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HE CONGREGATION FOR THE Doctrine of the Faith
(CDF) published on June 29, 2007, with papal ratification
L. and confirmation, a brief yet highly significant document
entitled “Responses to Some Questions regarding Certain Aspects
of the Doctrine on the Church.”"

The document touches a tender issue, the identity of the
Church founded by Jesus Christ. Until the mid 1960s, the vast
majority of Catholic theologians simply presumed that the Church
Jesus Christ founded is the Catholic Church. Vatican II, on the
other hand, in its dogmatic constitution regarding the Church,
Lumen gentium, teaches, “This Church [of Christ], constituted
and ordered as a society in this world, subsists in the Catholic
Church” (emphasis added).” It would seem that if the Church of
Christ “subsists in” the Catholic Church it is not fully identical
with that Church and can, moreover, exist elsewhere. Few theo-
logians continued to hold a “full identity” between the Catholic
Church and the Church Christ founded. Lumen gentium was
taken to be a watershed, an irrefragable warrant for one case of
what Pope Benedict XVI has criticized as a “hermeneutic of

593

rupture.

L AAS 99 (2007): 604-8. English translation published in Origins 37 (2007): 134-36.

% “Haec Ecclesia, in hoc mundo ut societas constituta et ordinata, subsistit in Ecclesia
catholica” (LG 8 [AAS 57 (1965): 12]). Unless otherwise noted, translations of the council
documents are mine.

* Pope Benedict XVI, “Address of His Holiness Benedict XVI to the Roman Curia” (22
December 2005).
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The CDF’s recent document, however, warns theologians away
from such a hermeneutic with regard to “subsistit in” and affirms
a “full identity” of the Catholic Church and the Church founded
by Jesus Christ: “The council did not wish to change, nor is it to
be said to have changed, this doctrine; instead, it wished to unfold
it, to understand it more deeply, and to express it more fruit-
fully.”* Again, “The use of the terms [i.e., subsistit in], by pre-
serving the full identity [plenam identitatem] of the Church of
Christ and the Catholic Church, does not change the doctrine on
the Church.” If the council did teach a “full identity,” then many
Catholic ecclesiologists have, for the past forty years, mis-
construed a fundamental matter, one that orients the Catholic
ecumenical compass. How could so many have perceived a
“watershed” if there was none? Or is the CDF vainly attempting
to turn back the clock?

In this article, I intend to demonstrate that, in continuity with
the preconciliar magisterial teaching, Vatican II does not mitigate
the full identity of the Church of Christ with the Catholic Church.
First, I will take stock of the textual history of the constitution on
the Church. Second, I will present four ways in which one might
deny a full identity, focusing on the fourth way, which involves
the notion of nonexclusive identity. Third, I will adumbrate the
forceful arguments of one of the most respected English-speaking
defenders of nonexclusive identity, Francis Sullivan. Finally, I will
respond to Sullivan’s arguments and offer a number of arguments
that “converge” in favor of full identity.

I. FROM “IS” TO “SUBSISTS IN”

As is well known, the fathers of Vatican II approved a key
change in the wording of an early draft of its decree on the
Church. The first draft, Aeternus Unigeniti, was the schema drawn

* “Noluit mutare, at evolvere, profundius intelligere it fecundius exponere voluit, nec cam
mutavisse dicendum est” (CDF, “Certain Aspects of the Doctrine on the Church,” response
to the first question [AAS 99(2007): 605; my translation]).

¥ “Usus vocabuli retinentis plenam identitatem Ecclesiae Christi et Ecclesiae Catholicae
doctrinam de Ecclesia non immutat” (ibid., response to the third question [AAS 99(2007):
607; my translation}).
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up by the Preparatory Theological Commission.® It taught that
there is only one (unica) Church and that the Catholic Church
alone could by right (sure) be called “Church.”” The title of this
section of the draft (a. 7) reads, “The Roman Catholic Church is
the Mystical Body of Christ.”® Here, we have an identification of
the Catholic Church with the Mystical Body of Christ and, hence,
with the Church of Christ. It would seem that no one would
presume that the Mystical Body is to be distinguished from the
Church founded by Christ, for the latter expression certainly
indicates a complex reality, both spiritual and visible, and the
former expression would have done so in the minds of the
drafters. Note 50 of chapter 1 of the draft states plainly, “The
Church is [the] Roman Catholic [Church],” further indicating the
identity of the Catholic Church with the Church founded by
Christ.” Although this draft does not explicitly identify the Church
founded by Christ with the Catholic Church, it nevertheless does
not entertain the slightest distinction. '

As with many of the initial schemata, this first draft was not to
enjoy a long life."! One can indeed be thankful, other considera-
tions aside, for the richness and vitality resulting from the fresh

¢ Acta synodalia sacrosancti concilii oecumenici Vaticani II, vol. 1.4 (Vatican City: Typis
polyglottis Vaticanis, 1971), 12-91 (henceforth, ASS). For an illuminating narration of the
prehistory of this text, see Alexandra von Teuffenbach, Die Bedeutung des ‘subsistit in’ (LG
8): Zum Selbstverstindnis der Katholischen Kirche (Munich: Herbert Utz Verlag, 2002), 202-
77.

7 “Therefore, the Sacred Synod teaches and solemnly professes there to be naught but one
true Church of Jesus Christ. . . . Therefore only the Roman Catholic Church is by right called
Church” (“Docet igitur Sacra Synodus et sollemniter profitetur non esse nisi unicam veram
Iesu Christi Ecclesiam. . . . Ideoque sola iure Catholica Romana nuncupatur Ecclesia” [ASS
1/4:15.14-24]). See also Robert Fromaget, “Subsistit In: De Eius Significatione in
Constitutione Dogmatica De Ecclesia Lumen Gentium™ (S.T.L. thesis, Angelicum, 2006), 8-
10. In this article, “Church” will signify the universal Church, and “church” or “churches” will
signify particular churches. The Acta frequently use capital “E” (Ecclesiae) in designating
particular churches.

8 “Ecclesia Catholica Romana est Mysticum Christi Corpus” (ASS 1/4:15.16; italics
designating the title of a section). See also ASS 1/4:17 n. 49.

? “Ecclesia est Catholica Romana” (ASS 1/4:17 n. 50).

10 See Fromaget, “Subsistit in,” 9.

' A good number of theologians and bishops, especially those from central Europe, were
decisively unhappy with the draft (see von Teuffenbach, Die Bedeutung des “subsistit in,” 299-
310).



4 CHRISTOPHER J. MALLOY

approach of newer drafts. Although common opinion has it that
one of the reasons for the rejection of the first schema was its
identification of the Catholic Church on earth with the Mystical
Body, it seems that in fact few criticized the schema on this
count.’” Gérard Philips wrote an alternative draft before the
circulation of the initial schema. This draft, although indeed
markedly different in approach and tone, included a similar
identification of the Church founded by Christ with the Catholic
Church.” Philips completed another draft in February 1963; this
draft soon became the Urtext of the council." The document was
presented to all on 29 September 1963. It explicitly affirms the
identity of the Catholic Church and the Church founded by Jesus
Christ: “Therefore, this Church, true Mother and Teacher of all,
constituted and ordered as a society in this world, is the Catholic
Church, led by the Roman Pontiff and the Bishops in communion
with him, although outside of her total structure many elements
of sanctification can be found, which, as things proper to the
Church of Christ, impel towards Catholic unity.”"

 The common understanding is that the majority of bishops rejected the schema’s
practical identification of the Catholic Church with the Mystical Body of Christ. Alexandra
von Teuffenbach argues, to the contrary, that no such majority existed (see von Teuffenbach,
Die Bedentung des “subsistit in,” 303{f.). Achille Liénart, indeed, and increasingly, fought the
identification, but Sebastian Tromp noted in his notably impartial diary that none of the 150
fathers involved in the production of the schema, either orally or by writing, argued that this
identification was erroneous (see ibid., 309). Nor were there any but a few who voiced an
objection to the identity.

B See ibid., 320-23.

" For this draft, see ASS 2/1:215-81. For brief treatments of the various drafts, see Karl
J. Becker, “The Church and Vatican II’s ‘Subsistit in’ Terminology,” Origins 35 (2006): 515C-
518B; Fromaget, “Subsistit in,” 8-16 and 31-37; and Francis Sullivan, “A Response to Karl
Becker, S.J., On the Meaning of Subsistit In,” Theological Studies 67 (2006): esp. 396-402.

Y “Haec igitur Ecclesia, vera omnium Mater et Magistra, in hoc mundo ut societas
constituta et ordinata, est Fcclesia catholica, a Romano Pontifice et Episcopis in eius
communione directa, licet extra totalem compaginem elementa plura sanctificationis inveniri
possint, quae ut res Ecclesiae Christi propriae, ad unitatem catholicam impellunt” (ASS
2/1:219.18-220.23). On the identity of the one Church and the Catholic Church, see also the
Commentarius (ASS 2/1:230) and Cardinal Browne’s remarks (ASS 2/1:340). Parente’s draft,
following the wording of Philips’s first draft, also identifies the Church of Christ with the
Catholic Church (see von Teuffenbach, Die Bedeutung des ‘subsistit in,” 329). Both drafts
point conclusively to the identification by such appositional connectors as nempe and a savoir
(see ibid., 321 and 329). The French schema and the German schema neither made nor
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Discussions among the fathers of the council provided an
impetus for further changes. As Karl Becker notes, a
subcommission was established in late October to make
emendations. About a month later, the emended draft was
presented to the theological commission in a plenary meeting.

Original draft (February 1963): “Therefore, this Church, true Mother and
Teacher of all, constituted and ordered as a society in this world, is the Catholic
Church, led by the Roman Pontiff and the Bishops in communion with him,
although outside of her total structure many elements of sanctification can be
found, which, as things proper to the Church of Christ, impel towards Catholic
unity.”

Emended draft (November 1963): “This Church constituted and ordered as a
society in this world, is present in the Catholic Church governed by the successor
of Peter and the Bishops in communion with him, although outside of its
structure many elements of sanctification are found, which as gifts proper to the
Church of Christ, impel towards Catholic unity.”"

I have underscored the suggested changes or additions (“true
Mother and Teacher of all” is also omitted). Philips offered
explanations for the change most relevant for our purposes, the
change from “is [est]” to “is present in [adest in]”: The change
was called for on the floor, and it fits better with the “although”
clause."” Becker contends that only one of the written responses
from the floor reflected the desire that est be changed.’ Sullivan
admits that Cardinals Liénart, Kénig, and Bea—who criticized the
original schema for identifying the Mystical Body with the
Catholic Church—did not criticize the February 1963 draft on
this point. He nonetheless points out that a handful of bishops

rejected the identification (see ibid., 330-36). As Tromp records in his diary, once conciliar
discussion of Philips’s draft began, Philips stated that he was following Humani generis as a
starting point (see ibid., 350 and n. 218).

' “Haec Ecclesia in hoc mundo ut societas [constituta] et ordinata, adest in Ecclesia
catholica a successore Petri et episcopis in eius communione gubernata, licet extra eius
compaginem elementa plura sanctificationis inveniantur, quae ut dona Ecclesiae Christi
propria, ad unitatem catholicam impellunt” (recorded in Becker, “The Church and Vatican
I1’s “Subsistit in” Terminology,” 517A).

17 See ibid., 517B.

1 See ibid.
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had desired something of a softening of the identity." Alexandra
von Teuffenbach, who wrote her dissertation under the direction
of Karl Becker, contends that there were few requests for a change
on this point.*

“Lengthy discussion”* among the members of the commission
resulted in the important emendation that concerns us. The text
was emended from the proposed “is present in [adest in]” to
“subsists in [subsistit in].” Becker has helpfully drawn attention to
this double change. Previous presentations of this history tended
to ignore the (at least in this passage) transitory adest in. Subsistit
in is a direct replacement not of est but of adest in. This change
was introduced by a member of the theological commission, none
other than the conservative Sebastian Tromp. The emended draft,
completed July 1964 and presented to the floor 15 September
1964,”” reads, “This Church, constituted and ordered as a society
in this world, subsists in the Catholic Church, governed by the
successor of Peter and the Bishops in communion with him,
although outside of its structure, many elements of sanctification
and of truth are found, which as gifts proper to the Church of
Christ, impel towards Catholic unity.”” This sentence was

¥ See Sullivan, “Response”, 3971, Becker refers to Bishop Van Dodeward of Haarlem (see
ASS 2/1:433-34), but Sullivan remarks that Becker failed to note Cardinal Silva Henriquez of
Chile (see ASS 2/2:137). Sullivan adds that some bishops called for closer reflection on the
non-Catholic communities, in light of the licet clause.

¥ See von Teuffenbach, Die Bedeutung des ‘subsistit in’, 358-62. Karl Rahner, in a press
conference in October 1963, affirmed the identity of the Catholic Church and the Church of
Christ (see ibid., 363f).

2 See ASS 3/6:81.

22 The emended 1964 draft is found, side-by-side with a reprint of the original 1963 draft,
in ASS 3/1:158-366 (see the pages that follow for the final relationes, etc.).

2 “Haec Ecclesia, in hoc mundo ut societas constituta et ordinata, subsistit in Ecclesia
catholica, a successore Petri et Episcopis in eius communione gubernata, licet extra eius
compaginem elementa plura sanctificationis et veritatis inveniantur, quae ut dona Ecclesiae
Christi propria, ad unitatem catholicam impellunt” (ASS 3/1:167B.19-168B.26; the italicized
words show the emendations). Von Teuffenbach suggests that the addition of “et veritatis”
was first suggested by Rahner and Grillmeier sometime in the spring of 1963, although neither
of them at that time objected to the self-understanding of the Church as articulated in Philips’s
draft (see von Teuffenbach, Die Bedeutung des “subsistit in’, 357). In the fall of that year, the
German bishops and the Scandinavian conference of bishops suggested that et veritatis be
added to the text (see ASS 2/1:293 no. 96).
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approved and appears verbatim in the final, dogmatic decree (LG
8).%* What is the significance of this change?

I1. INTERPRETATIONS A LA RUPTURE

At least until the recent intervention of the CDF, the vast
majority of theologians, with several exceptions (e.g., Alfredo
Cardinal Ottaviani, Sebastian Tromp, Leo Cardinal Scheffczyk,”
Karl Becker, Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger,”® and others), interpreted

** The Latin text is identical, less the italics (see AAS 57 [1965]: 12).

¥ See Leo Cardinal Scheffczyk, Aspekte der Kirche in der Krise: Um die Entscheidung fiir
das authentische Konzil, no. 1, Quaestiones non disputatae: Eine theologische Schriftenreihe,
ed. Johannes Bokmann (Siegburg, Verlag Franz Schmitt, 1993), 142-45.

% The position of Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger is rather subtle. In one early reflection, he
affirms an identity and rejects the opinion that the Church of Christ is not any of the existing
“Churches” (see Joseph Ratzinger, Theological Highlights of Vatican II, trans. Werner Barzel,
Gerard Thormann, and Henry Traub [New York: Paulist Press, 1966], 70-74). Yet, he does
not spell out the nature of this identity. With his notion of the Church as a “fabric of
worshiping congregations,” he highlights the complexion of the Church, its constitution in a
plurality of particular churches (see ibid., 90-92). In a later work, he writes, “No translation
can fully capture the sublime nuance of the Latin text in which the unconditional equation of
the first conciliar drafts—the full identity between the Church of Jesus Christ and the Roman
Catholic Church—is clearly set forth: nothing of the concreteness of the conciliar concept of
the Church is lost. . . . [B]ut this full concreteness of the Church does not mean that every
other Church can be only a non-Church. The equation is not mathematical because the Holy
Spirit cannot be reduced to a mathematical symbol, not even where he concretely binds and
bestows himself” (Joseph Ratzinger, “Ecumenism at a Standstill? Explanatory Comments on
Mysterium Ecclesiae,” in Principles of Catholic Theology: Building Stones for a Fundamental
Theology, trans. Mary Frances McCarthy [San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 19877, 230£.). Still
later, he states, “With this expression the Council changed Pius XII's formulation. . . . The
distinction between subsistit and est contains and conceals the entire difficulty of ecumenism”
(Joseph Ratzinger, “The Ecclesiology of the Constitution Lusmen gentium,” in Pilgrim
Fellowship of Faith: The Church as Communion, trans. Henry Taylor [San Francisco: Ignatius
Press, 2005], 147). Again, “The being of the Church as such extends much farther than the
Roman Catholic Church, yet in the latter she has in a unique way the character of an
independent subject” (“Es scheint mir absurd, was unsere lutherischen Freunde jetzt wollen:
Ein Interview mit Christian Geyer zur Erkldrung ‘Dominus lesus’,” Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung [22 September 2000]: 51, cited in translation in Maximilian Heinrich Heim, Joseph
Ratzinger, Life in the Church and Living Theology: Fundamentals of Ecclesiology with
Reference to “Lumen gentium,” trans. Michael Miller [San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2007],
317). In short, on the one hand the cardinal affirms the full identity of the Church of Christ
and the Catholic Church, and on the other hand he holds that the Church extends beyond the
Roman Catholic Church. How are we to understand this tension?

In his magisterial work on Ratzinger’s ecclesiology, Maximilian Heinrich Heim (see ibid.,
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the decree in harmony with the following claim: There is not a
full identity between the Church of Christ and the Catholic
Church. As is well known, Pius XII, following what was presumed
and not questioned by the tradition, taught a full identity.?” Paul
VI did not refrain from expressing the identity.”®

For Becker, “the change from est to subsistit in does not mean
that Vatican Il ever abandoned or even weakened its original
assertion of total identity between the Church of Christ and the
Catholic Church.”” Sullivan and many others have seen things
quite otherwise. Although differences among interpreters are
legion, the possible denials of total identity might be distinguished
into four categories, each of which, in different ways, involves

310-30) stresses the cardinal’s metaphysical reading of subsistit with reference to its roots in
the verb subsistere, which indicates the self-standing being of that which is and, hence, its
capacity to act as agent (see ibid., 317£.). Since the Church of Christ subsists only as one, the
Catholic Church alone can claim to be the Church of Christ. Yet, as Heim copiously shows,
Ratzinger emphasizes the genuine ecclesial status of non-Catholic Christian communities,
some of which deserve the name “church.” For Ratzinger, Heim suggests, the unique
contribution of subsistit over est is this: The former term indicates the way in which the
Church of Christ is the Catholic Church in a manner that both allows one to affirm the
ecclesial reality of non-Catholic communities and also anchors that ecclesial reality in (i.e.,
from and toward) the Catholic Church. Hence, the cardinal does not to my knowledge affirm,
as do proponents of the “fourth” position {see below?), that the Church of Christ is presentand
operative in non-Catholic churches in a way that is different from the presence therein of the
mystery (visible and invisible) that is the Catholic Church. For further consideration of
Cardinal Ratzinger’s thought and reflections closely related thereto, see notes 108, 152, and
153.

