in the Church of
Rome.? A century and a half later a similar claim would be made by
Pope Agatho (678-81), who insisted that Just as Jesus prayed that
Peter’s faith would not fail, so too Rome’s own faith had been pre-
served without blemish (Luke 22:32).> By the end of the first millen-
nium claims to the inerrancy of the Roman apostolic tradition would
become quite common, often relying on this text from Luke.

In spite of these increasingly common claims to the trustworthi-
ness of the Roman profession of faith, it would be historically inac-
curate o speak of an explicit doctrine of papal infallibility during the
first millennium. The witness of the See of Rome was quite important
because of its principalitas, or origin as the Church of Sts. Peter and
Paul (though by the fourth century the significance of the Pauline
connection had diminished). Rome was considered the outstanding
example of fidelity to the apostolic kerygma. Consequently, the West
generally acknowledged the right of the pope to settle matters of faith
authoritatively. But it would be a mistake to imagine a formal doc-
trine of papal infallibility at work here. The emphasis still lay not on

I'Eglise,” in L'Epr'.vcopat el ['Eglise universelle, ed. Yves Congar and B.-D.
Dupuy, Unam Sanctam 39 (Paris: Cerf, 1962) 261-78.

*This formulary is treated in Trevor Jalland, Church and Papacy (London:
SPCK, 1944) 338.
HPatrologia Latina 87:1169, 1205.
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the formal authority of the pope alone but on the faith of the whole
Church of Rome and on that apostolic tradition to which the Roman
Church and its bishop gave witness.” Perhaps the dominant view at
the end of the first millennium can be summarized as follows. While
there was a widespread belief that Rome had nor erred and therefore
was trustworthy in its apostolic witness, it would be some time before
there was a serious consideration of the possibility that Rome could
not err. . .
Moving ahead to the thirteenth century, we must gmmder the view-
point of the century’s most luminous theological hgure,_St. Thomas
Aquinas. While Thomas did not offer a developed doctrine of papal
infallibility, one can find all ol the major premises for such a docu:m.e
in his writing.* Thomas defends the right of the pope to mak.e dﬁhf‘]l-
tive pronouncements on the faith of the Church, but ina period prior
to the antagonistic opposition of pope and council, he.s:mp_ly assumes
that this papal exercise would normally occur in conjunctm.n with an
ecumenical council.” Furthermore, Thomas believes that this author-
ity to make a definitive judgment on matters of faith de_rwes from the
inerrancy of the faith of the universal Church:* According to Congar,
Thomas insists that inerrancy is applied to the pope only “inso'far as
he is a personification or a figure of the universal Churf:h."”" This use
of symbolic representation, common to the patristic Ch'urch,
grounded the authority of the bishop/pope firnily in the Church 1}self.
The ecclesiology of St. Thomas, however, was not the dominant
school of thought in the thirteenth century. Already that ecclesiology
of communion that characterized the Church of the first lhousz-md
years was giving way to a more hierocratic or p?rramidicul §§c1c51(>l-
ogy that stressed the authority of the papacy. It is not SLll‘j).I'lSII‘l.g 1hz‘1t
an explicit doctrine of papal infallibility would emerge in this cli-
mate. What is surprising is that a doctrine of papal infallibility would
develop as a means of limiting papal sovereignty rather than enhanc-

®Yves Congar, L'Ecciésiologie du haut moyen-dge (Paris: Cerl, 1968)
160. & LTI porpe

*Terry Tekippe, “History: The Medieval Period,” in Papal Infullibility,
145-47. - ’

7Yves Congar, “St. Thomas Aquinas and the Infallibility of the Papal
Magisterium,” Thomist 38 (1974) 92.

BQuodliber IX, 16. o ‘ ‘

”Congar, “St. Thomas Aquinas and the Infallibility of the Papal Magis-

terium,” 92.
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ing it. This was the conclusion of Brian Tierney in his influential
study of the origins of papal infallibility. ™
Tierney contends that in the thirteenth century an explicit theo-
logical argument for the inﬁl]!ibi]ity of the pope was first proposed by
the spiritual Franciscans. These mendicants wished to embrace St.
Francis’ commitment (o radical poverty. Their position had been
given official approbation by Pope Nicholas 111 in his papal bull, Exiit
qui seminar (1279). Since their status was quite controversial, they
wanled to ensure that future popes could not renounce Pope
Nicholas’ decision. If the pope’s approval of the radical poverty of the
spiritual Franciscans was proposed infallibly, then future popes
would not be [ree to condemn the position. It is no coincidence that
the Franciscan theologian Peter Oljvi pens an explicit exposition of
this doctrine of papal infallibility in 1280, immediately after the papal
decree.™ Olivi argued that the infallibility of papal teaching followed
from the inerrancy or indefectibility of the faith of the whole Church.
How could the Church be sure that its faith was without error unless
there was an authority who could teach that faith without error? Olivi
anticipates Vatican I's teaching on infallibility by limiting the scope
of papal infallibility to “faith and morals” and distinguishing between
“private error” and “magisterial error” Papal infallibility excluded
only the latter. However, Olivi offers a somewhat distinctive approach
to the possibility of error in papal teaching. While on the one hand he
insists that a pope cannot err on matters of faith and morals, he does
admit the possibility of a heretical, pseudo-pope who could teach
error. “Olivi’s doctrine of infallibility also implied—and this was
new—that any pontiff who departed from the doctrinal decisions of a
predecessor would, by doing so, automatically fall into heresy and so
cease to be the true head of the Church.™ Oljvi was understandably
preoccupied with the possibility of a future pope withdrawing sup-
port from the Franciscans. He suggested that the norm for determin-
ing whether a pope was heretical and therefore not truly pope was the
faith of the universal Church. This view would later be developed by
the Franciscan William of Ockham.
In the early fourteenth-century writing of the Carmelite Guido Ter-
reni, this doctrine of papal infallibility would be purged of the peculiar-
ities associated with its Franciscan formulation. Terreni built a whole

"Tierney, Origins of Papal Infallibility.
"Ibid., 122.
“Ibid., 126.
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ecclesiology around the doctrine of papal infallibility.” Against Olivi and
the Franciscans, Terreni contended that while there might be a heretical
pope, there could not be heretical papal teaching. The Holy Spirit would
never allow even a heretical pope to err in his doctrinal determinations.®
Also significant was his insistence that all papal determinations protected
by infallibility must be in some way derived from Scripture.* He explic-
itly distinguished between the pope as head of the Church and the pope
as private doctor and attributed infallibility only to the former.

Significantly lacking in all medieval trealments of the subject is the
modern distinction between an infallible and fallible exercise of papal
teaching in matters of doctrine. There is a common assumption
shared by the Franciscans as well as Terreni that “every official doc-
trinal definition of a true pope was necessarily unerring % Any papal
teaching not taught infallibly was usually considered an exercise of
papal disciplinary authority.”

After Terreni, while the doctrine would reappear from time to time,
particularly in response to conciliarism, it would find little explicit
development until the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. The topic
then reemerges as it is defended by the Catholic apologists against the
attacks of the Prolestant reformers. While Melchior Cano treats papal
infallibility in some length in his De locis theologicis, the most sig-
nificant exposition of the doctrine during this period is found in
Robert Bellarmine’s late sixteenth-century De controversiis. There
Bellarmine submits papal infallibility to his own rigorously system-
atic analysis. Bellarmine follows the medieval tradition in limiting
the charism of papal infallibility to teaching on faith and morals. He
also distinguishes between the pope as a private doctor and as uni-
versal pastor.® He follows Terreni, against Olivi, in claiming that

“Ibid., 238IT.

“See Terreni, Quaestio de magisterio infallibili, ed. B. M. Xiberta (Miin-
ster, 1926) 25.

*This is the interpretation ol Tierney, who rejects Xiberta’s claim that Ter-
reni assumes a nascent two-source theory. Cf. Tierney, Origins of Papal In-
Jallibility, 257.

*Tierney, 269.

“For medieval understandings of papal teaching authority see James Helft,
John XXII and Papal Teaching Authority (Toronto: Mellon, 1986).

*Later Bellarmine does allow for the pious belief that even as a private
doctor the pope cannot err. Cf. De controversiis (Naples: Pedone Lauriel,
1872) bk. 4, ch. 6, 484.
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whether or not a pope can himself be heretical, he cannot teach
heretical doctrine.™ Bellarmine also appears to distinguish between
the popes teaching on “particular facts” and papal teaching on mat-
ters of faith. Finally, he will insist that inerrancy applies not only to
the teaching of the pope but to the inerrancy of the faith of the local
Church of Rome.* His nuanced treatment of this topic will anticipate
Vatican I on many points.

In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries there emerged an alter-
native theological tradition associated with Gallicanism and Febroni-
anism with roots in the conciliarism of the fourteenth and fifteenth
centuries. This ecclesiology sought to ground papal infallibility in the
infallibility of the Church. The best-known exposition of this view is
found in the writings of Jacques Bossuet and the famous Gallican Ar-
ticles of 1682, which he helped compose. There the exercise of papal
infallibility was bound to the consent of the universal Church.*

By the end of the eighteenth century one could recognize a broad
consensus in favor of the infallibility of the Church and of ecumeni-
cal councils, but belief in papal infallibility was more uneven. Much
depended on the way in which the doctrine was formulated. While a
belief in a separate papal infallibility was strong in Italy and Spain,
there was serious disagreement in other regions,*

*Ibid., 477-78.

“Ibid., 482.

“'"Richard F. Costigan, “Bossuet and the Consensus of the Church,” Theo-
logical Studies 56 (December 1995) 652-72. Costigan argues against the
view common to both early propapalist writers and many modern scholars
that Bossuet and Gallicanism was committed to a consensus subsequens, that
is, the need for a formal and juridical consent of the whole Church (meaning
the bishops) subsequent 1o a papal definition. Costigan points out that this
question was given a far more complex consideration by Bossuel and others
than is generally granted. “Gallican authors do indeed at times describe the
consensus of the Church in these terms [consensuy subsequens), and Bossuet
is one of these. . . . But this is nat the only, or principal, way in which Gal-
licans describe the consensus ecclesiae. It is actually more complex and nu-
anced, and the focus is really placed most often on consensus antecedens,
which is the underlying or pervasive agrecment of the Church as a whole on
the basic truths of faith” (666). See also Richard Costigan, “The Cohsellsus
of the Church: Differing Classical Views,” Theological Studies 51 (March
1990) 2548.

. . - . - . . | .
“Michael Place has written an informative dissertation on the eighteenth-

century views of papal authority, surveying the wrilings of Pietro Ballerini,
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The Definition of Papal Infallibility at Vatican [

In the nineteenth century the theoretical underpinnings for a doc-
trine of papal infallibility underwent a profound transformation at the
hands of the French Ultramontane philosopher Joseph de Maistre. De
Maistre was a proponent of the restoration of the French monarchy.
He saw in the French Revolution and in the Enlightenment itself an
individualism corrosive to the fabric of society. As a figure of the
nineteenth century, de Maistre subscribed to that period’s romantic
preoccupation with notions of organic unity. According Lo de Maistre,
every society must possess a unifying principle that vivifies the or-
ganism. This is as true of the Church as it is of civil sociely. As out-
lined in his Du pape (1817), the pope exists as the unifying principle
within the Church just as the monarch [unctions as the unifying prin-
ciple in civil society. The effective interaction of these two societies
requires a strong alliance between pope and king. De Maistre em-
ployed his monarchalist view of sovereignty o justify the doctrine of
papal infallibility.®* Recall that according to Tierney, the doctrine of
papal infallibility emerged in the thirteenth century. as a way of !i‘mffv
ing papal sovereignty. In the thought of de Maistre, however, infalli-
bility is conceived as a necessary condition for papal sovereignty. For
him, sovereignty requires absolute authority, and absolute authority
yields infallibility. _ ‘

What de Maistre succeeded in doing was lo recast the infallibility
issue as a debate over papal sovereignty. And in a conlentious century
in which the papacy was being threatened by the incursion of liberal-
ism and nationalism, there was a real sympathy in the Church for the
plight of Pius IX and a desire to rally around the Pope. Many were
convinced that only a strong papacy could withstand the attacks of
liberalism and modernity. An adequate interpretion of the develop-
ment of the definition on papal infallibility at Vatican I must take into

Alphonsus Liguori, Francesco Zaccaria, and Mauro Cappellari (later P(fp‘e
Gregory XVI). He finds a consistent beliel in papal infallibility but signifi-
cant differences in the understanding of the scope and exercise of that infal-
libility. Michael D. Place, “The Response Due Noninfallible Papal Solicitude
in Matters of Faith and Morals: A Study of Selected Eighteenth-Century
Theologians™ (Ph.D. diss., Catholic University of America, 1978) Ann Arbor:
Universily Microfilms.

“For an excellent study ol de Maistre’s influence on Catholic Ultramon-
tanism and he teaching of Vatican 1, sce Pottmeyer, Unfehlbarkeit und Sou-
verdnitdt.
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account the influence of Ultramontanism, the name given to this pro-
gram to strengthen papal authority.

The first council to be held in three hundred years, Vatican I, like
Trent, was clearly a council of “reaction.” Pope Pius IX’s determina-
tion to snuff out the liberalizing tendencies of the age, reflected in his
1864 Syllabus of Errors, was the driving impulse behind his public
announcement in 1867* of an impending council. It was relatively
clear to all even before the council began that, apart from addressing
the most pressing theological problem of the day, the relationship be-
tween faith and reason, Pius IX was bent on further centralizing
Church authority in the papacy. Nevertheless, at the outset of the
council it was not certain whether the question of papal infallibility
would come up. There was already considerable politicking on both
sides of the issue. Ultramontane journalists like Louis Veuillot, theo-
logians like William George Ward, and prelates like Archbishop
Manning of Westminster and Bishop Senestrey of Ratisbon were pro-
moting rather sweeping views of papal authority that appeared to
grant to the pope an absolute, personal, and separate infallibility.
Dom Cuthbert Butler writes:

Of course no trained theologian would accept such aberrations. Still
the excesses of the New Uliramontanism, whether Veuillot’s entirely
untheological extravagances, or Ward's undue straining of infallibility
beyond the traditional teaching of Catholic Ultramontane schools, or
the extreme interpretations of the polilical and social import of the Syl-
labus . . . did exercise a profound influence on the atmosphere in
which the Council was held.*

In response to these Ultramontane positions, theologians like Ignaz
von Déllinger and bishops like Charles-Henri Maret and Felix
Dupanloup of France protested vigorously against, at the minimum,
the opportuneness of a council definition on the matter.*

During the council itself a long schema on the Church consisting
of fifteen chapters was proposed for consideration. The draft was

“Already as far back as December 1864 Pius IX had informed the cardi-
nals in Rome of his intention to convene a council.

“*Dom Cuthbert Butler, The Vatican Council (London: Longmans, Green,
1930) 1:77.

“For a f{uller consideration of this fear of the French bishops regarding ex-
travagant claims to a doctrine of papal infallibility before the council see
O’Gara, Triumph in Defear, 68-85.
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composed by the Roman theologian Clemens Schrader but met with
early difficulties and was sent back to commitlee. Early in the coun-
cil a petition was circulaled requesting that the bishops define papal
infallibility.”” In fact, a separate text on papal infallibility had been
drafted by members of the Ultramontane camp prior to the council.
Against the protest of many bishops who were opposed to a defini-
tion, a decision was made to have all the material on the papacy, in-
cluding the independent text on papal infallibility, considered before
the rest of the schema on the Church. This material was eventually di-
vided into four chapters, with the last dedicaled to papal infallibility. The
bishops were not able to consider the rest of the schema on the Church,
as the council was suspended when the Italian troops entered Rome.

Among those in favor of a definition on papal infallibility there was
a small group of extreme Ultramontanists who saw the enhancement
of papal authority as the Church’s best defense against nationalism
and the liberal spirit of the age. Beyond these few, however, a greater
majority of the bishops who supported a definition did so as much out
of personal loyalty to the papacy as out of their own personal convic-
tions regarding papal infallibility. The arguments ol the minority op-
posed to the definition were quite varied. There were those who
personally accepted at least some understanding ol papal infallibility
but thought that a solemn definition would likely be misunderstood
both by governmental officials and by non-Catholic Christians. Oth-
ers thought the doctrine was a novelty unsubstantiated by Scripture
and tradition. Still others, especially among the French minority,
were convinced that such a doctrine violated the fundamentally ec-
clesial character of the charism of infallibility. Stephen Dufly attrib-
utes this view to the minority bishops in general:

The real concern of the minority was that somehow pope and Church
not be severed. They wanted it clearly understood that when defining
ex cathedra the pope is articulaling the sensus ecclesiae; that he is act-
ing not only as head, but as mouth of the body of Christ; that he
teaches in union with the Church and under magisterium and infalli-
bility. In other words, it was their concern to avoid the establishment
of a papal infallibility that would be personal, absolute, and separate.™

The concerns of the minority led to the proposal of numerous emen-
dations to the schema. While many of the minority left the council

“Ibid., 1-6.
“Stephen Duffy, “Interpretation: Vatican 1" in Papal Infallibility, 64.
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rather than vote against the final constitution, the fact that all these
bishops eventually came to accept the council’s teaching suggests
that they were able to recognize in its final form a tolerable formula-
tion of papal infallibility.*

What did Vatican I finally teach? In the beginning of the fourth
chapter of Pastor aeternus the council moved from a consideration of
papal primacy in general to the supreme teaching authority of the
pope as part of that primacy. The purpose of this supreme teaching
authority was to make “the saving teaching of Christ” available, un-
contaminated, to the whole world.® The council wrote that in times
past popes have

defined as doctrines o be held those things which, by God's help, they
knew (o be in keeping with sacred scripture and the apostolic tradi-
tions, For the holy Spirit was promised 1o the successors of Peter not
so that they might, by his revelation, make known some new doctrine,
but that, by his assistance, they might religiously guard and faithfully
expound the revelation or deposit of faith transmitted by the apostles.™

This represented a very important qualification. That which is defined
must belong to Scripture and tradition (or be necessary for its faith-
ful exposition); it cannot be a doctrinal novelty. The formal definition
itself then reads as follows:

Therefore. . . we. . . leach and define as a divinely revealed dogma
that when the Roman Ponlill speaks ex carhedra, that is, when, in the
exercise of his office as shepherd and teacher of all Christians, in
virtue of his supreme apostolic authorily, he defines a doctrine con-
cerning laith or morals (o be held by the whole church, he posscsécs,

“This is the central thesis of Margaret O"Gara’s important work, namely
that the French minority ‘were operating out of a nascent ecclesiology of com-
munion that saw the doctrine of papal infallibility, at least in its earliest for-
mulations, as placing the papacy outside of the Church. She disputes August
Hasler’s view that the French bishops elfectively “sold out” in subsequently
accepling the papal definition. O'Gara persuasively demonstrates that the
French bishops, at any rate, were able to accept the papal definition because
its final form was open to an interpretation sympathetic to their more eccle-
sial view of infallibility, even il this view was not as explicitly developed as
they would like. For a summary of her thesis see Triumph in Defear, 221-55.

*The English translation I am using here comes {rom Tanner, Decrees of
the Ecumenical Councils, 2:815-16.

“Ibid., 816.
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by the divine assistance promised to him in blessed Pc:cr,_ 1he1.t inl’a!}i-
bility which the divine Redeemer willed his church to enjoy l_n.dchn-
ing doctrine concerning faith or morals, Therefore, such definitions of
the Roman pontiff are of themselves, and not by the consent of the
church, irreformable.™

The definition follows the medieval tradition, which relates infallibil-
ity to the pope only insofar as he is “shepherd anq 1ce1cher“o_f all
Christians.” This infallibility can only be considered ¢ pe_rsonal inas-
much as it pertains to the pope as olficeholder. As B_u;hop Gassc:
noted, infallibility does not apply to the pope as p_rl_vz_lle dloclor.--
More importantly, the council connected papal ;_nfaihb{llty with that
infallibility “which the divine Redecmf:r \:ﬂlle(_] his churf:h to
enjoy.” This clause was crucial to those minorily 'DI.S-h(-)[.)S scekmg: to
find an acceptable interpretation of the conciliar definition. It meant
that papal infallibility could not be absolutely sepamt_ed f.rom ?he in-
fallibility given to the whole Church. Many ol the minority bishops
wanted this connection between Church (and by Church 'mnst
meant the bishops) and pope made more expli-cit.” Thop_gh their re-
quest for greater development of this connecuou.w:}s rejected, they
were somewhat reassured by Bishop Gasser’s 1_ns:stencF that the
final text did not preclude the pope’s general consultation of the
bishops. ‘
The most difficult pill for the minority bishops to sv.«allow was the
eleventh-hour addition of the final clause in the definition stating that
these solemn definitions are irreformable “of themselves, and “_Ot b?:
the consent of the Church (ex sese autem non ex consensu ec'f_'!e.sr(rc).
Following in the wake of attempts by the minorily to !l][.FOK:IUC'C
clauses that would strengthen the relationship betw.ccn papal_l{lfalll-
bility and the consensus ecclesiae, many viewed this late addition as
a blatant act of insensitivity to their concerns. .
There is a growing agreement among commenlam{s that this final
condition must be read in the light of a certain obs.essnon at l.hf: coun-
cil with the possible recurrence of Gallicanism. This late addition was

2Ibid.

$Mansi, 52, 1213. ‘

*This was true not only of the French minority but of some German bish-
ops as well, particularly Bishop Karl Joseph von Helele of Rouenbg:g. F;)riz:
study of the German minority at the council see Klaus Schatz, Kirchenbila

und pépstliche Unfehibarkeit.
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a repudiation of the Gallican Articles and its presumed demand for a
Juridical determination of ecclesial consensus subsequent to a papal
definition. It is only this kind of extrinsic Jjuridical requirement that
was being rejected. Gasser’s authoritative interpretation confirms this
reading. He states that what the council actually rejected in this
clause was only the “strict and absolute necessity of seeking that con-
sent.”* The assumption embedded in this restrictive clause was that
the pope possessed sufficient means for discerning the sensus eccle-
stae; juridical validation, cither before or after the definition, was
both unnecessary and unduly restrictive. Georges Dejaifve contends
that Vatican I accepted the moral necessity of the consent of the
Church, rejecting only a juridical necessity.* Gustave Thils concurs
and writes of this final condition:

Moreover, that which is rejected by the Catholic conciliar declarations
is the absolute necessity of a formal approbation of the church as a
sine gua non condition of the value and validity of an infallible defi-
nition. . . . A theologian can perfectly defend the idea of Lhe relative
necessity (but not absolute) of the assent of the church, as a habitual
condition (but not a sine qua non) of the value of infallibility.”

