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MODERNISM
This ideology emerged clearly within the Church c.

1900 and sought a revolutionary transmutation of Catho-
lic doctrine through the application of naturalistic evolu-
tionary philosophy and arbitrary historical criticism. It
was condemned by the decree LAMENTABILI and the en-
cyclical PASCENDI, and definitively ended by the oath
against Modernism.

Background
The roots of Modernism are extremely complex.

Four factors may be singled out as the principal occasions
for its rise: (1) in philosophy, the prevalence among Cath-
olics of a shallow ECLECTICISM combined with the strong
influence exerted by NEO-KANTIANISM Pragmatism, and
the disciples of F. D. E. SCHLEIERMACHER; (2) in theolo-
gy, a growing dissatisfaction with a too static
NEOSCHOLASTICISM; (3) in the sciences, the development
of evolutionary biological theory and the growth of his-
torical method; and (4) at least of equal importance, the
not yet assimilated changing relationship between the
Church and the sociopolitical order. 

Philosophy and Theology. During most of the 19th
century an eclecticism under the patronage of thinkers
such as DESCARTES, LEIBNIZ, and ROSMINI-SERBATI pre-
vailed in Catholic circles. It was neither profound nor
systematic. After the encyclical of AETERNI PATRIS (1879)
neoscholasticism began to exercise greater influence
from its centers in Rome, Louvain, and Germany. Many
Catholic writers c. 1900, however, never experienced this
influence. Furthermore, the categories of neoscholasti-
cism began to appear inadequate to contain the rich reali-
ty suggested by the new work in Sacred Scripture and
history, and by a philosophy with an accent on the aspect
of IMMANENCE.

ECCLESIOLOGY had been scarcely influenced by the
great mystical and organic insights of J. A. MÖHLER and
the Tübingen Catholic school. The functions of authority
and hierarchical power tended to hold the central per-
spective in the theological manuals. The work of NEW-

MAN on the development of dogma (1845) had opened
new vistas, but its influence on scholastic theology was
negligible.

Contemporary thought had begun to challenge scho-
lastic positions, both in Catholicism and in Protestantism.
About 1800 Schleiermacher developed his theory of ex-
perience (the feeling of dependence) as the heart of reli-
gion. His later disciples eliminated, perhaps more than
Schleiermacher intended, the element of intelligence. Re-
ligion was portrayed as a sentiment, an experience be-
yond the critique of intellectual concepts. In the Catholic
tradition, Möhler, who had steeped himself in the Bible
and the Fathers, stressed that the living organism of the
Church cannot be fully understood unless it is vitally
lived. Newman worked out his own theory of experience
as contrasted with notional knowledge, a fact that au-
gured the trend toward a greater emphasis on spiritual an-
thropology. By 1893 BLONDEL in his L’Action presented
a fully rounded metaphysic of action in which man’s to-
tality, and not exclusively his intellect, played a vital role
in the approach to God and in the understanding of tradi-
tion. Möhler, Newman, and Blondel to an extent resem-
bled the Modernists in the questions that interested them,
but not in their solutions.

In the closing decades of the 19th century the empha-
sis on growth and development in religion received influ-
ential support from Neo-Hegelians, such as John and
Edward Caird in Britain, and from neoidealists, such as
Rudolf Eucken in Germany with his philosophy of activ-
ism. In England the pragmatists, under the influence of
William JAMES, struggled against Neo-Hegelianism. Yet
the two streams of pragmatism and Neo-Hegelianism
tended to blend into a composite theory of a radical evo-
lution of dogma and of a pragmatic norm for finding reli-
gious truth, i.e., its fruitful life-value and permanence.
Lastly, Neo-Kantianism was still influential in its separa-
tion of thought from reality, and it joined evolutionary
and pragmatic theory in questioning the stability and real-
ity of dogma (see HEGELIANISM AND NEO-HEGELIANISM;

IDEALISM).

