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ST. IRENAEUS AS MYSTICAL THEOLOGIAN

O

r I NHE AIM of this article is to suggest that Irenaeus of
Lyons is the first really apophatic theologian to write
in the West. His work is perhaps the greatest monu-

ment in the Patristic Period of Greek theology developed in

a Latin setting.

Few now would doubt the importance of negative theology
for the development of Christian spirituality. Significantly, it
was during the 4th century, the first great age of monasticism,
when St. Basil was composing the fundamental legislation for
Eastern monks, that his brother, St. Gregory of Nyssa, was
drawing on his profound initiation into the Greek philosophical
tradition to provide the intellectual undergirding for the
-growing ascetical movement. This Cappadocian theologian was
essentially apophatic. Since the God of faith transcends every
concept or image we may form of him, we can only know him
by a supra-rational mode of cognition, a way of unknowing.
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This is true theoria (fewpta) or contemplation, and such is the
inexhaustible goal of the spiritual life.

The importance of Irenaeus’s doctrine of transcendence is
that this is the work of a Biblical theologian, not at all given
to Platonic speculations, with no time for any kind of Christian
intellectual elitism. For him, God’s progressive seli-manifesta-
tion is realized in the spiritual advance of man, called to grow
in the deifying vision of God by participation in the divine
life. But we intend to show that this hope of glory is grounded
in a truly Biblical grasp of the transcendence of God and in
a profoundly religious sense of man’s dependence on him. This
is why piety demands a proper agnosticism beyond the sphere
of revelation; and why our knowledge of God can never be a
mere rationalism presupposed by the innate powers of the hu-
man mind. That the Invisible should become visible and the
Unknowable known is always a miracle of grace, and if this
is so, then we must be dealing here with a genuine connaissance
mystique.

Studies in the past, €. g., the work of Lawson and of Wingren,
have rightly elaborated the Biblicism of Irenaeus and the ro-
bust Paulinism of his soteriology. If then we can establish the
centrality of the doctrine of transcendence for the spirituality
of a great teacher, little moved to look to philosophy for the
content of his theology, then it may well be that a grasp of the
unknowability of God might be basic to any truly Christian
account of man’s religious quest. Apophaticism, with its im-
plication that all religious knowledge is limited and given is not
just a basic position of Christian Platonism. It may be
claimed—and here lies Irenaeus’s importance—that the Via
Negativa is implied as much by Isaiah’s sense of the sovereign
otherness of Yahweh as by the Platonic axiom of the simplicity
of the One. Philosophy merely provided the Fathers with a
set of concepts with which to defend and expound a sense of
Transcendence inherent in the Tradition from the beginning,
and reinforced by the data of contemplative experience.
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1) The setting of Irenaeus’s Mystical Theology.

Our contention is reinforced in the case of Irenaeus, if we
consider the nature of his detachment from Greek Paideia. The
polemical pressures have changed from the need to challenge
fairly straightforward polytheism to an attack on a world-
negating religious outlook often highly sophisticated—some-
times absurdly so—in its philosophical complexities. The
gnosticism of men like Valentinus was a danger-sign as to
where unbridled Hellenistic speculation might lead the Church.
The Gnostics too preached an Unknowable God, but this im-
plied for them not a democracy of grace but an intellectual
élite, alone fitted by nature to attain to knowledge of God.
Hence, we should not be surprised to detect a change of key in
comparing Irenaeus to the Apologists: he is more cautious in
his attitude to Hellenism, less inclined to laud the natural
capacities of man, or even the Logos-inspired achievements of
the great philoosphers of old. He is concerned not so much
with an Absolute, impassibly beyond being, as with a unique,
universal, and inexhaustible Creator; and again, the Glory of
Man consists not primarily in his intellectual powers but in
his creation in the Image of God, called to grow in God-likeness
by cooperation with the indwelling Spirit. Where Justin is
positive and conciliatory to Hellenism, Irenaeus must first
repudiate those heretical versions of the Faith in which non-
Biblical elements have gone too far. As Chadwick says, in him
the conflict with Gnosticism became the historic occasion of a
more balanced catholic theology.

The nature of his achievement may be indicated by his pro-
found Johannine insight into the integrity of knowledge and
life. It is not enough to grasp alleged truths about God, how-
ever esoteric, with the mind. The vision of God is in fact not
an intellectual illumination but participation by grace in the
life of God. Thus, while not immune to contemporary culture,
Trenaeus radically corrects Hellenism to expound a rich Chris-
tian humanism. Man fully alive, in the fullness of all his God-
given power—intellectual, spiritual, and physical—is the Gloria



188 NICHOLAS GENDLE

Dei of our title. Far from offering a reductionist and illiberal
doctrine of man, Irenaeus attacks the Yevdévvpos yvéors pre-
cisely because it despairs of man in his integrity and denies the
dignity of creation by (and in the image of) the One Supreme
God. But if Gnostic metaphysical transcendentalism had the
effect of banishing God to a remote Pleroma, with Irenaeus,
it was quite a different case. For him, it is the sovereign other-
ness of God that guarantees his freedom in creation and re-
demption, whereby he freely comes into saving relationship
with those he has created in his image.

?) The Hidden God.

In repudiating Gnostic distortions Irenaeus is quite capable
of using the conceptual tools at hand and bringing a full gamut
of negative abstracts into play to counteract gratuitous specula-
tions. We must not underrate his loyalty to the tradition of
the Apologists, confessors, and martyrs of a previous genera-
tion. Nevertheless his use of negative theology is not just a
bow to his predecessors. Rather, he is turning the weapons of
the heretics against themselves in such a way as to make a
doctrine of Divine Transcendence (in the spirit of Job) the
basis of his essentially Biblical soteriology. Although we can
never adequately express the majesty of the Creator, we can
at last fittingly say what he is not. If the otherness of the Living
God can best be safeguarded by negative terms, such concepts
may be used. The language is often Platonic but, basically,
the thought merely reiterates the warning of Isaiah, that God
is not as men, and his ways are not our ways.

Thus, Irenaeus can assert God is simple, uncreated, and un-
changeable. (II. xiii. 8) His simplicity stands over against the
shifting, disunified imperfection of all created natures. Will,
thought, and actuation are co-terminus with him (I. xxi. 2)
for “none is of greater knowledge than the God of the Uni-
verse.,” We cannot imagine what Creation can be like in the
case of God; he has only to concewe the idea for it to be. Again
he is ineffable (I. xx. 2): hence the folly of the Gnostic notion
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that the aeon should name the Unnameable. (1. xv. 5) Even
Christ refused to name the power by which he wrought his
miracles.

As Creator, God must be self-contained (II.i. 1, Dem. 4),
and self-sufficient (II. 84. 2)—"Being moved by curios-
ity . . . would cease to be what God is.” We cannot say he
needs our love (IV. xvi. 4), or obedience (II. xiv. 1-2); he is
in no way dependent on us, though the whole cosmos is entirely
sustained by his creative hand. (II. iii. 2)

The intellectualist ring is clear in IL. iii. 2 (the Universe a
thought in the Divine Mind) as also in II. xiil. 8/4: God is all
vovs, wvebpa, and ¢ds, one entire wnyy s dyadérros. God is
simple, uncompounded Being, yet (para. 4) beyond all this,
indescribable. Just as his Understanding, which comprehends
all, is in no way like the understanding of men, so “in all
other particulars, the Father of All is @ no way similar to
human weakness. We use these terms [i.e., good, wise, etc.]
from the love we bear him; but in point of greatness, our
thoughts regarding him transcend these expressions.” This
shows a sophisticated grasp of that fundamental of negative
theology, that the transcendence of God implies the approxi-
mate and analogous nature of all theological language. Hu-
manly speaking, we may properly talk of the God of Abraham,
(Dem. 8) but the sublimity and greatness of this God is in-
effable. In II. xxviii. 4 Irenaeus repeats the same two correlated
truths: God exists ever one and the same, and hence defies all
definition and analysis. The Gnostic chains of aeons—Ennoia,
Logos, Christos and so on—are ruled out as “not fitting to
God.” “Our carnal tongue cannot minister adequately even
to the rapidity of the human mind—how much less can it ex-
press God? ” It must be admitted there are difficulties relating
to our use of the word “ apophatic” in relation to Irenaeus’s
doctrine of God. It is not always clear whether he is speaking
of what is unknowable n se, above all, the divine essence, and
what is knowable in principle but opaque to us because of our
human weakness. Or, to put it another way, he does not clearly
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distinguish between what is unrevealable, and what we could
in principle grasp but do not know because God has not seen
fit to reveal.

By thus reverently setting a fence around the Deity Irenaeus
reminds us of our human limitations; of ourselves, we cannot
plumb the divine mysteries and can only receive God’s self-
revelation as pure gift. God’s inscrutability and omnipotence
are axiomatic for our author; and this is the basis of his freedom
and actuality as Creator and Redeemer. His purpose is not
conditioned by our response, even though he is by no means
indifferent to our welfare. Indeed, God’s transcendent freedom
is part and ground of his grace towards us. The fact that he
remains Deus Absconditus, impenetrable in essence, implies
a permanent distinction between God and man, and a definite
limit to our knowledge of God—even within the Church—
unless specially enabled by God himself. However close the
Creator may draw to us in love, God is always sovereign, man
always his creature, albeit made in the Divine Image.

3) The Word from Silence.

Irenaeus’s first positive task was to underline the Old Test-
ament proclamation of God in action, without sacrificing a
sense of the Infinite greatness of the One Creator-God. He has
no doubt of the partial knowability of God ka7 dikovouiar in
both Creation (IV. 30. 8, V. 28. 4) and revelation. (IV. xx. 6)
The Divine Hands denote the approachability and nearness of
One who while “ unknowable in greatness,” yet out of pure
love, “ leads us to himself by his Word.” (IV. xx. 6) Only those
without (sc., experiential) knowledge could speak of God
needing tools to create: he himself “in indescribable, incon-
ceivable fashion . . . formed all in harmony through the un-
wearying Word.” (IL. ii. 4) Negative theology and economic
trinitarianism are here complementary: since God is ineffable,
so too must be his mode of operation. We need have no qualms
about the Father of the universe “sullying his hands” with
creation.
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What is being asserted in strong, personalized language is
that it is the Supreme God we know by his mighty acts, as
never-failing source of life even though we may have only the
faintest notion of his nature secundum magnitudinem. Ire-
naeus’s doctrine of the Creator-God bypasses at once com-
fortable polytheism and the bare Monad of philosophy. What
it implies in Biblical terminology concerning our knowledge
of God is not so far from the later, preciser, more scholastic
doctrine of energies and essence. We know the transcendent
God only insofar as he deigns to impinge upon the world he
made. To know him is to participate in the life he brings, not
to speculate upon the generation of the Son.

The heretics despise the God of the Bible (ITI. xxiv. 2) be-
cause out of love he has come within reach of human fellow-
ship, but none has ever measured his greatness and essence.
(cf. II. xii. 8) Without apophatic controls the wonder of
revelation and restoration is necessarily eroded. In this passage
(II1. xxiv. 2) Irenaeus clearly contrasts our certain knowl-
edge that God has made and sustained all by his Word and
Wisdom, with our ignorance of God secundum . . . essentiam—
not that we can even understand God completely kar oixovouiav.
“Who understands his hand, which comprehends all things?*
(IV. xix. 1) The Gnostic elite fondly pretend to “knowledge
of the unspeakable greatness,” itself constituting perfect re-
demption. Irenaeus however appeals to Scripture; the prophets
foretold that God should be seen by men, but “ not in respect
of greatness of glory, since the Father is incomprehensible, but
in respect of his love, kindness, and infinite powers.” Transcen-
dent grace, not human noetic prowess, is the ground of the
Christian hope.

Irenaeus proclaims that the Father is knowable only through
the Son/Word. The Word realizing that the Father is invisible
and Infinite as far as we are concerned, ““ and that none other
could declare him (IV. vi. 1-7). ... declares him to us by his
manifestation.”

The Incarnation of the Word, unique mensura Patris, (IV.
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iil. 2) is in fact the point of coalescence of negative and positive
in the theology of Irenaeus. Christ is set forth as sole revealer
of the Father, “ the Incomprehensible [made known] by the
comprehensible, the Invisible by the visible, since there is none
beyond him who exists in the bosom of the Father.” (cf. III.
xil. 6) The Son is the unique way to knowledge of God, for
“since it is impossible without God to know God, he teaches us
through his Word to know God.” (IV.v.1) The whole process
of revelation is grounded in the gracious will of the Father:
we can only know what he deigns to teach us by his Word,
“ since the Father is invisible and unapproachable to created
things.” (Dem. 47) Citations could easily be multiplied to
illustrate the paradox that, although God is ineffable regarding
his nature and greatness, (IV. xx. 5) yet he is by no means
unknown. He freely reveals himself in the Incarnation, and
this truth is implanted in our hearts by the Spirit, (V. i. 1)
“who sets forth in our hearts the dispensation of the Father
and the Son.” The philosophical conundrum raised by the
Gnostics—and later the Arians—is left unresolved by the re-
ligious teaching of Irenaeus: if the Divine Father remains
incomprehensible in se, how can the Son reveal him to us, if
he is God in exactly the same sense as the Father is God?
Irenaeus is concerned simply to assert that with God, im-
measurable in power and greatness, what is inconceivable to
men becomes possible, that “ those who draw near to God have
access to the Father through the Son.” (Dem. 47) Moreover,
this revelation is a vivifying vision since, as we shall see, to
know God is to share in his life. “For if the manifestation of
Ged in creation gives life to all on earth, how much more does
the revelation of the Father through the Word give life to
those who see God.” (ibid.)

The paradox remains: God is indeed invisible and ineffable,
yet men, renewed by him, do see and know him. What to the
metaphysical speculator becomes a stumbling block can be sim-
ply accepted by the man of faith at the hands of the Transcen-
dent God.
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4) The limitations of Theology.

Irenaeus is clear that an awareness of our inability to know
God in se should result in an increased sense of our dependence
on him in matters of revelation. Hence his reaction against
the arrogance of Gnostic cognoscenti claiming natural knowl-
edge of the high matters of theology.

Irenaeus is unashamedly un-Greek in his neglect of abstract
speculation for its own sake. God is for him a datum, not a
problem, and his revelation in Christ a free gift for all alike.
Hence his opposition to the “ vain imaginings ” of the Gnostics
whose myths are a stumbling-block to the simple and obstruct
the shining of the light of the Gospel. We cannot hope to im-
prove on the doctrine of the Apostles who, far from disclosing
“ unspeakable mysteries ” to an elite, ““ openly taught the sal-
vation revealed to all.” (IIL. v. 1) They were endowed with
all perfect [i. e., necessary] knowledge at Pentecost. (III. 1. 1)
This is why the Catholic Church is sole repository of truth.
(III. iv. 1)

But this problem goes beyond the ecclesiological. The
esoteric pretensions of the heretics spring from a lack of piety,
proper reserve in religious matters, a failure to understand the
gratuitousness of revelation. “ Let us not be embarrassed be-
cause God has reserved for himself things that are beyond us.”
(ITI. xiii, 2-8) Man is as inferior to God in knowledge as the
creature is to its Creator. (IL. xxv. 8) This is not surprising,
for we are quite ignorant even of many things of sense. Gnostic
heresy comes (as Dr. Chadwick has pointed out) from the itch
to speculate where Scripture has given no clear guidance. We
must be content not to know where the Word of God is not
explicit and accept the finally irreducible nature of its teach-
ings. Indeed if we knew God comprehensibly, we would no
longer be creatures, for to know God fully would be to be
divine.