¥ Pius XII refers to “this true Church of Christ—which is the holy, Catholic, apostolic
Roman Church” (“hanc veracem Christi Ecclesiam—quae sancta, catholica, apostolica
Romana Ecclesia est” [Pius XII, Mystici Corporis (AAS 35 [1943]: 199); in many English
versions, art. 13]). He later reaffirms this teaching that “the Mystical Body of Christ and the
Roman Catholic Church are one and the same thing” (“corpus Christi mysticum et Ecclesiam
Catholicam Romanam unum idemque esse” [Pius XII, Humani generis (AAS 42 [1950]: 571);
in many English editions, art. 27]). See below, note 122, on the magisterial witness to the
absolute and universal primacy of the pope.

3 Turning his attention to the inmost circle of the pope’s concern, the Catholic faithful,
Paul VI refers to these as the sons “who are in the house of God, that is, in the one, holy,
Catholic, and apostolic Church, whose motber and head is the Roman Church” (“qui in domo
Dei sunt, hoc est in Ecclesia una, sancta, catholica et apostolica, cuius Romana Ecclesia est
mater et caput” [Paul VI, Ecclesiam suam 113 (AAS 56 [1964]: 657)]). The context shows
clearly that “Catholic” should in English be capitalized.

¥ Sullivan, “Response,” 397.
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some real distinction between the Catholic Church and the
Church of Christ. Some of these positions are compatible with
one another.

First, most radically, one might say that the Church of Christ
exists nowhere on earth. Even if all Christian communities were
taken together and considered in their complementary diversity,
one could not call this totality the Church of Christ. Rather, the
Church of Christ is an eschatological ideal or goal, for which
Christians must hope and labor but which does not or cannot
have a concrete, “subsisting” realization in history. Quite ob-
viously, this position cannot really be counted an “interpretation”
of Vatican II. Whether any Catholic has actually espoused such a
position is another question. The CDF treats this as a position to
be addressed.*

Second, some say that the Church of Christ consists in all
Christian communities taken together as forming the one Church
of Christ. Thus, the Church of Christ consists in Catholic,
Orthodox, and Protestant communities, all taken together.’!

3% See note 60. Ratzinger, similarly, refers to this position as one to be rejected (see Heim,
Joseph Ratzinger, 320).

31 See Richard McBrien, Catholicism (Minneapolis: Winston Press, 1981), 685. Hans
Kiing, a proponent of nonexclusive identity (see below), also has some sympathy for this view.
For instance, he suggests that whoever proclaims his Church to be identical with the Church
of Christ evades the problem of disunity (Hans Kiing, The Church [Garden City, N.Y.: Image
Books, 1976], 365). He contends that, in the hope for ecumenical progress, members of every
church must suspend any idea that their church is the Church of Christ, keeping in mind that
others could make the same claim. So, Christians must work towards the unity of Christ’s
Church (ibid., 373-83). In short, although Kiing wishes to avoid the eschatological “evasion”
of the problem of disunity (ibid., 364f.), he implies the current nonrealization, in any
community, of Christ’s priestly prayer. Hence, ecumenism must not be the effort to work for
a return of particular churches to the one true Church of Christ already constituted: “The
road to unity is not the return of one Church to another” (ibid., 379).

For the most part, Ralph Del Colle supports the fourth position, yet he too shares
sympathies with this position. For instance, he asserts that the Lutheran witness to the gospel,
among other non-Catholic witnesses, adds something to the richness of the Christian faith,
without which addition Christian faith would be bereft of something important (Ralph Del
Colle, “Toward the Fullness of Christ: A Catholic Vision of Ecumenism,” International
Journal of Systematic Theology 3 [2001]: 205). The point is well taken if Del Colle means to
say that individual Lutherans and particular Lutheran communities can and do penetrate the
gospel truth in ways that augment the expressive riches of the gathering of Christ’s disciples.
This is not, however, to add anything integral to the essence of the Church. Similarly, one
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Accordingly, not any “church” on its own but the collection of all
churches forms the Church founded by Christ. For this reason,
some proponents of this idea add, it is beneficial to have con-
trasting expressions of the faith. Out of diverse witnesses—which
many faithful members of each communion once understood to
be contradictions calling for mutual anathemas—arises the
plenitude of the “Body of Christ.” In a somewhat Hegelian way
the contradictions (antitheses) of the past are seen as sublimated
into a higher unity. Another approach would have the antitheses
still conflict and, as such, stand in tense juxtaposition, casting
mutual light through their fruitful discordances.’* So, too, out of
divergent Christian communities, there arises the Church of
Christ.

A third group claims that the Church of Christ subsists in the
Catholic Church but that this Church of Christ could and/or does
subsist in other, non-Catholic Churches.” Leonardo Boff was
criticized by the CDF for holding this view. Boff presupposes a
differentiation between the gospel and its mediations. The gospel
is the very truth and way of life Jesus presents humanity, but his
message and way must be mediated if it is to be communicated.
So, one may distinguish the gospel itself and its mediations;
neither can stand by itself. Boff differentiates, analogously,
between Christianity itself and Catholicism as a realization and
mediation of Christianity. There are, of course, other mediations

might think of John of Antioch’s application of homoousios to Christ’s being one with us.
John added not to the deposit of faith but to its articulation.

32 Rawzinger offers a lucid critique of this approach (see Ratzinger, “Ecclesiology of the
Constitution,” 148).

* “The intent of this understanding of the Church is to avoid the sociological identification
of the Church with the present structures and formulations of the Roman Catholic
institutions, or to somehow imply that the Eastern Churches not in communion with Rome
were in any way ‘not church’ (Jeffrey Gros, Eamon McManus, and Ann Riggs, Introduction
to Ecumenism [Mahwah, N.J.: Paulist Press, 1998], 68). The qualification “in any way”
suggests sympathy with this third position. Joseph Farmerée directly supports this position:
“Is it not the task of ecumenical dialogue, from a Roman Catholic point of view . . . even to
acknowledge that the Church of Christ subsists in another Christian Church in which all the
constituent elements of ecclesial or churchly reality can be found?” (Joseph Farmerée, “Local
Churches, Universal Church and Other Churches in Lumen Gentium,” Ecclesiology 4 [20071:
55; see 54-56).
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of Christianity. Some persons, then, will find themselves striving
to articulate and defend one side of the polarity (this or that
mediation of the gospel; this or that reception of Christianity),
while others will find themselves critiquing aspects of that side in
the name of the other side (the gospel itself; Christianity itself).
Boff defends both sides of this delicate balance. Support of either
side is warranted, so long as “pathologies” are kept in check.
“Pathology” would emerge from an exaggerated stress on one side
of the polarity to the detriment of the other. There is, thus, an
irreducible tension in Christian life. The relevant upshot for our
investigation is this: “The Roman, Catholic, and apostolic Church
is the Church of Christ on the one hand, and on the other hand,
itis not. . . . It cannot claim an exclusive identity with the Church
of Christ because the Church may also be present in other Chris-
tian churches.”** Given that Boff conceives of Christian society as
having to hold in tension these two approaches—support for the
gospel itself, which leads to critique of all existing structures, and
support for such-and-such structural mediations of the
gospel—and given that he describes each approach as “half of the
equation” of the Church’s life, he risks obscuring the integral
unity of the visible and the invisible aspects of the Church. The
implication of Boff’s thought may be the notion of several
“subsistences” of the Church of Christ.>’ George Tavard has

% eonardo Boff, Church, Charism and Power: Liberation Theology and the Institutional
Church, trans. John Diercksmeier (New York: Crossroad, 1985), 75. See also Leonardo Boff,
Manifest fir die Okumene: Ein Streit mit Kardinal Ratzinger (Disseldorf: Patmos-Verlag,
2001), 96 and 99; and Heim, Joseph Ratzinger, 323.

35 Of course, one must interpret Boff’s affirmation of a “multiplicity” of subsistences of the
one Church of Christ—a seemingly impossible assertion—against the background of his
ecclesiology “from below.” The Church arises as a solidification of Christ’s presence among
people. Hence, the “diverse subsistences” of the Church would be one dynamically or
teleologically, though somewhat “disparate” in the order of generation. While this makes the
notion more palatable intellectually, it involves another, more nettlesome, difficulty. For a
prescient corrective to this ecclesiology from below, see Paul VI, Evangelii nuntiandi 58. For
a sympathetic treatment of Boff’s ecclesiology, see Kjell Nordstokke, Courncil and Context in
Leonardo Boff’s Ecclesiology: The Rebirth of the Church among the Poor, trans. Brian
MacNeil, Studies in Religion & Society 35 (Lewiston, N.Y.: The Edwin Mellen Press, 1996),
esp. 64-67. Paolo Gamberini’s critique of the theory of multiple subsistences is very helpful
(see Paolo Gamberini, “*Subsistit’ in Ecumenical Ecclesiology: J. Ratzinger and E. Jiingel,”
Irish Theological Quarterly 72 [2007]: 63).
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suggested this position more forthrightly: “The council says
nothing for or against the possibility of [the Church of Christ]
also invisibly subsisting in other ecclesial institutions and other
visible churches. Logic would seem to make this contention
acceptable in the problematic of Vatican II.”%

A fourth group says (a) that the Church of Christ continues to
exist fully in the Catholic Church alone but (b) that the Church of
Christ also exists, in lesser and in varying degrees, in other
Christian churches and communities. What pertains precisely to
the fourth position is the following way of linking these two
claims: There is between the Church of Christ and the Catholic
Church a “nonexclusive identity.” There is identity, but it is “not
total,” “not full,” and “not exclusive.””” We can pursue the nature

% George H. Tavard, The Church, Community of Salvation: An Ecumenical Ecclesiology,
New Theology Studies 1, ed. Peter Phan (Collegeville, Minn.: The Liturgical Press, 1992), 86.
Again: “The Church, membership in which is necessary to salvation, is not an empirical
institution. It is the Church ‘of God” or ‘of Christ’ in an absolute sense. In the words of
Vatican Council 11, this absolute Church is believed by Catholics to ‘subsist” in the Roman
Catholic Church (LG, n. 8). But it is not limited to the visible boundaries of this Church. And
it presumably also ‘subsists’ in other institutions of salvation” (ibid., 182-83). A later work
appears more hesitant, but still supports the viability of this thesis (see George H. Tavard,
Vatican II and the Ecumenical Way, Marquette Studies in Theology 52, ed. Andrew Tallon
[Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, 2006], 138-39).

%7 Kiing shows some support for this position: “The Catholic Church does not identify
itself exclusively (in spite of some formulas which seem to suggest otherwise) with the Church
of Christ. At one point at any rate a striking revision took place: instead of the definitive
formula originally suggested by the Commission: “The unique Church of Christ. . . is (es?) the
Catholic Church . . .’ the formulation adopted was ‘subsists (subsistit) in the Catholic
Church’ (Kiing, The Church, 366-67). I would add to the supporters of this fourth position
Ralphe Del Colle, who offers various perspectives on the matter. Overall, however, he
advocates nonexclusive identity {see Del Colle, “Toward the Fullness of Christ,” 206). In
support of his position, he suggests that the mission of the Holy Spirit is wider in scope than
the incarnate mission of the Son (see ibid., 209). He is thus perplexed by Dominus lesus,
article 16 and note 56, texts in tension with his theory (see ibid., 206-7, including n. 11).
Gamberini speaks of a “formal identity” but quickly adds that the Church of Christ is not
exhausted by the Catholic Church (see Gamberini, “‘Subsistit’ in Ecumenical Ecclesiology,”
68): “We must acknowledge that the ecclesia catholica non est totum ecclesiae” (ibid.; see also
69). For Gamberini, Vatican II diverges from the teaching of Pius XII, who (he maintains)
taught that “nothing of the Church could be found outside the Catholic Church” (ibid., 62;
see also 71). The vague expression “nothing of the Church” is unhelpful because the genitive
has too vast a potential scope. Pius XII never stated that “nothing of the Church” could be
found outside the Catholic Church. For a helpful theological articulation of the Church’s faith
at that time, see Charles Cardinal Journet, The Apostolic Hierarchy, vol. 1 of The Church of
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of this differentiation-in-identity by asking, Do non-Catholic
ecclesial communions and churches have one relation to the
Catholic Church and another relation to the Church of Christ?
According to Sullivan, they do:

Whatever “elements of sanctification and truth” are present and operative in
other Christian churches historically are derived from the one church of Christ
which “subsists in” the Catholic Church. In some way, which the council does
not further specify, their efficacy as means of salvation is also derived from that
fullness which is found in the Catholic Church.*®

Again, this differentiation is implicit in Sullivan’s reading of the
following passage from John Paul II:

Insofar as these kinds of elements exist in other Christian communities, the one
{(unica) Church of Christ has an efficacious presence therein. On this account, the
Second Vatican Council speaks of a certain, albeit imperfect, communion. The
constitution Lumen gentium highlights that the Catholic Church knows that “for
many reasons she is joined” to these communities in a certain real communion
of unity in the Holy Spirit.”

the Word Incarnate: An Essay in Speculative Theology, trans. A. H. C. Downes (New York:
Sheed and Ward, 195S5), 40-45, esp. 42. The rejection of “total identity” has simply
dominated theological circles from the earliest stages. See, e.g., Gregory Baum, “The Ecclesial
Reality of Other Churches,” Concilium 4 (1965): 34-41; Aloys Grillmeier, “Chapter 1: The
Mystery of the Church,” trans. Kevin Smyth, in Commentary on the Documents of Vatican
11, vol. 1, ed. Herbert Vorgrimler (New York: Herder & Herder, 1967), 150; and Johannes
Feiner, “Commentary on the Decree [Unitatis redintegratio],” trans. R. A. Wilson, in
Commentary on the Documents of Vatican II, vol. 2, ed. Herbert Vorgrimler (New York:
Herder & Herder, 1968), 68-75. Feiner contends that only on the definition of the Church
as societas can one uphold the strict identity, and, should one do so, one is forced to claim an
ecclesiological vacuum outside of the Catholic Church (see ibid., 69). Congar, similarly,
writes, “There is no strict, that is, exclusive, identification (adégquation) of the Church or Body
of Christ and the Catholic Church” (Yves Congar, Le Concile de Vatican II: Son Fglise Peuple
de Dieu et Corps du Christ, Théologie historique 71 [Paris: Beauchesne, 1984], 160; emphasis
in original). By contrast, see Yves Congar, Chrétiens désunis: Principes d’un “oecuménisme™
catholique, Unam sanctam 1 (Paris, 1937), 292. Finally, see Jon Nilson, Nothing beyond the
Necessary: Roman Catholicism and the Ecumenical Future (Mahwah, N.J.: Paulist Press,
1995), 56-58.

*% Sullivan, Salvation outside the Church? 149.

¥ “Prout eiusmodi elementa sunt in ceteris Communitatibus christianis, unica Christi
Ecclesia praesentiam habet in eis efficientem. Idcirco Concilium Vaticanum I de quadam
loquitur communione, etsi imperfecta. Constitutio Lumen gentium illustrat Ecclesiam
catholicam nosse “semetipsam plures ob rationes coniunctam” his Communitatibus vera
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According to Sullivan, “This papal statement affirming the
effective presence of the Church of Christ in other Christian
communities is obviously hard to reconcile with [Becker’s] thesis
that the Church of Christ is totally identified with the Catholic
Church.”* Sullivan’s inference is valid on the presupposition that
the presence and operation of the Church of Christ in non-
Catholic churches and communions is not totally identifiable with
the presence and operation of the Catholic Church therein.*
Accordingly, the Catholic Church is not simply identical with the
universal Church of Christ.

Having adumbrated various ways of denying total identity, I
will now consider Sullivan’s considerable arguments in favor of
this negation, in his response to Becker.

ITI. SULLIVAN’S ARGUMENTS AGAINST TOTAL IDENTITY

First, quite naturally, Sullivan calls to mind the revision of the
February 1963 draft: “The 1963 draft of the Constitution on the
Church, while it no longer affirmed identity between the Mystical
Body and the Catholic Church, still said “The Church of Christ is
the Catholic Church’.”** As we have seen, the est of this draft
became, in the final draft, subsistit in (LG 8). A similar expression
is found in Unitatis redintegratio (UR 4). Sullivan (and most
others) have seen this change as a sign that the council
“abandoned or even weakened” previous teaching. The council

quadam unitatis communione in Spiritu Sancto” (John Paul I, Ut unum sin: 11 [AAS 87
(1995): 9281).

0 Sullivan, “Response,” 406. See the broader context of the argument (ibid., 405-7).

1 Gamberini holds for a similar differentiation. He insists, first, that the Catholic Church
is not the “source” and “origin” of the mediating reality of non-Catholic communions and
churches. Instead, Christ is (see Gamberini, “‘Subsistit” in Ecumenical Ecclesiology,” 67). Of
course, no Catholic theologian denies that Christ is the ultimate source of any endowment of
his Bride. Yet it should be noted that it is through this very Bride that Christ communicates
grace: “by which [Church] he pours out grace and truth to all” (“qua veritatem et gratiam ad
omnes diffundit” [LG 8 (AAS 57 [1965]: 11)]). Gamberini portrays the above distinction as
a dichotomy because he has in mind a differentiation between the Catholic Church and the
Church of Christ: “To the Catholic Church is entrusted the fullness of the means of salvation,
but the origin and the source of the means remains the Church of Christ” (Gamberini,
““Subsistit’ in Ecumenical Ecclesiology,” 67).

