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M oreover, since the priest in radio is an im portant part of re

lig ious  broadcasting , and  since  he  is alw ays a  public  figure  in  every 

com m unity , he  w ill be  called  upon  to  talk  over the  air from  tim eto  

tim e, w hether he  m akes radio  a  prim e in terest in  his  life  or  w hether 

he doesn ’t.

For the above reasons, I feel that there is a desperate  need  for 

m ore courses in  radio  in C atholic colleges and  sem inaries. It w ill 

be m  these courses that the elem ents of scrip t w riting , delivery , 

and so on  could be taught, so that priests could take  their places 

in the radio field as successful speakers, w riters, and produces  

and directors, and in turn guide m any of the laity in to  the  sam e 

field .

A lw ays ready to assist priests in the radio field is the R adio 

B ureau  of the  N ational C ouncil of C atholic M en— to  discuss scrip t 

problem s, production problem s, and w hatever else is connected  

w ith radio program s. T he services of the C ouncil extend  to the 

production  of recordings for use on local program s, and  an  ever- 

w idening  set of  services  so  far  as scripts, talks, m usic, and  continuity  

are concerned.

A nd  now , in  very defin ite conclusion , m ay I ask  the readffsto  

say a prayer for the w riter of these articles. R adio is a strange 

and  w onderful field . I  have  often  said  that it is  a  school of  hum ility, 

and  that is  true  ; but like  all schools of hum ility , its lessons  are  hard 

to  leam . T hat is w hy  I need  your prayers.

W i l l i a m  C . S m i t h

The National Council oj Catholic Men

Washington, D. C.

D e v o t i o n  t o  O u r  L o r d  a n d  t o  H i s  M o t h e r

It is a  com m on  sentim ent of our nature to  honor every  good  m other 

for the sake  of her son: it is, then , against our regenerate nature  to  

refuse honor to that best M other of the best Son. A nd so it cotas 

that H is m inisters are her m inisters; that fidelity to the gospel ffl 

C hrist is fidelity to devotion for M ary.

— Fr. X avier D onald M acleod, in  Devotion to the Blessed Virgin ifctrj « 

North America (N ew Y ork, 1866), p. 11.



THE CHURCH AND CATHOLIC DOGMA

T w o  recent and  w ell-w ritten  articles  have  focused  the  attention of 

A m erican  priests upon  the  w idespread  current in terest in that part 

of sacred theology w hich deals w ith the developm ent of dogm a. 

T he articles, the report on  "C urrent T heology” produced by D r. 

Philip D onnelly , S.J. for Theological Studies in 1947 1 and  

"O pinions C oncerning D octrinal D evelopm ent,” w ritten by D r. 

C harles E . Sheedy, C .S .C ., and  published in last m onth ’s issue of 

The American Ecclesiastical Review,2 cast valuable  light upon  som e  

of the  m ore  influential opinions now  under discussion in  E uropean,  

and  particularly  in  French, theological circles. B oth  w ritings w ere  

highly  com m endable. T ogether  they  w ill inevitably  aid  in  bringing  

about a  m ore in tense study of the  nature and  the characteristics of 

C atholic  dogm a  am ong  the  priests in  our  ow n  country .

A ny study in th is field is valuable only to the extent that it is  

objective, explain ing  the  function of the C hurch  in presenting new  

dogm atic form ulae and statem ents, rather than attem pting to  

explain that function aw ay. In carry ing out its universal and  

unique com m ission to teach divine public revelation , the C hurch  

m ust obviously avail itself, from  tim e to tim e, of a term inology  

o r m ode of expression w hich it has not previously em ployed. It 

w ould not be a liv ing and effectively infallib le teacher of G od ’s  

m essage w ere it to act otherw ise. T he true study of doctrinal  

developm ent considers th is defin ite activ ity of O ur L ord ’s true  

C hurch, and tries, ultim ately , to  describe and to explain it. A ny  

theory  about new  dogm atic phraseology, on  the  other hand, w hich  

fails to take cognizance of the C hurch ’s w ork, or w hich attem pts 

to explain the new  form ulae in  term s of an  im agined accretion of  

objective content in the body of dogm a is defin itely unscientific  

and  runs counter  to  the C atholic  faith .

