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the writings of the Fathers of the Church. Christian tradition, y,
large measure, is enshrined in their works. But here rises the pey
plexing question which Fathers to read. In so vast a library
precious books, it is difficult to decide which to choose. Bishop Hedley
recopnmends as most stimulating and satisfying the writings of §t
Augustine, St. Ambrose, and St. Bernard.

Probably the most valuable and edifying book after the Sacreq
Scriptures and the works of the Fathers is the Imitation of Chrig
It contains enlightenment and inspiration for every condition of lifa
and every state of mind. Itisan unfailing source of consolation apq
encouragement. The author, toward the end of his life, wrote,
have sought for rest everywhere, but I have not found it, except in 5
little corner, with a little book.” e was not, of course, speaking of
his own work, but others who have sought in vain elsewhere may wej
find peace and comfort in that wonderful little book, the Imitation of
Christ.

After naming the Sacred Scriptures, the writings of the Fathers, and
the Imitation of Christ, it does not seem advisable to proceed further
with a list of spiritual reading books for which a claim might be made
that they are objectively the best. Tanquerey in The Spiritual Life
gives a valuable list, which includes the more important ascetical
works from the Patristic age to our own day. And P. Pourrats
Christian Spirituality affords a complete survey of the field of ascetical
literature.

In this connexion it is worth noting that every religious order has,
or in time produces, classic works which breathe the spirit of the order
and best express its genius, principles, and peculiar teachings. Itis
most appropriate that the members of an order have a special regard
for such works.

The disposition of the recipient of actual grace is of the utmost
importance for its efficacy and fruitfulness. And since spiritual read-
ing is so frequently the occasion of grace and so closely connected with

it, the disposition and attitude one has toward spiritual reading arg,'.

likewise of paramount importance. There must be a realization of the
need of habitual and regular spiritual reading. Every priest has such
a need. Spiritual knowledge acquired in the past must be kept alive
and growing by continued and frequent reading if it is to be vigorous
and productive.

Atchison, Kansas BONAVENTURE SCEWINN, O.8.B.

AN ACCUSATION AGAINST SCHOOL THEOLOGY

The recent Encyclical Mystici Corporis has naturally aroused a
oeat deal of interest in the teaching about Christ’s Mystical Body.
?)ne curious by-product of that interest has been the frequently re-

ted assertion that the school theology since the Middle Ages has in
qme Way neg%ected to consider the Church as the Body of Jesus
Christ. That is a serious charge. It deserves attention.

The implication seems to be that the writers of theological works
sed in seminaries and universities since the Middle Ages have failed
1o bring out the truths presented in the dogmatic portion of the
Hystict Corporis. If the accusation has any legitimate foundation
then the Encyclical should contain a teaching utterly alien to the litera-
wre of school theology from the middle of the fifteenth century until
ot least the beginning of the twentieth. The analysis of the Mystici
Corporis text will show whether the charge is justified or not.

The dogmatic section of the Mystici Corporis is divided into two
parts.} In the first part the Holy Father describes the Church as
the Mystical Body of Christ. In the second he tells about the union
of the faithful with our Lord.

Pope Pius XII begins his first section by telling why the Catholic
Church is aptly described as a body. He informs us that the Church
is thus described because it is visible and organized, possessing a visible
fte of initiation, visible sacramental worship and visible members.
Itis called the body of Christ because our Lord is at once its founder,
its head and its support. The term Mystical Body of Christ is applied
to the Church since it is distinct from our Lord’s physical body and
at the same time superior to an ordinary society or moral body in that
it has a principle of unity absolutely independent of and superior to
the members.