*2 Sullivan, “Response,” 397.
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was drawing some real distinction between the Catholic Church
and the Church of Christ. Despite a fundamental connection,
there was “no longer . . . an exclusive identity.”* There was,
therefore, “a very significant difference between what the council
finally said at this point and previous drafts of the Constitution
(and, indeed, previous official statements of Roman Pontiffs).”**

Second, Sullivan takes the clause in the final draft that succeeds
the subsistit clause as further support: “. . . although outside of its
structure, many elements of sanctification and of truth are found,
which as gifts proper to the Church of Christ, impel towards
Catholic unity.” What is adumbrated here is drawn out in Unitatis
redintegratio (UR 1-4). Sullivan claims that this clause was first
added in the 1963 draft (i.e., that it was not present in the
original schema).® As is evident by an examination of its various
versions, this licet clause underwent more than one set of
emendations. Sullivan contends that even the pre-emended addi-
tion marked an important shift away from Aeternus Unigeniti. The
heart of Sullivan’s contention has to do with the status of the ele-
menta: Are they “only elements” or are they “ecclesial elements”?

Sullivan highlights a critical emendation of another section of
the 1963 draft (art. 9) that involved the addition (in art. 15 of the
1964 draft) of an explicit designation of separated communities
as either “churches” or “ecclesiastical communions.”*® Before this
draft, Sullivan contends, there was merely a recognition of
elements (e.g., the sacraments) outside of the Catholic Church.
With the emendation, “For the first time, a conciliar text uses the
terms ‘Churches’ and ‘ecclesiastical’ of the communities in which
those sacraments are received. The relatio given for this text
shows that the doctrinal commission realized that this language,
of which Tromp could hardly have approved, needed to be
justified.”” The relatio notes that the elements regard com-

+ Ibid., 402.

* Sullivan, The Church We Believe In, 21.

* See Sullivan, “Response,” 397; idem, Salvation outside the Church? 142; and idem, The
Church We Believe In, 24.

* See Sullivan, “Response,” 400, identifying ASS 3/1:189.41-42 (art. 9 of the 1963 draft;
art. 15 of the 1964 emended text); see LG 15 (AAS 57 [1965]: 19).

¥ Sullivan, “Response,” 400.
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munities, not merely individuals, that the communal character of
the elements serves as the foundation for ecumenism, and that
papal documents regularly refer to the Eastern communities as
“Churches” and to Protestant bodies as “Christian communi-
ties.”*® Rebutring Becker, Sullivan links the movement from a
recognition of only elements to a recognition of ecclesial ele-
ments, that is, of elements that constitute particular bodies as
churches and communions, with the change to subsistit.*

The council, approving the conciliar decision to call some non-
Catholic communions “churches” and other non-Catholic
communions “ecclesiastical communions,” therefore distanced
itself from the opinion of the very person who introduced the
phrase subsistit in, Sebastian Tromp. Becker discovered that it was
Tromp who suggested the novel phrase.*® Given that Tromp
manifestly held that the Church of Christ was nothing but the
Catholic Church, Becker argues, they are mistaken who use the
phrase subsistit in to deny the strict identity between the Catholic
Church and the Church of Christ. Now we can grasp the power
in Sullivan’s response to Becker: Tromp welded his opinion on
the “full identity” to his refusal of the term “Church” to any
separated communion: “[Tromp] strongly insisted [that subsistit
in] meant that the Church of Christ subsists exclusively in the
Catholic Church and that outside it there are only elements.
Obviously this meant that outside the Catholic Church there is
nothing that can be called a church.”" As Sullivan reads Tromp,
no particular body of Christians outside the Catholic Church can
even be called “a church.” Yet, the council accepted the title
“church” for many non-Catholic communions. Further, if one
considers the sense of the final draft, this acceptance was

5 See ASS 3/1:204 (D).

* See Sullivan, “Response,” 401.

% See Becker, “The Church and Vatican IIs ‘Subsistit in’ Terminology,” 517C. Perhaps
such a mode of expression has a faint background in the following statement from Leo XIII:
“Certainly, only she can glory in being the true Church of Christ, in whom the one body and
one Spirit most fittingly cleave together” (“Ea nimirum gloriari unice potest Christi vera esse
Ecclesia, in qua aptissime cohaereat unum corpus et unus spiritus” [Pope Leo XIII,
Orientalium dignitas (Pontificis Maximi Acta, vol. 14 [Rome: Typographia Vaticana, 1895],
368)]). I am grateful to Zachary Keith for tracking down the Latin text for me.

51 Sullivan, “Response,” 400 (see the entire discussion, ibid., 399-401).
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intimately tied with the move from est to subsistit in.>> Tromp
was correct (Sullivan contends) in welding his opinion on strict
identity to the exclusive use of the title “church”; therefore, the
twofold change of the conciliar document bespeaks a rejection of
the notion of strict identity: “The doctrinal commission that
approved this change must have understood it to mean no longer
claiming an exclusive identity between the Church of Christ and
the Catholic Church.””

Third, Sullivan draws on the relatio of the change to subsistit:
The change was made “in order that the expression might
harmonize better with the affirmation concerning the ecclesial
elements which are present outside [the Catholic Church].”* In
an earlier work, Sullivan also appealed to the summary provided
by the commission: “There is but one church, and on this earth it
is present in the Catholic Church, although ecclesial elements are
found outside of it.””’ The Acta regarding the change to subsistit
in, then, show the link between Sullivan’s first two points.
Sullivan concludes that one cannot affirm the ecclesial reality of
non-Catholic communions unless one denies the full identity
between the Catholic Church and the Church of Christ.

Fourth, Sullivan appeals, as we have seen, to Ut unum sint
(UUS 11 [see above, p. 14]). In the footsteps of Unitatis
redintegratio (UR 3), John Paul presses forward, teaching that the
one Church of Christ is effectively present and operative in non-
Catholic churches and ecclesial communions insofar as these enjoy
elements of this true Church. Dominus Ilesus reaffirms this
teaching (DI 17).>° Moreover, Dominus Iesus states not that the
Church of Christ exists only in the Catholic Church (as might be
suggested by a metaphysical reading of subsistit) but that the

32 See ibid., 402.
> Thid.

¥« utexpressio melius concordet cum affirmatione de elementis ecclesialibus quae alibi
adsunt” (ASS 3/1:177). See Sullivan, “Response,” 401, and idem, The Church We Believe In,
24.

% Sullivan, The Church We Believe In, 26. The Latin reads “Ecclesia est unica, et his in
terris adest in Ecclesia catholica, licet extra eam inveniantur elementa ecclesialia” (ASS
3/1:176).

*¢ For the Latin text of Dominus lesus, see AAS 92 (2000): 742-65; for an English
translation, see Origins 30 (2000): 209-19.
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Church of Christ exists fully only in the Catholic Church.”” The
same document affirms that non-Catholic communions with valid
orders and a valid celebration of the Eucharist are “true particular
churches” (see below, p. 24). Therefore, the Church of Christ can
exist elsewhere, though not fully. Sullivan finds these teachings
irreconcilable with the thesis of total identity.’® Putting these and
other data together, Sullivan contends that Catholics are no longer
bound to believe that the Catholic Church is one and the same
thing as the Church of Christ.”

We may now investigate whether there is any evidence in favor
of the CDF’s recent intervention on the meaning of subsistit in.

IV. FULL IDENTITY, OR “HERMENEUTIC OF CONTINUITY”

A number of considerations support the CDF’s recent
intervention. These can be divided into arguments directly in
tavor of “full identity” and responses to various arguments against
full identity. I will begin with the latter. Given that the fourth
position described above is the most circumspect, a response to
arguments in favor of it will stand duty for responses to the other
three positions, which have in various ways been addressed by
other interventions of the CDF.* I will thus respond to Sullivan’s
arguments.

%7 See Dominus lesus 16; Sullivan, “Response,” 408£.; and idem,“The Meaning of Subsistit
In,” 119.

’% See Sullivan, “Response,” 406.

*? Sullivan acknowledges that certain magisterial documents are in tension with his reading
of other magisterial documents.

0 “YWherefore, the Christian faithful [meaning here ‘Catholics’] are notallowed to suppose
that the Church of Christ is nothing other than a certain sum total of churches and ecclesial
communities, indeed divided but to some extent united as one. Much less are they free to hold
that, today, the Church of Christ does not really subsist anywhere, so that it is considered to
be only the goal that should be sought by all churches and communities” (“Quare
christifidelibus sibi fingere non licer Ecclesiam Christi nihil aliud esse quam summam
quamdam—divisam quidem, sed adhuc aliqualiter unam—Ecclesiarum et communitatum
ecclesialium; ac minime iis liberum est tenere Christi Ecclesiam hodie iam nullibi vere
subsistere, ita ut nonnisi finis existimanda sit, quemn omnes Ecclesiae et communitates quarere
debeant” [CDF, Mysterium ecclesiae 1 (AAS 65 [1973]: 398)]). These statements exclude the
viability of the second interpretation 2 la rupture and the first “interpretation.” For the CDF’s
exclusion of the third position, see below, page 25, and note 87.
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A) Responses to Sullivan

With respect to Sullivan’s first observation concerning the
change from est to subsistit in, one should note that the 1963
draft still affirms, albeit by implication, the identity of the
Catholic Church with the Mystical Body. The text stresses the
utter unicity of the Church;®' it teaches the identity of the visible
society and the Mystical Body;** and it affirms the identity of the
Catholic Church and the Church founded by Christ. These three
teachings imply that the Catholic Church is the Mystical Body of
Christ, in the sense in which the term “Mystical Body” points to
a single society both visible and spiritual.*> Moreover, that
identity is still explicitly affirmed in a note to the text.**

At any rate, est became subsistit in. Sullivan contends that the
change marked a departure from previous teaching. Becker, who
prefers a “hermeneutic of continuity,” suggests that the intention
of the one who introduced the phrase is relevant for an
interpretation of its meaning. Becker’s investigation of the
archives illuminates how est was changed to subsistit in, namely,
by way of adest in. I have already treated the first change. As for
the second change, Becker reports, “H. Schauf wished to
substitute adest with est, while S. Tromp responded by proposing
subsistit in.”* Apparently, Schauf thought adest in imprecise and
wanted to return to the wording of the 1963 draft. Tromp offered
subsistit in for the sake of precision. Obviously, Tromp did not
intend subsistit in to be a denial or softening of exclusive identity.

¢! The sacred synod teaches there to be “none but one Church of Jesus Christ” (“non esse
nisi unicam Iesu Christi Ecclesiam” [ASS 2/1:219.13-14]).

%2 These “are not two realities but one alone” (non duae res sunt sed una tantum [ASS
2/1:219.6)).

® Such was the authoritative use of the term at the time (see Pius XII, Mystici corporis
[AAS 35 (1943): 194 and 208]). On this point, Heribert Miihlen is very helpful (see Heribert
Miihlen, “Das Verhiltnis zwischen Inkarnation und Kirche in den Aussagen des Vaticanum
11,” Theologie und Glaube 55 [1965]: 182-88).

% Although the title to the section no longer reads “The Catholic Church is the Mystical
Body,” yet note 20 still gives references “On the identity of the Catholic Church and the
Mystical Body” (“De identitate Ecclesiae Catholicae et Corporis Mystici” [ASS 2/1:225]). See
Fromaget, “Subsistit In,” 10.

% Becker, “The Church and Vatican II’s ‘Subsistit in’ Terminology,” 517C.
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Becker reports Tromp’s own words in the meeting of the
commission, recorded on tape: “We can say, ‘Indeed [the Church
of Christ] subsists in the Catholic Church, and this is something
exclusive [Tromp speaking quite loudly] insofar as it is said that
outside [of her] there are nothing but elements’.”®® Sullivan
himself, in his work before the publication of Becker’s article,
considered the paucity of our knowledge about the intention
behind the change to be regrettable.®” Upon Becker’s publication,
Sullivan refined his view: “The question, however, is whether the
doctrinal commission that accepted [Tromp’s] suggestion, and the
council that approved the change from est to subsistit in,
understood it to mean what Tromp insisted it had to mean.”®®
This point is well taken; notwithstanding, the interpreter should
not lightly dismiss Tromp’s own understanding of the phrase. Of
course, a more significant factor in interpreting subsistit in is
consideration of the structure of the entire sentence finally
approved. I will return to this point at the end of my third
response to Sullivan.®’

Sullivan’s most compelling evidence pertains to his second
argument, on the status of the elementa. It should be noted that
Sullivan’s remarks regarding the February 1963 draft is not
entirely accurate. Becker expressly indicates that the “although”
clause was not added at this stage. Instead, it was adapted from a
passage in Aeternus Unigeniti concerning ecumenical issues.”
Article 51 of that text affirms that Christians are invited to return
to the Catholic Church, not as individuals (that is, when we speak
of ecumenism) but as united with each other. The reason for the
call for a return as communities rather than simply as individuals
is that in non-Catholic communities there are certain “elements of
the Church . . . which, as efficacious means and signs of unity can

¢ Ibid. (my translation).

7 See Sullivan, The Church We Believe In, 24.

¢ Sullivan, “Response,” 399.

% Tt is relevant to mention that, in a presentation of the preceding article (art. 7), those
presenting the draft to the subcommission maintained that only at first glance (primo intuitu),
and superficially (magis superficialis quam realis), might it seem that the new text differs
substantially from the parallel article in the previous draft (ASS 3/1:174).

7® See Becker, “The Church and Vatican II’s ‘Subsistit in” Terminology,” S16A.
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produce mutual union with Christ, and, of their nature as things
proper to the Church of Christ, impel towards Catholic unity.””’
This passage obviously served as the material for the 1963 licet
clause, itself the basis of the corresponding passage in the final
draft. It also set the trajectory for the conciliar affirmations
concerning the ecclesial efficacy of non-Catholic churches and
communions (LG 15; UR 3). There is confirmation of this
observation in what follows in article 51: “The Sacred Synod does
not deny that [such] elements, as long as they are preserved by
such communities, can be salvific and produce the fruit of
Christian spiritual life therein.””* It should be clear that Aeternus
Unigeniti supplied much of the raw material for the very relatio
on article 15 of Lumen gentium, concerning the use of the term
ecclesiae, to which relatio Sullivan appeals against Becker.

The presence of these and similar passages in the original
schema is evidence counter to the “hermeneutic of rupture” and,
implicitly, counter to Sullivan’s reading of Tromp. To see this all
the more clearly, one may attend, finally, to note 6 of article 51:
“Now, whatever be the nature of such separated communities, it
is certain that in the tradition the name ‘church’ is attributed often
and constantly to the separated communities of the East: On this,
see the following documents” (emphasis in original).” Sullivan’s
contention that “for the first time, a conciliar text [i.e., the 1964
draft] uses” the terms “churches” and “communities” for non-
Catholic communities is not accurate.”* Such application appears
in a significant note of the very text that Tromp “played a major

role”” in drafting. In fact, note 6 provides an exceedingly lengthy

7! “Christiani autem separati incitamenta inveniunt ut ad Ecclesiae unitatem accedant, non
modo singuli in seipsis, verum etiam inter se uniti in propriis suis communitatibus. In iis enim
elementa quaedam Ecclesiae existunt ut potissimum Scriptura Sacra et Sacramenta, quae, ut
media et signa unitatis efficacia unionem mutuam in Christo producere possunt et natura sua,
ut res Ecclesiae Christi propriae, ad unitatem catholicam impellunt” (ASS 1/4:82.24-31).

72 “Sacra Synodus, dum elementa ab his communitatibus servata, ibi quoque salutifera esse
atque fructus vitae spiritualis christianae producere posse non denegat” (ASS 1/4:82.35-36).

7 “Quidquid autem sit de natura talis communitatis separatae, certum est quod in
traditione nomen ‘Ecclesiae’ communitatibus orientalibus separatis saepe et constanter
attribuitur: cf. sequentia documenta Ecclesiae” (ASS 1/4:88 n. 6).

7* See above, note 47.

7 Sullivan, “Response,” 399.
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list of magisterial evidence for this use of the title “church,” from
Gregory VII through Pius XII. Among the documents listed are
decrees from the Fourth Lateran Council (1215) and the Council
of Florence (1439).”° Moreover, well before the appearance of
ecclesiae in article 15 of the 1964 draft of Lumen gentium, it had
appeared, together with the same lengthy list of magisterial
evidence, in two early drafts of the independent document on
ecumenism. Before the change to adest, some non-Catholic
communities were named “ecclesial” in the body of the text on
ecumenism.”” Eventually, the list of evidence is, understandably,
shortened.”

We should recall that, according to Sullivan, Tromp welded his
opinion on exclusive identity to the rejection of the title “church”
for non-Catholic churches. It is noteworthy how Sullivan relates
Tromp’s position: “[Tromp] strongly insisted [that subsistit in]
meant that the Church of Christ subsists exclusively in the
Catholic Church and that outside it there are only elements.
Obviously this meant that outside the Catholic Church there is
nothing that can be called a church.”” There is a slippage from
“Church” to “a church,” from a term that is fit to designate the
universal Church to a term more suitable to a particular church
(or set of churches). The text Sullivan has in mind, article 7 of
Aeternus Unigeniti, without doubt refers to the universal Church.
Now, as we have just seen, Aeternus Unigeniti acknowledges that
some non-Catholic communions bear the title “church,” teaches

76 See ASS 1/4:88-90.

77 See the draft presented November 1963, already approved by John XXIII in April (ASS
2/5:417-18 n. 16). Here, note 16 refers to the use of “ecclesiae™ in article 2 (see ASS
2/5:414.32). An even lengthier note, including references to John XXIII and Paul VI, appears
in a revised draft (see ASS 3/2:303-4 n. 20).

78 See ASS 3/7:16 and 35. See also, UR, note 19.

7 Sullivan, “Response,” 400. We find a similar slippage, or inadvertence to the distinction
between the universal Church and particular churches, in Sullivan’s latest publication: “It
would follow [from the clarification on Boff] that outside the Catholic Church there can be
no other churches, but only ‘elements of church’ (Sullivan, “The Meaning of Subsistit In,”
118). The Catholic Church is not to be compared to “other churches” as though she were
Sister and not Mother; rather, groups of her own particular churches are to be compared with
groups of those non-Catholic bodies called churches or ecclesial communions. See my
argument for an analogous sense of “church” below.
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the existence of ecclesial elements of the Church outside of the
Catholic Church, etc. If Sullivan’s reading of Tromp’s thought on
the title “church” is accurate, Tromp ought to have objected to
this very schema. Perhaps he meant neither that outside the
Catholic Church there is nothing that can be called “a church”
nor that the elements have no communal character.