In  other  w ords, the  m an  w ho  w ishes  to  m ake  an  accurate  study  of

i

I the  developm ent of dogm a  m ust take  cognizance  of the  fact that, as  

I a  doctrinal institu tion , the prim ary  concern  of the  C atholic C hurch  

I  is to  teach  adequately  and  infallib ly the divinely revealed m essage

I w hich it has received  as such from  the lips of the apostles. T he

t 1  C f. Theological Studies, Sept, and  D ec., 1947.

I  «C ipp. 19-32.
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C hurch ’s pow er to  teach infallibly on such m atters as theological 

conclusions, dogm atic facts, the canonization of Saints, and  the 

approval of religious orders stem s from  and centers around  th is 

prim ary  objective of its teaching  m ission. T he C hurch  is em pow 

ered  to  pronounce inerrantly  on these  other subjects precisely  and  

only because such activ ity m ust be included in the function  of a 

liv ing  and  effective infallib le teacher of the  revealed  m essage  itself. 

T he  C hurch, w ithin  w hich  O ur L ord  lives and  acts as  the  suprem e 

T eacher of divine tru th , m ust be able, not only  to state th is tru th  

accurately and effectively to the m en of all tim es and all places, 

but it m ust also be able unfailingly to recognize, in teaching  pre

sented under different cultural form s, both its ow n  doctrine  and j 

tenets opposed  to  that doctrine. >

In teaching the aposto lic deposit of divine revelation infallib ly  

over the course of the centuries, the C atholic C hurch has never 

denied  in  itself and  has never excluded from  th is body  of teaching  

any indiv idual tru th  or group of tru ths received from  the apostles 

as part of the body  of G od ’s m essage. Furtherm ore, the C hurch  

has never proposed  as a  part of that m essage  any  assertions  w hich  

w ere  not really  contained in  the aposto lic deposit. Finally , it has 

never m isinterpreted  either any  indiv idual tru th  contained  in  scrip  

ture  or tradition  or  the  body  of divine  public revelation  as a  w hole 

A nd, on  the positive side, the C hurch  has actually  taught, at every  

tim e since its inception , the entire deposit of G od ’s teaching  en

trusted  to  its care.

N ow  the  body of C atholic dogm a is that deposit of tru th  w hich  

the C hurch finds in Sacred Scrip ture and in divine aposto lic 

tradition , and  w hich, by  its solem n judgm ent or in  its  ordinary  and  

universal teaching  activ ity , it presents as having  been revealed  by  

G od  to  be  believed  by  all m en  w ith  the  assent of divine  faith . Since 

the C atholic C hurch  has been divinely com m issioned  and  em pow 

ered  to  teach G od's revealed m essage infallib ly and adequately t6 

all m en, it is evident that, at any tim e during the course of the 

C hurch ’s  long  history, the  body  of C atholic  dogm a  has alw ays  beea 

and  w ill ever be  objectively  identical w ith  the orig inal deposit of 

revelation  as the C hurch orig inally  received  it from  the  lips of 

apostles  them selves. W hat the  C hurch  sets  forth  as G od ’s  revealed  

teaching  is alw ays exactly and substantially w hat the apostles to ld  

the  C hurch  to  hold  and  teach  as  the  divine  m essage.
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Just as obviously , how ever, the form  and  the language in w hich  

that teaching is expressed has developed over the course of the  

centuries. T he doctrine the C hurch teaches is exactly the sam e  

as the doctrine the apostles gave  the C hurch, but a great m any of 

the  w ords and  the  form s in  w hich  the  C hurch  asserts th is body  of 

tru th  are  and  m anifestly  m ust be  quite  distinct from  those em ployed  

by  the  apostles them selves. T he C hurch  w ould  not be  an  adequate  

and  effective infallib le teaching  agency  otherw ise. T eaching  neces

sarily involves a process of setting forth a body of tru th in the  

language and  in  term s of the m entality of those w ho are  to  learn  

th is tru th . It im plies labor in  the  direction  of clarity  and  accuracy. 

It dem ands effort to  prevent am biguity and  m isunderstanding, and  

to  answ er the questions w hich occur to  particular sets of learners. 

U nless  the  teacher of any  body  of doctrine  is able  to  answ er  queries 

about the content of his m essage, his efforts are  valueless.