In the second section of the dogmatic part, the M ystici Corporis
speaks of the two types of bonds or communications by which men are
joined to Christ within the Church. Those men who are united to
our Lord by professing His faith, being subject to the legitimate
spiritual rulers He has set over His sheepfold, and partaking in the
Eucharistic worship which He instituted, are said to be joined in bodily
and visible communication with Christ. The second type of com-

‘C'f.‘ the excellent outline appended to Father Joseph Bluett’s edition of the
Mystici Corporis (New York, The America Press, 1943), pp. 54-57.
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munication is spiritual and invisible. It consists in the three thCOIOg

ical virtues of faith, hope and charity. Our union with Chrig i

perfected by God the Holy Ghost dwelling within us. Itis eXDresseq |

in the Fucharistic sacrifice, which is pre-eminently the Act of the
Mystical Body.

In the light of the actual text of the Mystici Corporis the charge

made against the school theology would seem to be groundless, Ty,
various elements which are brought together in the Encyclical’s dog-
matic section have all been considered in the standard literature
sacred theology since the Middle Ages. Moreover, several of tpe
theses used by the Holy Father have been developed in the schog
theology since the controversies against the early Protestants.

There is certainly no ground for saying that the thesis on the vig.
bility of the Catholic Church has been neglected since the Midg)
Ages. These conclusions received their scientific development gt
the hands of the Controversialists, Cardinal Stanislaus Hosiyg
(1579) felt called upon to refute the objections of Brentius by proving
that our Lord Himself, and not Peter Soto (1563), was ultimately
responsible for this thesis.?

Although earlier theologians commonly taught that our Lord was
the Founder of the Church, this portion of theology did not begin to
have anything like its present theological development until around
the end of the seventeenth century. The post-mediaeval school

theologians dealt with our Lord’s function as the head and the support
of the Mystical Body, not only in the treatise De Ecclesia Christi but
also in various parts of the section De Verbo Incarnato. 'The concept ‘

of the Church as the Mystical Body was never absent from the school

theology. It is found quite well developed in the Summa de Ecdesia |

of the Cardinal John de Turrecremata (1468), one of the first great
theologians after the Middle Ages. It was the turning point of the
most important controversies in ecclesiology from his time to our own.

The teaching on the double bond of union with Christ within the

Catholic Church was developed by Catholic controversialists and

school theologians from John Driedo (1535) and James Latomus
(1546) to St. Robert Bellarmine (1621). The doctrine on the in-
dwelling of the Holy Ghost was found in treatises De Missionibus
Divinis. The various tracts De Eucharistia, De Sacrificio and De
Sacerdotio brought out the truth that the Mass is the Act of the
Mystical Body.

2 Cf. Confutatio Prolegomenon Breniii, Lib. I1II. In the Opera Omnia, Colognt
1584, Vol. I, p. 533; also op. cit., Lib. II, p. 494.
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There is not one dogmatic element in the Mystici Corporis neglected
o overlooked in the standard literature of school theology since the
Middle Ages. Obviously not every author taught every point.
Again, there were various individual writers and teachers who pre-
sented elements of the Mystical Body doctrine imperfectly and in-
completely The charge however is levelled at school theology as
such, and that charge cannot be sustained.

gtill, it is one thing to say that the older school theologians did not
neglect the theology of the Mystical Body and quite another to deny
that the Mystici Corporis and the various competent theological
treatises on this same subject in our own time represent a definite
progress in theological science. Modern theologians such as Mura,
Tromp and Gruden have advanced the work of sacred theology con-
siderably by writing their treatises on the Mystical Body. They have
performEd a work which previous theologians had left undone, not
pecause the older writers failed to consider the teaching, but simply
and solely because the science was not far enough advanced in previous
times for the sort of work these recent theologians have accomplished.

What Pope Pius has done, and what the modern school theologians
of the Mystical Body have done, is to bring together from every part of
theology the various theses which will help men to appreciate the
ineflable truth of the Catholic Church’s union with our Lord. In
doing this they acted in accordance with the principle laid down by
the Constitution Dei Filius of the Vatican Council, which taught that
men might obtain from God a certain understanding,—and a most
fruitful understanding,—of the divine mysteries through the use of
analogy with things known naturally and by a comparison of the
mysteries among themselves and with the last end of man?® The
twentieth century theologians of the Mystical Body have simply
arrived at a more perfect presentation of their doctrine by bringing
together elements which are explained in many parts of sacred doctrine.

