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to the world the mystery of the Church in all her depth and to

define the real canonical status of the laity in the Church.”"
When Congar wrote these words he was plotting what would
constitute a good part of his theological project and work. Today
we can say that his theology of the laity already belongs, in its
substance, to the deposit of the Church’s self-reflection and what
the Church, by means of her theological work, has said about her
own essence and life.

It is the task of theology in the twentieth century to announce

INTRODUCTION: THE HISTORICAL-THEOLOGICAL CONTEXT

At the beginning of the third millennium, Catholics feel the
need to return to the Second Vatican Council in order to
understand the Church and the Christian mission. For this reason
it is opportune to reflect on Yves Congar’s contribution to an

Y. Congar, “Bulletin de théologie,” Révue des sciences philosophiques et théologiques 24
(1935): 731. An abstract of this work was presented, as a talk, at the “Congar Ecumenical
Colloquium” during the Fifty-fifth Annual Convention of the Catholic Theological Society
of America (“Catholicism and Public Life”, San Jose, Calif., 8-11 June 2000). Professors Paul
Waisanen, of the St. Herman Orthodox Church (Oxnard, Calif.), and Richard K. Eckley, of
Houghton College, responded to my presentation from Orthodox and Protestant
perspectives, respectively. I thank the convener of the colloquium, Professor Marc Ginter,
of the Saint Meinrad School of Theology, for his suggestions on improving the English text.
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understanding of the lay faithful, an understanding that is
theological and not merely sociological.’

Congar began his theological journey in the 1930s, years that
witnessed the ascendancy of the de-Christianization that had been
progressing in Central Europe since the end of the nineteenth
century. As a theologian and a man of the Church, Congar drew
upon his Thomistic education, formed in the theological school
of Le Saulchoir, in his search for answers to the pastoral

2 See R. Pellitero, La teologia del laicado en la obra de Yves Congar (Pamplona: Servicio
de Publicaciones de la Universidad de Navarra/Navarra Grafica de Ediciones, 1996). Besides
the specific bibliography on our work of Congar (see below), see on themes related to ours
(app. chronological order): B. Mondin, La Ecclesiologia di Yves Congar, Euntes Docete 32
(1979): 409-32; T. 1. MacDonald, The Ecclesiology of Yves Congar: Foundational Themes
(Milwaukee: Marquette University, 1981); D. Jagdeo, Holiness and Reform of the Church in
the Writings of Yves Congar, O. P. (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America,
1986); M. Meini, Lo Spirito nell’ecclesiologia di Yves Congar (Siena: Cantagalli, 1988); idem,
I riferimenti fondamentali del pensiero teologico di Yves Congar, Vivens Homo 1(1990): 79-
100; A. Nichols, O. P., From Newman to Congar: The Idea of Doctrinal Development from
the Victorians to the Second Vatican Council (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1990); A. Galeano,
La Iglesia y su reforma segin Y. Congar: Una eclesiologia precursora del Vaticano 11
(Bogota:Un. de S. Buenaventura, 1991); J. Famerée, L’ecclésiologie d’Yves Congar, avant
Vatican I1. Histoire et Fglise. Analyse et reprise critique (Louvain: Press. Univ., 1992); S.
Brown, Faith and History: The Perspective of Yves Congar (Ph.D. diss., St Michael’s College,
Toronto, 1994); C. Van Vliet, “Communio sacramentalis”: Das Kirchenverstindnis von Yves
Congar: genetisch und systematish betrachtet (Mainz: Matthias-Griinewald-Verl., 1995);
idem, Die Ecclesiologie Yves Congar O.P. und das Zweite Vaticanische Konzil, Theologie und
Glaube 86 (1996): 27-38; C. Caltagirone, “Tutto” e “parte”: Il contributo di Yves Congar allo
sviluppo della teologia della Chiesa locale, Ricerche Teologiche 8 (1997): 5-39; R. Pellitero,
Yves Congar (1904-1995), “in memoriam,” in Anales de Historia de la Iglesia 6 (1997): 443-
46; E. Groppe-Sniegocki, The Pneumatology of Yves Congar (Notre Dame: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1997); D. M. Doyle, Journet, Congar, and the Roots of Communion
Ecclesiology, Theological Studies 58 (1997): 461-79; N. Gaczynsky, L’ecclesiologia
eucaristica di Yves Congar, di Joseph Ratzinger e di Bruno Forte (Rome: Pont. Un. Greg.,
1998); W. Kohler, Rezeption in der Kirche: Begriffsgeschichlichtliche Studien bei Sohm,
Afanaiev, Dombois und Congar, (Géttingen: Vandenhoek & Ruprechet, 1998); P. G.
Gianazza, Lo Spirito Santo: “Summa pneumatologica” di Yves Congar (Rome: LAS, 1998);
J- Rigal, Trois approches de I’ecclésiologie de communion: Congar, Zizioulas, Moltmann,
Nouvelle revue théologique 120 (1998): 605-19; J.-P. Torrell, Yves Congar et I’ecclésiologie
de saint Thomas d’Aquin, Revue des sciences philosophique et théologique 82 (1998): 201-
42;Th. F. O’Meara, “Reflections On Yves Congar and Theology in the United States,” U.S.
Catholic Historian 17 (Spring 1999): 91-105; A. Dobrzynski, La pneumatologia en la
eclesiologia ecuménica del Cardenal Yves Congar, Excerpta e dissert. in S. T. (Fac. de T., Un.
de Navarra) 38 (2000): 143-224.
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challenges of the time. During these years, Congar figured among
the driving forces in the re-evaluation of the role of the laity,
within the context of the French Catholic Action movement. In
these same years, he was responsible for introducing into France
the great ecclesiology of Tiibingen, centered in the works of
Johann Adam Mohler, in which the Church appears as a living
organism extending herself through history under the impetus of
the Holy Spirit. Theology and pastoral preoccupations intersected
in the thought of the celebrated Dominican, enriching one
another and offering fruits that translated into intellectual
enterprises, publications, and in the “ecumenical vocation” of Fr.
Congar.

Then the Second World War broke out. The war was a catalyst
for new experiences and encounters. In the dawn that followed
this tragic night, the awareness of the necessity of a renewal of the
apostolate sharpened. Public religiosity, pilgrimages, and popular
devotions increased, as did the desire to reach the most difficult
environments, especially the working masses. All of this led to a
profound reconsideration of the Church’s mission and, within
that mission, of the role of the laity. Congar, in his encounters
with the laity (and within the context of the Catholic Action
movement), spoke of the personal spiritual life and the Christian
transformation of society.

In order to provide a foundation for the ecclesial vision of the
laity, he turned to the theology of the Mystical Body, then at the
height of its popularity,” and to the vision of the common
priesthood of the faithful:

Insofar as one is (in a Christian sense) alive and active, he makes an offering of
his own life; in this sense, each person is the priest of his own existence; it is
the spiritual worship, the spiritual priesthood of every baptized Christian. This.
discovery in the first years of my study constitutes the background of my entire
theology of the laity.*

* See S. Jaki, Les tendances nouvelles de la ecclésiologie (Rome: Herder, 1957); J. E.
Scully, “The Theology of the Mystical Body of Christ in the French Language Theology,
1930-1950,” Irish Theological Quarterly 58 (1992): 58-74.

*Y. Congar, in J. Puyo interroge le Pére Congar: “Une vie pour la vérité” (Paris: Le
Centurion, 1975), 165f1.
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The beginnings of his theological journey must be situated in the
context of the mid-century renewal of biblical studies, patristics,
theology, liturgy, etc.

Within the methodological possibilities offered by this
presentation, I have chosen the one that seems to me to be the
clearest: a theological-narrative description of the evolution of
Congar’s thought regarding the laity, following his writings
chronologically in order to see the changes that are, in my
opinion, evident in his journey.

Before examining Congar’s theological journey, however, we
must remind ourselves that we are not talking about a straight
linear evolution but rather of pathbreaking, at times traveling
along previously unexplored trails, which requires great effort
and corrections en route. Having said this, we must also add that
it is possible to follow a guiding line. We may identify the fol-
lowing phases in Congar’s thinking about the figure of the
layperson and his mission: (1) a primary stage marked by the
theology of the Mystical Body during the 1930s and 1940s; (2)
his book Jalons pour une théologie du laicat (1953), which
remains Congar’s best-known approach to the topic; (3) a stage
which may be considered his most glorious, coinciding with the
years of the Second Vatican Council in the 1960s; (4) a period,
during the years immediately following the council, of re-
consideration of his positions, with regard to the so-called
“theology of ministries”; (5) a final stage, which we could call a
period of simplification and return to the core of his thought,
during the 1980s.

There is a hermeneutical thesis in our exposition of Congar’s
theology, which we state now in order to focus our discussion in
the debate with other interpreters of Congar’s works. The route
of Congar’s thought about the person and the responsibility of lay
Christians may be understood in light of a double source: bis vision
of the relation between the Church and the world and bis
deepening sense of the threefold structure of the Church (ordained
ministers, laity, and religious). In this presentation we will try to
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show these two sources and the way in which they nourish one
another within each stage in Congar’s thought.’

1. THE BEGINNINGS OF CONGAR’S REFLECTION ON THE LAITY

Congar’s reflection on the laity began with his “theological
conclusion” to an inquiry about the contemporary lack of faith in
1935. The framework is intentionally ecclesiological: the Church
is “Christ living within and saving the world,” and at the same
time “the universe as transformed by grace into the image of
God.”® Congar emphasizes the Christological dimension of the

* On the theology of laity in Congar’s writings see A. Rudoni, Fondamenti della teologia
del laicato in Y. M.-] Congar: “Jalons pour une théologie du laicat” (Rome: Pontificia
Universita Lateranense, 1970); J. R. Ceschi, El apostolado de los laicos en la teologia de Yves
Congar (Rome and Vicenza: LIEF, 1973); D. Bonifazi, “Sacerdozio-laicato nell’ecclesiologia
di Y. Congar: Evoluzione e prospettive,” in Popolo di Dio e sacerdozio (Padua, 1983), 307-
20; M. A. Gibaud, Sacerdocio comiin y sacerdocio ministerial en Yves Congary en el Vaticano
II (Rome: Pont. Un. de Sto. Tomis, 1983); R. McBrien, “Church and Ministry: The
Achievement of Yves Congar,” Theology Digest 32 (1985): 203-11; G. Colombo, “La
‘teologia del laicato’: Bilancio di una vicenda storica,” in I laici nella Chiesa (Turin: LDC,
1986), 9-27; R. Beauchesne, Laity and Ministry in Yves M.-Congar, O. P.: Evolution,
Evaluation and Ecumenical Perspectives (Boston University, 1974); idem, “Worship as Life,
Priesthood and Sacrifice in Yves Congar,” Fglise et Théologie 21 (1990): 79-100; R. Pellitero,
“La eficacia temporal del mensaje evangélico segiin Yves Congar,” Scripta Theologica 24
(1992): 1031-47; S. Fuster, “Aportacién del padre Congar a la teologia del seglar” Ciencia
Tomista 123 (1996): 77-98; Pellitero, La teologia del laicado; Th. F. O’Meara, “Beyond
‘Hierarchology’: Johann Adam Méhler and Yves Congar,” in D. J. Dietrich and M. J. Himes,
eds., The Legacy of the Tiibingen School: The Relevance of Nineteenth-Century Theology for
the Twenty-First Century (New York: Crossroad, 1997), 173-91. E. Vilanova, “La teologia
del laicat segons el pare Congar,” Revista Catalana de Teologia 23 (1998): 443-51; A.
Vauchez, “Yves Congar et la place des laics dans ’ecclésiologie médiévale,” in Cardinal Yves
Congar (1904-199S5) (Paris: Cerf, 1999), 165-82.

