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THE ACT OF THE MYSTICAL BODY.

NDER the above title Dr. Joseph Fenton cenmbate& w0
Tre EccresiasticaL Review of May 1939 2 very | mte:estw .

ing and important paper. Briefly reviewing certain

writers on the Mystical Body, he more particularly mentions i ,
Mura. There are eiements of mystical doctrine which escape
th@ writers, and escape “ even the magisterial classification of
Fr. Mura”. “According to this brilliant theologisn (Ft
Mura) ,the MYSﬁCﬂ Body of Christ is something which can %ae“: .

_ understood in function of four real causes—material, fﬂm
_ efficien and final. ‘The material cause is deﬁmtelythf?nﬂ‘ P
- unity but of multiplicity. The material cause 0
cai Body is the head and the members, those Wi}

- MYSﬁCﬂ Body is one by reason of 'exemplary caus
. there is one and only one Mo&el to which its memhers
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‘ ‘mme& 2 human nature”. © From the very moment of His
conception Christ had mented eternal salvation for us in every
st He performed, and every hardship He endured. But in the
 merciful decrees of Divine Providence it had been established

that all these other merits of Christ should be ordered to and

ae their effects from and through the Passion itself.”

Th‘i‘“gh my personal conviction agrees with Dr. Fenton’s first
assertion, it may be well to remember that many theologians hold
a different theory. These therefore, would find it difficult to

_ accept any body of doctrine built exclusively upon it. As re-
gards his second assertion, the first portion seems directly taken
j ﬁmSt. Thomas (S. III, Q. 48, a. I); the latter part conveys

hat is usually considered as the more common teaching of the
PBrench theological school. In each case there are difficulties.

&mﬂaﬂy any act of Christ, being theandric was quasi-ini-

ite in merit and so, super-abundantly sufficient o save the

world. In asense also, since a human nature was umteé to God,

the Incarnation might be called the res:onc&atm 0f xmfs
0d. Yer, because the Father did not S0 ° T

;%& the salvation of the world. The Passw . ;

thing intrinsic to Christ’s acts, nor intrinsically did they

heir effects from and through the Passion jeself. Extrins-

on the pan: of sinful man, there were certain obstacles

st’s previous merits were not. calculated to remove

2 the Passion was eminent y caicu%ate& to remove.

ine ?mv;dence unto dm:ctiy ess:a izsi:m :
‘ In tins sense they mayjbe cmsasie




¢
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his Szszzma.(.i, Q.44,2a. 1 e_m(i many other loci) "St. Tho 2335* -
fines * participation ” as the effect of an essential cause. There
fore only by participation in Christ and in His Cross can any

human person besaved. As participation is used in many s¢
perhaps it may be well to make a special note of what seems

be its correct theological meaning. Obviously since, acco ding

to St. Thomas, the sacred Humanity, the instrument of the Sec
ond P rson, * instrumentally operates in virtue of theﬁmﬁit? "
and * the Passion of Christ, though corporeal, shared yet a¢
tain sp ritual virtue from the divinity,” whereby it © caused

P f sins,” it follows that participation in Christ an
e

’1‘

 another point which requires emphasis.
nt is a free cause; men who receive Christ
effec . The causal relation betwee
~ men will always be such as befits and preserves th

539 saves us and makes us © partakers of the divine
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Thomas is contained in the question on the sacramental charac-

