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presence of that apocryphon in the cullcctiu&i &. f tl',c «;ve is another

proof of the interest uf the group lvhich uw»c&l lhe library ill THE STATUS OF ST. ROBFRT BELLARMINE'S
apocryphal literature. But its special significi»ic. ii&9&. be ra&I&cr TEACHING ABOUT TI-IE MEMBERSHIP
in the language itself. M'e may have ii& this vAr&i,iaic &luc»me&it a OF OCCULT HERETICS IN THE
form of Aramaic which will bring»s «Iu cr tc! tl&c le»lac»lar oi CATHOLIC CHURCH
Palestine in the time ot Christ. It »iay hal c su»iv in:ariiig on the

Aramaic substratum of thc wor&ls of Chri t. In t!ii. cuii»try, the
did not by any nieans originate, t lc tc;lc&illlg !&i

authenticity of the discovery had bee&i ciiall&s&gc&l »»tably l&y Dr.

Zeitlin in the Jeu&. O«art. Rev. (15&-bq —I9&: "(..&ni»i&cmary»n the
lBook of Habakkuk: Important disc&&v&.ry & r hoax.'" (pp. 235-47),

ing of the externa or &o i y on& ui »iii y Ivi 'i
and: "Scholarship and the Iqoax of the l(ecciit 1)iscoverics'p,

Yl ttisihurcn ~t 0 ert Ic& tla a a»& unyH'h n. St. R b t I 11 tlr t all an&i &denly those».ho retained
,

' 337-63). At the meeting of thc America» ( &ricntal Society at Yale

,l, I (April 5-7, 1949), Zeitlin's sccptici»i& i»ct viitli soi»e support,

chiefly on the part of Dr. Orlinsky wlu& arg»c&I;&g;&i»st the antiquity

of the Isaias Scroll by appealing tu tl&c circ»l» t;i»ccs of the dis-
eny ne oes&gnatea as parts or»im» crs o &Lt d t'I 'i»hers nf tl&e true Cl»&rcli uf

covery, the characteristics of the text aiul 1&abic&».ral&hy. Itis con-

(I, elusion was that the MS. belong to sonic &late iil&cr 500 A.D. Dr
remain a member of the Church, albeit an utterly u«worthy o»e,

Albright, present at the meeting, maintained the I»ithciiti&.ity of tbe
even though s cretly guilty of the sins of heresy or apostasy, and

-I t'he ug ygu& yofind. It would seem that at the time of the Yale meet&ng t"e
details of the examination of the cave by Dr. dc Manx and Mr

vary&ng egrees o emp &as&sHarding,— in which Dr. Sellers of the American School also took
xaenfly etnplo ed i A nerican theological seminaries support St.x en y empoye in merican I..

g y. tho rough examina o o
I Rob t's t hi o o di io fo m n I ershi„ i th Chu ch

on earth. Billot, H, Z „„,, I V Zoo t in sub-
genu&neness of the discovery, even if some circ»msta»ces still need

stantial agreement on this point.n Since these manuals are used in
clarification. But such a discussion is not in vain, since it w&

help to focus attention on doubtful points and in the cnd, we tr»t
to place the facts beyond reasonable donbt, Tlie bnportance of the

any contrary ~~d~~at~~~ that a very l~~g~ prcq&ort
f the y on rary m ica iondiscovery makes necessary a most thorongh examination of tbe

priests have been taught, and have macle their o&vn, the
op&'I'vidence.

which holds that a man who is united to the Church by the external
Rnwann p. ARREI

bonds of unity remains a member of this society, even thoug h hebe
The Cnthnlic Iiniversity of America an occult heretic.
Washinftton, D. C. Thus it is necessarily a matter of interest and of concern to

fl&e priests of the United States to find St. Robert's opinion about

Cf Bt Robert's De ecclesia n&ititnn&c, &. 2.
Cf. Billot, Tractat d sec(csin Christi, 5th edition (Rome: Gregorian