On the relationship between the Church and the world according to Congar see A. de
Nicholas, “Yves-M. ]J. Congar,” in Teologia del progreso (Salamanca: Sigueme, 1972), 151-
66; K. E. Untener, The Church-World Relationship according to the Writings of Yves Congar,
O.P. (Rome: Gregorian University, 1976); Ch. MacDonald, Church and World in the Plan
of God: Aspects of History and Eschatology in the Thought of Pére Yves Congar, O. P.
(Frankfurt am Main: Verlag Peter Lang, 1982); D. Okashoko Nkoy Mukanga, La dynamique
de la catholicité dans Iecclésiologie du P. Yves Congar (Un. Louvain-La-Neuve, 1994).

¢ Y. Congar, “Une conclusion théologique 3 I’enquéte sur les raisons actuelles de
Pincroyance,” La vie intelectuelle 37 (1935): 214-49, at 242. According to E. Fouilloux this
text develops ideas from Congar’s lectorat thesis, prepared beginning in 1929, about the
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Church from a perspective rooted in patristic theology, along the
lines of the “ongoing Incarnation,” as it was understood by J. A.
Mshler. In an expression with an Augustinian flavor, he also
indicates that the Church is “the world transformed and sanctified
by the active presence within her of the Holy Spirit; that is to say,
the entire human and cosmic mass fermented by the leaven of the
Faith.””

In this same work, he also sees the world—from a pheno-
menological perspective—as “the modern-cultural world,” in
contrast to the ecclesiastical “world.”® Congar places lay
Christians in this context. As members of the Mystical Body of
Christ, they are called, within their “particular human condition,”

theme of unity in the Church (see Fouilloux, “Friar Yves, Cardinal Congar,” 68). In this
thesis, still influenced by a Bellarminian ecclesiology, the young Congar applied a Thomistic
analysis to the Church-society, highlighting its institutional dimension; on the other hand he
understood that the cause of much of the disaffection with the Church was the “disfigured”
face presented by the institution. This “disfigured” face is also a consequence of the
breakdown of unity. Congar’s “ecumenical journey” had already commenced.

7 Congar, “Une conclusion théologique,” 233.

® In Congar’s writings, the concept of a mundus as a union of realities that historically had
been conceived as differing from the reality of the Church ought to be distinguished from the
world of the cosmos as fruit of creation. One of the keys to his theology of the laity is the
connection between these two concepts, which involves the recognition of the autonomy of

temporal realities and their inclusion in God’s plan. To this end, Congar wrote the following
in 1948:

The problems proper to our generation . . . all point to this: the exact
nature of the relationship between the Church and the world (the
world in the sense of mundus) supposes a criticism of medieval
Christianity (la chrétienté sacrale) and the feeling of historically
different states; the problem of the relationship of earthly values with
the Kingdom of God, which is to say, of the Church with the cosmos-
world demands an historical perspective. Faced with Marxism and its
seduction because it integrates its explanation of things and its practical
revolutionary program in an overall vision of evolution, Christianity
will not have an effective answer if it does not examine more closely
what its own nature really is: the realization of a plan in history, a
movement which runs from its beginning to its consummation, through
adevelopment. (Y. Congar, “Tendances actuelles de la pensée religieuse
en France,” Cahiers du monde nouveau [4 March 1948], 49f.)
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to assume the created world (and especially human activities,
languages, cultures, etc.) into the redeeming love of Christ, so that
the universe might be summed up to the glory of God.’

A decade later the celebrated theologian began his outlines of
a theology of the laity. He maintains that the laity form a part,
not of the “structure” (hierarchy) of the Church, but rather of its
“communion of life.”'® He understands the laity as possessing the
“triple power” of Christ (priesthood, royalty, and prophecy) in a
“form” different from that of the hierarchy.'' He situates the
theology of the laity within the context of a “total ecclesiology,”
built around two essential points: the Church in herself, and the
Church in her relationship with the rest of the world.'?

In the “duality” that exists between the Church and the
“world,”"’ the mission of the laity is not determined in an

® See Y. Congar, L’Eglise et son unité, ecumenical text prepared for the Second
Conference on Practical Christianity (“Life and Work” Movement, Oxford, 1937). I have
worked with the French version of the text (Y. Congar, Esquisses du mystére de I’Eglise
[Paris, 1941], 11-57).

1Y, Congar, “Sacerdoce et laicat dans I"Eglise,” La vie intellectuelle 12 (1946): 6-39. This
text constituted Congar’s first specific contribution to the theology of the laity. He explains
that, to the degree that the People of God already possesses its inheritance (the communion
of life in Christ), Christians are therefore kings, priests, and prophets. But to the degree that
itis still journeying and has still not internalized the life of Christ, the Church has “the quality
and the form of an earthly society” and for this reason requires a hierarchical organization,
with “exterior” teaching, rites, laws, and precepts: it has a hierarchical structure.

" With regard to the priesthood which today we call “common,” see, before Jalons, Y.
Congar, “Structure du sacerdoce chrétien,” Maison Dieu 27 (1951): 51-85; “Un essai de
théologie sur le sacerdoce catholique: La thése de I'abbé Long-Hasselmans,” Revue des
sciences religieuses 25 (1951): 187-88, 288-304; “Notes sur notre sacerdoce,” Cabiers de
PPaumonier catholique (May 1953): 7-18. In the first of these texts Congar distinguishes three
titles of Christian priesthood: interior priesthood (corresponding to the Christian existence
shaped by grace and the virtues), baptismal priesthood (which makes one able to participate
in the liturgy), and hierarchical priesthood (which carries the power to consecrate the
Eucharist). This distinction disappears in Jalons with the combining of the first two categories
into a “spiritual-royal priesthood” of the faithful.

12SeeY. Congar, “Pour une théologie du laicat,” Etudes (January 1948): 42-54; (February
1948): 194-218 (the expression “total ecclesiology” will become a classic phrase after Jalons).

13 For Congar this duality (which is not “dualism,” because everything comes from God)
between the Church and the world, between what comes directly from grace and what comes
from creation, was almost identical in the 1950s with the duality between the Church and
civil society. It speaks of a distinction that will end in the definitive Kingdom of God which
will be inaugurated by the Parousia. Nevertheless, before Jalons Congar held that these two
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immediate fashion by the institution of Christ, but rather by the
ex spiritu testimony they give in temporal realities, owing to their
baptismal consecration. With respect to the temporal, they must
necessarily act as Christians (en chrétiens); in addition, they can
bring into play values that are valid for every man."® Thus Congar
introduces anthropological elements to describe the proprium of
the laity.

Faced with those who had thought of the laity as mere col-
laborators in the mission of priests, Congar affirms already in this
period that the layperson is a Christian who participates in the
apostolic mission of the Church as “part of the apostolic body of
the Church” and a co-subject of pastoral theology."” The lay-
person exercises his apostolate by means of his work and his
Christian influence in the world'® according to the gifts and the
opportunities the Holy Spirit grants him, and in the “providen-
tial” circumstances of his life. In this way, Congar concludes, “his
profane work is, in various ways, a service to the Kingdom of

GOd.”W

[1. THE LAYPERSON IN “JALONS POUR UNE THEOLOGIE DU
LAICAT” (1953)

The beginning of the 1950s witnessed intense activity in the
life of the French priest, not without difficulties. As a result of
misunderstandings and suspicions on the part of those who did
not look upon “la nouvelle théologie” with sympathetic eyes,
Congar moved, beginning in 1954, first to Jerusalem, later to

“spheres” were already connected in the salvific plan of God and, since the Incarnation, have
been related to one another. The authors who criticized Congar’s vision as if it were a
juxtaposition of orders during history did not perhaps understand this Christological root,
which led Congar to affirm that since the Incarnation nothing may be considered “profane”
(for a discussion of the sacred and the profane, see Pellitero, La teologia del laicado, 323ff.).

" Cf. Congar, “Pour une théologie du laicat,” 195ff.

!* See R. Pellitero, “La evolucién del concepto ‘Teologia pastoral,™ Scripta Theologica 32
(2000): 471-508.

' See also Y. Congar, “Efficacité temporelle et message évangélique,” Revue nouvelle 17
(1953): 32-49.

'7 Congar, “Pour une théologie du laicat,” 216f.
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Cambridge, and finally to Strasbourg, where he remained until
1968.

The beginning of the 1950s also coincided with the dramatic
experiment of the “worker priests.” Their apostolic zeal for
recovering for the Church those milieux where the de-
Christianization had penetrated most deeply did not know how
to measure the difficulties, practical and theological, this effort
implied." The experiment was halted in 1954 and the “eldest
daughter of the Church” staggered. Only a few months before
Congar had published Jalons pour une théologie du laicat, the
book that he always considered a foundation for a reflection on
the laity within his ecclesiological project."’

A) The Church-World Relationship in “Jalons”

Besides possessing Christological and anthropological dimen-
sions, the Church-world distinction in Jalons also has ascetic,
soteriological, cosmic, and eschatological connotations as well as
marked cultural and jurisdictional perspectives. Moreover, it also
contains an important development with regard to two questions
that continue to be debated today: the theology of history and the
theology of work.

Christological and anthropological dimensions. The Church is
distinguished from the world in that she proceeds from the
redemption worked by Christ, while the world proceeds from the
creation. The Church makes her pilgrimage in history together
with the world, between the fullness of the Resurrection and the

'® On the “worker priests” and their situation, see, for example, H. Godin, France pays
de mission? (Paris, 1943); R. Voillaume, Au coeur des masses (Paris, 1950); A. Dansette,
Destin du catholicisme frangais, 1926-1956 (Paris, 1957); E. Poulat, Naissance des prétres
ouvriers (Paris, 1959); J. Loew, Rencontres: Journal d’une mission ouvriére 1941-1959 (Paris,
1961); L. Augros, De I’Eglise d”hier a ’Fglise de demain: L’aventure de la mission de France
(Paris, 1980); D. Perrot, Les fondations de la mission de France (Paris, 1987).

Y. Congar, Jalons pour une théologie du laicat (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1953). [ have
used the second French edition, published in 1954. English translation: Lay People in the
Church: A Study for a Theology of the Laity, trans. Donald Attwater (London: Bloomsbury
Publishing Co., 1957). The third edition, from 1964, revised by Congar, was first published
in the United States by Newman Press (Westminster, Md.) in 1965.
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fullness of the Parousia. The Church’s time is the entre-deux,
which immediately raises questions about the value of human
efforts in temporal activities and, in a larger horizon, the value of
a Christian culture and of a Christian humanism.

