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by repeating the invitation to resign or by prolonging the tim e 

w ithin w hich  the pastor could  answ er.11

The session adjourned and the C hancellor w ent off to w rite 

the letter to Fr. W all. The B ishop and the tw o Exam iners dis

cussed for a few m om ents m ore the sad turn events had taken. 

Fr. W all w as really a likable fellow ; but one did have to consider 

the good of the parish. Perhaps he w ould accept the invitation  and  

resign. In that case they w ould see about getting him  

assigned to som e other place w here he w ould be able to do good  

w ork, unham pered by the hard feelings w hich had grow n in  

Jordan.

(To be continued)

T h o m a s  O w e n  M a r t in  

The C atholic U niversity of Am erica

W ashington, D . C .

11 C f. C an. 2149, § 2.

‘O n  t h e  M a n n e r  o f  Q u o t in g  S a c r e d  S c r ip t u r e ”

First, the preacher should alw ays so identify the sacred texts in  

his serm on that it w ill be clear to his auditors that it is O ur D ivine 

Lord w ho speaks, and not the preacher. If an explanation is to be 

given, the preacher m ust be careful not to give the im pression that 

the explanation is his ow n invention, but should refer to the interpre

tation of one of the Fathers of the C hurch  ; or at least be very careful 

to give no explanation that is not in accord w ith parallel places in  

the Scriptures. R egarding the G ospel m axim s— -one should never take 

it upon him self to “prove” them , but should sim ply state them  as incon 

testable, and then explain how they m ay be put into practice. For 

exam ple, in order to show  the necessity of hum ility , it m ust first be 

show n that O ur Lord has com m anded us to be hum ble, telling us that 

unless w e becom e as little children, w e shall not enter into the K ing 

dom of H eaven. It w ould be useless, and ridiculous, to “prove” this. 

B ut it can be established  how  just and indispensable this com m andm ent 

is; that since hum ility is an inescapable necessity for poor and w icked  

servants such as w e are, w e m ust strive w ithout ceasing to attain it. 

A fter this, various occasions for the exercise of hum ility can be sug

gested. It is by such a m ethod that the preacher brings out in detail 

w hat is virtually contained in a Scripture text, and illustrates its 

m eaning in a fam iliar m anner.

— La véritable m anière de prêcher selon l’esprit de l’évangile. A nonym ous



’‘MEDIATOR DEI” AND THE LAYMAN AT MASS

The encyclical M ediator D ei, issued on N ov. 20, 1947, and pub 

lished in Latin in the O sservatore Rom ano on N ov. 30, has 

but one prim ary objective: to relieve the tension (m ore in som e  

countries than in others) that has arisen from  certain disciplinary  

and dogm atic disputes, particularly w ith regard to the M ass and  

related m atters. A t a tim e w hen the C hurch is m enaced by form id

able external foes in so m any countries, the absolute need for 

internal harm ony is self-evident. It is to be hoped, therefore, that 

w riters and speakers w ho now  undertake the interpretation of this  

m om entous encyclical w ill do so in a spirit of charity and objec

tivity . A ny other attitude w ould defeat the very definite purpose  

of the encyclical.

To accom plish his purpose, the H oly Father does three things. 

First, in several passages he praises those w ho have w orked so 

zealously to prom ote· interest, understanding, and active co 

operation in the liturgy. Second, he cautions these against various 

excesses, both disciplinary and dogm atic. Finally , he cautions  

others of the clergy w ho are so fixed in the rut of liturgical 

routine that they refuse even to consider the possibility of innova

tions. Such  innovations, of course, are not to be introduced w ithout 

perm ission of the O rdinary.

The encyclical is divided into four sections of w hich the second  

is the m ost im portant. A lthough this section throw s light on var

ious disciplinary and dogm atic aspects of the M ass, it devotes 

considerable space to clarifying the part w hich the laity have in  

its offering. That this subject needs clarification is clear to those  

w ho have been follow ing the m ore recent literature about the  

H oly Sacrifice. C ertain expressions have been used w hich w ould  

seem to exaggerate the laym an ’s role in the M ass. N ot a few  

theologians w ere w orried about these expressions. So m uch*  so  

that the em inent canonist, Felix C appello, S.J., felt constrained  

to insert the follow ing note (m issing in previous editions) in the  

latest edition of his D e sacram entis : “D olendum  vehem enter quod  

m inus accurate de hac re nonnulli loquuntur, passim asserentes, 

universos fideles offerre M issae sacrificium , eosdem  habendos esse 

tam quam m inistros et m unere fungi sacerdotum  ! In his aliisque  

facile error theologicus latet.” W e shall, therefore, lim it ourselves
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to an interpretation of this one part of the second section of the  

encyclical.