U"I er»ty, 1927), I, 296 ff.; Herve, Mannet, tt&cntoninc &tnnrnnticae,

MISSION INTENTION
edition (Paris» Bercbe et Pagis, 1954), I, 455 f.; Tnnqucrc/, v&'

«gtae dogn&aticne fandntnentntis, 24th edilinn (Paris: 1&csclcc
n'Catholic Church work among Am rica» Ncgrnci" is ih» ikfissionmeric 'c ' Nnnrt, Tractatns de ecc!esia Christi, 5th cdilinn (

P
', ' 'ilversum, Holin»d:

lIntention for March, 1950.
m ric &

Paid Brand 1952) p 174tt/
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requisites for nienibership in the Church subjected to a shor)& and Other questions with reference to membership in the Church
radical criticism by a competent theologiaii. Very recently l&r ere open to free discussion. Our sixteenth and seventeenth «n

,
-''- J Francis /. Law)or, S.J., has ivritteii in I. hco)ugica) Stu&»es imd tory thcologians took full advantage of that freedom T)'ey o&I,;, )11

has "eiideavored to show that accordiiig to t)ie teaching oi the theories which differed very sharply from one another, but w
encychca) )-')Iys(ir& corporis J, occult heres) is 'illcolilpiltlble widl f may be c)assifje&1 with some degree of ad&'q&iac)'if&der foiir general(I,':u 'embership in the visible Churcli of ( hrist."" If I&r. Law)or headings.
has been successtul in his effort, and i&as act»all brought forward First there were those who, with the great Dominican Thomas
valid evidence that St. IIo)&crt's teachiiig o» t)fi»natter is even de Vio Cardinal Cajetan and with the eminent Spanish Fran-
by implication opposed to the doctri»c ut Ilu: .)Iysffii corparfs, ciscan controversialist Alphonsus a Castro, made no effective
then it is manifestly the business ot'very priest wlfo has hitherto distinction between membership in the churCh and subjection to

it and who thus c)assif&ed all baptized per on indi crimi»atclv as
point. At any event, it is now inq&erative tu re-cxami»e the ques parts or members of the true Ch»rch. They bc)&1 that thc 1&aptisr»al

I tion and to look at St. Rol&ert's teaclii»g agaii»I its own back- character constituted even a public apostate or heretic a genuine
8 ground, anti ultiinately to scc what the crfcyc)ica) ill vstiei &.orpvris member of the Church.

has actually taught about the poiiit at iss»c. St. Robert is by far tlie best I'nown represciijntive of thc second
The world of scholastic theology di&l iiot give a»y very detailed

treatment of the question about rcqnisites tor i»cnibcrship in the
cChurch until well into the fourteenth century. St. Robert and hi& of unity, both of which tended to attach a man to Christ. St. Robert

contemporaries never thought of appealing to any scholastic author- m»sted upon and, as a matter of fact built his book De ere)as»i
ities prior to Cardinal John de Turrecremata and Thomas Nette~

d, the thesi- that t is the ~~t~a~d bo
the entire exclusion of the inward which constitutes a man as a

The former, although I )&art or a membe of th Chu h ilita t.u In supporting this

1"e»s, he fo))owed the lead of Thomas Netter of Wa)den, of John
' o i' ticular point to the general Driedo of pet Soto, d of M I hio C o. N tter interprets