Ascetic, soteriological, cosmic, and eschatological connotations.
According to Congar, Christ is sovereign of the universe (both of
the cosmos and of the Church) not only because of his role in the
creation of the world as the Word, but by “right of conquest,” his
redemptive work, which has made him worthy of a place of
honor at the right hand of the Father. As a result of his victory
over sin on the Cross, the world is already reconciled to the
Father, though still not fully. This reconciliation remains to be
freely internalized by humanity, in its effort to overcome sin. The
Parousia will bring with it the subjection “to the Divine Justice”
of those who refused to submit themselves, in the Church, “to the
order of His love.” It will also bring about the reconciliation, in
the Kingdom, of the cosmic order and the order of the “free grace
of God.”®

Cultural and jurisdictional perspectives. Although the sover-
eignity of Christ extends itself by right over all temporal realities,
Congar affirms that in fact “He has established a clear distinction
between I’Eglise, spiritual kingdom of the Faith, and le monde
natural of humanity and history.”?' Congar’s interest is, above all,
to criticize medieval clericalism and its undervaluing of the
“temporal order” (human work, the family, political life, etc.).
True religious rapport remains situated, not on the side of the
world, but rather on the side of the spiritual order. (Congar also
tends to defend the “monastic ideal” as the goal of every
Christian.) This vision in Jalons also shapes the Church-world-
Kingdom framework: a spiritual kingdom and a natural world

X 1t is noteworthy that Congar places the world in a perspective that is partly theological
and partly jurisdictional, and that the jurisdictional dimension carries special weight. The
Church-world distinction appears situated in a phenomenological perspective (which was
already dominant in 1935), which tends to distinguish, on the one hand, the Church and, on
the other, the world which does not recognize Christ: the world of sin, but also the modern
world which has allowed itself to be deceived by the myth of technological progress, the
world of laicism which does not want to know anything about the Church.

2! Congar, Jalons, 111f.
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that journey together throughout history without finding one
another until the advent of the definitive eschatological Kingdom.
The diverse interpretations of authors who have studied the
French Dominican’s book lead one to think that Congar was
unable to achieve in Jalons a complete explanation of the
relationship and distinction between the Church and the world.
But it is understood that his approach remained open to a further
deepening on this point. In any case, for the Congar of Jalons, as
he himself expresses it, the Kingdom is continually “maturing” in
history to the degree in which it begins to exist in some way in the
Church: that is to say, as the fruit of both the action of grace and
human cooperation. This last point would be central in
understanding the theological meaning of human work, in
keeping with what Maritain called an “Integral Humanism.”?
The theology of history and the theology of work. These two
theological perspectives in Jalons focus on the context which was
then called the “theology of earthly realities” (G. Thils).”> The
question at the time was: what meaning does temporal effort have
with respect to the building of the Kingdom? Is it important that
by this very effort the entrance of the Kingdom into history is
brought about, or is the latter, on the contrary, a pure gift of
God?* In the face of this disjunction, Congar maintains a middle

221n Jalons Congar confronted both a naturalism or temporalism (an attempt to dissolve
the Church in history), and a clerical spiritualism (an attempt to separate the Church from
temporal and earthly realities). For this reason he emphasized the distinction between the
Church and the world. But he lacked a theology of mission which could resolve the
impression, which remained in the minds of his readers, of a separation of these two realities.
What was needed was a better explanation of the relationship between the work of creation
and the work of redemption.

3 G. Thils, Théologie des réalités terrestres, 2 vols. (Bruges, 1946-49; Paris, 1947-49). For
other studies of that time see J. Daniélou, “Christianisme et histoire,” Etudes (1947): 166-84;
R. Aubert, “Discussions récentes autour de la Théologie de I'Histoire,” Collectanae
Mechliniensa (Mar. 1948) 129-49; and especially L. Malévez, “La vision chrétienne de
I’histoire: I. Dans la théologie de Karl Barth,” Nouvelle revue théologique 71 (1949): 113-34;
idem,“La vision chrétienne de I’histoire: II. Dans la théologie catholique,” Nouvelle revue
théologique 71 (1949): 244-64; idem, “Deux théologies catholiques de I'histoire,” Bijdragen
10 (1949): 225-40.

# These were, respectively, the positions of the “Incarnationists” (Th. de Chardin, G.
Thils, M. Montuclard, D. Dubarle, M.-D. Chenu) and the “Eschatologists” (represented by
L. Bouyer), in the controversy that arose in France in the years immediately preceding Jalons.
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position,” similar to the one that Gaudium et spes would later
adopt,?® and that may be synthesized in the following way:
temporal efforts have meaning, for God will not annihilate any
authentically human achievements. At the same time, the defini-
tive Kingdom will come as a divine and gratuitous solution of that
which humanity has tried without success to achieve: the har-
mony, integration, and reconciliation of all creation.

We have already seen that, according to Congar, the world
will not form an integral part of the Church until the end of time.
But the “outlines” of the Kingdom are already visible in the world
thanks to the mission of the laity. The world is not autonomous
with respect to God, neither by its origin nor by its destiny.
Nevertheless, throughout history, it enjoys a certain autonomy
with respect to the ecclesiastical; it has a “natural” consistency
that comes from its being the fruit of creation. There is an echo
of this perspective in the affirmations of the Second Vatican
Council with regard to the autonomy of earthly realities.””

B) The “Approximations” to a Definition of the Laity

According to Congar, the laity do not belong to the
“structure” of the Church, but they do belong to the “permanent
type” this structure takes in history.”® In Jalons, the layperson

See G. Colombo, “Escatologismo e incarnationismo; le due posizioni,” La scuola cattolica 87
(1959): 366-69.

25 Congar’s point of departure is the unified plan of God. Between the world and the
Kingdom there is a unity of end, of agent, and, at least partially, of subject or material cause.
There is a certain material presence and activity of the Kingdom in the world. The Church
and the world have the same ultimate end, but they do not share the same immediate end;
they serve the end by different means and plans (see Pellitero, La teologia del laicado, 1681f.).

% Cf. Gaudium et spes 39.

7 Cf. Gaudium et spes 36. With respect to the notion of “nature” in Jalons, see Pellitero,
La teologia del laicado, 465-71.

¥ Congar here refers to the hierarchical structure of the Church, composed of the pairing
of Christian faithful-sacred ministers. Laypersons as such certainly do not belong to this
structure, nor do religious. With regard to the distinction between life and structure that
appears in Jalons, see H. Desroche’s review in Revue de I’historie des religions 145 (1954):
245-52; and above all M. Meini, “Il mistero complesso della Chiesa secondo Y. Congar,”
Rivista di ascetica e mistica 12 (1987): 129-45, esp. 143ff.
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emerges as, above all else, a member of the People of God, that
is to say, as a Christian. At the same time Congar refers to the
threefold distinction of the modes of being a Christian: sacred
ministers, laity, and religious. This distinction is in accord with a
terminology that goes back to the third century, reflecting a
“permanent” structure in the Church. It is with these terms that
Congar formally proposes his theology of the laity*® within the
framework of a renewed ecclesiology. He offers what he calls
“two approximations” to a definition of the layperson.

First approximation: The laity, Christians who sanctify them-
selves in the world. Following an historical study of the sources,
he concludes by saying that the laity are the “Christians who
sanctify themselves in the life of this szeculum.” In other words,
“the laity are called to the same end as the clergy and religious,”
but they achieve this end “without sparing themselves the
commitment to the movement of this world, in the realities of the
first creation, in the periods, stages and movements of history.”*"
Even more precisely, he adds that the laity are called to do “the
work of God in this world,” emphasizing “to the same degree
which it ought to be carried out in and by the work of the
world.”**

Second approximation: The layperson values things “in them-
selves.” Congar does not stop here, but goes a step further. He
writes that the layperson must be “the one for whom, in the same
work which God has entrusted to him, the substance of things in
themselves exists and is interesting.”*> For the cleric, and even
more for the religious, explains Congar, worldly things are of

2 Pellitero, La teologia del laicado, chap. 3, pp. 141ff.

* Congar, Jalons, 22.

’! Ibid., 38. Commitment in the world means, for Congar, primarily marriage and
professional work: “What characterizes the commitment of the laity in the world, in the
profane, is marriage and professional labor (métier)” (Y. Congar, “Jalons pour une theélogie
du laicat d’Eglise,” Masses ouvriéres (Dec. 1953): 27f£.). It is appropriate here to raise the
question of celibacy and virginity: are these charisms incompatible with the lay condition?
1 do not think that they are (see Pellitero, La teologia del laicado, 4391f.). Nor did Congar
develop the relationship of “other Christians” (priests and religious) with the world.

32 Congar, Jalons, 38.

¥ Ibid., 39.
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interest not so much in or for themselves, or because of the
demands of their nature, as for their reference to God, for their
significance.

Congar bases himself in St. Thomas in order to distinguish
between the philosophical point of view and that of the faithful,
respectively assigning them the mission of the layperson and the
cleric:

The philosopher, we could say the wise man, concerns himself with what is
proper to the nature of things, the faithful are interested in their transcendental
reference. The philosopher looks for an explanation of things; the faithful,
their meaning. One could still continue these reflections searching history for
representative types or currents of the attitude of the faithful and the attitude
of the philosopher respectively; in short, of the cleric and the layman.*

Congar denounces clericalism, from Charlemagne down to the
present, for having lost “the internal truth of the second causes”
(the proper demands of natural realities). This, he maintains, is
the reason why laicism and the modern world have risen in
protest against this tendency.

What can be said about this “second approximation”? In the
first place, this approach gives the impression of elevating a
sociological and historical situation (the necessity of compen-
sating for clericalism) to the level of a theological principle, with
the risk of creating obstacles to the unity of the Christian
conscience, perhaps excessively separating reason from faith,
philosophy from theology.** Second, it is understandable that
Congar might want to concede everything possible to modern
laicism, but perhaps he goes too far, or his expression of the idea
is ambiguous. He gives the impression that he leaves the
layperson in the “territory” of laicism, without emphasizing suffi-
ciently his condition as a Christian.

> Ibid.
3% On this and other points of Jalons, J. Danielou saw a concession to historical naturalism
(see Dieu Vivant 25 [1953]: 1501.). See Pellitero, La teologia del laicado, 465ff. See also P.

Guilmot, Fin d’une église cléricale? Le débat en France de 1945 a nos jours (Paris: Cerf,
1969), 209-21.
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In any case, what seems to be behind his ideas is that the
“modern world” has brought with it the rediscovery of the active
role of the laity in the Church, a role that, before all else,
coincides with their “place” in the world as Christians. What is
behind these judgments is, in all likelihood, an appraisal of the
process of secularization which, beginning in the Middle Ages,
survives today in a double and ambiguous sense: positively, it is
the affirmation of the autonomy of earthly realities; negatively, it
is the negation of God, or at least of his relevance in the world.
Congar’s somewhat rigid understanding of history and of the
world influences this second approximation to the definition of
the laity, diffusing the first somewhat. This concept of the world
sometimes tends to shift the appraisal of the process of
secularization from first sense to the second,* for lack of an
adequate theological perspective (Christological, ecclesiological,
Trinitarian, etc.)—a perspective that would only unfold with
Vatican IlI. It is understandable that the council would pick up
Congar’s first approximation while remaining silent about the
second.”’

[II. THE LAYPERSON IN AN ANTHROPOLOGICAL-THEOLOGICAL
PERSPECTIVE (CONCILIAR PERIOD)

As the council drew closer, Congar saw the Church-world
duality in terms of mission, juridical terminology giving way to a
primarily theological approximation. This theology would also
help him to avoid a spiritualism or supernaturalism that might

3 “To be secular is to use all the resources within us in that pursuit of justice and truth
for which we hunger, the very stuff of human history.” This is not a question, as Congar
points out, of defining the laity in the sense of laicism (although in a certain sense this is the
case), but of distinguishing between “laicism” and “laicity” (laicité), the latter being the
positive and valid nucleus of the former. In any case, he understands that the characteristic
of “laicality” (laicalité) is respect for the nature of things, their laws, their needs; and that all
of this is the condition of the road which God has willed for the majority of human beings
(cf. ibid., 43). Regarding the lay condition, see Pellitero, La teologia del laicado, 462ff.