A t first sight it w ould appear that the laity m ay not be said to  

offer the M ass at all, by reason of the follow ing defined proposi

tion of Trent that has been neatly sum m arized in C anon 802 of the  

C ode: “Potestatem  offerendi m issae sacrificium  habent soli sacer

dotes.” Since it is a revealed  truth  that priests alone are em pow ered  

to offer the M ass, is it not a contradiction to say that the faith 

ful also offer it? H ow ever, the contradiction is only apparent since  

dogm atic theologians universally teach that the laity also do offer 

the M ass. The w ord “offer” is analogous. A ccording to the defini

tion of Trent it m ust have one m eaning applicable to priests  

alone. It m ust take on a different, though analogous m eaning, 

w hen referred to the laity . It is these diverse m eanings of the  

w ord “offer” that the H oly Father unravels in this part of the  

encyclical.

H e begins his explanation by pointing out that all the faithful 

should realize that it is “ their very im portant duty and lofty  

dignity to take part in the Eucharistic sacrifice.” H ence during 

M ass their m inds are not to be dorm ant or heedless or concerned  

w ith extraneous m atters, but actively united  w ith the m ind of their 

H igh Priest, Jesus C hrist.

'This does not m ean, how ever, that the laity possess “priestly  

pow er” (m o m  idcirco sacerdotali etiam potestate fruuntur). That 

the H oly Father is concerned about this m atter is obvious from  the  

fact that he reverts to it again, stating that the faithful are not 

m ediators betw een G od and m en and, therefore, “cannot enjoy  

priestly rights” {nullo m odo  jure sacerdotali frui posse). M oreover, 

he obliges shepherds of souls to m ake this fact clear to their 

people.

Supposing, then, that this revealed truth is firm ly im planted in  

the.m inds of all, w e should say that the faithful also offer the  

D ivine V ictim , though in a different w ay from  the priest. To  prove  

this, the H oly Father gives quotations from  Innocent III and St. 

R obert B ellarm ine. H e further proves the point by citations from  

the prayers of the M ass such as the O rate, fratres.

If w e seek to know  the source of this dignity conferred  upon the  

laity , w e find it in the baptism al character. It should be observed  

here that the H oly Father does not even m ention the character of
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C onfirm ation. It seem s, then, that it w ould be a m istake to  appeal to  

this character as a partial source of the laym an ’s dignity to offer 

the M ass. In the tw o paragraphs referred to above, only the  

character of B aptism  is m entioned. N or is there any other passage  

attributing the laym an ’s dignity to the character of C onfirm ation.

C om ing then directly to the m eaning of the truth that the faith

ful also offer the Eucharistic sacrifice, the H oly Father says that 

he w ill explain the m atter “breviter presseque.”

First of all, certain reasons of a rem ote nature justify the  

expression that the laity also offer the M ass. For exam ple, som e

tim es the faithful in a body answ er aloud the prayers of the priest. 

Som etim es also, they present their offering of bread and w ine to  

priest that these m ay be changed into the B ody and B lood of 

C hrist. Finally , by their stipends the laity have the priest offer the  

D ivine V ictim  for them selves and their intentions. In these three  

w ays particularly (others are not excluded), the people m ay be  

said  to offer the M ass rem otely.

B ut a proxim ate and profound reason (intim a ratio) also exists 

to  explain  w hy the faithful, especially those present at the sacrifice, 

are said to offer the M ass. H ow ever, to understand this reason  

and to preclude the em ergence of a dangerous error, it is neces

sary  to  restrict the w ord “offer” to its precise signification.

It is plain  from  this section  of the encyclical that the H oly  Father, 

in accord w ith the alm ost universal teaching of theologians, places 

the esssence of the M ass in  the consecration  alone. H ow ever, for the  

in tegrity of the M ass, the priest’s C om m union, and only the  

priest’s is required. Since the essence of the M ass is to be found in  

the consecration alone and since the “offering” pertains to the  

essence as its form al elem ent, the w ord  “offer,” precisely  considered, 

refers only to  the consecration. It does not em brace the other parts 

of the M ass, though all of them  m ay be said in a broad sense to be  

offered to G od. H ence the w ord “offer” in its m ore precise signifi

cation is not a synonym  for “celebrate,” a w ord w hich m ay be ap 

plied to the entire sacrificial rite. M oreover, the w ord “offer” in  

its exact m eaning does not com prise the effecting of the R eal 

Presence by transubstantiation or the m ystical im m olation por

trayed by the double consecration. True enough, C hrist’s presence 

and H is m ystical slaying are essential to  the sacrifice as its m ateria  

remota  and proxima, but they  are excluded  from  the precise  .sigaifi- 
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cation of the w ord “offer.” Y et again, the w ord “offer” in this 

restricted  m eaning  does not refer to  the  offering  of one ’s self to G od. 