In the light of Gasser’s relatio the conclusions of theologians like De-
jaifve and Thils seem justified. Nevertheless, this reading is by no
means explicit in the text(, a fact that would have important conse-
quences for subsequent interpretations of the teaching of Vatican L. It
is ironic that the most controversial clause in the conciliar definition
was included in reaction to what now appears to have been a sim-
plistic reading of Gallicanism. Richard Costigan has made the case
that the consent of the Church that Bossuet had in mind was, for the
most part, nor a subsequent juridical consent but the kind of natural
consent thal occurs whenever the faithful immediately recognize in a

“Mansi, 52, 1216. ‘

*Georges Dejailve, Pape et éveques, 130. C[. Georges Dejaifve, “ex sese,
non autem ex consensu ecclesiae,” Eastern Churches Quarterly 14 (1962)
360-78: Heinrich Fries, “Ex sese, non ex consensu ccclesiae,” in Volke
Gottes: Zum Kirchenversiiindnis der katholischen, evangelischen und an-
glikanischen Theolougie, ed. R. Biumer and H. Dolch (Freiburg: Herder,
1967) 480-500; Avery Dulles, “A Moderate Infallibilism: An Ecumenical
Approach,” in A Church 1o Believe In {New York: Crossroad, 1982) 144-45.

YThils, Primauté et infuillibilité, 190-91. See also Thils, L'Infailiibilité
pontificale, 172-75.
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formal teaching the substance of what they already in fact be]if:'ve. He
supports this with a compelling quotation from Bossuet’s massive de-
fense of the Gallican Articles: “When the successor of Peter pro-
nounces from the common tradition in such a way that all recognize
the sense of their own faith in his statement, then there is that con-
sensus which provides pontifical judgments with their firm and un-
bendable strength.”*® This passage is remarkable for its similarity to
Vatican II’s claim that in any exercise of papal infallibility the con-
sent of the faithful can never be lacking. Had the participants at Vati-
can [ had a fuller appreciation of the ecclesiological subtlety of many
of the Gallican writers, the controversial ex sese clause might have
been avoided. _

As it was, after Vatican 1 there developed two distinct lines of in-
terpretation regarding papal infallibility. The first line of imem@a-
tion was decidedly “maximalist” in its assessment of papal authority.
This view stressed the significance of the ex sese clause and was
based on some of the more ecclesiologically questionable features of
the council’s treatment of the topic. First, the definition on papal in-
fallibility was set in the context of a doctrine of papal primacy that
lacked any extended consideration of the papacy’s relationship to the
whole college of bishops. Consequently the papacy was viewed as an
altogether distinct locus of power and authority. Second, papal pri-
macy was conceived in juridical categories without u_ny__subslanllai
theological grounding. Third, the definiticn itself did not Tncflu(_ie_éx-
plicitly the conditions and limits on the exercise of papal lI]fill.llbllll}'
that were widely assumed by the council bishops in approving t_he
definition (e.g., that episcopal consultation would be the norm prior
to a solemn definition). These defects and lacunae left the door open
for an Ultramontane, maximalist reading of the definition that was far
more sweeping than the text itself warranted.

In the aftermath of the council one can also discover a second, al-
ternative interpretation of the council definition. This interpretation,
it now appears, was much more faithful to the intentions of the coun-
cil fathers themselves. The German bishops published a pastoral let-
ter on the council’s teachings in [870 that represented a more
moderate reading of the definition on papal primacy and infallibility.
Quite significantly, the letter received the official endorsement of

#Jacques-Bénigne Bossuet, Defensio declarationis cleri Gallicani de ec-
clesiastica potestate (Paris: Louis Vives, 1862-66) 9:162, as quoted in Costi-
gan, “Bossuet and the Consensus of the Church,” 667.
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Pope Pius [X." A similar interpretation was adopted by many mem-
bers of the French minority. In fact, Margaret O’ Gara attributes to the
French minority a nascent ecclesiology of communion in which their
understanding of the definition presupposed the collegiality of pope
and bishops. In England John Henry Newman also proposed a much
more cautious and moderate interpretation of the conciliar defini-
tion.* It is this more moderate interpretation that would be accepted
and reinforced at Vatican 1.

Vatican Il and the Recontextualization of Papal Infallibility

One of the oft noted ironies of the last two ecumenical councils is
that the ecclesiological framework of the minority bishops at Vatican I,
those bishops operating out of a more collegial understanding of
Church authority and a strong sense of the Church’s fidelity to Scrip-
ture and tradition, became the framework of the majority bishops at
Vatican II. From this point of view Newman was indeed prescient in
predicting that a future council would “trim the boat,” redressing the
papocentric imbalance created by Vatican 1.* When Vatican II began
its consideration of the Church, it became evident early on that the
teaching of Vatican.I on the papacy needed to be complemented by a
much more developed understanding of two other components in the
teaching ministry of the Church, namely the college of bishops® and
the sensus fidelium.

The new minority at Vatican 11, however, saw this attempt to re-
contextualize Vatican I as a thinly veiled conspiracy to undermine

“The bishops’ letter and the pope’s endorsement can be found in Mansi,
53, 917-23. These texts are discussed in Boyle, Church Teaching Authority,
134-35.

“Q’Gara, Triumph in Defeat, 245-46.

*See especially his “Letter to the Duke of Norfolk,” in Newnan and Glad-
stone: The Vatican Decrees, (Notre Dame: Univ. of Notre Dame Press, 1962)
72-203. For more on Newman’s understanding of papal infallibility see
Wolfgang Klausnitzer, Pdpstliche Unfehlbarkeit bei Newman und Déllinger:
Ein historisch-systematischer Vergleich (Innsbruck: Tyrolia, 1980); John R.
Page, What Will Dr. Newman Do? John Henry Newman and Papal Infallibil-
ity, 18651875 (Collegeville: The Liturgical Press, 1994).

“Newman, Letters and Diaries, 27:310.

“This need to attend to the role of the episcopacy in particular was stressed

by Paul VI in his opening address at the third session of the council. Acta syn-
odalia 111/1, 140-51.
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papal primacy and infallibility. In light of the concerns of the minor-
ity, the politics of compromise required what Herman.n Pottmeyer has
called a method of “juxtaposition.” According (o this method, theo-
logical formulations reflecting two distinct schools off 1110u,f;ht were
not so much reconciled as juxtaposed to one another.” The bishops at
Vatican II were careful to reiterate the teaching of Vatican I on papal
primacy and papal infallibility. Thus Lumen ge:f.r."z_u.'r at.”ﬁrms ll?e fol-
lowing: “For the Roman pontiff has, by virtue of his office as vicar of
Christ and shepherd of the whole church, full, supreme zmq umversai
power over the church, a power he is always able t'o exe:‘c:sc_frecI):

(LG 22).% However, juxtaposed to this reaffirmation of Vatican I's
view of papal primacy is the following:

[T]he order of bishops, which succeeds the colllege of. :1pos_llcs in
teaching authority and pastoral government, and l.lldf:t':‘d in which the

- apostolic body continues to exist without in}c:‘ruplxon, is also fhlc’ .wrb'-
Ject of supreme and full power over the universal clhurch, pr«?vlded':l
remains united with its head, the Roman pontiff, and never without its
head; and this power can be exercised only with the consent of the
Roman pontifl (LG 22, my emphasis).

This juxtaposition continues later, when, after considering the -infal-
libility of the whole college of bishops, the council repeats Vatican I
on papal infallibility but with some significant additions:

““Special attention must be paid here to the method lhe‘ COUI.ICH u.sed. in
linking two concerns: renewal of the Church and preservation of conlmuxl?r.
The method is essentially that of juxtaposition: alongside a.docmnc or thesis
couched in pre-conciliar language is set a doctrine or thesis that formplmcs
some complementary aspect.” Hermann J. Poumeycr., “A New Phase En"ll?c
Reception of Vatican II: Twenty Years of Inlerp.rc[utmn ol'.ihe C()unczl,‘ in
The Reception of Vatican 11, ed. Giuseppe Albcrlgo, Jcnn»l’lc_:rrc Josxua,((md
Joseph A. Komonchak (Washington: Catholic Univ. of America Press, 1987)
37. . .

“In order to reassure the minority that this doctrine was not being com-
promised on the order of “higher authority,” a nota was zfuacht_ad to the con-
stitution that insisted that ecclesial communion, while spiritual, is nm_mthcless
hierarchical and requires a “juridical form.” It also reasserted the indepen-
dence of the papacy: “The supreme pontifl, as supreme paslm: of the C_hurch,
can exercise his power at all times as he thinks best, as is required by h]'s very
function” (no. 4). This nota rellects a regrettable instance of the more juridi-

cal view of papal authority.

How the Clurch Teaches: The Extraordinary Magisterium 219

The Roman pontiff, head of the college of bishops, by virtue of his of-
fice, enjoys this infallibility when, as supreme shepherd and teacher of
all Christ’s faithful, who confirms his brethren in the faith, he pro-
claims in a definitive act a doclrine on faith or morals. Therefore, his
definitions are rightly said to be irreformable of themselves, and not
from the consent of the church, for they are delivered with the assist-
ance of the Holy Spirit which was promised to him in blessed Peter,;
and therefore they have no need of approval from others nor do they
admit any appeal to any other judgment. For then the Roman pontiff is
not delivering a judgment as a private person, but as the supreme
teacher of the universal church, in whom the church’s own charism of
infallibility individually exists, he expounds or defends a doctrine of
the catholi¢ faith. The infallibility promised to the church exists also
in the body of bishops when, along with the successor of Peter, it ex-
ercises the supreme teaching office. The assent of the church, however,
can never fail to be given 1o these definitions on account of the activ-
ity of the same holy Spirit, by which the whole flock of Christ is pre-
served in the unity of faith and makes progress. :

But when the Roman pontiff or the body of bishops together with
him define a dcé:ision, they do so in accordance with revelation itself,
by which all are obliged to abide and to which all must conform. This
revelation, as written or as handed down in tradition, is transmitted in
its entirely through the lawful succession of bishops and in the first
place through the care of the Roman pontill himself; and in the light
of the Spirit of truth, this revelation is sacredly preserved in the church
and faithfully expounded. The Roman pontill and the bishops, in
virtue of their office and the seriousness of the matter, work sedulously
through the appropriate means duly to investigate this revelation and
give it suitable expression. However, they do not accept any new pub-
lic revelation as belonging to the divine deposit of faith (LG 25).

The council incorporated into its formulation of the doctrine of papal
infallibility several clarifications that at Vatican | were left to Bishop
Gasser to introduce in his explanatory relatio: (1) the council explic-
itly distinguished between the pope as universal pastor and as private
person; (2) it mentioned the need for the pope to employ the appro-
priate means for investigation, and more importantly, (3) it claimed
that in the proper exercise of the extraordinary magisterium the con-
sent of the whole Church can never be lacking.

Vatican II’s teaching on collegiality makes explicit what one could
only infer from Vatican I. The bishops at Vatican I1 affirmed that the
pope and college can be distinguished but not separated, that even a
papal exercise of the extraordinary magisterium in some way involves
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the whole college, and consequently that consultation a-nd. o_ngoing
conversation between pope and college is a moral ifnotijundlca{. ne-
cessity for a solemn papal definition. From the perspective of Vatican
II's understanding of collegiality, it is evident that t-he famous ex sese
condition, that papal definitions are irreformable in lher-n-selvcs and

not by the consent of the Church, qualifies onl_y the definitions them-

selves, which need no further juridical validation. It does not ricfer to

the teaching activity of the pope, who must continue to manifest a

real communion with the college.* '

This consent of the Church must always accompany a valid :Solemn

definition because of the unity of the Holy Spiril, who assists the
whole Church in coming to truth. This leads us to p?l'!l?:\ps thc_mosi
significant “new context” for considering papal ll]fél“lb]'ll[y-, the 1_nf.al-
libility of the whole people of God. | hzwe' already COITS-ldf?:I ed this in-
fallibility in chapters 3 and 5, and 1 will return 1o it in l_he next
chapter, so it must be sulficient here to stress 1}1.13. teaching’s lln[?ll(;a-
tions for papal infallibility. Even Vatican I explicitly related pﬂ‘pd] in-
fallibility to that infallibility given to the wholc.Chgu'_ch. Vatican 1l
simply amplified that claim in terms of the (.loct_r;[‘"lc, of lh§ .s'en..m:v.ﬁ-
delium. The shift in Vatican II’s consideration of papal infallibility
can be formulated in this way: since the pope al\l,vuys a(:'ls as head_of
the college, papal infallibility is only inlcl]igl.blc in the light oft.he. in-
fallibility of the whole college of bishops. Sm.ce the college of blSE-
ops is inextricably linked to the communion of Churchc.s, '[ e
infallibility of the college of bishops, in‘lurn, dcpends- on the infalli-
bility of the people of God. Only from w:llun_an ecclesiology of:com-
munion can the teaching of the pope and bisheps, who function as
judges of the faith (judices fidei), be pr()[.}crly correlated to the ‘tesllll-
mony of all the baptized, who serve as wilnesses to the one apostolic

faith (restes fidei).

The Problem of Verification

Finally, it is necessary to return to a f.)roblem aIlLfded-lo in the last
chapter with respect to the ordinary unllversal mag_lstcnum, namely,
the problem of verification. There is an 1.111p0r[anl dlfff:l'CIIClEi between
the actual fulfillment of certain conditions for the exercise of the

«Karl Rahner, “Dogmatic Constitution on the Church: Chap[e!' Three.” in
Commentary on the Documents of Vatican 11, ed. Herbert Vorgrimler (New

York: Crossroad, 1989) 1:213.
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charism of infallibility (e.g., those outlined by Vatican I for an ex
cathedra definition) and the verification of that fulfillment. Is it
enough, for example, for a pope or council to claim the charism of in-
fallibility for a particular doctrinal Judgment? Could a pope or coun-
cil not be mistaken in their Judgment that these conditions have been
fulfilled? Put differently, is it legitimate for theologians in particular
to investigate whether in fact the requisite conditions for a solemn
definition have been [ulfilled?

If it is true that there is no Juridical authority superior to the col-
lege and its head, nevertheless, the Church itself has a moral obliga-
tion to discern whether prescribed conditions have in fact been
fulfilled: In practice this process of verification will generally be un-
dertaken by theologians. It will be their task to question whether that
which was defined falls within the prescribed scope of dogmatic
teaching (faith and morals), whether a pope and/or council was free
of coercion, whether the definition was preceded by reasonable in-
vestigation of Scripture and tradition, and whether a true and not
merely formal-communion has been preserved by pope and bishops.
Also important for this question of verification is Vatican II’s insist-
ence that in the instance of a solemn definition a reception by the
faithful ultimately cannot be lacking. Should a presumably valid ex-
ercise of (he extraordinary magisterium fail to be received over time
by the whole people of God, that lack of reception (admittedly diffi-
cult to verify) could indicate that some other condition had not in fact
been fulfilled, thercby rendering the definition invalid.

Conclusion

In this chapter I have considered the exercise of the extraordinary
magisterium both in terms of its historical development and its con-
temporary contextualization in the light of Vatican II. It might be
helpful to summarize several fundamental principles that frame a
proper understanding of this particular exercise of doctrinal teaching
authority.

It is the whole college of bishops that possesses supreme doctrinal
teaching authority within the Chiurch. While Vatican Il did not say so
explicitly, [ agree with Rahner, Congar, and others who contend that

“Cf. Sullivan, Muagisterium, 106-9; Dulles, A Church to Believe In,
138-42; Walter Kasper, “Zur Diskussion um das Problem der Unfehlbarkeit,”
Stimmen der Zeir 188 (1972) 368.



222 Teaching with Authority

the unity of supreme authority demands that there be one formal sub-
ject for the concrete exercise of supreme teaching authority in the
Church, the college of bishops. The council’s consistent altempt to
place traditional claims regarding the papacy in the conlext of epis-
copal collegiality supports this assumption.

This college can define doctrine with the charism of infallibility

when it manifests this supreme authority in one of two collegial
Sforms, explicitly through a formal act of the college of bishops (e.g.,
in a conciliar definition) or implicitly through a formal act of the
bishop of Rome, who is always at the same time head of the college
of bishops (e.g., an ex cathedra papal definition). Vatican II's treat-
ment of the episcopacy constituted a break from the zero-sum eccle-
siology that sees pope and college as competing loci of power and
authority. As both member and head of the college, the pope always
acts collegially, that is, in a way that symbolically manifests the sen-
sus or “mind” of the college. This claim seriously relativizes any dis-
tinction between a solemn definition by the whole college of bishops
(generally in an ecumenical council) and a solemn definition by a
pope. Both demand clear expressions of manifest episcopal commun-
ion, which must be more than a formal obedience of bishops to pope.
This collegiality assumes a real communion constituted by hun..est,
open-ended conversation and mutual inquiry. While Vatican II reiter-
ated the possibility of the pope exercising the charism of infallibility
in a doctrinal judgment apart from the explicit participation of the
college, it did not mean that this should be the norm. Going as far
back as St. Thomas, we saw the common assumption that a pope
would, in the normal course of affairs, act in concert with the whole
college. Given the fundamental unity of these two manifesla[ion‘s of
the extraordinary magisterium, and given ecumenical perceptions
that an imperial style of papal ministry is deeply embedded in Roman
Catholic doctrine, it will be important to stress the collegial dimen-
sion of any exercise of the extraordinary magisterium.

Episcopal collegiality is grounded in the communion of Chm:ch(z:;.
The collegial unity of bishops and pope as one supreme authority in
the Church cannot be so presented as to portray the college as an ex-
ternal authority or “governing board” over the whole Church. The
pope possesses authority to teach as bishop of the local Church of
Rome and head of the college, and the bishops have authority to teach
precisely as pastors of local Churches. The faith that is authoritatively
proclaimed by the college of bishops cannot be separated from the
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faith that is lived by the Churches whose pastors the bishops are. The
bishops have authority as bishops within, not over their Churches.

The infallibility of the episcopal college (in both of its collegial
manifestations) is inextricably linked to the infallibility of the whole
people of God. Vatican II's teaching that God’s word is given to the
whole Church suggests that infallible teaching acts formalize the
faith of the whole people of God. It follows that more fully attending
to the infallibility of the whole people of God will likely mean rela-
tivizing the role of propositional articulations of the faith. The inter-
pretation of defined dogma will always look to the lived faith of the
whole Church as the dogma’s interpretive “horizon.”

In part 3 of this volume I have considered the various exercises of
doctrinal teaching authority in the Church. In the fourth part of this
volume I wish to consider a topic I have already discussed in several
contexts in the preceding chapters, namely the reception of doctrinal
teaching by the faithful. The place of the faithful has often been the
missing piece of the puzzle in previous theologies of doctrinal teach-
ing authority. In chapter 8§ I will consider the corporate role of the
faithful in the reception of Church teaching and in chapter 9 the re-
sponsibility of the individual believer.
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Part Four
The Reception of Church Teaching
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Receiving and Responding to the Word:
Corporate Reception of Church Teaching

A central theme running throughout this work holds that all reflec-
tion on doctrinal teaching authority in the Church must begin with the
alfirmation that divine revelation, the word of God, has been given to
the whole Christian community gua community. This emphasis on
the whole community as the recipient of God’s word and its implica-
tions for a theology of doctrinal teaching authority was, in general,
not adequately integrated into the neo-Scholastic manuals’ treatment
of the topic. The documents of Vatican 11 gave this topic much more
altention and-it has become an important subject in postconciliar ec-
clesiology. For that reason, in addition to the traditional consideration
of teaching authority in terms of its subject (Part I), object (Part 2),
and mode of exercise (Part 3), in the final part of this volume [ wish
to consider a fourth dimension of doctrinal teaching authority,
namely the corporate and individual receprion of doctrinal teaching.
This chapter wil] attend to reception as an explicitly corporate or ec-
clesial process, while chapter 9 will consider one’s individual re-
sponse to Church teaching as a participation in ecclesial reception.

This appreciation of the whole Church, and not simply the college
of bishops, as the recipient of God’s divine revelation has been en-
hanced by the twentieth-century retrieval of two central concepts that
have been discussed earlier in this volume: ecclesial reception, and
the sensis fidelinm.
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The Indispensable Role of the People of God
in “Receiving” God’s Word

Scholarly study of the notion of ecclesial reception grew out of the
flourishing studies in patristic and medieval theology in the ‘19405,
1950s, and 1960s. The ecclesiological developments of Viltl(:ill'} 1l
provided a new impetus for the study of this topic. Broadly sp_eakm-g.
ecclesial reception refers to the process by whif;h some leac:hmgl, rit-
ual, discipline, or law is assimilated into the life of t_hc Church." Ac-
cording to Edward Kilmartin, the patristic and n.ledleval concept of
reception was “a tributary of the dominant ecclcsmlogy- of 1hfn ag:,: a
communion ecclesiology.”™ In the Church of the first millennium “re-
ception” involved the dynamic process bly wh_ich lf)cal Ch}|r§he:s ac-
cepted as their own a conciliar teaching, liturgical ntc‘, or disciplinary
practice, the origin of which came from beyond lheuim‘vn commu-
nity. The process ol ecclesial reception involv.ed an active c‘llscenr
ment by the Churches regarding the authenticity of l.hat which was
being “received.” This process included no[‘jusl 111c:_d|sce-rmm:nl.1]15111
took place prior to the formal acceptance of a lerlch1l;g? rite, or disci-
pline but its assimilation into the lifc of the community as well. In

"The groundbreaking work on this topic was done by.Alois Griilxpcicr
and Yves Congar. Cl. Alois Grillmeier, “Konzil und Re:zepl:o_n: Mcllmfhschc
Bemerkungen zu einem Thema der dkumenischen Diskussion der C;cg;fn-
wart,” Theologie und Philosophie 45 (1970) 321-52 ﬂ]-'ld Yves 'Congar,' La
‘réception’ comme réalité ecclésiologique,” Revue dc.v. sciences p.hrlosophrqz.aes
et théologiques 56 (1972) 369-403. For an :Ibbrcvmtcd. E11g113h lrm?slmmn
see Yves Congar, “Reception as an Ecclesiological Reality, n'1 Election and
Consensus in the Church, Concilium 77, ed. Giuseppe /—“tlbcrlgo and Anton
Weiler (New York: Herder, 1972) 43-68. While Grillmeier’s study focused
on the reception of law, Congar viewed reception much more broadly as a
fundamental ecclesial process. As an interesting aside, both (?[ Lhcs.c theolo-
gians were created cardinal by John Paul I1 in the 1994 consistory 'm recog-
nition of their lifelong service to the Church. For other l}olflble’s’l}zdles o-n the
topic see Hermann J. Pottmeyer, “Reception and Submission. H:c Jm'm{ -SI
(1991) 269-92; Thomas Rausch, “Reception Past and Pre.sen‘l, I.’Izem’()g.'c al
Studies 47 (1986) 497-508; Edward Kilmartin, “Reception m.[-hslory:.An
Ecclesiological Phenomenon and Its Significance,” Jowrnal of Ec.‘rrm%*mcu!
Studies 21 (1984) 34-54; W. Hryniewicz, “Die ekklesiale Rezeption in der
Sicht der orthodoxen Theologie,” Theologie und Glaube 65 (1975) 250-66.