The writers of school theology from the fifteen century to the nine-
teenth are not guilty of neglecting the teaching on the Mystical Body
simply because this section of sacred doctrine has been developed in
our own times. They knew and explained the theology of the Mystical
Body even though they did not write the complete twentieth century
type of treatise on this subject. The Catholic Church is the Mystical
Body of Christ, and the older school theologians were quite well aware
of the fact. The theology of the Mystical Body is that portion of
sacred doctrine in which we find the scientific exposition of the revealed

$Cf. DB 1796.
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message about the connection of the Catholic Church with our L, q

The school theologians knew and taught the theology of the Mysticy]

Body. A complete theological treatise on the Mystical Body ig one
in which all the theological elements pertinent to the Church’s Unigy
with our Lord are brought together and compared, for the sake of X
still more perfect and profound understanding of the mystery. Ty,
complete theological treatise on the Mystical Body is one of the
glories of our own day. It would be naive in the extreme to blap,
earlier theologians for not having done what has been diStinctiVely
a twentieth century work.

The theses which have formed the school theology on the Catholie
Church since the first part of the eighteenth century were developeq
in scientific theological form by the classical ecclesiologists froy
Cardinal John de Turrecremata to Francis Sylvius (1649). As,
group these men devoted great attention to the teaching on the
Mystical Body. Some of them, like the brilliant controversialist Johy
Fck (1543) and Cardinal Hosius made the formula “Body of Christ”
serve as a definition of the Church.® All of them joined the tem
“Mystical Body of Christ” to a great number of other designations,

all of which served as names and figures of the Catholic Church. The - ‘

classical ecclesiologists used all of these names in their proofs. The

term “Body of Christ” in any one of a dozen variants occupied one

of the most prominent positions among these names.

These names or figures listed and used by the schoolmen were
designations, both proper and metaphorical, found in the Scriptures |

or in the Fathers, and applied to the Catholic Church. Some of them,
like Ager and Convivium were taken from our Lord’s parables of the
Kingdom. Others, as for example Corpus, C olumna and Firmamentum
are found in St. Paul’s epistles. Still others, like 4mica and Fons
came from Old Testament passages which the Fathers applied to the
Church.

In the writings of the classical ecclesiologists all of these names of
figures of the Church played an important role. They were not used
merely to show the affection of the writers for our Lord’s Church.

They entered into the proof and the explanation of the various theses

about the Church. Thus the classical ecclesiologists employed the

titles Nawis, Sponsa and Arca in presenting the thesis Extra Ecclesiom .

+ Cf. Hosius, Confessio Catholicae Fidei Christians, cap. 20. TIn the Opers

Ommnia, Vol. 1, p. 28; also Eck, Enchiridion Locorwm Communium, Venice, 1533,
p. 1 recto.
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il salus. 'The names Sagena and Area were used to show that
gpners as well as righteous men were to be found in the ranks of the
Church Militant. The visibility of the Church was attested in pass-
2geS which spoke of it as Civites and Mons. In each case the classical
ecclesiologist took either the passage in Scripture referring directly to
the Church or the patristic statement in which a scriptural text was
appropﬂated to the Church and employed this statement in proposing
pis own thesis.