7 The importance and the limitations of Jalons became clear with the later evolution of
the theology of the laity (from Vatican II to Christifideles laici), whose central insights were
already operative through the pastoral phenomena aroused in the Church by the Spirit (e.g.,
Opus Dei), although Congar was not aware of some of them at the time he wrote his book.
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disconnect the mission of the Church from the actual history of
humanity and the world. At the same time, his vision of the laity
is situated within the framework of the sacramentality of the
Church. If the entire Church is “sacrament” (the sign and instru-
ment of salvation) for the world, the layperson is the same within
the temporal order.

A) The World as the Object of the Church’s Mission

Beginning already at the end of the 1950s, Congar speaks of
the apostolic activity of the laity in relation to the healing action
of grace, with a view to consecrating the world to God
(consecratio mundi). This “sanctification of the profane” affects
the entire Church and every member of the Church according to
his capacities in an organic way. The hierarchy exercises it above
all by its magisterium, while “the laity exercise it directly and
effectively, being like the yeast in the dough.”*®

The anthropological and theological suppositions of this way
of thinking are, according to Congar, the recognition of a certain
autonomy in earthly realities, pluralism, the development of
anthropological questions and the human sciences, and the
difficulty of establishing a clear division between the Church and
the world, especially “if one focuses on the existence or the
concrete condition of the individuals who form one or the other.”
Congar particularly criticizes a theory that would reduce the
Church to its visible dimensions or to that portion of the world
which recognizes the sovereignity of Christ.”” His perspective
embraces a wider vision and is more self-critical with respect to
Jalons. It embraces the vision of the Church as the People of God
and as sacrament (sign and instrument) of salvation for the world

#Y. Congar, “Laic,” in Encyclopédie de la foi, II, ed. H. Fries (Paris: Cerf, 1965). This
text appeared for the first time in the Handbuch Theologischer Grundbefriffe (Munich: Késel-
Verlag, 1962), 436-56, with the citation on 453.

3 Cf. Y. Congar, “Eglise et monde dans la perspective de Vatican II,” in Vatican II:
L’Fglise dans le monde de ce temps; Const. Pastorale “Gaudium et spes,” ed. Y. M.-]. Congar
and M. Peuchmaurd (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1967), 15-41, esp. 19-22.
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with the anthropological dimensions of its mission.** The Church
appears as a sign and instrument of salvation (in Christ) and of a
faith that coincides with humanity’s deepest yearnings. The time
has come, insists Congar, to give the sacramental priority over the
juridical, and to move beyond the “perspective of powers.”*'

During this period Congar also deepens his reflection on the
way in which grace acts in the world. His ideas on this point can
be synthesized in the following way: grace acts within the heart
of each person, in the horizon of the Kingdom, which assumes
earthly efforts and ends and gives them a new meaning. This
metahistorical perspective is achieved, from both the cognitive
and the existential point of view, to the degree that the person
cooperates with grace. While in Jalons the kingship of Christ does
not manifest itself where it is not recognized, this kingship now
extends to created or temporal structures. Here also the Church,
the entire Church (not just the hierarchy), influences the trans-
formation of the world, whether it be through the “pastoral
word” of the Magisterium or through the holiness of the laity.
The council expressed a sense for these same developments in
considering the ordering of temporal realities (from within)
toward salvation as the proper mission of the laity (cf. Lumen
gentium 31).

B) The Layperson Seen from the “Ontology of the Christian”

In the years immediately following Jalons, Congar used the
insights of Karl Rahner to define the layperson as “a Christian
who embraces the conditions of his natural insertion in the
world.”** Congar was attracted by this formula because it helped

* Regarding the sacramentality of the Church in Congar’s writings on the laity, see
Pellitero, La teologia del laicado, 456ff. On the theme in the ensemble of Congar’s
ecclesiology, see A. Galeano, “La eclesiologia de Yves Congar,” Franciscanum 22 (1980):
141-204, esp. 170ff.; Mondin, “La ecclesiologia di Y. Congar,” 424ff.

! Congar, “Eglise et monde dans la perspective de Vatican II,” 19-22; see also Y. Congar,
“L’Eglise, sacrement universel du salut,” in Cette Eglise que j’aime (Paris: Cerf, 1968), 41-63.

*2Y. Congar, “Esquisse d’une théologie de I’Action catholique,” text of 1957 collected in
his book Sacerdoce et laicat devant leurs taches d’evangelisation et de civilisation (Paris:
Edition du Cerf, 1962), 329-56. He places himself in dialogue with K. Rahner: the question
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him to understand the lay condition in a way that was positive
rather than negative, by means of an “internal characterization”
intrinsic to the same lay condition: the force of the temporal
commitment. But from the beginning, Congar had already
pointed out that a positive characterization of the laity should be
understood not so much “from the perspective of the world,” as
above all from the perspective of the Church and the mission she
has with respect to the world. For this reason, he says that the
laity embrace the world in the way that spouses embrace one
another in the Lord.¥

In this period Congar defended a theological characterization
of the laity on the basis of their situation in the structure of the
Church, a structure that exists for mission. This “structure” is no
longer reduced to the hierarchical structure of Jalons. Instead, it
is the one reflected in Lumen gentium: the hierarchy, the laity,
and the religious are situated within the very heart of the People
of God (that is, of the Christian faithful).**

In 1962, Congar described the laity in a way that recalled the
“first approximation” of Jalons: the layperson “seeks to serve God

consisted in discerning whether the laity of Catholic Action were truly laypersons or not. For
Rahner they were not, because the apostolate of the laity is based on being Christian and
determined, not by a particular mission received from above, but rather by their existence in
the world: “the plan of his Christian influence is the same as that of his relations in the
world”; from this Rahner deduced that “participating in the hierarchical apostolate . . . is to
cease being a layperson” (K. Rahner, “L’apostolat des laics,” Nouvelle revue théologique 78
[1956]: 3-32, esp. 15-22). For similar reasons, years earlier, he had denied the lay character
of the members of secular institutes, while for Hans Urs von Balthasar the best apostolic
consecration of the laity would be the religious life in the world (cf. Hans Urs von Balthasar,
Der Laie und der Ordensstand [Einsiedeln, 1949]); this “monastic” perspective would
accompany Balthasar’s theological work.

* Cf. Congar, “Esquisse d’una théologie de ’Action catholique,” 331-50.

* See Pellitero, La teologia del laicado, 279-87. Congar was especially happy that the
schema De ecclesia might include the figure of the laity “in the very heart of its dogmatic
theology” (Y. Congar, “Débats sur les laics,” in Le Concile au jour le jour, 1II ses. [Paris,
1965], 74; see also “Vers une ecclésiologie totale: Pas d’ecclésiologie sans anthropologie: une
théologie du laicat,” in Le Concile au jour le jour, II ses. [Paris, 1964], 107ff.). The threefold
structure “hierarchy, laity, religious life” has been developed in the perspective of the
“fundamental structure of the Church,” by P. Rodriguez, “El concepto fundamental de la
Iglesia,” in Veritati Catholicae. Festschrift fiir Leo Scheffczyk zum 6S. Geburtstag
(Aschaffenburg, 1985), 237-46.
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. . . in the course of human history, without evading an active
compromise in temporal structures as such: simply exerting
himself to use these structures according to the will of God and
in a way which makes God their ultimate end.”* This is his way
of participating in the evangelizing mission of the Church and the
consecratio mundi. One notes that the reference to the “things in
themselves” has disappeared. It is also worthwhile to note that
Congar is in line with Lumen gentium 31: if every Christian has
a mission with regard to the Kingdom of God (a Kingdom in
which history itself and the world are included by implication),
to the layperson corresponds the mission of ordering temporal
realities toward the Kingdom from within themselves, velut ab
intra.

In the addenda to the third edition of Jalons (1964), Congar
issues a fundamental warning;: it is not enough to refer to the laity
as “the faithful,” because a faithful-laity distinction “affects the
orientation of all of ecclesiology.”*® Concerning his “definition”
of the layperson, he acknowledges the criticisms that had been
made with regard to a rigid distribution of roles: to the laity, the
temporal; to the clergy, the spiritual.*” According to Congar, in
1953 he was not trying to create a purely canonical definition,
but rather a definition—better still, a description—that was
anthropological. He insists, “The laity is that which refers to God
the very reality of the elements of this world.” This does not refer
to any occupation whatsoever, undertaken with a spiritual
intention,*® but rather to an activity capable of being “intrinsically
spiritual.” The meaning of these words can be found shortly
afterwards, in another text from 1967: the laity look for “the
holiness of earthly existence itself,” a life that possesses an

* Congar, “Laic,” 449.

* Congar, Jalons, 3d ed., 647 ff. On the distinction and the relationship between the
“faithful” and the “laity,” A. del Portillo’s study continues to be key: A. del Portillo, Fieles
y laicos en la Iglesia: Bases de sus respectivos estatutos juridicos, 3d ed. (Pamplona: Eunsa,
1991; the first edition is from 1969). English ed.: Faithful and Laity in the Church: The Bases
of Their Legal Status, trans. L. Hickey (Shannon, Ireland: Ecclesia Press, 1972).

¥ See P. Crespin, Qu’est-ce qu’un laic?, text of 1962 quoted in Jalons, 3d ed., 648.

8 Such was the formulation of the Ecumenical Council of Churches at the time, which
seemed insufficient to Congar.
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“intrinsically secular character,” and that, for this reason, must be
oriented toward God according to its nature, laws, and proper
ends, without regarding it as “sacred.” This for Congar is what
the council understands by sanctificatio mundi.*’ In reality, as
Congar explains with reference to the baptism of adults, they
continue to be what they were and to do what they had done
before, but now all of this is given back to them as a mission.

IV. THE LAYPERSON IN THE “THEOLOGY OF THE MINISTRIES”
(IMMEDIATE POSTCONCILIAR PERIOD)

Following the council, and most clearly in the 1970s, Congar
introduced the question of the “ministries” in his theology of the
laity. This choice signals a point of inflection in his journey. The
result will be to accentuate the functional aspect of the lay

*Y. Congar, “Situation du sacré en régime chrétien,” in La liturgie apres Vatican II:
Bilans, études, prospective, Unam Sanctam 66, ed. ]. P. Jossua and Y. Congar (Paris: Editions
du Cerf, 1967), 385-403, esp. 400f. G. Philips had expressed himself in the same line as
Congar before the council in “L’état actuel de la pensée théologique au sujet de I’Apostolat
des laics,” Ephemerides theologicae lovanienses 35 (1959): 899. See also Y. Congar, “Dos
factores de sacralizacién en la vida social de la Edad Media (occidente),” Concilium 47
(1969): 56-70. These “two factors” must have been (1) having taken the Old Testament as
a model for the Christian life and (2) having shaped it according to sacred norms and
paradigms taken from a “heavenly” sphere. Regarding the distinction “sacred/profane” in the
Christian economy, see Pellitero, La teologia del laicado, 323-28. The transition Congar
makes from Jalons to the council years may be summarized in the following way: the
layperson is no longer, for Congar, the Christian of the “profane” world opposed to the
Church. He is the Christian of a world that, although it continues to be profane in the sense
of secular, or not sacred (in this sense the world continues to distinguish itself from the
Church, a reality in itself ontologically holy or sacred), is profoundly related to the Church,
as the recipient and collaborator in this salvation. The layperson embraces the conditions of
his natural insertion in the world, but embraces it as a Christian (this is what Congar failed
to explain before!). In Jalons he tries to overcome the idea that the laity are “sent” to the
world by the hierarchy. In the council period he says clearly that it is Christ who “sends”
them by baptism, with the mission of being the leaven of the salvation of the world “from
within.”