T he C atholic C hurch has fu lfilled all of these requirem ents for 

successful teaching. A nd, in thus presenting divine public reve

lation  to  m en, the C hurch  has necessarily  and  continually  m ade  use  

of new  dogm atic  form ulae  and  new  doctrinal definitions. T he  new  

dogm atic form ulae  are, in the last analysis, m erely w ays in  w hich  

the C hurch  has presented  to new  ages and  new  cultures the sam e  

set of tru ths  w hich  it had  previously  taught in  an  older phraseology  

to other m en. T he new  defin itions are the final and thus com 

pletely satisfactory resolu tions of questions w hich m ore recent 

generations have asked about the m eaning and  the content of the  

C hurch ’s divine m essage. B oth procedures have been and, until 

the end of tim e w ill ever be, absolutely requisite for the C hurch  

in  pursuance of its doctrinal com m ission. N either adds any  shred  

or aspect of doctrine to  the orig inal aposto lic deposit entrusted to  

the C hurch from  the beginning. Y et both can and should be  

reckoned as constitu ting  an  advance in the teaching of th is sam e  

divine  m essage.

T hus the new  dogm atic form ula in w hich the first oecum enical 

council declared  that the Son of G od  is consubstantial (όμοσύσω ς ) 

w ith the Father prevented any excuse for an erroneous teaching  

on th is point based on  an am biguity on  the part of the orthodox  

presentation . T he defin ition of the R om an Pontiff’s infallib ility  

by  the  m ost recent oecum enical council answ ered, once  and  for all, 

a  question  about the  content of divine  revelation . In  both  instances
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the C atholic C hurch asserted tru ths w hich had  alw ays been  a  part 

of its ow n  doctrinal heritage. M oreover, in  both  cases, the  C hurch  

advanced  the  cause  of  tru th .

It has been the fashion am ong som e recent w riters to explain 

the dogm atic developm ent w ithin the C atholic C hurch in  term s oi 

certain  analogies. Som e  have  likened  it to  the  process  by  w hich  an  

oak tree develops out of an acorn . O thers have attem pted to 

clarify  the  issue  by  com paring  it to  the  process in  w hich  w hite  light 

is broken up in to the various colors of the spectrum  w hen it is 

passed through a prism . L ately an attem pt has been m ade to 

explain it by a com parison w ith the process through w hich i 

form less  m ass of  precious m etal is m inted  in to  sm all coins.

T he first com parison is defin itely m isleading. A n  oak  tree con

tains an  abundance  of m aterial not included  in  the acorn , w hile  the 

dogm a of the C atholic C hurch contains all and only the divine 

public revelation w hich w as com m unicated to the C hurch prior 

to  the  death  of the  last apostle. T he second com parison  is innocu

ous enough, although it has only a very lim ited effectiveness in 

elucidating the developm ent of dogm a. T he th ird com parison is 

harm ful, im plying a fundam ental m isunderstanding about the na

ture  of the  orig inal revealed  deposit entrusted  to  the C hurch.

T he only com pletely acceptable and valuable approach to an  

explanation of the developm ent of C atholic  dogm a is to  be  found , 

how ever, not in  an  appeal to  som e com pletely extrinsic  factor, but 

in  term s of the teaching process itself. T here are new  dogm atic 

form ulae and  new  dogm atic defin itions, and these are exact state

m ents of the orig inal aposto lic deposit of revealed divine tru th  

because and only because the C hurch is a liv ing and infallib le 

society w ithin w hich O ur L ord resides and acts as the Suprem e  

T eacher. Prim arily the dogm atic m essage as it stands is to be 

com pared  w ith  the  orig inal deposit as received  from  the  lips of the 

apostles, not as a tree  is com pared w ith  its seed, but as a m essage 

accurately  and  adequately  taught by a  liv ing  teaching  agency  is to  

be com pared w ith that m essage as it w as orig inally im parted  to 

the  teacher.

In  the  light  of  th is  basic  tru th  about  the  nature  of  C atholic  dogm a, 

certain tendencies in recent theorizing about th is subject m ust be 

evaluated . T hese tendencies seem  to stem  from  a desire on  ths 

part of som e C atholic w riters  to  assert the  vitally  effective  tru ths  tf
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our faith  in  a  m edium  m ore acceptable  to  m odem  m inds than  that 

of scholasticism . U nfortunately , how ever, they all-too-frequently  

lead  tow ards a  m isconception of C atholic  doctrine  as such.