There were a great many of these names. Turrecremata® explains
iwenty five of them and Francis Sonnius (1576)° eighteen. Thomas
Stapleton (1598), Francis Suarez (1617), St. Robert Bellarmine (1621)
and Francis Sylvius (1649) all employ over forty of them. Eachname
was used to show the existence of one definite set of characteristics in
the Catholic Church. The very multitude of these names tended to
protect these classical theologians against the temptation to carry any
single analogy to extravagant lengths. They could not easily forget
that the same organization which St. Paul called the Body of Christ
had been compared by our Lord. to a net in which both good and bad
fishes were enclosed. The Church which was called the garden en-
cosed was also known as the sheepfold of Christ, containing those
sheep over whom our Lord had set His vicar on earth. As a result
we look in vain through the writings of these classical school theolo-
gians for the errors relative to the Mystical Body reproved in the
Mystici Corporis.

Nevertheless the name Mystical Body was a vital factor in the
writings of the classical theologians. In the days of the classical
ecclesiologists the most important controversies in the treatise De
Ecclesia hinged upon various ways of interpreting the term Body of
Christ. These theological differences were settled in a scholarly way,
without the acerbity that marked the debates about efficacious grace.
As a result they are not as well known as the dispute between the
Thomists and the Molinists, even though they contributed a great
deal towards our theology of the Catholic Church. The principals in
these discussions are among the best theologians in the history of
ecclesiology.

The first of these controversies had to do with the designation of
member of the Church. The name Mystical Body of Christ indicates

8 CL. Swmma de Ecclesia, Venice, 1560. Lib. I, cap. 1-2, 8, 31-43.
8 Cf. Demonstrationes Religionis Christianae ex Verbo Dei, Louvain, 1356, Tract.
8, cap. 1, pp. 447-53.



P

218 THE AMERICAN ECCLESIASTICAL REVIEW

the Church as receiving a vital influx from our Lord. The grey
Dominican Cardinal John de Turrecremata considered a member 4
a living part of a living organism. As a result he refused the title of
member to Catholics in the state of mortal sin. Although sinners 55
well as righteous men could belong to the Church or be parts of the
Catholic Church, they had no right to the dignity and the designatio,
of members.”

The restricted use of the term member continued for some timg,
Theoretically St. Robert Bellarmine did not approve of it,® but i
practice he habitually spoke of sinful Catholics as being within the
Church rather than as members of this society. Gregory of Valenti

(1603) rightly considered that this difference with reference to the *

title of member was a matter of slight importance.” Adam Tanner
(1632)1 and Francis Sylvius!! finally rejected Turrecremata’s termin.
ology since it rested upon an unwarranted analogical use of the word
member.

Like Turrecremata and like the other classical ecclesiologists, James
Latomus taught that the Mystical Body of Christ is the actually
existing Catholic Church. However the great Louvain controver-
sialist believed that the title Mystical Body belonged primarily to the
group living the life of charity within that Church. The actually
existing Catholic Church, the Ecclesia permixta, possesses all of her
spiritual resources and dignities by reason of the righteous among her
members. Thus, according to Latomus, the Ecclesia permizta is ]
properly though not primarily designated as the Body of Christ?
Alphonsus a Castro (1559) drew a somewhat similar distinction be-
tween the names Corpus Christi and Ovile Christi® St. Robert |

7 Cf. Summa de Ecclesia, Lib. 1, cap. 57, pp- 68 verso—69 verso.
8 Cf. Disputationes Roberli Bellarmini Politiani, Societatis Iesu De Conlroversiis

Christianae Fidei Adversus Huius Temporis Haereticos. Ingolstadt, 1586, Vel. I, *

Quarta Controversia Generalis. De Conciliis et Ecclesia Militante, Liber III, D¢
Ecclesia Militante, cap. 9, col. 1290.

s Cf. Commentaria- Theologica, Ingolstadt, 1603, Vol. III, Disp. I, De Obiech J

Fides, Quaest. I, Punct. 7, No. 16, col. 168-69. :
16 Cf. Theologia Scholastica, Ingolstadt, 1627, Tom. III. Disp. I, De Fide,
Quaest. 11T, dub. 2, col. 135.
1 Cf. Libri Sex de Praecipuis Fidet Nostrae Orthodoxae Controversiis Cum Nostris

Haereticis, Liber 111, De Ecclesia, Quaest. 1, Art. 10. (In the Opera Ommnia, At k

werp, 1698, Vol. V, pp. 252-53.)
12 Cf. De Eeclesia et Humanae Legis Obligaiine, in the Opera, Louvain, 155, ;

cap. 2-3. pp. 93 verso and 94 recto.