The Gnostic claim to exceed orthodox Scriptural limits in
matters beyond creaturely capacity to grasp [and/or unre-
vealed by God] implies a fundamental lack of trust and love.
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(IL. xxvi) We must not seek to rise above God and find one
above the Creator: such reflections are opposed to our natures;
and insolent attempts to fathom God lead only to madness. (c.
f., II. xxv. 8) Rather, it is better to be among the simple who
attain nearness to God by love. (II. xxvi. 1) To see the root
of false gnosis not so much in intellectual error as in failure of
love is typical of Irenaeus. The heretics are devoid of that fun-
damental sense of dependence which springs from any real
awareness of transcendence and dream of an unknown other
above God. (III. xxiv. 2) They impudently try to “ change
God himself ” and refuse to learn of the Father from the Son
(IV. ii. 5): they consider human speculations more reliable.
The Gnostics despise a God who out of love has come within
reach of human knowledge. But we know that “as regards
greatness and essence . . . this none has handled or measured.”
We are not called to speculate about the Divine Nature but to
believe that it is the Only True God who has vivified us by his
Word and Wisdom. (cf. IV. xx. 1-4) Such despisers rob them-
selves of the gifts of life. (II. xix. 1) In their insatiable desires
they “ attempt to be god before becoming (true) men ” and to
destroy the distance between God and creation (IV. 28. 4)—
a salutary reminder of the place of patience, humble waiting
upon God, in the Christian life. We see the results of this re-
fusal to accept the limits of Scripture in the fluctuating, ran-
dom, and often bizarre nature of Guostic teaching, all ““ handed
down according to inclination.” (I. xxi. 1-4)

We can surely infer from these passages the basic principle
that we are dependent on God for any knowledge we possess
of him: where God has not revealed the mystery of his person,
man is utterly ignorant. Irenaeus is clear that Scripture only
tells us what we need to know, that we may have faith and
obedience (cf. IV. v. 1: “ By God alone can God be known ).
Where blanks in our knowledge of God exist, it is not for us
to try to amplify our circumscribed knowledge by our own
speculations. Scripture shrouds, as well as reveals, the mystery.
This points to a fundamental hiddenness in divine matters
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which no Gnostic théologie savante can hope to plumb. Why,
for instance, rack one’s mind concerning the generation of the
Word? (cf. II. 18. 5) Since the generation of the Word is
ineffable, how can the Gnostics dare discuss it “ as if they had
assisted at his birth? ”

This refusal to “ act as midwife to the Word ” might, in a
wider context, be thought to have an obscurantist ring. It
is the Charisma of the Bishop to expound the great cen-
tral truths of Christianity enshrined in Scripture and trans-
mitted in the Apostolic Church. The difference between this
explication and Gnostic elaborations is that the former limits
itself to finding in Seripture solution of problems which Serip-
ture intends to solve, not what God has not seen fit to reveal.
Biblical texts are not so many counters to be manipulated ac-
cording to individual preferences or virtuosity. Intellectual
gifts must not be suppressed but used to clarify (not pervert)
Apostolic teaching. We must exercise ourselves in the “ mys-
tery and administration of the Living God, and increase in
love of him who has done such great things for us.” (II. xxviii.
1) But the revelation of the mysteries can only be left to God,
“ that God should forever teach, and man forever learn . . .
that ever truly loving him, we may hope to receive from him
boundless riches in inewhaustible instruction.” (ibid., 83) In
both these two passages loving dependence on God is clear-
ly seen as sine qua mon of any real advance in knowledge
of God. But we note also the human requirement of “ exercise,”
and also the ultra-positive content of this true yvdous. There
is explicitly said to be no limits to the depths which such a dis-
ciple may find in the mysteries God reveals. (cf., doctrine of
epectasis in Gregory of Nyssa)

Irenaeus rejects the double standard of the alleged Apostolic
preaching of the Demiurge to the simple, but the “ declaration
of the unspeakable mystery to those capable of comprehending
the unnameable Father” (III. v. 1) through “parables and
enigmas.” The Apostles, like Christ himself, are no respec-
ters of persons.
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All believers are capable of receiving the gifts of the Spirit,
(1. 1v) though all do not progress equally in knowledge. There
are degrees of advance within the Church, as God gradually
grants “fuller illumination of the mind.” (IV. 29. 1) Weak
eyes cannot bear the full light all at once. The achievement of
the more advanced does not depend on a discovery of a ““ higher
god ” but on greater efforts to penetrate and assimilate (I. x.
8) the truth of Scripture as a whole (%) vwéfeois s moréws) .
Divine study should by no means dissipate the mystery but
should lead one to increasing and adoring contemplation of it.
Significantly, where (IV. iv) Irenaeus lists the great “mys-
teries ” of Scripture set forth for our instruction, he ends with
the ecstatic cry of Paul, “O the depths of the riches of the
knowledge of God!” (Rom xi. 33)

All this is slowly opened up to the spiritual man (according
to his advance in yvéois), and he comes to see how Christ is
the key to the whole history of salvation, a great mystery of
creative and redemptive agape. For the “ discipulus spiritualis
vere recipiens spiritum Dei . . . omnia ei constant.” Thus we
may say that Irenaeus (as well as Clement) has an ideal of
the the “ true Gnostic ” ; but it is a hope of perfection demo-
cratized. Knowledge of God is open to all (III. v. 1) who
strive to progress in love in the power of the Spirit and who are
fully incorporated into the living tradition of the Church. (cf.,
IV. Liii.) As Bouyer observes, “ True yvdo:s is indistinguish-
able from the Apostolic didache fully realised.” This then pro-
vides the inexhaustible content of Theology for Irenaeus.

The otherness of God should inform our attitude to the
Incarnation. The surpassing majesty of God is the measure
of his condescension and love in becoming man. We do not
possess God in his greatness by the Incarnation, but we
can know him in his goodness and love. The heretics blas-
phemously despise (III. xxiv. 2) a God who out of love has
come within reach of human knowledge. They cannot ac-
cept—because devoid of a proper sense of awe and depen-
dence—that Christ gives us the power we do not have by
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nature: not only to come to know God but to become his sons.
This reconciliation and adoption is beyond our capacities both
to conceive and achieve; and unless we recognize the transcen-
dence of the Giver, we will not have the humbleness to accept
Christ as pure gift. Conversely, we are not dealing with the
Otherness of a static Essence; and unless we allow the agape
revealed in Christ to be determinative of our concept of God,
the Incarnation will remain what it is for the Gnostics, a meta-
physical absurdity.

We are not to think of God and man as an antithesis of two
incompatible substances but as a communion of persons, which
presupposes distinction as much as it does mutual devotion.
We are involved in a relationship (not an opposition) , in which
God freely gives and man receives. The life God bestows is
not something alien to our nature but that by which we grow
and become more truly ourselves. In so advancing, we also
become more like God, thus realizing the purpose of our Crea-
tion, fellowship with God. But man is never transmogrified
into God. The doctrine of transcendence means God alone is
Creator and Life-giver. The Glory of man is always to accept
re-creation at the hands of God, thus allowing his original crea-
tion in imagine Dei to become complete.

Nicroras Genprg, O.P.
Blackfriars
Oxford, England



HIERARCHY AND HOLINESS: AQUINAS ON THE
HOLINESS OF THE EPISCOPAL STATE

(o ]

ce ERHAPS IN SOME more adequate Church we

could ask for more, but at the present time in

England they (the bishops) provide merely an ad-
ministrative context within which the really vital and immedi-
ately relevant institutions can exist. . . . It would be quite
unrealistic to expect them to be sources of enthusiasm and
original thought.”* If the negative experience of episcopate
that finds expression in the above lines were ever to become
the experience of Christian people as such, it would be difficult
to imagine a more radical departure from what the episcopate
should mean in the life of the Church. That what is most
vital in the Church should have to find its normal expression
outside the context of an ecclesial life centered on the bishop
would mean an ecclesial situation that would run directly coun-
ter to a tradition that stretches right back to earliest Christian
times. For Ignatius of Antioch, in whose writings we find the
first clear references to the monarchical episcopate, “ the bis-
hop is, in a certain sense, the incarnation of the Church over
which he presides, in such a way that to receive him is to re-
ceive his Church, to contemplate him is to contemplate his
Church,” ? and in the middle of the third century St. Cyprian
of Carthage could write “the bishop is in the Church and
the Church in the bishop.”

If the relationship between Church and bishop is so intimate,
then the distinctive marks of the Church should manifest them-
selves in a special way in the bishop. That the apostolicity of

* H. McCabe, “ Comment,” in New Blackfriars 48 (1967), p. 288.

2G. Bardy, La Théologie de I'Eglise de saint Clément de Rome a saint Irénée
® Ep. 66, par. 8 (ed. Hartel, CSEL, t. 3.2, p. 733).

198
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the Church is verified in a special way through the line of
episcopal succession is a constant of Christian tradition.* While
individual bishops are the principle and foundation of unity
in their local churches, they manifest as a college the unity
and catholicity of the universal Church (cf. Lumen Gentium,
22, 23) . So too with regard to the holiness of the Church. A
most ancient and constant liturgical and patristic tradtion ex-
pects the bishop’s primacy to be a real primacy in the Spirit,
constituting him in his Church the incarnation of that holi-
ness to which his flock is called.

There is no question in this article of justifying this last
assertion in detail. Our task is to show how this tradition was
taken over and developed by St. Thomas. It finds its systema-
tic expression in his doctrine, so juridical and odd-sounding at
first sight, on the episcopate as a state of perfection. Its ec-
clesiological significance lies in the fact that it is the classical
medieval expression of the doctrine that the often neglected
mark of the Church, her sanctity, should shine forth in her
bishops above all others. It has also, perhaps, a more immedi-
ate relevance today. At a time when people are experiencing
a renewed thirst for the things of the spirit, when they look
for gurus in the paths of prayer and Christian experience rather
than administrators, it confronts us with an episcopal ideal
that has ben largely lost sight of, with a contemplative and
charismatic episcopate whose primacy is a real primacy in
Christ. It also indicates in the process the broad lines of a
priestly spirituality rooted in the Church’s tradition.

I. The Bishop and His Sanctity in St. Thomas.
A. The Bishop in the Church.

As a preface to a consideration of episcopal perfection it will
be useful to situate our subject by saying a few words on what
we might call St. Thomas’s mystique of the bishop. It will en-

*Cf. A. M. Javierre, “Le théme de la succession des apdtres dans la littérature
chrétienne primitive,” in L’Episcopat et L’Eglise Universelle (Paris, 1962), p. 210.
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able us to see the significance of the episcopacy in the eyes of
St. Thomas and bring home to us the fact that he sees more
in him than a mere superior functionary in the Church.

The bishops are the successors of the Apostles.® This is a
commonplace enough statement, but it had not exactly the
same sense for a medieval theologian as it has for us. “We
think of an historical succession of individuals possessing by
transmission, and exercising, the same function, and this idea
is exact. The ancients, however, thought more in terms of the
permanence of a certain type. . ..” ¢ The bishop, therefore, has
a sign-value in the Church insofar as he represents for the
Christian community what the Apostles represented for the
primitive Church.

But it is not only the Apostles that the bishop represents
in the Church. Where the ruling of the Church is concerned
he is also the viecar of God.” St. Thomas sees him acting in
the place of God in a special way when he confers mission on
others to preach the word of God.?

But above all, the bishop “ takes the place of Christ in the
Church.”® Every Christian priest, it is true, acts “ in persona
Christi,” * but the bishop represents Christ in a more perfect
way:

The priest, indeed, represents Christ insofar as he himself ful-
filled a certain ministry; but the bishop represents him in this that
he instituted other ministers and founded the Church.®

In summary

5Cf, e.g., Il ad Cor., c. 1, lect. 1 (ed. Marietti, par. 4); Summa Theologiae,
II1, q. 64, a. 2, ad 8.

¢Y. Congar, “Aspects ecclésiologiques de la querelle entre mendiants et séculiers
dans la seconde moitié du XIIle siécle et le début du XIVe,” in Archives d’histoire
doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age, t. 28 (1961), p. 62.

? Summa Theol., 111, q. 64, a. 2, ad 8.

8 In Ioannem, c. 1, lect. 4 (ed. Marietti abbreviation: Mar., par. 112); In
Romanos, c. 10, lect. 2 (Mar.! par. 838).

? Summa Theol., I, q. 72, a. 8, ad 3.

° Ibid., q. 22, a. 4.

LIV Sent., d. 24, q. 8, a. 2, sol. 1, ad 8.
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insofar as he [the bishop] is a public person he possesses in the
Church the image and place, not of himself, but of Christ.*?

As a result of his special place in the Church which makes
of him the image of Christ,

the bishop, in a special way, is called the spouse of the Church, as
is Christ.’®

This relationship to the Church is symbolised by the bish-
op’s ring, for the Church has been espoused to Christ through
the sacraments of faith, and the bishop is the spouse of the
Church in the place of Christ.**

As spouse of his Church in the place of Christ the bishop
has now responsibilities to fill in her regard. He must devote
himself totally and for life to her well-being. In fact, the es-
sential notes of the episcopal office are in function of the mys-
tical Body of Christ, for, as being in the image of Christ, the
bishop fills the role of Christ in her regard. He is the image
of Christ the King and as such he enjoys over the Church “ a
princely and quasi-royal charge.”*® He is the image of Christ
the Priest, and as such is the * divine high priest * of his local
Church; *® “ the Pontiff is bound ex officio to administer spir-
itual goods to his neighor, established, as it were, as a mediator
between God and man, acting in the place of him who is medi-
ator between God and man, Jesus Christ. . . . And hence he
offers prayers and petitions to God as the representative of the
people (in persona populi) ... And again he takes the place

2 Quodl., VIII, a. 7: “ gerit typum et locum non sui-ipsius, sed alterius, scilicet
Christi, in Ecclesia.”

13 IV Sent., d. 24, q. 8, a. 2, sol. 1, ad 3.

*Ibid., q. 3, a. 3. On the importance in the Middle Ages of this idea of the
bishop as the spouse of the Church cf. Congar, art. cit., pp. 105-106.

% De Perfectione Vitae Spiritualis (abbreviation: De Perf. V. Sp.) c. 24 (Mar.,
par. 715); cf. also Quodl. III, a. 17, ad 5; Summa Theol., III, q. 65, a. 8, ad 2.
“One must give a strong sense to the expressions that he [St. Thomas] employs
to speak of the episcopal charge: cura principalis et quasi regalis: an office of
prince ”—Y. Congar, “ St. Thomas et les archidiacres,” in Revue Thomiste, 57
(1957), p. 666.

% Contra Impugnantes Dei cultum et religionem, c. 4 (Mar., par. 90).
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of God (personam Dei gerit) with regard to the people, minis-
tering to them. . ..” " But above all, he is the image of Christ
the Prophet, for the office of teaching has absolute precedence
(principalissimum) over the other functions of the bishop.*®

Successor of the Apostles, vicar of God, image of Christ as
Prophet, Priest and King, and spouse of the Church—this high
conception which St. Thomas has of the episcopate gives us
already an indication of the sanctity he will require of the bis-
hop.

B. Designation to the Episcopate and Acceptance.

Given the centrality of the bishop’s position in the diocese
and the fact that he was normally designated through election
by the diocesan chapter, it was natural that the medieval the-
ologians should turn their attention to the duties of electors in
this matter.”® One was obviously not justified in voting for a
candidate purely on the basis of relationship or personal benefit.
What exactly were one’s obligations?

St. Thomas, who treats of this question in a number of places,
requires that one elect as bishop the better (melior) candidate.
However, he always specifies what he means by “ better.”
Commenting on Our Lord’s question to Peter: * Simon, son of
John, do you love me more than these? ”, a question which
preceded the confiding of the Church to Peter’s care, St.
Thomas asks whether one is obliged to elect (as bishop, as
is clear from the context) the one who is the better simpliciter.
He replies that one is obliged in conscience to do so:

But, nevertheless, someone may be better simplictter—one is thus
called better who is holier, for it is holiness which renders one
good—but may not be better with regard to the Church. In this

3" De Perf. V. Sp., c. 16 (Mar., par. 655); cf. ibid., c. 18 (Mar., par 664).