In the first place there is an observable m odem  tendency to  

understress or even to deny the fact that the orig inal deposit of 

revealed tru th com m unicated to the C hurch by the apostles w as  

and  is a  body  of in tellectual teaching. W e  are  som etim es solicited  

to im agine that the orig inal revealed deposit did not consist in a  

set of explicitly revealed propositions at all, but rather in the  

G odhead or in  the Person  of C hrist. In  other w ords, w e  are to ld  

to believe that w hat the apostles delivered to the C hurch at the  

beginning w as a th ing w hich could be described, rather than a  

defin ite  teaching  about  that  reality .

T his tendency can lead to a serious m isunderstanding of the  

C atholic m essage itself. L ike any other specious and therefore  

form idable m iscalculation , it is based  upon  a  m anifest tru th , a  tru th  

it tw ists in to  a  false m eaning. It is a  fact that the  object of divine  

C atholic  faith  is in  one  sense  G od  H im self, the  divine  R eality . B ut, 

at the sam e tim e, th is object is defin itely and tru ly a series of 

in tellectual propositions or judgm ents. T here is no shadow of 

opposition  betw een  these  tw o  tru ths. From  the  tim e  of St T hom as  

s A quinas  an  explicit statem ent of  these  tw o  aspects  of divine  C atholic  

i faith  has been  part of the  traditional heritage of scholastic  theology,

i It is an  in tegral part of C atholic tru th that the orig inal aposto lic

[ deposit of revelation given to the true C hurch of Jesus C hrist

ί consisted both in the Person of O ur L ord and in a body of

[ in tellectual teaching, a  series of judgm ents expressed in  statem ents

j or propositions. T he vision of the D ivine Persons in a m anner

* independent of and  superior to  the  hum an  process of know ledge  by

I m eans of ideas and  judgm ents  belongs to  the status of the C hurch

I trium phant rather than to that of the C hurch m ilitant If the

I deposit of revelation  given  to  the C hurch by  the apostles had con-

!» sisted  in  O ur L ord  H im self to  the  exclusion  of a  body  of teaching,

I then obviously the subsequent dogm atic statem ents of the C hurch

j w ould  be  m erely  expressions  of its experience  of C hrist.

I O n  the other hand, it is quite incorrect to infer or to  im ply  that

I the traditional C atholic theologians as a  class, or, for that m atter,

I any real C atholic theologian  w hatsoever, could  be judged  guilty  of

J teaching that the orig inal deposit of aposto lic revelation  consisted
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in  a  body  of  propositions w ith  no  reference to  G od  or to  H is  C hrist 

T he  tru th  is that the  apostles handed  over to  the C hurch  a  defin ite 

body  of teaching  about G od. T his body of teaching  about G od is, 

in  th is w orld, the only basic m eans by  w hich  m en  m ay acquire an 

aw areness of the supernatural tru th about G od in  th is w orld . It 

is the  one body  of teaching  w hich, by  the  help  of G od ’s grace, m en 

have accepted w ith the firm and supernatural assent of divine 

C atholic faith.

A nother aspect of th is sam e highly objectionable tendency in 

m odem  w riting m anifests itself in a denial of the fact that the 

im plicit content of the orig inal deposit of revelation  can  be ascer

tained  by  w ay  of theological reasoning. N ot infrequently  in  these 

tim es w e encounter a hint or a statem ent to the effect that the 

choice  of new  dogm atic form ulae and  the  content of new  dogm atic 

defin itions has resulted  from  som e sort of relig ious instinct w ithin  

the  C hurch, or even  from  the  indw elling  of the  H oly  G host  w ithin | 

th is society , to the exclusion of any properly  logical evidence  that | 

the m ore recent propositions have been really though im plicitly | 

contained  in  the  orig inal aposto lic deposit from  the  very  beginning. | 

T he m en w ho fo llow th is trend are not slow  to stigm atize the 

m ethods of their opponents as "theologistic” or “ in teH ectualistsc”

T he tru th of the m atter is, how ever, that the C hurch does not j 

m ake dogm atic pronouncem ents apart from  logically satisfactory I 

evidence  that the  tru th  it asserts as divinely  revealed  actually  form s | 

a  part of  that body  of revealed  teaching  w hich  it received  from  the | 

apostles and w hich it is com m issioned and em pow ered infallib ly | 

to  teach  until the end of tim e. It rem ains perfectly true  that the |

evidence  upon  w hich  the C hurch  acts m ay  w ell be som ething  w hich  |

has escaped the notice of a good num ber of its ow n theologians, t

and  even  of the  best am ong  its theologians. Such  a  case  occurred f 

w hen  the  dogm a  of O ur L ady ’s Im m aculate  C onception  w as  defined j 

by Pope Pius IX . N evertheless, the evidence w as in existence j 

and w as exam ined by the H oly Father before he issued his | 

defin ition . ;