Natural Science and History. The general idea of
development was caught up and quickened by the publi-
cation of DARWIN’s The Origin of Species (1859). The
same notion began to emerge with regard to the Bible
through the work in biblical archeology in the Middle
East around 1850. The scientific development of histori-
cal method during the 18th and 19th centuries, especially
in Germany, began to leave its mark on the Church to-
ward 1900, particularly through J. J. I. von DÖLLINGER

and Lord ACTON. Induction and empirical work lined up
against the more deductive approach of the scholastics.
Subsequent to Döllinger, the split grew between historian
and theologian.

Around 1870 the great movement of biblical exege-
sis was set in motion by German liberal scholars. New
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and often valid insights concerning the formation of the
Pentateuch were glimpsed in the light of J. WELLHAUSEN.
The influence of the New Testament work of HOLTZ-

MANN, the culminating point of liberal exegesis, began
to be felt in Catholic circles. The establishment of Catho-
lic institutes in France (1875) and the contributions of
Catholic Scripture scholars in Germany and Belgium
around the same period marked the beginning of renewed
exegetical work in the Church. DUCHESNE began his im-
portant historical studies in 1877; and the first work of his
pupil, LOISY, was on the history of the Old Testament
canon (1890). In general, Catholic exegetes lagged be-
hind liberal Protestant scholarship, although many of
them were unaware of it. Apathy had been created by a
lack of historical sense and by an excessive reliance on
deductive method. There had also developed a general
fear of the new critical methods that had been used so de-
structively, as in J. E. RENAN’s Vie de Jésus (1863). Fur-
ther, with some exception in Germany and Belgium,
where Catholic faculties received state support, the
Church-State struggles had greatly harmed the opportuni-
ties for Catholic scholarship. The desire to catch up
brought with it the risk of hasty conclusion and the dan-
ger of intellectual indigestion.

Culture and Politics. The final stage of the
Church’s relationship to political society was discerned
by relatively few of the participants in the bitter struggle
between Church and State in the 18th and 19th centuries.
The immediate outcome around the time of Vatican
Council I (1870) was the hardening of positions into two
camps, with antireligious and anticlerical groups oppos-
ing Catholics who were religiously and politically con-
servative and who supported an extremely simplified
view of ULTRAMONTANISM. Liberal Catholic thought had
in general been ineffectual. The Church-State struggles
had contributed to the destruction of the intellectual
structures of the Church, especially in France. The intel-
lectual life of the seminaries had been hampered, al-
though piety prospered. As a reaction to these struggles,
greater centralization of Church authority in Rome gradu-
ally increased. Against this background, the decrees of
Vatican Council I on papal infallibility were given a rigid
and overriding interpretation by conservative Catholic
spokesmen, in the tradition of Louis VEUILLOT in France
and W. G. WARD in England.

In France political and religious conservatism sup-
ported monarchism and projected the image of a Church
attached to the old order. The Dreyfus affair revealed
anti-Semitic and other unjust attitudes among some Cath-
olic conservatives. Many of their leaders rallied around
Charles MAURRAS and ACTION FRANÇAISE. At the same
time the Sillon under the direction of Marc SANGNIER

emerged as the liberal, democratic counterpart of Action

Française. Thus the most outspoken in the Church in
France were radically split in their political and religious
thinking.

In Germany, somewhat less touched by political re-
actionism than France, REFORMKATHOLIZISMUS, espe-
cially as represented by F. X. KRAUS and H. SCHELL,
began during the 1890s to urge reforms in the Latin type
of Catholicism and ‘‘Romanism.’’ Curial centralization
and excessive use of papal power were criticized. It was
urged that a ‘‘religious Catholicism’’ be substituted for
an external and political one. Discussions centered to a
large extent on Church discipline and scholarly freedom.
In 1902 Hochland, a periodical whose liberal aim was to
bring the Church out of its cultural ghetto, began publica-
tion.

In Italy, because of the loss of papal temporal power
and the unification of the peninsula, many young priests
envisioned a totally new relationship between Church
and State. There was a growing indifference toward the
clear-cut philosophies that formed the backdrop of the
old conflicts. Some Catholics began to favor an idealistic
philosophy that regarded the Church as merely a power-
ful cultural force, a totally variable expression of a deeper
religious aspiration. At the same time CATHOLIC ACTION

groups began forming to inject Catholic social influence
into the mainstream of national life. Simultaneously,
however, Catholics were forbidden to take part in the po-
litical life of a government traditionally opposed to the
spirit and demands of the Church. In social thought and
action there arose a tension among many young Catholics
concerning subordination to bishops and Church disci-
pline in general.