From this period onwards, the perspective of liberation (understood as the promoting of
justice, derived from the radical liberation from sin and its consequences) is introduced into
the theology of the Church’s mission. Congar shares this vision, and at the same time assigns
the work of this liberation directly or immediately to the laity, that is to say, at the level of
socio-political commitment and action (see esp. Y. Congar, “Place et vision du laicat dans la
formation des prétres aprés le Concile Vatican I1,” Seminarium 28 [1976]: 59-75).
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vocation and the interweaving of the different tasks that exist in
the Church. Some people have seen in this a diffusion of the
mission and the vocation of the laity in favor of the work of the
entire Church. For this reason we are interested in pointing out
certain nuances in Congar’s texts.

A) An Entirely Ministerial Church at the Service of the World

The idea of a completely ministerial Church can be found, as
we have already said, in Congar’s thinking at the time of Vatican
I1.°° Congar had observed that there exists in the People of God
a double mediation or ministry: “a ministry in the heart of the
Church, with the entire Church exercising a ministry with respect
to the world.”' His writings on the ministries in some way
represent, and perhaps even inaugurate, the current that is called
“the theology of the ministries.”*? This perspective contributed to
overcoming a juridicist interpretation of the Church’s mission,’’
and helped to create an understanding of the “secular dimension”
of the entire Church® as a community organically structured for
a single mission, with a diversity of ministries, vocations, and
charisms (cf. Lumen gentium 11, Apostolicam actuositatem 2).
“What is true in the Church,” Congar would emphasize years

% The council used the word “ministries” in the broad sense of functions, offices, or
works, without abandoning the strict use of the term “minister” to refer to the office of the
bearers of the ministerial priesthood.

’1Y. Congar, “Ministéres et laicat dans les recherches actuelles de la théologie catholique
romaine,” Verbum Caro 18 (1964): 127-48, at 139.

52 As factors that contributed to the formulation of the theology of the ministries, Congar
indicates: (1) the historical study of Christian antiquity and the New Testament, (2) the
renewed ecclesiology of Vatican II, (3) ecumenical dialogue, and (4) a new understanding of
authority (cf. Y. Congar, “Ministéres et structuration de 'Eglise,” La Maison-Dieu 102
[1970]: 7-20, at 7-9).

%3 As G. Thils points out, Congar helped in the recovery of the idea of an ecclesial
communion as “spiritual ferment” in the world, in the horizon of God’s Kingdom (G. Thils,
“Vingt ans aprés Vatican II,” Nowuvelle revue théologique 107 [1985]: 22-42, at 24ff.).

* The expression is from Paul VI, “Discurso a los miembros de los Institutos seculares,”
Ecclesia 1581 (1972): 11. According to Congar, it is the People of God, doubly structured
in its interior, which is, as a whole, “bearer of the mission, of the sign of the Gospel before
the eyes of the world” (Congar, “Ministéres et laicat,” 139).
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later, “is that everyone does everything, though not in the same
way or with the same title.”*

Nevertheless, in my ]udgment, the perspectlve of “the
ministries” involved certain risks,’® which may be summarized as
two: on the one hand, undervaluing of the Church-world
distinction and reducing the Church’s mission to a socio-political
liberation;’” on the other hand, understanding the variety of
functions as a result of a merely sociological distribution of jobs.
Neither of these objections concerned Congar. He continued to
defend the duality (never separation nor confusion) of the Church
and the world.”® He also maintained the distinction between the
common priesthood of the faithful, as a fruit of “Christian
ontology,” and the ministerial priesthood, as regards the
construction of the Christian community. As early as 1967, he
had said that the danger of the postconciliar period consisted in
losing sight of the transcendental character of the Church, dis-
solving her mission in the world as if it were of a “supplementary
human value.”® In Congar, then, the arrival of the 1970s does
not signal a rupture of perspective in his ecclesiological thought,
but rather a deepening in thought about the functional aspects of
the Church. Among them stands out the relationship between the
community and its ministers.

B) The Figure of the Layperson in the Perspective of “Ministries”

In this framework of a Church entirely in a mission of service
to the world with a diversity of roles, Congar wrote one of his

*Y. Congar, in B. Mondin, “Problemi e compiti della Chiesa oggi, secondo Ratzinger,
Congar, Moltmann e Cullmann,” Euntes Docete 33 (1980): 281.

% See Pellitero, La teologia del laicado, 389ff.

7 This occurred with liberationist theology, which implied an historical/ecclesiological
monism and fell into a mix of secularism and a new clericalism. See ibid., 383ff., 480ff.

8 For this reason he was criticized by authors such as G. Gutiérrez, A. Acerbi, P. Gilmor,
D. Bonifazi, A. Manaranche, J. P. Jossua, L. Boff, F. Malmberg, T. I. MacDonald, D. Jagdeo,
G. Angelini, P. Nonnard, and M. A. Chevalllier (these last two being Protestant exegetes).
These critiques, of a very diverse character, are not, in my judgment, completely conclusive,
above all if one keeps in mind Congar’s entire itinerary.

%Y. Congar, “L’apostolat des laics d’apres le Décret du Concile,” in A mes fréres (Paris:
Editions du Cerf, 1968), 47.
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most celebrated and important texts, included as a chapter in his
book Ministries and Ecclesial Communion. The text is titled “My
Path-Findings in the Theology of Laity and Ministries”® and here
Congar undertakes a review of his journey in the style of the
“retractions” of St. Augustine.

He begins by reaffirming the idea he had in Jalons: “I consider
that the definition or rather the description of the layman
proposed there (it is taken up by Lumen gentium, no. 31) had
abiding value,” that is, the positive characterization of the
layperson first as a member of the People of God, as a Christian.
In a second dimension, “I characterised the layman in positive
fashion, by his secularity [laicalité].” The layperson “is the
Christian who serves God and his Kingdom in and by his natural
engagement in this-worldly activities.”®' Following this, Congar
synthesizes his theological journey from the formulation of Jalons,
through the incorporation of a Rahnerian perspective, to the time
of the council and the postconciliar period:

The layman is properly that Christian whose service of God is exercised from
within his insertion into the structures and the activity of the world, a service
which the ministerial priest carries out in another manner as a consecrated
minister of the positive means of salvation.®

Let us keep these two points of Congar’s understanding of the
laity in mind: (a) Christian identity and (b) ecclesial service from
temporal structures as the proper form of their Christian mission.

Congar acknowledges his interest, from the beginning of his
ecclesiological work, in determining “the part that the layman
may rightfully take in the internal life of the Church insofar as it
is a positive, divine institution.”® In this phrase can be found the
explanation for the frequent reduction of the discussion on the

Y. Congar, “Mon cheminement dans la théologie du laicat et des ministéres,” in
Ministéres et communion ecclésiale (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1971). This text appeared in
English as “My Path-Findings in the Theology of the Laity and Ministries,” The Jurist 32
(1972): 169-88. See the analysis in Pellitero, La teologia del laicado, 371-91.

¢! Congar, “My Path-Findings,” 172-73.

¢ Ibid., 173.

“ Ibid. (emphasis added).
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Church as mystery of communion to that of the Church as an
institution, as well as the dependence of his reflection on the laity
with respect to the clergy.®* But let Congar speak for himself. He
regards his vision of the Church in Jalons as suffering from a
certain rigidity: “The inappropriate element in my procedure of
1953 was perhaps to distinguish too nicely.”® We might add that
he also gave the impression of dividing the mission of the Church
into watertight compartments: the “priests” (hierarchy) as the
keepers of the “structure” and the laity as those responsible for
the temporal dimension. Now he tries to make it clear that these
two “missions” are not so absolutely distinct.

He proposes changing the structure-community binomial®® to
that of ministers-community. He explains that “the Church of

God is not built up solely by the actions of the official presbyteral
ministry”;*’ it does not depend solely on the action of Christ, but

also on that of the Holy Spirit. The Church is also constructed,
for this reason, by many services more or less occasional or stable,
or eventually recognized by a consecration that is not sacra-
mental—modes of service that “relate, if not to the upbuilding of

¢ Congar recognized this explicitly some time afterward: “we have thought . . . of the
status and the activities of the laity in dependence on those of the priests in an exaggerated
way. P. Daniélou helped us to realize this then” (Congar, “Place et vision du laicat,” 61).

¢ Congar, “My Path-Findings,” 174.

¢ In this duality “structure-community,” explains Congar, the minister remains in some
way situated before and outside of the community, as a “separate instrumental cause” of the
Church, so that it was possible to place him between Christ and the Church, following the
scheme Christ-Hierarchy-Church.

¢’ In another text from the previous year he specifies that the ministries ought to be
focused on as a “structuration in the heart of a thoroughly alive Christian community. The
ministry does not create the community from without and above. He is situated within it by
the Lord in order to sustain and build it.” At the same time, Congar adds, it is also impossible
to say that the ministers derive from the community, “at least one cannot say this purely and
simply, but there is a sense according to which not only do the ministers come from the
Church, but also the ministers are made up by the Church, representing and personifying the
community” (Congar, “Ministéres et structuration,” 10-12). The ministers are raised up by
God, by the Holy Spirit, in a community (up to this point is what was accepted by the
Protestants); but certain ministries depend directly upon the Christ of history (a Catholic
perspective). This means, in short, a balance “between a pneumatological point of view and
a Christological point of view.” “The sense of the hierarchical act would be in representing
Christ as the Head and Leader in the community, as much in an authoritative or superior
aspect as in an aspect of animation and invigoration” (cf. ibid., 13-15).
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the Church itself, then to its diakonia.” This refers explicitly to
the nonhierarchical “ministries” (services), interpreting them in a
charismatic perspective. He adds that “to move on to this double
recognition . . . is extremely important for any just vision of
things, for any satisfactory theology of the laity.”*® In the end,
concludes Congar, “the decisive coupling is not the
‘priesthood/laity’ as I used it in Jalons but rather ‘ministries/modes
of community service.””*’

What follows from all of this for the understanding of the
laity? If one tries to define the laity “entering by the door of the
hierarchical priesthood,” says Congar, one will conceive of them
as participating in the apostolate of the hierarchy or as
collaborators in the “priesthood.” If, on the other hand, one
enters “by the door of the community” one can begin to see the
Church, invigorated by Christ and the Holy Spirit, as the bearer
of the mission and the sign of Christ in the world.”® From this it

¢ Congar, “My Path-Findings,” 176 (emphasis added). With regard to those ministries
that would later be called “lay ministries” (beginning with the motu propio Ministeria
quaedam, of 1972), Congar in 1976 clearly conceives of them as nonordained ministries,
“whose sacramental foundation is Baptism.” According to Congar, the nonordained
ministries, whose reality is carried further than in Ministeria quaedam, emphasize the activity
of the faithful “each one according to their charisms” (“Place et vision du laicat,” 62-64).