. : |
18 Cf. Adversus Omnes Haereses Libri Quatuordecim. In the Opera, Pans, 151

Lib. 1, cap. 8, col. 54.
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Beuarmine’s teaching on the unity of the Church was instrumental in
wrning the school theology away from this manner of interpreting
the doctrine of the Mystical Body.

The far-reaching controversy relative to the proper definition of the
Church militant of the New Testament was likewise decided in the
jight of the name Corpus Mysticum. Some of the classical ecclesiolo-
gists, notably Suarez and Sylvius,¥ were convinced that an occult
peretic should not be numbered among those who belong to the

Catholic Church. Basing their argument upon the fact that the
Church is the Body of Christ, they reasoned that a man who belongs
1o the Church should have some part of that life. Since faith is the
fundamental act in the supernatural order, they concluded that the
man who rejected the faith received no vital influx from Christ and
pence should not be considered as a member of the Church.

Thus they insisted upon defining the Church as the society of those
gho actually have the divine faith, rather than as the congregation of
those who profess that faith.®® A good number of early school the-
ologians used that type of definition.

Other theologians, among them St. Peter Canisius (1597) St. Robert
Bellarmine and Gregory of Valentia, preferred to define the Church
in function of the profession of faith rather than in terms of the divine
faith itself. These theologians also used the concept of the Mystical
Body to substantiate their own conclusions. They distinguished two
ways in which the members of the Mystical Body are connected with
our Lord. They spoke of an external and an internal communication
within the Church and they held that the external communication
alone was sufficient to constitute a man as a member of the Church
Thus the occult heretic, lacking the inward bonds of faith and charity'
could still be numbered within the ranks of the Church Mﬂitan;:
through his possession of the external communication.!

The Mystici Corporis speaks of these two bonds of union with Christ
an(_i.dgscribes them as St. Robert Bellarmine did in his De Ecclesia
Militante. Tt is interesting to note that in the De Ecclesia Militante

m"‘s(ifc.ﬁSu;rez, Opus de Triplict Virt'ute Theologica, Lyons, 1621. Tract. I, Disp.
3 Suaro ,dntl)a. 24, p. 162; also Sylvius, op. cit., Quaest, I, art. 7, pp. 24244,

feving ineé ht? n’eyd the phurch.as “the entire congregation of faithful men be-

it o thrls;.' (op. cit., Sectio 3, no. 1,. p. 156.) Sylvius defined the Church

s o e :,d ((-'::V;Ilr'ils‘:s;zrxlrélentdas I;}-le \s/(')cwty of faithful men ordered and united

I " un iff.”’

ity Qunest, Tt 2o 237 er His Vicar on earth, the Roman Pontiff. (op.

¥ Cf. St. Robert, op. cit., C
o y . .y . 4y - ; t .
9. cit,, no, 14, col. 1%6_ ap. X, cols. 1296-1306; also Gregory of Valentia,
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the inward and outward bonds of unity with our Lord are designat, 4
under the names of the soul and the body of the Church.” Years

before St. Robert, James Latomus had fully described these two hopgg :.

of unity and had designated them as the spiritual and the bOdily
communication with the Church.!® St. Robert simply took the
distinction which Latomus had employed to show the effects of ey,
communication and used that distinction to show that even occyy
heretics might be truly within the Body which is the Church of Jegyg
Christ, in as much as they possess a real, though external bond of
unity with the head of that Church. Catholic Theology since his day
has accepted his argument and his definition. It has thereby approveq
his use of the Corpus Mysticum.