_ter” His argument is subtle but is not free from ambiguity.
For example, he says: * The Church is the Mystical Body of
 Christ”. This is of course quite true. But the Church con-
~ sistsof 2 * soul ” and * body . 1t would not be correct to say
 that all who belong to the ** soul ” also belong to the © body ” or
_viceversa. In this or in similar ambiguities seem to lie the diffi-
 culties and perhaps the weaknesses which enter his argument,
~ No doubt, according to St. Thomas, 2 sacramental character
s spiritual power or an * instrumental potency » which “en~
 ables man to enter into an activity of which Christ is the princ-
ipal cause in His Passion”. “ It is an abiding instrumental

and as a result the character does not fall under the

 mamural designation of the second species (3 | srmanent virtus)

but is only reduced to it.” Quite so; the permanent
virtus” or its active power, is from Christ; the permanent
of uniting authoritatively in a special way with Chris
vittus * or activity, is the sacramental character. The p
ly in itself the sacramental character is not
ist’s activity. A person with a sacramental
ough suthoricatively deputed to divine worship, i
'€ Instrument eist, and not a conjoined
uman Nature. Such person, the
ed with Christ’s activity by su
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Sé:urch . Many who have no baptismal character, because "
: dy are in the state of grace belong to the soul of the Church
anb are therefore members of the Church. Many also who have

?: | apgsma! character do not belong to the * body ;

,’ > tgr; s such as, heretics, schismatics, vitandi ex’cﬁmﬂﬁm ‘
o éf,ﬁat in the state of grace, they are in no way membess
0 ;‘e‘ Church. Those in hell who, according to many theol-

i}aptismﬁi character %elzmgﬁ
God as an instrument 0 Christ
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incorporates us in the activity of Christ’s Passion. These he tells

us are due to grace and faith. As supernatural faith is not first
grace, such faith always presupposes grace. He also implies

 that faith is necessary for the valid reception of the sacraments;
hence the words © per fidem et sacramenta ™. A person with the

use of reason cannot be validly baptized unless that person has
sufficient faith. Persons perpetually devoid of the use of reason

 (lunatics from birth and always) and infants, by divine ordi-

 mnce, are endowed with the faith of the Church unto and in

the valid reception of baptism i re. Thus baptism is called
the sacrament of faith”. Itis remarkable that St. Thomas
does not mention * sacramental character ” in his beautiful

"m ment of Christ’s Mystical Body in Summa 1L Q. 8,2 3.

therefore very difficult to see that Dr. Fenton’s statements

cither are correct or correctly convey the teaching of St

Thomas.

= yfﬂm what has been said it will appear that, z;carding :tg\th-#
_ Thomasti 3 ic tgauhing, only the Sacred Humanity of Christ is H‘*
~ conjoined ” instrument. The Mystical Body is not a * con-

” but a “ separate ” instrument of Christ. It is united o
through the * conjoined instrument ” by grace and faith,
and by sacraments received in voto or in re. When members of
he Mystical Body possess the baptismal character they are auth-
ely deputed and enabled to avail of Christ’s speci activ-
the other sacraments—a special activity of which they
d not avail without a baptismal character. Posifis ponendis,
the baptismal character enables one to receive not only other
craments which do not impress a character.
ﬁ“’m ch do give a special consecration unto ivine
d th of priesthood enables the
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by a baptismal or further sacramental charscter‘

now been said should help the further examination of H%

Fenton’s paper.

Since the sacramental character is an msmmaﬂmi poten:
Dr. Fenton proceeds to argue: ** The principal cause and

strument have one act, and one effect. The act of the principal
 cause 1s is the act of the instrument.” Though there is a certain

truth in this argument, there is also ambxgux . It bas b
much used, and at times much abused, by various writers,

rwise. The explanation of St. Thomas, found in

: wa:ks maybetakmzsbﬁth@i ﬁﬂ‘i

git in vzrmte Sropria et per macium prbg) ]
ite pﬂnmpaixs, 1ge;
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) ;mest may lawfully say Mass—-—~nor indeed anyone lawfully

receive any sacrament—without due permission from the

Church. Does Trent mean to convey more than this by the

words “the sacrifice of Himself by the Church thrcmgh
 priests "3 It seems historically certain that immolandum ™
 signifies here * complete sacrifice ” and not merely the element

of mcrifice called * immolation ”. Fr. de 1a Taille and some
 others do think that Trent does mean more; their interpretation
, xsf Trent seems influenced or dictated by their own person

view of the meaning of Sacrifice. Dr. Fenton somewhat sug-

: %&‘45 de la Taille’s theory; so let the examination proceed.