In England, both numerically and intellectually, the
Church was only beginning to become a social influence.
Not until 1895 were Catholics permitted to attend the
great universities.

In the midst of this complex ebb and flow of philoso-
phies and cultural pressures, Modernism appeared as an
abortive and self-destructive attempt at adaptation and re-
juvenation. Thinkers, for the most part ill-prepared philo-
sophically, desperately grasped for and tried to force on
the Church theories not sufficiently analyzed and puri-
fied. The outcome was a necessary reaction of the mag-
isterium to these indigestible syncretisms.

Modernist Movement
Modernism began as a spontaneous rather than as an

organized phenomenon. Its four centers of influence were
France, England, Italy, and Germany.

France. In 1897 Louis A. SABATIER, a French Prot-
estant, presented with force and clarity many of the ideas
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of Schleiermacher and Albrecht RITSCHL in L’Esquisse
d’une philosophie de la religion d’après la psychologie
et l’histoire, a work that was to have great influence on
Modernist thinking. In 1899 M. HÉBERT published his
Souvenirs d’Assise in which he began his denial of per-
sonality in God and became the herald-philosopher of
Modernism within the Church.

Loisy had been working on the frontiers of the new
criticism, especially in the Old Testament, from 1890 to
about 1900, and aroused suspicions. (During this period
the liberal but solid positions of M. J. LAGRANGE were,
to a lesser extent, subject to similar suspicions in conser-
vative quarters.) In 1893 Loisy lost his position at the In-
stitut Catholique in Paris and gradually moved toward
work on the New Testament. In 1900 he published an ar-
ticle strongly criticizing the notion of inspiration as pres-
ented in the encyclical PROVIDENTISSIMUS DEUS (1893).
Then he published two books, L’Évangile et L’Église
(1902) and Autour d’un petit livre (1903), which then
started a violent public controversy.

Through a selection of eschatological texts in the
Synoptic Gospels, Loisy presented the essence of
Christ’s preaching as a literal teaching of an imminent
coming of a physical, visible end-of-the-world kingdom.
This theory resembled closely that of the liberal Protes-
tant exegete, Johannes Weiss, which appeared in 1892.
Loisy concluded: ‘‘Jesus announced the Kingdom and it
is the Church which came.’’ Terming his work a defense
against A. von HARNACK’s rejection of doctrinal develop-
ment, Loisy attempted to justify the appearance of a
Church, which was never in the mind of Christ, and an
evolution of its dogma, which would be genuine develop-
ment. Blondel attacked this outlook, while advancing his
own theory of vital tradition in action as an avenue of ap-
proach to the understanding of the Gospels. F. von HÜGEL

defended Loisy’s right as a Catholic to present such a the-
ory. Loisy’s writings caused great anguish among the in-
tellectuals and young clergy in France and Italy. The two
works were among the five of Loisy’s books placed on
the Index in 1903. In 1904, after some ambiguous retrac-
tations, Loisy made his submission, an act that rankled
him afterward.

E. LE ROY, a Catholic layman and disciple of BERG-

SON, rejected in an extreme way the intellectual content
of dogma in the article, ‘‘Qu’est-ce qu’un dogme?’’
(1905). He asserted that since dogma was formulated in
relative terms, it could not aim at an absolute intellectual
assent. Rather, it negatively safeguarded against error and
it positively prescribed a rule of practical conduct, a per-
sonal stance of action in the face of supernatural reality.
Thus the dogma of God as Father is to be assimilated not
intellectually, but through filial action toward Him as Fa-

ther. In 1902 and 1906 Abbé HOUTIN published studies
that were extremely critical of recent Catholic exegetical
work and favored the most extreme positions.

Abbé TURMEL, a historian of dogma who had lost the
faith as early as 1886 but wanted to remain in the Church,
began c. 1900 to publish numerous pseudonymous arti-
cles attacking Catholic dogma. Meanwhile the French
Protestant, Paul SABATIER, took a leading part in propa-
ganda for the movement.