The concept of the Mystical Body enters into most of the theses of
the De Ecclesia Militante as a proof or an explanation of St. Robert’s
teaching. The other names of the Church are used with it. §t
Robert, like the other classical ecclesiologists, never permitted himself
to forget that the institution he was describing and defending was the
society which St. Paul had described as Christ’s Body. As a result
the theses of the classical theology on the Catholic Church are con-
clusions formulated and developed in the light of the Mystical Body
concept. These were the theses which entered and remained in the
school theology De Ecclesia Christi. 'Whatever else it may have done,

that school theology certainly did not neglect the doctrine of the

Mystical Body.

At least one misconception which crept into the works of some

theologians after the time of St. Robert and his fellows came from an
unregulated application of the Body-analogy rather than from any
failure to consider it. A good number of subsequent theologians,
impressed by St. Robert’s use of the terms body and soul of the

Church, hastened to include them in their own writings. Unfortun- B

ately however they neglected the purpose for which St. Robert had
employed these terms. Thus the body and the soul of the Church
came ultimately to be considered as societies in some way distinct

from one another instead of what they had been in the De Ecclesio
Militante, factors by which men were joined together in the unity of

the Catholic Church.
Tt took well over a century and a half to complete this twisting of
St. Robert Bellarmine’s teaching. The process however began with

17 G, Robert, op. cit., cap. II, col. 1264.
18 Ad Qecolampadium Responsio. In the Opera, pp. 131 verso and 132 recto.
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5 contemporary of the great Controversialist. In his immensely
ppular seminary manual, the Breviarium Theologicum, John Polman
(1649) merely copied what St. Robert had set down about the soul and
the body of the Church without giving any hint of the purpose for
hich these terms had been used.!® The casual reader of Polman
would hardly suspect that his terms referred to factors which had long
peen known in ecclesiology as the inward and the outward bonds of
ity within the visible Church of Jesus Christ.

A more seriously confused use of St. Robert’s terminology on the
Mystical Body entered some manuals of school theology through the
writings of Charles du Plessis d’Argentré (1740) and Honoratus Tour-
pely (1729). D’Argentré, whose Elementa Theologica appeared some

cars earlier than the Praelectiones Theologicae de Ecclesia Christi of his
older Sorbonne confrere, used the concept of the Mystical Body for
his fundamental teaching on the Church. “So great is the analogy
petween the Mystical Body of the Church and the natural human body
that you can easily understand the essence and the properties of the
former through the latter.””?

D’Argentré could never be accused of neglecting the concept of the
Mystical Body. However he was somewhat careless in handling his
analogy, and failed to check his teachings properly with the dicta of
traditional theology. He paid comparatively little attention to the
other names of the Church. As a result he drew inferences quite at
variance with the pronouncements of his predecessors.

He was among the first to suggest that the Church could be defined
in function of what St. Robert had named the soul of the Church,*
despite the fact that St. Robert himself had brought up the concept
of the inward bond of unity and applied the name soul to it precisely
in order to show that it should not be an element in such a definition.
Furthermore, at the hands of D’Argentré, this inward communication
became the soul of the Church, a basic factor in several faulty explana-

"_,tipns. He used the visible Church itself, rather than the external bond
o unity as the co-relative of this soul® and taught that catechumens

who died before being received into the Church might be saved
through belonging to its soul.”®

B Breviarium. Theologicum, Paris, 1682, no. 124, p. 206.
® Elementa Theologica, Paris, 1702, cap. VIL, p. 161.
20p. cit., p. 164

20p. cit., p. 161.

B0p. cit., p. 166.
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Tournely listed a great number of names and figures of the Churg

In his theses however, the name Mystical Body is used more thay

others. The same tendencies which appear in D’Argentré’s work
are manifest in his. As a matter of fact, Tournely went further astray i

than had his younger colleague. Where D’Argentré had suggesteq ,
definition of the Church in function of the soul, Tournely actually

offered such a definition.?* Furthermore Tournely was much More '

effective in popularizing this confusion. Hurter’s Nomenclys,
Literarius lists D’Argentré’s Elementa Theologica as a rare bogks
Tournely’s manuals were among the most popular handbooks in the
history of theological education.