Kilmartin, “Reception in History,” 34.
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other words, when a community accepted a particular doctrinal for-
mulation, for example, the community itself was transformed in the
process of making that doctrine its own. Reception meant not mere
acceptance but transformation, both of the receiving community and
that which was received.

When the Church of the late Middle Ages and Counter Reforma-
tion moved away from an ecclesiology of communion in favor of a
more pyramidical or hierocratic view of the Church, the role of ec-
clesial reception diminished. As Congar observes:

The notion of reception . . . is excluded (or even expressly rejected)
when for all the foregoing there is substituted a wholly pyramidal con-
ception of the Church as a mass totally determined by its summit, in
which (quile apart from any consideralion of a largely private spirit-
uality) there is hardly any mention of the Holy Spirit other than as the
guarantor of an infallibility of hierarchical courts, and where the con-

ciliar decrees themselves become papal decrees “sacro approbante
concilio.™ '

During the late Middle Ages the dynamic, theological understanding
of reception was replaced by a view of reception governed by the ju-
ridical notion of obedience. To receive a doctrine in this view meant
to be obedient to that which was commanded or imposed. Lost was
the important difference between a law issued by command or decree
and the gospel of Jesus Christ proclaimed in doctrinal form. The par-
adigm of command-obedience extended beyond its proper juridical
sphere to influence the entire teaching ministry of the Church. It was
the ressourcement of patristic studies in the 1940s that allowed con-
temporary ecclesiology to recover the earlier, more dynamic view of
reception as it was experienced in the Church of the first millennium.
How does the patristic concept of reception inform our under- -
standing of teaching authority in the Church? The primary conse-
quence is that one can no longer artificially separate the ecclesial
moment when a teaching is first promulgated, or a rite or discipline
imposed, from its reception by the Churches. Congar insists that “re-
ception is no more than the extension or prolongation of the conciliar
process: it is associated with the same essential ‘conciliarity” of the
Church.™ By correlating reception with conciliarity, Congar helps

‘Congar, “Reception as an Ecclesiological Reality,” 60.
‘Ibid., 64.
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direct our attention to the quality of ecclesial relationship that is es-
sential for a proper understanding of the enunciation of God's word
in the Christian community. -

In an ecclesiology of communion the deposit ol faith given 10‘tttc
Church is not so much a filing cabinet of propositional truths as it is
a living word sustained by the life of the Church ifsc]f. G.od’s wgrd is
enunciated in the proclamation of the Scriptures, in the l}fe stories of
the newly baptized, in the celebration of the liturgy, and in the reflec-
tion of believers struggling to incarnate the gospel in the workplace
and in their homes. In other words, the emergence of God’s word de-
pends not simply on a discrete teaching act but on a particular :set of
communal relationships. When reception no longer means snn;?ly
obedient submission but active appropriation, it can illuminate !h‘[‘, in-
terrelational foundations of ecclesial life. Terms like “reception,”
“conciliarity,” and “communion,” when fully developed and propc_rly
correlated one to another, negate any isolation of a discrete teaching
transaction between teacher and learner from the to-and-fro move-
ment of proclamation, reception, assimilation, and trun'sfgrmahon,
which constitutes the life of the Church. A true rcapproprlal_lon of ec-
clesial reception will invariably shift focus from'the teachzl.lg oﬂ}ce
considered in isolation to the quality of ecclesial life itself, in wh.lch
the exercise of doctrinal teaching authority can only be a contributing
even if necessary element.

The Sensus Fidelium

More recent theological literature has atlended to another ecclesi-
ological concept closely related to ecclesial reception, namely the
sensus fidelium.® While this term would not always be employed ex-

SFor a comprehensive assessment of the literature see John Burkhard,
“Sensus Fidei: Theological Reflection Since Vatican 11" Heyr.’u"op Journal 34
(1993) 41-59, 137-59. Cf. John Burkhard, “Sensus fidei: Meaning, Role, and
Future of a Teaching ol Vatican II,” Louvain Studies ]? (1992) 18—34?; Waolf-
gang Beinert, “Das Finden und Verkiinden der Wahrheit in der Gcmenfmsc]?aft
der Kirche,” Catholica 43 (1989) 1-30; Edmund J. Dobbin, “Sensus Fidelium
Reconsidered,” New Theology Review 2 (1989) 48-64; Jan Kcrk!)ofs, e
Peuple de Dieu est-il infaillible? L'lmportance du :?cnsus .th]lU{liL dans
I'Eglise post-conciliaire,” Freiburger Zer'.'.w'hr{,f'r._ﬁir_ Plu!a.m[_)luc nd H:cqu.-
gie 35 (1988) 3-19; Leo Schelfczyk, “Sensus Fidelium—Witness on the Part
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plicitly, the fundamental concept, namely the inerrancy of the faith of
the whole community of believers, can be traced back to the Very ori-
gins of Christianity. According to Wolfgang Beinert the consensus
omnium, or universal belief of the faithful, played an important role
in the Church’s preservation of apostolic tradition up through the
Middle Ages. Like Kilmartin he credits this to the ecclesiology of
communion dominant in the first millennium.¢ Since this ecclesiology
did not isolate one part of the Church, for example, the hierarchy,
from the life of the whole Church, a commitment to the importance
of the testimony of the faithful was only natural.

However, even with the shift from this ecclesiology of communion
to a more juridical conception of the Church during the late Middle
Ages, the basic conviction endured regarding the centrality of the wit-
ness of all the faithful. Gustave Thils finds evidence of this conviction
in the period from the sixteenth to the nineteenth century. While ec-
clesiology during the period between Trent and Vatican I was domi-
naled by anti-Protestant polemics that stressed the legitimacy of the
institutional dimension of the Church, important writers like Mel-
chior Cano in the sixteenth century, Jacques Bossuet in the seven-
teenth century, C.°R. Billuart in the eighteenth century, and Giovanni
Perrone, Johann Adam Maéhler, and John Henry Newman in the

of the Community,” Conumunio 15 (1988) 182-98; Heinrich Fries, “Sensus Fi-
delium: Die Theologie zwischen dem Lehramt der Hierarchie und dem
Lehramt der Glidubigen,” in Theologe und Hierarch, ed. J. Pfammater and E.
Christen (Ziirich: Benziger, 1988) 55-77; Herbert Vorgrimler, “From Sensus
Fidei to Consensus Fidelium,” in The Teaching Authority of Believers, Con-
cilium 180, ed. Johann Baptist Metz and Edward Schillebeeckx (Edinburgh:
T. & T. Clark, 1985) 3-11; Wald Wagner, “Glaubenssinn, Glaubenszustim-
mung und Glaubenskonsenz,” Theologie und Glaube 69 (1979) 263-7 I; J.-M.
R. Tillard, “Sensus Fidelium,” One in Christ 11 (1975) 2-29; William M.
Thompson, “Sensus Fidelium and Infallibility,” American Ecclesiastical Re-
view 167 (1973) 45-86; Wolfgang Beinert, “Bedeutung und Begriindung des
Glaubenssinnes (Sensus Fidei) als eines dogmatischen Erkenntniskriteri-
ums,” Cuatholica 25 (1971) 271-303: John W. Glaser, “Authority, Connatural
Knowledge, and the Spontaneous Judgment of the Faithful.” Theological
Studies 29 (1968) 742-51; Gustave Thils, L'infuillibilité du peuple chrétien
“in credendo”: Notes de théologie posttridentine (Paris: Desclée, 1963).

“Beinert, “Bedeutung und Begriindung,” 275. For other historical surveys
of the notion of the sensus fidelium, see Thompson, “Sensus Fidelium and In-
fallibility™; Thils, L'infaillibilité du peuple chrétien.
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nineteenth century would continue to insist on the ecclesiological
significance of the witness of the faith(ul. - .
Newman's treatment of the topic deserves spfcmal altcnt‘lon be-
cause of the important role it played in his ecclf:SJUIOgy. -!n hfs essay
On Consulting the Faithful’ he developed a paru-cu]arl)-/ historical and
organic understanding of the sensus fidelium. His eari.lcr study of the
Arian controversy had already led him to the conclus‘l.on. that :_n least
in that one historical instance the orthodoxy of the Chl‘lﬂllan. faith was
preserved not by the episcopate but by the belief of the fa:lhfui.‘ O‘n
this basis he felt it natural and wholly traditional that the cccleswst{-
cal magisterium ought to consult the faithful on the substance of their
belief before offering authoritative pronouncemcnts'. Ne\ivman pos-
sessed a subtle and complex appreciation for the. dialectical move-
ment of the Church’s journey toward truth. This view pfevgntcd him
from placing the testimony of the faithlul and_lbe authontqllv? teach-
ing of the ecclesiastical magisterium in opposition. Jeremy. Miller ilZ}S
characterized this movement in three distinct momeni-s.“ Fn‘st there is
' the articulation, or expression, of the Christian faith in liturgy, devg-
tional practices, religious art, and the like. T hej sc_cond mo‘mcn.l is
characterized as pedagogy, in which the ecclesiastical {11aglslcr1u11‘1
discerns that which is articulated in the faith of the baptized and au-
thoritatively represents that faith in propositional form. The final mo-
ment is reception, in which the faithful either do or d-o not recognize
the faith authoritatively proclaimed as their own. This more organic
understanding of the sensus fideliwm was similar al numerous Qomts
to the ancient ecclesiology of communion. Thislpmcess of c:p'r{r.-rz!(a-
tion, pedagogy, and reception suggests a spiral-like movement in the
Church’s traditioning process: articulation leads to pedagogy .leads' to
reception, which in turn engenders a new articulation. This spwal-hkc
movement can be helpful in dispelling the tendency_ toward a lul]car
conception of Church teaching, which either starts fmth _thc df:posnt of
faith, which first resides in the hierarchy and then is being (hspex.tscd
to the faithful (the Roman Catholic tendency) or with the dcposﬂ_ of
faith residing in the community and then being given formal expression
in the teaching of the Church’s ministers (the Protestant tendency).

John Henry Newman, On Consulting the Faithful in Matters of Doctrine,
ed. John Coulson (1859; reprint Kansas City: Sheed & Ward, 1961).

*Jeremy Miller, John Henry Newman on the ldea of the Church (Shep-
herdstown: Patmos, 1987) 151-52.
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Itis only after Vatican I, with the Ultramontane preoccupation with
questions of papal authority, that we find a restriction in the scope and
significance of the sensus fidelium." During the period between Vati-
can [ and Vatican 1l the testimony of the faith of all believers was
(with important exceptions) reduced in many of the Latin seminary
manuals (o a passive mirroring of magisterial teaching.'

Vatican II, however, returned 1o a view of the sensus fideliim more
reminiscent of Newman than the manuals. The council did not actu-
ally use the term sensus fidelium but spoke rather of a sensus fidei, re-
ferring to the sense or instinct of faith given to all the baptized. This
notion is found in article 12 of Lumen gentium. The passage appears
in the second chapter of the constitution on the people of God, pre-
ceding the chapters on the hierarchy and laity. This suggests one of
the most important contributions of this term, namely, its focus on the

witness of the whole Church before any consideration of specialized
ecclesial roles."

The holy people of God has a share, o, in the prophetic role of
Christ, when it renders him a living witness, especially through a life
of faith and charity, and when it offers to God a sacrifice of praise, the
tribute of lips that honour his name. The wniversal body of the faithful
who have received the anointing of the holy one, cannot be mistaken
in belief 10 displays this particular quality through a supernatural sense
of the faith in the whole people when “from the bishops to the last of
the faithful laity,” it expresses the consent of all in matters of faith and
meorals. Through this sense of faith which is aroused and sustained by
the Spirit of truth, the people of God, under the guidance of the sacred
magisterium to which it is faithlully obedient, receives no longer the
words of human beings but truly the word of God: it adheres inde-
fectibly to “the faith which was once for all delivered to the saints”; it
penetrates more deeply into that same faith through right judgment
and applies it more fully to life (LG 12, my emphasis).
Each believer, by virtue of baptism, has a supernatural instinct or
sense of the faith that allows each (o recognize divine revelation and
to respond to it in faith. The infallibility of the whole people of God,

*Burkhard, “Sensus fidei: Meaning, Role, and Future,” 19-23.
“Cf. Johann Baptist Franzelin, De Divina Traditione et Scripiura, 4th ed.
(Rome: Congregation for the Propagation of the Faith, 1896) 104[T.
"Burkhard, “Sensus fidei: Meaning, Role, and Future,” 26.
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however, does not refer to the individual exercis? of this seysusﬁc!e{
but to the corporate belicl of the whole peop.lc: ol God. "Fh}u, \:’ri.mu.;
also speak of the sense of the who_lc fa:.lhrul (xfffsu.s J\f;\rjlccrlz]u;;]c
namely, that which the whole people of Gf)d in fact bche\.fc. ' 1H] X
faithful are united in their belief, possessing a ci(::zls‘f’:z.srll.: l’t‘,g-c‘l[”-( ulgf
matter of faith, we can speak of a consensus _{ule-.’.'um._ It is in lhui
situation, when in fact all the faithful are united in their belief, tha
i infallibility is operative.
th?l";t;a:‘;gl:fci:]nfciiiay p:{ssagcplnys emphasis on the fa-ilh olf’ fl]l ’t,hlet
baptized “from the bishops down to the last member c?t the! ‘;l-ty;l .
is important to resist the temptation to reduce the .\'ei'z.s’u.s ﬁ([e z:jr; i
the laity. To submit to this would be to fur_ther exacel b«lne a] {::lu(ﬁny
to play various sectors of the Church against one an‘oxt‘wr. ‘1 5 img—
the clergy within the sphere of the sensus Sfidelitan .st.lvfc:sI dséh it
portant reminder that even the authoritative teachcrs of the :,I
are also learners, members of the baptized who recche the t?ac, 1;11gt
of Christ, are transformed by that encounter, and strive to live tha
i ir daily lives.
go'sl'phealtllr;lf[:hce(;[ls;illl{lid not conceive of the sensies Idei in some vague,
passive sense is reflected in its conjoining of tl'uc_ se?nsus ﬁﬁm ;001;
more pneumatological approach.to ecc_lesml l_T‘:l_lllSll Y- zlﬁ\m(c1 ehuris-
Lumen gentium affirms the diversity of gifts, hle1a_r‘ch1:ca. zu; (;_um“-
matic,” which both rejuvenates the Church zu:ul Z\SS.Eb!S itin 11E‘: 1
ment of its mission. This is reaffirmed later in amqe 12, which ss:feis
the renewal and building up of the Churgh accompl‘lshed I:_)y .lhc gld:
that the Spirit has apportioned to all bellcveré_ ‘Wl_nle lhe:e_l{i noxer-
minishment of the clear differentiation of ministries a1_1d gi :;e 2
cised in the Church, the emphasis is piac?.d on their unity in l e 01:
Spirit. In article 12 and again later in aftlcle ‘35, L‘z‘mren gw“]m-” a.r-1
serts that the prophetic office of Christ is fulhllcd. not on?yt: utoulgz;o
the hierarchy who teach in his name .and-by his power, .u‘ ;;‘lh
through the laity whom he conslitules his witnesses and‘fq]ulps o
an understanding of the faith and a grace of spen?cll Ip‘reu.s;, ¥y -S;U (n‘d
the power of the gospel may shine forth in tht_a daily lxte‘_ul' '?m-ln);: <
society” (LG 35). It is impossible to underestimate .the signi 1(:[1 e
this shift from a two-tiered Church to one characterized by mutua

2Here [ follow Francis Sullivan’s understanding of these terms. lSf]".rhlls
H fev b e ol o 1. i
Magisterium: Teaching Authority in the Catholic Church (New York: Paulis

1983) 21-23.
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operation and a rich diversity of gifts and ministries grounded in the
common faith of baptism.

Ecclesial Reception and Juridical Validation

The implications of recent studies on ecclesial reception and the
sensus fidelium have occasionally been resisted out of fear of a new
Gallicanism or conciliarism. Ironically, this fear arises out of a
largely juridical framework. The assumption is that in resurrecting
the notion of reception theologians are attempting to impose the re-
ception or consent of the faithful as a juridical requirement for a doc-
trinal teaching’s authenticity. However, as contemporary theologians
have insisted, reception is not concerned with the juridical validity or
even veracity of a teaching but with its efficacy.” A teaching that has
not been “received” is not, for that reason, necessarily false. The
claim is, in fact, more empirical in character. A teaching that is not re-
ceived is not efficacious: it has no transformative power within the
community. In short, a nonreceived teaching becomes irrelevant to
the life of the community. This may be the situation in which the
Catholic Church now finds itself with respect to Pope Paul VI’s en-
cyclical Humanae vitae. Prescinding from the truth or falsity of the
Church’s official position on artificial contraception, it is an empiri-
cal fact that this teaching has not been received by large segments of
the Church today. For many Catholics, Church teaching on the moral-
ity of contraception is not so much rejected as ignored. In this situ-
ation, the ecclesiastical magisterium must avoid the temptation to
simply “shout louder” and instead engage in an honest inquiry after
the underlying reasons for this nonreception. Is the resistance to this
teaching rooted in nontheological factors, for example, cultural pres-

sures, or is it theological in nature and a manifestation of the sensus
Sidelium?

Reception often involves a long historical process. Universal re-
ception of a papal or conciljar teaching has frequently taken decades,
if not centuries. Looking back to certain points in the history of the
reception of a given doctrine, we can better recognize the prophetic
character of those who continued to proclaim a teaching that had not
yet been received. St. Athanasius’s steadfast proclamation of the

"H. Bacht, “Vom Lehramt der Kirche und in der Kirche,” Catholica 25
(1971) 144-67, sce especially 157(T. ‘
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Nicene doctrine in the face of protracted opposition is a classic ex-
ample of the prophetic quality of a teaching that, up to a certain point
in time, had not yet been received universally. It remains (o be seen
whether current Church teaching like that on contraception belongs

in the same category.”

Reception and Inculturation

If the notion of reception is to be theologically useful mday,. we
cannot remain content with a historical retrieval of the patristic
understanding of reception. In our modern situation the_ concept of re-
ception takes on a new significance that was only d_unly acknowl-
edged before Valican 1I. This new significance is due to the
heightened appreciation of culture as a constitutive char acteristic of
human existence. In the Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the
Modern World, Gaudium et spes, the bishops state: “It is a fcalu[c‘of
the human person thal [he or she] can allain to real and full humanity
only through culture; that is, by cullivating the goods of nature and
values. Wherever human life is concerned, therefore, nature and cul-
ture are very intimately connected.” The council goes on to define
precisely what it means by “cullure™

The term “culture” in general refers to everything by which we pcrl'.ccl
and develop our many spiritual and physical endowments; flp{ljlymg
ourselves through knowledge and eflort 1o bring (he earth wnlu]‘\ our
power; developing ways of behaving and institutions, we make life in
society more human, whether in the family or in the civil spher'e asa
whole; in the course of time we express, share and preserve in our
works great spiritual experiences and aspirations to contribute to the
progress of many people, even of the whole human race. Human cul-
ture thus necessarily takes on a historical and social aspecl. . . . In
this sense one can talk of a plurality of cultures. The variety of ways
in which objects are utilised, labour is applied, the self is expressed,
religion is practised, customary ways of behaving take shape, laws and
juridical institutions are established, the sciences and arts dalevellop, and
beauty is pursued, all give rise Lo different conditions of life in com-
mon, and different expressions in the structuring of life’s resources. In

“See John Thiel’s thought(ful reflections on nonreception as an indication
of what he calls “dramatically developing doctrine.” John E. Thiel, “Tradition
and Authoritative Reasoning.” Theological Studies 56 (December 1995)

627-51.

Recetving and Responding to the Word: Corporate Reception 237

this way the handing on of customs becomes an inheritance peculiar to
each human community, and an identifiable historical environment is
established Lo receive people of every race and age and to provide them
with the resources (o cultivate their human and social life (GS 53).

Human culture is not something strictly external, like a costume we
choose to put on or take off at will; it pertains to the very substance
of our lives. Human culture is realized in social institutions and cus-
toms, in the particular form of our work and play, in the way we
grieve and the way we celebrate.

It follows, then, that far from being a matter indifferent to the life of
faith, human culture enriches the Christian life. At Vatican II the bish-
ops demonstrated a much greater appreciation for the plurality of human
cultures as a manifestation of the plenitude of God’s creation (cf. LG
13; AG 22). As the Church fulfills its mission in the proclamation of
the good news of Jesus Christ to all nations, it recognizes that this sav-
ing gospel, the foundation of our Christian unity, must take shape in
and through human culture. To some extent each culture will express
the one faith in its own way. As Pope Paul VI put it in his apostolic ex-
hortation “On Evangelization in the Modern World,” Evangelii nun-
tiandi, “In the mind of the Lord the Church is universal by vocation
and mission, but when she puts down her roots in a variety of cultural,
social and human terrains, she takes on different external expressions
and appearances in each part of the world™ (EN 62). Pope John Paul 11
has made much the same point. “The synthesis between culture and
faith is not just a demand of culture, but also of faith. . . . A faith
which does not become culture is a faith which has not been fully re-
ceived, not thoroughly thought through, not faithfully lived out.”"

This emphasis on what has come to be known as “inculturation” is
an important part of a contemporary understanding of the ecclesial
dynamics of reception. However, “inculturation” has come to mean
many different things to different people.’ Robert Schreiter considers
“inculturation” under the category of local theologies. According to

“L'Osservatore Romano, English ed. (June 28, 1982) 7.

