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the writings of the Fathers of the Church. Christian tradition, it
largs measure, is enshrined in their works. But here fises the
plexing question which Fathers to read, In so vast a libmry o ,'
precious books, it is difficult to decide wisich o choose. BishopHedly
recommends as most stimulating and satisfying the “”iﬁn@&s‘}:'ﬁ
Augustine, St, Ambrose, and St. Bernard. AR
Probably the most valuable and edifying book after the Sormd |
Scriptures and the works of the Fathers is the Imitation %‘ Chrik.
It cantains enlightenment and inspiration for every condition of B
and every state of mind. 1; is an unfaiting source ofconsohﬁ&*
' thor, toward the end of his life,, wrote, ‘1
here, but I have not found it, except
with a littie ook, ” He was not, of course, speaking
» but others who have ‘
. fnd peace and comfory in that wonderful little boek, ﬂ*I ’
- Chyist. o
. After paming the Sacred
the Imilation of Christ,




ACCUSATION AGAINS’I‘ SCHOOL THEOLOGY

-_ mntEncyciwal Mjmici'{:'orporuhasnatﬂrallymmda
gmat dent of interest in the teaching about Christ’s Mystical Body.. -
tnous hy-product of that interest has beea théfrequenﬂyre--:
. tig 'thattheschooitheologymnoethehﬁddl&&gmhas"
toconsldertheChurchasthquc_ly" Je
(¢ is & gerious charge. It .deserves attention. -
_m'seemswbethatthewntersdthmhgmm
andnmvermhwﬂneetheMMeAgés f&iled
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Rt munmmm is spmtua.l a.nd mvmb}e b 24 cmsisté in

" ical virtues of faith, hope and cherity. Our union’ _'
.- perfected by God the Holy Ghest dwelling within us,
- In_the Yucharistic sacnﬁce wh]ech 15 pre«emmenﬂy
Mystieal Body. B
. In the Hight of the acma.l text of the Mysm: Carﬂam"
D m&d:e agamst the school theology would seem 1o be g

" vuxious elements which are brought together in the

-'-Q‘_matxsecmnbawallbmwmdewdmtbestmdgid
_sacred. theology since the Middle Ages.. Moreover,
'-thm used by the Holy Father have been developed
- theo! ',"mthecmtmvmagamstthemdyl’m tapis.
‘mm s certainly nio ground for saying that the thests ¢
bitity 'I_Cathohc Chuxchhasbeennegxecudmce&e




ACCUSATION AGAINST SCHOOL THEOLOGY

' There is not 'one dogmatic element in the Mystici Corporis neglected

© ‘o overlooked in the standard literature of school theology since the

© Middle Ages. Obviously not every author taught every point.

Again, there were various individual writers and teachers who pre-

wated elements of the Mystical Body doctrine imperfectly and in-

. completely, The charge however is levelled at school theology as

" “sach, and that charge cannot be sustained.

+ - .8l it is one thing to say that the older school theologians did not

. “neglect the theology of the Mystical Body and guite another to deny

" twt the Mystici Corporis and the various competent theological

" wmatises on this same subject in our own time represent a defmite

" progress in theological science. Modem theologians such as Murs,

Trorop and Gruden have advanced the work of sacred theology con-

. sidenbly by writing their treatises on the Mystical Body.. They have

. performed a wark which previous theologians had left undone, not
because the oider writers failed to consider the teaching, but simply -
sad solely hecause the science was not far enough advanced in previous -
times for the sort of work these recent theologians bave accomplished.
‘What Pope Pius hias done, and what the modern school theologians |

of the Mystical Body have done; i to bring together from every part of
teology the various theses which will help men to appreciate the' ..
eflable truth of the Catholic Church’s union with ous Lond. In - -

 dding this they acted in accordance with the principle-laid down by -
the Constitution Dei Filius of the Vatican Couscil, which taught that. ..

setply because this section: of sscred dociring has |
ewn tirnes, mmmdwk?i oy



heMvstic.il
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. message about the connection of the Catholic Church with oyt Lax
The school theologians knew and taught the theology of the Mysil
- Body. A complete theological treatise on the Mystical Body ke
in which all the theological elements pertinent to the Church's uik ¥
- with our Lord are brought together and compared, for the sskeds |
still more perfect and profound understanding of the mystery.. ‘m
 complete theological treatise on the Mystical Body is-oue ol tt