¢ Congar, “My Path-Findings,” 176 . In another text from the same year Congar reels off
the factors that, in his understanding, contributed first to the development of a theology of
the ministerial priesthood “in itself,” and later to the change of direction since Vatican Il in
the line of a Church toute entiére sacerdotale (cf. Y. Congar, “Quelques problémes touchant
les ministéres,” Nowuvelle revue théologique 93 [1971]: 785-800). See also Pellitero, La
teologia del laicado, 3771f.

7 He proposes to substitute for the linear scheme Christ-Priesthood-Faithful two
concentric circles “where the community appears as an enveloping reality within which the
ministries . . . are placed as modes of service of what the community is called to be and do.”
In this new scheme Congar situates pointers which point from the community to the
ministries, expressing at the same time his desire to avoid “a democratic model of the modern
political type” (Congar, “My Path-Findings,” 178-79). He also rejects the idea that, from a
Catholic perspective, the Church may be understood as a community that is first constituted
and afterward creates its ministries as “presidents of the assembly,” an idea which would be
more in accord with a Protestant explanation. According to Congar in 1964, it is the People
of God previously structured by the sacraments that is the bearer of the mission (“Ministéres
et laicat,” 139ff.).
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can be understood that “it is no longer the layman who stands in
need of definition but the priest.””’ :

Congar’s approach could, perhaps, have been translated as
follows: “Therefore, the medieval divisions and restrictions are
not absolutely adequate.” As a result, the exaggerated emphasiz-
ing of the community in the structuring of the Church resulted in
a nominalistic and functionalistic interpretation of the modes of
being and living as Christians. Consequently, it no longer re-
mained clear what was the identity and the role of each Christian.

What remains then of secularity? This is the theme that
confronted Congar in the final part of the description of his
cheminement. He distinguishes three terms: secularism (a
pejorative term that implies the exclusion in principle of religious
affirmations); secularization (a term that is at least ambiguous);
and secularity. This last notion, says Congar, “is the equivalent of
what in Jalons 1 termed ‘laicality,’” and “is simply a matter of
recognizing the autonomy of created and this-wordly things in
their own order.””?

The theology of ministries in Congar’s writings supposes,
above all, an accentuation of the coresponsibility of all the
members of the Church. But it could be misinterpreted along the
lines indicated here. Congar again raises the question, without
resolving it, of how clergy and religious relate to the world. He
does not, let us say, achieve the desired clarity and systemization
necessary because he focuses excessively on the problematic
“ministerial” dimension, without developing several conceptually
previous perspectives, such as the spiritual and Christological
dimensions of the theme.”? On the other hand, his intuitions

" Congar, “My Path-Findings,” 182. This expression, made at the time of an “identity
crisis” for the priest, pointed, according to Congar himself, to the necessity of reaffirming
more “effectively” the peculiarity of the priestly ministry (as had been proposed by the Synod
of 1971).

72 Ibid., 184.

73 Above all, one misses a greater reflection as to what is proper to the priestly ministry
and the religious life, and also about the temporal works of women with regard to the mission
of the Church (see Pellitero, La teologia del laicado, 3971f., 444£1.). On the relationship of
the presbyters with the world, see R. Pellitero, Sacerdotes seculares, hoy: Planteamientos,
reflexiones y propuestas sobre la “secularidad” de los presbiteros (Madrid: Palabra, 1997).
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about the charisms as complementary with the institutional
aspects of the Church in line with Vatican Il are very interesting.”*
For him the figure of the layperson has not changed, nor is his
theology of the laity replaced by a theology of the ministries. But

the secular nature of the laity as a distinctive feature remains
diffused.

C) The Layperson, a Christian “sine addito”?

Perhaps it was the emphasis on the functional and ministerial
dimension of the Church that, in 1976, moved Congar to write
the following in a text about lay spirituality: “The layperson is a
Christian sine addito; his spirituality is nothing more than the
Christian life,” proposing that “there is nothing more than one
Christianity.”” At the same time Congar affirms that “the lay
condition has its données propres, against the ordained ministry
or the religious state. For this reason it implies modalités that
mark it as such.” For this reason, too, it is worthwhile, according
to Congar, to speak of lay spirituality as discerning “the values of
a Christian life characterized by the full exercise of the activities
of the secular city.”

The question of the “simple Christian” gave way to a dis-
cussion prior to the synod on the laity in 1987. Two tendencies
were evident in the studies that preceded the synod. On the one
hand there were those who supported the theological notion of

™ Regarding this point, see R. Pellitero, “El Espiritu Santo y la misién de los cristianos:
Los carismas, unidad y diversidad,” XIX Simposio Internacional de Teologia, Universidad de
Navarra (Pamplona, 1998), 505-40.

Y. Congar, “Laic et laicat,” in Dictionnaire de spiritualité (Paris: Beauchesne, 1976), vol.
9, cols. 79-108, the citation being in column 103. Up to the years of the council, the
expression “Christian sine addito” meant for Congar the “Christian existence,” that which
was common to all Christians—that is to say, the condition of the faithful Christian. In 1969
he uses it in the sense of the “simple Christian,” contrasted with the religious or clergy. (For
a careful analysis of the theme, see Pellitero, La teologia del laicado, 397ff., 444ff.) Here the
context is the same as the beginning of the chapter about the spirituality of the laity in Jalons:
granting to the word all of its theological weight, there is really only one spirituality, the
Christian. But on the descriptive and concrete level (existential) one can speak of diverse
modalities of this spirituality, which may be distinguished from one another by their
conditions, their works, and their proper resources.
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the laity as characterized by secularity (indoles saecularis), along
the lines of Lumen gentium 31. On the other hand there were
those who preferred to speak of the laity as “simple Christians,”
as Christians sine addito, or as “Christians and nothing more.”
Concerned about secularism, the latter proposed a “theology of
the Christian,” and there were some who even wanted to abolish
the very terminology of “laity.””® Congar did not take part in this

debate; instead, he substantially maintained his position until the
end of his life.

V. SECULARITY AS A CHARACTERISTIC OF THE LAY FAITHFUL

Beginning in the second half of the 1970s, Congar emphasized
the Christological and pneumatological dimensions of the
ecclesiology of Vatican I.”” His reflection on the laity is, during
these years, almost always indirect, and is centered in the action
of the Spirit as the principal protagonist of the mission.

7 Among the defenders of the theological reflection on the layperson (in the line of
Congar) can be numbered G. Lazzati, P. Rodriguez, J. L. Illanes, G. Chantraine, and E.
Corecco. (In a more general perspective may be added W. Kasper, and among the Spanish
ecclesiologists, J. M. Rovira Belloso and R. Bldzquez.) Among the supporters of the “theology
of the Christian” are G. Colombo (see esp. Colombo, “La ‘teologia del laicato,” 9-27) and
other Italian authors such as G. Angelini, A. Scola, G. Ambrosio, and . Biffi. See J. L. Illanes,
“La discusién teoldgica sobre la nocién de laico,” Scripta Theologica 22 (1990): 771-89.

The “theology of the Christian” was supported by the fact that the laity form the majority
of Christians, who do not need the sacrament of Orders or the religious “profession” in order
fully to develop their Christian lives. This theology in addition has other “practical
advantages” (see Pellitero, La teologia del laicado, 445-47). Nevertheless, in my judgment,
there are three disadvantages in this way of describing the laity: (1) it is rather negative (the
layperson is not ordained and not religious), (2) it ignores the distinction between “faithful”
(the common denominator of all Christians, expressed in an abstract notion) and “layperson”
(existential condition of a type of Christians), and (3) it doesn’t explain the fact that the lay
condition does not remain in the priest or the religious. To Pedro Rodriguez must go the
credit for having raised the question of the proprium theologicum of the lay faithful: for this
author secularity is a “structural” charism that qualifies theologically the position of the laity
in the Church (cf. P. Rodriguez, “La identidad teolégica del laico,” in La misién del laico en
la Iglesia 'y en el mundo, ed. A. Sarmiento et al. [Pamplona: Eunsa, 1987], 71-111).

”7Y. Congar, Le Concile de Vatican II: Son Fglise, Peuple de Dieu et Corps du Christ
(Paris: Beauchesne, 1984).
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A) Pneumatology and Mission of the Church

Let us highlight, in this double perspective of the
pneumatology and the mission of the Church, the aspects
developed by Congar with regard to the laity.

The spirituality of the laity. In 1976, he gathered his most
important points from Jalons, indicating that the spirituality of
the laity means “cooperating in the ‘recapitulation’ of all things
in Christ.” Their natural involvement in life and in the fabric of
the world is precisely “the note of secularity by which the lay
condition is characterized.””®

The laity and cosmic pneumatology. In 1980, at the root of his
reflection on the Holy Spirit,”” Congar points out two conse-
quences by way of “rediscoveries” with relation to the laity: the
complementarity of functions in the Church, and the theology of
work in relation to eschatology.®

Liturgy, ministries, and earthly life. In his final texts on the
laity, Congar applauds the proclamation Vatican II made with

¥ In the laity and for them, as Congar indicates, the Church “can be fully sign and
instrument, the sacrament of the salvation of Jesus Christ for the world, so that their
Christian life does not imply only the being of the Church in herself, but rather her mission
in and for the world” (“Laic et laicat,” col. 105). As the conditions of this Christian service
to the world, he points out the necessity of specifically religious activities and of a life which
is theological in its exercise, and the rediscovery of the place and role of the Cross. He sees
the Cross in the purified use of temporal goods, in the value of sacrifice (above all in union
with the Eucharist) and the understanding of one’s failures, and, finally, as an indispensable
element for the full communion with Christ.

Y. Congar, Je crois en I’Esprit Saint (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1980) (Spanish translation:
El Espiritu Santo [Barcelona: Herder, 1983]; English translation: I Believe in the Holy Spirit,
trans. D. Smith [New York: Seabury Press; London: G. Chapman, 1983]). In this work he
develops the pneumatological dimension of ecclesiology, and also the relation of the Spirit
with humanity and with the world; in this way he completes the markedly Christian vision
of his earliest writings.

% “Work seen as creation makes reference to the Father; seen in its redemptive value, it
makes reference to the Son; in its reference to the completion which tends to eschatology,
reference to the Holy Spirit” (cf. Y. Congar, La Parole et le Souffle [Paris: Desclée, 1984,
425-30). Regarding the secular nature of Christifideles laici, see R. Lanzetti, “I.’indole
seculare propria dei fedeli laici secondo I’esortazione apostolica post-sinodale ‘Christifideles
laici,”” Annales theologici 3 (1989): 35-51. In relation to human work, see J. L. Illanes, Ante
Dios y ante el mundo: Apuntes para una teologia del trabajo (Pamplona: Eunsa, 1997).
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regard to the dignity of lay Christians, together with the distinc-
tion of ecclesial functions. He sees this dignity expressing itself
above all in the celebration of the liturgy and considers the
possibility of lay collaboration in some ministerial tasks
(“ministries”).*!