“This consideration of inculluration draws from Robert Schreiter’s Con-
structing Local Theologies (Maryknoll: Orbis, 1985) 6-21. Other important
works on the topic include Stephen B. Bevans, Models of Contextual Theol-
ogy (Maryknoll: Orbis, 1992); Anthony I. Gitlins, Gifts and Strangers: Meet-
ing the Challenge of Inculturation (New York: Paulist, 1989); Aylward
Shorter, Toware a Theology of Inculturation (Maryknoll: Orbis, 1988); Anscar .



238 Teaching with Authority

Schreiter one can identify three different models of local Lh_eolngy
that operate from fundamentally different assumptions regarding %he
encounter between faith and culture. The first model is a .'mn.s:!a.'.zo.'z
model influenced by the dynamic-equivalence theory of b1b[1c.a]
translation. In this model the gospel message is first stripped of its
previous cultural accretions and then translated into modes of ex-
pression indigenous to the receiving culture. This approach assumes
a kernel-and-husk view of divine revelation, in which there is a uni-
versally recognizable kernel of divine truth overlaid with the husk {.)f
cultural expressions. This model can admit, for cxamp_lc, that certain
doctrinal formulations contain cultural influences, but it assume:? that
these can be readily identified and excised from the timeless inner
meaning of that doctrinal formulation. . . _
Schreiter identifies two weaknesses with this model. First, its
understanding of culture assumes that there are reacliily idgmiﬁat_)le
cultural patterns that can be decoded, rendering L-hem :mmcdlalel)_' 11?-
telligible to someone foreign to that culture. This cultural analysis is
often superficial and does not recognize that some lct.litu_ral patlerns
may be unique to a given culture, significantly complicating the task
of translation. In these instances another culture may not possess a
cultural pattern or meaning that is “dynamically equival_ent.” Thc. sec-
ond weakness concerns the kernel-and-husk conception of divine
revelation. This view assumes a universalist, ahistorical, acultural ;'m
ticulation of the gospel message that is accessible beneath any his-
torically and culturally conditioned expression of-[he go§pcl. As we
saw in chapter 4, contemporary herieneutics has increasingly called
this assumption into question. To follow the metaphor, we never have
the kernel without the husk. ‘
The kernel-and-husk theory reflects an inadequate understanding
of the incarnation. The view that the Word Incarnate simply took on
the appearance of humanity was condemned as heretical in the early
Church. The doctrine of the incarnation insists that the Word Il?c_ar-
nate was enfleshed in humanity, that it assumed the human condition
in its entirety. God’s self-communication in the person .ol' szsus of
Nazareth cannot be abstracted from Jesus of Nazareth’s historical ex-

Chupungo, Liturgies of the Future: The Process and Methods of J'lfl(,'if[.fr{f'(i'-
tion (New York: Paulist, 1989); Joseph Fitzpatrick, One Chiurch, Many Cul-
tures: The Challenge of Diversity (Kansas City: Sheed & Ward, 1987);
Anscar J. Chupungo, Cultural Adaptation of the Liturgy (New York: Paulisl,
1982).
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istence. It is in the life, preaching, death, and resurrection of this
one Palestinian Jew tHat we have received the unsurpassable self-
communication of God. It is not in spite of but through Christ’s life
and ministry in all its cultural and historical particularity that we en-
counter God's saving word. We encounter Jesus as the Word of God
not by excising Jesus from his historical and cultural context but by
engaging him in that context,

The second model of inculturation is the adaptation model. This
model focuses less on stripping the gospel message of its cultural ac-
cretions and attends more (o the particularities of the receiving cul-
ture. However, while taking more seriously the unique characteristics
of the receiving culture, this model still imposes philosophical and
systematic theological categories that may be foreign to the receiving
culture. These structures are often so fundamental as to escape notice.
For example, Schreiter notes that “many Asian cultures can deal with
contradictory data in a conjunctive (both/and) fashion that to West-
erners, with their disjunctive (either/or) modes of thought, seems
dangerously relativistic.”” The basic structures of rationality can in-
fluence even a presentation of the gospel that seeks to be sensitive to »
the receiving culture.

Alongside the translation and adaptation models, Schreiter writes
of a third model, concerned less with translation or adaptation than
with context. The contextual model differs from the first two models
in that its starting point is not the form of the gospel that is pro-
claimed but the defining context of the receiving culture. What are the
important distinguishing features of this culture? What are the ques-
tions and issues that must be put to the gospel? Reflection on the re-
ceiving cullure may stress the importance of preserving -cultural
identity in one instance and the importance of transformative change
or liberation from indigenous cultural forces in another. Extended
consideration of this model highlights a more important difference
between this and the previous two models. Both the translation and

adaptation models can be tainted with a paternalism in which those
who bring the gospel to a particular culture are supposed to do the
work of inculturation. In a contextual model the receiving community’
itself is responsible for the inculturation. ‘

[t is at this point that inculturation and the concept of reception
meet. In a contextual model a particular community receives the
gospel message as it is proclaimed by the teachers of the Church. -

Schreiter, Constructing Local Theologies, 10.
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There is no predetermined translation or adaptation. Rather, a dia-
logue is effected between the pastoral agent, who has the task of pro-
claiming the gospel, and the community, which actively engages and
appropriates that message within its own cultural milieu. A'local the-
ology emerges, not as the product of a creative adaptation or transla-
tion of the Christian faith by a pastoral agent but as the product of a
community’s living conversation with that which is proclaimed.

This third model abandons the kernel-and-husk view of the gospel
that is communicated. Whenever we proclaim the gospel, whether to
those who are hearing it for the first time or to established Christian
communities, we must abandon any hope of presenting that gospel
faith in some pristine transcultural, transhistorical mode. This admis-
sion of the culture-laden character of our presentation of the faith
need not resign us to the twin extremes of ecclesial sectarianism on
the one hand and cultural imperialism on the other. There is no other
way to profess our faith. What is demanded is a style of proclamation
that is more openly dialogical in character. One cannot anticipale in
advance the outcome of such a conversation. In a true engagement
between the Christian gospel and a particular culture'a new faith will
be born. Clearly this was the result of St. Paul’s proclamation ol the
faith of a Jewish sect to a Gentile audience. Paul did not simply trans-
late the one gospel; there was a new lransformation of that one gospel
message as il was proclaimed to a Hellenistic world. The concrete
outcome of Paul’s mission to the Gentiles could not possibly have
been anticipated. And yet we know that in spite of this real transfor-
mation there were profound continuities. This tension between the
two poles of continuity and change is the very engine of what Catho-
lics call “tradition.”

While theories ol inculluration have generally emerged within the
context of missiology, the basic principles help inform a contempo-
rary understanding of ecclesial reception. Work on models of incul-
turation highlights the importance of an active engagement and
dialogue between the one Christian faith and a particular community.
It is not just that the community “hears” what is proclaimed by the
authoritative teachers of the Church and then assimilates it into the
life of the community. Often the interaction is initiated not by the
teacher but by the community itself, which addresses its questions to
the Christian tradition. Some Third World Churches ask what the
gospel has to say to their experience of economic hardship. In the
First World a member of the scientific community may wonder about
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the ethical limits of certain forms of genetic research and bring these
questions into engagement with the faith she professes.

God’s word for a particular community fully emerges only within
[!1& community as the fruit of a lively conversation between the ques-
tions, concerns, and preoccupations of a particular community and
the. go._spel message as it is mediated by the tradition of the Church.
This view of “reception” assumes the opposite of a trickle-down the-
ory of revelation. God’s word does not come to us through an eccle-
siastical .conduil but emerges from within the ecclesial life of a
communily in which a teaching’s authoritative proclamation can only
be one moment in a prolonged ecclesial process. That ordained
lfzz:de_rship has a unique role to play within this communal conversa-
tion is not being challenged. That they are assisted by the Spirit in the
authoritative articulation and judgment of the fruit of this ecclesial
conversation is also not being questioned. But an adequate theology
of. reception must place the role of the authoritative teacher squarely
within the context of the work of the Spirit in the larger process of ec-
clesial conversation. In that conversation authoritative teachers theo-
logians, and all the baptized have an essential contribution to r;lake.

The Role of the Professional Theological Community in
Ecclesial Reception

Wilhin this process of ecclesial reception the professional theo-
logical community plays a distinctive and important role. Before the
Second Vatican Council many ecclesiastical documents viewed the
tl?ct_ology as an auxiliary service to the ecclesiastical magisterium.
This was particularly evident in Pope Pius XII's 'Hmrmni-generis
(1950). Theologians had (he responsibility of faithfully 'cxplicatiﬁg
that which was proclaimed by the pope and bishops (see ﬁg. 4). The
theologian was often viewed as an official proﬁagandist for the
Church. 7

In 1975 The International Theological Commission issued a docu-
mcnll entitled Theses on the Relationship Between the Ec‘cle.f}'a,sricﬁl
Magisterium and Theology.™ This document reflected the iinportan[

. “'Tjhc English translation of this ITC document can be found in The Mag-
isteriem and Morality, Readings in Moral Theology No. 3, ed. Charles E.
Curran and Richard A. McCormick (New York: Paulist, 1982) 151-70. For a
helplul summary and analysis see the final cha i Magi
and analysis s f apter of Sullivan’s 5=
terium, 174-218. ’ S Magls
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Bishops and Theologians.® This document drew heavily on the ear-
lier ITC document. In 1990 the CDF issued its own “Instruction on
the Ecclesial Vocation of the Theologian."' Though they are not
equally successful in this regard, each of these three documents
shares the new ecclesiological foundation established by Vatican II;
all three documents situate the ministries of both the ecclesiastical
magisterium and the theological community within the larger context
of the people of God.2 Drawing on an ecclesiology of communion,
these documents all reflect the conviction that the word of God is the
private possession of neither the magisterium nor the theologians but
resides in the whole Church. Cardinal Ratzinger, in his commentary
on the CDF instruction, drew attention to this fact:

Looking at the articulation of the document, one is almost struck by
the fact that we have not introduced it by speaking first about the mag-
isterium, but rather about the topic of truth as a gift from God to his
people. The truth of faith is not given to isolated individuals; rather
through it God wanted (o give life to a history and to a people. The
truth is located in the communitarian subject of the People of God.»

*NCCB, Doctrinal Responsibilities: Approaches 1o Promoting Coopera-
tion and Resolving Mr'srmd’emmndings Between Bishops and Theologians
(Washington: USCC, 1989). _

#CDE, “Instruction on the Ecclesial Vocation of the Theologian,” O:’r’gins 20
(July 5, 1990) 117-26. Many theologians have argued that in spite of its title, .
the CDF instruction did not adequately attend to the properly ecclesial cantext
of the vocalion of the theologian. John Boyle contrasts the instruction’s (reat-
ment of the theologian as “loner” with John Henry Newman's understanding
of the work of the schola theologorum, the 1hcolngica! community. The CDF
document has also been criticized for its inadequate treatment of lhcolbgicdl
dissent, its avoidance of more correlational theologies, and jts it'nplic‘_i‘t'as—_
sumption that the seminary professor be (he norm for considering the theolo-
gian’s relationship to the magisterium. See John P. Boyle, Church ‘Téf':dz'frz;g
Authority: Historical and Theological Studies (Notre Dame: Uniy. of Notre -
Dame Press, 19935) 142-60, 171-75; Francis A. Sullivan, “The Theologian’s
Ecclesial Vocation and the 1990 CDF Instruction,” Theological ‘Studies 52
(1991) 51-68:; Joseph Komonchak, “The Magisterium and Theologians,”
Chicago Studies 29 (November 1990) 307-29; Ladislas Orsy, “Magisterium
and Theologians: A Vatican Document,” America (Tuly 21, 1990) 30-32:

“See ITC, Theses, 2 and 3; CDF, “Ecclesial Vocation of the Theologian,™
nos. 4 and 5; NCCB, Doctrinal Responsibilities, 3. D

®Joseph Ratzinger, “Theology Is Not Private Idea of Theologian,”
L'Osservatore Romano, English ed., 27 (July 2, 1990) 5. G



244 Teaching with Authority

Ratzinger sees in the CDF document a §hii'l 1_'1'0m a “‘:nalglsu;rgl::i-
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the ensemble of faith, Magisterium and theology: T]ll‘? lnldngfull‘:(r:
relationship (see fig. 5), I believe, betler reﬁFcls lhe‘ pr(.)f)‘e: role o
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The CDF describes the role of the theologian in this way:
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the living tradition of the church. He d{)cs this in cemmgx;ﬁ;_n w;trl e
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serving the deposit of faith.®

The theological community seeks this “deeper undcrst.an(lmg” of
God’s word by employing the appropriate sc‘holz.u_'ly‘lools a%()ng‘u;f'o
axes. The first path to this deeper understanding is d{EIC],]Ilof]}?,l a?:;i
theologian looks to what David Tracy calls the great “classics™ o

*bid. ‘ ' o ]
BCDFE “Ecclesial Vocation ol the Theologian,” no. 6.
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tradition (e.g., the Scriptures, post-biblical doctrinal statements, theo-
logical treatises, ritual actions, and symbols) for manifestations of the
apostolic faith. The proper application of the scientific tools for his-
torical study will be critical to the successful retrieval of the apostolic
faith as it is encountered in its many and diverse historical expres-
sions. At this point specialists in biblical and historical studies will
have a particularly significant contribution to make. The second path
is synchronic and involves the discovery of God’s word as it is man-
ifested in the sensus fidelium and in the subtle movements of God’s
Spirit in the world today. This path was emphasized in Vatican II’s
Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the Modern World:

ILis for God’s people as a whole, with the help of the holy Spirit, and
especially for pastors and theologians, to listen (o the various voices of
our day, discerning them and interpreting them, and to evaluate them in
the light of the divine word, so that the revealed truth can be increasingly
appropriated, better understood and more suitably expressed (GS 44).

Later, in article 62, the counci] again affirms the responsibility of the
theologian 1o bring to the Church insights drawn from modern culture
and scientific study.

Although the ehurch has contributed much 1o the advancement of cul-
ture, it is a fact that for contingent reasons the relationship between
culture and christian formation is not always without its difficultics.
Such difficulties are not neeessarily harmful to a life of faith and can
even stimulate a more accurale and decper understanding of faith. In
fact, recent studies and discoveries in science, history and philosophy
give risc to new enquiries with practical implications, and also demand
new investigations by theologians. Morcover, while respecting the
methods and requirements of theological science, theologians are in-
vited continually to look for a more appropriate way of communicat-
ing doctring to the pecople of their time.

It will be the task of systematic and pastoral theologians to provide a
coherent and intelligible articulation of this apostolic faith as it has
emerged through their theological inquiry along both of these axes. It
is primarily by seeking this decper understanding of God’s word both
diachronically and synchronically that the theological community
fulfills its important role in the process of ecclesial reception.
Finally, T should note that all three postconciliar documents af-
firmed, again in differing degrees, the critical dimension of the theo-
logical enterprise. The International Theological Commission writes:
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[T]he theologian’s task of interpreting the stalements of the past and
present magisterium, ol putting them into the context of the wh_{)Ic of
revealed truth, and of secking a better understanding of them wan ll.u:
aid of the science of hermeneutics, brings with it a function lel.:.‘s in
some sense critical. This criticism, of course, must be of the positive,
not the destructive kind.™

It is the recognition of this critical task more than anything else‘ that
differentiates this view of the theological vocation from that dominant
immediately before Vatican 1I. There is an ackmw."lcdgmenl here,
however lentative, thal constructive theological criticism need not be
a manifestation of disloyalty but a genuine service to the Churc:.h.27
The ministry of theologians shares with the ministry of the bishops
a common commitment (o the word of God, bul the work of [!16 theo-
logical community is by its nature more tenta%wc_and exp.enrr_mcnm‘].
While the principal responsibility of the eccl-esmstical magisterium is
to safeguard the integrity of the apostolic l'mth, the work of 1']18 theo-
logical community is concerned with deepening the Church’s appre-
hension and assimilation of that faith. The differences b-e.tween- these
two responsibilities suggest that even with the best 91‘ intentions a
certain tension between the two may exist. While all three d()(_:umenls
acknowledge that tension may be inevitable and even beneﬁgal,” the
American bishops in particular are to be commemlled ff)r trying to de-
velop concrete guidelines for handling these tensions in an open and

respectful manner.

Conclusion

Theologies of revelation and theologies of the Church g0 hand-in-
hand. For almost a century between the two Vatican councils (;at_ho-
lic theology operated out of a basically lwo-tiereg, pyramldncaI
ecclesiology. Perhaps the clearest expression of liu‘s view of the
Church is found in the passage which 1 quoted carlier from Vehe-
mentor nos, a 1906 encyclical of Pope Pius X:

It follows that the Church is essentially an unequal society, that is, a
sociely comprising two categories of persons, the Pastors and the

®ITC, Theses, 8.2. Sce also CDF, “Ecclesial Vocation of the Theologian,”
no. 9; NCCB, Doctrinal Responsibilities, 7.

“CDF, “Ecclesial Vocation of the Theologian,” no. 30.

#Ibid., no. 25.
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flock, those who occupy a rank in the different degrees of the hicrar-
chy and the multitude of the faithful. So distinct are these categories
that with the pastoral body only rests the necessary right and authority
for promoting the end of the society and directing all its members to-
wards that end; the one duty of the multitude is (o allow themselves to
be led, and, like a docile Nock., 1o follow the Pastors (8).?

This ecclesiology rested on a distinction first articulated by sixteenth-
century theologian Thomas Stapleton between a teaching Church (ec-
clesia docens) and a learning Church (ecclesia discens or ecclesia
docta). Within this framework the learning Church was inevitably re-
duced to a passive receptacle of that revelation given actively to the
hierarchy. A pyramidical conception of the Church engendered a
trickle-down theory of revelation. God’s word is given immediately
to the hierarchy of the Church and only mediately, through the hier-
archy, to the whole Christian community.

Throughout this volume, [ have insisted that the ecclesiological de-
velopments of Vatican II challenge both this pyramidical ecclesiology
and its related understanding of revelation. In fidelity to the ecclesio-
logical trajectory evident in the Vatican 11 documents, I have sketched
out an ecclesiology of communion as a foundation for the considera-
tion of doctrinal teaching authority. It may be helpful to develop a
little more fully the theological foundations of this ecclesiology.

As I noted in the introduction, the Church, as a sacrament of divine
communion, can be thought of as an icon of the Trinity.® It is a rela-
tional entity (hat mediates, as sacrament, the life of Trinitarian com-
munion. Consequently, it should be possible to derive from Trinitarian
theology a set of grammatical rules that would govern the structures
and life of the Church. That which we hold for the triune life of God
ought to apply by analogy to the Church as ecclesial communion.
Therefore, I would like to consider three statements from Trinitarian
doctrine that each engender an ecclesial corollary.

I. Trinitarian doctrine holds that the being of God is hypostatic or
personal. God is fundamentally tripersonal. There is no abstract di-
vine essence that can be discovered “behind” the Trinitarian persons.

“English translation from Claudia Carlen, ed., The Papal Encyclicals
(New York: McGrath, 1981) 3:47-48. The [ul] Latin text can be found ASS
39 (1900) 3-16.

"For an extended development of the Church as an icon of the Trinity see
Bruno Forte, L'Eglise: Icone de la Trinité (Paris: Médiaspaul, 1985).
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Furthermore, Trinitarian doctrine reminds us that the divine persons
are constituted by relations. Consequently, Trinitarian doclrine
teaches us that God’s very being is personal and relational. God is
being-as-communion.” This relational view of the being of God per-
meates the Scriptures and in particular the Johannine community’s
dynamic understanding of God as love. This basic theological insight
yields the following ecclesial corollary: The Church is constituted by
- the life of communion. Just as Trinitarian persons are relational and
cannot be conceived apart from their divine relations, so too the
Church is constituted relationally. Because humankind s created in
the image and likeness of God, human persons are also constituted as
personal and relational beings. Humans are made for communion. We
believe that this life of communion is proclaimed and celebrated in
word and sacrament within the Church. Through our membership in
the Church we discover our true identity as crealures made for com-
munion. Consequently, within the Church there can be no au-
tonomous loci of power and authority. The exercise of power and
authority in the Church can only be understood relationally.

2. The doctrine of the Trinity tells us that the Trinitarian persons
are both differentiated and egalitarian. Within the triune life of God
there is differentiation of persons (the Unoriginale Origin is not the
Logos, the Logos is not the Spirit), but there is no subordinationism.
This yields a second ecclesial corollary: Within the Church there is a
differentiation of relations or ordines but there can be no hierarchy in

the ontological (e.g., pseudo-Dionysian) understanding of the ternn.-

Vatican 1 insisted that the Church is a communio hierarchica. How-
ever, this need not be understood as demanding a pyramidical, top-
down structure.® An ecclesiology of communion grounded in the
triune life of God admits the existence of a stable differentiation of
ecclesial relations and ministries; it does reject any differentiation or

“John D. Zizioulas, Being as Commumion (Crestwood: St. Vladimir's
Seminary Press, 1985). For a consideration of Trinitarian doctrine as gencr-
ative of a relational grammar [or the Christian life see Catherine Mowry
LaCugna, God for Us: The Trinity and Christian Life (San Francisco: Harper-
Collins, 1991), especially part 2.

2See Walter Kasper's admission of the ambiguilics inherent in this term in
Theology and Church (New York: Crossroad, 1989) 156-59. In the nofa
praevia attached o Lumen gentiwm, the lerm appears as a way of distinguish-
ing ecclesial communio from some liberal democralic understanding of acol-
lective that would lack any essential structure, order, or principle ol authority.