St Augustine in favor f his thesis that one who has destroyedties were not.
within himself "the most true and »inst cst

ugus me m avor o is

By the latter part of the sixteenth century, however, th« Church, remains a son of the Chit«)'s )"ng '""
logians had come to recognize t&vo distinct sections of the teaching out from the communion of the sacrameiits.about requirements for membership in the Church militant. There Ifo express reference to occult heretics, Driedo insists 1

i&ill

were certain questions to which the Church itself had given defi»- those who are held as visibly attached to the Chutive replies, questions to which certain Catholic dogmas were tbe ment of faith, in a kind of peaceful way consorting bodily w
only possible responses. Thus all of the Catholic theologians « Christian people, are said to he within the Chit«h m'their time and since have unanimously taught that a man may )&e

member of the Church militant if }ie is in the state of mortal sin &C.f. Ca) eian, De eon&para&ious auc&onqafis papae rt &unN fi, c..'(ii, c. 22, in Caie-
t"ao«inari)y grave mortal sin, an&1 t)iat he may be a 8 5&™P(aiheolagi&a, edited by F&. Pnffut (Rome: Ann'clieo, 1936), I, I 2

member
)

'gh he is not predestilled to ciijoy the beat)6c pbo"sus 8 Castro, De in&&a haereii&aru&n punitione, I.ib., b, 111, c. 24, in
vision. peen s)(phansi a Castro (Pari» 1571), column 139'.

fj ar I De ece(esia sni(iganie, Iac. cin8 The ""c)e is entitled "Occult Heresy and Membercffip in ibe ("burcb."sy all em erclip 111
" 8dn' 'vuuasu&n jidei so&hah&as e&eles&ae docsnna(e, 11 „o in the

Iff The cicitation is from Theological Ssudies, X, 4 (Dec. 1949), 553.
sy an em ers up ni 'i.u-'uciotti edition (Venice, 1758),'I

I
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cut off by the Church's judgme»t or un&;1 tlicv leave it oi their the virtue of divine faith a'o»&cthi»g &vhi&.h»»El&i lame» &»aqis

own accord, despising and persecuting thu Church." f&]acct." Thus, since he merely st;itch that liis o&vii position was
;,&I', peter a Soto believed and taught that "neither grace, nnr cer- more pleasing to h n,to him, that he &1«1 not c&&llsl&i&'r the argument&

tainly any interior hidden virtue v'as re&piired in &ncinbers" of the against it conclusive, and tliat th» &vho]e &lis]»ite might &vc]] hc a
Church, and that, as a matter ot fact, iiothiiig was requisite apart f terminolo . rather tha» of re;il ir»;&»rt, i&. i. easy to scc

from "the public and legitimate profcs.ion &&t fi&ith and the voca- that Suarez'enial of the neer..ity uf &hc e itcriial b&ui&1 ot u»ity
tion." Cano insisted that ncatechuniclls are iiot part of this in a member of the Church wa'&'opo '&'d iuily as a teiuio»s &&pi»ion,

Church, and that all of those svho have the baptis;»al character are The fourth opinion &vas giv&»i its adc&pia&e i&&nn hy 1'raiicis
parts, unless they have been cut off hy t]ie public judgment of the Sylvius. It held that no man co»1&1 be a i»ci»1&cr oi tlie ( ath&&lic

I

Church after external heresy." " Ca»&& &liffcred frn»i S«t&i an&i fro»& Church unless he posscsse&l the &uit&v;ir&l hoiidn of unity, the &ap-

St. Robert in insisting upon the necessity of tii& 1&apti.nial character tismal profession of faith, the communion of t]ie si&& ra»&c»ts,;in&
in a member of the Church. All of tlic»i, lio&vcvcr, l«licved that a subjection to legitimate ecclesias&i&.al authorit)-, but taught, at tlie

i.iman is constituted as a member of th«Ch»rch tliroiigh the posse&- same time, that true internal f;iilh &vac also rc&piirc&l. '1'lic n&cii

sion of the outwanl 1&ond, and tliat tmic iiii&;ir&1 f:iith is neither who held this opinion differed fr&&ni S&iarcz iri lciiying»icnihcrsl&ip
requisite nor suf]&cicnt to estal&lish ii i&mn as a & ic»&her in the Church to catecl»micns. Tliey iqq&r&ac&1 .it ](&&1&crt in t&:i& ]&-

Francis Suarez is almost alone in his &lefciice uf tlic tliird opinion. &ng that occult heresy was i»co»&pa&il&lc»ith»&c&] iiicnil&& rsliii ni