W hat does it m ean then technically  ? Sim ply this : the directing or 

presentation of the D ivine V ictim  to G od the Father for the glory  

of the B lessed Trinity and the good of the entire C hurch. This 

presentation is the m ost im portant, the form al elem ent of the 

M ass, since the presence of the D ivine V ictim  and H is sym bolical 

destruction do not get a definite m eaning until they are directed  

heavenw ard to  the B lessed Trinity .

A s regards the effecting of the R eal Presence and the m ystical 

slaying, these are the w ork of the priest alone, w hen he pronounces  

the w ords of consecration. In accom plishing these tw o effects, the  

priest acts in the nam e of C hrist, not in the nam e of the C hurch. 

M oreover, “by the very fact that the priest places the D ivine V ictim  

upon the altar, he presents the Sam e as an offering to G od the  

Father for the glory of the M ost H oly Trinity and for the benefit 

of the entire C hurch. The offering, understood in this precise and  

lim ited sense, is shared by the faithful in their ow n w ay and for 

tw o reasons: because, nam ely, they offer the sacrifice not only  

through  the hands of the priest, but also, in  a  certain  fashion, along  

w ith him . B y this participation the people ’s offering also is related  

to  the liturgical w orship.”

The “offering” m entioned in the first sentence of the preceding  

quotation is the offering in the strict sense, the external offering, 

the only one that truly constitutes the visible sacrifice. Every  

sacrifice dem ands such an external offering, since sacrifice by its 

very nature is an external rite. M oreover, the H oly Father states 

that this external offering is enacted by the priest alone in each 

M ass. The priest alone has sacerdotal pow er, w hich m eans first 

and forem ost that he alone can visibly offer the sacrificial V ictim  

to G od. H ow ever, in m aking this external offering, the offering in  

the precise sense, the priest acts not only in the nam e of C hrist, 

but also in  that of the faithful.

The fact that the priest liturgically offers as m inister of the  

faithful is the key to the “profound reason” w hy the people should  

be said to share in the offering of the M ass. The outw ard  liturgical 

offering is totally beyond their pow ers, but they have an intim ate  

relationship w ith it and in a tw ofold w ay according tp the H oly  

’Fathfer. First; because the faithful offer -the D ivine V ictim  through  
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the priest. Secondly and in addition, because they also offer the  

V ictim  in a certain fashion (quodam m odo) along w ith the priest.

C oncerning  the first point, it is quite plain that the faithful offer 

through the priest because he bears the person of C hrist the H ead  

w ho offers (as the principal m inister) in the nam e of all H is  

m em bers. H ence the entire C hurch m ay be rightly said to offer 

the  V ictim  through C hrist.

W ith regard to the second point, the faithful are said to offer 

the V ictim  along w ith the priest, not because they too accom plish  

the liturgical rite. O nly the priest is em pow ered to do this. B ut 

since the  liturgical rite by  its very  nature (suapte natura) postulates  

internal cult on the part of those w ho offer, the faithful m ay be  

said  to  offer along  w ith  the priest because they  unite their “prayers”  

(vota) of praise, thanksgiving, im pétration and expiation w ith  

the prayers and internal dispositions of the priest and of C hrist 

H im self, the principal priest. O r, as the H oly Father puts it in  

another place, because the faithful should reproduce “the sam e 

state of m ind w hich our divine R edeem er had w hen Fie m ade H is  

Sacrifice  of H im self. That is, they  should  bring  a  hum ble subm ission  

of m ind, and they should proffer adoration, honor, praise and  

thanksgiving to the infinite M ajesty of G od.” Indeed, the very  

external rite, though  accom plished  by  the  priest alone, signifies that 

the people also are m aking these internal acts of w orship.

B ut in addition to these active internal dispositions w hich are  

so closely associated w ith the liturgical rite itself, the encyclical 

gives a second reason w hy the faithful m ay be said to offer along  

w ith the priest. It is because both priest and people should cul

tivate at M ass an interior spirit of victim hood. They should offer 

up them selves to G od, surrender them selves to H im  to  do H is w ill 

in all things. This spirit of self-im m olation is sym bolized by the  

M ass. C hrist, the D ivine V ictim , substitutes for both priest and  

people. H is m ystical repetition of C alvary sym bolizes the spirit 

of self-destruction that should anim ate all those w hose place H e  

takes. It should be observed, how ever, that this attitude of self- 

im m olation, though it is signified very particularly by the M ass, 

is not restricted  to  the M ass alone. The sam e spirit should  perm eate 

the C hristian at all tim es. It w as already sym bolized by B aptism . 