W hen he began his preparation for the defin ition of the Im - | 

m aculate C onception , Pope Pius IX  m ade it com pletely  clear that g 

he  relied  upon  the  assistance of  divine  grace to  enlighten  his m ind  4

on  the  project he w as about to  undertake. In  an  encyclical letter |

dated Feb. 2, 1849, the great pontiff begged  the bishops of the |
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C atholic w orld to have the faithful entrusted to their care pray  

publicly for him .3 Y et Pope Pius IX  certain ly did not consider  

that th is divine  help  in  any  w ay  exem pted  him  from  exam ining  the  

properly theological evidence about th is doctrine. In th is sam e  

encyclical he  announced  the  appointm ent of a  pontifical com m ission  

to  study  th is  evidence  and  to  report to  him .

3  C i. C ardinal G ousset, La croyance générale et constante de l’église 

touchant fImmaculée Conception de la Bienheureuse Vierge Marie (Paris, 

1855), pp. 22  ff.

4  For a m ore com plete exam ination of th is report, see the article “T he  

R equisites for an  Infallib le Pontifical D efinition  according  to  the C om m ission  

of Pope Pius IX ,” in The American Ecclesiastical Review, C X V , 5 (N ov. 

1940), 376 ff.

T he  com m ission  appointed  at that tim e  by  Pope  Pius IX  applied  

itself first of all to  a  consideration of the characteristics in  function  

o f w hich  a  tru th  or a  proposition is said  to  be  definable as C atholic  

dogm a. It indicated no less than nine principles w hich m ust be  

em ployed in evaluating  a  proposition  as definable.4 T he first four 

am ong  these  princip les  dealt  w ith  the  type  of evidence  not absolutely  

necessary in  order that a  proposition  should properly  be judged  as  

definable.

(1)  T he fact that, in the past, there have been conflicting  

teachings on  th is subject w ithin the C atholic C hurch, or the fact 

that all have  not hitherto agreed  on  th is teaching, does not render  

a  doctrine  incapable of definition .

(2)  T he fact that even authoritative  w riters can be quoted in  

opposition  to  a  teaching does not render that teaching  incapable of 

being  defined.

(3)  In order that a doctrine be definable, it is not necessary  

that there should be explicit, or even im plicit, testim ony to th is 

doctrine in Sacred  Scripture, since it is certain and  m anifest that 

the  scope of revelation  is w ider than  that of Scrip ture.

(4)  In  order  .to show  that the  doctrine to  be defined  belongs to  

T radition , it is not necessary to adduce a series of Fathers and  

of  other w itnesses reaching  back  to  aposto lic tim es.

A ll of  these  negative  princip les im ply  the  com m ission 's conviction  

that, in  order  that  a  doctrine  should  be  considered  as definable, there  

m ust be real evidence that th is teaching is actually to be found  in  

the aposto lic deposit of divine public revelation . T he com m ission
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m anifested not the slightest trace of w illingness to content itself 

w ith a conviction about the definability of a doctrine based upon  

som e  corporate  relig ious  sense  w ithin  the  C hurch  or upon  any  other I

so-called  “non-in tellectual”  factor. T his concern  of the  com m ission i 

show s  itself even  m ore  clearly  in  the  positive  principles  it delineatei

(1) In  order that a statem ent m ay be considered as definable, 

there m ust be a certain num ber of solem n testim onies direcdy  

pertinent to it.

(2)  A  proposition is capable of being defined if there can be 

found  one  or m ore revealed  princip les contain ing  it.

(3)  A  proposition is capable of being defined if it show s a 

necessary  connection  w ith  dogm as. In  other w ords, a  proposition  

ought to be accepted as revealed w hen, from  the denial of th is 

proposition , there fo llow s by logical and im m ediate necessity  the 

denial of  one  or  m ore  revealed  princip les.

(4)  A  proposition m ay be defined as C atholic dogm a if it is 

preached as a part of divine public revelation in the concordant 

teaching  of  the  actual episcopate.