8 Summa Theol., II1, q. 67, a. 2, ad 1. We just mention the teaching function
of the bishop in passing, for we shall be giving it special consideration later,

*® On the bishop’s position in the medieval diocese, the method of choosing him,
his powers, etc., cf. G.Le Bras, Institutions ecclésiastiques de la Chrétienté médiévale,
Part 1, Books 2-6 (Fliche, Martin, Histoire de UEglise, vol. 12. 2), Paris, 1964,
pp. 365-876. .
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latter respect, one is better who is more learned, more competent,
and more discreet and who is elected with more concord. But if,
those things being equal which regard the utility of the Church
and greater suitability in this respect, one chooses the one who is
less good simpliciter, then one sins . . . .2°

This is the constant position of St. Thomas. In the other
texts in which he treats of this point he expresses in various
ways the qualities which render one better for Church govern-
ment. The elect should be the one more suited for instructing,
defending, and peacefully governing the Church,** the one more
endowed with “ industry, knowledge, capacity (potentia), and
other such qualities.” 2

Where qualities of personal holiness are concerned, St.
Thomas asks for no more than the minimum:

. . . One should elect to the prelacy or to ecclesiastical office one
who is good simpliciter; because by a mortal sin one is rendered
unworthy of performing anything of a spiritual nature. . . . It is
not however necessary that one always elect the one who is the
better simpliciter.?®

Given his doctrine on episcopal perfection, this minimalism
of St. Thomas is at first sight astonishing. But St. Thomas is
in no way departing from his doctrine on the high sanctity re-
quired of the bishop. What suffices to render one apt for elec-
tion will no longer suffice once one has been consecrated as
bishop. If one has not reached perfection before this, then
after consecration

One must strive to be pre-eminent over others in knowledge and
sanctity . . . However, it is not to be imputed to one if, before
undertaking the prelacy, one was not more excellent than others.?

However, we must conclude that on this point of the
choosing of a bishop St. Thomas shows himself less exigent

20 In Joan., c. 21, lect, 8 (Mar., par. 2620).
# Summa Theol., T1-11, q. 185, a. 3.

22 Quodl. VIII, a. 6; cf. also ibid., ad 2.

%8 Ibid., corp.

2¢ Summa Theol., loc. cit., ad 2
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where spiritual qualities are concerned than many of the patris-
tic and liturgical witnesses that we have considered.

Corresponding to the duties of the electors we find an elab-
orate doctrine on the attitude that one should adopt with re-
gard to the acceptance of the episcopate. Here two points were
of particular interest to the medieval moralist. Could one
legitimately aspire to the episcopate? And if one were ap-
pointed or elected to this office, what should one’s attitude be?

On the first point, the doctrine of St. Thomas is quite clear.
In principle, to desire the episcopate is “ vicious.” His most
elaborate treatment of this point is found in the Summa The-
ologiae (1I-11, q. 185, a. 1) . Here he distinguishes three aspects
of the episcopate: the episcopal activity, by which the bishop
dedicates himself to his flock; the high rank of the bishop; and
the various benefits which flow from the episcopate, such as
honor and material security. The desire of the episcopate for
either of the last two reasons is clearly vicious. But surely it
is virtuous to desire to be of service to one’s neighbor? St.
Thomas concedes that such a desire is, in itself, praiseworthy
and virtuous but, nevertheless, because of the sublimity of
rank attendant on the episcopal state he judges that the desire
to occupy a position of superiority over others, even though
it be to benefit them, is a desire not free from the vice of pre-
sumption.

St. Thomas specifies in another place in what this presump-
tion consists: one judges oneself superior to others “ because
greater honor and power belong only to those who are bet-
ter.” * But this is not the only sort of presumption involved.
Later on in the same chapter he asserts that, since the bishop’s
task is to lead his flock to perfection, he himself should be per-
fect. Thus, to desire the episcopate, even for the most worthy
of motives, is to assert by implication that one considers oneself
perfect, which is presumptuous.®® The last text is a key one

25 De Perf. V. Sp., c¢. 19 (Mar., par. 673).
28 Ibid., (Mar., par. 674). The same doctrine is found in Summa Theol., II-II,
q. 185, a. 1, ad 2.
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for St. Thomas’s doctrine on the perfection of the bishop; we
shall return to it later to analyse it in more detail.

But what of the case where one is elected or appointed to
the episcopate? Must one always refuse if one is to avoid the
sin of presumption? St. Thomas touches on this point in a
number of different places, and there seems to be a certain
development in his thought.?” His final position is that expressed
in the Quodlibetum V, a. 22, which dates from 1271. If one is
elected to the episcopate, then it is praiseworthy to accept
out of fraternal charity, so that one may help in the salvation
of one’s neighbors. On the other hand, the one who refuses out
of humility is also worthy of praise, for the greatest suitability
is required for the episcopate. St. Thomas’s preference goes
to the man who adopts the second line of conduct, for, since it
is extremely difficult to know if one is sufficiently purified for
the undertaking of this high office, it is safer to decline it.”®

What concerns us more directly is to know why St. Thomas
advises refusal. In Quodlibetum V, a. 22, it is because one is
never sure whether one is sufficiently purified (purgatus). In
this same corpus St. Thomas refers to the “ mawzima idoneitas
required for the episcopate. What is this idoneitas? He tells
us in another place: “a man becomes suitable for the pontifical
throne in virtue of a pre-eminent charity (per caritatem excel-
lentem) .” *® In a text in which he is most negative on the ques-
tion of acceptance of the episcopate he states his motive clearly:

Such a one can rightly desire the episcopate who is sufficiently
equipped for the episcopate. But for this no one is suitable, because
a prelate, in virtue of his rank and because of a certain fittingness
(secundum gradum et convenientiam), should be pre-eminent over
all others in behavior and contemplation, so that in comparison

2" For a table of the various positions of St. Thomas cf. Summa Theologica
(Deutsch-lateinische Ausgabe), Band 24: Stinde und Standespflichten, Heidelberg-
Graz, 1952), p. 875.

8 However, it is the constant teaching of St. Thomas that one may not ob-
stinately refuse if the divine will is clearly manifested, as would be the case when
a formal command by one’s superiors is involved—cf. De Perf. V. Sp. c. 19 (Mar.,
par. 675); Quodl. V, a. 22; Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 185, a. 2.

2 Quodl. 111, a. 9.



206 NOEL MOLLOY

with him the rest are as a flock. It is the greatest pride to presume
that one has this suitability. . . . And hence the episcopate is not
to be accepted unless it is imposed.?®

To conclude this consideration of St. Thomas’s attitude to-
ward desiring and accepting the episcopate we could say that
his position is in general negative, and the reasons he invokes
have their roots above all in the sanctity that is expected in
the episcopal state.

C. Sanctity and Holy Orders.

For St. Thomas “ the hierarchy is something that is properly
social: it is based, not on interior, personal sanctity, but on
a power that is of a public nature; the hierarchic situation does
not necessarily coincide with the level of grace or of sanctity,
of intelligence or of natural gifts.” **

This power is conferred by the sacrament of Orders: * For
whenever anything spiritual is conferred by means of a bodily
sign, one has a sacrament. It is clear therefore that in the con-
ferring of a spiritual power there is question of a sacrament,
which is called the sacrament of Orders.” ** By this sacrament
one receives “a certain excellence of power in matters that
pertain to the divine ministry.” * In this the sacrament of Or-
ders differs from Baptism for, while the principal effect of the
latter is the interior purification worked by the infusion of
grace, the infusion of grace is not of the essence of the sacra-
ment of Orders; it is the communication of a spiritual power
that is primary.’* Conversely, one’s rank in the hierarchy is
not determined by one’s level of personal sanctity but by the
sacrament that one has received.*

In this clear distinction which he makes between the power
of Orders and personal sanctity St. Thomas dissociates himself

31 ad Tim., c. 8, lect. 1 (Mar., par. 9).

5t Congar, art. cit., in note (6), pp. 181-132.
52 IV Contra Gentiles, c. T4.

% Summa Theol., 111, q. 84, a. 4.

84 IV Sent., d. 24,q.1,a. 1sol. 2, ad 1 ad 2.
%5 Ibid., q. 1, a. 3, sol. 8.
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from the doctrine of the Pseudo-Denis. As is well-known, St.
Thomas gives, wherever possible, a benign interpretation to
statements of the great figures of antiquity with whose doctrine
he is not in agreement. Such is the case on this point. Thus,
citing the text of Denis in his letter to Demophilus in which
the Areopagite clearly teaches that a sinful priest is no priest,
St. Thomas interprets it to mean that a priest who falls into
grave sin is unworthy (indignus) of any spiritual ministry.*®
But such reverent treatment cannot conceal the radical dif-
ference between the two doctors. St. Thomas parts company
with Denis

above all in separating the personally possessed quality of illumina-
tion and hierarchical function. For Denis, hierarchical quality is
a quality of existence, it corresponds to an ontological degree of
participation in the divine light. For Thomas, it is a question of
potestas. . . . For Denis, as is known, one can illuminate only if one
is oneself illuminated; the efficacy of an excommunication or of an
absolution depends on the spiritual dispositions of the minister.
St. Thomas knows these texts of Denis and rejects the doctrine
contained in them . .. The whole of the answer of St. Thomas is
based on a true notion of the hierarchic structure of the Church,
which rests on sacramental and juridical realities that are, of them-
selves, of a public order. Likewise, to the extent that this expression
belong to his vocabulary, Thomas Aquinas understands by “ hier-
archical acts” not a superior activity in the line of personal
qualities but sacramental acts proceeding from the potestas that
is constitutive of the sacrament of Orders . . . The hierarchical
priesthood is likewise constituted not by a virtue that allows one
to act well with regard to a personal end but by a power, ordering
a man to the placing of the hierarchical acts of which we have
spoken.®?

But to assert that for St. Thomas the essential element in
performing hierarchical acts is the power conferred on the
minister by the sacrament of Orders and not personal sanctity
is not to say that he considers the holiness of the minister as
being of no importance.

38 Quodl. VIII a. 6.
¥7 Congar, art. cit., in note (6), pp. 123-125.
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On the negative side, St. Thomas asserts that one who is in
the state of mortal sin is unworthy of any spiritual office *®
and that in performing a sacred function in such a state one
sins mortally.®® The reason is that ministers should be con-
formed to the Lord whom they serve; to actin God’s name while
they themselves are offensive to him through their sin is to be
guilty both of irreverence towards God and, insofar as in them
lies, of contamination of sacred things.*

But freedom from sin is only the minimum requirement.
While the sacraments would be valid even if the minister were
in sin—a minister does not communicate his own grace but that
of Christ—nevertheless it is fitting that the minister should
have a higher sanctity than those to whom he minister.** For
this fitting exercise of the ministry, nothing less than an “ am-
plissima gratia” is required.*®

St. Thomas is quite precise on this sanctity required for the
exercise of Orders:

For the suitable exercise of Orders no ordinary goodness suffices,
but a pre-eminent goodness is required: so that just as they who
receive Orders are placed In rank above the people, so they may
be superior to them in merit of sanctity.*®

Though ministers may not be in an ecclesial state of perfection,
nevertheless an inner perfection is required of them for the
worthy exercise of sacred action; ** in fact a greater sanctity is
required of them than is required even of those who are in the
state of perfection of religious.*

St. Thomas gives various motives for this requirement of
sanctity in those constituted in holy Orders. Before one pre-

8 Quodl. VIII, a. 6.

3 IV Sent., d. 24, q. 1, a. 8, sol. 5.

4 Summa Theol., 111, q. 64, a. 6.

2 IV Sent., d. 24, q. 1, a. 3, sol. 3, ad 2; cf. also Summa Theol., loc. cit., a. 5
ad 8 and a. 6 ad 1.

42TV Sent., d. 25, q. 1, a. 1, ad 1.

8 Ibid., d. 24, q. 1, a. 2, sol. 1, ad 8.

*t Summa Theol., TI-T1, q. 184, a. 6.

¢ Ibid., a. 8.
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sumes to lead others to God, one should oneself be most like
to God (Deo simillimus) ; *¢ one called to be a mediator should
shine before men by a good conscience.*” The sanctity required
of a minister of the Eucharist is singled out for special mention,
because

by holy Orders one is deputed for most elevated functions, by which
one ministers to Christ himself in the sacrament of the Altar, for
which a greater inner sanctity is required than is demanded in the
religious state.*®

Finally, while the holiness of the minister does not affect the
efficacy of the sacraments themselves, nevertheless the efficacy
of the annexed prayers can be increased by the devotio minis-
tre.*®

It is precisely the sacrament of Orders which gives to the
minister the grace to live up to the demands of sanctity that
his office imposes on him. The fact that St. Thomas insists so
much on the aspect of the communication of a spiritual power
does not mean that heloses sight of the aspect of the communica-
tion of a grace of sanctity. In one text, in fact, this aspect is
the only one mentioned:

the effect of this sacrament [i. e., Orders] is an increase of grace, so
that one may be a suitable minister of Christ.®

In each Order the septiformis gratia of the Spirit is given.”*
Just as no ordinary goodness but a bonitas excellens is required
of a minister, so:

there is required as a pre-requisite [to ordination] a grace which
renders one a worthy member of Christ’s people; but in the recep-
tion of Orders itself there is conferred a further gift of grace, by
which those ordained are rendered worthy of greater offices.’?

4 IV Sent., d. 24, q. 1, a. 8, sol. 1.

4" Ibid., ad 2.

48 Summa Theol., loc. cit.

4® Ibid., III, q. 64, a. 1, ad 2.

5 De Articulis Fidei et Sacramentis Ecclesiae. Earlier in the same opusculum,
however, he does mention the impression of a character,

5L IV Sent., d. 24, q. 2, a. 1, sol. 2.

52 Ibid., q. 1, a. 2, sol. 1, ad 8.
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From what has been said it is clear that there is a definite
teaching in St. Thomas on the inner sanctity required of those
in Holy Orders. It will have been noted that so far we have
made no explicit mention of the bishop. In fact, however,—
and without prejudice to the question of whether or not the
episcopate was regarded by the older Thomas as a sacramental
order—what has been said of the sanctity required of other
ministers applies a fortiori to the bishop.

For the whole plenitude of this sacrament is in one Order, namely,
in the priesthood; but in others there is a certain participation of
orders; and this is signified by what the Lord said to Moses . . .
“1 will take of your spirit and give it to these so that they may
share the burden of the people.”®®

Now in the line of the priesthood the bishop holds the first
place:

For just as we see that the whole hierarchy finds its consummation
in Jesus, so each local one finds its consummation in its own divine
high-priest, that is, the bishop.5*

Certain sacred actions—notably the administration of the sac-
raments of Confirmation and Orders—are reserved to him.*
Unlike the simple priest, he wears the vestments of the inferior
ministers because

the power of the ministers is in the bishop as in its origin; but it
is not in the priest, since he does not confer these orders. . . .5¢

58 Ibid., q. 2, a. 1, sol. 1, ad 2.

5¢ Contra Impugnantes . . ., c. 4 (Mar., par., par 90).

S5 Cf. IV Sent., d. 24, q. 3, a. 3. The bishop’s office as minister of these two
sacraments presupposes a special sanctity in him. “ The imposition of hands takes
place in the administration of the Church’s sacraments to designate a certain
copious effect of grace, by which those on whom hands are imposed are linked,
as it were, by a sort of similitude to the ministers, in which the abundance of
grace ought to be present. And hence the imposition of hands takes place in
the sacrament of confirmation, in which is conferred the plenitude of the Holy
Spirit; and in the sacrament of Orders, in which there is conferred a certain excel-
lence of power with regard to the divine ministry.” Summa Theol. 111, q. 84,
a. 4.

¢ Ibid., ad 8; “ipsa sacerdotalis potestas ab episcopali derivatur.” IV Cont.
Gent., c. 76.
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Hence we can say that the sanctity demanded for the worthy
exercise of Orders will be demanded above all from one con-
stituted in the episcopacy.

D. The Gratia Episcopalis.

Sanctity is required of the bishop, then, since he is the one
to whom pertains par excellence the exercise of Holy Orders.
But can one be more precise on episcopal sanctity and say that
St. Thomas holds for a specific grace of the episcopate?

It is here that one might discuss the question of St. Thomas’s
position on the sacramentality of the episcopate. However, we
do not intend to consider the point here. The reason is not
that we consider the question of episcopal sacramentality to
be of no interest in a discussion of episcopal perfection—quite
the contrary is the case, for the massive testimony of Fathers
and liturgies shows that the most profound source of episcopal
sanctity is to be sought along these lines. But the very fact
that the question is still disputed means that nothing certain
can be deduced with regard to St. Thomas’s position on epis-
copal perfection if one uses his position on episcopal sacra-
mentality as a basis.’”