B y that sacram ent each C hristian renounced the devil, the w orld  

and his ow n selfish desires. H e vow ed self-im m olation and that
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spirit should pervade his entire life. N evertheless, this spirit is 

renew ed in a special w ay by the m eaning of M ass, and during  

it, therefore, both  priest and  people should  again offer up  them selves  

to  G od  as victim s.

From  this sum m ary exposition by the H oly Father tw o con

clusions follow regarding the offering of the M ass by the laity . 

First, their offering is indirect. It is done “ through the priest."  

O nly he can place the outw ard offering w hich alone constitutes the 

sacrifice. B ut since he is deputed  by G od to be the representative of 

the  faithful and  hence places the  outw ard  offering in the nam e of all, 

the people also present the D ivine V ictim to G od through him . 

This point should cause no difficulty . It is verified w henever an  

authorized agent acts for a group. Thus the people of a congres

sional district act throxigh their elected representative in C ongress. 

H e acts directly; they act indirectly. H e alone votes ; but they vote  

through him . If m em bers of the U nited M ine W orkers w ish to  

lodge a protest w ith the governm ent, they do so through M r. John  

L. Lew is. H e alone protests directly; they protest indirectly, 

through him .

It follow s secondly from  the sam e passage of the encyclical that 

the faithful offer the M ass internally only. This does not m ean that 

the faithful m ay not say aloud parts of the M ass that are of 

ecclesiastical institution only. They m ay certainly externalize  

these prayers if the B ishop grants perm ission. B ut such prayers, 

even though  they  m ay express  an  offering on  the part of the people, 

do not constitute the M ass. The one and only offering that truly  

“m akes” the M ass is that w hich takes place autom atically at the  

consecration. W hen w e say, therefore, that the faithful offer the  

M ass internally only, w e sim ply m ean that this outw ard offering  

at the consecration is totally beyond their pow er. They can only  

agree to it and put on the interior dispositions w hich it dem ands

from  them . H ere again, w e have a procedure that is verified w hen

ever an authorized  agent acts for a society. If a university  presents 

an honorary degree to President Trum an, the external offering is 

m ade by the president of the university  alone. H e acts in the nam e 

of the w hole institu tion. B ut his external offering signifies that not 

only he, but also  the other m em bers of the university have internal 

dispositions of esteem  or gratitude or good w ill to President Tru 

m an. So it is at M ass. The priest alone has the pow er externally to
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offer the D ivine V ictim to the B lessed Trinity. B ut his external 

offering postulates internal dispositions from  him  and from  ail for 

w hom  he offers. These internal dispositions should correspond both 

w ith the purposes of the M ass and w ith its sym bolization, w hich is 

the state of victim hood.

Such seem s to be the correct interpretation of this part of the  

encyclical. The H oly Father has added nothing to the traditional 

teaching about the laity ’s share in the offering of the M ass, but 

he has put dow n that teaching briefly , concisely, clearly. It w ould  

seem  to  be his desire to elim inate for the future am biguous expres

sions about the m atter. It is also his desire that the faithful should  

be instructed regarding their noble role in the offering of the  

sacrifice. For it is a noble role, one that is lim ited to those w ho are  

endow ed w ith the baptism al character. N o longer should the faith 

ful assist at M ass “quiescenti neglegentique anim o et ad alia excur

renti atque vaganti.” M uch has been  done to elim inate this inactive  

condition. M uch  rem ains to  be done. The H oly Father congratulates 

all w ho have been active in this apostolate, particularly those w ho  

have been prom oting  interest in  the liturgy.

C l a r e n c e  M c A u l i f f e , S.J.

St. M ary ’s C ollege

St. M ary ’s, K ansas

C h a r i t y  o f  t h e  E n g l i s h  M o n a s t e r ie s

Thus the providing for the poor becam e one of the great duties and  

uses of the C hurch. This duty rested, before, on the land-ow ners. . . . 

This duty could be lodged in no  hands so fitly as in those of the clergy  ; 

for, thus the w ork of charity , the feeding of the hungry, the clothing  

of the naked, the adm inistering to the sick, the com forting of the  

w idow , the fostering of the fatherless, cam e alw ays in com pany w ith 

the perform ance of services to G od. For the uncertain disposition of 

the rich, for their occasional and som etim es capricious charity, w as  

substituted the certain, the steady, the im partial hand of a constantly  

resident and unm arried adm inistrator of bodily as w ell as of spiritual 

com fort to  the  poor, the unfortunate  and  the stranger.

— W illiam C obbett, A H istory of the Reform ation (W estm inster, M d. : 

The N ew m an B ookshop), p. 48.