(5)  A  proposition is capable of defin ition w hen it is show n  to 

be  a  part of divine public revelation  by  the  practice of the  C hurch.

In  calling  for a  theological exam ination of the question  he  con

sidered defin ing and  for a study of the  conditions that rendered  a 

tru th  capable of  definition , Pope  Pius IX  stated  clearly  that he  w as 

fo llow ing the precedent established by his predecessors on tie 

pontifical throne. It w as clearly  his idea  that it w ould  be  im possib le 

to  define a  doctrine  as a  C atholic dogm a of faith in the  absence  of 

defin ite theological evidence that th is  doctrine  w as contained  in  tie 

original aposto lic deposit of divine public revelation . T he report 

of  his com m ission  m anifests  th is sam e  certain ty . C learly  the  report 

of the  com m ission  is not in  any  sense an infallib le docum ent of tie 

C atholic C hurch. It is, nevertheless, an  authentic and  highly im 

portant statem ent, especially in  the light of its in tim ate  connecto  

w ith  the  ultim ate defin ition  of O ur  L ady ’s Im m aculate  C onception . 

It indicated  the sort of procedure the C hurch actually em ployed. 

T his procedure turns out to be som ething trem endously rem ote 

from  the kind of th ing conjured up by those w riters w ho have 

protested against “ theologism ” in the accurate and traditional 

descrip tions of definable  doctrinal propositions.

A ccording to w hat the com m ission found to be the norm s
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actually used by  the C hurch in discerning propositions w hich are  

capable of being  defined as dogm as, the ecclesia docens has alw ays 

looked to see that there w as solid theological evidence that a  

doctrine w as contained in  the orig inal deposit of revelation  before  

defin ing it. O nce th is doctrine has been proposed as a dogm a of 

the C hurch by the H oly Father him self or by the ecclesia docens 

under his leadership, it is som ething  to be accepted as true on the  

authority of G od revealing it, rather than by reason of the  

theological dem onstration w hich show ed it to be a part of the  

orig inal aposto lic deposit. N evertheless, prior to the defin ition  

itself, it w as the m anifest duty of the C hurch authorities to  

investigate the theological evidence pertinent to the doctrine to be  

defined. T he charism  of infallib ility , protecting the H oly Father  

and  the ecclesia docens as a  w hole from  m isinterpreting  the divine  

m essage, in no w ay dispensed the divinely authorized teachers 

w ithin the C hurch  from  th is investigation of theological evidence. 

T his could  not be  true unless there is actually  available sufficient 

theological evidence in favor of every tru th defined as dogm a by  

I the C atholic C hurch  throughout the course of the centuries.

' Incidentally, the report of the com m ission appointed by Pope

» Pius IX  gives little  support to  those  w riters w ho  w ould  draw  a  real

| distinction  betw een  form al im plicit revelation  and  virtual revelation,

f T hese w riters are  under the im pression  that a doctrine  is form ally

|·  but im plicitly revealed w hen it is really contained in the orig inal

f deposit of divine revelation , although not thus contained in the

I phraseology  or the m anner in w hich  it has subsequently been pre-

« sented by the C hurch. A  th ing is said to be virtually revealed

I w hen it can be show n to  belong  to the revealed  m essage by  m eans

I of a genuine dem onstration based on princip les contained in the

t  revealed m essage itself. T he w riters  w ho  hold  that there is a real

5 distinction betw een these tw o concepts hold that the virtually

i revealed proposition is arrived at by m eans of a true process of

I reasoning, a  passage  from  one  tru th  to  another, w hile  the  process  by

j w hich one establishes the  authenticity  of a statem ent form ally  and

s- im plicitly revealed  is not a genuine reasoning process at all, since

there is no  real passage  from  one truth  to  another.

I  T he  com m ission  gave  no  sanction  to  such  a  distinction . A  tru th

I w as considered  as definable w hen  one or m ore revealed princip les 

I contain ing  it can  be  found  or  w hen, from  a  denial of the  proposition

t

»
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under consideration , there  fo llow ed  w ith  logical necessity  the  denial 

o f one or m ore revealed princip les. From  th is point of view  at 

least, the com m ission  found nothing  to prevent the defin ition  as a  

C atholic dogm a of any  proposition w hich  assum es the stature  of a  

genuine theological conclusion.