But there can be no doubt that St. Thomas holds for a
special grace of the episcopate. When, in fact, he asserts that
the episcopate is not an order,*® that it is * magts dignitas quam
ordo,” ** we must understand him exactly. To the objection
that Denis speaks of only three orders, and hence that a seven-
fold division is not justified, he replies:

5" On the much discussed question as to what St. Thomas’s position of the
episcopate might have been had he lived to write the tract on Orders for the
Summa, cf. especially L. Lécuyer, “Les étapes de l’enseignement thomiste sur
Pépiscopat,” in Revue Thomiste 57 (1957), pp. 29-52, and J. A. Ramirez, De
Episcopatu ut Sacramento deque Episcoporum Collegio (Salamanca, 1966), pp.
197-233. Both authors maintain that S. Thomas held for the sacramentality of
the episcopate at least at the end of his career. The present writer must confess
that he remains unconvinced.

58IV Sent., d. 24, q. 2, a. 1, sol. 2.

*® D¢ Articulis Fide; et Sacramentis Ecclesiae.
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Denis speaks of Orders not insofar as they are sacraments but
insofar as they are ordained to hierarchical acts; and hence, on the
basis of these acts, he distinguishes three orders: the first of whom,
namely the bishop, has all three [acts]; the second, that is, the
priest, has two; but the third, the deacon, has one, namely, to
purify. . . . But Orders derive their sacramental nature from their
relation to the greatest of sacraments; and it is on this basis that
the number of sacraments should be calculated.®®

Hence Orders can be looked on in two ways, and this two-
fold consideration lies behind one of the clearest texts that St.
Thomas has left us on the episcopate. To the assertion that the
episcopate is not an order he replies:

The assertion . . . that the episcopate is not an order is clearly false,
if this be understood absolutely. For Denis says expressly that
there are three orders in the ecclesiastical hierarchy, namely, those
of bishops, priests, and deacons . . . For the bishop has an order
with regard to the mystical body of Christ, which is the Church;
over which he receives a princely and quasi-royal charge, But with
regard to the true body of Christ, which is contained in the sacra-
ment, he does not have an order over the presbyter. The fact that
he has a certain order and not merely jurisdiction . . . is clear from
the fact that the bishop can do many things which he cannot com-
mit to others, such as confirm, ordain, . . . consecrate basilicas, etc:
whereas those things which pertain to jurisdiction can be committed
to others. The same is clear from the fact that if a deposed bishop
is re-instated he is not re-consecrated, indicating that the power of
Orders remains, as happens with other Orders (tamquam potestate
ordinis remanente, sicut et in alits contingit ordinibus . . .)”

Hence the power of the bishop is truly a potestas ordinis,®?
and one can truly speak of the ordo episcoporum; and the
ceremony by which one is assumed into this ordo episcoporum
Is a true ceremony of ordination.®

80 IV Sent., loc. cit., ad 1.

% De Perf. V. Sp., c. 24 (Mar. par, 715); cf. also 1V Sent., 24, q. 8, a. 2, sol. 2;
d. 25, q. 1, a. 2, ad 2.

82 Ibid., d. 24, q. 3, a. 2, sol. 2, ad 3.

88 Ct. Contra Pestiferam Doctrinam Retrahentium Homines o Religionis Ingressu
(abbrev.—Contra Retrahentes, c. 16 (Mar., par. 853).

84 Cf. Summa Theol., 1I-11, q. 184, a. 5§ De Perf. V. Sp., c. 16 (Mar., Par. 656).
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This last text we have referred to brings us directly to the
question of a special episcopal grace. In this ordination cere-
mony, in fact, a special grace is conferred. St. Thomas seems
to be quite explicit. Showing how there is both a quasi-profes-
sion ceremony and an external solemnity in the conferring of
the episcopate, he writes:

Hence the Apostle says, in Tim. 6:12: “ You confessed a good con-
fession before many witnesses,” that is, “ at your ordination,” as
the gloss says. There is found also a certain solemnity of consecra-
tion with the above profession: as we read in IT Tim. 1:6: * Stir
up the grace of God which is in you through the imposition of my
hands,” which the Gloss expounds as being the “gratia episco-
palis.” %

However, this text is not as clear as it might appear at first
sight. One may ask whether a grace of sanctity is in question
or merely the conferring of the power of Orders, which is cer-
tainly a grace also. In fact, we read in a later text of St.
Thomas:

In conferring the Church’s sacraments one imposes hands to in-
dicate a certain copious effect of grace . . . And hence the imposition
of hand takes place in the sacrament of Confirmation, in which
the plenitude of the Holy Spirit is conferred; and in the sacrament
of Orders, in which is conferred a certain excellence of power in
what pertains to the divine ministry; hence II Tim. 1:6 says. .. .” ¢®

Commenting on St. Paul’s admonition to Timothy not to
neglect the grace given him by the imposition of hands, St.
Thomas understands by this grace “ either the episcopal dig-
nity, or the gift of knowledge, of prophecy or of miracles.” *
It is only in commenting on that other admonition of Paul
urging Timothy to stir up the grace that is within him through
the imposition of a grace of sanctity:

And he [Paul] adds “[the grace] which is in you through the im-
position of my hands,” an imposition performed by him, that is,

%% Ibid.
% Summa Theol., I1I, q. 84, a. 4.
871 Tim., c. 4, lect. 3 (Mar., par. 178).
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who ordained him a bishop. In which imposition of the hand was
given to him the grace of the Holy Spirit . . . For there is a two-
fold spirit, that of this world, and that of God. The difference be-
tween them is this: spirit signifies love, because the name of
“ gpirit ” implies a certain impulsion, and love impels. Now there
is a double love, namely, love of God, and this is through the Spirit
of God, and love of the world, and this is through the spirit of the
world.¢®

A grace of sanctity, then, is conferred on the bishop at his
consecration. That this is a particularly abundant grace is
signified by the rite of imposition of hands itself because:

By the imposition of hands there is given a plenitude of grace, by
which those ordained [S. Thomas is here considering only priests
and deacons] become suitable for great offices.®®

To conclude this consideration of what can be deduced on
episcopal sanctity from a consideration of the holiness required
of those constituted in Orders, we can summarize by saying that
St. Thomas expects a pre-eminent holiness of those called to
exercise the sacred ministry: what he says of Orders in general
applies a fortior: to the bishop, who alone can perform all the
sacred functions and from whom are derived in a participated
way the powers of the other ministers. As in the case of the
sanctity of other ministers, this sanctity has its source in the
grace of the sacrament of Orders. While it is not certain
whether St. Thomas held for a special sacramental grace of the
episcopate, or whether the sacramental grace of the bishop is

%8 11 Tim., c. 1, lect. 3 (Mar., par. 13-14).

8 IV Sent., d. 24, Q. 2, a. 3. One might ask at this point if the doctrine of St.
Thomas that the imposition of hands at episcopal consecration confers a grace
of sanctity does not make of this rite a sacrament. Fr. Lemonnyer, who posed
the question in these terms, satisfactorily answered it by showing that S. Thomas
likewise held that a number of other rites—such as the consecration of monks and
virgins and the anointing of kings—confer grace, and yet denied at the same time
that they were sacraments (cf, e.g, IV Sent., d. 2,q. 1, a. 2, ad 9; d. 88, q. 1,
a. 5, ad 2). Hence one cannot argue with certainty from the fact that grace is
conferred with the episcopate to the sacramentality of the latter. Cf. A. Lemon-
nyer, “ Mémoire théologique sur I'épiscopat ™ part two, in La Vie Spirituelle (April,
1936), pp. [40]-[41],
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that which he holds in common with the presbyter, he does
maintain that there is a special episcopal grace which is con-
ferred on the imposition of hands during the ceremony of epis-
copal consecration.

II. The State of Perfection of the Bishop.

Since perfection already acquired is distinctive of the epis-
copal state, we should investigate how St. Thomas understood
“state of perfection ” and its realization in the bishop as con-
trasted with the religious.

A. The Notion of State.

At the time when St. Thomas was obliged to express in very
precise terms his doctrine on the states of perfection—during
his second teaching period in Paris (1269-1272) —the expres-
sions ordo (officium) , status and gradus were used indifferently
by the secular theologians of the time.” Hence, the first step
in the elaboration of his theology on this point had to be an
exact definition of what he meant by “ state,” involving a cor-
responding precision of the notions of office (offictum) and
rank (gradus). Thoughout the many texts which date from
this period of his career he never fails “ to define status (per-

Y. Congar, art. cit., in note (6), p. 66. Since frequent reference will be made
in what follows to “ prelates,” a few words on what this term implied are called for.
In our period the Church prelate was, in general, one who had pastoral jurisdiction
(cf. Congar, art. cit., p. 66). Hence, having discussed the state of perfection of
bishops and religious, St. Thomas can go on to ask “whether all ecclesiastical
prelates are in a state of perfection,” and proceed to discuss the situation of
“ presbyters and deacons with the charge of souls” (Summa Theol., II-11, q. 184,
a. 6). . . . However, speaking more precisely, St. Thomas can say that * the
bishop alone is, properly speaking, a prelate of the Church . . . But the priests who
have charge of souls are not prelates simpliciter but, as it were, coadjutors” (IV
Sent., d. 20, q. 1, a. 4, sol. 1—cf. Congar, art. cit., p. 95). It is the bishop who
is, strictly speaking, the pastor, succeeding Christ and the Apostles in this office
(cf. In Ioan., c. 10, lect 8— Mar.,, par. 1398). In one very important text St.
Thomas speaks of the state of perfection of prelates, and it is clear that he is
referring to bishops (cf. In Matth., c. 19—Mar., par. 1594-1595). We must judge
each text from the context, but in general we will find that when St. Thomas
speaks of prelates he is thinking of the bishops.
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fectionis) with a constancy and a force which leads us to sus-
pect that this notion is an essential element of his representa-
tion of the Church and of his own condition as a religious. The
whole nub of the position in his confrontation with the Seculars
is found in his very precise notion of ‘ status.’ ” ™

In the final, synthetic expression which he gives to his posi-
tion in I-II, q. 188, a. 1 (written about 1272) we read in the
“ sed contra ” the text from Roman law that gives us the source
from which St. Thomas derives the sense that he gives to the
word “state.” “ When a summons has been issued in a process
in which life or state is involved, then one must act personally,
and not by means of investigators (exploratores).”” St.
Thomas adds, correctly, that state in this text is to be taken
in the sense of freedom or slavery.

In the body of the article St. Thomas justifies this use of
the word “ state.” The verb “ stare,” from which the word
“ state ” is derived, involves two elements in its meaning. In
the first place, it signifies a situation of the body which is most
in keeping with man’s nature. The natural situation for man
is to be in an upright position, head in the air, feet on the
ground. Hence one who sits or lies down is no longer in the
most natural position and can no longer be said to “stand.”
In the second place, a certain immobility is required. Thus
a man who is moving around is no longer “ standing.”

Going beyond the primary, physical sense of the word, one
can speak in an analogous way of the properly human state or
condition of a man. In this sense, a man’s state will be judged
on the basis of something that is intrinsically related to the
human person and not on the basis of something aceidental;
and, in the second place, this condition must be of a permanent
nature, must have a certain fixity. Thus St. Thomas requires

" Congar, art. cit., p. 85.

72 The text is corrupt, and should in fact read “ procuratores,” not “explora-
tores.” On this text and St. Thomas’s use of it, c¢f. J-A Robilliard, “ Sur la notion
de condition (status) en S. Thomas,” in Revue des sciences philosophiques et
théologiques, 25 (1936), pp. 104-105.
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for a properly human state “ an immobility in what pertains
to the condition of a person” (ad 8).

Now the most basic human distinction between persons
living in a society is not that which depends on their wealth
or on their honorable rank but rather on their condition as
“ sui turis” or “ alient turis” ™ If the element of permanence
be added to such a condition of the person, then one is con-
stituted in a state. The element of permanence is necessary,
for a man may be “alieni iuris” for a limited period only—
thus a minor, though “ alieni turis,” does not change his state
on reaching his majority, for the element of permanence was
lacking in his condition as “ alient iuris.” Hence the basic hu-
man states, as St. Thomas conceived of them, were those of
being permanently “sui turis” or permanently * alien: iuris,”
i.e., “ state refers, properly speaking, to freedom or slavery,
whether it be in the spiritual or civil spheres.” ™

Not every one who serves is a slave, nor is every one who
does not serve a free man. A slave is one who is obliged to
serve; a free man is one who is absolved from this obligation.
But, in human society, this obligation, or the absolution from
it, is not sufficient in itself to constitute a man in a civil state
of slavery or freedom. The change of state must be accom-
panied by a certain solemnity, as is customary among men
when anything involving perpetual binding force is in question.
The contract is thus given greater firmness.”

78 ¢ Tt seems that that alone pertains to the state of a man which has reference
to the obligation of the human person: insofar, namely, as one is “sul iuris ” or
“ alieni iuris.” On this text Cajetan notes: “ Qur author never says that °state’
demands an obligation in every state: but he says that each state ‘ has reference
to an obligating.” There is all the difference in the world between these two. For
the first requires that every state have an obligation to that which is proper to
the state. But for the second it suffices that there be reference to an obligation,
so that under ‘obligation’ one can distinguish affirmatively and negatively, i.e.,
one may have an obligation or one may not have it. And in this way the state
of a free person is distinguished from that of a slave: because servitude has an
affirmative reference to obligation, while liberty has a negative one” (In II-II,
q. 183, a. 1. n. 2).

7 Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 188, a. 1.

8 Ibid., q. 184. St. Thomas mentions the civil solemnity which accompanied the
manumission of a slave, ¢f. De Perf. V. Sp., c. 24 (Mar., par. 711).
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Furthermore, a totality of commitment is necessary to con-
stitute one in a state. A person, in fact, may oblige himself to
serve another in a particular task only. In such a case he can-
not properly be said to surrender his freedom, and hence his
state does not change. “If, however, he puts himself totally
in the power of another, in such a way that he retains no free-
dom of action for himself, then he changes his condition sim-
pliciter, becoming simpliciter a slave.” ™

Finally, to distinguish clearly hetween state, office, and rank,
St. Thomas defines office in terms of relationship to an activity
to be exercised, and rank (gradus) in terms of any superiority
or inferiority.”

B. The Notion of State of Perfection.

These precisions of St. Thomas were meant to serve as no
more than an introduction to his consideration of what is in-
volved in a state of perfection. Hence, from the physical sense
of the word “ state,” and then the properly human sense, St.
Thomas goes on to discuss what “ state ” involves when applied
to the realm of the spiritual life.™

Just as the basic human states are those represented by
liberty and servitude, so the basic spiritual states are those
which are seen in function of one’s spiritual servitude or free-
dom. Here St. Thomas can invoke St. Paul in his support.

The Apostle, contrasting the situation of Christians before
their conversion with their present one, speaks in terms of a
“ servitude with regard to sin, liberty with regard to righteous-
ness ~ which has been replaced by “ liberty with regard to sin,
servitude with regard to God” (cf. Rom. 6: 20-22).

Glossing this text St. Thomas explains that: * there is servi-
tude to sin or righteousness when a person is inclined either to
evil from a habit of sin, or is inclined to good from a habit
of righteousness.” As the inclination to evil grows there is a

"8 Ibid., c. 15 (Mar., par. 651).
" Summa Theol., II-11, q. 188, a. 1, ad 8.
7 Ibid., a. 4.
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corresponding freedom from the inclination to good; as the in-
clination to good grows there is a corresponding freedom from
the inclination to evil. Since habits are the resultant of human
acts, one is personally responsible for the state in which one
finds oneself. Human effort is particularly required when it is
a question of freeing oneself from sin to subject oneself to
righteousness. The subjection to righteousness will normally
be attained only progressively, so that one speaks in this con-
text of the states of beginners, proficients, and perfect.

St. Thomas treats of these three states when discussing the
different grades in the growth of charity.”” The charity of be-
ginners is characterized by the struggle to acquire liberty from
the state of servitude to sin, that of proficients by the effort
to adhere more and more to the good. When this habit in-
clining towards righteousness has become a second nature, so
that one is now constrained, as it were, by a profound inner
urge to a total commitment to the good, charity is perfected.
Corresponding to these three grades of charity are the states
of beginners, proficients, and perfect.

But a state, as we have seen, involves the element of a
total commitment. A person who serves another while re-
serving a certain liberty to himself is not properly in a state of
servitude. Thus the states of beginners and proficients are
states only in an imperfect sense; they have an inner tension
towards that state which, constrained by an interior law, is
a total yielding of oneself to God.* It is only this last state,
that of the perfect, which is a state in the full sense.®

It is at this point that a closer analysis of the nature of
Christian perfection is called for. Christian perfection is the

" Ibid., q. 24, a. 9. It is hardly necessary to insist on the fact that, for St.
Thomas, Christian perfection is a perfection of charity. He treats of this in a
number of places: cf. esp. De Perf. V. Sp., cc. 1-2 (Mar., par 559-563), and
Summa Theol., II-11, q. 184, a. 1.