Abbé LABERTHONNIÈRE, many of whose writings
were later condemned, and Blondel, with his philosophy
of action, were leaders in the contemporary movement of
liberal Catholic philosophical thought; but from the be-
ginning they reacted against Modernist aims and cannot
be considered part of that movement. Similarly Archbish-
op MIGNOT, who was in contact with Loisy and favored
a more liberal attitude toward scholarly work within the
Church, was gradually dismayed by the more extreme ex-
egetical positions and by the tendency toward philosophi-
cal IMMANENTISM.

England. George TYRRELL, who had privately dis-
tributed certain works, was dismissed from the Society
of Jesus (1906) for refusing to retract the ideas in his
anonymous ‘‘Letter to a Professor of Anthropology,’’
which was published in Italy without his permission. In
this work he greatly minimized the function of Church
dogma. Privately outlining a blueprint of the Church of
the future, he became more and more caught up in contro-
versy. He attacked papal infallibility, ultramontane and
otherwise, and the ecumenicity of Vatican Council I.
Until his death (1909), he kept developing a theory of the
relation of revelation to dogma. Revelation, as the self-
manifestation of the divine in our inward life, was pres-
ented as an experience, first of the Apostolic Church,
which was normative, and then of every Christian. Reve-
lation, when communicated biblically, he called dogma
or prophetic truth, an imaginative and prophetic present-
ment of divine reality. Prophetic truth was the living
shadow of this reality. Later formulations he termed
‘‘theology’’ or ‘‘secondary dogmas.’’ These metaphysi-
cally conceptualized the original prophetic communica-
tion. They were merely protective or illustrative formulas
for prophetic truth, could be later contradicted or discard-
ed, and in general were useful but totally relative formu-
las. Revealed truth (res) was still contained in the formula
(enuntiabile), but since the prophetic imagery was now
transferred to scientific language, no absolute value guar-
anteed to be true could be assigned to the formula. Con-
ciliar pronouncements were to be accepted only through
the subsequent acceptance of the entire Church. Having
drastically reduced the intellectual element in the original
experience, Tyrrell worked out the rest of his system rath-
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er consistently, but through a confusing rhetoric. He
never sufficiently accounted for the fact that conciliar for-
mulas themselves have their axes in the Absolute. At the
end of his life he espoused the theory of an error by Christ
as to the time of the Parousia. Tyrrell never held the doc-
trine of exclusive immanence as condemned by Pas-
cendi. Many of his positions, however, were an evident
object of the encyclical’s attack.

Von Hügel, Tyrrell’s friend, while rejecting the new
immanentist philosophical approach, was the leader of a
crusade for the untrammeled rights of the exegete. These
rights, he insisted, were being infringed upon by Roman
authority. Conferring with various high-ranking ecclesi-
astics in and out of Rome and maintaining a vast corre-
spondence with the leaders of the new thought, he
endeavored to give some coherence and organization to
the movement. Maude PETRE supported the ideas of Tyr-
rell and published his life in 1912.

Italy. In Italy the movement had more of a social fla-
vor. Discussion of political and social theory, however,
continually drifted back and forth across the terrain of re-
ligion and theology. The Italian priest, R. MURRI, sup-
ported CHRISTIAN DEMOCRACY and founded the Lega
democratica nazionale. This movement, intended to be
independent of the hierarchy, urged reform of the
Church’s institutional and social structure. Although he
was anticlerical in tone, Murri worked out his ideas from
a scholastic basis. Later he moved toward an idealism
somewhat reminiscent of B. CROCE and G. GENTILE,
though he was attacked by them for the equivocation in
his position.

In the exegetical and theological fields Salvatore
Minocchi, a priest, founded the review Studi religiosi in
1901 as a forum for the new thought. He was strongly in-
fluenced by Loisy in the exegetical area, and later by Tyr-
rell in the interpretation of dogma. Another priest,
Ernesto BUONAIUTI, early enamored of Blondel’s philos-
ophy of action, became fascinated with immanentism and
moved toward a form of social messianism. He emerged
as the leading Italian Modernist but was eager to remain
within the Church for the working out of his ideas.