Where St. Robert had taught that tl&e outv;arel bin&I of unit)'he Church Sylv&us added tlmt »o i» &n cm&1&1 hc. i rea] lmrt &&r

alone constituted a man as a member of the Church, Suarez taughh member of the ( hurch unless ]ie had a certain amor frule'&»l«l s.
on the contrary that faith, the basic element of the imvard bond, an affection for the Church and for its memE&ership separable from

5& was the only absolute requis&te. In perfect cons&stency w&th this and inferior to the theological virtue ot charit) " IIe "e
'iposition, he held that while a secret si» which destroys the virtue this a»&ar fralernftatis constitnted, along with f iith itself. tile basic

p m out of
civirtue of faith should be counted as a member.'"

B&&th St. Robert and Suarez listed Turrecremata as an authorit)

denying that occult h ti o ]d b .mh - of th t e Church hare necessary to constitute a man a member of the Church, Suarez
Robert however, very properly insistc t at ie sec

'aysthat: »&&&dus f&fc loquendi, de qua forte esl li&la quacslfa &»&&9&s

Turrecremata's &&u»»»a &fe ccclcsia which vvas genera y s»1 1'qua»& de re, »&ih&»a» saris Probalur.'' He describes his teaching
on the me be h' h Ch h f h d d 'them rs ip in t e urch of catechu&ncns en owe &vi t&on n»ght po s&b]y have no&h»&g at u]] to & o

Aga&n St. Robert, and Suarez after him, list the Car& ina

c~p&uris el d&&gu&a&i hue, Lib. I&&, c., part 2 (I ouvain, os&us as teaching that occult heretics can be members of the
1533), p. 517.

Church. Here both were manifestly mistake .s Asser&i&& c&»kolicae fide& circa &&e&iculos cn&&fess&n&us un''ue
'uelsIfcir&e&&berge»sis obla&ae per legalns eius Co&icilio Tr&deu««.

ecclesi&&. Neither the pages nor the sections of this e&]i&&n» (C"ing" '&Ibid., p. 160.are numbered.
&3 lis c&nu nos& r&s

&& I&e locis t I e Praecipuis Iidci unslrac nril&nd«sue cuutr &i crsiis c

I, 201.
bening«&s, Lib. IV, c. 2, in the Opera &benin&&ica (Rnmc, 1900) haec &' L h III ~ 2 3 d 'yiv iud OP iru O&nuiu

q. I, articles,, an &, in
&aCI O u («utwerp, ]091]) &'r

sect. I,
~Plici v&&rsu&e &1&e&&logica (I.ynus, ]62]) De 5&]e, &hsp, 9

&4 Cf. St. Robert, o . cn, c. ]0, column 134. The n]&ler &inn ng&
I& uu«s incideu&ally, insists ]ha& a catechumen whn hs&

«aith but who has never ma»if t d '& '
i m], o& the &"at what Turrerrema&a harl sai&] in his 5uu»un de crc cs«i

Church.
n ver mani este i& in any way remains a mern cr

15&&]) Lib IV part 2 c &0 p 393v cnuhi be applied tn &]us qu '' "".
&&&»Ibid., p 159 Cl. op, c&&u a. 2, p, 237.
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"jf
Hosius had encountered 15rentius'ontention that an occult heretics seem to be parts and men&hers of tlu: Church only in an

heretic could not really belong to the true CI&u„cI, imperfect way and, as it were, 1&y &v;&y of analogy.-'rcgory of

appear to belong. The Cardinal believed tinct hc was ans&vering Vafentia, somewhat hesitantly, and A&)am Tanner, quite vigorously,

&zrp
",: ~oth'ng l&repents us from: also denied membership in the Church to these hidden heretics.su

I I& &n» n whoa& &&e ac Sylv&us gave explicit t&tterance t tl e I& ipl tl t g

e I'r"'es-"«»I tait» and voca- these men when he tanght that by reason ot the in&yard [bond

tion, even though he be not a true n&ember in the eyes of God."s of union] a man is a meml&er of the Church si &nf&li&.ilcr cl aluolulc.