Receiving and Responding 1o the Word: Corporate Reception 249

ordering that subordinates one relation or ministry to another. The
sacrament of baplism establishes the most fundamental ccclesi'al re-
Iafrlon in which every believer is given a supernatural instinct for the
faith and the responsibility to proclaim that faith in word and deed
T.he baptismal call of all believers (o pass on the apostolic faith is'
given sac::amc'ntal specification in the sacrament of orders. Episcopal
c‘onsecrafmn, in particular, establishes a distinct and necessary eccle-
Sl'a] re]zEtmn between the bishop and the local Church in which the
bliahop 1s empowered to give normative expression to the apostolic
faith of the whole community. The proper exercise of that ministry
depends in good parl on the maintenance of a right relationship be-
tween bishop and Church.
3._']‘rmiFarian relations are characterized by mutuality and reci-
procity. Within the divine life of God there is a fundamental to-and-
fro movement or interpenetration (perichoresis) among the divine
persons. Th]s insight yields, in turn, a third ecclesial corollary: Within
the life of the Church all relationships are mutual and reciprocal. The

- dynamism of the life of the Spirit is multidirectional within the vari-

ous ecclesial relations that constitute the Church. This is particularly
true of the relationships between the magisterium and theologians
thc.magislcrium and the whole people of God, and that between theo-,
logians and the whole people of God. In each relationship there must
be a real recognition that both conversation partners will serve, at
vartous moments, as teachers and learners. - '

In faith and baptism every believer submits to the revelatory aﬁd
salvific power of the Christ event. The meaningfulness of that revela-
tory event is discovered by the Christian co'mmunity in the complex
relations and activities that constitute the life of the couﬁnunity Just
as the pyramidical ecclesiology of the late Midd]e Ages and Co'un'i(;r
Reformation engendered a trickle-down view of revelation, so an ec-

‘clesiology of communion engenders a theology of revelation

grounded in the living word received and sustained within the whole

Christian community. John Boyle has captured this ecclesiological
foundation well:

What [ have been describing, then, suggests a view of the church as
.cmnmrmi.'y of religious and moral discernment in which a dialogue ex-
!sls between the proposition and explication of the Christian faith and
its inl1plications by authoritative teachers and (he reception of that
teaching by the church community—which also posscss the gifts of
the Spirit. It is the experience and reflections of the community which
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in turn produce further insights and discernment by the comn}um.ly.
The community thus stimulates discernment by lheﬂau_llg)nt.;ll.vlc
teachers and a new, perhaps modified proposition of the Christian faith
and its implications.”

This vision of the Church suggests that we are in fact. a "‘C‘O.].“;I]LTl[yf‘
of reception,” in which reception is not so n_1uch Va _]Lllz:(lil(,d ha: 0
acceptance as it is an ongoing process in ih.e 11{8 of the Church. an
If terms like “communion” and “reception” are 'to be n?;)re f:h
spiritual buzz words, they must become enfleshed in the life ot e:
Church. This insight is suggested in a much Dverlogkcd postcon
ciliar document, Communio et progressio, t.hc 1971 ms.truc-llon. on
the means of social communication.™ This pastoraEl ll]StLLICI‘iO;I(i
promulgated only six years after the c]oge of the cou_rml,.re(clzolgglllim
the integral connection between ecclesial communion and hums

communication.

In the Christian [aith, the unily and bmlhcrhlood of ma‘n are lh‘e.clu]cf
aims of all communication and these find their source and mo_d;l in l[:g
central mystery of the eternal communion between the Ej*‘uih.el, ([)‘1}(]1::'13
Holy Spirit. . . . Communication is more than the expression ol i .;_
and the indication of emotion. At its most profound level, it is the gi

ing of self in love (8, 11).

This document suggests that the Church as a co.lnm.unif‘[: gs.culledlto
be, at the same time, a “community of communication.™ Tlfue eccle
stal communion will be manifested in coucrete' processes o cmnmu}-
nication and dialogue. When the teaching ministry (Jf'lhf: Chm_m
does not flow out of clear processes f(?r open conve_rsalzon.fmd.iclh{a-
logue™ at all levels, its juridical authorily may remain, but it will be

C i iry, 168.

“Boyle, Church Teaching Authority, o, o o

*Michael J. Scanlon, “Catholicism and Living Tradition: The_Chmc..h d.'s..il
Community of Reception,” in Empowering Authority: The Charisins of Epis-
c;;acy and Primacy in the Church Today, ed. Patrick J. Howell and Gary
lenmberlain (Kansas City: Sheed & Ward, 1990) 1-16. See also Pottmeyer,
“Reception and Submission,” 290. ‘ 3 .

"’Atf;lin Flannery, ed., Vatican Council 1I: The Conciliar and Post Concil
iar Documents (Northport: Costello, 1992) 293_—-349. o

3K laus Kienzler, “The Church as Communion and Commumrjnhon, in
The Church and Conununication, ed. Patrick Granfield (Kansas City: Sheed

& Ward, 1994) 95. . o
“Hermann Poltmeyer, “Dialogue as a Model for Communication in the
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difficult to acknowledge such teaching as an authentic expression of
the corporate faith of the Church.

The Roman Catholic Church today is in desperate need of concrete
guidelines for sustaining this kind of open-ended conversation and
dialogue. For example, the CDF instruction “Some Aspects of the
Church Understood as Communion” offered a rich theology of ec-
clesial communion but offered little if any guidance for how this
communion can be nourished and sustained through concrete actions
and structures within the Church. Specific guidelines are important
precisely because open conversation and dialogue is bound to bring
with it a certain amount of disagreement and conflict. Without clearly
agreed upon guidelines one very human response to disagreement
and conflict is to short-circuit the conversation and demonize one’s
opponents. German theologian Otto Hermann Pesch warns of this
danger and proposes a few rudimentary guidelines that could be help-
ful.” Pesch.notes that true ecclesial dialogue “excludes any compul-
sion and any prohibition of thought” Official interventions should be
undertaken “only as a last resort” and there should be no condemna-
tions “if it is not clear beyond a shadow of doubt that there is heresy

Church,” in The Cluuch aned Communication, 97-103. When I use the term
“conversation” here, 1 mean it in (he way in which it is used by hermeneuti-
cal theologians like David Tracy: “Conversation is a game with some hard
rules: say only what you mean: say il as accurately as you can; listen o and
respect what the other says, however different or other; be willing to correct
or defend your opinions if challenged by the conversation partner; be willing
to argue il necessary, lo conflront if demanded, to endure necessary conflict,

" to change your mind if the evidence suggests it.” Plurality and Ambiguiry:

Hermeneutics, Religion, and Hope (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1987) 19.
Paul Lakeland has applied Jirgen Habermas® communication theory to an
understanding of teaching authority within the Church. He contends that the
life of the Church must be constituted by such open-ended, disciplined con-
versalion—what Habermas calls “communicative action” Itis in and through
this’ communicative action that revelation emerges within the community.
Paul Lakeland, Theology and Critical Theory: The Discourse of the Church
(Nashville: Abingdon, 1990).

*CDF, “Some Aspects of the Church Understood as Communion,” Origins
22 (June 25, 1922) 108-12.

“Otto Hermann Pesch, “The Infallibility of the Papal Magisterium: Unre-
solved Problems and Future Perspectives,” in Hans Kiing: New Horizons for
Faith and Thought, ed. Karl-Josel Kuschel and Hermann Hiring (New York:
Continuum, 1993) 13-42 al 34-36.
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and that believers are being led astray.” There must 'bc a willingness
“to leave a controversial question temporarily open lf: agreemgnt has
not been reached.” Anyone in a position ol conflict with ecclesial au-
thorities should be able to rely on “a legal and [air pmc.edurc wlu.ch
safeguards personal honor and dignity.” F1nally,“approprmtc ecclesl:jli
discipline must be carried out in a manner Lhat' corresponds to wha
is seemly in dealings with adults.” The full reality of the Church as.a
communion cannot be realized until concrete rules such as these are
universally operative in ecclesial conversation.

Up to this point, I have focused on the l'eccPli911 of Chu‘rch“teach-
ing by the whole Christian community._ Yet within this cm)p();t_lte r(:]-C
ception each believer strives to make his or her own the teac ing o
the Church. This more individual “reception™ of Chll-l‘(:!‘l‘ 1eac11mg
raises important questions regarding the response that is owc_q 1o

- that teaching. The final chapter will consider that fundamental issue.

For Further Reading

Ecclesial Reception

Congar, Yves. “Reception as an Ecclesiological Rcalily.".ln Election
and Consensus in the Church. Concilium 77. Ed. Giuseppe Al-
berigo and Anton Weiler, 43-68. New York: l-lerdcr,_ 197%.

Kilmartin, Edward. “Reception in History: An Ecclesxologlca]. Phe-
nomenon and Its Significance.” Journal of Ecumenical Studies 21
(1984) 34-54. L

Pottmeyer, Hermann J. “Reception and Submission.” The Jurist 51

1991) 269-92. ‘ o

Ra(usch Thomas. “Reception Past and Present.” Theological Studies

47 (1986) 497-508.

The Sensus Fidelium

Burkhard, John. “Sensus Fidei: Meaning, Role, and Future of a
Teaching of Vatican I1.” Louvain Studies 17 (1992) 13—34. '
_ “Sensus Fidei: Theological Reflection Since Vatican
11 Heythrop Journal 34 (1993) 41-59, 137'—59. §
Dobbin, Edmund J. “Sensus Fidelium Reconsidered.” New Theology
Review 2 (1989) 48-64.

Receiving and Responding to the Word: Corporate Reception 253

Glaser, John W. “Authority, Connatural Knowledge, and the Sponta-

neous Judgment of the Faithful.” Theological Studies 29 (1968)
742-51.

Metz, Johann Baptist, and Edward Schillebeeckx, eds. The Teaching
Authority of the Believers. Concilium 180, Edinburgh: T. & T.
Clark, 1985.

Scheffezyk, Leo. “Sensus Fidelium—Witness on the Part of the
Community.” Communio 15 (1988) 182-98.

Thompson, William M. “Sensus Fidelium and Infallibility.” American
Ecclesiastical Review 167 (1973) 45-86.

Tillard, I.-M. R. “Sensus Fidelium.* One in Christ 11 (1975) 2-29.

Reception and Inculturation

Bevans, Stephen B. Models of Contextual Theology. Maryknoll:
Orbis, 1992,

Chupungo, Anscar J. Cultural Adaptation of the Liturgy. New York:
Paulist, 1982.

- Liturgies of the Future: The Process and Methods of In-

culiuration. New York: Paulist, 1989.

Fitzpatrick, Joseph: One Church, Many Culiures: The Challenge of
Diversity. Kansas City: Sheed & Ward, 1987.

Gittins, Anthony J. Gifis and Strangers: Meeting the Challenge of In-
culturation. New York: Paulist, 1989.

Shorter, Aylward. Toward a Theology of Inculturation. Maryknoll:
Orbis, 1988.

Schreiter, Robert. Constructing Local Theologies. Maryknoll: Orbis,
1985.

The Relationship Between the Magisterium and Theologians

Buckley, Michael J., Margaret Farley, John T. Ford, Walter Principe,
and James H. Provost. Report of the Catholic Theological Society
of America Committee on the Profession of Faith and the Oath of
Fidelity. Washington: CTSA, 1990.

Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. “An Instruction on the Ec-
clesial Vocation of the Theologian.” Origins 20 (July 5, 1990)
117-126.

Curran, Charles E., and Richard A. McCormick, eds. The Magis-

tertum and Morality. Readings in Moral Theology No. 3. New
York: Paulist, 1982.



254  Teaching with Authority
i [ eachi Wilmington:
a)°‘(%rsy Ladislas. The Church: Learning and Teaching. g

-’: \ . 7. L o - »”
? Gleier lg?‘Magisterium and Theologians: A Vatican Document.
dea (July 21, 1990) 30-32. o
T‘% \ff{_l_‘:”m( Yi'/re Profession of Faith and the Quath of lfrde!l!;_g[)/l
iN\OD .Y . / X . i .
y‘f Theological and Canonical Analysis. Wllllli‘nglf)ll: Gldzl(?l', oo
Spohn W&i’lliam “The Magisterium and Morality.” Theological Stuc
pohn, . :
] March 1993) 96-100. ) .
if's 5: (Francis A. “The Magisterium and the Role' Of. Thu)Iogl;nf
Su' l\’l';:e?Cl‘lurcl'l " In Magisterium: Teaching Authority in the Catho
in ;

: Pauli 83.
[ 4-218. New York: Paulist, 19 _
e ‘I‘Z“hc Theologian’s Ecclesial Vocation and the 1990

CDF Instruction.” Theological Studies 52 (1991) 51-68.

9

Receiving and Responding to the Word:
Personal Reception of Church Teaching

After the promulgation of Pope Paul VI's encyclical on birth regu-
lation, Humanae vitge (1968), the American bishops responded by
publishing their own pastoral letter, “Human Life in Our Day.™ Ip
that document the bishops reaffirmed Papal teaching while at (he
same lime reminding Catholics of three things. First, (he bishops
carefully explicated Church teaching on the primacy of conscience,
citing both Cardinal John Henry Newman and S Thomas Aquinas
(nos. 37-45), Second, by affirming that Humanae vitge Was an exer-
cise of noninfallible Papal teaching, they acknowledged the tradi-
tional distinctions regarding degrees of magisterial authority in
Church pronouncements (nos. 46-48). Finally, they reiterated the
norms for licit theological dissent (nos. 49-54) that had long been
part of the Catholic tradition.

Of course one could find considerations of all three of these topics
in most of the seminary manuals used only a decade earlier. However,
discussion of these matters had hitherlo been conducted only among

~ clergy and theologians, Ordinary Catholics seldom heard anything

from the pulpit regarding the Church’s teaching on conscience and
the possibility of dissent. With the American bishops’ letter and sjmi-
lar responses from other episcopal conferences,? these distinctions

‘NCCB, “Human Life in Our Day,” in Pastoral Letters of the United States
Catholic Bishops, ed. Hugh J. Nolan (Washington: USCC, 1983) 3:164-94,

*Similar approaches can be found in statements of the episcopal confer-
ences of Austria, Belgium, Canada, CELAM, France, Indonesia, Nclherlands,
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were explicitly brought to the attention of many of the Catholic faithful.
In the two and a half decades since Humanae vitae, discussion regard-
ing the kind of response the faithful owe to Church teaching has b.ecome
one of interest to a public much broader than clergy and theologians.

Individual and Ecclesial Reception

One shortcoming of many considerations of this topic is the ten-
dency to separate the response of an individual believer m_ Church
teaching from his or her social and ecclesial context. That is, many
pose the following kinds of questions: What is thf: appropriate re-
sponse of the individual believer to Church teaching? Under what
conditions may an individual believer withhold assent from a par-
ticular teaching? Under what conditions may a theologian publicly
dissent from a particular Church teaching? How do we Yveigh the au-
thority of the individual conscience against the authority of the ec-
clesiastical magisterium? I have deferred consideration of these
questions until now precisely because they are often addressed from
the perspective of the individual believer in a way that ovf.:r]ookﬁ .thc
important fact that as Christians, we do not profess a Prwalc faith.
The act of faith, while certainly personal in character, is also com-
munal. Just as il is a mistake to isolate discrete teaching acts of the
magisterium from the life of the Church, so too is it misgnidr?d to iso-
late the response of the individual believer to Church teaching from
the corporate reception of Church doctrine by the whole people of
God. The character and significance of an individual’s response to
church teaching both influences and is influenced by the ecclesial
community. The response of the active Christian committed to an ec-
clesial community cannot be the same as the response of a Ch]'lSl.lim
who lives on the periphery of an ecclesial community.” This is the im-

Scandinavia, Switzerland, and West Germany. These stalements may be
found in John Horgan, ed., Humanae vitae and the Bishops: The Ent‘_)'c.’i('.ul
and the Statements of the Narional Hierarchies (Shannon, [reland: [rish Univ,
Press, 1972). For an analysis of these ecclesiastical responses see Joseph A.
Selling, The Reaction to Humanae vitae: A Study in Special and Fundamen-
tal Theology (Ann Arbor: Univ. Microfilms, 1979). o .

[ intentionally am using the more inclusive term “Churistian,” since '11
seems unavoidable, following what Vatican 11 has taught regarding the real if
imperfect communion that exists between the Roman thoh’c Church :1er
non-Catholic Christians, that all Christians participate in varying degrees in
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portant point made by many who resent the presentation of Gallup
polls as if their findings constituted the sensus fidelium. Such polls
fail to acknowledge the importance of ecclesial context.

Vatican Il wrote of the sensus fidei as the superﬁatuml gift by
which every baptized believer is able to recognize God’s word. This
sense or instinct for the faith, however, is actualized within a particu-
lar context. For example, how one responds to the Church’s teaching
on capital punishment will be influenced considerably by social and
ecclesial context. The response of an individual only marginally af-
filiated with a Christian community and influenced by the ethic of ret-
ribution common to our Western society is likely to differ from the
response of a believer active within an ecclesial community that takes
the countercultural values of Jesus Christ seriously.

Not only is the individual response to Church teaching influenced
by social and ecclesial contexts, but the individual’s response also
contributes to the Christian community’s ongoing appropriation of
God’s word. The individual’s assent to Church teaching has commu-
nal implications. Each personal response to a doctrinal teaching is
drawn into the communal character of the Church itself and con-
tributes to the shape of the Church’s corporate witness to God’s word.
Because an individual’s assent to Church teaching is truly personal,
every personal assent will be unique. The believer’s response to doc-
trinal teaching cannot be reduced (o a question of mere assent or dis-
sent, to aflirmation or negation. Since God’s word is a living, salvific
word that addresses us as persons, our response to that word as it is
mediated in various ways in Church teaching will be irreducibly per-
sonal and therefore unique in character. It follows, then, that this
unique and personal assent, when drawn into the life of the commu-
nity, will make a unique contribution to that community’s corporate
consciousness and Christian witness.

Imagine two Roman Catholics, both of whom give an affirmative
assent to Church teaching on the objective moral evil of abortion. For
one Catholic the unique character of their assent includes the convic-
tion that this assent demands acts of civil disobedience. Conse-
quently, this person’s personal assent to the Church’s teaching will be

the sensus fidelium. 1t must be added, furthermore, that for one who believes
that the Holy Spirit is manifested beyond the boundaries of the Church, no
voice can be overlooked as a possible manifestation of the Spirit, even if we
cannot speak of the nonbeliever as participating, strictly speaking, in the sen-
sus fidelium.
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reflected, perhaps, in a decision to engage in nonvm{lﬁ?nt C]:l;g};iz:i
dience. Another Catholic also assegts 1o Cll.mrlc: ljﬁ::f::lgeflwnhm Lhé
is person’s assent takes on its particular chara er wilk
?;trr:::jo?l{:lci? a certain set of convictions :'egarding -lrhe d1sts111lc:o‘:lz l;);
tween religious and public morality 3111511 mi:;i(; liaLndcis\:,i(;ualg‘:Vmﬂd
mocratic processes in a free society. The Doy eet B
prefer to focus on lcgislalivc_ ['CIH.(".!dlCS ‘l() c'conf)!mc ai - il erives
ce women inlo situations in which abortion appears .
‘tahnzltyf(:)rplion. Both Catholics “asscl_lt” to ChU[’Ci'l teachl;nﬁ,] (l:;l:h;];z
character of their assent differs C(.Jns1d[tl:['le):y;123§:1ic])vcc:):; qc(;oumeqq ;ﬂ-
g nses are drawn up into the cor al cons sness
E:SéEilr(]:isgsd shape the Church’s own rforpomte w1ltnessj f(')r io{ﬁi
or ill. This is confirmed by the way in whlch‘thc medxa. pelciewebeen
Roman Catholic position on abortion. This ]?ercetpt{‘ofn‘ ](;ljocme.;
shaped by the public character {_)f !hOSFt Catholic .pl()— i 5- a o il.l
who participate in acts of civil d1sobc_dlcnce. Cons_equelr'n _y,ﬂ (;f o
the media are led, incorrectly, to ic.ic.nu!f‘y more cxslen*{e orms of p
life protest with the “Catholic POSH]OH on Lh.e lnliltex’. e of the et
In conclusion, before attending to the spec?lﬁc character g mp,,c_
sonal response of a believer to Church tez}chmg, itis 1;;);}1iidiwd:m1
knowledge the communal churactcn: qf this response. ‘}c:ﬂ[ vidual
response to doctrinal teaching participates in the communal proces
of doctrinal reception discussed in the last chapter.

Reflections on the Proper Response of the Believer to
' Church Teaching

In chapter 4 [ considered [our difﬂ:rept c'ategories of Chui';:l:l :::2-
ing that have emerged in recent eccles_mspcal dc}curnue'nts. mcudc;l
tinctions between these categories are mg-m‘ﬁcar_n, as -[ have Eo - !-cj
then there ought to be corresponding distinctions in tlé(:l m]cl 1;'lCh‘
sponse that the believer is (o give to each category of. ]lL-ll(.) [‘Wi“
ing (the reader may wish Lo review ch. 4 before proceeding).
consider each of these responses below.

An Assent of Faith to Definitive Dogma

Throughout this volume I have returned _zlgain anc’! gga;n HJ t(l:leom-
fluence of a propositional model of revelaln(_)n on Call‘m xcf 1:]: Crgl)g
This model tends to reduce divine revelation o a set ?f. is e
“truths” that provide “information” about God. It follows from this

Receiving and Responding 1o the Word: Personal Reception 259
8 ! 8 T

theology of revelation that faith will be understood primarily as an in-
tellectual assent to these divine truths. Following the tentative new
developments in the documents of Vatican I1, | have employed a dif-
ferent conception of revelation. This view accents the unique,
salvific, and participatory character of divine revelation. If God’s
word comes (o us as both a personal address and an invitation, then
faith must correspond (o this more relational and personal view of
God’s divine self-communication. In this context faith will include
not just an intellectual assent to the truth of what is communicated but
a sense of trust, commitment, and personal self-disposal. Faith is our
fundamental response to God's personal address and invitation to the
life of communjon.*

In scholastic theology one often made a distinction between the
formal and material objects of faith. According to this schema the for-
mal object of faith is God as God is revealed to us through Christ and
in the Spirit. The material object of faith denotes, then, those particu-
lar truths articulated in propositional form that attempt to communi-
cate something of that God who can be known only in the unique
modality of saving relationship. Aquinas wrote that, as the formal ob-
Ject of faith, God was the first truth manifested in Scripture and
Church doctrine, both of which proceed from that first truth.s Else-
where he insisted that “lhe act of the believer does not terminate in
the propositions but in the reality, for we do not formulate proposi-
Lions except in order to know things by means of them, whether in
science or in faith.” For example, I do not believe primarily in the
doctrine of the Trinity, I believe in the triune God. Any consideration
of the act of faith as an assent to a particular proposition must be care-
ful to remember that this is but one, and indeed secondary, aspect of a
much more comprehensive account of faith. While the rest of this chap-
ter will attend to the question of one’s response to particular doctrinal

‘For a detailed analysis of various understandings of the act of faith see
Roger Aubert, Le probléme de Lacte de foi 2nd ed., (Louvain; Warny, 1960).
For a more recent review of (he theological literature on understandings of
faith in fundamental theology, see Avery Dulles, The Assurance of Things

- Hoped For: A Theology of Christian Faith (New York: Oxford Uniy. Press,

1994). For a recent approach (o models of faith from a philosophical and
comparalive religions perspective see William Lad Sessions, The Concept of
Faith: A Philosophical Investigation (Tthaca; Cornel] Univ., 1994).

*Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae 2:2*, q. 5, a. 3c.

‘Ibid., q. 1, a. 2, ad 2.
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propositions, this must be understood in the light of Lhe primary under-
standing of faith as one’s fundamental and personal self-disposition
before God. '

Recall that dogmas are those teachings that Lhe ecclesiastical mag-
isterium has taught infallibly as divinely revealed. As such these
teachings communicate, however imperfectly, God’s offer of salva-
tion. The response of the believer to these teachings is appropriately
called by Vatican 1T an “assent” or “submission ol faith” (obsequio
fidei) because the believer, through (he internal testimony of the
Spirit, recognizes in this particular teaching that saving word that de-
mands no less than total surrender. In scholastic theology it was said
that the motive for one’s act of faith was the authority of divine reve-
lation itself. The believer is moved to an act of faith by the very truth-
fulness of God. Some manualists referred to the stance of the believer
in this instance as that of “metaphysical certitude.”” While one can
question the value of this kind of abstract language, the central point
should not be lost. The basis for my certitude is the very truthfulness
and trustworthiness of God. In faith I respond to the word of God me-
diated by a particular dogma. :

How are we to assess, however, the siluation in which a baptized
believer is unable to offer an assent of faith to a particular dogma?
Roman Catholicism has traditionally held that duc to the central role
dogma plays in the articulation of God’s saving word, membership in
the Church of Jesus Christ would be called into question by the ab-
stinate and public denial of dogma.* This kind of formal rejection is

1CL. Marcelino Zalba, Theologiae moralis compeneium (Madrid: BAC,
1958) 1:360, as ciled in John P. Boyle, Church Teaching Authority: Histori-
cal and Theological Studies (Notre Dame: Univ. of Notre Dame Press, 1995)
86.

*Karl Rahner wriles that “if there is to be any question of heresy, then it
must be a matter of a rrwrh which, precisely as truth, is significant for salva-
tion” Karl Rahner, “What is Heresy?” in Theological Investigations (Balti-
more: Helicon, 1966) 5:470. In light of this, the reader might recall the
distinction proposed in chapter 4 between proclamatory and confirmatory
dogmas. There I suggested that it is these proclamalory dogmas (hal com-
municate God's saving truth, while confirmatory dogmas are those dogmatic
teachings that confirm, often through historical exemplification (e.g., the
Marian dogmas) saving truth communicated in other proclamatory dogmas.
If this distinction is legitimale, then it is possible for a person o be unable to
give an assent of [aith 1o a particular dogma without being excluded from the
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tance of most Roman Catholics to at least some of the dogmatic
teach_mg:s proposed by the Church falls between explicit afﬁn%mti

or rejection. Karl Rahner has put the matter quite well in hi o
getic work, Our Christian Faith: = sl

A normal Christian, who cannot be asked 1o engage in lengthy theo-

I()g:cz{l studies, may quite properly, in relation to the Church’s general
cons‘cmusn.ess of its faith, make emphases and select. This ii it
p.olssr_ble without requiring a positive rejection of wha; is left toqgi'tz
:l;:lmlrjuch ]aseIeclzon. 2 G . Today Christians in their situations cer-
y have the duty and the right, when making such a selection, to
concentrale on the most fundamental issues of the Christian faith ;1 d
lo leave much else to one side because they cannot yet }it il in‘.'“ "

Similarly, Avery Dulles writes:

Few if any believers explicitly know everything that the Churcl

lihrough ils magisterium, has taught and teaches as divinely rev l;(;,
Ff)r lh_c ordinary belicver, who is not an expert on the I‘liSl(?l lf;:ie :
rine, it sullices to adhere explicitly to the central truths of gh(:i L'GC-
ily. "I‘h.esc are'well known from familiar passages in Scripture Sfl'zm-
Christian preaching and calechesis, from the creeds (whichiumr’nal?m
the central articles of faith), and from he liturgy (which n::clebralc':ltIIze
great mysteries of faith in the annual cycle of feasts and seznsohé)l" <

M.any_ Catholic Christians, secure in their fundamental profession of
fafti-l in Jesus Christ, will simply never find reason toionéide?n :
Phcnly many teachings that have dogmatic status. Quesn:on's reg ez_ '
ing the ex‘lrslcnce of angels, the belief in purgatory. or‘the nnttiar ;
what constitutes an “integral” confession as taught’by the cm;ncij Of
Trent will never trouble them. Furthermore, the quality of their f: '(t)h
should not be jgdged deficient because of this fact. After all it'm
generally only in response to a particular threat or' cha]]engé td\:}?z '

Church. of Christ if that dogma were merely confirmalory of do ti

tcnll)aruclula[cd in other proclamatory dogmatic formulations Sl ’

- Agll_:; it is R-.uh._n{;r _who is compelled to further qualily the judgment of -
eresy: “The Christian judgment of heresy does not deny that in certain ci

cums%ancc-?s-ﬂ person who explicitly rejects a particular truth ma 0 ‘ ?r-

truth implicitly (just as the converse is possible).” Ibid., 476 ypomEss s
"“Karl Raliner and Karl-Heinz Weger, Qur Christian }':“ai.'h-

Future (New York: Crossroad, 198 1) 134-35. .
"Dulles, Assurance af Things Hoped For, 192.

Answers for the .
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faith that the Church saw [it to define certain dogma:s ina forn?al way.
For many today the questions that gave rise to certain d(_)gmauc stale-
ments may no longer be pertinent. It should not_surpnsc us, conse-
quently, if the status of a given dogmatic detcrnun@on, b(}rp out of
questions or controversies quite removed l'l'on} lhe_ life OfC.l given Pe—
liever, may not present a pressing claim on their ffuth. In 1hls‘snuut10n
the stance of the believer can hardly be characterized as obstinate and

public rejection.

The Firm Acceptance of Definitive Doctrine

As I noted in chapter 4, the explicit delineation of this second_ cate-
gory of Church teaching is much more recent. The 1989 Pro‘fesmm.l of
Faith mandated by the CDF consisted of the Niccno—Cozlslallllllo]?c?lnan
Creed, followed by three additional paragraphs. The second additional
paragraph reads as follows: “I also firmly embrace and I:lO]d all and
each that are definitively proposed by the Church concerning the docj,-
trine of the faith and morals.”’? However awsz}rd]y fc_;rmulaled, .thxs
passage apparently refers to those teachings wh1f:h, stncfly §pcal‘m.1g,
are not revealed but “which are so intimately linked with it [dm,[:ﬁ
revelation] that for practical purposes they stand and fall together.”"
Because these teachings are not divinely revealed we cannot rasgond
to them with an assent of faith." These teachings are proposcsl ina
definitive way,” meaning presumably, that they are proposed infalli-
bly as irreversible teachings. Consequently, the view of the CI?F ap-f
pears to be that if one cannot give to these teachings an assent o
faith, nevertheless that assent must be more than that owed to nonde-
finitive doctrine. The profession of faith employs [ht.: phrasc to
“firmly embrace and hold,” to describe this response. Snmiarly, the
Vatican instruction explains that these teachings “mus‘r: Pe firmly ac”
cepted and held” (no. 23). Dulles speaks simply of a “firm assent.”"

“This is the translation of Ladislas Orsy, The Profession of I'"ai{h ‘_’”d the
Oath of Fidelity: A Theological and Canonical Analysis (Wilmington:
Glazier, 1990) 21.

PIbid., 26. . .
“However, one sometimes finds the appropriate response characlerized as

ecclesiastical faith to distinguish it from divine and Catholic fzfilh.. See Yves
Congar, “Faits dogmatiques et ‘foi ecclésiastique,’” in Sainte Eglise: Eiudes
et approches ecclésiologiques (Paris: Cerf, 1964) 357-73. -

sAvery Dulles, The Craft of Theology: From Symbol to System (New York:

Crossroad, 1992) 110.
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Unfortunately, one can infer little from these formulations regarding
the particular features of this assent save that it must in some way be
distinguished from both the assent of faith and that assent owed to
nondefinitive, authoritative doctrine. I have considered some of the
ambiguities inherent in this category of Church teaching in chapter 4.
The ambiguity certainly is not dispelled when it comes to the ques-
tion of the response owed to such leaching. It is interesting that there
is no reference to this kind of response in the 1983 Code of Canon~
Law, which speaks only of the assent of faith and the obsequium
owed to authoritative doctrine.'s

However one understands the distinctive character of this category
and the response owed (o it, I find no evidence in tradition that the de-
nial of definitive doctrine was viewed as heresy in the modern sense
of the word. Consequently, unlike the case of definitive dogma, the
obstinate denial of a definitive doctrine would not necessarily place
one outside the Roman Catholic communion.

A “Religious Obsequium of Intellect and Will”
to Nondefinitive Authoritative Doctrine

The majority of ecclesiastical pronouncements on matters of doc-
trine, particularly regarding the moral life, fall in the category of non-
definitive, authoritative doctrine. This refers to that teaching that the
pope and bishops propose when assisted by the Holy Spirit but with-
out recourse to the charism of infallibility. Because these doctrines
are not proclaimed infallibly, the Catholic Church recognizes the
remote possibility of error. While they may or may not be closely re-
lated to divine revelation, the Church’s refusal to propose the teach-
ing “definitively means that it is either unable (because the material
content of the teaching does not fall within the scope of either divine
revelation or that which is necessary to guard and defend divine rev-
elation) or is not yet ready to bind itself irrevocably to the revelatory
character of this teaching. What kind of response are Catholics to
give 1o such teaching?

First, as Ladislas Orsy has observed, in the response that any
believer is called upon to give to a particular teaching, “the commit-
ment . . . of the individual person must be of the same degree as the

“CI. cann. 750, 752. See Michael J. Buckley and others, Report of the
Catholic Theological Society of America Committee on the Profession of
Faith and the Qaih of Fidelity (Washington: CTSA, 1990) 81-82.
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commitment . . . of the Church.”” When the ecclesiastical m.agis-
terium does not propose a particular doctrine definitively, 1h_c faithful
cannot be expected to give an assent of faith to such 'teac.hmg. Ors_;y
has highlighted the serious epistemological difl_"iculues mhc?rent in
this category of assent. For autheritative doctrine is not proc]au_ncq as
an article of faith, nor is it proposed as self-evident by the application
of human reason. “But, and this is our question, how can the humgn
mind affirm that a proposition is true when its truth is ngi[her wit-
nessed by the Holy Spirit (that which is divinely revealed), nor sup-
ported by rational evidence?™"*

Vatican II, unfortunately, offered little to help resolve the matter.”
Lumen gentium 25 holds that Catholics are to give (o authoritative
doctrine a religious ebsequitm of intellect and will. The proper trz_ms-
lation of the term obsequium has received a great deal of altention.
While Sullivan finds acceptable Flannery’s translation of the term as
“submission,” Bishop B. C. Butler prefers rendering obsequiwm as
“due respect.’® For his part Orsy contengs that there is no one obvi-
ous translation of the term in English. Its meaning may vary depend-
ing on its application. At one point ()[).5'(.‘(]1{!.”!1.)‘ may _dcmzmd mere
respectful listening, and at another it may require a faithful submis-
sion.?' For Orsy, obsequium as used in the conciliar texts connotes a

"Orsy, Profession of Faith and the Oath of Fidelity, 32.

"Ibid., 35. . ‘

“Karl Rahner was one of (he first commentators (o note the inadequacies
of Vatican II’s treatment of this in Luwmen gentium 25. See Karl Rahner,
“Dogmatic Constitution on the Church, Chapter 111" in Conunentary on the
Documents of Vatican 11, ed. Herbert Vorgrimler (New York-: Crossroad,
1989) 208-10; idem, “Theologie und Lehramt,” Stintmen der Zeit !98 (1980)
373: idem, “Dream for the Church,” in Theological Investigations (New
York: Crossroad, 1981) 20:136.

®Francis Sullivan, Magisterium: Teaching Authority in the Catholic Church
(New York: Paulist, 1983) 159; B. C. Butler, “Infallible: Aulhe:.ni.cun‘l: As-
sensus: Obsequium. Christian Teaching Authority and the Christian’s Re-
sponse,” Doctrine and Life 31 (1981) 77-89. . ) . .

20rsy contends that this lerm must be classified as a SC.I'HIS'IZl] locution.
“Seminal locution is an expression which conveys an insight into the lruth.hut
without defining it with precision; it needs to be developed [urther. It is a
broad and intuitive approach to a mystery that leaves plenty of room for. fu-
ture discoveries.” Ladislas Orsy, The Chuwrch: Learning and Teaching (Wilm-
ington: Glazier, 1987) 85.
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particular kind of attitude or stance of loyalty and respect toward the
Church and its teaching. The precise form this attitude will take de-
pends on “the person to whom obsequium must be rendered, or on the
point of doctrine that is proposed as entitled to obsequium.”®

In the council’s description of the proper response owed to author-

ilative doctrine, one should note the explicit mention not only of the
will but of the intellect as well. John Boyle, in an important study
seeking to place the term obsequium in its historical context, finds
that in much of the Catholic Christian tradition the term obsequium
had a predominantly obediential character that downplayed the role
of the intellect in seeking after truth. From the period of the Middle
Ages, the understanding of obsequitm was influenced by the Pauline
passage: “We destroy arguments and every pretension raising itself
against the knowledge of God, and take every thought captive in
obedience to Christ [obsequium Christi], and we are ready to pun-
ish every disobedience, once your obedience is complete” (2 Cor
10:5-6). The fact that it was common in certain scholastic ecclesio-
logical tracts to locate the power to teach in the power of jurisdiction
further encouraged the adoption of the Jjuridical model of command
and obedience. In this model the accent is placed on the will direct-
ing the intellect to assent.

Yet the proclamation of Christian doctrine belongs to a category
wholly different from the promulgation of legislation. In the case of
Church legislation obedience demands only that there be no conflict
with some more vital moral obligation. To take a mundane example
from civil society, when driving on the highway I may come across a
55 mph speed limit sign. I do not inquire after the “truth” of this law
but merely whether [ can obey it without violating some other greater
priority (e.g., bringing my wife, in the final stages of labor, to the
hospital). However, in the proclamation of Christian doctrine I must
inquire after the truthfulness of this teaching as well. The character of
Church doctrine demands that one strive toward an internal assent.

Many theologians share Boyle’s concern that recent ecclesiastical
statements have accentuated (he obediential character of the obsequium
of intellect and will owed to authoritative doctrine.? The emphasis is

“1bid., 89. i

*Boyle assigns two chapters to the historical and theological context of the
phrase obsequium mentis et voluntatis in Church Teaching Authority, 63-94.

#See Hermann Poltmeyer, “Reception and Submission,” The Jurist 51 (1991)
269-92. Pottmeyer inds evidence of this more obediential interpretation both in



266 Teaching with Authority

placed on the formal authority of the bishops and/or the pope rather
than on the arguments adduced in support of a particular teaching.
The difficulty is that in the case of authoritative doctrine we are con-
cerned with the possibility of error, however remote. Given the pos-
sibility of error, where giving assent becomes problematic the proper
response of the faithful certainly must include a critical assessment of
the arguments the Church proposes in support of its teaching.

One helpful interpretation of the unique obsequium religiosum de-
manded for authoritative doctrine is offered by Francis Sullivan.” Ac-
cording to Sullivan this religious obsequium involves an obedience (?f
Jjudgment, which engages will and intellect in a particular way. This
obedience of judgment does not mean that the intellect must find a
particular teaching to be self-evidently true. To limit our capacity to
assent to such self-evidently true propositions would be to exclude
the role of the will in our act of assent. We must be [ree to assent to
a proposition even when its truthfulness is not logically compelling.
This is something that we do in many areas of our lives. We are ac-
customed to accepling as lrue many judgments or statements of fact
without recourse to logical demonstration. Frequently we are content
simply to rely on the authority of others, even when we are fully
aware that those whom we rely on may err in what they present to us
as true. Much the same point was made in a statement by the then
West German bishops written in 1967 to those commissioned to
preach the faith:

At this point a difficult problem arises, calling for realistic discussion.
It is one which today more than formerly threatens the faith of many
Catholics or their attitude of free and unreserved trust towards the
teaching authorities of the Church. We refer Lo the fact that in the ex-
ercise of its official function this teaching authority of the Church can,
and on occasion actually does, fall into errors. . . . The first point to
be recognized resolutely and realistically is that human life, even at a
wholly general level, must always be lived “by doing one’s best ac-
cording to one's lights” and by recognized principles which, while at
the theoretical level they cannot be recognized as absolutely certain,
nevertheless command our respect in the “here and now™ as valid
norms of thinking and acting because in the existing circumstances
they are the best that can be found. This is something that everyone

the CDF instruction “The Ecclesial Vocation of the Theologian™ and the Pro-
fession of Faith and the Oath of Fidelity.
=Sullivan, Magisterium, 162-66.
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recognizes from the concrete experience of his own life. Every doctor
in his diagnoses, every statesman in the political judgments he arrives
at on particular situations and the decisions he bases on these, is aware
of this fact. . . . In such a case the posilion of the individual Chris-
tian in regard to the Church is analogous to that of a man who knows
that he is bound to accept the decision of a specialist even while rec-
ognizing that it is not infallible.?

This letter of the German bishops appears to confirm the legitimacy
of assenting to the truthfulness of a teaching while at the same time
acknowledging the possibility of error.

Yet what of the situation in which a believer begins to doubt the
truthfulness of a teaching? In this instance it is no longer a matter of
the truth value of a teaching not being compelling. Rather, in this in-
stance the teaching may appear to the individual as dubious. Since
what we are considering here is authoritative doctrine, the possibility
of error, however remote, does exist. Following Sullivan’s analysis,
the intellect cannot be commanded to assent to a proposition that ap-
pears (o it as false. The submission of intellect to a teaching means,
practically, that when one cannot automatically and without pause
give an assent to the truth of authoritative doctrine, formal inquiry
into the Church’s teaching will be not only legitimate but necessary.
In this instance a religious obsequium of intellect and will means con-
sidering not only the teaching itself but the arguments and explana-
tions proposed in defense of the teaching. Often difficulties in
arriving at an internal assent to a doctrine emerge because of misun-
derstandings regarding the teaching itself. A careful study of the
Church’s presentation of the doctrine may help overcome serious
doubts.

However, the assent to authoritative doctrine also involves a moral
component. Since the arguments in favor of a teaching are rarely
compelling, one’s moral disposition can influence the willingness to
give assent. Let us take the example of the moral norm prohibiting
adultery. A person’s capacity to assent to this teaching may be influ-
enced by whether or not they are currently engaged in or desirous of
engaging in an adulterous relationship. An authentic obsequium of in-
tellect and will to Church doctrine demands a careful examination of

*This stalement can be found reprinted in Dissent in the Church, Readings
in Moral Theology No. 6, ed. Charles E. Curran and Richard A. McCormick
(New York: Paulist, 1988) 129-32.
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conscience. The individual must accept the possibility that his or her
difficulties with a particular teaching may have their root in the fear
of that moral conversion that internal assent may demand.

Finally, a person’s capacily to assent to a teaching is often influ-
enced by the testimony and authority of others. This was the poiit
made in the letter of the West German bishops when they employed
the analogy of the doctor-patient relationship. A person might expe-
rience chest pains and visit a cardiologist out of fear of a heart altack.
However, that person can acknowledge the greater expertise of the
cardiologist and accept on his testimony the judgment that what was
experienced was nothing more than heartburn. This depends, how-
ever, on a stance of basic respect for the authority of the doctor’s tes-
timony. In the same way, one’s disposition to accept the truth of a
Church teaching will be partly influenced by the presence or absence
of respect for the faith insight of the whole Christian community and
the trustworthiness of the ecclesiastical magisterium in its doctrinal
pronouncements.

To conclude, I have found helpful Richard McCormick’s summary
formulation of this response: to give an ebsequium of intellect and
will to authoritative doctrine means to engage in a “docile personal
attempt to assimilate the teaching, an attempt that can end in “inabil-
ity to assimilate’ (dissent).™ This attempt al personal assimilation is,
in its own way, an act ol reeeption in which the believer honestly
strives (o make the Church’s teaching his or her own. This demands
(1) an honest attempt to properly understand what the magisterium
teaches, (2) a careful consideration of the arguments the magisterium
and theologians adduce in support of (and in opposition to) Church
teaching, (3) an examination of conscience to discern whether one’s
inability to give an internal assent is due to fear of conversion, and (4)
a proper respect for the authority and general trustworthiness of the
Church and its authoritative teachers in the proclamation of Church
doctrine.”® There may well be instances when, even after fulfilling

#Richard A. McCormick, Corrective Vision: Explorations in Moral Theol-
ogy (Kansas City: Sheed & Ward, 1994) 85.

#*The question of respect for Church authority is a difficult one. Certainly
there have been periods in the history of the Church when the actions and at-
titudes of Church officeholders were such that respect for their authority may
have been dilficult. Even today there are critics of the hierarchy who have
questioned its trustworthiness, at least in certain spheres of Church teaching
(e.g., issues related to women and sexuality). Since we are dealing here with
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these four conditions, an individual believer may not be able to as-
similate this teaching into his or her religious stance. In other words,
the believer is unable to arrive at a true internal assent. This with-
holding of assent, sometimes called legitimate dissent, must be
viewed as a valid exercise of the fundamental obligation of all be-
lievers to seek after truth and to accepl the consequences of that
search. Furthermore, this withholding of assent does not remove one,
as in the case of heresy, from [ull participation in the Roman Catho-
lic communion.

While the Vatican II documents make no explicit mention of the
possibility of legitimate dissent, the council’s theological commis-
sion did consider the question. Three different modi were offered to
the theological commission regarding the possibility of legitimate
dissent. One modus posed the question of an “educated person [who],
confronted with a teaching proposed non-infallibly, cannot, for solid
reasons, give his internal assent””® In response, the commission re-
jected the proposed emendation, but on the grounds that the matter
was already addressed in the “approved manuals.” Joseph Komon-
chak’s important study of these manuals confirms the fact that the
possibility of legitimately withholding assent from an authoritative
doctrine was considered possible.