More on the edge of Modernism and ultimately loyal
to the Church were the layman Fogazzaro, whose novel
Il Santo (1905) became the literary symbol of the move-
ment, and the Barnabite priest, Giovanni Semeria, who
worked in religious and biblical criticism. In 1907 the
journal Rinnovamento became an important organ for lib-
eral political and religious opinion.

Germany. In Germany the review Zwanzigste
Jahrhundert, which was founded in 1901 at Munich by
F. Klasen and continued by Thaddäus Engert, became an

organ for Reformkatholizismus. Like the Krausgesell-
schaft founded in Munich in 1904, Reformkatholizismus
carried out a program of anti-Roman and antischolastic
sentiment. It attacked political ultramontanism and insist-
ed on freedom in scientific religious work and on the abo-
lition of the Index. It did not totally overlap Modernism
but remained principally on the level of practical Church
discipline. The Bavarian priest, K. Gebert, however, in
1905 proposed a Kantian and immanentist approach not
unlike that reproved by Pascendi. Engert, also a priest,
demanded the abandonment of the notion of biblical iner-
rancy and the complete revision of the concept of inspira-
tion. Yet it was not until after the condemnations of
Pascendi that Engert and Josef Schnitzer of the Universi-
ty of Munich, who was a supporter of Loisy, emerged as
the leaders of a small Modernist extreme. In Germany,
Modernism was more localized than in France and Italy
and brought forth less extreme theological positions than
in any of the other major countries involved.

Action by Church Authorities. Leo XIII, whose
liberal policy was accompanied by serious reserves over
the new thought but who hesitated to take strong action,
was succeeded (Aug. 4, 1903) by PIUS X, who decided
that firm action was mandatory. He approved the decree
of the Holy Office placing five works of Loisy on the
Index (Dec. 17, 1903). His encyclical Il fermo proposito
(June 11, 1905) encouraged Catholic Action but insisted
that it must be subordinate to ecclesiastical officials. The
encyclical Pieni l’animo (July 28, 1906) warned of insub-
ordination among the Italian clergy and declared priests
who became members of the Lega democratica nazionale
suspended. The same year Fogazzaro’s Il Santo and two
works of Laberthonnière were placed on the Index, and
Tyrrell was dismissed from the Jesuits. Murri was sus-
pended April 15, 1907. On July 3, 1907, the Holy Of-
fice’s decree LAMENTABILI condemned 65 propositions in
the area of criticism and dogma. On July 26, Le Roy’s
Dogme et critique was put on the Index. (During August,
Fogazzaro, Murri, Buonaiuti, von Hügel, and others met
in northern Italy to limit the terms of their submission.)

The encyclical  PASCENDI (Sept. 8, 1907) presented
a global blueprint of the whole Modernist program. It
condemned theory on dogma and biblical criticism,
which had an agnostic, immanentist-evolutionary, and
anti-intellectualist basis. Constructed from ideas found in
the work of various Modernists, it reproved a system, to
every detail of which not all the Modernists subscribed.
Yet, as Gentile and Petre, the subsequent champion of
Modernism, admitted, Pascendi seized the movement in
its totality. At the same time, immanentism, Neo-
Hegelianism, and agnosticism were the terminal point
rather than the point of departure for many Modernist
thinkers. Pascendi in its picture of Modernism not only
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described the situation of some Modernists but also was
an accurate prophecy of the final position of others.

Pius X decreed in the motu proprio Praestantia
scripturae (Nov. 18, 1907) that all were bound in con-
science to submit to the decrees of the PONTIFICAL BIBLI-

CAL COMMISSION, both past and future, in the same way
as to the doctrinal decrees issued by the Sacred Congre-
gations and approved by the pope. (Since 1905 the Bibli-
cal Commission had issued a series of generally
conservative prudential norms with regard to scriptural
interpretation.)