8 Cf. Quodl. 1, a. 14, ad 2.

81 Thus, in the prologue to q. 184 St. Thomas speaks of “ the state of perfection,
to which the other states are ordained ”; cf. the useful remarks of Cajetan on
this point found in his commentary on q. 183, a. 1 (n. 3),
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perfection of charity. But the precept of charity as found in
the Gospel is two-fold: one must love God with one’s whole
heart, and one must love one’s neighbor as oneself. Hence per-
fection consists primarily in the love of God, secondarily in the
love of one’s neighbor.®

With regard to the love of God there is a triple perfection.
God can be loved to the extent that he is lovable; such a per-
fection of the love of God would require an infinite power of
loving, and hence is found in God alone. In the second place,
God can be loved with such a totality that the lover is ever
totally and actually borne towards him in love; such a perfec-
tion of charity can be found only among those who enjoy the
Beatific Vision. Finally, God can be loved with the totality
that is consonant with the condition of wayfarer, i.e., the
lover excludes, as far as in him lies, everything that would ab-
sorb his attention and tie him to the things of earth “ so that
the mind may more freely tend towards God, contemplating
him, loving him, and doing his will.” #®

The call to this perfection of the love of God is not reserved
to a chosen few but is given to all, and the command has no
limit.** Every Christian is called to the full perfection of char-
ity. We have already remarked that there are many factors
necessarily involved in man’s pilgrim condition which prevent
a totality of concentration on God comparable to that open to
the blessed. These are limit-situations from which man can-
not escape. However, these limiting conditions can be reduced
to a minimum by the exclusion of certain human concerns
which, while not inconsistent with the perfection of charity,
nevertheless render its attainment more difficult. It is precisely
towards the elimination of these non-essential absorbing factors
that accompany the human condition that the counsels of

82 De Perf. V. 8p., c. 2 (Mar., par. 562-563).

88 Ibid., cc. 3-6 (Mar, par. 564-569). St, Thomas also speaks here of that
minimum perfection of God’s love without which charity cannot be preserved
(c. 5), but this aspect does not concern us here.

8¢ Summa Theol.,, 1I-11, q. 184, a. 8-III Sent, d. 29, a. 8, sol. 2, St. Thomas
specifies: to actually be perfect is not of precept, but to tend to perfection.
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poverty, chasity, and obedience are geared.*® St. Thomas is
careful to emphasize, however, that perfection is not found in
following the counsels but in obedience to the precept of the
total love of God and neighbor. The counsels are no more than
instruments for the more effective acquisition of this love by
the removal of those things, non-essential for the individual,
which are impediments to the act of the love of God.*

Perfection consists secondarily in the love of neighbor, and in
this regard also there are varying degrees of the perfection of
love. As in the case of the love of God, there is a perfection
of the love of neighbor which is not possible in this life—one
cannot actually love every human person in his individuality ®
At the other end of the scale there is that minimum perfection
of love of neighbor without which fraternal charity cannot be
preserved. This requires a love of neighbor that is true, or-
dered, holy, and efficacious, excluding everything that is con-
trary to this love.®® Between both of these, there is a perfec-
tion of love of neighbor to which everyone is called, but which
is not a matter of precept, and without which charity can be
preserved. Such a love can attain perfection in three direc-
tions: with regard to extension, intensity, and efficacy.®®

8 In De Perf. V. Sp. St. Thomas devotes a long section (cc. 7-10, Mar., par.
570-603) to a consideration of the value of each of these “ ways to perfection ” in
turn.

8 Summa Theol., II-II, q. 184, a. 8. St. Thomas treats in a number of places
of this question of the relationship between precepts and counsels—cf. esp., Conira
Retrahentes, c. 6 (Mar., par. 757-767), and, above all, Quodl. IV, qq. 23-24. At the
time when he wrote these last questions, towards the end of his second Paris
period, St. Thomas had come fo realize the importance of stating with absolute
precision the relation between precepts and counsels, for he saw that many of the
theses of the Seculars in the quarrels about the states of perfection were based on
fundamental misconceptions on this point; cf. P. Glorieux, “ Contra Geraldinos . . .”,
in Recherches de théologie ancienne et médievale, 7(1935), pp. 152-153.

57 Summa Theol., II-II, q. 184, a. 2, ad 3.

8% The minimum requirements for a real fraternal charity are developed at length
in De Perf. V. Sp., c. 13 (Mar., par. 626-635).

8 St. Thomas analyzes in detail each of these dimensions under which fraternal
charity can reach its highest perfection here below in De Perf. V. Sp., c. 14, (Mar.,
par. 636-648) . What follows is s summary of the doctrine in this key text. The
same matter is treated much more briefly in Summa Theol,, II-IL, q. 184, a. 2 ad 8.
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With regard to extension, purely natural love embraces those
bound in friendship in any way and may even extend in a
general way to complete strangers providing there is nothing
in them that makes them obnoxious in any way. But that one
should love one’s enemy is a grade of love that is properly
Christian. But even this love of enemies admits of degrees. It
may not go beyond the minimum necessary to fulfil the pre-
cept: in such a case one does not exclude one’s enemy from
the general love that one must bear for all men, and one must
be ready to show him love and assist him as an individual
should a case of necessity arise. But that one should seek out
one’s enemies to show them special love and to benefit them
even when there is no question of necessity is a perfection
of love which, while all are called to it, is nevertheless not a
matter of precept and without which charity can be preserved.
St. Thomas remarks that such a love can only come from an
abundance of the love of God. When love of God is nerfected,
then the loveableness of one’s neighbor as an image of God
more than counter-balances the aversion that one feels towards
him on the purely human level. This precision will be of im-
portance when it comes to showing how the episcopal state,
seen in terms of the love of neighbor, is superior to the religious
state, defined in terms of the love of God.

In the second place, there are grades of intensity of the love
of one’s neighbor. The intensity of one’s love can be gauged
from what one is willing to sacrifice to benefit the person loved.
In the first place, there is a willingness to surrender one’s pos-
sessions; in the second place, there is a willingness to spend one-
self totally by a lifetime of bodily toil in the neighbor’s interest.
But beyond this sacrifice of external goods and goods of the
body, there can be a willingness to sacrifice life itself to benefit
one’s neighbor. This is the sign of the greatest possible love,
as the Lord himself testifies. In a case of necessity one is
obliged to sacrifice one’s bodily life for the salvation of the
neighbor’s soul. But, outside such a situation, freely to expose
oneself to the danger of death for the spiritual good of one’s
neighbor pertains to the perfection of fraternal charity.
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Finally, the perfection of fraternal love can be judged from
the effect that it produces. In this respect St. Thomas judges
that a greater love is shown in devoting oneself to the spiritual
good of one’s neighbor on the human plane—by teaching, ad-
vising, etc.,—than by devoting oneself to his purely material
well-being. But the greatest love of all is shown by devoting
oneself to the properly supernatural well-being of others by
communicating to them spiritual goods, “ namely, doctrine on
divine things, direction on the path to God, and the spiritual
communication of the sacraments.” * An additional perfection
is added to this last degree if these goods are communicated
not only to one or two but to a whole group.”

In his precise theology of the states of perfection St. Thomas
thus restricts the use of the phrase “ state of perfection” to
designate a clearly defined reality in the life of the Church,
and hence he habitually distinguishes between being perfect
and being in a state of perfection.

C. The Ecclesial State of Perfection.

St. Thomas has defined a spiritual state in terms of spiritual
liberty or servitude. Now such a spiritual condition may be of
two sorts: it may have reference to the purely interior life
of a man—in which case “state of perfection” is identified
with the state of being perfect—or it may be something which
pertains to the external forum and is of a public nature. God

?0 The eritical edition of the De Perf. V. Sp. reads “ the communication of the
spiritual sacraments,” which make more sense (ed. Leonina, c. 17, lines 23-24).

®In fact, in his prologue to q. 184, St. Thomas does use the phrase “ status
perfectorum,” but the context indicates that he is referring to the states of bishop
and religious. By an analogy of attribution St. Thomas can call “perfect” all
those constituted in an ecclesial state of perfection. One might object that the
element of solemnitas is lacking to this purely interior state of perfection. This
is so if we limit solemnitas to something that involves an external manifestation.
If, on the other hand, we see the essence of a spiritual solemnitas in a spiritual
consecration (cf., Summa Theol., II-1I, q. 88, a. 7), then this is not lacking, for a
choice divine blessing accompanies, and causes, entry into the perfect state
of divine union. - For a purely inner state of perfection no external manifestation
is required. God solemnizes this state without the intervention of an ecclesial
minister.
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alone can judge whether or not a man is in a state of perfection
in the first sense. But in the second sense “state of perfec-
tion ” is something which belongs to the visible structure of
the Church, and it is this sense alone that St. Thomas intends
when he speaks from now on of the “ states of perfection.”

To constitute an ecclesial state of perfection St. Thomas
will require that the conditions laid down for the constitution
of a state in general be realized. The conditions are, as we have
seen: that one be obliged to serve or be absolved from this
obligation; that this situation be of a permanent nature; that
there be a totality in either service or liberty; and that the
assumption of the state be accompanied by a certain solemnity.

Each of these conditions must be verified in the ecclesial
state of perfection. Hence, in the first place,

. . . properly speaking, those are said to be in a state of perfection
who submit themselves to a servitude with a view to fulfilling
works of perfection. Now, it is clear that servitude is opposed to
liberty. One’s liberty to do something is taken away by a vow . ..
Hence, he who binds himself by vow to something, insofar as he
submits himself to a necessity, makes of himself a slave, depriving
himself of liberty.??

The first condition, then, for a state of perfection is that one
binds oneself by vow to perform works of perfection.

In the second place, this obligation must be perpetual. If
the obligation is only for a limited period, then one is not con-
stituted in a state of perfection.”®

Thirdly, there must be a certain totality about this obliga-
tion.

Should a person, therefore, bind himself by vow to perform any
particular good work, he makes of himself, in a certain way, a
slave—not simpliciter, however, but secundum quid, namely, in
respect of that to which he obliges himself. If, however, by vow
he should give his whole life to God simpliciter, for the performance

*2 Quodl. 111, a. 17.
* De Perf. V. Sp., ¢. 20 (Mar,, par. 679).
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of the works of perfection for God’s sake, he makes of himself a
slave simpliciter, and is thus placed in a state of perfection. . . .**

Finally, it is required that this obligation be undertaken
with a certain solemnity.”® By “ solemn ” St. Thomas means
something of a public nature, connoting the intervention of
ecclesiastical authority.”® The most profound reality of the
states of perfection is the inner sanctity which animates them,
but the states are essentially ecclesial and as such are incor-
porated into the external structure of the Church as a sign to
the world of her inner sanctity.®” It is precisely by the solem-
nity that accompanies the assumption of the state that this
ecclesial status is conferred. Hence, though the external solem-
nity is not the cause of one’s being in a state of perfection—for
the cause is the perpetual obligation to perform the works of
perfection—nevertheless it is the indispensable sign.’®

However, the solemnity which accompanies the introduction
into a spiritual state involves more than an intervention of ec-
clesiastical authority. The solemnity which accompanies the
assumption of any state is proportioned to that state, hence the
solemnity which accompanies a marriage differs from that
which accompanies the conferring of a knighthood. Now the
assumption of a state of perfection—whether episcopal or re-
ligious—involves a vow made to God (cf. II-II, q. 19, a. 7).
Hence the solemnity:

consists in something of a spiritual nature, which pertains to God:

that is, it consists in a certain spiritual blessing or consecration
(ibid., q. 88, a.7),

® Quodl. II1, a. 17; cf. also De Perf. V. Sp., c. 15 (Mar., par. 651).

% Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 184, a. 4; De Perf. V. Sp., c¢. 20 (Mar., par. 681).

¢ Congar, art. cit., p. 86, n. 146. This solemnity in the case of ecclesial states
of perfection involves a solemn consecration or benedictio (coming from God
through his ministers), which accompanies the assumption of the state—cf. L.-B.
Gillon, “XL’Episcopat, état de perfection,” in L'Eveque dans Uéglise du Christ,
(DDB) (1963), pp. 234-235.

% Summa Theol., II-II, q. 184, a. 4, first paragraph—to be read in conjunction
with q. 183, aa. 2-3.

¢ De Perf. V. Sp., c. 24 (Mar., par. 711),



226 NOEL MOLLOY

a blessing “of which God is the author, although man may
be the minister ” (ibid., ad 1) .

St. Thomas many times insists on the difference between
being perfect and being in a state of perfection.

But it is to be noted that it is one thing to be perfect and quite
another to be in a state of perfection. For there are those who are
in a state of perfection who are not yet perfect, and who may even
be sinners, while there are others who are perfect but are not in
a state of perfection.®®

But does not this mean that a person who has entered a state
of perfection, and yet is not perfect, is a hypocrite? No, be-
cause “ men enter a state of perfection not as if claiming that
they are perfect, but professing to tend to perfection.” **°

In summary, then, St. Thomas requires for an ecclesial state
of perfection that one oblige oneself in a permanent and total
way to the performance of the works of perfection and that
this obligation be accompanied by an ecclesiastical solemnity,
nvolving a divine consecration.

D. The State of Perfection of the Bishop.

The elaboration of the doctrine of the episcopal state of per-
fection represents an original contribution of St. Thomas to
theology, although many of the elements which he employed
in his own synthesis were already to be found in earlier the-
ologians.**

For an ecclesial state of perfection St. Thomas requires a
permanent and total obligation to the performance of the
works of perfection, with an ecclesiastical solemnity accom-
panying the undertaking of this obligation. Now we have seen
that the works of perfection are of two sorts. With regard to
the perfection of the love of God the observance of poverty,
chastity, and obedience are choice instruments for attaining
to as total a dedication to God as is possible here below. Hence

% Quodl. II1, a. 17; cf. also Summa Theol, II-II, q. 184, a. 4; De Perf. V. Sp,,
ce. 15, 20 (Mar., par. 651, 679).

100 Summa Theol., II-II, q. 184, a. 5, ad 2,

11 ¢, Gillon, art. cit., pp. 221225,
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they are works of perfection, insofar as they are means to per-
fection. Should one bind oneself by vow to the observance of
all three counsels (necessary for the element of totality) by
a profession recognized as public by the Church, then one is
constituted in a state of perfection—the state of perfection of
religious.**®

With regard to the love of neighbor we have seen that there
can be a perfection of this love with regard to extension, in-
tensity, and efficacy. Should one permanently and solemnly
bind oneself to a service of neighbor that is perfect in each of
these three dimensions (necessary for the element of totality),
then one is likewise constituted in a state of perfection. This
is the state of perfection of bishops.**®

The most complete treatment of this episcopal state of per-
fection is that found in De Perfectione Vitae Spiritualis, c.
16.104

The perfection of charity with regard to extension is shown
when one seeks out one’s enemies to show them a special love

192 Cf. De Perf. V. Sp., c. 16 (Mar., par. 652); Summa Theol., II-1I, q. 184, a. 5.

193 There scems to have been a clarification of St. Thomas’s thought on this
point during the course of the controversies of 1269. Quodl. 1, a. 14, ad 2
(March, 1269) sees both states of perfection in terms of the love of God. Both
states are linked with the perfection of this love: that of religious—characterized
by the three vows—is preparatory to this perfection; that of bishops—charac-
terized by dedication to one’s neighbor—is the effect of this perfection. Hence
both states are called states of perfection in reference to the love of God. In the
De Perf. V. Sp., on the other hand, which dates from the end of 1269, the state
of perfection of the bishop is seen formally in terms of the perfect love of neighbor:
a love perfect with regard to extent, intensity, and efficacy. There is no mention
of this perfection of fraternal love in Quodl. I, a. 12, ad 2. The position of the
De Perf. is that found in Summa Theol., II-1I, q. 184, a. 5 (dates from 1272).
It is quite true that the perfection of fraternal charity can flow only from a perfect
love of God; it is quite another thing to define the state of perfection of the bishop
formally in terms of this love of God.