T his traditional and  genuine  concept of doctrinal developm ent in  

the C atholic C hurch  is far from  denying  a real distinction  betw een  

faith  and  theology. T he point of the m atter is, how ever, that the 

real distinction  betw een  these  tw o  entities is not based  on  the  order 

of reality w ith w hich they deal, but rather upon the m anner in  

w hich  they  deal w ith  it. D ivine  C atholic  faith  is the  acceptance  of 

C atholic dogm a, an absolutely certain assent based upon the 

authority of G od revealing . T he C hurch w hich proposes and  

form ulates the dogm atic m essage acts as the instrum ent of O ur 

L ord, resid ing  w ithin it and governing  its doctrinal activ ity . T he 

indiv idual theologian  acts  as  the  servant of  the  C hurch  in  explain ing  

and teaching th is sam e m essage, expounding the doctrines and  

show ing  how  they  are contained  in  the  orig inal revealed  deposit

T heology presents its m essage in the form  of conclusions, of 

propositions  set forth  as  acceptable  by  reason  of their dem onstration  

from  princip les of divine faith . In  point of fact, m ost of the  con

clusions presented in the average m anual of theology  and  dem on

strated  and explained in the light of their position  in  the orig inal 

deposit of faith  are  actually  dogm as of the C hurch. It is  precisely j 

the  dem onstrative  and  discursive  presentation  of these  tru ths  w hich j 

is proper to  theology as such. D ogm a differs from  theology, not | 

because it deals w ith a different realm  or variety of tru th , W 

because it is a body of tru th authoritatively presented by the | 

aposto lic college and by the head of that college, acting as the 

instrum ents·  of C hrist w ithin the C hurch, presented  in  such  a  w ay  

that its  acceptability  does not depend  upon  the  value  of  any  dem on·  

stration  but only  upon  G od ’s ow n  authority .

A nother tendency m anifest in som e recent w ritings on  C atholic 

dogm a is that w hich classifies the orig inal deposit of faith w ith  

other great ideas, w hich  have developed and  have vitally affected 

m ankind. T hus w e are led to believe that there is a sim ilarity  

; betw een  the  developm ent of  the  ideas  of dem ocracy, of nationalism ·  

and  of com m unism  and  the developm ent of C atholic dogm a  w ithin 

the  true  C hurch  of Jesus  C hrist. H ow ever respectable  the  orig in^
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source of th is theory m ay be, the doctrine itself is quite incom 

patib le w ith the tru th  about C hristian revelation .

T he  “ ideas”  to  w hich  the  authors  w ho  favor th is tendency  allude  

w ere  concepts w hich  at first designated  certain  vague  and  form less  

th ings that proved em inently desirable to great portions of the  

hum an  fam ily . A  great m any  indiv iduals attem pted  to  clarify  these  

orig inally vague concepts and, in the course of tim e, a num ber of 

explanations  w ere  forthcom ing. Som e  of these  explanations  turned  

out to  be inconsistent w ith  the  orig inal notions. O thers proved  to  

be acceptable expressions of these m uch-discussed concepts. In  

every case, how ever, the m en w ho w ere attracted by certain  

o rig inally vague ideals w ere solely occupied w ith the task of ex 

plain ing to  them selves and  to others the details w hich  belonged  to  

the objects they desired .

T he C hristian  m essage, how ever, w as never a  vague or form less  

concept at all. It w as not at first nor at any  tim e  m erely  the  object 

of an inchoate and w ordless desire on the part of hum an beings. 

It w as a defin ite teaching from  G od, presented as such by O ur 

L ord, and show n to be authentic through the various m otives of 

credibility H e attached  to it. Its developm ent is m erely the con 

tinued  process  of teaching  th is sam e  doctrine  by  O ur L ord  through  

the  C hurch  w ithin  w hich  H e  resides.

T hus it is not true  that C atholic dogm a is in  any  w ay  different 

from  the orig inal deposit of faith or from  the body of C atholic  

teaching  at any  tim e during  the history of the C hurch. It is  true, 

of course, that m uch  of C atholic dogm a finds no  expression  in the  

earliest m onum ents of C hristian literature. O ne w ho know s the  

status of prim itive  C hristian  literature  w ould  never m ake the m is

take of im agining that it contains all that w as taught as divinely  

revealed during the earliest years of the C hurch. It is also true  

that a  certain am ount of C atholic dogm a is not contained in the  

inspired  books of Sacred  Scripture. T he Scrip ture is not the  only  

source  of divine  revelation .