Some loosely organized opposition had developed
among the group associated with Rinnovamento, but
writers and supporters of the review were made subject
to excommunication at the end of 1907. Tyrrell (October
1907) and Schnitzer (February 1908) were excommuni-
cated for their opposition to the encyclical. Minocchi was
suspended and Loisy excommunicated in 1908. Subse-
quently Loisy developed his doctrine of the religion of
humanity built on a vague agnostic basis. With Tyrrell’s
death (1909) the heart went out of the movement, though
small pockets of resistance remained. The oath against
Modernism (Sept. 1, 1910) to be taken by professors and
pastors of souls marked the end of the crisis (see MODERN-

ISM, OATH AGAINST). Petre, deprived of the Sacraments
in her own diocese though never singled out for formal
excommunication by name, and Buonaiuti, finally ex-
communicated by name in 1926, continued as champions
of Modernism. Le Roy, Semeria, and von Hügel, previ-
ously more or less on the margin of Modernism, re-
mained faithful to the Church. Engert became a
Protestant. Houtin rejected the whole Modernist plan and
became agnostic. Murri, with reservations on his political
and social positions, was received back only in 1943.

Aftermath. After Pascendi, there followed a period
of unmasking Modernism that caused great anguish.
Many thought incorrectly that Newman and Blondel had
been condemned. The committees of vigilance set up by
the encyclical were used as a specious support by simplist
conservative groups to justify sweeping condemnations.
Thinking and nuance were rejected in favor of polemics.
Modernism became a slogan to be applied to whatever
was disliked in liberal Catholic thought, theology, litera-
ture, and politics. At the center of this campaign was the
association, SODALITIUM PIANUM, directed by Monsignor
BENIGNI in Italy. A secret code, the counterpart of Mod-
ernist anonymity, protected collaborators in various
countries. The attacks of Action Française (whose con-
demnation in 1914, four years after the condemnation of
Sillon, was made public only in 1926), and the intransi-
gence of writers, such as Emmanuel Barbier and J. Fon-
taine, brought into popularity a counterlabel,

INTEGRALISM. At the beatification of Pius X in 1950, evi-
dence was presented that showed that he did not give his
support to a great deal of this campaign, but held his hand
for fear of encouraging the Modernists. Benedict XV, in
his inaugural encyclical Ad beatissimi Apostolorum
(Nov. 1, 1914) warned against excessive accusations.
This, together with the eruption of World War I, ended
this phase in the aftermath of the Modernist crisis.

Definition
Some have defined Modernism as an attempt to re-

tain the form while dropping the content of dogma. Some
Modernists, however, desired to drop also the form. If
Modernism is defined very broadly, then only its extreme
form was condemned. Any definition of Modernism must
be drawn mainly from Pascendi, the most solemn Church
condemnation. The loose application of the term ‘‘Mod-
ernism’’ to the development of theological thinking is
widely admitted to be an abuse. Further, faint similarities
of a position to statements in Pascendi can be judged
fully Modernistic only if they are related also to the es-
sential points of condemnation in the encyclical. Pas-
cendi stated that it was directly attacking agnostic,
immanentist, and evolutionary-naturalistic doctrine.

The following definition is suggested. Modernism
was an ideological orientation, tendency, or movement
within the Catholic Church, clearly emerging during the
waning years of the 19th century and rapidly dying out
around 1910 after official condemnation. Only loosely
and sporadically organized, it was characterized by a tone
antagonistic to all ecclesiastical authority, and by a belief
in an adaptation of the Church to what was considered
sound in modern thought even at the expense of radically
changing the Church’s essence. At its roots, grounded be-
yond liberal Catholic positions on biblical criticism and
theology, lay a triple thesis: (1) a denial of the supernatu-
ral as an object of certain knowledge (in the totally sym-
bolic nonobjective approach to the content of dogma,
which is also related to a type of agnosticism in natural
theology); (2) an exclusive immanence of the Divine and
of revelation (‘‘vital immanence’’) reducing the Church
to a simple social civilizing phenomenon; (3) a total
emancipation of scientific research from Church dogma,
which would allow the continued assertion of faith in
dogma with its contradiction on the historical level, as
understood in certain presentations of the ‘‘Christ of
faith, Christ of history,’’ ‘‘Church of faith, Church of his-
tory’’ distinctions (see DOCTRINE, DEVELOPMENT OF.)