% Mar., par. 653-656. The question is also treated in Summa Theol., II-II, q.
184, a. 5, but here St. Thomas contents himself with mentioning only one aspect
of the perfection of fraternal charity: the bishop’s obligation of laying down his
life for his flock. Since the bishop is obliged to this in virtue of the assumption
of the pastoral office, he is constituted in a state of perfection. Note the con-
trast in this same text between the two states of perfection: the religious are
the “abstinentes,” the bishops are the “ assumentes.”
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and to help them, even outside a case of necessity. But the
bishop is bound to such a love in virtue of his office:

Since they [bishops] have undertaken the universal care of the
Church,**® in which are often found those who hate, persecute, and
blaspheme them, they must show love and help to their enemies
and persecutors. An example of this appears in the Apostles, whose
suecessors the bishops are: for, living among their persecutors, they
procured their salvation.1°s

That one should be ready to lay down one’s life for the spir-
itual benefit of one’s neighbor, even outside a case of absolute

necessity, shows that one has a perfect fraternal charity with
regard to intensity.

Bishops are likewise obliged to lay down their lives for the salvation
of their subjects. For the Lord says, in John 1011: “ T am the Good
Shepherd. The Good Shepherd lays down his life for his sheep”
. . . From which words it is clear that it is necessarily linked with
the pastoral office that, for the salvation of one’s flock, one should
not shrink even from mortal danger. {The pastor] therefore is
obliged, in virtue of the very office committed to him, to that

perfection of love which consists in laying down one’s life for the
brethren.o?

The perfection of fraternal love with regard to efficacy con-
sists in conferring on others properly supernatural benefits, or-
dained to their eternal salvation.

Likewise, in virtue of his office, the pontiff is obliged to administer
spiritual goods to his neighbour, being constituted, as it were, a
sort of mediator between God and man, acting in the place of him
who is the mediator between God and men: Jesus Christ. . . .
And hence he offers prayers and supplications to God in the person
of the people . . . Again, he takes the place of God with regard to
the people, in administering to the people, as it were by the power
of God,'*® judgments, doctrine, example, and sacraments.*®®

195 The Leonine text, has the much more significant reading  the care of the
universal Church (c. 19, line 25).

9% Mar., par. 653.

107 Mar., par. 654.

08¢ quasi virtute Domini”; the Leonine text has “ quasi vice Dei” (c. 19,
line 90).

109 Mar., par. 655.
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In itself, however, this obligation to the perfection of fra-
ternal charity is not sufficient to constitute a state. The ele-
ment of permanence must be added. However, this ele-
ment too is involved in the assumption of the pastoral office.
St. Thomas sees the bishop, in virtue of his consecration, as
being bound “ by a perpetual and solemn vow to the retaining
of the charge of souls.” *** To maintain that the fact that the
bishop cannot surrender his charge without the permission of
the Pope “is in virtue of a Church ordinance, is clearly false;
[the necessity of a Papal dispensation] arises from the very
obligation by which bishops oblige themselves to retain per-
petually the charge of souls.***

To this perfection of fraternal charity—perfect with regard
to extent, intensity, and efficacy—the bishop obliges himself
““in his ordination or consecration .. . Hence bishops are placed
in a state of perfection, just as are religious.'** This same or-

120 Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 189, a. 7. It is because this element of permanence
is lacking that priests and archdeacons with the charge of souls are not in a state
of perfection, though they may well * perform the works of perfection and be per-
fect in charity ” (De Perf. V. Sp., ¢. 20—Mar., par. 680). “An evident sign of
this [that they are not in a state of perfection] is that when one is perpetually
deputed or obliged to something, the assumption of this obligation is accompanied
by certain ecclesiastical solemnity . . . It is clear that no such thing accompanies
the commission of an archdeacon or a parish priest, but such are simply invested
with their charge. . . .” (ibid..—Mar., par 681). Ordination does not suffice for
this perpetual obligation, for, after ordination, they can always leave the care of
souls and enter the religious state without consulting the bishop; or, with the
bishop’s permission, they can resign their charge and live on a prebend or in retire-
ment (Summa Theol., II-I1, ¢. 184, a. 6). “ One can abstract from all idea of the
care of souls when one defines the presbyterate, because, in theory, there is nothing
to forbid the idea of all priests deprived of jurisdiction; while, when speaking
of the episcopate, one must keep in mind that by the very institution of Christ,
the bishops are destined for the government of Churches.” A. Martimort, De
Pévéque (Paris, 1946), p. 19.

1 Do Perf. V. Sp., c¢. 25 (Mar., par. 726). cf. J. Gaudemet, “ Recherches sur
Pépiscopat médiéval en France ”, in Proceedings of the Second International Con-
gress of Medieval Canon Law (Vatican, 1965), p. 149: “Once designated, the
bishop is bound to his see by a sort of mystic marriage, in principle perpetual.
One of the most striking features of the episcopate of the twelfth and thirteenth
centuries is, without doubt, its great stability.”

12 De Perf. V. Sp., c. 16 (Mar., par. 656).
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dination serves to provide the final element required for a state
of perfection—the solemn benediction or consecration, which
is the external solemnity required for a spiritual state.!** “[In
the case of the bishop] the consecratio, the benedictio are
evident. But one might still ask what is the connection which
exists betwen the conferring of the power of Orders and the
promise of a total giving of oneself to the works of fraternal
charity, a giving which is essential to the state of perfection.
Is it a question of a formal and essential connection? St.
Thomas is in no doubt. It is truly in the consecration itself
that mancipatio and promise intervene, the solemn consecra-
tion, however, being only a sign and not the cause of the state
of perfection. . ..” **

The episcopal state of perfection, then, is seen in terms of
the perfection of fraternal charity. For St. Thomas the epis-
copate is a true Order, to be seen in relation to the Mystical
Body.'*® In virtue of this ordination, or episcopal consecration,
the bishops are constituted servi of the people:

Should anyone desire to have a primacy in the Church, let him
know that this is not to possess a position of domination but of
service. It is the duty of a slave to dedicate himself totally to the
service of his lord: thus the prelates of the Church owe everything
which they have, everything which they are, to their subjects.?*®

He may never desert his charge as long as he can be of use
to his subjects, so that even such an excellent vocation as the
religious life may not be embraced by him.*** If he is needed,
he must stay with his flock in times of danger, even at the risk
of his own life."®

In normal circumstances this service of his flock will con-
sist in the administration of “judgments, teaching, example,

112 Ibid.

14 Gillon, art. cit., p. 285. cf. Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 184, a. 5.

5 De Perf. V. 8p., c. 24 (Mar. par. 715).

18 In Matthaeum, c. 20 (Mar., par. 1669); cf. also Quodl. III, a. 17; De Perf.
V. 8p., c. 17 (Mar., par. 660).

7 Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 185, a. 4.

18 Cf, sbid., a. 5; In Ioan., c. 10, lect. 3 (Mar., par. 1406) .
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and the sacraments,” **° the feeding of it “ with word, example,
and temporal aid.” **

However, of all the functions of the bishop in relation to his
flock, one holds pride of place, the office of preaching, the
“officium . . . principalissimum ” of the bishop.”* Se important
is this office, and so closely connected is it with episcopal per-
fection, that we shall devote special consideration to it in Sec-
tion III.

* * * ¥ *

The sublimity of the episcopal state of perfection may be
seen in a clearer light if it is compared with the state of per-
fection of religious.

We have already seen what is involved in the religious state:
one obliges oneself by vow to the observance of the three
counsels, which are instruments for the attainment of perfec-
tion. Hence St. Thomas can define the religious state as
“school of perfection.” **2 It is related to the perfection of
charity as a preamble or preparation.'?®

The episcopal state, on the other hand, is related to the per-
fection of charity as an effect.** It is only because divine love
has reached perfection in the heart of the bishop that he
dedicates himself totally to his flock:

For the perfection of fraternal love, as has already been said, de-
rives from the perfection of divine love, which love has taken
possession of the hearts of some to such an extent that they desire
not only to enjoy God and serve him but also serve their neighbours
for his sake . .. It is clear that it is a sign of greater love that, for
the sake of his friend, a man should serve another, than if he wished
to serve his friend alone.'?

% De Perf. V. Sp., c. 16 (Mar., par. 655).

320 Ibid., c. 17 (Mar., par. 660).

121 Summa Theol., III, q. 67, a. 2, ad 1.

122 Quodl. IV, a. 23, ad 7.

128 Ibid., 1, a. 14, ad 2.

124 Ibid.

%5 De Perf. V. Sp., c. 18 (Mar., par. 663); cf, also Summa Theol,, II-II, q. 184,
a, 7, ad 2. St. Thomas is well aware of the objection that might be urged against
this position, namely, that de facto those engaged in the active apostolate have
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Hence one may not argue to the inferiority of the episcopal
state on the grounds that it is seen in terms of the love of
neighbor, while the religious state is seen in terms of the love
of God.

The relation between the two states is clarified by the answer
to the question of whether a religious who is raised to the
episcopate is bound to the regular observances of his Order.

The religious state pertains to perfection as a way of tending to it,
while the episcopal state pertains to it as a certain magisterium of
perfection. Hence the religious state is related to the episcopal state
as a discipleship to a professorship (disciplina ad magisterium) and
a disposition to its perfection. Now the disposition is not taken
away when the perfection comes . . . but is rather confirmed,—just
as it behoves a disciple when he obtains a professorship . . . to read
and meditate even more than before.1?¢

As a result of this relationship the episcopal state is higher
than any religious state:

It is clear that a greater perfection is required so that one may
confer perfection on others than that required in order that one
may be perfect in oneself; just as it is greater to be able to make
others of such a kind than merely to be of such a kind; and every
cause is superior to its effect. Hence one must conclude that the
episcopal state is of a greater perfection than any religious state
whatever.1?

And hence the famous distinction of St. Thomas on this
matter:

often not attained the perfection of the love of God: * However, such a perfection
of charity is not found in many who are devoting themselves to the good of their
neighbors, in whom it is more a weariness of the contemplative life that has
led to external activity than such a desire of it which would make it pertain to
the perfection of love that they should lay it aside, as something beloved, for a
time. But the defects of some cannot prejudice a state or office: that one
undertake the care of others is to be considered an act of perfection, since it be-
longs to the perfect love of God and neighbor.” De Perf. V. Sp., c. 23 (Mar., par.
698).

128 Summa Theol., II-II q. 185, a. 8.

**" De Perf. V. Sp., c. 17 (Mar., par. 658); cf. also Summa Theol., loc. cit., q.
184, a. 7.
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The state of perfection is two-fold: that of prelates and that of
religious; but the word “ state” is used analogically (aequivoce),
because the state of religious is for the acquisition of perfection;
hence it is said: “If you wish to be perfect,” and if you wish to
come to a state of perfection. The state of prelacy, however, is not
for acquiring [perfection] for oneself but for communicating that
which one has: hence the Lord said to Peter: “ Peter, if you love
me, feed my sheep™; and he did not say: “If you wish to be
perfect,” etc.1?

This brings us to the question of the relationship between
the episcopal state of perfection and the actual perfection of
the bishop. From what we have already seen there can be
little doubt as to the nature of this relationship.

The episcopal state and the religious state are related to perfection
in different ways, for the state of bishops presupposes perfection . . .
but the state of religious is a way [to perfection] and hence an al-
ready acquired perfection is not required but only that one tend
to it should one not have it.*?®

The state of perfection of the bishop presupposes that he
be actually perfect. While the link is not intrinsic—a bishop
living in serious sin does not fall from the episcopal state of
perfection ***—nevertheless the very nature of the one demands
that the other be present. This should already be clear from
our comparison of the state of perfection of the bishop with
that of the religious. However, let us consider here a few texts
of St. Thomas which bear directly on this point:

Perfection of life is demanded as a pre-requisite [praeexigitur] to the
episcopal state. . . . because, according to Denis, perfection belongs
actively to the bishop, as to the perfector . . . It is required that one
be perfect if one is to be able to lead others to perfection. . . 23t

He expresses the same idea even more strongly in another text:

28 In Matt., c. 19 (Mar., par. 1594). It is clear from what follows shortly
afterwards (Mar., par. 1596) that St. Thomas means “ bishop” here when he
speaks of prelate. On the date of this text, cf. Gillon, art. cit., p. 228, note 3.

22T Tim., c. 8, lect. 1 (Mar., par. 90).

130 Cf, De Perf. V. Sp., c. 28 (Mar., par. 701).

13 Summa Theol., II-II, q. 185, a. 1, ad 2.
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The religious state does not presuppose perfection, but leads to it;
the pontifical dignity, however, presupposes perfection, for he who
undertakes the honor of the pontificate assumes a spiritual magis-
terium . . . Now it is ridiculous that one should become a master
of perfection who does not know by experience what perfection is
[qui perfectionem per experimentum mon novit] . . . When indeed
the Lord committed the office of prelacy to Peter, he asked him:
“ Simon, son of John, do you love me more than these? ” and when
he answered: “ You know that I love you,” he added: “feed my
sheep.” By this we are clearly given to understand that the as-
sumption of the prelacy demands as a pre-requisite the perfection of
charity .1®2

This is the clear doctrine of St. Thomas: the religious state
is ordained to the acquisition of perfection, while the episcopal
state presupposes it. However, one text poses a certain diffi-
culty when an objector to his doctrine on the states of perfec-
tion maintains that this position would mean that all prelates
and religious who are not actually perfect are guilty of a mortal
sin of deception, in that by their state they profess to be what
they are not. St. Thomas’s reply makes no distinction between
the states of perfection of the religious and of the bishop:

Men enter on a state of perfection, not as if professing that they
are perfect but as if professing that they tend to perfection. Hence
the Apostle says . . . “ Not that I have already attained it, or am
perfect: I follow after it, however, that I may by some means
attain it.” And later he adds: “ Those of us therefore who are per-
fect, let us feel in this way.” Hence one who undertakes a state
of perfection is not guilty of lying or deceit if he is not perfect;
but only if he renounces his intention of tending to perfection.t®®

Given the clear teaching of St. Thomas in other places on
the perfection presupposed to the episcopal state, we cannot,
on the basis of this alone, make of the episcopal state merely
a higher form of the religious state, a superior way of tending

182 De Perf. V. Sp., c. 18 (Mar., par. 674); cf. also Summa Theol., II-I1, q. 186,
a. 83 ad 5: “ The episcopal state is not ordained to the acquisition of perfection,
but rather that one may direct others by means of the perfection that one already
has . ..”

%2 Ibid., q. 184, a. 5, ad 2.
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to perfection. The bishop does not profess to tend to perfec-
tion; he professes to perform works of fraternal charity that
presuppose perfection. It seems, then, that we must find the
key to the interpretation of this text in a later passage of
St. Thomas.

An objector, trying to show that only the candidate who is
the most saintly should be chosen for the episcopate, quotes
a text found in Gratian, in which it is stated that he who is
constituted in a position of honor “is to be regarded as most
wretched unless he is pre-eminent in wisdom and sanctity.” ***
St. Thomas replies:

This auctoritas is to be understood in reference to the preoccupation
of one who is constituted In a position of honor; he should strive
to present in himself one who precedes others in wisdom and sanc-
tity . . . However, it is not to be imputed to him as something
blameworthy if before the assumption of the prelacy he was not
more excellent , ., 135

St. Thomas’s positien, then, would seem to be this. Both
the bishop and the religious are obliged to tend to perfection
because of their state. However, the titles under which they
are so obliged are different. The religious is bound to tend
to perfection, because this is what is directly intended by his
profession of the three vows; in his case, perfection is never
presupposed but intended. In the case of the bishop, on the
other hand, the acquisition of perfect charity is not what
finalizes his state, as happens in the cast of the religious; in
virtue of his state, the bishop is obliged to the performance of
works which rather presuppose this perfection of charity.
Hence, if he is to satisfy the obligation of his state, he must
set about the immediate acquisition of perfection if he had
not already attained it before his consecration. It is important,
though, to realize that this tending to perfection is not what
is directly envisioned by his state, as it is directly envisioned
in the case of the religious. The bishop tends to perfection be-

134 Ibid., q. 185, a. 3, obj. 2.
135 Ibid., ad 2.
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cause he should already have had it. He is striving to become
what he should already be.