B) The Presentation of “Christifideles laici” (1989)

Without a doubt the most important text in this last period is
Congar’s introduction to the French edition of the post-synodal
apostolic exhortation Christifideles laici.** Congar praises the
richness of its content, its structure and unity, and its connection
to Vatican Il and the Scriptures. In the context of the document—
the Church as mystery, communion, and mission—Congar
emphasizes that the perspective of mission is bound to the
Church’s reflection on her own identity (Lumen gentium) and her
relationship with the world (Gaudium et spes). He emphasizes
three points: (1) the responsibility of the laity as active subjects in
the Church and human history, (2) the value of the “spontaneous
ministries” (nonordained) together with the ordained ministers
and the charisms, and (3) the anthropological and theological
foundation of the distinction between men and women and the
contribution of women in society and in the Church.

His two suggestions for reading the exhortation are particu-
larly interesting, because they demonstrate clearly what Congar,
once he had presented the document’s fundamental features,
considered most important in it.

First, “the laity,” says Congar, “are called in Latin fideles laici
in order to indicate those Christians living a lay condition,
characterized as the Council says, by secularity.” He adds,

81y, Congar, “Les laics ont part 2 faire 'Eglise,” in Les quatre fleuves (Paris: Beauchesne,
1983), 111-20. The following year, in an interview on the current situation of Vatican II, he
insists on the role of the laity as “witnesses of the Gospel, but a Gospel which develops its
demands ad extra, in the temporal life of men” (Y. Congar, “Vaticano IL, un concilio vivente,”
Rivista del clero italiano 65 (1984): 402-8, at 407).

82y, Congar, “Introduction,” in Les fidéles laics: Exhortation apostolique de Jean-Paul 11
(Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1989), i-iv.
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parenthetically, “this word ‘secularity’, which evidently does not
have to be identified with secularism, means that those laity have
as their proper mission living the Christian and apostolic life in
the life of the secular world and its structures.”® It is worth
noting that this notion of the laity is practically that of 1957 (in
dialogue with Rahner), although Congar did not employ the term
“secularity” then, as well as the one which in 1971 he regarded
as the substance of Jalons: the theological characterization of the
laity by their secularity.**

Second, Congar announces what we could call the “principle
of totality” in the hermeneutic of magisterial texts. The document,
he says, must be understood in its entirety, avoiding partial
readings. Even more is this required when we are speaking, as is
the case here, of “a text that is highly structured in its form and
profoundly unified.” The introduction concludes with a reference
to the Virgin Mary.%

¥ Cf. ibid., iii. It is worth transcribing here the literal tone of the document, especially one
of the paragraphs of no. 15: “The ‘world’ is converted into the sphere and the means of the
Christian vocation of the lay faithful.” By placing the term “world” in quotation marks, John
Paul II refers to temporal realities, but at the same time he marks a distinction between the
world and temporal, or earthly, realities. Note that Congar reserves the term secularity for
the laity, which leaves open the theme of the “secular dimension” of the entire Church and
the Christians within it. See Pellitero, Sacerdotes seculares hoy, esp. 105ff.

® I is significant that Congar relates this idea to the vision of Vatican IL The absence of
all references to the “sine addito” is also notable. Lastly, I would also point out that Congar
speaks of secularity as a characteristic of the laity and not as an aspect of the Church. It seems
to me that the document “completes” Congar’s thinking when it says that “the vocation to
holiness of the lay faithful implies that life in the Spirit expresses itself particularly in their
insertion into temporal realities and in their participation in earthly activities” (no. 17). The
indoles saecularis of the lay faithful is thus understood as an expressive sign, in the sense of
sacramentality, of the life of the Spirit, and therefore of the action of grace in the world, and,
more precisely, in the realities that arise from the first creation.

¥ Congar, “Introduction,” iii-iv. In this way, Congar is witness to the option taken by
Christifideles laici, clearly emphasizing the Christian dignity of the laity, but at the same time
decisively assuming secularity as the theological characteristic of the layperson. With respect
to this point, see P. Eyt, “La VII assemblée ordinaire du Synode des évéques,” Nouvelle revue
théologique 110 (1988): 3-15.
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CONCLUSION

As we have seen, in Jalons pour une théologie du laicat Congar
tried to define the position of the laity in relation to the priest,
and saw the lay mission as developing within earthly realities. But
the lay faithful remained too “lay” and not “faithful” enough. At
the beginning of the 1970s he emphasized the ministerial
dimension of the Church. As a result, he accentuated the co-
responsibility of all Christians in the Church’s mission. Neverthe-
less, in the so-called theology of ministries, some problems
remained to be discussed (for example, the relationship of both
the priest and the religious with the world).

Besides these and other limitations indicated in my investi-
gation,* one should remember the horizons opened by Congar,
especially the provision of an ecclesiological status of Christian
secularity from the “sacramental” perspective of the Church, with
a single mission and a diversity of forms in its exercise.?” From the
point of view of fundamental theology, Congar emphasizes what
the lives of lay Christians bring to the credibility of revelation.

The theology of the laity is presented today as a basic
instrument for the new evangelization. Shortly before his death,
Congar already saw a new Pentecost dawning, especially through
the commitment and efforts of many of the lay faithful.® I believe

¥ In particular, a certain confusion between the structure of the Church and the
hierarchical structure in Congar’s earliest writings; there are also some initial vacillations in
a context which might be jurisdictional or monastic; some epistemological problems (above
all in Jalons) when he tries to assess traditional perspectives about the value of earthly
realities. In reference to Jalons, Pagé pointed out that “an overly-strict and uncritical
utilization of Congar’s first vision has been the source of distinctions which culminated in
oppositions; the laity were confined to the ‘consecration of the world’ (which frequently
degenerated into pure humanization), and it was only with reluctance, that their work in
more intraecclesial fields was accepted” (J. G. Pagé, “La théologie du laicat de 1945 a 1962,
Communio 4, no. 2 [1979]: 17-26, at 21).

%" The Catechism of the Catholic Church describes the undertaking of the Church’s
mission under the corresponding section which, in my notes, I have considered the
“fundamental structure” of the Church: “Christ’s Faithful: The Hierarchy, the Laity, the
Consecrated Life” (see nn. 871-73).

8 Cf. Y. Congar, interview given to Denise S. Blakebrough, ABC (19 November 1994),
75.
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that the decisive point lies in valuing what the sanctifying work of
the laity represents in the economy of salvation history.* In the
framework of the relationship and distinction between the Church
and the world, through the vocation and mission of the lay
faithful, and by their participation in the life of the Trinity, this
life can become the life of every human being and the life of the
world.
As Pedro Rodriguez wrote,

The great effort of men which caused the fermentation of the Church’s
doctrine on the laity—from Congar to canon Cardijn and Blessed Josemaria
Escriv4, a great precursor of the conciliar doctrine on the laity—was not to
create a “theology of the laity” distinct from the rest of ecclesiology, or a “lay
movement” or a “lay spirituality” contrasted with that of the rest of the
Church, but precisely the contrary: these pioneers “restored” the laity to full
status in the Church. . . . Today we could say that the rediscovery of the laity
in the “century of the Church” has been, simply, an aspect of the rediscovery
of the Church as communion.*’

% See Pellitero, La teologia del laicado, 486ff.
% P. Rodriguez, “Prologue,” in Pellitero, La teologia del laicado, 14.
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offers a powerful restatement of the Cyrilline and Chal-

cedonian insight that the Incarnation is to be understood in
terms of a personal or hypostatic union, according to which
divine and human natures are united iz the person of the Word.
According to Weinandy, this understanding of the Incarnation
allows the Word to exhibit in his human nature, or as man, an
attribute the contradictory of which is exhibited by that person in
his divine nature, or as God. For example, the Word is impassible
in his divine nature, or as God; but he truly suffers in his human
nature, or as man.

Weinandy contrasts this understanding with a monophysite
one that sees the Incarnation as involving a union of natures. He
argues that in such an understanding conflicts are bound to arise

.between divine and human attributes. He spells this out by
examining the body-soul analogy beloved of Chalcedonians and
monophysites alike.> For Chalcedonians, the body-soul analogy
is used to highlight the fact of the union (182). For monophysites,
however, the analogy is used to clarify the manner of the union:
two natures united together form a tertium quid. As Weinandy
understands it, this new nature will exhibit either predominantly

In his recent work, Does God Suffer?,' Thomas G. Weinandy

! Thomas G. Weinandy, Does God Suffer? (Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 2000). All
references in the text are to this work, unless stated otherwise.

2 Even Nestorians use the analogy, though they presuppose a very different anthropology
(see ibid., 186-7).
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divine attributes (early-Church Eutychianism) or predominantly
human attributes (post-Reformation kenoticism).

According to Weinandy, then, the significant difference be-
tween Chalcedonian and monophysite Christologies lies in their
respective capacities for accommodating putative contradictions.
Supposing that the list of necessary divine attributes conflicts with
the list of necessary human attributes, Chalcedonianism can, and
monophysitism cannot, allow that the incarnate divine person is
truly God and man, with all the attributes entailed by each nature.
In this paper, I shall argue that Weinandy’s position is false, and
suggest that there is a far more rigorous way of distinguishing
Chalcedonianism from monophysitism. I shall look at the issue
more from a conceptual point of view than an historical one,
though I will draw on insights of John of Damascus. Thus, I shall
refer to the debate as one between Chalcedonianism and mono-
physitism, rather than between particular Chalcedonians and
particular monophysites. I begin with an exposition of Wein-
andy’s view, following this with a critique and then an account of
my proposed alternative way of distinguishing between mono-
physitism and Chalcedonianism. The substantive contribution
that I wish to make to the general debate between Chalcedonians
and monophysites can be found in this third section.’

I

Weinandy’s crucial Chalcedonian insight, from which all else
is developed, is that two natures—divine and human—are united
in one person, in such a way that they do not form some new,
third sort of thing (a union of the two natures, in Weinandy’s
Chalcedonian language), but rather are possessed by one and the
same person. According to Weinandy, a nature is a “manner of
existence,” and a person a “who” that exists in such-and-such a
manner (197). Using this understanding of person and nature,
Weinandy proposes the following summary of what I am labeling

”, «

“Chalcedonianism”: “Jesus is one ontological entity, and the one

? Generally, my target is not Weinandy himself. He is a particularly lucid and persuasive
representative of a Christological tradition that goes back to Cyril of Alexandria.
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ontological entity that is Jesus is the one person of the divine Son
of God existing as a complete and authentic man” (174).
According to Chalcedonianism, there is one ontological entity,
one who; this entity has two manners of existence—divine and
human.