- glores of our own day. It would be naive in the extreme to Bt
‘earlier theologians for not having done what has been s
8 twentieth cntury work. -~ : PR
- The theses which have formed the school theology on the Cathek
. Church since the first part of the eighteenth century were devoe

these ‘men devoted gfr&t;@tﬁmﬁm to the teaching’
Body. - Some of thern, Tike the brilliant
mcmg eine made



ACC'{ISA’I'ION AGAINST SCHOOL THEOLOGY

dkscbts mmmesSagmmdAreawmusedtoshwthat
ﬁma&masnghtzousmenwmtobeimmdmthemksofﬂm
Chuith Militant. - The visibility of the Church was attested in pass-
WMspokatﬁltasCiniMande ‘Tn each case the classical -
: g fookathﬂthepasmgemSmpmmr&mmgduecﬁymp
lﬁeChunﬂlmthepamsncstawnwtmwhmhascnpmlmtm
WﬂtﬁdmtheChmchmdmpioyedﬂnsmmmtmng,__

..Tbuemagrmtmanyoitbmmm.W-
“twesty five of them and Francis Sounivs. (1576)¢ eighteen. . Thomas
Ssap!m: {1598), Francis Suarez (1617); St. Wmmmu&ﬂ




. B€ Sestricted use. of thie term member continued for some"
a2l St. Robert Beflarmine did not approve of i
' @mwﬁm@mdmﬁﬂ Catholics as being
(1603} - 2oF than as members of this society. Gregory of Vi

L m? 35""3’“” considered:that- this difference with reference
;20 Francis Sylviug! finally rejected Turrecremiata’s }
At ested upon an unwartanted analogical use.of

i s




ACCUSATI(}N AGAINST SCHOOL THEOLOGY

Wmme’studlmguntheumtyoftheChmchwasmstmmentalm

g the :school theology -away from this manuer of mte:pmtmg
d_ithmeeitheMysucalBody : _
The fareaching controversy relative mthﬂpraperd&ﬁmtxonoi the .
arch ilitant of the New Testament was likewise decided in the

ht of the name Corpus Mysticum. Some of the classical ecclesiolo-
P8, notably. Suarez and Sylvius 4 were convinced that an occult
Wﬁoﬁldmtbenumberedamongthosewhobelmgmthei'
Githolic Church. . Basing their argument Gpon the fact thai: th
.@m&mﬂmBodyofChmst,theymsamdthatamwhohelow o
?*Chﬂtchs}wukihavesomepaxtofthatlﬁe Since faith is the
fndamental act in the superatural order; they. concluded that the

10 Tejected the faith received no vital influx from Christ and

" mn?havethedmhcfazth,mtherﬁm.as.tbcmm.
thoee who profess that faith A goad'mber oi_mdy-school e
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ary .of e m{xst. In 2.
N great Contro fus
' Danga], the Breviarium: Theologicin, %%wy

WWbatSt Robert had set Mabou
ek without giving any: o Oftbe
S had been used 2 mewsua!mad&dp
temsrdmdtaﬁ% h&h




© - . Two of Kilber's formulae describe the Church | inadequately,”
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Tournely listed a great pumber of 22MeS and figures & theﬁmk

Tn his theses however, the narne Mysfmal Bod}' 18 used moze thande

~ others. The same tendencies which 3ppear D’Afg"ﬁtfg‘ wt

_ _anemanifestinhis As a matter of fact Tournely went furthersng.
than had his younger colieague, Wer® D D’Argentré had suggessiy
_definition of the Church in function of the soul, Tournely actally ©
offered such a definition® Furthermor® Tournely was wouch s
 gffective - In popularizing this confusion. Hurter's Nomesdaw -
. Literarius lists D'Argentré’s FElemenit Theologics as & vaxe boob”
~ Toustiely’s manuals were among the most popular handbonkﬂﬂ*
. histary of theological education. R
 Where Tournely had simply offered 2 definition of the Gm B
*gesms of the soul, the brilliant German Jesuit Helurich Kilber L
'Vmadzampkdcﬁmtmnofthecgmmh the basis of his ecciés

fum:ﬁonofthcsmlaime and the other i function of the body sk
hght of th WY“W“S“

epared mmywbc

uymacwm&__