E. A Traditional Comparison.

Before concluding this consideration of the perfection pre-
supposed to the episcopal state, mention should be made of
a traditional expression given by St. Thomas to this doctrine
on the superior sanctity required of a bishop. He makes his
own a comparison found in Gregory the Great, and likewise
in Gregory of Nazianzus and John Chrysostom—the bishop
should stand in the same relation of superiority to his people
as does the shepherd to his flock.

Thus, showing that it is presumptuous to aspire to the epis-
copate, he remarks that “ the prelate, in virtue of his rank
and by a certain fittingnes, ought to precede all others in be-
havior and contemplation, so that, in comparison with him,
the rest are as a flock.” *** He gives fullest expression to this
idea in his commentary on Jesus’ question to Peter as to
whether he loved him more than the others:

And he Jesus adds: “ More than these,” because, as the Philoso-
pher also teaches in his Politics, he who presides and governs in the
natural order ought to be more excellent . . . So ought the prelate
to be with regard to his subjects. Hence, according to Gregory, the
life of the pastor ought to be such that in comparison with him the
subjects may be as flock with regard to their shepherd. And hence

[Jesus] says: “ More than these,” for to the extent that one loves
more, by so much is one the greater.s”

ITTI. The Doctoral Function of the Bishop.
A. The Bishop as Teacher.

Considering the forms which service of his flock should take,
the bishop is obliged in virtue of his state to administer to the
people, in God’s name, “judgments, doctrine, example, and
sacraments.” ** Among these episcopal functions, however, one
holds pride of place, the teaching office of the bishop.

128 Y od Tim., c. 8 lect. 1 (Mar., par. 89).
137 In Ioan., c. 21, lect. 8 (Mar., par. 2619); cf. also Quodl. VIII, a. 6, ad 2.
128 De Perf. V. Sp., ¢. 16 (Mar., par. 655).
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For St. Thomas “prelates . . . alone are the teachers of the
Churches ” ;**° he can speak in the same breath, thus indi-
cating the inseparable connection, of ““ the rank of prelacy and
the office of teaching.” *** To the objection that “ preaching
the Gospel does not pertain to religious but above all to the
prelates, who are the pastors and doctors,” St. Thomas replies
by acknowledging that preaching pertains to prelates ex officio,
but he maintains that religious can also undertake the office
if they receive a mission from those competent to give it.***

As we have already remarked when discussing the state of
perfection of the bishop, the term “ prelate ” in St. Thomas’s
time designated in general one who had pastoral jurisdiction,
but St. Thomas himself sees in the bishop alone one who is
properly speaking a “ prelate,” since he alone has immediate
jurisdiction in his diocese.*** All the lower clergy are in total
dependence on the bishop, since:

the power of the priest by its very nature and by divine law is
subject to the power of the bishop, since it is something incomplete
[imperfecta] with regard to it . . . The priest, however, who is sub-
ject to the bishop by divine law, is subject to him in all things.*?

Hence the right of the local pastor to preach to his flock is a
right ultimately derived from the bishop, and since it is a de-
rived power, he himself cannot in turn confer canonical mission
on others to exercise the apostolate, above all that of preach-
ing.l“

The bishop, then, being the only prelate in the strict sense,
is the one on whom the preaching office primarily devolves.
Among the offices of the bishop this one, and not the adminis-

130 Contra Impugnantes, c. 2 (Mar., par. 45).

40 Summa Theol., I1, q. 39, a. 8 ad 2.

4 Ibid., TI-X1, q. 187, a. 4 ad 2.

42 Cf. supra, c. 18, note (138).

143 Contra Impugnantes, c. 4 (Mar., par. 157). “For St. Thomas, for the
Franciscan doctors, there existed by divine law a structure of hierarchical depen-
dence, in virtue of which all simple priests, be they parish clergy or religious, have
to receive their powers from the bishops *—Y. Congar, art. cit., in note (6), p. 77.

144 Cf. Congar, art. cit., p. 69.
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tration of the sacraments, is the one that is absolutely primary
[principalissimum]; **° it is so characteristic of his state that
if another should preach he is spoken of as exercizing an office
that is properly episcopal.*** In virtue of this the bishop is
constituted the prophet, as it were, of his local Church. Having
remarked that Scripture uses indifferently the words ““ pseudo-
prophet,” and “ pseudo-apostle,” St. Thomas goes on:

Now the office of the prophet and apostle is to be mediator between
God and men, announcing God’s words to men. . .. True prelates
are true apostles. 147

However, there is something particularly characteristic about
the bishop’s preaching, which distinguishes it from that of
lower ministers, be they priests or deacons.

Instruction may be of many sorts. One is that which converts to
the faith, which Denis attributes to the bishop . . . and which can
pertain to any preacher, and even to any lay person. Another is
that instruction by which one is informed about the rudiments of
the faith and about how one should prepare oneself to receive the
sacraments. This pertains in a secondary way to ministers [= dea-
cons), but primarily to priests. The third instruction is that which
concerns Christian behavior, and this pertains to god-parents. The
fourth instruction is that which treats of the profound mysteries
of faith and the perfection of the Christian life, and pertains ez
officio to bishops.**®

This teaching of the bishop will take on the form of an exposi-
tion of the deep sense of the Gospel, for such is the proper sense
of “ teaching ” [docere] when applied to the bishops:

To teach, that is, to expound the Gospel, is the proper office of
the bishop, whose task it is to perfect, according to Denis . . . ;
now to perfect is the same as to teach.#?

148 Summa Theol., II1, q. 67, a. 2 ad 1.

148 Contra Impugnantes, c. 5 (Mar., par. 167).

147 Ibid., c. 22 (Mar., par. 519, 521). On the link that St. Thomas establishes
between preaching and prophecy cf. A. Rock, Unless They be Sent (London,
1955), pp. 21-22.

148 Summa Theol., II1, q. 71, a. 4, ad 3.

1% Ibid., q. 67, a. 1, ad 1.
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B. Christ: Primus et Principalis Doctor Fidet.

The bishop’s teaching office is concerned with the exposition
of the profound mysteries of faith. In this he is continuing the
work of Christ. Christ, in fact, is “the first and principal
teacher of spiritual doctrine and of faith,” *** who carried out
his redemptive mission insofar as “ he showed us in himself the
way of truth.” **

Now “ every action of Christ serves as instruction for us.
This dictum is verified in a special way when it is a question
of preaching, that distinctive activity of Christ, for those who
undertake the office of preaching, teaching, and the care of souls
are the imitators of Christ par excellence.™ Hence the sort
of life lived by Christ during the years of his public ministry
should be the ideal of the bishop, his successor in the ministry
of preaching.

Only two of those aspects which characterized the public
ministry of Christ need detain us here because of their par-
ticularly close connection with the office of preaching. In the
first place, St. Thomas sees in Christ the charismatic par excel-
lence:

3 152

The gratiae gratis datae are ordained to the manifestation of the
faith and of spiritual doctrine . . . Hence it is clear that all the
gratiae gratis datae were preseni fo a superlative degree in Christ,
the first and principal doctor of the faith.t%*

In the second place, the form of life adopted by Christ was
of a very characteristic type—a type required of one called to
be a teacher of the deep things of God. His active life of
preaching was one which had its source in a life of profound
contemplation. In Christ is found realized the ideal of the
Christian teacher: contemplata aliis tradere:

%0 Ibid., q. 7, a. 7.

1581 Summa Theol., 111, proloque.

152 Ibid., q. 40, a. 1, ad 3.

%% In Mait., c. 19 (Mar., par. 1598).
¢ Summa Theol., I, q. 7, a. 7.
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That active life in which one gives to others, by preaching and
teaching, those things which one has contemplated is more perfect
than a life which consists in contemplation alone, because it presup-
poses an abundance of contemplation. And hence Christ chose such
a lifer?

Needless to say, the contemplative life of Christ was of
a depth beyond the reach of any other “ viator.” Because of
the nobility of his soul he attained to a most profound intimacy
[propinquissime] with God in knowledge and love,'*® enjoying
the beatific vision from the first instant of his conception.**?
He had the plenitude of the gifts of the Holy Spirit, with a
consequent perfection of the contemplatio viae, as well as of
the contemplatio patriae*® Yet, though the mode be unattain-
able, the form of life constitutes the ideal for the one who, in
virtue of his office, succeeds Christ as the doctor of the faith—
the bishop.

It seems that we can establish a parallel between the life of
Christ as the Doctor Fidei, with its charismatic and contempla-
tive characteristics, and that of the bishop.

C. The Bishop as a Charismatic.

St. Thomas defines a charism, or a “ gratia gratis data,” as
a gift of God which is not ordained to personal sanctification
but which enables one to perform acts which exceed the power
of human nature in itself, acts by which one cooperates in the
salvation of one’s neighbor.**®

Thus defined, there is one sense in which the bishop’s pro-
ceeding office quite definitely does not belong to the realm of
the charismatic. Unlike the case of the Apostles, the saving
truth which the bishop communicates in virtue of his office is
a truth not acquired by inspiration but by hard study. Ex-
cusing modern preachers from the necessity of manual labor,
St. Thomas writes:

155 Ibid., q. 40, a. 1 ad 2; cf. also a. 2 ad 3.
158 Ibid., q. 7, a. 1.

157 Ibid., q. 84, a. 4.

%8 Ibid., q. 7, a. 5, corpus and ad 3.

1% Ibid., I, q. 111, a. L.



HIERARCHY AND HOLINESS 241

Modern preachers would be more easily impeded from preaching
by manual labor than were the Apostles, who had by inspiration
the knowledge of what they were to preach; since preachers of
modern times must prepare themselves by continual study for
preaching. . . .t

On the other hand, during the actual exercise of the preach-
ing office the charisms still play their part, and, without over-
straining St. Thomas’s texts, we can see how they are linked
in a special way with the episcopal office, precisely because the
bishop alone is the preacher ez officio.

Commenting on the list of charisms given by St. Paul in I
Cor. 12, St. Thomas links the first three charisms— those of
faith, the word of wisdom, and the word of knowledge—with
the office of the teacher of the faith. By means of them:

a man is endowed with a plenitude of knowledge of divine things, so
that he may be enabled [possit] to instruct others.'ét

To the objection that faith is not a charism but a virtue which
pertains to personal sanctification St. Thomas replies that faith
as a charism is not a theological virtue but rather:

it implies a certain pre-eminent certitude of faith, by which a man
is rendered suitable [idoneus] for instructing others about what
pertains to the faith.'®?

We have italicized “ be enabled ” and “ suitable ” because such
words would seem to imply that these charisms should be found
of necessity in the one who is the doctor fide: in virtue of his
office. We find a confirmation of this, in fact, in an article from
another part of the Summa.

St. Thomas, when treating of the gift of “wisdom” [sapientia],
asks whether it is found in all who are in the state of grace. In
his reply **® he distinguishes two degrees of this wisdom, a gift
which assures a rightness of judgment both in the contempla-

%0 Contra Impugnantes, c. 5 (Mar., par. 196); cf. also Quodl. VII, a. 18, ad 7;
Summa Theol., II-II, q. 188, a. 5 (Where there is a direct reference to the bishop).

*8umma Theol., I-1I, q. 8, a. 4.

182 Ibid., ad 2.

192 Ibid., 1111, q. 45, a. 5.
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tion of divine things and in the using of them as a rule for
human activity [divina et conspicienda et consulenda). In the
first degree of wisdom a sufficiency of the gift is conferred to
enable one to work out one’s own salvation, and all in the state
of grace possess this degree of wisdom. St. Thomas goes on:

Some, however, receive the gift of wisdom to a higher degree, both
with regard to the contemplation of divine things insofar as they
grasp and can manifest to others certain deeper mysteries; and
with regard to the direction of human affairs according to divine
rules, insofar as they can regulate not only themselves but also
others in terms of them. And this degree of wisdom is not common
to all in the state of sanctifying grace, but belongs rather to the
realm of charisms. . . .

This ability to grasp and to manifest to others “ certain deeper
mysteries ” [alttora quaedam mysteria] recalls the teaching
office of the bishop, whose precise function is, as we have seen,
the “instructio de profundis mysteriis fidei.” *** St. Thomas
himself, in fact, links this second, charismatic, degree of the
gift of wisdom with the office of prelacy in the answer to the
second objection.

Tt seems, then, that one would not be guilty of unfaithfulness
to the thought of St. Thomas to maintain that he establishes, at
least by implication, a link between the charisms conected with
the teaching of the faith and the bishop considered as the doc-
tor fidei.

D. Contemplata aliis tradere.

Because of his function as doctor of the faith, a distinctive
type of life characterizes the episcopal state—the life of Christ
the preacher, i.e., an active life flowing from a plenitude of
contemplation.

The problem about whether teaching and preaching pertain
to the active or to the contemplative life is one to which St.
Thomas returns on a number of occasions.’®® In the Sentences

104 Ibid., 111, q. 71, a. 4 ad 3.
195 Ct. IIT Sent., d. 35, q. 1, a. 8, sol. 1, ad 8;De Verit. q. 11, a. 4; Summa
Theol. II-11, q. 181, a. 8. For St. Thomas there are two sorts of teaching: that
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St. Thomas offers two solutions. His first is that if teaching
[doctrina] is ordained purely to a knowledge of the truth—even
though there is question of communicating this knowledge to
others—then it pertains to the contemplative life; if, on the
other hand, teaching is ordained to the urging of others to the
practice of virtue—in which case teaching is identified with
preaching—then it pertains to the active life. His alternative
solution is that if teaching is seen as something that is for the
the benefit of the teacher—insofar as it provides him with in-
tellectual exercise and can lead to his own growth in know-
ledge—then it pertains to the contemplative life; but if it is
exercized with a view to its effect on others, then it pertains
to the active life.

It is this second solution which St. Thomas finally adopts in
the Summa. Doctrine has a double object: the intellectual con-
cept, and the person who is listening. With regard to the first
object, doctrine may be seen as pertaining either to the active
or to the contemplative life, depending on the intention of the
teacher. But doctrine only becomes doctrine when it is given
verbal expression and ordained towards the hearer. As such
it belongs to the active life. Hence one could say that, simply
speaking, teaching belongs to the active life, Thus St. Thomas
can say later that the works of the active life are of two sorts,
one being that which “1is derived from a plenitude of contem-
plation: as are doctrine and preaching.” **® The life of prelates,
then, is the life of Martha, traditional symbol of the active
life.*®”

But one has not characterized with sufficient precision the
life of the bishop by speaking solely in terms of the active life:
the bishop’s life is an active life of a very distinctive type. To
the objection that the active life must be superior to the con-

which pertains to prelates and which is identified with preaching; and that which
is proper to masters of theology. However, he sees the difference between them
as more one based on one’s title to teach than on the matter that one teaches
(docere sacram Scripturam contingit dupliciter . . . ex officio praelationis . . . ex
officio magisteris—IV Sent., d. 19, g. 2, a. 2, sol. 2, ad 4).

388 Summa Theol., II-II, q. 188, a. 6.

7 In Ioan., c. 12, lect. 1 (Mar., par. 1595),
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templative life insofar as it is the life of the “ maiores ” in the
Church, namely, the prelates,”*® St. Thomas replies:

The life which pertains to prelates is not the active life alone, but
they should also excel in the contemplative life.r%®

The active life of teaching of the bishop, in fact, is a life “ de-
rived from a plenitude of contemplation.” *

The reason why this sort of life is required of the bishop is,
as St. Thomas repeats on a number of occasions, because of
the bishops’ function as mediator between God and his flock.

For since the bishop is constituted as a mediator between God and
men, he ought to excel in action, insofar as he is constituted a minis-
ter of men, and he should be preeminent in contemplation, so that
he may draw [hauriat] from God what he gives to men.*™

In this, the bishop shows himself a successor of the Apostles:
The Apostles are mediators between God and the people . . . It was
necessary therefore that they should draw from God what they
poured forth to the people. Hence it was necessary that sometimes
they should raise themselves to God by contemplation, so that they
might grasp divine things [ad percipiendum caelestial, and some-
times that they should conform themselves to the people to pass
on those things which they had received from God. .. "

This last text allows us to see why contemplation is so im-
portant for the bishop: by means of it he can grasp, penetrate
to the extent granted him by God, those “ profunda mysteria
fidei,” the instruction about which constitutes, according to St.
Thomas, the distinctive preaching function of the bishop.*”®

%8 The third objection to this article (Summa Theol., II-II, q. 182, a. 1) as
well as the quotation from Augustine in our objection (obj. 1) make it clear that
by prelate here St. Thomas is thinking above all, if not exclusively, of the bishop.