We can reconcile Tromp’s opinion with the tradition and with
Aeternus Unigeniti, both of which acknowledge the title “church”
for some non-Catholic communions. This reconciliation may be
possible in one or both of two ways. We could suggest (a) that
Tromp (or the authors of Aeternus Unigeniti 7) was denying the
existence of more than one Church on the universal level but not
the applicability of the title “church” to every particular non-
Catholic communion. Or (b), we could understand the term
“church” of particular communions in three senses: improper,
proper but analogous, and proper and univocal. An “improper”
use of the term “church” would involve an extension beyond the
bounds of analogy, a use not proper to theology qua scientific.
(Such, for instance, would be its use with respect to those
communions that do not have valid Orders and a valid Eucharist.)
Now, the Acta of Vatican II show the Secretariat for Christian
Unity firmly defending the “proper” use of the term “church” for
some non-Catholic communions (i.e., those of the “East”).*® In
the official conciliar teachings, the term is several times predicated
of such communions (LG 15; UR 3, 14, and 15; and Orientalium
ecclesiarum 26 and 30). More recently, the CDF has taught that
such communions “merit” the title “church”;®! in Dominus Iesus,
the CDF declared them to be “true particular churches.”® In a
document issued the same year, the CDF affirmed that the term
is said of them in a “proper sense.”®

8 See ASS 3/7:35.
81 “For which reason [i.e., on account of apostolic succession and valid Eucharist, etc.] they
merit the title ‘particular churches™ (“[QJuapropter titulum merentur Ecclesiarum
particularium” [CDF, “Letter to the Bishops of the Church on Some Aspects of the Church
Understood as Communion,” 17 (AAS 85 [1993]: 848)]). See also, CDF, “Certain Aspects of
the Doctrine on the Church,” response to the fourth question (AAS 99 [2007]: 607).

82 “yerae sunt Ecclesiae particulares” (DI 17 [AAS 92 (2000): 758}).

% CDF, “Note on the Expression ‘Sister Churches,”” Origins 30 (2000), arts. 8 and 11.



24 CHRISTOPHER ]J. MALLOY

From this established teaching, it does not necessarily follow
that the title “church” (when designating a particular church)
must be taken only univocally.’® A “proper” use of a term,
according to many theologians, can admit of analogous
extensions. On what bases would one deny a univocal use of
“church” to some particular communion? The CDF teaches:

Communion with the universal Church, which is represented by the Successor
of Peter, is not a certain complementing feature of the particular church coming
from the outside but one of her internal principles by which she is constituted.
Therefore, the situation of [being] particular church that these venerable
Christian communities receive is also affected by a wound.®

This point would seem to affect the way the designation “church”
should be understood when predicated of such communions.® We
can connect this observation with an important passage in the
CDF’s intervention regarding Boff, relevant to the status of the

8 Miihlen’s interpretation of the February schema is in opposition to my suggestion (see
Miihlen, “Das Verhiltnis zwischen Inkarnation und Kirche,” 183 n. 26). Gamberini, following
Kasper, suggests on the other hand a totally open sense of “church,” so that even Protestant
communities could be called “church” (see Gamberini, “‘Subsistit’ in Ecumenical
Ecclesiology,” 70). To follow this lead would be to strip the term of its meaning and thus of
its effectiveness.

85 “Quia autem communio cum Ecclesia universali, cuius personam gerit Successor Petri,
non est quoddam complementum Ecclesiae particulari ab extra adveniens, sed unum e
principiis internis quibus ipsa constituitur, conditio Ecclesiae particularis, qua potiuntur
venerabiles illae communitates christianae, vulnere quoque afficitcur” (CDF, “Some Aspects of
the Church Understood as Communion,” 17 [AAS 85 (1993): 8491). See also DI 17; and CDF,
“Certain Aspects of the Doctrine on the Church,” response to the fourth question (4AS 99
[2007]: 608). The conciliar roots of this teaching are found in UR 3 (Norman Tanner, ed.,
Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, 2 vols. [Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press,
1990]), 2:910.33-911.7. For purposes of referential precision, I will on occasion make
reference to the Tanner text. See also, Joseph Ratwzinger, Called to Communion:
Understanding the Church Today, trans. Adrian Walker (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1996),
94.

% There is a consonance between this suggestion and the Acta. In a pertinent conciliar
discussion of Unitatis redintegratio, there was a complaint that the decree employs imprecise
and ambiguous terms. The response, as Becker points out (see Becker, “The Church and
Vatican II’s ‘Subsistit in” Terminology,” 520B), was that in the movement that is ecumenism,
it is fitting not to employ Scholastic and dogmatic terminology as though one were dealing
with a closed system. Rather, it is fitting to employ pastoral terminology in a descriptive
mode, yet without succumbing to vagaries (see ASS 3/2:335).
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elementa: “The council had chosen the word subsistit—
subsists—exactly in order to make clear that one sole ‘subsistence’
of the true church exists, whereas outside her visible structure
only elementa ecclesize—elements of church—exist.”®” As Sullivan
admits, “It seems to me, we do have [here] an interpretation that
corresponds to the way that Tromp understood subsistit in, that
is, that the Church of Christ subsists so exclusively in the Catholic
Church that outside it there are only elements.”*® Sullivan implies
that such a reading involves a “hermeneutic of re-rupture”: “In
fact, however, Vatican Il nowhere said that outside the Catholic
Church there are only elements of the church.”®” Sullivan believes
the CDF returns to the authentic meaning of Vatican II in the
body of Dominus Iesus, which expressly calls some non-Catholic
communions “true particular churches.” He finds it “incom-
prehensible” that note 56 repeats the outworn tag from the Boff
intervention.” Significantly, the recent CDF “Responses to Some
Questions regarding Certain Aspects of the Doctrine on the
Church” includes a reference to this intervention,”! and the CDF’s
commentary on this document restates the claim. Supposing, pace
Sullivan, that the CDF is not being inconsistent, one can account
for both points by appeal to an analogous use of “church.” The
two basic theses that Tromp espoused can be understood
similarly.”

% CDF, “Notification on the Book Church: Charism and Power. Essay on Militant
Ecclesiology by Father Leonardo Boff” (11 March 1985) (AAS 77 [1985]: 758-59; translation
in Origins 14, no. 42 [1985}: 685).

8 Sullivan, “Response,” 408.

# Ibid. See also Sullivan, “The Meaning of Subsistit In,” 118.

%0 Sullivan, “Response,” 409.

*! See CDF, “Certain Aspects of the Doctrine on the Church,” response to the second
question, note 8 (AAS 99 [2007]: 606).

?2 Sullivan points out (Sullivan, “Response,” 401; idem, “The Meaning of Subsistit In,”
118) that the council teaches that non-Catholic churches and ecclesial communions receive
the elements of the Church “in their own churches and ecclesiastical communities” (“in
propriis Ecclesiis vel communitatibus ecclesiasticis” [LG 15 (AAS 57 [1965]: 19)]). This appeal
hardly suffices to establish his point. The council also describes particular Cazholic churches
as “enjoying their own traditions” (“propriis traditionibus fruentes” [LG 13 (AAS 57 [1965]:
18)]). This is hardly to put a dialectical relation between “own” and “universal.” The
expression is also found in Aeternus Unigeniti 51 {see note 71).
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Sullivan in this third argument points to the explanations given
for the change: subsistit in was used in order better to
accommodate both the single, full subsistence of the Church of
Christ in the Catholic Church and the reality of ecclesial elements
outside of the Catholic Church, referred to in the licet clause. He
takes it that, in contrast to est, subsistit in allows the contents of
the licet clause to be accommodated because it implies the
negation of “total identity” while affirming a mitigated (i.e.,
nonexclusive) identity. Consequently, one can affirm that the non-
Catholic churches and communions established through these
ecclesial elements (to which the licet clause refers) have two
relations, one to the Catholic Church and another to the Church
of Christ.

Against this common reading of the licet clause, von
Teuffenbach maintains, “The licet clause would be logically
impossible in this form, if the first part of the sentence were in-
tended to imply already that—besides the Catholic Church—there
is also the possibility of other concrete realizations of the
Church.” Instead, the structure—anchored by the pivotal
“although”—logically implies a differentiation of affirmations
between the two clauses. Were the meaning “The Church of
Christ consists mostly in (subsistit in) the Catholic Church,” then
the relative licet clause would be redundant and pointless. Better
to replace licet with quia or enim!” Von Teuffenbach concludes,
“There is no other concrete realization of the Church of Christ
than the Catholic Church, yet there are also ecclesial elements
outside of this Church.””* Of course, one could respond that the
relatio defending the change to subsistit in implies that est was less
apt than subsistit in to account for ecclesial elements that are
present (adsunt) outside of the Catholic Church (see note 54).”

%% See von Teuffenbach, Die Bedeutung des “subsistit in’, 78-83.

% Ibid., 377.

%5 Similarly, as Sullivan reads the Acta, the doctrinal commission considered est more
restrictive than subsistit and therefore meant to deny the thesis of total identity (see Sullivan,
“Response,” 402; idem, “The Meaning of Subsistit In,” 122). He is indicating the
commission’s summary response to four requests concerning subsistit in: that the qualifier
integro modo be added; that the qualifier jure divino be added; that subsistiz in be changed
back to est; and that subsistit be changed to consistit (exists, remains). The commission
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Becker opines, not unreasonably, that this relatio is likely a carry-
over from the draft containing the adest in. According to Becker,
subsistit in was meant as a precision to the ambiguous adest in, in
order to satisfy Schauf’s concerns, and not as a mitigation of est.”
Becker does not fail to mention that subsistit in adds the crucial
note of permanence.”” According to Robert Fromaget, subsistit in
is more precise than both est and adest since it specifies the
manner of being of the one Church of Christ, which in its essen-
tial character is described throughout chapter 1 of Lumen
gentium. The Church exists in the manner of a self-standing
mystical person.”

In any case, the relatio does not necessarily imply the
“nonexclusive identity” thesis, and von Teuffenbach’s observation
on the very structure of the authoritative sentence has force.
Sullivan’s first three arguments, then, offer no sufficient warrant
for denying the full identity. Whether one accepts a historical or
a metaphysical sense of subsistit in, the extra-Catholic ecclesial
reality affirmed by the council should be understood not as self-

observed that the suggestions represented two tendencies, one towards a more restrictive
affirmation and another towards a more open affirmation. Obviously, the first three requests
fall into the first category. The commission replied directly to the first two, giving assurance
that these qualifiers are affirmed elsewhere in the constitution. So, the commission did not set
itself against the first tendency as such but against the specific employment of these
suggestions. Becker suggests the following as a possible motivation for the change from est to
adest in o subsistit in: “It is possible that some saw in the term est the possibility of denying
or of not giving sufficient attention to ecclesial elements in other Christian communities. But
if this hypothesis is granted, then the justification for the change would be terminological and
not doctrinal” (Becker, “The Church and Vatican ITs ‘Subsistit in’ Terminology,” 518A-B; see
Sullivan’s objection in Sullivan, “Response,” 401). In any case, responding to the request for
a change back to est, the commission related that the term subsistit in was accepted by all
present after a lengthy discussion. Is it not “unthinkable” that Tromp, who was among those
present, changed his mind on the total identity (Becker, “The Church and Vatican II’s
‘Subsistit in’ Terminology,” S18A; see also Sullivan, “Response,” 399)? Schauf and Ottaviani
were also present (see von Teuffenbach, Die Bedeutung des ‘subsistit in’, 379; Fromaget,
“Subsistit In,” 22 n. 47). In fact, here, the commission affirms the legitimacy of two of the
three concerns favoring a “more restrictive” reading (see ASS 3/6:81). In the discussion on
ecumenism, such identity is explicitly maintained (see note 121). The commission’s response
here, then, does not imply a negation of total identity.

% See Becker, “The Church and Vatican IF’s ‘Subsistit in’ Terminology,” 517C-518A.

%7 See ibid., 519B and C.

78 See Fromaget, “Subsistit In,” 34-37. See also the references specified in the next note.



28 CHRISTOPHER J. MALLOY

standing but as both grounded in and oriented towards the
Catholic Church.”

In his fourth argument, Sullivan appeals to Ut unum sint (UUS
11) and Dominus Iesus (DI 16-17), which affirm that the Church
of Christ is present and operative in non-Catholic churches and
communions. From this he deduces that the Catholic Church is
not totally identified with the Church of Christ. This deduction
is valid only on the presupposition that the presence and
operation of the Church of Christ in these non-Catholic churches
and communions differs from the presence and operation of the
Catholic Church. John Paul nowhere affirms this presupposition.
Dominus lesus, in fact, subtly guides one away from it:

There is but one Church of Christ, subsisting in the Catholic Church, the
government of which belongs to the successor of Peter and to the Bishops in
communion with him. Those churches which, although not in perfect
communion with the Catholic Church, are yet joined to the same [Church] by
the closest bonds, as apostolic succession and a valid celebration of the Eucharist,
are true particular churches. Wherefore, the Church of Christ is present in and
works in these churches, although in them full communion with the Catholic
Church is wanting, for the reason that they do not accept the Catholic doctrine
of the primacy, which, by the will of God, the Roman Bishop objectively
possesses and exercises over the universal Church.'®

The CDF clearly ascribes the ruling of the one Church of

Christ to the pope and those bishops in communion with him,
namely, to the Catholic hierarchy.’”* Further, the CDF holds the

* For further reflection on this grounding, see notes 26 and 110, as well as my response
to Sullivan’s fourth argument.

1% “Unica ergo est Christi Ecclesia, subsistens in Ecclesia Catholica, cuius moderatio
spectat ad Petri Successorem et ad Episcopos in communione cum co. Ecclesiae illae quae, licet
in perfecta communione cum Ecclesia Catholica non sint, eidem tamen iunguntur vinculis
strictissimis, cuiusmodi sunt successio apostolica et valida Eucharistiae celebratio, verae sunt
Ecclesiae particulares. Quapropter in his quoque Ecclesiis praesens est et operatur Christi
Ecclesia, quantumvis plena desit communio cum Ecclesia Catholica, eo quod ipsae doctrinam
catholicam non acceptant de Primatu, quem, ex Dei consilio, Episcopus Romanus obiective
possidet et in Ecclesiam universam exercet” (DI 17 [AAS 92 (2000): 758]; my translation).

Y1 1f one wishes to include non-Catholic bishops in this ascription, one must qualify the
ascription (e.g., “in some way™). If a non-Catholic bishop “in some way” governs a particular
church not in full communion with the Church of Christ, he may be said “in some way” to
govern a particular church not in full communion with the Catholic Church.
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Church of Christ to be present and operative in these
communions, although they lack full communion with the
Catholic Church. This “although” is crucial, for it reflects that the
presence of the Church of Christ is hindered precisely by the non-
Catholic communion’s lack of full communion with the Catholic
Church. Here, Dominus lesus is simply following Unitatis
redintegratio (UR 3),' in harmony with Ut unum sint (UUS
11).103

Sullivan pits Dominus Iesus’s historical reading of subsistit and
its mere affirmation that the Church of Christ exists fully only in
the Catholic Church against the CDF’s metaphysical reading of
subsistit and restrictive affirmation of mere “elements of the
Church” outside of the Catholic Church in the 1985 intervention
on Boff (itself echoed in later CDF documents). Whatever is
meant by the “presence and operation” of the Church of Christ in
non-Catholic churches, this teaching need not imply a denial of
the total identity of the Catholic Church and the Church of
Christ. Becker raises questions about the precision of this manner
of formulating the relation of the Church of Christ to the non-
Catholic churches.’” Notwithstanding such reservations, the

12 «“Those who believe in Christ and have received baptism validly [rize], are placed in a

certain communion, albeit imperfect, with the Catholic Church. Indeed, on account of the
discrepancies presently existing between them and the Catholic Church, in various ways,
whether in doctrinal or even disciplinary matters or regarding the structure of the Church, not
a few obstacles, sometimes grave ones, stand in the way of full ecclesiastical communion. The
ecumenical movement has as its aim the overcoming of these obstacles” (“Hi enim qui in
Christum credunt et baptismum rite receperunt, in quadam cum Ecclesia catholica
comimunione, etsi non perfecta, constituuntur. Profecto, ob discrepantias variis modis vigentes
inter eos et Ecclesiam catholicam tum in re doctrinali et quandoque etiam disciplinari tum
circa structuram Ecclesiae, plenae ecclesiasticae communioni opponuntur impedimenta non
pauca, quandoque graviora, ad quae superanda tendit motus oecumenicus” [UR 3 (AAS 57
[1965]: 93)]).

"% In the paragraph preceding the one to which Sullivan refers, John Paul teaches that the
elements of sanctification and truth found outside the visible structure of the Catholic Church
constitute the objective basis of the communion, albeit imperfect, of non-Catholic churches
and ecclesial communions with the Catholic Church. These elements are present, he adds, in
different degrees (see UUS 11 [AAS 87 (1995): 9271]).

10¢ See Becker, “The Church and Vatican IT’s ‘Subsistit in’ Terminology,” 520C-521A. His
suggestion—that the text behind John Paul’s expression is ASS 3/2:335—is compelling. That
text shows marked caution. See also note 86.
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crucial point is this: The mystery of how the Church of Christ is
“present and operative” in non-Catholic churches is the same
mystery of how the Catholic Church is “present and operative”
therein. Neither Dominus Iesus nor Ut unum sint affirms a
differentiation of presence and operation. Nor is such a dif-
ferentiation required for the explanation—which remains a
task—of this mystery.

Need a metaphysical reading of subsistit in exclude a historical
reading of the term? At least, may one hold the truth of the
affirmations associated with either reading simultaneously? If so,
one may, following out the implications of the CDF’s intervention
on Boff and of its most recent clarification, venture to say that the
Church of Christ has one sole “self-standing” or agential existence
(as dependent Bride, of course). This full and self-standing
existence of the Church of Christ, the actual Catholic Church,
began at Pentecost, continues today, and shall remain forever. By
contrast, extra-Catholic ecclesial reality does not exist as a self-
standing mystical person. By God’s will, it remains grounded in
and oriented towards the one Bride; it is properly hers; and thus
it belongs to her by right.'” Communions endowed with a
sufficient threshold of ecclesial endowments are proximately
disposed to be, in actu pleno, particular churches of the Catholic
Church. Because they lack an internal principle constitutive of
church they can, it seems, bear only the effects of having the
Church’s form. At any rate, Dominus Iesus’s employment of “only
fully exists” should not be read as allowing for degrees of
metaphysical subsistence, which, as Becker implies, is a
contradiction in terms.'* Sullivan maintains that the Church of
Christ “subsists—though not fully—in the Orthodox churches.”'"”
If “subsists” means simply “it somehow remains” or “something

15 Feiner notes (see Feiner, “Commentary on the Decree [Unitatis redintegratio],” 159 and
161) that, at the last minute, Paul VI requested that “fure” be added to the important line in
UR 3: “All these things, which come from and lead to Christ, pertain by right to the one
Church of Christ” (“[H]aec omnia, quae a Christo proveniunt et ad Ipsum conducunt, ad
unicam Christi Ecclesiam fure pertinent” [AAS 57 (1965): 93]).