Sylvius appeals to Hosius, and to I)annez au&1 I cns as &yell, as but by reason of the out&var&1 [boml j only c& cu»d«&n I:&&d el

authorities in support of his o&vn thesis tl&at "heretics an&1 schis- improprie."
matics, however occult they may be, are not in the ('hureh truly and It must be recalled, ho&cover, that serious thcolo ical opposi-

absolutely, but only after a fashion (seeundum quid &, that is, ac- tion to St. Robert's thesis on the status of occult heretics folio&vcd

cording to outward appearance and according to the external the hne of the opm&on elaborated I» c&l&n» &tl&cr than that of

reception of the sacraments." » the one presented by Suarcz. 1)espite Suarez'remendous and

James Latomus had contented hi&nself with an &&ut and out welldeserved influence in the world ot sacred theology, his opinion

denial of membership to all heretics, occult ur &&thcrwiscis I ater about conditions for m&anbcrship in the Church was d&. stincd,

theologians, however, seemed somewhat e&nbarrassc&I I&y the prob- Ior all intents an&i purposes, to &lie with him. N&& fi&tore theologian

lem of the two different bonds of unity. All of the inq&ortaut writers i any moment was t
except Suarez were ready to deny that a man coul&1 be a member the one actual requisite for membership in the true Church, and

,;i'* of the Church if he possessed faith, that is, the basic element in the thus to hold that catechumens who possessed the taith &vere mem-

inward or spiritual bond of unity, without possessing the out- bers of the (.hurch and that occult heretics were not.

ward or bodily bond. Those who would not acknowledge, as St In the same way, the first of the opinions once current among

possessed the outward bond without Catholic scholars that were supported by Cajetan and by Alphonsus

as a«uaIIy a member of the Church, ~ a Castro, did not survive the Counter-Reformation period. Thus

were driven to strain their vocabularies in an attempt to exph&n mly t 0 of the four theories regard&ng mem1&ersh&p &n the Church

that such a person was still at least legitimately considered an Iuve come down to our own time. The two surv&ving p'

apparent member. Stapleton insisted that the occult heretic he- R bert a d that

longed to the Church sec&&ndnn& quid, at least by reason of tbe presented by Sylvius.
sacramental character.'&& Wiggers, choosing between the opinion I)oth of these two opm&ons hiv&. i& en upheld contumou ly

scribed to Turrecremata, states flatly that petent theologians since the early part of the seventeenth century,
St.Rbo ert s theory ts more common and that &t seems more con &rhea Adam Tanner declared his own teaching to be more

'
re widel

g of the ancients EIe holds that occult received and John ~i s ot, o the contrary, that St.

&a Confu&ano prolegomenon Bren&a & I yous 1564) c 5 p
Robe 'rts theory was more common y ' . hive

Strangely enough

nacki, La doctr&'ne de l'eglise che" le Cardinal Hoeiue (Paris&
Tanner seems to have been the last important theo og

1936), p. 35. judged the teaching that den&es meml&ers»p» OP. cil., a. 7, p. 242.
a Cf. De ecclesla ella el humanae legis obligationc, c. &, in tl&e Opera (~" "Cf. ibid., p 112,vain, 1579), p. 94'.

. i i ., p..
(~3& 111 column

&o Cf. PrinciP&'arum fid
's CI Valeotia Commcn&ar&a

(Antwerp, 1596), C t I,
rincipiorum f&dci doclriuahum relec&io scholos«ea el

c"n'p'n

roversia I, q. 2, a. 3, pp. 15 f.
7 heologia s l alas&ica ( "g" s 11 & &Iuu

4" Cf. Commen&aria de virlulibus chcologicie (Louvaiu, 1639)
ss OP. cll., a. 7, p. 242.

ecclesu&, ad q. I, a. 10, p. 111. && Cf. Tanner, loc. ciljl Wiggers, op. «l., p.