Where Tournely had simply offered a definition of the Church i
terms of the soul, the brilliant German Jesuit Heinrich Kilber (1783)
made a triple definition of the Church the basis of his ecclesiology,
Two of Kilber’s formulae describe the Church “inadequately,” one in
function of the soul alone, and the other in function of the body alone,

The inadequate definition in the light of the body is similar to §t, ; ‘;

Robert’s definition of the Church itself. The definition which de-
scribed the Church “adequately” took in both the soul and the body»
The famous Sorbonne theologian Louis Legrand (1780) finally defined

the soul of the Church as a society in some manner distinct from the .}

visible Church itself.?

Although some few school texts incorporated Legrand’s teaching ,
about the soul of the Church into their treatises De Ecclesia, this mis  *

application of the Mystical Body concept was never very influential

among the Scholastics. Popularizers rather than proponents of the ‘
school theology employed it. The school theology as a whole con- 4

tinued the theses of the classical ecclesiologists, theses constructed in

the light of an accurate Mystical Body teaching. The school theology . -

since the middle ages prepared the way for the Mystici Corporis.

Washingion, D. C. Josepe CLIFFORD FENTON.

2t Praelectiones Theologicae De Ecclesia Christi, Secunda editio, Paris, 1739,p.28.
% Nomenclator Literarius, Editio tertia, Innsbruck, 1910, col. 1004.

% Principia Theologica. In the RR. Patrum Societatis Jesu Theologia Dogmatica,' E

Polemica, Scholastica et Moralis Praelectionibus Publicis in Alma Universilale
Wirceburgensi Accommodata, Editio tertia, pp. 86-87.

2 De FEeclesia. Included in Migne’s Theologiae Cursus Completus, Vol. TV,
col. 25.

Answers to Questions

THE COLOR OF THE ANTEPENDIUM

Question: The Antependium—Pallium Aliaris—is supposed to
correspond in color to the feast of the day or the office; before the
Blessed Sacrament exposed it is to be white. Now, when the altar
pas been properly adorned for a feast, e.g., the Exaltation of the Holy
Cross, does the red antependium have to be removed for Benediction
of the Blessed Sacrament during the afternoon? Or, again, what
should be the color of the antipendium on the Vigil of Pentecost when
the Ordo notes—Alb. in Off., Viol. in Bened. Fontis, Rub. in Miss.?

Answer: Our correspondent is quite correct in his general statement
that the antependium should correspond in color with the office and
Mass of the day. White, however, is always to be used when the
Blessed Sacrament is solemnly exposed, even though a different color
is prescribed for the vestments of the Mass. Thus, if the Forty Hours’
Adoration opens on Pentecost Sunday, a day which excludes the Votive
Mass of the Blessed Sacrament, the vestments should be red but the
antependium white,

In the casus proposed, on the Feast of the Exaltation of the Holy
Cross, the red antependium should be replaced by a white one for
Benediction in the afternoon. In any case, white is the color for the
Vespers of that day, as the day following is the Feast of the Seven
Sorrows. For the Vigil of Pentecost, authors generally (v. g. Martin-
ucci, Lib. II, Cap. XX XI, 6) direct that the violet antependium be
placed over the red one, the former to be removed just before the Mass.
No attention is paid to the white color designated in the Ordo for the
Office, the Little Hours being recited with the altar hung with its
violet antependium. (Cf. Martinucci ef al.)

Witriam J. Latrou.

HOSPITAL PROBLEMS

Question 1: May the authorities of a Catholic hospital permit a

Jewish rabbi to perform the rite of circumcision on a child in the
hospital?
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