It would be a serious mistake Lo see the permissibility of with-
holding assent in these carcfully defined circumstances as a mere act
of condescension to human weakness and error. Nor can legitimate
dissent be equated with disobedience as some would have it. Because
the magisterium itself grants the possibility of error in the proclama-
tion of authoritative docltrine, the dissent of believers may positively

the exercise of Church teaching authority in the proclamation of authoritative
but nondefinitive doctrine (consequently there is no quesnon of an infallible
assistance of the Holy Spirit), it is certainly possible, at any point in history,
for the actions and ideclogical biases of Church officeholders to seriously
weaken any claims to respect on the part of the faithful. After all, it is ex-
ceedingly difficult (o determine the limits beyond which the Holy Spirit
would not allow human sinfulness to affect the credibility of the Church’s
teaching office.

PActa synodalia, vol. 111/8, 88. !

“loseph Komonchak, “Ordinary Papal Magisterium and Religious As-
sent,” in The Magisterium and Morality, Readings in Moral Thcology No. 3,
ed. Charles E. Curran and Richard A. McCormick (New Yotk Paulist, ]982)
67-90.
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assist the Church in recognizing its error and moving forward in pur-
suit of the “plenitude of truth.” One can think of numerous past “dis-
senting theologians” like Yves Congar, Karl Rahner, or John
Courtney Murray whose “dissenting positions” eventually nudged the
ecclesiastical magisterium toward .a new [ormulation of Church
teaching. This possibility cannot, in principle, be denied to the ordi-
nary believer. Though without the professional credentials of the
theologian, the believer possesses a supernatural instinct of the faith
and therefore can contribute to the Church’s corporate discernment of
God’s word. In other words, we must acknowledge the real possibil-
ity that legitimate dissent itself may be a manifestation of the Spirit
in bringing the whole Church to truth.

Conscientious Obedience to Prudential Admonitions
and Applications of Church Doctrine

It is difficult to characterize the appropriate response to this final
category of Church teaching. As I noted in chapter 4, this category in-
cludes a variety of ecclesiastical pronouncements, some of which
warn of dangerous theological trends and opinions (e.g:, the CDF’s
statements on liberation theology), others of which simply determine
the concrete discipline of the Church (e.g., the number of holy days
of obligation to be celebrated in the liturgical calendar). It may even
be possible to include some specific or concrete moral norms in this
category. The general response one owes to such pronouncements can
be described as conscientious obedience. In these instances it is pos-
sible to render an external assent to a law or judgment while ques-
tioning the advisability, prudence, or even correctness of that law or
judgment. This act of obedience is called “conscientious” because it is
conditioned by the exercise of one’s own conscience and prudential
judgment that the demands of a particular Church law or pronounce-
ment are not superseded by more important claims on human action.

To some, the careful articulation of these various responses to
Church teaching is an exercise in hairsplitling. Many faithful Catho-
lics will go through their entire lives without ever being troubled with
the doctrinal positions of the Catholic Church. They will, with equal
vigor, profess their belief in the real presence of Christ in the Eucha-
rist, the saving work of Christ on the cross, the prohibition of artifi-
cial contraception, and the law of celibacy for priests. Yet there are
many Catholics today who find it difficult to accept unconditionally
all that the Catholic Church proclaims in its doctrine and church dis-
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cipline. All Catholics have a right to know that ecclesiastical pro-
nouncements differ significantly, not only in their content but in their
authoritative character. They must also know that their response to
Church teaching can and should be correlated to the particular char-
acter of the teaching itself. What is at stake here is nothing less than
a proper understanding of what constitutes Church membership and
the fact that, in Catholic teaching, not all disagreement with ecclesi-
astical pronouncements necessarily separates one from the Roman
Catholic communion. The following table is intended to help sum-
marize the four categories of Church teaching and the response owed
to each.

LEVELS OF CHURCH RESPONSE OF THE
TEACHING FAITHFUL
Definitive Dogma Assent of Faith

[The believer makes an act of faith,
trusting that this teaching is
revealed by God]

Definitive Doctrine Firm Acceptance
[The believer “accepts and holds”
these teachings to be true]

Nondefinitive, Authoritative Obsequium of Intellect and Will
Doctrine [The believer strives to assimilate a
teaching of the Church into their re-
ligious stance, while recognizing the
remote possibility of Church error]

Prudential Admonitions Conscientious Obedience
and Provisional Applications [The believer obeys (the spirit of)
of Church Doctrine any Church law or disciplinary ac-
tion that does not lead to sin, even
when questioning the ultimate value
or wisdom of the law or action]

Figure 6
Conclusion

In the end, one’s response to Church teaching can never be reduced
to a simple matter of assent or dissent. To the extent that one’s re-
sponse to Church teaching is a truly personal response, the definitive
character of that response is ultimately disclosed only in the concrete
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shape of a believer’s life. Just as the true nature of Church doctrine is
only discovered within the context of a rich Christian tradition that
passes on God’s word in innumerable forms, the true nature of the
Christian’s response to that doctrine is interwoven in the daily life of
Christian discipleship. It is there, in the ongoing struggle to remain
faithful as followers of Jesus, that we give our most profound answer
to God’s invitation to saving communion which is faithlully if im-
perfectly communicated to us in Christian doctrine.
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Conclusion: Some Reflections
on Doctrinal Teaching Authority in the
Church of the Third Millennium

As we approach the end of almost two thousand years of Chris-
tianity, it is impossible to overlook the startling contrasts between the
first two millennia. The first thousand years of Christianity’s exis-
tence was by no means withou feuds and conflicts. Nevertheless, the
first millenhiu_m of Christianity can still be characterized by substan-
tial ecclesial unity. The same cannot be said of the second millen-
nium. The schism between East and West formalized in 1054, the
fissures in the Church that followed the sixteenth-century reforma-
tions, the departure of Qld Catholics in the Iate nineteenth century,
and the formal schism that exists now in the twentieth century for
members of the Society of St. Piug X, followers of the late Arch-
bishop Marcel Lefebvre, al] suggest that the second millennjum of
Christianity has been one of division. What is in store for the third
millennium? Is there an opportunity for a new Christian unity, and if
50, what would it look like? The ecumenical movement has labored
over this question during the last thirty years. Such notions as “rec-
onciled diversity,” “conciliarity,” and now “koinonia/communion”
have been proposed as models for conceiving a unity among the vari-
ous Christian traditions that does not compromise their distinctive
identities.

It is difficult to imagine a formalized unity among the Churches
that does not include some shared understanding of doctrinal teach-
ing authority. Even so, Roman Catholics cannot afford the hubris of
thinking that their structures and understandings of authority in roro
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and as presently constituted provide the only viable possibility. If
there lies in the future of Christianity a formalized unity among some
of the various Christian traditions, no one can know at this point what
precise form the structures and manner of exercise of ecclesial au-
thority will take. However, there are two things that are incumbent
upon Roman Catholicism if it is to contribute to that future unity.
First, it must come (o the table of ecumenical dialogue with a co-
herent understanding of its own view of doctrinal authority, one that
flows from the best of its ecclesiological tradition. This volume has
tried to contribute to that enhanced self-understanding. Second, it
must address the tangible gap many perceive between Catholicism’s
vision of ecclesial authority and its concrete structures and practice,
This was the concern of the bishops at Vatican [I when, regarding the
Catholic’s obligations to the cause of ecumenism, they wrote:

Catholics, in their ecumenical work, must assuredly be concerned for
other Christians, praying for them, keeping them informed about the
church, making the first approaches towards them. But their especial
duty is to make a carcful and honest appraisal ol whalever needs Lo be
renewed in the catholic houschold itsell, in order that its.life may bear
wilness more Taith{ully and clearly (o the teachings and ordinances
which have come to it from Christ through the hands of the apostles

(UR 4).

I believe that this Catholic life includes, among other things, the con-
crete ecclesiastical structures for teaching and governance. For ex-
ample, it helps little to teach of the ministry of the bishop as pastor of
souls and servant of communion in the local Church when almost 50
percent of Roman Catholic bishops possess titular sees that no longer
exist. Similarly, it does little good to speak of the papacy as a minis-
try safeguarding the unity of faith and communion if the other Chris-
tian communions look to the papacy and still see imperial and
monarchical trappings.

Pope John Paul 11, in his call for the preparation of a Jubilee Year,
has challenged Christians and particularly Catholics to engage in a
thoroughgoing examination of conscience: ’

This then is one of the tasks of Christians as we make our way to the
year 2000. The approaching end ol the second millennium demands of
everyone an examinalion of conscience and the promotion of fitting
ecumenical initiatives so that we can celebrate the great Jubilee, if not
completely united, at least much closer to overcoming the divisions of
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the second millennium. . . . An examination of conscience must also
consider Lhe reception given Lo the council [Vatican 11], this great gift
of the Spirit to the church at the end of the second millennium. To
what extent has the word of God become more fully the soul of theol-
ogy and the inspiration of the whole of Christian living, as Dei Verbum
sought?. . . In the universal church and in the particular churches, is
the ecclesiology of communion described in Lumen Gentium being
strengthencd? Does it leave room for charisms, ministries and differ-
ent forms of participation by the people of God, without adopting no-
tions borrowed [rom democracy and sociology which do not reflect the
vision of the church and the authentic spirit of Vatican 117"

In his apostolic letter the pope was careful to avoid calling the Catho-
lic Church gua Church to this kind of examination of conscience.
Sinfulness and error were only attributed to the “sons and daughters”
of the Church. But surely the examination of conscience he called for
must have a corporate and ecclesial dimension. It must be legitimate
to ask how we can, as a Church, in preparation for the coming mil-
lennium, strengthen the ecclesiology of communion and further the
cause of Christian unity. As I noted in the introduction, this call for
an examination. of conscience was given a new specificity in the
Pope’s encyclical on ccumenism, in which he called for further study
regarding the nature of teaching authority in the Church.

In response Lo the Pope’s challenge, it seems appropriale to con-
clude this volume on doctrinal teaching authority in the Church with
a partial and somewhat tentative set of reflections on ways in which
this ecclesiology of communion could be strengthened with respect
to the structures and manner of exercise of doctrinal teaching author-
ity in the Catholic Church.

The Relationship Between the Local Bishop
and the Local Church

An ecclesiology that properly attends to the Eucharistic founda-
tions of the Church will highlight the essential role of the local
Church and its bishop in the life of ecclesial communion. It is the
bishop who functions as the center of unity within the local Church.
That bishop symbolically represents the faith consciousness of his

John Paul 11, “As The Third Millennium Draws Near” (Tertio millennio
adveniente) nos. 34, 36, Origins 24 (November 24, 1994) 410-11.
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Church in his participation in the college of bishops. It is here in the
relationship between bishop and local Church that the grcatc.st op-
portuniiics can be found for the testimony of the sensus fidelium to
influence the formal teaching of the Church. The reciprocal character
of the relationship between bishop and local Church is frcqucntly ob-
scured, however, by many of the concrete ecc]esizljs{:cul structures
and practices that shape the exercise of episcopal ministry today.

Formal Ordinations

When Vatican 1I scttled in the affirmative the hitherto open ques-
tion regarding the sacramentality of the episcopate, it was acting in
consonance with an ecclesiology of communion.? It reflected an an-
cient commitment to the episcopate as an ecclesial structure ess_entlal
to the life of the Church, and it set aside that trajectory begun.m_ the
eleventh century that divorced the episcopate from pasteral ministry
and viewed the bishop in largely administrative terms. Unfortunately,
the sacramental character of episcopal consecration is todz_ly u.nder—
mined by the practice of formal ordinations, that is, _t}‘1e ordination to
the episcopate of Church officials who will not b?: assigned a pastoral
charge to an existing local community. These bishops may serve as
nuncios, apostolic delegates, prelates of Roman congrcgz}t:ons, or as
auxiliary or coadjutor bishops. Yet for them the only vestige of a f‘ca{
pastoral charge to a local community comes by.way 'of the 'ancxent
practice of assigning a titular sce, that is, the assignment of title to a
Church which has lapsed or was suppressed.

This practice has its origins in the twelfth ccnt'ury when', after the
Turkish conquest of large sections of the Christianized Mediterranean
and Europe, Rome continued to appoint bishops to sees L}ndcr Turk-
ish rule and then assigned these bishops to assist ord!nar_"les of large
dioceses elsewhere. In the sixteenth century this practice was ex-
panded at the Fifth Lateran Council to extend the assignment F)f
lapsed or suppressed sees to all bishops without a _Iocal Churc}{ in
order to correct, if only in name, earlier abuses in episcopal appoint-
ments. In 1882 the Congregation of Propaganda replaced the more
ancient title of such bishops, episcopus in partibus infideliun, with

The material that follows appeared in an earlier article of mine, “Eccle-
siology of Communion and Ecclesiastical Structures: Towards a Renewed
Ministry of the Bishop,” Eglise et Théologie 24 (1993) 185
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the phrase “titular bishops,” in deference to the civil governments of
the countries where the titular sees were located. According to the
Annuario pontificio of 1991 there are well over fifteen hundred titu-
lar sees, though some are currently vacant.

Granting titular sees to bishops who will not serve as pastoral lead-
ers to local Churches obscures an authentic theology of the episco-
pate in two ways. First, it trivializes the relationship between a bishop
and his local community, which, from the perspective of a communio
ecclesiology, is essential to episcopal identity. How can one speak
meaningfully of a bishop’s “communion” with a nonexistent com-
munity?’ Second, it transforms what is properly a sacramental min-
istry within the Church into an honorary or administrative title.*
Furthermore, the theological and sacramental structure of the church
as a communio hierarchica risks being eclipsed by a bureaucratic or
administrative structure. This eclipse reinforces the impression, wide-
spread in many quarters, that such ecclesial structures are more con-
cerned with rank and domination than with ecclesial service.

The Appointment of Bishops

No ecclesiastical practice exerts a more significant influence on the
life of the local Church than the concrete manner in which bishops
are appointed. Chapter 2 discussed the ancient practice of locally
electing bishops. Few realize that our current practice of papal ap-
pointment is a relatively modern one and that the 1983 Code of
Canon Law still makes provision for local election (cf.can. 377.1).In
spite of this, the possibility of enhanced participation of the local

*Auxiliary and coadjutor bishops must be distinguished from other titular
bishops. These bishops do have pastoral responsibility, albeit under the au-
thority of a local ordinary, to a particular community. This pastoral relation-
ship to a particular community on the part of auxiliaries and coadjutors
would secem then, to render the assignment of a titular see unnecessary.

‘The ordination rite itself warns against this view of the episcopacy when
in the suggested homily for the principal consecrator the rite says: “The title
of bishop is one not of honor but of function, and therefore a bishop should
strive to serve rather than 1o rule. Such is the counsel of the Master: the
greater should behave as if he were the least, and the leader as if he were the
one who serves.” “The Ordination of a Bishop,” in The Rites of the Catholic
Church, vol. 2 (New York: Pueblo, 1969) no. 18.
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Church in the appointment of a bishop is often condemned as a plank
in a misguided reformist platform bent on the “democratization of the
Church.” It is dismissed as simply one amoeng many modern innova-
tions bent on secularizing the Church. But the explicit involvement of
the local Church in episcopal appointment is rooted in both sound ec-
clesiology and ancient tradition; it is hardly a modern innovation.

- The ministry of the bishop is characlerized by a twofold relation-
ship. The bishop not only brings the one apostolic [aith to his people,
but he bears their unique celebration of the faith back to the univer-
sal Church. This representative relationship requires a real reciproc-
ity between bishop and community. Once again, the bishop is both a
teacher and a listener. The circumvention of the real participation of
the whole community in the appointment of a bishop can impair that
reciprocal relationship in the same way that a circumvention of the
participation of neighboring bishops in the ordination of the local
bishop would weaken and even undermine the local Church’s rela-
tionship to the Church universal. While the integrity of the latter re-
lationship is protected zealously by Church custom, the former
relationship has been seriously weakened.

The slogan “the Church is not a democracy,” as with many slogans,
does contain a half-truth; the Church cannot succumb to« strictly lib-
eral democralic conceplion of its constitution, viewing all authority
as residing first in the people and then, only in delegated lashion, in
the clergy. However, support for the election of bishops no more re-
quires seeing the bishop as a “delegate” of the people than docs papal
appointment of a bishop require a view of a bishop as vicar of the
pope. Since it is the Holy Spirit who is the transcendent subject of the
life of the Church, there is no reason why the same Spirit, which now
works through direct appointment by the Holy See, may not work
through some form of local election. '

Local participation in episcopal appointments should not be iden-
tified with that understanding of election that has its roots in political
liberalism. In the latter case each individual votes according to his or
her particular interests and commitments. The understanding of
“election” in political liberalism is that of an aggregate polling of in-
dividual preferences. However, an ecclesiological commitment to
local participation of the faithful in the election of a bishop requires
a different dynamic. The people of God submit themselves to the
guidance of the Spirit in a process of corporate discernment that is in-
tent upon serving the will of God in the community’s corporate
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choice of a candidate. One could easily imagine the adaptation of
canonical structures like diocesan synods for the purpose of episcopal
election.® Would such a process of local election be free of “politics™?
Clearly not. But then few would deny the political considerations in-
volved in the current practice. Anyone aware of Church history knows
that the Spirit is able to work in the midst of sometimes scandalous
manifestations of political infighting and intrigue.

The election of the bishop by the local community is an alternative
means of episcopal selection that may reflect the democratic tenden-
cies of our modern age, but much more, it is a practice in keeping
with our most ancient ecclesial insights regarding the bishop’s im-
mersion within the local believing community.

Structures of Conununion in the Local Church

[n an ecclesiology of communion there can be no autonomous en-
tities within the Church. If every ecclesial reality manifests itself only
in and through communion with others, then this communion ought
to find expression in the concrete life of the local Church under the
pastoral leadership of the bishop. Beyond the question of episcopal
appointment, an ecclesiology of communion invites us to consider
how this life of communion between bishop and flock can be sus-
tained after the bishop’s ordination/installation. There are numerous
means for giving institutional expression to this communion between
bishop and people that go beyond the practice of episcopal visitations
to parishes. Article 27 of Christus Dominus suggests two concrete
structures that have the potential of furthering communion at the local
level: presbyteral councils and pastoral councils. The 1983 Code of
Canon Law requires the establishment of diocesan presbyteral coun-
cils (can. 497) and encourages the establishment of both diocesan and
parochial pastoral councils (cann. 511, 5306). If diocesan pastoral
councils are established, canon 512 stresses the importance of lay
membership as representatives of the people of God. As a permanent
ecclesiastical structure within the local Church, pastoral councils

*Ellective models ol discernment in the choice of religious leadership are
alrcady being employed in many consecrated religious communities. For a
conlemporary consideration of the manner of episcopal appointment and
papal election see Gustave Thils, Choisir les évéques? Elire le pape? (Paris:
Lethielleux, 1970).
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possess a still largely untapped potential for realizing communion
within the local Church by providing a body through which the
bishop may both consult and instruct the faithful.

Another institutional structure contained in the 1983 code is the
diocesan synod. While the 1917 code had mandated that such synods
(which, by tradition were limited to clerical participation) be held
every ten years, this was largely ignored. The ten-year requirement
was therefore dropped in the 1983 code, with the frequency of con-
vocation left to the bishop. What is more significant in the new code
_ however, is the expansion of membership in the diocesan synod;
canon 460 defines a synod as “a group of selected priests and other
Christian faithful of a particular Church.” Canon 463.2 lists “lay
members of the Christian faithful” among those whose attendance is
now required at a diocesan synod. Diocesan synods, again largely ig-
nored in many dioceses, can facilitate broad-based participation on
the part of the faithful in decisions made for the good of the Church.
Both pastoral councils and diocesan synods have the advantage over
episcopal visitations in that they provide a context in which real, sus-
tained dialogue over issues relating to the local Church may be con-
ducted in a fruitful manner. '

Regarding the assimilation of the teaching of Vatican II into the
daily life of the Church, Edward Schillebeeckx writes: “During the
1970s and above all during the 1980s, precisely those elements in
Vatican II which were ‘new’ in comparison to the post-Tridentine life
of the church and its ecclesiology have not been given any consistent
institutional structures by the official church.™ The translation of
Vatican IT's ecclesiology of communion into the Church’s institutional
life must be considered one of the foremost responsibilities of Church
leadership today. It is useless to speak of a real communion within the
Church if there are no concrete manifestations of communion in
which authentic conversation and consultation can lake place.’

Renewal of the Exercise of Episcopal Collegiality

The same concrete manifestations of communion that are neces-
sary within the local Church are also necessary in the communion of
Churches. In the thirty years since the close of the Second Vatican

*Edward Schillebeeckx, Church: The Human Story of God (New York:

Crossroad, 1990) xiv. Emphasis mine.
Ibid., 190-92.
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Council, one can identify several developments intended to enhance
the authority of the college of bishops. The revised Code of Canon
Law gives to the bishops an authority unprecedented since the first
centuries of the Church. Episcopal conferences have become increas-
ingly important, as has the world synod of bishops. Nevertheless,
there remain real impediments to the full and proper exercise of the
authority given to the college of bishops.

Episcopal Conferences and the World Synod of Bishops

The tremendous potential of both episcopal conferences and the
world synod of bishops has not been realized. Serious questions re-
garding the doctrinal teaching authority of both conferences and the
world synod have been raised. I treated both in some detail in chap-
ter 6, but here I would like to raise some more specific questions.

One criticism of episcopal conferences that deserves attention is
the complaint by some that the work of episcopal conferences is
largely administrative in nature and therefore does little to foster the
communion of the Churches. This criticism has some merit. First, the
relatively short meetings of the episcopal conferences make extended
deliberation over important issues unlikely. Many votes have to be
conducted by mail when there is not a quorum at the bishops’ meet-
ings. Votes by mail are conducted without the benefit of conversation
and communal deliberation, important components in the process of
ecclesial discernment. Furthermore, the limitation of membership in
these conferences o bishops limits the possibility for input on the
part of the faithful. In response to this criticism, it is worth noting that
the 1983 code considers episcopal conferences in the section on par-
ticular Churches and their groupings. There the treatment of confer-
ences (cann. 447-59) is preceded by a consideration of other
structures that express the communion of certain groupings of local
Churches, for example, particular councils (cann. 439-46). These
councils, so fundamental to the life of the early Church, have largely
been neglected in modern times in favor of episcopal conferences.?
These councils, which do have a properly deliberative role and in-
clude a much greater representation of the people of God, including

*Historically, this may have been due to the restrictions increasingly
placed on particular councils by the Holy See in reaction to the use of these
councils by Febronian and Gallican sympathizers, The nineteenth century did
see an increase in the convocation of such councils, evidenced in the impor-
tant role played by the plenary councils of Baltimore in the United States.
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the laity, may serve as a more apl expression of ecclesial communion
among the Churches of a given region. The collegial character of the
work of episcopal conferences might be more readily evident if it
were conducled in conjunction with the frequent convocation of ple-
nary councils.’