1&~u
.
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in the enure». e ere yCh h. H th reby did a det'.nit« disservice to the cause ot
of subsequent theologians svho adopt«d &lie t«;u:!ii»g se& forth bc

h Itheology.Peter a Soto and by St. Robert svas»iarl.«&lip greater than that
I t tll&g to »circ 'th&lt o»ly o»c scl'loi&s effort was &»,&dc

of the men who preferred the tcachii&g»t 'I'&i»n r;iiid of Sylvius
to aavance t e exp ana iond the explanation of this teaching during the pen»«

on this point, although the latter &ifli»i&'1&»c&cr i'I cd st&»i&g sup-
mtervenmg e ween ieb t tl seven&cciitli ai&d &he mventieth centurie .

port from very able ecclesiologists.
tms tenta ive was nTh'entative was made by I'etcr I')e»s, wli&& held that occult

Thus, during the eighteenth century, St. Is&&i&crt'u teaching could
h esy excluded a man fro»&»&cn&1&crshif& in the Cl»irch when it

e' int mal s'laimthe support of such eminent ivriti:! s a l namely, and
was outwardly expressed, but not v, hcn it &vas merely interna

.'egnier,'hileSylvius'pinion was i;lili«!&I hy thc &rc&»e»do»sly

influential Bill»art.'uring the»in«tee»&li c«n&&iry s»ch theo-
thth q

t' and which luiv« li««n ivrittcn or liavc been in use
logical giants as I errone, Cardinal &»I;&zzcll;&, I';iln&i«ri, 2nd Cer-

cia agreed with St. Robert that &ic«»lt li«r«tirs w'crc loci»i&crt of
& S. R bert. D'H bigny I',ug«r, Van snort, )lcrm»ani&, i»&&

the Church. In the most complete tr«atr»cii& g&'vr» 1&»his &pies-
oaiz scuiz spea o i as a i»&i ck f 't a' i»&irc c&»»ii&&&n t«aching.ac lllaiirh 1&&ilds

tion in all the manuals of theology &l»ring &l&«»i»«tc& iitli rcntiirS svhil«A rrhl &is &»I&
t t it &s more pro a & c

however, Murray concludes by r«jccti»g this t«acliiiig which, 2&

Mazzella follows his illustrious namesake ii& dcsig»at.i»g tli« thesis
the same time he admits is!onffr roil&i&i&&»in&'. I &.'1&e and Hurter

as on&7e communior
followed Franzelin in declaring that the r&ccult heretic is not prop-

o rt's opm&on &s aug i c
&, clhco bcheveserly and truly a member of the Church, 1&ut belongs to it only m

zoni declare that it is taught. i»ore commonlyl&s Vellico believe
appearance. an They thereby renewed in the nineteenth century a

teaching which Hosius had proposed in tl&e the sixteenth. I ranzelin,

incidentally, popularized the process of distinguishing betw« n i & lder Schultes,

e other modernformal and material heresy in treating of conditions for membersh&P

t "Membership 111 thc CI»irc .as Cf. Touruely, Praetectinnes thrntngicar dc cr&t&si a Christi (Paris, 1765) For a discussion of this point scc Fcn on, "
I, 299; Rcgnicr, De ecctesia Christi, in Migur(s Th& ntuginr cursns cu&nPtetn m &IER, CXII, 4 (April, 1945), 297 f.':

f IV, columns 1095 ff. e&CI Thentugia ad »sun& srminariurum et sacrac thenlugiar ah»an
"""'9CI.