“In the eucharistic sacrifice ”, he writes, © the Mystical Body

wa as the instrument of the Passtmz of Christ, and in this sacri-

operation it makes the Passion of Christ the act of the

~ ﬁi}““‘i" The sacrifice of the Mass is, then, in 2 special and
metaphysical sense, the act of the Mystical Body, the tremﬂdous
;Wmeatal funcman in wi:nch the baptxzeci per&on : gow

1aye ~thebzptmmai charasctex are members
ﬁza act of sﬁemg, e
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hierarchical share; for (some) members, besxdeshzﬁn the

cham‘cter of baptism, may also have the character of the order
of priesthood. Thus later Dr. Fenton speaks of the * people”

communicating spiritually in Masses at which the priest alone
comt;mnicates sacramentally. Finally, through this Church: .
offering the priest enters into Christ’s offering, or ﬁwm‘)ﬁm

?:ﬁg of the Principal Priest, and so assumes * the person of Christ

This is very like Fr. de la Taille’s theory. ** Non offert quis-
quam msiex parte Ecclesiae, nec quisquam wﬂ%ﬁ“iv’ﬁ&% o
 vere off rens. Quod si sacerdos praecisus non possit €x me
celesiae offerre, sequeretur eum nec valide posse consecrate.

matc, or excommunicatus celebrates Mass, not

the Church but absolutely and solely as an official

Mass is no Mass, ar
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wcrifices, St. Thomas writes: * The just laic is united to b(r.‘,hﬁsg
ina spiritual union through faith and charity and sw{: ;{i oz&io
sacramental power; therefore he has a si?zntxftai ’pnfat}m g {?ﬁa
offering spiritual sacrifices of which it is 'fsax& in Psa B e
sacrifice to God is an afflicted spirit,” and in Rom. 12, S
your bodies a living sacrifice; ” hence also in L. ?s?tf%;ﬂ s zﬁ.
alled (dicitur) : A holy priesthood to offer up spiritual sa
fices.” (ltalics mine.)’ -

I the'(text and ccnzext of Holy Writ be ce.asuiteé, it ;’ﬁl,oi
think, be found that © spiritual priesthood ” is attribute : r:l
to 2 sacramental character, but to faith. St Thomas inclu: ;;
infidels potentially in the Miystical Body® and ‘t};er‘:}ier;hss
Cheists pricsthood and saceifice. Thus the Croas and £ 128

~ benefit all wayfarers and depute them to these sacred d“msﬁ

The sacramental character does nothing more thanie e
uplift and indelibly seal chis increased and uplifted * potenc¥,
50 that the possessor may enter Christ’s s"“‘mﬁmﬁ ahy .
mystical life enhancedly, by means Whi‘?h_‘i’fg .
 possible, that is to say, by receiving or administerin '
ments other than Baptism and by the sacramental

Holy Eucharist. A sacramental character is a
=l no potency to union produces union; not

iseffected by faith; and faith implies
 free will in those who have the use o

mthC}ms:,xsaﬁﬁ e
f Christ. It requires grac
Christ. T the Mystical

achy
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ficiently indicated, without giving here further and prolix qu-

tation.  This is the teaching of Trent, which calls faith the

: b W W ¥ e
fundamentum et radix omnis justificationis; sine qua impossible

est placere Deo. (Heb. 11:8).”" St. Paul writes to the
Ephesians (3: 17): “ That Christ may dwell by faith in yout

hearts: that being rooted and founded in charity...” Itis

éﬁmﬁt to see, therefore, that Dr. Fenton’s statements fun
entally represent the teaching of St. Thomas or even th

teaching of Trent. ...
, he does not seem correctly to use the words

he following passage: * Even those }

communicates acramentaﬁy m
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sense” it seems impossible that a priest could celebrate

wihout offering ic for all the faithful of the Mystical Body-

Why then this exhortation of Trent? oo -
S;ae the priest represents Christ and Christ died f"fM all ";‘:"; :

it follows that in this representation the priest offers Mass

sense for all men and that all wayfarers are benefited by ev‘er'ji

Mas. Why restrict the offering to the limits of thf;r ng;;