A second expression of episcopal collegiality is the world synod of
bishops instituted by Pope Paul VI. As currently structured the epis-
copal synods are hampered as instruments of collegiality. The papacy
and the Roman curia have considerable influence in the appointment
of delegates to the synod and the determination of the agenda. Fur-
thermore, the practice of having the pope rather than the synod itself
write a summary document, a shift of responsibilities that first oc-
curréd with the 1974 synod on evangelization, seriously weakens its

- collegial dimension. The synod has become a highly orchestrated af-
* fair that provides only limited opportunity for episcopal discussion of
preassigned topics. Consequently, it has not fulfilled the hopes of
~many of the council members who had envisioned a structure able to
give expression to conciliar teaching on episcopal collegiality.
‘ Episcopal collegiality is the visible or external expression of the
communion of the Churches. As such, the interaction of the bishops
should give testimony to the faith insight ol the Churches. The under-
lying assumption of the principle of collegiality is that the bishops,
including the bishop of Rome, benelit [rom this interaction. If bish-
ops and pope are learners as well as teachers, collegial intcraction
must be so conducled as (o encourage the learning process that must
precede any formal teaching act. ldeally, episcopal synods would fa-
cilitate that learning process by providing a forum for the free ex-
change of ideas and the frank consideration of the most pressing
issues in the Church today. In order to beller accomplish this, it may
be necessary to restructure episcopal synods in ways that would en-
courage episcopal initiative in raising questions of concern for the
universal Church. The agendas should be delermined by the bishops
themselves, and rules of procedure should be established that would
encourage honest discussion and debale.

°Cf. James H. Provost, “Episcopal Conlerences as an Expression ol the
Communion of Churches,” in Episcopal Conferences: Historical, Canonical,
and Theological Studies, ed. Thomas Reese (Washington: Georgetown Univ.
Press, 1989) 282(.; Hervé Legrand, “Synodes et conscils de 'aprés-concile,”
Nouvelle revue théologique 98 (1976) 193-216.
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The Relationship Between the College of Bishops,
the Roman Curia, and the College of Cardinals

Born in the twelfth century as a kind of papal court for an imper-
ial papacy, the Roman curia has functioned for nine centuries as the
bureaucratic arm of the papacy. Like most bureaucratic structures, the
curia has proven itself over the centuries to be remarkably resistant to
reform.” Following the conciliarist controversy, which set the au-
thority of the pope against the authority of the bishops, the curia, as
an administrative arm of the papacy, frequently served a policing
function and consequently has come to be viewed with suspicion by
some bishops and theologians.

Al Vatican Il many bishops called for a reform of the curia in keep-
ing with the renewed appreciation of the Church as communion."
Numerous proposals were made in this regard. Some suggested the
creation of a special council of bishops after the close of Vatican II
that would assist the pope in the pastoral care of the Church univer-
sal (this suggestion eventually led to Pope Paul VI’s creation of the
world synod of bishops). Others suggested that a special congrega-
tion be created within the curia that would consist of representative
bishops and would have authority over the other congregations. The
general call for reform, however, elicited the objection that since the
curia was a papal institution it was not within the competence of the
council to consider its reform. In this view the Roman curia was just
like the curia of cach individual bishop. Against this view, Cardinal
Alfrink insisted that the curia served not only the pope but the college

"Or course atlempts at curial reform have been undertaken periodically,
most notably by Pius X. Sec his Supienii consilio, AAS 1 (1909) 7-19; Paul
VI, Regimini Ecclesiae universae, AAS 59 (1967) 885-928; and John Paul I1,
Pastor bonus, AAS 80 (1988) 841-932. However, each of these attempts
failed in achieving a fundamental restructuring of the curia in light of sound
ecclesiological principles. Cf. 1. Gordon, De Curia Romana renovata, Peri-
odica de re morall et liturgica 58 (1969) 59-116; Peter Huizing and Knut
Wall, The Roman Curia and the Communion of Churches, Concilium 127
(New York: Seabury, 1979), for essays that treal the question of curial reform.
On the most recent attempt at curial reform, see James Provost, “Pastor
Bonus: Reflections on the Reorganization of the Roman Curia,” The Jurist 48
(1988) 499-535.

"Karl Morsdorf, “Decree on the Bishops' Pastoral Office in the Church,”
in Commentary on the Documents of Vatican 11, ed. Herbert Vorgrimler (New
York: Crossroad, 1989) 2:173-75, 210-13.
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of bishops. Alfrink’s understanding seemed to follow from the coun-
cil’s teaching that the whole college shared with the pope supreme au-
thority over the whole Church (cf. LG 22). In substantial agreement
with Alfrink, Karl Mérsdorf writes: “The order in the Church was not
first the Pope then the Curia and after that the bishops, but first the col-
lege of bishops, i.¢., the Pope with the other bishops,-and then the Curia
as the executive instrument of the college of bishops though also of the
Pope.” This latter view seems to be rellected in Christus Dominus:

In the exercise of his supreme, full and immediate authority over the
entire church, the Roman pontilf makes use of the various departments
of the Roman curia. These departments, accordingly, operale in his
name and with his authority for the good of the churches and in the
service of the sacred pastors. These departments have unquestionably
given outstanding assistance to the Roman pontifl and to the pastors
of the church. Nevertheless it is the express wish of the conciliar fa-
thers that they should be reorganised in a way more appropriate to the
needs of our own times and of different regions and rites (CD 9, em-
phasis mine).

Unfortunately, the 1983 Code of Canon Law (can. 360) deleted ref-
erence to the “pastors” and speaks only of the curia’s service to the
Churches. In fact, both Vatican II and the new Code of Canon Law
have failed to resolve satisfactorily the thorny complex of canonical
and ecclesiological questions regarding the function and authority of
the Roman curia. '
Canon 361 stipulates that the term “Apostolic See,” or “Holy See,”
includes not only the pope but the Roman curia without, however,
clearly developing the theological foundations of the relationship be-
tween the papacy and the curia. Over sixty-five years ago Pope Bene-
dict XIV stipulated that the work of the curia was not legislative in
nature but would be confined solely to the execution of papal legisla-
tion."* This distinction between the pope and bishops as legislators
and the curial dicasteries as executors was important, and the debates
at Vatican II suggest that the bishops wished to highlight this distinc-

1bid., 174.

BCF, J. Schmidt, “The Juridic Value of the Instructio Provided by the Motu
Proprio ‘Cum luris Canonici' Scptember 15, 1917, The Jurist | (1949)
289-316; James Provost, “The Legates of the Roman Pontilf,” in The Code
of Canon Law: A Text and Commentary, ed. James A. Coriden, Thomas J.
Green, and Donald E. Heintschel (New York: Paulist, 1985) 300.
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tion. In practice, however, the distinction has been ignored, with the
result that the congregations of the Roman curia have virtually re-
placed the college of bishops as the principal legislators of the
Church.

Ancient canonical principle does allow for the delegation of the
pope’s own power of jurisdiction to curial offices. While canon law
envisions the participation of the Roman curia in papal governance of
the Church, there is reason to question whether the curia can similarly
participate in the doctrinal teaching authority of the pope. This au-
thority cannot be delegated because it is his by virtue of his episco-
pal office as bishop of Rome (see ch. 2). Peter Huizing and Knut Walf
confirm this view:

The theological “sacral” character of the papal office rests on the sacra-
mental character of his ordination as a bishop. It is not possible to
delegate this sacramental character of the papal authority to a func-
tionary whose authority ullimately rests upon an administrative ap-
pointment. Nor is it possible to bestow this authority on an institution,
the existence and power of which depends upon administrative struc-
tures and appointments.'

This raises important questions regarding the status of curial docu-
ments that address doctrinal concerns. In canon law most curial docu-
ments require papal approval. This approval can take either of two
forms: documents offered in common form have only the general ap-
proval of the pope for the publication of the document. Documents
promulgated in special form are documents the content of which the
pope has made his own. Such documents must include some explicit
declaration of this special form of approval. These documents would
appear to derive their authority from the papal teaching office itself.
In any event, the growing proliferation of curial pronouncements
coupled with a widespread ignorance regarding the canonical dis-
tinction between common form and special form has created a great
deal of confusion and has had the effect of granting, in the practical
order, an authority to some curial documents that may be unwar-
ranted ecclesiologically. This question clearly deserves more atten-
tion than it has received to date.”® Much like the practice of formal

“Peter Huizing and Knut Walf, “Editorial.” in The Roman Curia and the
Communion of Churches, xii.

“Ladislas Orsy writes: *I do not know of any thorough study from a theo-
logical point of view of the power of the Roman curia. In general it is said
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ordinations, the current exercise of curial authorily risks obscuring
the sacramental origin of the supreme authority given to the college
of bishops and its head, the bishop of Rome.

Closely related to the Roman curia is another ecclesiastical institu-
tion of medieval invention, the college of cardinals. The title of car-
dinal originated in the Church of Rome in a number of different
contexts. The cardinal-presbyter was a priest assigned to an ancient
parish in Rome that had jurisdiction over one of the shrines built over
the tombs of martyrs (e.g., St. Mary Major, St. Pcter’s Basilica).
Priests responsible for presiding at the liturgies of these shrines were
known as “cardinals.” Similarly, the cardinal-bishop was a bishop
from a neighboring town who occasionally performed episcopal
functions at the Lateran, the episcopal cathedral ol the Church of
Rome. As the bishop of Rome acquired civil responsibility for the
city of Rome, key clergy assigned (o administer social services
throughout the city were given the title cardinal-deacon. Eventually,
these various cardinals became chiel advisors to the bishop of
Rome." Soon the responsibilities of these cardinals expanded (o in-
clude serving as papal envoys and legales. After the reforms of Pope
Leo IX and Pope Gregory VII in the eleventh century, these cardinals
were constituted as a canonical college, or chapter, and in 1179 they
were made sole electors ol the bishop of Rome, thereby climinating
the traditional role of the clergy and laity in papal election. Cardinals
would soon hold all key leadership positions within the Roman curia.
Numerous theories developed in the Middle Ages that suggested that
this college of cardinals was divinely instituted. Through much of the
Middle Ages the college of cardinals possessed much more ecclesi-
astical power than the college of bishops.

that it is the arm of the pope in governing the church, which of course is true.
An ambivalence that would deserve serious study is in the situation that the
pope cannot hand over to anyone his charism ol infallibility (fidelity to the
message) but he can let others participate in his power to govern (jurisdic-
tion).” Ladislas Orsy, The Church: Learning and Teaching (Wilinington:
Glazier, 1987) 52 n. 8.

*James Provost, “The Cardinals of the Holy Roman Church,” in The Code
of Canon Law: A Text and Commentary, 286I1.; Giuseppe Alberigo, Cardi-
nalato e collegialita: Studi sull’ecclesiologia tra 'X1 ¢ il XIV secolo (Flo-
rence: Vallecchi, 1969); Yves Congar, “Notes sur le destin de 'idée de
collégialité épiscopale en occident au moyen dge (VIle-XVI-sitcles),” in La
collégialité épiscopale: Histoire et théologie (Paris: Cerf, 1969) 99-129.
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In spite of significant reforms by Pope Sixtus V (1586), Innocent
XII (1692), and the more recent attempts at reform by Pope John
XX and Pope Paul VI, the college of cardinals remains one of the
most powerful and influential of all ecclesiastical institutions. Ac-
cording to canon 349 of the new Code of Canon Law, there are three
principal tasks of the cardinalate, (1) the election of the bishop of
Rome, (2) advising the pope, and (3) assisting the pope in special
tasks related o the pastoral care of the universal Church. The objec-
tions raised against the role of the college of cardinals are much like
those raised against the Roman curia. The college of cardinals is a
medieval invention that has, in significant ways, co-opted the author-
ity of the college of bishops, which is not a medieval invention but
which, according to Church teaching, is divinely instituted and shares
in the papal responsibility for the pastoral care of the universal
Church. The principal result of redirecting responsibility for partici-
pating in the pastoral care of the universal Church to the college of
cardinals has been a system of governance that marginalizes the col-
lege of bishops, undermines a real exercise of episcopal collegiality,
and consequently diminishes the ecclesiological significance of the
life of the local Church as a contribution to the Church universal.” A
reinvigoration of Vatican II's vision of episcopal collegiality and an
ceclesiology of communion cannot occur without a fundamental shift
of responsibility for assisting the pope in the pastoral care of the uni-
versal Church back to the college of bishops where, according to
church teaching, it belongs.

A Clearer Presentation of the Gradation of Authoritative
Church Teaching

In contemporary preaching and catechesis there is often little at-
tempt to communicale to the faithful the important distinctions pre-
sent in our tradition regarding the gradation of authority in Church
teaching. André Naud has referred to the ecclesiastical reluctance to
make these distinctions as le mal catholigue, the Catholic malady. "
The title of Naud’s book bears discussion. Naud writes of /e mag-
istére incertain, which might be translated as the “uncertain” or

"This point was made hy Yves Congar in his Ministéres et communion
écclésiale (Paris: Cerf, 1971) 109-17.
"André Naud, Le magistére incertain (Montreal: Fides; 1987) 23-45.
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“doubtful” magisterium." But incertain can also mean “indistinct” or
“blurred.” Naud makes use of both senses. He contends that alongside
the infallible magisterium properly exercised in the Church, there is
another “uncertain” magisterium that teaches with less authorily and
must honestly acknowledge the possibility of error. From this point
of view the recognition of an “uncertain” magisterium is good and
necessary. Naud also sees evidence of le magistére incertain in the
sense of a magisterium with an unfortunate tendency to blur the nec-
essary distinctions in its exercise of authority. This tendency has done
a real disservice to the life of the Church. In this volume [ have tried
to develop the importance of Naud’s first understanding of an uncer-
tain magisterium by clearly delineating those instances when the ec-
clesiastical magisterium exercises less than an infallible teaching
authority. At the same time I have identified the real dangers of an
“uncertain” magisterium that overlooks important distinctions. The
attitude of many that informing the faithful of the various distinctions
in the authority of Church doctrine will only bring cenfusion and
widespread dissent needs to be named for what it is: an inexcusable
ecclesiastical paternalism.

Less Reliance on Formal Authority

Pope Pius XII's 1950 encyclical Humani generis concludes with
_ the following statement:

And if the Supreme Ponltiffs, in their official documents, deliberately
pass judgment on a matter hitherto controverted, it is evident to all

that, in accordance with the mind and intention of the same Pontiffs, .

that question can no longer be considered a subject for [ree debate
among theologians.* '

This statement reflects the excessive reliance on formal authority that
had come to dominate the Roman Catholic Church in the years be-
tween Vatican I and Vatican 11. It assumes a theology of the magis-
terium influenced much more by canon law than ecctlesiology.
Intellectual doubts or questions give way in the face of a formal de-
cision to cease all inquiry in the name of obedience. Obedience to
Church office supersedes obedience to truth. The theologian and the

¥Ibid. For his summary treatment of the title of his book see his epilogue,

263-65.
»Pius XII, AAS 42 (1950) 568.
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ordinary believer are expected to respond to the authority of the
officeholder more than to the authority of what is taught.

At Vatican II the closing statement from Hwmani generis was in-
cluded in the preparatory draft document on the Church. However, at
the request of several bishops the statement was deleted because of a
sense that it imposed unjustifiable restrictions on the theological en-
terprise. The removal of this text is but one example of the way in
which the council initiated a shift in the Church’s understanding of
the nature and exercise of authority. This shift was anticipated in
Pope John XXIII’s opening address at the beginning of the council.
The pope observed that the Church has always vigorously opposed
errors and that

frequently she has condemned them with the greatest severity. Nowa-
days, however, the Spouse of Christ prefers to make use of the medi-
cine of mercy rather than that of severity. She considers that she meets
the needs of the present day by demonstrating the validity of her
teaching rather than by condemnations (emphasis mine).?'

The pope knew well the danger of relying too exclusively on formal
authority. If a particular teaching of the Church and the arguments ad-
duced in support.of it are not persuasive, simply “ratcheting up” the
authoritative status of the teaching, or arbitrarily closing off debate,
will not substitute for persuasive argumentation and dialogue.
Michael Scanlon writes:

The authority or effective power of the gospel is in the gospel. The
gospel does not get its authority from the office of the official preacher
or teacher. Formal authority works when it is in possession, i.e., when
it is'unquestioned because presupposed. But once questioned, all au-
thorities must render an apologia to legitimate their claims. . . . Such
appeals [to formal authority] are more and more otiose. The oft noted
pragmatism of ecclesiastical leaders should realize this fact by now—
simply put, it doesn’t work! And-—to move from a judgment of fact to
a judgment of value—it shouldn’t work! Appeals Lo formal authority
should heed the practical economy of Ockham’s razor!?

#The English text is found in Floyd Anderson, ed., Council Daybook, Ses-
sions I and 2 (Washinglon: NCWC, 1965) 25-29, citation at 27.

“Michael J. Scanlon, “Catholicism and Living Tradition: The Church as a
Communily of Reception,” in Empowering Authority: The Charisms of Epis-
copacy and Primacy in the Church Today, ed. Patrick J. Howell and Gary
Chamberlain (Kansas City: Sheed & Ward, 1990) 4.
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In spite of the new approaches evident at Vatican II, the excessive re-
liance on formal authority continues in some ecclesiastical circles.
Church leadership must recognize that a sustained and exclusive re-
liance on formal authority at the expense of reasoned argumentation
and debate will ultimately marginalize and diminish the Church’s
teaching authority.”

The Proper Employment of Theological Consultation

For at least one hundred years prior to the Second Vatican Council
one could discern a disturbing pattern of popes and hishops consult-
ing exclusively “court theologians.” When the International Theo-
logical Commission was created undler Pope Paul V1, many hoped for
new developments in theological consultation in which the Holy See
and all the bishops would consult internationally respected theolo-
gians belonging to different schools of thought. The pope had envi-
sioned that the commission would serve a consultative role not only
to the pope himself but to the CDE. This important papal initiative
must be expanded. A frequent consultation of theologians represent-
ing divergent views on a matter need not threaten the legitimate au-
thority of those who hold Church office. Unfortunately, in the last
fifteen years the diversity of views represented by the ITC member-
ship has diminished considerably, and some fear a return to the prac-
tice of limiting Vatican consultation to “court theologians.”

In spite of the American media’s atlempt to paint the relationship
between bishops and theologians in terms of conflict and confronta-
tion, the situation in North America offers a much more positive

- model for the collaboration between bishops and theologians. The
NCCB frequently draws on the work of top theologians in thi§ country

»Examples of this return (o the reliance on exclusively formal authority is
reflected in the Pope's position on artificial contraception and the ordination
of women. In 1987 John Paul 1l stated that “what is taught by the Church on
contraception does not belong to material freely debatable among theolo-
gians.” L'Osservaiore Romano, English ed. (July 6, 1987) 12. The Pope made
a similar pronouncement regarding the ordination of women in “Ordinatio
sacerdolalis,” Origins 24 (June 9, 1994) 50-52. See Richard R. Gaillardetz,
“An Exercise of the Hicrarchical Magisterium,” America 171 (July 30-August
6) 15-22.

¥Distinguished theologians like Karl Rahner, Yves Congar, and Walter

Principe resigned from the commission, in part (o protest inappropriate cur-
ial/papal suppression of theological diversity on the commission.
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and often consults with the appropriate professional theological associ-
ations. Respected American theologians like Michael Buckley and
Joseph DiNoia have served on the bishops’ theological staff. The pope
and the Roman curia can only profit from the broader horizons offered
by this kind ol theological consultation across the ideological spectrum.

The aim of this volume was relatively straightforward—to con-
sider the doctrinal teaching authority of the Church from the per-
spective of Vatican II's retrieval of an ecclesiology of communion. 1
have taken this notion of communion, with its incorporation of prin-
ciples of conciliarity, collegiality, ecclesial reception, and the sensus
Jidelivm, and reconsidered the concrete structures of the Church’s
teaching office, the object of doctrinal teaching, the manner in which
doctrinal authority can and ought to be exercised, and the reception
of doctrinal teaching by both the individual believer and by the whole
Christian community,

Two fundamental presuppositions have informed this study. The
first is Vatican II's insistence that God’s word has been given to the
whole Christian community in Jesus Christ by the power of the Holy
Spirit.. Any understanding of the structures and exercise of doctrinal
teaching authority will be distorted or defective to the extent that it
does not fully account for this basic conviction. God's word is not in
the possession of a privileged few within the Church, however much
Catbolics may insist on an apostolic ministry with the privileged re-
sponsibility of safeguarding the authentic proclamation of that word.
Second, the authoritative structures and exercise of doctrinal teaching
authority must be governed by the requirements of an ecclesiology of
communion. That ecclesiology insists on the relational character of the
Church, in which there are no autonomous loci of power and authority.

As a Roman Catholic theologian, I affirm the necessity of a doctri-
nal teaching office in the life of the Church. But the nature and exer-
cise of this doctrinal authority must be governed by the gospel of
Jesus Christ and the conceptions of authority that flow from the life
of ecclesial communion. A renewed teaching authority, one that is
properly situated and exercised within the Church as a communion,
can only help the Church to enter its third millennium of existence
with what Pope John XXIII called “the simple and pure lines that the
face of the Church of Jesus had atl its birth.”*

“Quoted in Xavier Rynne, Vatican Council 1, single volume version (New
York: Farrar, Straus, and Giroux, 1968) 8.
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What are the implications of Vatican II for the understanding and
concrete exercise of doctrinal teaching authority in the Catholic
Church? This book faithfully represents the teaching of Roman
Catholicism on the Church’s doctrinal authority while pointing to
areas where there remains a gap between an ecclesiological vision
of the Church informed by Vatican II and the popular under-
standing and concrete exercise of that authority in the life of the
Church today.
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