Su&»ma Sancti Thnmae hndiernis acadr»&inrnm»iuril&us acre&nine 10th edition (Malines, 1880), II,361., h,data siva cursus thrntngiae justa men&em Div& Thr&»n&r dc r&'.cutis fide& d»e eaCI D Hcrbigny, Theologica dr eccles'a, 3rd e I io
alis, 6th3, a. 2, in the edition of Paris, 1904, V, 97 f. 1928) II 268 f 'gg«7 Ench'"'d'

un lns»tu 'ae

dn maticac Oener s
27 Cf. Pcrrone, Proc!retinues thrnlngicac (Runic, 1835), k 2981 M 11a, n Noort, lnc. cit., Hermann, nsti u &n

ditiou (p ngu&e dogmaticae, 7th edition (I.yons
' aiVii&c, 1937), I,; ai

on&ann Pnntifice cain p„utiu „„,„ 'on
yn hes's seve no&ac then(no&or luna'aincn

'
& ntalis (Burgos, 1&706, p.

7 ff 'crcia, Dcm n &„„tiu r, I . Is»eh Thentngia ge»craffs (Barcelona, 1901), pp. 294 ff.; Horn iue

6th editinn (Turin,b adu&i&tcd ihn» 1&c &ranldng I: y u( I '.«
e«tia, Praetectiones schntasticu-dug&naticac,

y weakened by thc; 1,415 ffbody 2nd the soul of the Church.

the

'lesia. 2nd cdiiinn
29 Cf. De ecclesia Christi (Dublin, 1860). I, 193 ff. (Rome: Gregorian, 1928), PifA f 29

I» 4th cditiou (Tu"u
'f.

Frar&zcliu, Theses de rcclesia Christi ( R&»uc, 1887! tin» (Frciburg im Brcisgau: Hc""" ' 'u, 192")»»&»t&n»rs thentngicae in »sum schntamon (Pari, 1894) ~ I anni, Compendiuiii thcnlngiae dug&»a«c«.
Thrut i '06 I,

, 1940), p 543.ugiae dngmaticae compendium, 2nd cdi&iou (I»nsbrucl', 18»)» ee (.f. De cccf&'sia Ch«'st& (Rome: ««'I"

$ I
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lical fjfystici corporis upon the co»troversy about the possibility

theologians who support this teaching."" Thc m&&st important that an occult heretic can be a nieml&«r oi the true Church.
writers in opposition have been Mac(l»inneis, hlichelitsch and It must be admitted that I"r. I~&vjor's jurlgn&cnt on this point

r
Fraghi, the latter the author of a valuable &lisierta&ion l)«&ne&ahri& is quite forceful. He speaks of 'a &lissociatio»r at leait partial,

&j:-'cclesiae published a few years ago at the Angelico in Rome." between the visible Church anrl thc &Iysjicaj ljorly of Christ" as
Fr. Lawlor's recent article has stroiigly bolstered this stijl un- a "consequence" following»poii thc dele»cc of St. Iiobcrt's posi-

subdued opposition to St. Robert's tl&ei&s. I le contends that tion.ss He concludes his art&cle ivith thc ren&ark that '&'&&he» the
"though the question of occult heresy is»ot forr»ally treated [in question [of occult heresy a»d membcrihip iri the Church] is so
the 3Iystici corporisj, there is nevertheless solid evidence that the proposed that &t &nxoivei n&rt n&ercly a matter of suitabl&. nomen
encyclical demands such [internal] faith as an cs=c;iji;il re&p&irement clature but rather a partial &liss»ciation between the visible Church
for real membership in the visible Chur&h.''nd the Mystical Ilody of Chriit, then it seems clear that in the

1 I tn»light of the recent encyclical it is no longer safe doctri»c." In the
light of what he had previously &I«clare&1 to lrc a conseq»ence ot .'t.

ment on this u t' N t I I: I iq es ion. o on y &as li&. ii&a»igiit uji a hitherto
Robert's teaching, it is dj&«r&lt 1&& int&'rpr«t &iris lait st'ijcniei&t &y