Body and make the priest assume the person of ? 18 . :m):

through the intermediary of the Mystical Body or 0 an}o iéﬁm

ization which exists to offer the sacrifice f)f the Mass?

view seems replete with insuperable difficulties.
‘Without being able to see that he is correct, one is yet

. Fenton for the logical and earnest

. develops his principles and thesis and for callin

! to the sacramental character. His

- matter for deep and profitable though

5t John of the Cross seems
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1. Father Brosnan’s objection. * His argumen:
is not free from ambiguity. For example, he says

is the Mystical Body of Christ.” This is of course qui ’ troe. |

But the Church consists of a * soul ’ and ‘body’. It woul
not be correct to say that all who belong to the *soul” also.

long to the * body * or vice versa. In this or in similar
ities
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~ - ~ : Jcramentum bap-
. quocumque tandem modo et a quibuscumque Sac iis e mbza
 tismatis vere acceperunt, ipso facto inter vera corpo

* * & a'
aumerantur .2 The traditional theologians reserve ti:gg d:;i;;;c‘
tion * member of the Church ” for those who gos;ess e
ter of Baptism, excluding even the cateC uz} t : e
Herrmann writes: ** Catechumeni, etiamsi corde credatt

P : jicantur, in-
exterius profiteantur, atque legitimis pastoribus subjicantity

TONEE
ter Ecclesiae membra non sunt computandi.

‘ : - v £ seem correct to
3, Father Brosnan’s objection. "It does not

. baptismal
 state, as does Dr. Fenton, that the man -th ha:hithe é:g asan
character belongs to an organization which worsiips b0 '

e setic teaching on the
instrument of Christ, nor that, ° the Thomistic teaching 0o

 sseramental character affords us the basis for 2 prs’periy fiizzrrgi; ,
concept of the Mystical Body.— "It is remarkable th

E i . e e e atia.

mas does not mention * sacramental Chﬁmgtgf n k;:;m ~

ful treatment of Christ’s ‘Mysticaiﬁeéyfﬁ the SumME
logica, in the third part, the eighth question,

Itis therefore very difficult to see that Dr.
sither are cor

1)
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gegzen;}h Incidentally, he does not seem correctly
o z: e tgleuﬁcxl in the following passag;

ua;a see that Dr. Fenton gives the corre meanin
quotation. Trent also seems tacontrz&xct}}r' eni

The resolution. The passage at issue is that in which the

words of
W& ma thti:ea’Cc’nﬁeﬁ of Trent (Sessxf.}n 22, Cﬁﬁ?“’;&

amcate spmtuaiiy at Mass, an& the pﬂﬁ@ to
, but for all

i Spain justified in their mind the means to the ¢
surprising and we are rightly s shocked when a © pre:xchar’

’fﬁ ARD m}RE FB%KTF‘B’L ?REAGEIKG:
In behalf of both Pew and ?ﬁl}ﬂt

T HEZ&'ESEEMS to be nu 1imit to which men will go in the ‘-“ﬁe

of means to gain an end. It was not surprising thzt_

 stheistic enthusiasts for state absolutism should not scruple to try
10 gain American favor by their vaunted devotion to democracy.

The tremendous advantage of such action during the recent war
end. Butitis

"i@ payofa gaitry pubhcxty declaims in. favor of a m torium
ching. If there is bumor in it, it 1s gtxm, m&eeii As
xmght an atﬁﬁm&y advacate tf:e  out of all i .