Weinandy makes it clear that what I am labeling Chal-
cedonianism entails that all (concrete) predicates can be ascribed
to the person.* He sees the fault of non-Chalcedonian positions
as lying in their propensity to ascribe predicates to natures: more
precisely, in their propensity to ascribe the predicates of one
nature to the other nature. According to Weinandy, this is as true
for Nestorianism as it is for monophysitism (177-81 [Nestorian-
ism], 184-90 [monophysitism and its offshoots]). He analyzes all
monophysite Christologies in terms of an underlying model: the
union of body and soul to constitute a human being. The basic
analysis is worth quoting at some length:

If one conceives the soul-body relationship as forming an ontological union,
this gives rise to a new and third reality called man. To apply this model to the
Incarnation necessitates that the divine and the human natures are ontologically
united so as to form a new composite nature—a tertium quid—neither fully
God nor fully man. Jesus may be one, but he becomes a hybrid, for the divinity
and the humanity, like the body and the soul, are seen as constitutive
components whose ontological fusion gives rise to a new kind of being.
Moreover, because the incarnational union is modelled after the soul-body, and
so conceived as a compositional union of natures, then the divine and the
human attributes necessarily are predicated to the different natures. Thus the
Son would be passible and so suffer and die within his own nature, and the
humanity itself would directly assume the attributes of the Son’s nature. Thus,
an unworkable and intolerable tension results. Either the divinity is diminished
or the humanity is mutated. Both are unacceptable for a proper understanding
of the Incarnation. (184)

At least two different criticisms are being made in this passage.
The first is that monophysitism entails that the nature of Christ

* We should exclude from this list of predicates trivial ones such as ‘being predicable of
a substance’, or ‘being a part of a substance’, which can clearly be properties of a nature but
not of a person. I shall assume this exclusion in what follows. I use single inverted commas
when mentioning words, and double inverted commas when mentioning properties or
attributes.
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is a different sort of thing from either divine or human nature,
such that the whole Christ has neither divine nor human natures.
In fact, this assertion would be denied by moderate mono-
physites,” but this does not make much difference to the
conceptions involved here. A moderate monophysite would claim
that Christ’s human nature is a part of some unified nature (per-
haps “Christness”) in a way analogous to that in which my soul
is a part of my human nature.® A more extreme monophysite
might claim that Christ is (fully) human while lacking human
nature (i.e., Christ is human in virtue of the composite nature
[perhaps “Christness] that is proper to him). Weinandy’s point
is that one nature—however conceived—cannot be the locus for
contradictory properties. If any version of monophysitism is true,
the lists of divine and human attributes have to be trimmed so
that there are no contradictory properties in the two lists; and
this will result in the compromise either of the integrity of the di-
vine nature (kenoticism) or of the human nature (Eutychianism).

Weinandy’s second criticism develops this line of thought
further. Since, for example, being human entails being passible, it
follows in the monophysite view that the divine nature does not
include the property of impassibility. Weinandy infers that the
Son would suffer “within his own [i.e. divine] nature.” Again, the
thought here is that monophysitism does not allow the different
attributes to be parcelled off from each other in such a way as to
allow them to retain any sort of independence.

This second criticism presupposes that the features of a person
that are had in virtue of a certain property will—unless there exist
ways of dividing the properties into different groups—necessarily

* By far the best account of monophysitism in the years after Chalcedon is still Joseph
Lebon, “La christologie du monophysisme syrien,” in A. Grillmeier and H. Bacht, eds., Das
Konzil von Chalkedon: Geschichte und Gegenwart. 3 vols. (Wiirzburg: Echter-Verlag, 1954),
425-580. On more extreme monophysites such as Sergius Scholasticus, see Iain R. Torrance,
Christology after Chalcedon: Severus of Antioch and Sergius the Monophysite (Norwich: The
Canterbury Press, 1988). Torrance’s volume includes translations of the correspondence
between Sergius and Severus as well as a very useful commentary.

¢ Severus of Antioch, for example, would argue, roughly, that all human attributes can be
found in Christ, and that they can be seen in abstraction from the divine ones without in any
sense being really separable from the divine ones.
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somehow affect all other properties of that person. This is on the
face of it false, largely because we would not expect the features
of a person had in virtue of one property to make any difference
to the other properties of that person (though of course they
make a difference to the person), whether or not the properties
can be divided into different groups.’

The first criticism is much more important, because it is in this
way that theologians from the time of Chalcedon onwards have
distinguished Chalcedonianism from monophysitism. Because in
Chalcedonianism the attributes can be divided into two different
groups (i.e., according to the different natures) Chalcedonianism
can avoid Christological contradictions. There are no incom-
patible properties as it were battling for existence in the same
logical space. Rather, what is true of the Word as God is not true
of the Word as man. The two natures thus allow for semantic
qualifiers that we can exploit in Christological predications.

This insight is used by Weinandy to criticize thinkers who both
accept Chalcedon and yet feel the need to argue explicitly that
contradictory attributes cannot be had by one and the same
subject in the Christological context. Thus, he criticizes Thomas
Morris and Richard Swinburne in this way:

Both . . . conceive the incarnational act as a union of natures similar to that of
the soul-body, and it is for this reason that the conflict between incompatible
or mutually exclusive attributes arises. Their solution is to offer a form of
adoptionism, that is, the divine Son of God does not come to exist as a man
and so is conscious of himself and thinks in a human manner, but rather the
Son adopts or acquires the mind of the human Jesus. (189)

The fact that Weinandy makes this criticism here seems to
confirm the basic reading that I am offering: that on Weinandy’s
analysis someone (such as Morris or Swinburne) who worries

7 Nevertheless, Weinandy is right to think that even moderate monophysites—professedly
following Cyril of Alexandria—talk in the way he criticizes here: see Severus’s first letter to
Sergius, translated in Torrance, Christology after Chalcedon, 151, quoting Cyril’s third tome
against Nestorius, ch. 3 (PG, 76:137BC).

8 For Morris, see his The Logic of God Incarnate (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1986);
for Swinburne, see his The Christian God (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), 192-238.
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about contradictory attributes has not really understood
Chalcedon at all.’

As presented thus far, Weinandy’s view is that all attributes can
be predicated of the person, or at least, of the person under
certain descriptions. I shall return to this insight shortly. But first
I want to deal with an ambiguity in Weinandy’s presentation that
might be thought to be more damaging than it in fact is.
Weinandy supposes, and I shall do so with him, that there is a
sense in which we can think of the natures as subjects of
predication: we predicate divine attributes of the divine nature
and human attributes of the human nature.'® The crucial contrast
of Weinandy’s view with monophysitism, given this concession,
is that in the former attributes of the human nature are never
made to be attributes of the divine nature, nor are attributes of
the divine nature made to be attributes of the human nature.
Equally, in Chalcedonian Christology, the attributes of both
natures are never made to be attributes of a new composite
nature.

The point is important, since, as I will outline, Weinandy’s
interpretation of Chalcedon—once certain ambiguities in the
account have been tidied up—actually requires that the natures
can be in some sense be subjects not only of their own component
properties but also (in the case of the human nature) of certain
accidental properties. This insight might appear damaging, be-
cause an obvious way of distinguishing Chalcedonianism from

? For a similar observation made of another contemporary Christologist, see Weinandy,
Does God Suffer?, 198-99 n. 49, referring to T. W. Bartel, “Why the Philosophical Problems
of Chalcedonian Christology Have Not Gone Away,” Heythrop Journal 36 (1995): 153-72.
A criticism of Morris very close to that proposed by Weinandy can be found in Eleonore
Stump’s review of The Logic of God Incarnate (Faith and Philosophy 6 [1989]: 218-23); for
example, “If the only constituents of the human nature Christ takes on are those properties
essential to human beings but not incompatible with any divine properties, what I share with
Christ as regards human nature seems rather meager” (ibid., 220).

19 For example, Weinandy thinks of the human nature as the subject of human attributes
(in contrast to the monophysites, who make it the subject of divine attributes): thus,
monophysites make the divine attributes “wash . . . into the human nature, making it
omniscient and omnipotent, and thus not authentically human” (p. 186), and I shall consider
more evidence for this claim in amoment when I examine Weinandy’s treatment of qualifiers
such as “as God,” “as man.”
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monophysitism is by arguing that Chalcedonianism never ascribes
properties to natures, whether the divine nature, the human
nature, or some composite nature (e.g, “Christness”). But in fact,
we do not need to distinguish Chalcedonian from non-
Chalcedonian theories in this way, as I shall show."

Suppose that the divine nature is impassible, and the human
nature passible. These two attributes—impassibility and passi-
bility—are not as such straightforwardly attributes of the person,
on pain of contradiction. But, according to Weinandy, they can
be made to be attributes of the person under a certain description:
the person is impassible as God and passible as man. How does
Weinandy understand these as-qualifiers (“as God” and “as
man”)? The answer is not exactly clear.

Sometimes, Weinandy speak in ways that suggest that he sees
as-qualifiers as shifting the reference of the subject term of
propositions that contain such qualifiers. Thus, sometimes as-
qualifiers specify that a nature is a subject. For example, according
to Weinandy, for some contemporary theologians,

it is not enough to say that the Son of God grieved, suffered, and died only as
man, but remained unaffected as God. They wish to exploit the communication
of idioms so as to establish the premise that God, even within the Incarnation,
does indeed grieve and suffer as God. Even the death of Jesus affects his
divinity.” (175-76, emphasis added)

Equally, Luther according to Weinandy interprets the communi-
cation of idioms as “the predicating of the divine and human

! As a matter of historical fact, this hardly does justice to the position of moderate
monophysites such as Severus. Such thinkers held—on the basis of a notorious passage in the
Tome of Leo canonized at Chalcedon (viz., “each nature performs what is proper to it in
communion with the other”)—that the error of the Chalcedonians was to ascribe properties
(in this case, actions) to the two natures respectively, and thus, by treating the two natures
as independent subjects of attribution, to subscribe covertly to Nestorianism. For the
quotation from Leo, see his Epistola 28.4. The view that the natures can have attributes is
odd, because we would probably want to think of attributes as much as of natures merely as
manners of existing. So the natures do not themselves have further manners of existing; they
just are manners of existing. Equally, to say that a nature has such-and-such an attribute is on
the face of it just a way of saying that anything that has that nature has the attribute. If the
divine nature is impassible, for example, then any person that has that nature—any divine
person—is impassible. I will return to this below.
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attributes directly of the other nature, thus creating an impossible
tension, for it is not God as God who suffers and it is not man as
man who creates” (185, emphasis added). Another example is
even clearer: “God as God cannot eat carrots for he does not have
teeth, a mouth, a stomach, etc. . . . Suffering does not affect his
divinity” (205, emphasis added). In all of these examples, the as-
qualifiers are taken as shifting the reference of the subject term
from the person to a nature—or at any rate, allowing the subject
term to refer indifferently to person or nature.

Elsewhere, the issue is more complex. In the passages just
quoted, it is clear that attributes of one nature are ascribed also to
the other nature. The passages might be taken as suggesting the
further move that it is in virtue of the ascription of properties to
a nature that they can be ascribed also to the person. This sort of
strategy is open to more orthodox forms of Christology too. In
a passage that Weinandy cites from Cyril, this implication is made
explicit:

When it is said that the Son of God suffered and died, it is not meant “that
God the Word suffered blow, nail-piercings or other wounds in his own nature
(the divine nature is impassible because it is incorporeal) but what is said is that
since his own created body suffered these things he himself ‘suffered’ for our
sake, the point being that within the suffering body was the impassible.”
01)"2

Here, the idea is that we can predicate suffering of the person on
the grounds that the person’s body suffered. The body is the
immediate subject of the suffering, and the person derivatively the
subject of the suffering. Weinandy’s Cyrilline idea is that, while
we cannot say that the divine person suffered straightforwardly,
we can claim that the divine person suffered in virtue of his
body’s being the immediate subject of the suffering. Thus, the
appeal to as-qualifiers, open to the Chalcedonian but not to the
monophysite, allows the Chalcedonian to affirm that the Word
in the Incarnation is fully God, with all the attributes traditionally
necessary for being God, and fully man, with all the attributes

12 The quotation is from Cyril’s second letter to Nestorius, 5 (Greek text in Cyril of
Alexandria, Select Letters, ed. Lionel R. Wickham [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1983], 6).









































































































































































































































































































































































