1% See Becker, “The Church and Vatican II’s ‘Subsistit in> Terminology,” $20C.

197 Sullivan, “The Meaning of Subsistit In,” 120 (see also 121).
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of it remains,” one can speak of degrees of more or less, for the
precise manner of “remaining” or “existing” is not in view.
Further inquiry would lead to the metaphysical question.'® In
sorting all these diverse manners of the “being” of the Church of
Christ, one should compare the existence of non-Catholic
particular or local churches not to the existence of the Catholic
Church, the universal Church of Christ, but to the existence of
Catholic particular or local churches. Only in that way can a
proper comparison be drawn.

Although Becker does not subscribe to a metaphysical reading
of subsistit in, he implies the truth of the affirmation of the
Church’s metaphysical subsistence as one integral reality. The
implication of this viewpoint dovetails with the “full identity”
associated with a metaphysical reading. Sullivan contests, “It is
difficult to understand how Becker can claim that the Secretariat
for Christian Unity totally identified the Church of Christ with
the Catholic Church, when it so clearly recognized that non-
Catholic churches and communities are used by the Holy Spirit as
means of salvation.”'”” James O’Connor provided a response to
this difficulty over two decades ago. In the council’s Acta we find
the following important response to an objection to the
description (in UR 3) of non-Catholic churches as “means” of
salvation: “Without doubt, God uses the disjoined communities
themselves, not indeed qua disjoined, but gua informed by the

% The historical sense of the term subsistit—that the Church of Christ continues to exist
in her fullness here, in the Catholic Church—is of course required by Catholic teaching. So
long as one does not take a metaphysical reading in a crass sense—“something” subsisting “in
something else”—a metaphysical affirmation about the manner of existence of this Church of
Christ need not contradict the doctrine of full identity (cf. Becker, “The Church and Vatican
[I’s “‘Subsistit in’ Terminology,” 519B, who yet appears to presume the idea as well [ibid.,
520C]). It seems to me that metaphysical reflections on this matter add a certain depth.
Importantly, they establish the theological grounds for the doctrinal affirmation of the real
ecclesial character of non-Catholic churches (see note 26 on Ratzinger’s thought on this; see
also Fromaget, “Subsistit In,” 38-45). Clearly, the council can employ the term in a merely
historical sense (see UR 13, regarding the perpetuation of Catholic traditions in the Anglican
communion). It would be a mistake, however, to take metaphysically a merely historical
application regarding the enduring existence of “elements” outside the Catholic Church (see,
e.g., Sullivan, “The Meaning of Subsistit In,” 120).

199 Sullivan, “Response,” 405. See also ibid., n. 29, with reference to ASS 3/7:35
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aforementioned ecclesial elements, for conferring saving grace to
believers.”''? O’Connor comments:

The elements [of separated churches and communions] are operative here and
now because they belong by right to the Church and presently derive their
efficacy from the plenitude of grace entrusted to the Catholic Church. In other
words, the ecclesial elements are elements of the Catholic Church presently
operative in the separated Churches and Communities because of their real,
although imperfect, unity with the Catholic Church.™"

A number of arguments directly favor the thesis of “total
identity.”

119 “Deus procul dubio utitur ipsis Communitatibus seiunctis, non quidem qua seiunctis,
sed qua informatis praedictis elementis ecclesialibus, ad conferendam credentibus gratiam
salutarem” (ASS 3/7:35). It should be mentioned, first, that Aeternus Unigeniti already stated
something to this effect (see notes 71 and 72). One might object that Aeternus Unigeniti spoke
of the instrumental efficacy of the elements and not of the communities. Yet, second, the Acta
attest that it is on account of the elements that said communities have their efficacy. In
response to worries that Lumen gentium 15, exaggerated the promise of non-Catholic
communions and thus gave license for the Protestant prosyletization of Latin America, the
doctrinal commission made clear that “This entire passage treats of the objective elements
which constitute a certain bond with the Catholic Church. The passage is obviously stated in
general terms” (“In toto textu agitur de elementis obiectivis quae nexum quemdam cum
Ecclesia Catholica constituunt, et sermo evidenter est generalis” [ASS 3/6:100; the same point
is made in ASS 3/2:335]). Third, John Paul II ascribes the presence and operation of the
Church of Christ in non-Catholic Churches to the presence therein of ecclesial elements (see
note 39). The CDF follows him (see CDF, “Certain Aspects of the Doctrine on the Church,”
response to the second question [AAS 99 (2007): 606]). See, also James O’Connor, “The
Church of Christ and the Catholic Church,” in The Battle for the Catholic Mind, ed. William
May and Kenneth Whitehead (South Bend, Ind.: St. Augustine’s Press, 2001), 258-59.

M O*Connor, “The Church of Christ and the Catholic Church,” 259. O’Connor is well
aware of the problem that non-Catholic churches cannot be impeded in the validity of certain
exercises of the sacraments on account of a juridical act of Rome (see, e.g., ASS 3/7:35).
Nevertheless, as he notes, the same is true within the Catholic Church (differences of domains
for various canonical norms notwithstanding). A “suspended” bishop can serve the Lord, but
not qua separated (ibid., 260). Moreover, the nota praevia accompanying Lumen gentium
offers preliminary guidelines for the interpretation of some matters, such as the meaning of
“communion” and the question of “juridical determination” of a bishop’s power to perform
his sacred function. Diverse answers to questions of liceity and validity do not prejudice the
argument that the Church of Christ is simply the Catholic Church. However, diverse answers
to the question of juridical determination will affect the ways in which one understands the
meaning of “church” when said of non-Catholic communions. See also Leo XIII, Satis
cognitum 14-15; Pius XII, Mystici corporis 42.
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B) Arguments for Total Identity

I intend these arguments to be taken as “converging
probabilities.” First, a Catholic theologian ought to presume in
favor of the perpetuity of past doctrine, unless he countenances
an explicit revocation, or unambiguous implicit revocation,
thereof."* Much more is this the case for a longstanding
teaching.'”” Vatican II nowhere expressly revokes previous
teaching, nor do the conciliar teachings necessarily imply such a
revocation. One therefore presumes the continuity of doctrine
reaffirmed recently in the CDF’s “Responses.”

Second, as some have pointed out, the council elsewhere
affirms the identity of the Mystical Body of Christ and the
Catholic Church. Orientialium ecclesiarum, which received
conciliar approval the same day as Lumen gentium, reads, “The
holy and Catholic Church, which is the Mystical Body of Christ

. .21 No one, presumably, would differentiate the Mystical
Body from the Church of Christ. This passage, therefore, is
tantamount to an affirmation of identity between the Catholic

113

12 Bor a similar contention, see Fromaget, “Subsistit In,” 47.

13 Was the teaching longstanding? Sullivan contends that the total identity of the Catholic
Church and the Church of Christ was not held by the fathers of the Council of Florence. He
indicates the reference in session 6 to a wall that divided the “western and eastern Church”
(in the singular in Latin and Greek). See Tanner, ed., Decrees, 1:524.9-11; and Sullivan, “The
Meaning of Subsistit In,” 524. This reading is problematic in the context of that council as a
whole. In session 8, the council portrays the Greeks and the Armenians as having been made
one with the Roman Church (see Tanner, ed., Decrees, 1:535.31-536.2). Session 6 stresses the
primacy of the Roman pontiff over the whole Church (see Tanner, ed., Decrees, 1:528.15-30)
and refers to the Catholic Church as Mother Church and Spouse of Christ (see Tanner, ed.,
Decrees, 1:524.30-31 and 525.14). How, then, should one understand the passage to which
Sullivan refers? The voice of the council is as it were that of the universal Church addressing
her actual sons, those who were divided. She rejoices that those who are her sons, and who
were once divided though marked by Christ in baptism, are united at last. This is as though
to say that, whereas the objective scope of papal power is and was universal, it suffered in its
reception among some of the Eastern churches, which are now, in actu pleno, particular
Catholic Churches. Who, finally, can forget Florence’s very difficult teaching (applicable
formaliter) that no one who does not remain in the bosom of Catholic unity—be he a heretic
or schismatic—can be saved (see Tanner, ed., Decrees, 1:578.7-26)?

14 «Gancta et catholica Ecclesia, quae est Corpus Christi Mysticum” (Orientalium
Ecclesiarum 2 [AAS 57 (1965): 76]). See O’Connor, “The Church of Christ and the Catholic
Church,” 257.
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Church and the Church of Christ.'”” Another conciliar utterance
implies the same: “Now, the bishops are singly the visible
principle and foundation of unity in their particular churches,
which are formed in the image of the universal Church; it is in
these and from these that there exists the one and only Catholic
Church.”""® The analogy in context is clear: As the pope is to the
universal Church, each bishop is to his particular church. To
designate the universal Church, which is “one and only one,”
Lumen gentium does not hesitate to use the title “Catholic
Church.”"" Sullivan might explain this statement, as he does the
use of “the one and only Church of God” to designate the
Catholic Church (UR 3),'"® as being applicable only in the first
millennium.'" Yet, the passage from Lumen gentium occurs in the
context of a discussion of the college of Bishops, which by
definition is constituted only by the pope and those bishops in
hierarchical communion with him.'*° Further, the Acta attest that

the conciliar secretariat affirmed the total identity of the Catholic
Church and the Church of Christ."*!

5 The refrain “Christ’s Body, which is the Church,” evocative of Pius XII and Sebastian
Tromp, appears in various places. See Sacrosanctum concilium 7 (Tanner, ed., Decrees,
2:822.29-30); Lumen gentium 7 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:853.24), 14 (Tanner, ed., Decrees,
2:860.13), 48 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:887.37), and 49 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:889.15);
Gaudium et spes 32 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:1088.38-39); and Presbyterorum ordinis 12
(Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:1057.21).

16 “Bpiscopi autem singuli visibile principium et fundamentum sunt unitatis in suis
Ecclesiis particularibus, ad imaginem Ecclesiae universalis formatis, in quibus et ex quibus una
et unica Ecclesia catholica exsistit” (LG 23 [AAS 57 (1965): 27]).

7 See also Code of Canon Law, canon 368.

18 «“I{J]na et unica Dei Ecclesia” (UR 3 [AAS 57 (1965): 92]).

' See Sullivan, “Response,” 402-4 and 407.

20 See LG 22-23; and Nota explicativa praevia, no. 3.

121 With respect to the introduction to Unitatis redintegratio, there was a complaint that
non-Catholic communions were being numbered alongside the Catholic Church, giving the
appearance of a false connumeration. The response was: “In this place, only the reality as
perceived by all is being described. Below, it is clearly affirmed that only the Catholic Church
is the true Church of Christ” (“Hic tantum factum, prout ab omnibus conspicitur,
describendum est. Postea clare affirmatur solam Ecclesiam catholicam esse veram Ecclesiam
Christi” [ASS 3/7:12]). The third concern regarding chapter 1 urged the explicit addition of
“Catholic” whenever the use of “Church” was meant to designate the Catholic Church. The
response was that the sense in each case should be obvious from the context (see ASS 3/7:15).
The same bishop desired another change (the fourth listed): That the text explicitly state that
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Third, in various ways, Vatican II presents Peter as the pastor
of the entire Church; similarly, Peter and the bishops united with
him form one college, governing the entire Church. In harmony
with established tradition, this is the constant claim of the entire
council.'® Now for the argument: When Peter exercises authority
over all the Catholic faithful, he fully exercises his supreme
authority. This exercise of authority is not that merely of bishop
or metropolitan or even “patriarch of all the West.” But, at least
objectively, he fully exercises his supreme authority precisely as
pastor of the entire Church of Christ. Therefore, Peter’s authority
as pastor of the Catholic Church is coextensive with his authority
as pastor of the Church of Christ. With regard to Peter’s

only the Catholic Church is the Church of Christ and that everyone has the duty to seek her
out and enter her in order to obtain eternal salvation. The risk, in not clarifying this matter,
is that Catholics will be exposed to indifferentism. The secretariat’s response was, “What is
asked here is sufficiently borne out in the entire text. On the other hand, the text cannot pass
over the fact that revealed truths and ecclesial elements are also found in other Christian
communities” (“In toto textu sufficienter effertur, quod postulatur. Ex altera parte non est
tacendum etiam in aliis communitatibus christianis inveniri veritates revelatas et elementa
ecclesialia” [ibid.]). Other bishops urged that the text more clearly teach that the true Church
is only the Catholic Church and that the pope enjoys supreme authority over all the faithful.
The response was that the text presupposes this doctrine, expounded in Lumen gentium (see
ibid.).

In the discussion of UR 2, there was a desire that the unicity of the Church be more clearly
expressed. The response reads: “(A) From the whole text, the identification of the Church of
Christ with the Catholic Church is evident, although, as is necessary, the ecclesial elements of
the other communities are set in relief. (B) The Church—governed by the successors of the
Apostles with the successor of Peter as their head—is explicitly called the ‘only flock of God’
and the ‘one and only Church of God’ (“[A] Ex toto textu clare apparet identificatio Ecclesiae
Christi cum Ecclesia catholica, quamvis, ut oportet, efferantur elementa ecclesialia aliarum
communitatum. [B] . . . Ecclesia a successoribus Apostolorum cum Petri successore capite
gubernata . . . explicite dicitur ‘unicus Dei grex’ et . . . ‘una et unica Dei Ecclesia™ [ASS
3/7:171). Itis noteworthy that the CDF, in its responses to questions on “Certain Aspects of
the Doctrine on the Church,” cites these texts in its fourth footnote (AAS 99 [2007]: 605-6
n. 4).

22 1.G 8 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:854.21-23, 26-28); 18 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:863.11-
14); 19 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:863.28-32); 20 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:864.4-6); 22
(Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:865.28-866.11; 866.14-18, 20-24, 25, 32, 34); 23 (Tanner, ed.,
Decrees, 2:867.21, 23, 29-30); and 25 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:869.30-34, 39). Among other
witnesses to the constancy of this tradition, see Fourth Lateran Council, chap. § (DS 811);
Council of Lyons, Session 4 (DS 861); Boniface VIII, Unam sanctam (DS 870-75); Council
of Florence, “Decree for the Greeks” (DS 1307); Vatican I, Pastor aeternus (DS 3050-64); Leo
XIIL, Satis cognitum 13-15; and Pius XII, Mystici corporis 40-41.
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authority, what can be defective is not his power but the
acceptance thereof by Christians. But papal authority, which is
supreme, is objectively augmented neither by the consent of the
faithful nor by the cooperation of bishops, even though bishops
receive their power directly from Christ and even though, when
united with the pope in an ecumenical council, they jointly
exercise that supreme authority. Nor should one attempt to
circumscribe papal authority or true conciliar authority by appeals
to “recognition” and “reception.”® Given, then, the perpetually
established supreme authority of the Bishop of Rome, there are no
grounds for distinguishing realiter the Catholic Church and the
Church of Christ.

Fourth, as Vatican II teaches, the entire means of salvation, the
full deposit of faith, and the full governing structure of the
Church belongs only to the Catholic Church: “Through Christ’s
Catholic Church alone, which is the comprehensive help [generale
auxtlium] for salvation, can [potest] the fullness of all the means
of salvation be attained.”*** Clearly, the potest does not allow for
a temporally limited distribution of the predicate. The reason is
this: “that fullness of grace and truth . . . is entrusted to the
Catholic Church.”'® Now, if there were a real differentiation

B We find such an appeal in the Joint International Commission for the Theological
Dialogue between the Roman Catholic Church and the Orthodox Church, “Ecclesiological
and Canonical Consequences of the Sacramental Nature of the Church: Ecclesial Communion,
Conciliarity and Authority” (Ravenna, 13 October 2007).

124 “Per solam enim catholicam Christi Ecclesiam, quae generale auxilium salutis est, omnis
salutarium mediorum plenitudo attingi potest” (UR 3 [AAS 57 (1965): 94]). The elements of
sanctification and truth found outside the Catholic Church, conducive to salvation, draw their
efficacy from the fullness of grace and truth entrusted to the Catholic Church. Lumen gentium
teaches that these elements are proper (propria) to the Church of Christ and therefore impel
towards Catholic unity (LG 8). In the Acta, the following response regarding a suggested
change is noteworthy: “When ecclesial elements are said to exist outside of the boundaries of
the Catholic Church, it is by no means affirmed that in the Catholic Church one does not find
all the elements [of the Church]. The fullness of the means of salvadon . . . is explicitly
ascribed to the Catholic Church alone” (“Eo quod extra saepta Ecclesiae catholicae elementa
ecclesialia exstare dicuntur, nullatenus affirmatur non omnia elementa in Ecclesia catholica

inveniri. Plenitudo mediorum salutis . . . explicite soli Ecclesiae catholicae adscribitur” [ASS
3/7:31)). See also John Paul I, Ut unum sint 11 (AAS 87 [1995]: 927).
125 “[T]psa plenitudine gratiae et veritatis . . . Ecclesiae catholicae concredita est” (UR 3

[AAS 57 (1965): 93]). Paul VI requested the insertion of “Catholic” at the end of this
statement (see Feiner, “Commentary on the Decree [Unitatis redintegratio],” 159).
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between the Catholic Church and the Church of Christ, it would
be possible for a set of non-Catholic Churches to attain full
communion with the Church of Christ, and hence to enjoy the
fullness of grace and truth, without eo ipso becoming particular
Catholic churches. Such asituation is impossible, since the fullness
can be obtained only through Christ’s Catholic Church.