Conclusion
The difficulty in assessing the influence of Modernist

thinkers on the later Church arises from the fact that these
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men also fed on and assimilated many legitimate tenden-
cies that were arising in the contemporary Church, such
as the idea of faith as a personal encounter, the increased
appreciation of religious experience and spiritual anthro-
pology, the deeper probing of the relation between psy-
chology and religion, the return to the traditional
emphasis on the sense of mystery, the renewed realiza-
tion of the pastoral function of theology, the less mechan-
ical assessment of the role of authority, the growth in
insight into the development of dogma, the underlining
of the organic nature of the Church and the importance
of the laity, a greater respect for scriptural scholarship
and natural science, a newer framework of Church-State
relations, and a call to leave a cultural ghetto. Many of
these insights, however, were already found in the works
of scholars, such as Möhler, Newman, Blondel, and other
orthodox thinkers, who, previous to the rise of Modern-
ism, had begun to investigate these questions. With the
return to the spirit of genuine THOMISM the stage would
have been set, it seems, for their fruitful development. It
is difficult to see how certain values said to arise from
Modernism were not actually hampered in their develop-
ment within the Church by Modernism’s very appearance
and by the strong medicine deemed necessary to eradi-
cate it.

Nevertheless, through its excess Modernism did
point out certain areas that called for investigation within
a sound theological framework, as in the insights men-
tioned above. Certain authors, such as De GRANDMAISON,
Lagrange, and LEBRETON, continued their scholarly con-
tributions. The exaggerated spread of suspicions, howev-
er, that followed the condemnation of Modernism
probably caused many scholars to avoid delicate subjects.
Only after World War II did a trend emerge toward a re-
newed consideration of subjects that had been so destruc-
tively and abortively handled by the Modernists.

The Modernist crisis retarded Catholic scholarship
and strengthened Catholic discipline, but its capital effect
was decisive victory over a subtle and mortal enemy, a
victory that preserved the essential life of the Church.
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[J. J. HEANEY]

MODERNISM, OATH AGAINST
The popular name for the oath contained in the motu

proprio Sacrorum antistitum of PIUS X (Sept. 1, 1910),
which was required of clerics before the subdiaconate,
confessors, preachers, pastors, canons, benefice-holders,
seminary professors, officials in Roman congregations
and episcopal curias, and religious superiors. The oath
contains two parts. Part I contains five main propositions:
(1) God can be known and proved to exist by natural rea-
son; (2) the external signs of revelation, especially mira-
cles and prophecies, are signs giving certainty and are
adapted to all men and times, including the present; (3)
the Church was founded by Christ on earth; (4) there is
a DEPOSIT OF FAITH and the assertion that dogmas change
from one sense to another one different from that held by
the Church is heretical; (5) faith is not a blind sense wel-
ling up from the depths of the subconscious under the im-
pulse of the heart and of a will trained to morality, but
a real assent of the intellect to truth by hearing from an
external source. Part II promises submission and assent
to PASCENDI and rejection of opposition between history
and dogma. The oath, a formal personal ratification of
previous authoritative decisions of Pius X, was aimed at
certain clandestine groups forming after Pascendi. The
assent to which the oath binds is commensurate with the
assent demanded by the sources of Catholic teaching
from which the oath is drawn.

The strongest reaction to the oath occurred in Ger-
many. Chiefly because of their position on faculties at
state universities where the oath would endanger their po-
sition, theology professors who exercised no pastoral
ministry were dispensed from taking the oath. In Italy the
Barnabite priest Giovanni Semeria was allowed by Pius
X to take the oath with certain reservations. In England
Maude PETRE, who was preparing her work on George
TYRRELL, was asked to take the oath. When she refused,
she was deprived of the Sacraments. Only 40 or so priests
in the world refused to take the oath. The oath itself
marked the last breath of Modernism.

The oath was rescinded by the Congregation for the
Doctrine of the Faith in 1967 in favor of a concise affir-
mation of the faith.

Bibliography: PIUS X, ‘‘Sacrorum antistitum’’ (Motu proprio,
Sept. 1, 1910). Acta Apostolicae Sedis 2 (1910) 655–680, Eng.
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