W hat the  C hurch  teaches  today  as C atholic  dogm a  does not differ  

in the least substantially and objectively from  w hat the C hurch  

taught as dogm a  during  the  first centuries  or from  w hat the  C hurch  

received as divine revelation  from  the lips of the orig inal m em bers 

of the aposto lic college. A lthough, from  tim e to tim e during the
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course  of the centuries, the C hurch has m ade use of new  form ulae 

in teaching its dogm as, no one of these new  form ulae has ever 

opposed or contradicted any dogm a of the C hurch or any other 

form ula in  w hich the ecclesia docens had  authoritatively  expressed  

its divinely  revealed  m essage previously . O nce  the infallib le teach

ing  C hurch  has consecrated a  form ula as an  accurate statem ent of  a 

divinely revealed  tru th , that form ula can  never be relinquished. It 

alw ays rem ains the infallib ly correct expression of a tru th con

tained in the deposit of C hristian revelation . In  every case, new  

dogm atic form ulae serve to set forth explicitly tru ths already  

form ing  a  part of G od ’s revealed  m essage, tru ths  already  presorted , 

really though im plicitly , under previously existing dogm atic for

m ulae. In  no  case  can  the  new  form ula be  understood  as  a  correction  

or replacem ent of the old .

Finally , it is quite m isleading to im agine that C atholic dogm a  

today can accurately be described as som ething w hich the early  

C hristians could not and did not foresee. T hey w ere perfectly  

aw are of that m essage w hich is now  expressed and enshrined  in  

C atholic dogm a. T hey could not, of course, be expected  to  have 

previous know ledge of the cultural and linguistic reasons w hich  

m ade  im perative  the  present m ode  of  teaching  the  very  tru ths w hich  

they  believed and  w hich w e believe. T hey could not foresee the 

T ridentine expression  of G od ’s revelation  about H is grace, but the 

teaching  they believed w as and is the very doctrine w hich T rent 

infallib ly  expounded.

Jo s e p h  C l i f f o r d  F  e n t o x

The Catholic University of America, 

Washington, D. C.
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In tention for the m onth of February , 1949.



Answers to Questions

O N  T H E  R E V IV A L  O F  V E SPE R S

Question: W hat is the obligation of a pastor to  have V espers 

on  Sunday  afternoon  or evening  in  accordance  w ith  the  recent letter 

Mediator Dei and  the old prescrip tion of the B altim ore C ouncil?  

A s w e have the Kyriale for the congregational singing of H igh  

M ass, w hat do  w e  have  for the  singing  of  V espers  ?

Answer: V espers, in  a m ore or less truncated form , used  to  be  

the regular Sunday service for the afternoon  and evening in our  

churches but for several decades the practice  has fallen in to desue

tude. In  the  Mediator Dei of our H oly  Father there is an  earnest 

recom m endation  that  the  pious  custom  of  holding  the  V esper  service  

for the laity  be not allow ed to becom e obsolete but the encyclical 

states that, in th is m atter, nothing is prescribed as of strict law . 

"It is very earnestly  to be hoped that lay fo lk should take active  

part in reciting or singing the office of V espers on feast days in  

their ow n parishes.”

T he  Second  Plenary  C ouncil of  B altim ore (T it. V I, C ap. iii, 379)  

did  order  that V espers  be  sung, and  in  their  entirety , in  all churches  

on Sundays and feast days and that V espers be not om itted on  

account of other services. H ow ever, the Fathers of the C ouncil 

inserted the clause, "quatenus fieri potest,” in consideration of 

practical difficulties in  the  carry ing  out of the decree. T he C ouncil 

furtherm ore (loc. cit. 380) recom m ended that the rudim ents of 

G regorian chant be taught in the parish schools to the end that 

eventually a great part of the congregation w ould  be able to chant 

V espers w ith the clergy. T he T hird Plenary C ouncil (T it. Ill,

C ap. iv , 118) leg islated  that V espers  m ust be  sung  in  their entirety , 

w ith  no  abbreviation of the psalm s, and quoted (loc. cit. 119) the  

w ords of the Second C ouncil concerning  the teaching of chant in  

the schools.

A s to the obligation of in itiating or restoring V espers as the  

regular Sunday afternoon or evening service in parish churches, 

w hile the Mediator Dei of the H oly  Father certain ly  recom m ends  

V espers in preference to any non-liturg ical devotion , nothing is
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