Fifth, Vatican II presupposes that, during this “end of the
times,” the people of God—which no one would differentiate
realiter from the Church of Christ—is the Catholic Church. This
point can be shown by the following observations. First, the
people of God is said to cling to the word of the magisterial
teaching office.'*® The predicate is, as such, applicable only to the
members of the Catholic Church. Second, the council speaks
equivalently of “The Church, or the people of God.”'” The
context shows that “Church” here means “Catholic Church.”
Third, the teaching on incorporation into the people of God
manifests the same. All are called to the Catholic unity of the
people of God, and all people either “belong” (pertinent) or are
“ordered” (ordinantur) to this unity.'”® The distinctions between
belonging and being related are presented more precisely as
follows. Those are “fully incorporated” who accept all the means
of salvation and the entire structure of this society, who are united
with Christin its visible structure governed by the supreme pontiff
and the bishops (by the ties of the profession of faith, the
sacraments, ecclesial authority, and communion), and who still
have the Spirit of Christ.'” Those who meet all conditions but the

126 See LG 12.

127 «“Ecclesia seu Populus Dei” (LG 13 [Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:859.17]; see also LG 28
[Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:873.36-371).

28 LG 13 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:860.5-7). For a similar analysis, see Fromaget, “Subsistit
in,” 39-40.

12 See LG 14 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:860.20-25). Of course, the conditions spelled out
here pertain to the objective order. Whether someone who is commonly assumed not to be
Catholic may in fact be Catholic is another question, which the council chose not to answer.
Hence, the wording in UR 3: “Those who have by faith been justified in baptism are
incorporated into Christ” (“iustificati ex fide in baptismate, Christo incorporantur” [AAS 57
(1965): 93]). The text does not read “into Christ’s body,” pace the Tanner translation
(Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:910.13-14). The secretariat called attention to the deliberate omission

of the term “body” here, since it was not the council’s intention to settle disputed questions
of membership (see ASS 3/7:30). The readings of Feiner (Feiner, “Commentary on the Decree
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last (i.e., Catholics who have not persevered in charity) are
nonetheless “incorporated” into this society.”?® Catechumens
desire to be incorporated into the Church.”! “Mother Church”
thus embraces them as her own.? Other Christians are, on
various grounds, “joined” to the Church.’ Finally, other people
are “ordered” to the people of God in various ways."** This
narrative of diverse relations to the unity of the people of God
presupposes the identity of the people of God with the Catholic
Church.'” Fourth, Unitatis redintegratio (UR 3), echoes this
presupposition: For the building up of the one body, Christ
entrusted all the blessings of the New Testament to the apostolic
college alone, over which Peter presides. Into this one body “all
those who already belong in some way to the people of God
ought to be fully incorporated.”"*

Sixth, according to Vatican Il, it is precisely the Catholic
Church—not the Church of Christ conceived as extended beyond
the Catholic Church—that is necessary for salvation. It is first
asserted that the pilgrim Church of Christ is necessary for
salvation.”” From this general principle the council concludes to

[Unitatis redintegratiol,” 73) and Congar (Congar, Le Concile de Vatican II, 160) concerning
Church membership seem, therefore, to go beyond the text. For a reading alternative to these,
see Karl J. Becker, “The Teaching of Vatican II on Baptism: A Stimulus for Theology,” in
Vatican II: Assessment and Perspectives Twenty-five Years After (1962-1987), vol. 2, ed. René
Latourelle (New York: Paulist Press, 1989}, 62-75. For a good and subtle presentation, see
Fromaget, “Subsistit In,” 27-33. Von Teuffenbach argues that Cardinal Liénart failed to
distinguish the question of membership from the question of the relation of non-Catholic
communions to the one and only Catholic Church (see von Teuffenbach, Die Bedeutung des
‘subsistit in’, 3041.).

130 See LG 14 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:860.25-27).

Bl See LG 14 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:860.31f).

132 See LG 14 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:860.33).

133 LG 15 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:860.34-37).

134 1.G 16 (Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:861.141).

135 Sullivan reads into the constitution the notion of “degrees of incorporation in the
church” (see Sullivan, Salvation outside the Church? 146). He further blurs the subtlety by
contending that since one either belongs (a loose term) or is related to the Church, therefore,
all who belong are members of the Church (see ibid., 153).

B3¢ “cui plene incorporentur oportet omnes, qui ad populum Dei iam aliquo modo
pertinent” (UR 3 [AAS 57 (1965): 941).

57 See LG 14 (AAS 57 [1965]: 18).
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a particular moral precept pertaining to God’s will for concrete
man: “Wherefore, those men could not be saved who—not
unaware that the Catholic Church was by God through Jesus
Christ-made necessary—nonetheless would not will to enter into
her or to remain in her.”'*® If the objective necessity to enter the
Catholic Church follows straightforwardly from the necessity of
the pilgrim Church of Christ for the salvation of wayfarers, then,
as Fromaget argues, the Catholic Church is the very same thing as
the Church of Christ.”*” Or is the Catholic Church some kind of
instrument of the Church of Christ? Of course, it is emphatically
to be added that salvation is possible for individuals who are not
Catholic.'*® Moreover, non-Catholic Christian communities enjoy
ecclesial mediation of the means for achieving this possibility.
Disputes about the denial of the possibility for non-Catholics to
be saved, a la Feeney, are to be distinguished from the issue of
subsistit. Non-Catholics can be saved precisely through a mystical
communion with the Catholic Church. There is no compelling
need for a Catholic theologian to appeal to some other “mystical
communion” with a Church of Christ supposedly not fully
identical with the Catholic Church.

Seventh, the denial of full identity does not accord with the
context of the subsistit clause. The burden of article 8 of Lumen
gentium, as well as that of Mystici corporis, was to maintain the
inseparable unity of the invisible and visible aspects of the one and

138 “Quare illi homines salvari non possent, qui Ecclesiam Catholicam a Deo per Iesum

Christum ut necessariam esse conditam non ignorantes, tamen vel in eam intrare, vel in eadem
perseverare noluerint” (LG 14 [AAS 57 (1965): 18]). Tanner, following a general editorial
decision, capitalizes neither Ecclesiam nor Catholicam (see Tanner, ed., Decrees, 2:860.17).

3% See Fromaget, “Subsistit In,” 38 n. 145.

"0 1.G 15-17. Sullivan argues from the possibility that non-Catholics can be saved, even
though they do not enter into visible union with the Catholic Church, to the denial of total
identity. This is to presuppose what one intends to establish. It is not necessary to deny total
identity in order to save this possibility. As O’Connor has shown, the secretariat found it not
necessary to repeat, in UR 3, the necessity of the Catholic Church for salvation, since the truth
of this necessity was abundantly clear: “The necessity of communion with the Catholic Church
for obtaining the grace of Christ and salvation is sufficiently indicated in the entire context”
(“Necessitas communionis cum Ecclesia catholica ad gratiam Christi et salutem obtinendam
sufficienter indicatur in toto contextu” [ASS 3/7:35]). See O’Connor, “The Church of Christ
and the Catholic Church,” 259.
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only (unica) Church. The one reality of the Church is constituted
on this earth “as a visible structure.”™" The Mystical Body of
Christ and the “society arranged with hierarchical organs,”'*
therefore, form one complex reality from two elements, a
mysterious analogy for which is Christ, one person composed of
two natures.”” Insofar as particular gatherings of Christians do
not retain the full scope of the visible order of the Catholic
Church, they fail to be, in actu pleno, particular churches of the
Catholic Church. Given that the Church of Christ is one reality,
visible and invisible, how then could they be, in actu pleno,
particular churches of the Church of Christ? However one
qualifies the status of such churches with respect to the Catholic
Church (e.g., they “participate” in the reality of the Catholic
Church; they “approximate” to being, fully, Catholic particular
churches), one must identically qualify their status with respect to
the Church of Christ.'"* To differentiate these “respects” would
be to render the Catholic Church but a collective sister church,
albeit massive and “full,” among the major collective sister
churches of the Church of Christ.

Eighth, only the doctrine of full identity preserves the teaching
that the Catholic Church is Mother of all particular churches and
not a federated sister to any particular church or churches. The
CDF has reaffirmed this constant teaching: “As recalled above,
one cannot properly say that the Catholic Church is the sister of
a particular church or group of churches.” The reason (what is
being recalled) is that “The one, holy, catholic and apostolic

¥ “ut compaginem visibilem” (LG 8 [AAS 57 (1965): 11]).

142 “Societas autem organis hierarchicis instructa” (ibid.).

3 Fven late in the Acta, the unicity of the Church is repeatedly expressed. See ASS
3/1:176 and 180; and ASS 3/7:12, 15, 16-17, 35 (response to suggested emendation no. 57)
and 36 (response to suggested emendation no. 63). The unicity is, of course, also enshrined
in the conciliar texts themselves: “This is the only Church of Christ” (“Haec est unica Christi
Ecclesia” [LG 8 (AAS 57 [1965]: 11)]); and “In this one and only Church of God” (“In hac
una et unica Dei Ecclesia” [UR 3 (AAS 57 [1965], 92)]). The teaching continues to manifest
itself (see CDF, “Some Aspects of the Church Understood as Communion,” 8; UUS 11; and
DI 16-17).

*If one may in some mode of discourse speak of degrees of being particular churches of
the Church of Christ, one could speak identically of degrees of being particular Catholic
churches. See, e.g., The Catechism of the Catholic Church, 834.
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[Ulniversal [Clhurch is not sister but mother of all the particular
churches.” This is not mere semantics. It is a matter “above all of
respecting a basic truth of the Catholic faith: that of the unicity of
the [Clhurch of Jesus Christ. In fact, there is but a single
[Clhurch.”'* This teaching has no grounds if the Catholic Church
is not, now and always, the Universal Church of Christ, Mother
of all particular churches.'*

How, then, to account for the ecclesial reality of non-Catholic
churches? Non-Catholic churches can be considered “true
particular churches” in a proper but analogical sense. A more
precise accounting of the extension of the sense of “church” is
desirable. Clearly, they are not particular churches in actu pleno.
Would it be accurate to describe them as “true churches” insofar
as they are proximately disposed to the form of the one true
Church? g

It seems to me, finally, that the denial of total identity has been
bolstered by an unwitting transposition from one set of ecclesial
polarities to another. The following polarities, each in its own
way, apply to the Church: visible society — mystical reality; perfect
in the means for the attainment of the end — imperfect and sinful
in her members; sign — signified; essential character — variegated
incarnate manifestations; pilgrim wanderer — heavenly victor; etc.
Early conciliar discussions rightly highlighted these polarities.
Problems arise, however, when these as it were eschatological and
vertical polarities are taken to justify a horizontal (geographical)
and present polarity between the Catholic Church and the Church

5 CDF, “Note on the Expression ‘Sister Churches,”” 10-11 (Origins 30 [2000]: 224B).
The traditdon witnesses that the Catholic Church is Mother of all Churches through the
primacy accorded to her visible head. Accordingly, the tradition does not hesitate to call the
Church of Rome the Mother of all Churches (see Fourth Lateran Council, chap. 5 [DS 811];
Council of Lyons, session 4 [DS 861]; and Leo XIII, Satis cognitum 13). See also the teaching
of Paul VI cited above in note 28. The supremacy of the one Church of Rome over all
particular churches is stressed also at Vatican I, Pastor aeternus (DS 3060).

146 Sullivan insists, however, that the Universal Church of Christ is not simply the Catholic
Church, and he implies that Paul VI not only permitted one to hold but expressed himself in
such a way as to imply that the Catholic Church is a collective “sister” of the churches of the
East. See Sullivan, The Church We Believe In, 63.
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of Christ, qua further extended."” This leads to a kind of
abstraction of the “universal Church of Christ” from the Catholic
Church: “There is one Church of God that embraces the
particular churches of both East and West, even though at present
they are not in full communion with one another.”'**

On the basis of this abstraction, there emerges the conception
of a dual relation: non-Catholic church — Church of Christ; non-
Catholic church - Catholic Church. This dual relation, in turn,
entails difficulties for a conception of the universal Church as
both always visible and always ontologically prior to particular
churches.'® Ontologically prior, the universal Church, as Bridal
Servant and Instrument of Christ, informs this or that particular
church with its ecclesial reality. If the universal Church is always
visible, just what universal Church informs non-Catholic churches
with their ecclesial reality, if not the Catholic Church? If one
appeals neither to the Catholic Church nor to an invisible Church,
one seems to have no recourse but to the notion of the universal
Church as a communion arising out of the many churches.”® But
the universal Church is not a federation of churches, however
intimately connected.”" The first set of polarities can be main-

7 See, e.g., Farmerée, “Local Churches, Universal Church and Other Churches in Lumen
Gentinm,” 54-58. By contrast, the movement from LG 49 to LG 50 ratifies both the
differentiation of the pilgrim status from the heavenly status of the Church and the identity
of the Church with the Body of Christ (AAS 57 [1965]: 55).

¥ Sullivan, “The Significance of the Vatican II Declaration,” 283. See also idem, The
Church We Believe In, 24f. Again, “The Orthodox Churches can hardly be said to be particular
churches of the Catholic Church. If they are not, of what universal church are they particular
churches? It would seem that they must be particular churches of the church of Christ, which
must then continue to exist beyond the limits of the Catholic Church and not be simply
identical with it” (Sullivan,“The Meaning of Subsistit I,” 123). John McDermott’s remark
retains its pertinence: “Sullivan’s universal Church is hardly an ordered society in this world”
(John McDermott, “Lumen gentiwm: The Once and Fuwre Constitution,” in Kenneth
Whitehead, ed., After 40 Years: Vatican Council II's Diverse Legacy [South Bend, Ind.: St.
Augustine’s Press, 20071, 158 n. 21).

¥ See CDF, “Some Aspects of the Church Understood as Communion,” 7 (AAS 85
[1993]: 842). See also Ratzinger, “Ecclesiology of the Constitution,” 133-39.

80 See Sullivan, The Church We Believe In, 63-65, and Farmerée, “Local Churches,
Universal Church and Other Churches in Lumen Gentium,” 60.

U1 See Paul VI, Evangelii nuntiandi 62; and CDF, “Some Aspects of the Church
Understood as Communion,” 9.
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tained without the addition of a geographical polarity between the
Catholic Church and the further extended Church of Christ.

CONCLUSION

I have attempted to demonstrate (a) that Vatican II does not
mitigate the traditional doctrine on the full identity of the Church
of Christ with the Catholic Church and (b) that therefore on this
point there is no warrant for a hermeneutic of rupture. Conciliar
and postconciliar magisterial teachings leave theologians with the
urgent tasks of articulating the unique contribution of subsistit,
accounting for the ecclesial status of non-Catholic churches and
communities, and unpacking the ecumenical implications of full
identity.

Perhaps advertence to a distinction of manners of considera-
tion may assist in these theological endeavors. On the one hand,
one can consider the essential character and constitutive elements
of the one Church, visible and invisible. From this perspective,
one approaches the Church as such, not prescinding from her
earthly aspects but considering them absolutely, as it were. On the
other hand, one can consider the actual manifestation and con-
crete life of the Church.”® From the latter perspective, one

52 By means of this distinction, one can illuminate the harmony in Cardinal Ratzinger’s
claims that the Church of Christ is fully identical with the Catholic Church and that she
extends beyond the Roman Catholic Church. Seen from the material perspective, Catholic
churches and non-Catholic churches and communions have this in common: They are the
particular, ecclesial stuff upon which God through Christ, in the Spirit, works. So, if by
“Catholic Church” one intends to designate the variegated manifestation or complexion of
the Church of Christ, where it is perfect or metaphysically subsistent, then one might say that
the reality of the Church of Christ extends beyond the Catholic Church. (It seems to me that
this is why the cardinal prefixes Roman to “Catholic Church” in affirming such an extension,
as though drawing attention to those temporal aspects of her concrete manifestation that are
not per se necessary to her essential constitution. I thus find Heim’s contention that Ratzinger
“does not presuppose a complete identity” [Heim, Joseph Ratzinger, 317] to be misplaced.)
Nevertheless, such an affirmation is not admissible from the perspective that approaches the
Church as such. The Catholic Church, as such, is not a mere set of federated churches but the
universal Church of Christ, totally identical thereto. (Hence, the CDF, in its commentary on
its “Responses to Some Questions regarding Certain Aspects of the Doctrine on the Church,”
describes this total identity as a “substantial identity of essence.”) So, it is more proper to
recognize “Catholic Church” as a term designating the very Church founded by Christ, visible
and invisible, divine mystery and ordered society. It is this very Church that can be conceived
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attends directly to the variegated manifold of the one Church,
which exists in particular churches. One attends directly to the
relative strengths and weaknesses—liturgical, theological, pastoral,
etc.—of these churches or those. One attends to the adequacy of
the harmony among the sister churches. In virtue of the real,
albeit imperfect, communion enjoyed by Catholic and non-
Catholic particular churches, further, one may simply include the
latter with the former in this estimation of the adequacy of the
ecclesial symphony. Of course, this suggestion involves a
differentiation of considerations, not dual realities.”® From the
coupling of these perspectives on the unique Church, finally, one
can affirm both the essential fullness of the ecclesial reality of the
Catholic Church and the concrete poverty and woundedness of
her lived life, together with her practical need of the expressive
ecclesial riches found outside her visible boundaries.'**

in this twofold consideration.

1 This consideration opens up space for a Catholic approach to ecumenism that does not
rely on a real differentiation between the Catholic Church and the Church of Christ. It allows
for both of the following assertions: (a) the goal of the ecumenical movement is not the union
of churches in some tertium quid but their union in the Catholic Church herself, conceived
as such, and (b) the Catholic Church as presently manifest, i.c., as conceived from the material
or phenomenological point of view, is not configured in the same way as she was four
hundred years ago and as she shall be in the future. A particular or local church that enters full
communion with the Catholic Church becomes Catholic, while the latter undergoes
reconfiguration in her concrete complexion. Various theologians point in different ways to
something of this distinction. T have noted Cardinal Ratzinger already. Others include Richard
Schenck (Richard Schenk, “The Unsettled German Discussions of Justification: Abiding
Differences and Ecumenical Blessings,” Dialog: A Journal of Theology 44 [2005]: 161 and n.
30); Gamberini (“‘Subsistit’ in Ecumenical Ecclesiology,” 68-69); and, especially, Fromaget
(“Subsistit In,” 80-88). I find particularly promising Thomas Aquinas’s meditation on the two
senses in which one can understand forma mixti: as the substantial form rendering many parts
one substance and as the emergent, manifest “quality” of the harmony among these parts (see
Thomas Aquinas, Summa contra Gentiles IV, c. 81). There is only one substance and one
substantial form; yet, in a composite being, harmony among the parts is a necessary feature.
Disharmony entails sickness, or even death. Approaching a composite entity from the material
point of view, one can consider potential parts together with actual parts as both belonging
to the whole according as it has the character of a balanced interplay of ordered parts. Given
that the Church is a corporate entity, Aquinas’s insight on forma mixti could be applied only
analogously.