192 Ibid., ad 1.

170 Ibid., q. 188, a. 6.

% De Perf. V. Sp., c. 18 (Mar., par. 664); cf. III Sent., d. 85, q. 1, a. 8, sol. 3:
“ medii sunt inter Deum et plebem, a Deo recipientes per contemplationem et
et populo tradentes per actionem.”

Y211 Cor. c. 5, lect. 3 (Mar., par 179).

%8 Cf, Summa Theol.,, III, q. 71, a. 4, ad 3. Obviously we cannot treat here
of St. Thomas’s doctrine on the active and contemplative lives in themselves, for
it would take us too far afield. His main treatment of this subject is found in
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But this contemplation presupposes perfection in the bishop,
for one can attain to it only after the long exercise of good
works.'™

The active life serves as a disposition for the contemplative life . . .
And hence, as long as a man has not reached perfection in the ac-
tive life, the contemplative life cannot be present, except imperfect-
ly and in an incipient way: for them the acts of the moral virtues
cause one difficulty and one must give all one’s attention to them,
so that one is drawn away from the exercise of contemplation. But
when the active life is already perfect, then the acts of the moral
virtues come easily, so that one can freely give oneself to con-
templation without being impeded by them. . . . And since it per-
tains to prelates to be perfect in both lives, insofar as they are
mediators between God and the people, receiving from God by
contemplation and passing on to the people by action, they ought
to be perfect in the moral virtues, as should also be preachers. . . 278

This way of life that characterizes the bishop insofar as he
is the doctor fide:r is normally designated as the * mixed life,”
to distinguish it from both the active and contemplative lives.
There is no question here, however, of a third form of life that
can take its place on an equal footing with the active and con-
templative lives. For St. Thomas the division of human lives
into the active and the contemplative is the most fundamental
one, and it is adequate.’™ What he refers to as “ the middle
kind of life ” is not a totally distinct form of life but is virtual-

II-I1, qq. 179-182. It will suffice for our purpose here to describe contemplation as
a simple intuition of the truth of faith (cf. II-II, q. 180, a. 8), illuminated by the
gifts of wisdom, knowledge, and understanding (cf. III, q. 7, a. 5, obj. 8), having
its motive force in the love of God and neighbor (cf. II-II, q. 180, a. 2, ad 1). By
action, as opposed to contemplation, is meant the exercising of the moral virtues,
whether those concerned with the acquisition of personal holiness or with one’s
relations with others (cf. ibid., q. 181, a. 1); however, the active life is seen
as having to do principally with one’s relations with others (cf. ibid., . . . ad 1):
and, in a Christian context, implies above all the exercise of the corporal and
spiritual works of mercy—hence the definition of St. Gregory the Great, frequently
quoted by St. Thomas: “The active life is to give food to the hungry and to
teach the ignorant the word of wisdom.” (cf. ibid., a. 8, sed contra).

7% Quodl. IV, q. 23, ad 16.

75 I11 Sent., d. 85, q. 1, a. 8, sol. 3.

18 Cf. Summa Theol., 1I-II, g. 180, a. 2,
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ly contained under the active and contemplative lives, just as
any medium is composed of extremes, and in such a life there
will always be a predominance of either the contemplative or
the active aspect.™ Such a threefold division into active, con-
templative, and mixed is not so much “ex parte vitarum > as
“ex parte viventium.” St. Thomas elaborates on this point
in the Sentences:

That third member [the composite life] is put forward by Augustine
not as constituting a diversity with regard to forms of life but
rather as constituting a diversity with regard to those who live
them [ad diversitatem viventium]. For there are some who con-
centrate mainly on the works of the active life, although they also
engage in the acts of contemplation from time to time. There
are others, on the contrary, who, laying aside the cares of the ac-
tive life occupy themselves mainly with contemplation. Others
again occupy themselves with both. There are, however, certain
activities which require both such as preaching and teaching which,
begun in contemplation, terminate in action, going as it were from
cause to effect; and such a middle [way of life] is included in the ex-
tremes'”®

As is clear from this last text, a simple juxtaposition of ac-
tion and contemplation—the third of the four possibilities men-
tioned by St. Thomas—is not suflicient to constitute a ““ mixed
life.” Thus a Cistercian who divides his time between con-
templation and teaching non-religious subjects in a school is
not leading a “ mixed life,” as St. Thomas would conceive of
it. For such a life there must be an intrinsic link between the
contemplation and the activity; one communicates in activity
what one has penetrated in contemplation.’™ Such is the life

1T Ct. ibid., ad 2.

178 IT1 Sent., d. 35, q. 1, a. 1, ad 5.

17 ¢ Ordo contemplationis ad praedicationem et doctrinam non est in hac vita
apostolica ordo medii ad finem—tunc namque haberemus vitam activam—verum ordo
formae ad materiam, non quidem formae extrinsecae—prout contemplatio inspirare
potest et alere redemptionem captivorum ommino pariter ac peregrinorum sus-
ceptionem~—sed formae intrinsecae: non enim praedicatores hi vel doctores tradunt
quidvis ex contemplatione, sed tradunt contemplata—sic intellectus speculativus
fit extensione practicus et amor Dei se extendit usque ad proximum, quin praxis
sit finis speculationis, vel proximus sit finis amoris Dei.” P. Lumbreras, De Statibus
Hominum Vardis (Madrid, 1957), p. 242,
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of the bishops, “ to whom it pertains to contemplate not only
for their own benefit but that they may instruct others.” **
Such a sublime life presupposes, obviously, a great sanctity
in the bishop, so that, in addition to the other titles in virtue
of which sanctity is linked with the episcopal state, titles which
we have already discussed, perfection is required of the bishop
in virtue of his office as the doctor fidei. So St. Thomas can say,
when discussing the most perfect form of religious life:

The work of the active life is two-fold. One, indeed, which is de-
rived from the plenitude of contemplation: such as teaching and
preaching . .. And such is preferable to simple contemplation. Just
as it is a greater thing to illuminate than merely to shine, so it is a
greater thing to give to others those things which one has con-
templated [contemplata alits tradere] than merely to contem-
plate. . . . Hence, among religious orders, the highest rank is oc-
cupied by those which are ordained to teaching and preaching.
Such Orders, indeed, approach most closely to the perfection of
bishops, .. %

An interesting consequence of this intimate link which St.
Thomas sees between perfection and the doctrinal function of
the bishop is that he finds in it the basic reason why we read
that, while Christ and Paul did not administer the sacraments
themselves but delegated others, they exercised the ministry of
preaching in person.

The Lord enjoined on the Apostles, whose place the bishops now
take, both offices, namely, that of teaching and that of baptizing,
but in different ways. For Christ committed the office of teaching
to them so that they should exercise it in person, as being the most
preeminent [principalissimum] [of their offices]. . . . But the office of
baptizing he committed to the Apostles so that they should exercise
it by means of others . . . The reason is that in baptism the merit
and wisdom of the minister is of no importance, [while it is] in
teaching . . . A sign of this is the fact that the Lord himself did
not baptize. . . 182

180 Summa Theol., II-II q. 184, a. 7, ad 8.
18 1hid., q. 188, a. 6.
2 Ibid., 111, q. 67, a. 2, ad 1; cf. also I ad Cor,, c. 1, lect. 2 (Mar., par. 39).
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IV. CONCLUSION

There is a mystery of the episcopate just as there is a mys-
tery of the Church, or rather, the episcopate is a mystery pre-
cisely because the Church is.*** The Church lives in the bishop;
in a special way he is meant to be the embodiment of what is
deepest in her, her sanctity. His position as head of the local
Church requires that he hold, like Christ himself, the primacy
in the Christian community, not only in terms of governmental
and sacramental powers but also in terms of charismatic and
spiritual quality. The community leaders of the New Testa-
ment period were not seen as mere functionaries; in the mind
of St. Paul, “ it is impossible to establish a distinction between
the charismatic and the non-charismatic ministries. Even those
that belong rather to the realm of function are charismatic in
his eyes.” **

But unfortunately “ the subsequent development of the life
of the Church took place along the lines of a perhaps excessive
separation between these two orders that one could designate
as the ex spiritu and the ex officio, personal gifts and gifts of
function.” *** Certain points of doctrine which were clarified as
a result of the Donatist controversy may well have been largely
responsible for this. In fact, it is arguable that St. Augustine
marks a turning point in the history of the Christian concep-
tion of the bishop. Before his time men like Ireneus, Origen,
and Cyprian laid great emphasis on episcopal holiness—in fact
many of the earlier Fathers expressed themselves in terms open
to a Donatist interpretation. To be sure, Augustine too de-
mands sanctity if one is to be a “ true ” bishop.’*® But in his
controversies with the Donatists he is led to insist strongly that

183 Cf. J. Lécuyer, “ La grice de la consécration épiscopale,” Rev. Se. Phil. Th.
36 (1952), p. 389. ‘

184 H, Schiirmann, “ Les charismes spirituels,” in L’Eglise de Vatican II (Paris,
1966), t. 2, p. 551.

185y, Congar, “ La hiérarchie comme service . . .
Universelle (Paris, 1962), p. 87.

188 Cf, e.g., Contra Litteras Petiliani, Bk. 2, c. 30 (ed. Petschenig, CSEL, t.
52, p. 58).

»
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the valid exercise of the episcopate does not demand personal
holiness in the bishop himself. He was defending a profound
truth, in that he emphasized the active presence of Christ at
work in the liturgical life of the Church. But as a result the
bishop now comes to be seen as an instrument of liturgical ac-
tion who can remain detached and uncommitted with regard
to the sacred acts which he performs. The precisions of Augus-
tine, because of their very clarity, prepare the way for a con-
ception of the bishop that is more and more that of an admin-
istrator and liturgical functionary. But the weighty testimony
of patristic and liturgical tradition makes it clear that Augus-
tine has not said the last word on the subject of episcopal sanc-
tity. It is this older and broader tradition that is consecrated
by the Second Vatican Council: its teaching on the sacra-
mentality of the episcopate and its strong insistence that ec-
clesiastical office has a character of service serve to direct our
attention once more towards “ the essential link that exists be-
tween office, interior conformation to Jesus Christ, and his
imitation.” *7 It is likewise this tradition that is enshrined in
St. Thomas’s firm teaching on the sublime holiness of the epis-
copal state.

Called on to re-incarnate, as it were, In his own diocese the
person of Christ the Prophet, Priest, and King, the bishop is
placed in a sublime state. It presupposes perfection, and hence
to aspire to the episcopate is presumptuous. If designated to
this office, it is, all things considered, better to refuse it if pos-
sible.

A great inner sanctity is required of all ministers for the
worthy exercise of Orders. This is above all necessary in the
minister of the Eucharist, for the exercise of this function de-
mands a greater holiness than is demanded even in the reli-
gious state. Since all the other ministries in the Church are
derived from the bishop, in whom the powers of all the lower
Orders are found as in their origin, this inner perfection will be

187 M. Lohrer, “La hiérarchie au service du peuple chrétien,” in L’Eglise de
Vatican II (Paris, 1966), t. 3, p. 735.
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required a fortiori of him. But it is also demanded of him by
a special title. He is the ordinary minister of those sacraments
which confer a special plenitude of grace—Confirmation and
Orders; these sacraments are conferred by the imposition of
hands, which signifies that the “ copious effect of grace” is,
as it were, a sharing in the abundance of grace already pos-
sessed by the minister.'®®

Apart from the bishop’s properly sacramental activity, he is
the pastor of his flock and must lead to perfection the Chris-
tians confided to his care. Now it is “ridiculous ” that one
should be a master of perfection who does not himself know per-
fection “ per experimentum.” Hence the episcopate presup-
poses perfection.”

This sanctity demanded by the bishop’s pastoral function—
sacramental or otherwise—has its source in the grace of the
sacrament of Orders. Not only does he benefit from a special
plenitude of sacerdotal grace, a grace which he shares with the
presbyter, but there is also a special “ gratia episcopalis ”—
whether St. Thomas conceived of it as being a sacramental
grace 1s still an open question. This episcopal grace is conferred
by an imposition of hands, a gesture which symbolizes the com-
munication of an “ amplissima gratia.”

The bishop’s life is one of total dedication to his flock. At
his consecration he obliges himself in a solemn and perpetual
way to a service of those Christians committed to his care, a
service that is so all-embracing that it implies the perfection
of fraternal charity on the three dimensions of extent, intensity,
and efficacy. He is thus constituted in a state of perfection,
which differs from that of religious in that it presupposes per-
fection already acquired.

Among the services which the bishop must render to his
flock, one holds pride of place—his office as doctor fidei. Tread-
ing in the footsteps of Christ, the “ primus et principalis doctor
fidei,” the bishop too is a special beneficiary of the charisms

188 Cf. Summa Theol., 111, q. 84, a. 4.
% De Perf. V. Spir., c. 19—Mar., par. 674.
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of the Spirit which are ordained to the effective communica-
tion of the Christian message. His teaching office is set apart
from that of other preachers of the Christian faith in that to
him pertains in a special way the exposition of the * profunda
mysteria fidei.” Before he can communicate these truths, how-
ever, he must have penetrated them himself, sounded the
depths of their riches, so that he can pass them on to others,
inspiring his flock by his own communicative enthusiasm and
combining a radical fidelity to the content of the message with
a truly Christian daring in unhesitatingly enlisting in his ser-
vice new and more adapted modes of expression that will as-
sure a more efficacious transmission of his good news. All this
is only possible if he himself has first penetrated and assimi-
lated, and been in turn inflamed by, the deep things of God.
Hence the bishop’s life, like Christ’s, stands under the sign of
the ““contemplata alits tradere.” To have attained such an
abundance of contemplation presupposes, obviously, a high
personal sanctity. In both contemplation and action, then, the
bishop will be as superior to his people as the shepherd is to his
flock.

The stress which St. Thomas lays on the functionality of
episcopal sanctity should not allow us to lose sight of its more
profound significance. It is true that episcopal sanctity is de-
manded for the worthy exercise of Orders, for the fulfilling of
the service due to the flock, for the penetration of the mysteries
of the faith. But there is more to it than this. Episcopal sanc-
tity has an ecclesial significance in itself. The re-incarnation of
Christ, as it were, in his local Church, the bishop must render
present to his community in a preeminent way the sanctity of
Christ. This is the real significance of the doctrine of St.
Thomas on the episcopate as a state of perfection. Asking
whether there should be a diversity of states and offices in the
Church St. Thomas **° distinguishes three aspects of the life of
the Church: her inner perfection, her activity, and her exterior
beauty. The distinction between states has reference to the

190 Symma Theol., II-1I, q. 183, a. %,
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first of these aspects, namely, the perfection of the Church.'**
With regard to this aspect St. Thomas remarks:

Just as in the order of natural things that perfection which is found
in God in a simple and unified way could be found in the univer-
sality of creatures only in a diverse and multiform way, so also
the plenitude of grace which is united in Christ as in the head,
overflows in different ways to his members, so that the body of
the Church may be perfect. And this is what the Apostle says in
Eph. 4:11-12: “And he indeed gave some to be apostles, some how-
ever to be prophets, others to be evangelists, others pastors and
doctors, for the consummation of the saints.” 2

The state of perfection of the bishop, then, the highest state
in the Church, superior to that of religious, is the state in
which the plenitude of Christ’s grace is participated to the
highest degree. Episcopal sanctity has a sign-value in the
Church insofar as it represents the high-point of the ecclesial
incarnation of the grace of Christ.

We can conclude this examination of the testimony of St.
Thomas to episcopal perfection with the words of Y. Congar:
“In his conflict with the secular Masters St. Thomas con-
structed a theology of the episcopate which makes of the bishop
a successor of the Apostles, not only from the point of view of
dignity and powers but also from the point of view of a spir-
itual upbuilding of the Church by charisms and sanctity. He
united, in his idea of the bishop, as in that which he had of the
Apostles, juridical structure and grace, the grandeurs of hierar-
chy and the grandeurs of sanctity.” **®

Nozrr MoLroy, O.P.

St. Charles’ Seminary
Nagpur, India

1 Ibid., a. 8.
192 Ibid., a. 2.
%8 Art. cit., in note (6), p. 128,











































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