% Acknowledging errors as strictly my own, I am grateful to William Brownsberger,
Manfred Hauke, John Lamont, Gregory LaNave, Ansgar Santogrossi, and Thomas Scheck for
their advice concerning this article. I am also grateful to anonymous benefactors.
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“is a matter of God making us more godly.”! But how

exactly does Aquinas understand this process of “making us
more godly”? The key concept in Aquinas’s teaching on
justification is that justification denotes a movement towards
“rectitude of order”:

BRIAN DAVIES OBSERVES that justification, for Aquinas,

Justice is so-called inasmuch as it implies a certain rectitude of order [rectitudo
ordinis] in the interior disposition of a human being, in so far as what is highest
in humans is subject to God, and the inferior powers of the soul are subject to
the superior, i.¢. to the reason; and this disposition the Philosopher calls ‘justice
metaphorically speaking’.?

In this article I wish to explore the Christological and soterio-
logical significance of Aquinas’s understanding of justice as “a
certain rectitude of order in the interior disposition of a human
being.” Firstly, I intend to examine his treatment of original
justice and original sin, especially in so far as these denote a
relation to “ordinateness.” Secondly, in the light of the close
connection between the questions of law and justification in

Pauline theology, I intend to explain why it is for Aquinas that the

! Brian Davies, O.P., The Thought of Thomas Aquinas (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992),
337.

2 8Th -1, q. 113, a. 1. All quotations from the Summa Theologiae are taken, with
appropriate adaptations, from the translation by the Fathers of the English Dominican
Province, (London: Burns, Oates & Washbourne, 1920-25).
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Old Law is incapable of justifying—that is, of producing “a certain
rectitude of order in the interior disposition of a human being.”
Finally, I intend to show how the justice of Christ—Christ’s own
personal justification and interior rectitude of order—is the
ground for all human redemption and justification.

Although this study is expository rather than speculative, I do
not plan to offer either a detailed account of the relevant question
from the Summa Theologiae (STh I-11, . 113) or an assessment of
whether or not Aquinas’s argument there is successful.’ Neither
do Iintend to discuss in great depth the twin issues of justification
by faith and of the relationship of grace and justification.* In the
light of the Reformation, these issues have become, together with
the debate as to whether justification is imputed (Lutheranism) or
imparted (Catholicism), central to the discussion of justification
whether this is conceived polemically or ecumenically, and they
are, understandably, issues that feature prominently in the Joint
Declaration on the Doctrine of Justification by the Lutheran
World Federation and the Catholic Church.” However, there has
emerged over the last thirty years or so (primarily in the English-
speaking world) a current of thinking in contemporary Pauline
scholarship to the effect that Paul’s teaching on justification needs
to be interpreted not along the customary post-Reformation lines,
but in the light of his understanding of Old Testament covenant
theology and of the shape of biblical narrative.® This “new

> For an analysis of Aquinas’s synthesis, see Eleonore Stump, “Atonement and
Justification,” in Ronald J. Feenstra and Cornelius Plantinga, Jr., eds., Trinity, Incarnation,
and Atonement: Philosophical and Theological Essays (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre
Dame Press, 1989), 178-209.

* The classic themes of justification through faith, justification and grace, and justification
as forgiveness are beyond the scope of this study. For a good introduction, see Davies, The
Thought of Thomas Aquinas, 335-39; Daniel A. Keating, “Justification, Sanctification and
Divinization in Thomas Aquinas,” in Thomas Weinandy, Daniel Keating, and John Yocum,
eds., Aquinas on Docirine: A Critical Introduction (London: T. & T. Clark, 2004), 139-58.

* Available on the Vatican web site (www.vatican.va) under the Pontifical Council for
Promoting Christian Unity.

¢ See especially N. T. Wright, Paul: Fresh Perspectives (London: SPCK, 2005); also N. T.
Wright, The New Testament and the People of God (London: SPCK, 1992); Ben Witherington
UL, The Paul Quest: The Renewed Search for the Jew of Tarsus (Downers Grove, IlL.:
InterVarsity, 1998), 230-62.
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perspective on Paul” has recently found a counterpart in what
might be described as the “new perspective on Aquinas.”” I hope
to demonstrate that Aquinas’s teaching on justification is likewise
grounded in a theology of salvation history according to which
Christ is presented as the fulfillment of Torah and Wisdom.

I. STV AS DISORDER

Defining original justice, Aquinas writes that

this rectitude consisted in his [Adam’s] reason being subject to God, the lower
powers to reason, and the body to the soul; and the first subjection was the cause
of both the second and the third; since while reason was subject to God, the
lower powers remained subject to reason.®

For Aquinas, the antithesis of justice is sin. Justification, indeed,
is a movement away from sin and towards justice,” and the
rectitude of order in which justification consists presupposes a
reordering of that which has become disordered. Aquinas explains
that “sin denotes an inordinate act, even as an act of virtue is an
ordinate and due act,” while “the vice of a thing seems to consist
in its not being disposed in a way befitting its nature,” which is
another way of saying that it represents a “disordered” con-
dition." Likewise, human actions are elicited by the will and “a
human act is evil through lacking conformity with its due

7 The term “new perspective on Paul,” which describes an approach to reading Paul in the
light of Jewish history and theology (of which Jesus of Nazareth is, according to Paul, the
fulfillment) rather than in the light of Reformation debates, was coined by James D. G. Dunn
in “The New Perspective on Paul,” Bulletin of the John Rylands Library 65 (1983): 94-122.
Major figures associated with the “new perspective” include E. P. Sanders, N. T. Wright,
Richard B. Hays, Ben Witherington III, and Dunn himself. Matthew Levering has recently
proposed what might be termed “a new perspective on Aquinas,” according to which Aquinas,
like the Paul described by the new perspectivists, is portrayed as viewing incarnation,
redemption, and the sacraments in terms of the fulfilment of such Old Testament motifs as
Torah and Temple. See Matthew Levering, Christ’s Fulfillment of Torah and Temple:
Salvation according to Thomas Aquinas (Notre Dame, IND.: University of Notre Dame Press,
2002).

88Th 1, q. 95,a. 1.

STh I, q. 113, a. 1.

YSTh 111, q. 71, a. 1.
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measure” which in turn depends on a “rule.” The two rules of the
human will are human reason and the eternal law “which is God’s
reason, so to speak,” with the result that sinful actions are those
which do not conform with the twofold rule of human and divine
reason.’!

The inordinate reason itself is the primary cause of sin

first, in so far as it errs in the knowledge of truth, which error is imputed to the
reason as a sin, when it is in ignorance or error about what it is able and ought
to know; secondly, when it either commands the inordinate movements of the
lower powers, or deliberately fails to check them."™

The will is moved in accord with reason, but the will and reason
may be thrown off kilter either by some disorder within
themselves or by the sensitive appetites in such a way that they
falsely apprehend their good and fail to measure up to the rule of
reason and of the eternal law."” When this occurs the consequence
is a lack of order between the body (mediating the sensitive
appetites) and the reason and between the reason and the eternal
law (“God’s reason”). This is the precise opposite of the rectitudo
ordinis at which justification aims.

Original sin “is an inordinate disposition, arising from the
destruction of the harmony which was essential to original justice,
even as bodily sickness is an inordinate disposition of the body, by
reason of the destruction of that equilibrium which is essential to
health.”™ Actual sin is “an inordinateness of an act,” whereas
original sin is “an inordinate disposition of nature,” and, unlike
actual sin, is “a kind of habit.”" It destroys original justice and
diminishes the natural inclination to virtue.'® Aquinas explains
that

1STh 11, q. 71, a.
2 8Th -1, q. 74, a.
BSTh I, q. 75, a.
¥ 8Th I, q. 82, a.
15 Ibid., ad 2.

1 STh 111, q. 85, a. 2.
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As a result of original justice, the reason had perfect hold over the lower parts
of the soul, while reason itself was perfected by God, and was subject to him.
Now this same original justice was forfeited through the sin of our first parent
. . . so that all the powers of the soul are left, as it were, destitute of their proper
order, whereby they are naturally directed to virtue; which destitution is called
a wounding of nature.”

In consequence of this the reason, the will and the irascible and
concupiscible powers of the soul (the subjects of fortitude and
temperance respectively) become disordered:

in so far as the reason is deprived of its order to the true, there is the wound of
ignorance; in so far as the will is deprived of its order of good, there is the
wound of malice; in so far as the irascible is deprived of its order to the arduous,
there is the wound of weakness; and in so far as the concupiscible is deprived of
its order to the delectable, moderated by reason, there is the wound of
concupiscence."®

Original sin, accordingly, introduces disorder—an inordinate
disposition—at every level of the soul, undermining the body’s
proper subordination to the soul and the soul’s proper
subordination to God.

II. DESIRE AND DISORDER

This “inordinateness” is what Aquinas understands by
“concupiscence.” At one level, inordinateness is caused by the loss
of original justice:

Now the whole order of original justice consists in a human’s will being subject
to God. This subjection, first and chiefly, was in the will, whose function it is to
move all the other parts to the end . . . so that the will being turned away from
God, all the other powers of the soul become inordinate.”

At another level, however, the “material element” in original sin
is that inordinateness which Aquinas equates with concupiscence:

7 $Th 1L, . 85, a. 3.

'8 On the irascible and concupiscible powers of the soul and their proper relation to
reason, see SThH 1, q. 81, aa. 2-3.

Y STh I, q. 82, a. 3.
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Accordingly the privation of original justice, whereby the will was made subject
to God, is the formal element in original sin; while every other disorder of the
soul’s powers, is a kind of material element in respect of original sin. Now the
inordinateness of the other powers of the soul consists chiefly in their turning
inordinately to mutable good; which inordinateness may be called by the general
name of concupiscence.

Agquinas notes that “the concupiscible power is naturally governed
by reason” and that “the act of concupiscence is so far natural to
humans, as it is in accord with the order of reason.” However, “in
so far as it trespasses beyond the bounds of reason, it is, for
humans, contrary to reason,” and it is in that that the
concupiscence of original sin consists.”’ Moreover, “as in good
things, the intellect and reason stand first, so conversely in evil
things, the lower part of the soul is found to take precedence, for
it clouds and draws the reason.”?' The inordinate reason may be
the primary cause of sin, but the loss of subjection of reason to
God is mirrored within the soul itself in the inordinateness which
sees concupiscence and the lower part of the soul seize the
hegemony from intellect and reason; Aquinas notes that “the
appetitive faculty obeys the reason, not blindly, but with a certain
power of opposition,” with the result that “the habits or passions
of the appetitive faculty cause the use of reason to be impeded.”*

The inordinateness in which original sin consists derives from
pride. Pride (superbia) is the desire to overstep above (supra) what
one really is, and consequently is opposed to “right reason,”
which “requires that every man’s will should tend to that which
is proportionate to him.”” Instead, “pride makes a man despise
the divine law which hinders him from sinning.”** Aquinas
explains that “the first inordinateness of the human appetite
resulted from his [Adam’s] coveting inordinately some spiritual
good” which “he would not have coveted inordinately if he had
desired it according to his measure as established by the divine

2 1bid.,ad 1.

2 1bid., ad 3. See STh 111, q. 77, aa. 1-2; STh 111, q. 80, a. 2.
RSTh1l,q.58,a. 2.

B STh 1L, q. 162, a. 1.

2 8Th TI-L, q. 162, a. 2.
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rule.”” In particular, Adam (like the devil) “coveted somewhat to
be equal to God, in so far as each wished to rely on himself in
contempt of the order of the divine rule.”? Pride, accordingly,
constitutes an inordinateness within the soul which goes against
the “order of reason,” rejects the “divine rule,” and so disrupts
the subordination of the body to the lower parts of the soul, of
the lower parts of the soul to the intellect and reason, and of the
intellect and reason to God.

We may note in passing that this coveting of equality with God
represents a disordering both of the vocation to exercise genuine
freedom and of the vocation to exist in the #mago Dei. Rudi te
Velde argues that Aquinas understands the disorder that follows
from the loss of original justice as depriving the human self of its
basic freedom. Reduced to a state of disorder and disharmony,
human beings are unable to realize that freedom which is intrinsic
to what it means to be truly human.”” In particular, because of the
disorder it introduces into the human soul, Adam’s prideful
coveting of equality with God deprives human reason of its
freedom to obey the eternal law. At the same time, the coveting
of equality represents a disordering of humanity’s creation in the
image of God.”® Joseph P. Wawrykow accordingly discerns a
number of resonances and structural similarities between
Aquinas’s teaching on original justice and his teaching on the
imago Dei,” while Romanus Cessario speaks of the “prerogative
of image-perfection in the state of original justice,” and goes on

 STh1-, q. 163, 2. 1.

% 8TH -1, q. 163, a. 2.

¥ Rudi A. te Velde, “Evil, Sin, and Death: Thomas Aquinas on Original Sin,” in Rik Van
Nieuwenhove and Joseph Wawrykow, eds., The Theology of Thomas Aquinas (Notre Dame,
Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 2005), 143-66, at 157-59.

B STh1,a. 93, a. 1: “it is manifest that in humans there is some likeness to God, copied
from God as from an exemplar; yet this likeness is not one of equality, for such an exemplar
infinitely excels its copy.”

** Joseph P. Wawrykow, The SCM Press A-Z of Thomas Aquinas (London: SCM Press,
2005), 101. On the imago Dei according to Aquinas, see especially D. Juvenal Merriell, C.O.,
To the Image of the Trinity: A Study of the Development of Aquinas’ Teaching (Toronto:
Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1990); A. N. Williams, The Ground of Union:
Deification in Aquinas and Palamas (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 68-72.
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to present sin in terms of the loss of the divine image.*® While it
is beyond the scope of this study to explore in detail the equation
between disorder and the loss of authentic human freedom and of
the imago Dei, it is important to bear in mind the full range of
ideas implied by concepts such as ordo and iustitia.

ITI. LAw AND ORDER

We have seen that reason is central to the idea of reciitudo
ordinis, inasmuch as right order consists in the due subjection of
the sensitive part of humans (the flesh and the sensitive appetites
of the soul) to the reason and of the reason to God. For Aquinas,
law is likewise intimately bound up with reason,’® and has to do
with God’s rational ordering of the universe.’” Natural law is a
participation in the divine law, whereby the eternal law is
imprinted on rational creatures,” and natural law, human law,
and divine law (Old Law and New Law) are all determinations of
eternal law by which eternal law is manifested and reflected
within the order of creation. The function of divine law is to
order humanity towards its supernatural end: “since man is
ordained to an end of eternal happiness which is disproportionate
to man’s natural faculty . . . it was necessary that, besides the
natural and the human law, man should be directed to his end by
alaw given by God.”** In rational creatures, accordingly, rectitudo
ordinis denotes a natural ordo which is in accord with natural law
and a supernatural ordo which is in accord with divine law, each
of which is a determination of eternal law.

Aquinas is keen to underline the identification of eternal law
with divine reason (ratio) and Wisdom. He explains that “the
ratio of divine Wisdom, as moving all things to their due end,
bears the character of law. Accordingly the eternal law is nothing

*® Romanus Cessario, O.P., The Godly Image: Christ and Salvation in Catholic Theology
from Anselm to Aquinas (Petersham, Mass.: St. Bede’s Publications, 1990), 185.

ST L q. 90, a. 1.

28Th 1L, q. 91, a. 1.

B STh 1L, q. 91, a. 2.

#STh 1L, q. 91, a. 4.
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else than the ratio of divine Wisdom, as directing all actions and
movements.”* If eternal law is the ratio of divine Wisdom, it
follows that all law participates to some degree in that ratio.
Where Sirach equates Torah with divine Wisdom, Aquinas
equates the eternal law in which Torah participates with divine
Wisdom.*® Aquinas also identifies eternal law with the person of
the Son.”” Accordingly, eternal law = divine Wisdom = the Word
= the Son. As will become clear, inasmuch as Christ is divine, he
is the divine Wisdom to whom human reason is properly
subordinated, while, inasmuch as he is human, his flesh and the
lower parts of his soul are duly ordered to reason, and his reason
is duly subjected to the divine Wisdom.*® As incarnate Wisdom,
Christ is just, well-ordered and rational—in the sense that his
human reason is subordinated to the ratio of the divine Wisdom
which he himself incarnates.”

The problem with Torah—the Old Law—is that, although it
participates in eternal law and hence in the ratio of the divine
Wisdom, it is radically incapable either of reordering what has
been disordered by sin or of ordering the rational creature
towards beatitude.*® The Old Law was good because it was “in
accordance with reason”—*it repressed concupiscence which is in

3 8Tk 111, q. 93, a. 1. Jean Porter rightly emphasizes the equation of eternal law with
divine Wisdom: “Right Reason and the Love of God: The Parameters of Aquinas’ Moral
Theology,” in van Niewenhove and Wawrykow, eds., The Theology of Thomas Aquinas, 167-
91, at 180-86.

% On Sirach, see Ben Witherington I, Jesus the Sage: The Pilgrimage of Wisdom
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2000), 85-86. Torah is a concretization or incarnation of
Wisdom but does not exhaust it. God’s Wisdom takes particular location in Zion in the Book
of the Covenant.

57 STh 111, q. 93, a. 1, ad 2.

* On the important question of Wisdom Christology, see Levering, Christ’s Fulfillment
of Torah and Temple, 31-50; Joseph P. Wawrykow, “Wisdom in the Christology of Thomas
Aquinas,” in Kent Emery, Jr., and Joseph P. Wawrykow, eds., Christ among the Medieval
Dominicans (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1999), 175-96. On the
biblical background to Wisdom Christology, see Witherington, Jesus the Sage.

3 See, for example, STh 11, q. 46, a. 9: “Christ’s passion was subject to his will. But his
will was ruled by the divine wisdom which ‘orders all things’ conveniently and ‘sweetly’
(Wisdom 8:1).”

* For an excellent account of the Old Law, see Levering, Christ’s Fulfillment of Torah and
Temple: Salvation according to Thomas Aquinas, 21-30.
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conflict with reason” and “forbade all kinds of sin; and these too
are contrary to reason”—but “the end of the divine law is to bring
humans to that end which is everlasting happiness,” and “this
cannot be done save by the grace of the Holy Spirit, whereby
“charity, which fulfills the law . . . is spread abroad in our hearts”
(Romans 5:5).”*" This outpouring of the grace of the Spirit is
reserved to Christ, for which reason one function of the Old Law
is to ordain humans to Christ.*” Another function was to
overcome pride—the root of original sin:

after man had been instructed by the Law, his pride was convinced of his
weakness, through his being unable to fulfill what he knew. Hence, as the
Apostle concludes (Romans 8:3-4) “what the Law could not do in that it was
weak through the flesh, God sent his own Son to do . . . that the justification of
the Law might be fulfilled in us.”*

In the light of original sin, pride abounds and reason is dis-
ordered. The Old Law does not solve the problem of disordered
reason but brings it into focus, preparing for the justification that
will be accomplished by Christ. Torah reveals the disorder that
has been introduced into the rational creature by sin, but is unable
to reorder what has been disordered, and unable to subordinate
flesh to reason and reason to God.

IV. SPIRIT AND FREEDOM

That work of reordering is accomplished by the grace of the
Spirit in which the New Law primarily consists. Aquinas explains
that “that which is preponderant in the law of the New
Testament, and on which all its efficacy is based, is the grace of
the Holy Spirit, which is given through faith in Christ.
Consequently the New Law is chiefly the grace itself of the Holy
Spirit, which is given to those who believe in Christ,”** and
inasmuch as it consists in “the grace of the Holy Spirit bestowed

8Th 111, q. 98, a. 1.
2 STh I, q. 98, a. 2.
B $Th I-11, q. 98, a. 6.
HSTh 1L, q. 106, a. 1.
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inwardly” the New Law justifies.” Both Old Law and New Law
have the same end, “namely, the subjection of humans to God,”
but the Old Law works towards this end “like a pedagogue of
children,” whereas “the New Law is the law of perfection, since
it is the law of charity.”*® The Old Law encouraged people to live
justly in accordance with right reason by inducing fear of
punishment, whereas the New Law, “which derives its pre-
eminence from the spiritual grace instilled into our hearts,”
inclines them “to do virtuous deeds through love of virtue, not on
account of some extrinsic punishment or reward” by the grace of
the Spirit and by offering spiritual and eternal promises “which
are objects of the virtues, chiefly of charity” in such a way that
they “are inclined of themselves to those objects, not as to
something foreign but as to something of their own.”"’

The New Law, in short, orders us towards subjection to God
not out of fear on the basis of legislation but spontaneously and
out of virtue on the basis of Spirit-infused charity. Human beings
are now truly free:

the children of God are led by the Holy Spirit, not as bondsmen, but as free.
They are free, who are a cause unto themselves; and we do that freely which we
do of ourselves, that is, of our own willing; but what we do against our will, we
do, not freely, but after the manner of bondsmen. The Holy Spirit then,
rendering us lovers of God, inclines us to act of our own will, freely, out of love,
not as bondsmen prompted by fear.*

Jean-Pierre Torrell accordingly attributes to the Spirit the gifts of
freedom and “instinct.”* This is significant, because one of the
consequences of that loss of ordo that follows from original sin is
the loss of a spontaneous (or instinctive) obedience of the lower
part of the soul to the reason and of the reason to God. The Old
Law does not solve this problem. There is nothing free about

5 STh LI, q. 106, a. 2.

% STh 1L q. 107, a. 1.

*7 Ibid., ad 2.

¥ SG IV, . 22.

* Jean-Pierre Torrell, O.P., Saint Thomas Aquinas, vol. 2, Spiritual Master, trans. Robert
Royal (Washington D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 2003), 201-11.
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obeying laws out of fear of punishment, and nothing spontaneous
and instinctive about trying to reorder the soul through
compliance with legislation. The problem is solved only by the
outpouring of the Spirit,”® who restores us to the imago Dei by
moving us to obey God out of spontaneous love.”' This
understanding of the grace of the Spirit in terms of freedom and
spontaneity sheds light on what Aquinas means by rectitudo
ordinis. Rectitude of order comprises freedom from disorder and
freedom from the Old Law which is a temporary and contingent
mechanism for dealing with disorder, and brings with it the
spontaneity and instinctiveness which are the corollary of right
order between flesh, reason, and God.*

Aquinas explains that “the New Law fulfils the Old by
supplying that which was lacking in the Old Law.”® More
specifically,

the end of every law is to make men righteous and virtuous.. . . and consequently
the end of the Old Law was the justification of men. The Law, however, could
not accomplish this, but foreshadowed it by certain ceremonial actions, and
promised it in words. And in this respect, the New Law fulfils the Old by
justifying men through the power of Christ’s passion.**

The nonjustifying Old Law is related to the justifying New as
shadow to reality: “it is written (Colossians 2:17) concerning the
ceremonial precepts that they were ‘a shadow of things to come,
but the body is of Christ’; in other words, the reality is found in
Christ. Wherefore the New Law is called the law of reality;
whereas the Old Law is called the law of shadow or of figure.”

3% See Keating, “Justification, Sanctification and Divinization,” 148-51.

51 See Michael Dauphinais, “Loving the Lord Your God: The iago Dei in Saint Thomas
Aquinas,” The Thomist 63 (1999): 241-67. Dauphinais makes the important connection
between image-restoration and the fact that the New Law enables us to do God’s will out of
love rather than out of fear.

2 On “spontaneity” and the New Law, see Pedro Rodrfguez, “Spontanéité et caractére
légal de la loi nouvelle,” in Lex et Libertas, Studi Tomistici 30, ed. Leo Elders and K. Hedwig
(Vatican City: Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 1987), 254-64.

$3.8Th 111, q. 107, a. 2.

** This power is applied by means of the sacraments (ST# III, q. 62, a. 1). The sacraments
of the Old Law, unlike those of the New, do not possess the power to justify and to confer
grace (STh I-I1, q. 103, a. 2; 111, q. 62, a. 6).
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Aquinas notes that “Christ fulfilled the precepts of the Old Law
both in his works and in his doctrine,” where “fulfilled” means
not so much “observed” as “perfected,” “completed,” “consum-
mated.” In Christ the shadow (which merely prefigures
justification and ordinateness) yields to the reality (which contains
them) “that the justification of the law might be fulfilled in
us”—that is, that the ordinateness that Torah foreshadowed might
be manifested in Christ and hence in us as a reality. Matthew
Levering has argued convincingly that “at the heart of Thomas
Aquinas’s scientific theology of salvation lies the narrative of
Scripture—the fulfillment of Israel’s Torah and Temple through
the New Covenant of Christ Jesus,””’ and, as we shall see, Christ’s
own rectitudo ordinis finds expression in his own fulfillment of
the Old Law.*®

V. CHRIST AND THE ORDER OF GRACE

Aquinas addresses in detail the question of Christ’s habitual
grace because it is important to him to emphasize that Christ is a
real and complete human being to whose rectitudo ordinis we can
be configured.’” According to Aquinas the Spirit dwells in Christ
by habitual grace,’® and habitual grace is in Christ in such a way
that he stands nearest to the inflowing grace of God, attains most
closely to God by that knowledge and love to which human
nature is raised by God, and as mediator between God and human
beings is filled with grace which overflows on others.”® As God he
is essentially divine, but as human he is divine by participation
through grace.®® Aquinas notes that

** Levering, Christ’s Fulfillment of Torah and Temple, 3.

*¢ Christ’s fulfillment of the Law is made possible by his own fullness of grace; see ibid.,
93-94, 120. It is impossible without grace for a human being (even Christ) to fulfill the
commandments of the Law (STh I-II, q. 109, a. 4).

37 Paul Gondreau, “The Humanity of Christ, the Incarnate Word” in The Theology of
Thomas Aquinas, 252-276.

BSTHI, q. 7, a. 1, sc.

9 STHIIL q. 7, a. 1.

% Ibid., ad 1. Aquinas sees grace as a participation in the divine nature (e.g. STh I-I1, q.
110, a. 4). On this theme see Williams, The Ground of Union, 82-89; Keating, “Justification,
Sanctification and Divinization,” 151-55. For an overview of this debate, see Fergus Kerr,
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The humanity of Christ is the instrument of the Godhead—not, indeed, an
inanimate instrument, which nowise acts, but is merely acted upon; but an
instrument animated by a rational soul, which is so acted upon as to act. And
hence the nature of the action demanded that he should have habitual grace.®’

Christ’s mediatorial and instrumental role does not mean that
grace simply flows through him as a passive instrument; rather,
his rational soul acts in addition to being acted upon. The “grace
of Christ” is not just grace that Christ receives and that dwells
within him but something that he shapes by his own actions so
that it truly is the “grace of Christ”—that is, grace that Christ has
not only received but made Christ-formed by the graced acts of
his human soul, and in particular of his reason and will and
intellect.

Christ is said to possess the “fullness of grace” in terms of both
the fullness that he receives and the fullness that he pours out.**
He possesses the virtues,* though he does not possess faith, being
a comprebensor to whom the beatific vision belongs from the
outset as well as a wvigtor,’* and the gifts of the Spirit.*’
Significantly, he lacks the “fomes” of sin which in other humans
results in inordinateness:

Christ had grace and ali the virtues most perfectly. Now moral virtues, which are
in the irrational part of the soul, make it subject to reason, and so much the more
as the virtue is more perfect. Thus, temperance controls the concupiscible
appetite, fortitude and meekness the irascible appetite. . . . But there belongs to
the very nature of the “fomes” of sin an inclination of the sensual appetite to
what is contrary to reason. And hence it is plain that the more perfect the virtues
are in anyone, the weaker the “fomes” of sin becomes in him. Hence, since in
Christ the virtues were in their highest degree, the “fomes” of sin was nowise in
him.*

O.P., After Aquinas: Versions of Thomism (Oxford: Blackwell, 2002), 149-61.
4 SThIII, a. 7,a. 1,ad 3.
2STh L, q. 7,a. 9.
S STHIIL q. 7, a. 2.
S STh L, q. 7, a. 3; 1L, q. 9, a. 2; 11, q. 15, a. 10.
5 STHIL q. 7, a. 5.
% STh I, q. 15, a. 2.
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Christ is a complete human being who possesses grace in all its
human fullness in a way in which other humans possess it, except
in so far as he possesses it so fully and perfectly that his humanity
is entirely without inordinateness, and already enjoys the final
outcome of grace, which is beatitude.®’

Christ’s habitual grace is the grace to whose fullness human
beings gain access by means of membership of the mystical body.
Aquinas explains that “Christ is called the head of the church” in
virtue of his nearness to God (and thus the preeminence of his
grace), his perfection and fullness of all graces, and his “power of
bestowing grace on all the members of the church.”®® We are,
accordingly, conformed with, perfected by and filled with Christ’s
own habitual grace—that habitual grace of which Christ is not a
passive instrument but an active mediator. Jean-Pierre Torrell
emphasizes the centrality for Aquinas of the idea of conformitas
and configuratio with Christ.”” The imitatio Christi is fundamental
to the sharing of the Christian in the divinizing grace of the Spirit,
and this “imitation” of Christ the exemplar of perfect humanity
necessarily involves a configuration with his rectitudo ordinis.”®
Finally, it is through the imitation of Christ that the believer
participates in the divine nature by way of likeness, and is
assimilated to the imago Dei through conformity with the one in
whom the image is restored.”

Aquinas adds that “the personal grace, whereby the soul of
Christ is justified, is essentially the same as his grace, as he is the
head of the church, and justifies others.””* That is to say, the grace

" Hence he possesses beatific knowledge rather than faith. On Christ’s knowledge, see the
excellent survey in Levering, Christ’s Fulfillment of Torah and Temple, 31-33, 161-63. Of the
extensive literature cited there, see especially Romaus Cessario, O.P., “Incarnate Wisdom and
the Immediacy of Christ’s Salvific Knowledge,” in Problemi teologici alla luce dell’ Aquinate,
Studi Tomistici 44 (Vatican City: Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 1991), 334-40.

®SThIM, q. 8, a. 1.

® Torrell, Saint Thomas Aquinas, 2:140-45.

7 On the imitatio Christi, see Gondreau, “The Humanity of Christ, the Incarnate Word,”
260-62.

" Torrell, Saint Thomas Aquinas, 2:112-16. Torrell speaks of “imitating God by imitating
Christ.”

2STh11L, q. 8, a. S. “Christ’s person . . . constitutes a recapitulation of the entire story and
process of human sanctification” (Williams, The Ground of Union, 159).
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in virtue of which Christ enjoys that rectitude of order—that
proper order of body to soul and soul to God—in which justi-
fication consists is also the grace (understood as participation in
the divine nature by way of likeness) that he communicates to
members of his mystical body so that they too might be justified.
What we participate in as members of the mystical body is
nothing other than Christ’s own justification—his ordinatio, his
rectitudo ordinis. To be “in Christ” is to participate in his personal
habitual grace (which belongs to him as to his human nature and
which is itself a participation in the divine nature) and to be
justified in conformity with his justification. Daniel Keating
observes that “Aquinas understands justification in rather broad
terms as encompassing various aspects of the New Testament’s
depiction of our incorporation into Christ.””* To use the language
current in English-speaking Pauline scholarship, for Aquinas
justification is a participatory rather than a juridical category.”

VI. CHRIST’S RECTITUDE OF ORDER

Central to an understanding of Christ’s justification is
Aquinas’s treatment of the two wills in Christ.” Following the
sixth ecumenical council (Constantinople III), he affirms that
“there are two wills in Christ, i.e. one human, the other divine.””¢
Christ’s human will encompasses both the natural or sensitive and
the rational:

it must be allowed that in Christ there was a sensual appetite, or sensuality. But
it must be borne in mind that sensuality or the sensual appetite, inasmuch as it
naturally obeys reason, is said to be “rational by participation”. . . . And because

7 Keating, “Justification, Sanctification and Divinization,” 144.

™ Traditional Lutheran interpretations of justification emphasize the forensic and juridical
dimension. For E. P. Sanders and others the Pauline language of justification is another way
of talking about being “in Christ,” and hence is “participatory.” See E. P. Sanders, Paul and
Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison of Patterns of Religion (London: SCM Press, 1977), 502-8.
For a good overview, see Veronica Koperski, What Are They Saying about Paul and the Law?
(New York: Paulist Press, 2001).

> Gondreau, “The Humanity of Christ, the Incarnate Word,” 266.

6 STH L, q. 18, a. 1.
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]

as stated above, it may equally be said that the
»77

“the will is in the reason,’
sensuality is “a will by participation.

From what was said above it is clear that any inordinateness
between the sensitive will and the rational will result in a radical
disordering of the entire person. In Christ, however, what we see
is “a certain rectitude of order” in which “what is highest in
humans is subject to God, and the inferior powers of the soul are
subject to the superior.” In Christ, and in Christ alone, the reason
really does obey the divine will, and the sensual appetite really
does obey the rational will.

Aquinas explains that Christ “allowed all the powers of his soul
to do what belonged to them,” and adds that “it is clear that the
will of sensuality naturally shrinks from sensible pains and bodily
hurt.” Accordingly,

it was the will of God that Christ should undergo pain, suffering, and death, not
that these of themselves were willed by God, but for the sake of nan’s salvation.
Hence it is plain that in his will of sensuality and in his rational will considered
as nature Christ could will what God did not; but in his will as reason he always
willed the same as God, which appears from what he says (Matthew 26:39) “not
as T will, but as you will.””

Aquinas concludes:

although the natural and the sensitive will in Christ wished what the divine will
did not wish, yet there was no contrariety of wills in him. First, because neither
the natural will nor the will of sensuality rejected the reason for which the divine
will and the will of the human reason in Christ wished the passion. . . . Secondly,
because neither the divine will nor the will of reason in Christ was impeded or
retarded by the natural will or the appetite of sensuality. So, too, on the other
hand, neither the divine will nor the will of reason in Christ shrank from or
retarded the movement of the natural human will and the movement of the
sensuality in Christ. For it pleased Christ, in his divine will, and in his will of
reason, that his natural will and will of sensuality should be moved according to
the order of their nature. Hence it is clear that in Christ there was no opposition
or contrariety of wills.”

77 STh 111, q. 18, a. 2. On the human will, see STh 1, q. 82.
7 SThIIL, q. 18, a. 5.
7 STH I, q. 18, a. 6.
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Aquinas presents Christ as one in whom the sensitive or natural
will is properly ordered to the rational will, and in whom the
rational will is properly ordered to the divine will (which, in
virtue of the incarnation, is his own). The harmony between the
two parts of the will and between the human and divine wills is
perfect. In consequence, Christ enjoys perfect freedom, including
the exercise of free will.*® There is no inordinateness in Christ;
rather, there is order, freedom, and spontaneity. In fine, Christ is
the one in whom original justice is restored, and in whom the
work of justification is already realized.

VI CHRIST’S WORK OF REORDERING

The implications for human redemption of Aquinas’s two-wills
Christology are worked out in his discussion of the passion, where
he affirms that “it was befitting that Christ should suffer out of
obedience.”® The primary reason for this is “because it was in
keeping with human justification, that ‘as by the disobedience of
one human, many were made sinners, so also by the obedience of
one, many shall be made just’, as is written (Romans 5:19).”
Accordingly, Christ suffers out of obedience in order to justify
human beings. Secondly, “it was suitable for reconciling man with
God: hence it is written (Romans 5:10): “We are reconciled to
God by the death of his Son,” in so far as Christ’s death was a
most acceptable sacrifice to God. . . . Now obedience is preferred
to all sacrifices. . . . Therefore it was fitting that the sacrifice of
Christ’s passion and death should proceed from obedience.”
Finally, “it was in keeping with his victory whereby he triumphed
over death and its author; because a soldier cannot conquer unless
he obeys his captain. And so the human being Christ secured the
victory through being obedient to God.” All of this presupposes
a dyothelite Christology, without which the idea of Christ’s
obedience would be meaningless.

8 On Christ’s free will, see ST 11, q. 18, a. 4. On free will in general, see STh I, q. 83.
8 STHIL, q. 47, 2. 2.










































































































































































































































































































