Fr. Lawlor other than as at Ic;&st;»& irl&liq»c charge jliat St. Riil&ert's

urc i, &u &e &as alio ija&cri, as clearly as
teaching has been rendered»na«ceptalrle ar»&&ng (..»th&rli«s hy t e

they can be set forth, the older foundations of iq&position to St.
Robert's theory. His article should d t I I I ll,r ic e s &ou, an most 1&rohably wili, prove

In this connection it is interesting to note that three inq&ortantI'o be an important contribut' t d- I I hn ri u ion owar s a settlement of the pro'0-
thmjogjcai m»uals which have 1&een p»blished since the pp

lem with which it deals. an«of the fjdystici corporis all teach with St. Iiobert that an
occult heretic can be a member of the true Church. It would ben some u ure paper it may e possible to revje&v the ar uments
astonishing to discover, at this comparatively late daw ic t e classical theologians have em lo ed to defend St. Rob-ert' h' y en

' - . parente and Fathers Yelle and Calcagno&» had all taught ae h p ', the argu&nents which have
incompatible with the teaching of a highly i&nportant P p

e s opinion on this oint as well as
een used against it. At this time, however, it is our intention ir works.m r I t I k h ment wh&ch had appeared prior to the pubhcat&on of thee effect produced by the Holy Father s

theologians were engaged in teaching what is no longer safe do«-ac. Ci&jl jeckmann, De ec&lesla &ra«ra&us hrsirrriea-&tag&no
trine.hei (Pre&j&urg m Brersgau: Herder, 1925), II, '5s 8; du»rsirrrera, I healegmogmoliea-scholasiica, 3rd edition (Bjjj&ao, 1937), I, 444 &I,; Bajnvei, De In the only p rt of the fjfysti«& «orf oris dealing dir

I
l 'h i~t, (P ri:B, 2, „o f; ', Co p djurn

&

the question of membership, the Holy Fathe
ally only those are to be includerl as mernb«s o

'" »
po age&&cosine&heotogiafundamenraljs,2nd edjij&& pa;. - oeiun ji, have been bapti cd and profess the true faith, a«c u tes, De eeclesia ca&holi«a (Paris: I.rthjeijeux, 1931) p.94; Paris, Traeraius de eeclesja Chris&i (Turin, 19'9), p, 42; I.ercher, In«'s Jbjd 542su&jones thalogiae dogmaticae, 2nd edj&jon (Innsi&ruck: jtarrcj&, 1914)II.; ros&a, Theotogia dogma&ieo, 3rd edition (G 11& ', 9')

&u

sett&id p, 554.

, Theo-s nova, er& agia fundamentalis (Rrrme. 1899), pp
Ail thr« follow St Rol rts tcacilrng ol& &11&i &»)mr Cf Par il&

g e fundamen&alis (Rome & Marie&ij, 1940), p 171; Yell«, De eee esra e
s &heologrers (Montreaj: (rranrj her»mary, 1945), pp. 50 j.; C «agrm

urer&re tea&has r

rag n, e ni«in
this d

ee agro fundanrenlaljs (Naples: I&'Aurja, 1948), p '&07. parer&re tea&

Yej le &re-
ss admits that S&. Ro fr &

sen&s 1&

ac&ru&e as more pruj&aj&je, Csicag»o as morc crrmmon, and e e 1

n»t iur&haut quajjfjcatjpn
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not been so unfortunate as to separate thei» eli ca frnm the unity
of the Body, or been excluded by legitimate a»th&&rity for grave

tua y possesses true ait i.faults committed." 4 This statement is i»cni»p&»ilrlc ivith the indi-
I I d "; 1. I 'l t tl II'T'ciEven less verisimilitude appear, i» tlie clai»i tliat the z ysllrividual position of Francis Suarez, &vhri I&el&I t lirit citcchume»sÃ *

rr&rP&&ris is incompatible ivith St. I4&bert'u &earl&i ig l&y virtue (&i &i&ecould be members of the Church, b»t it is r!iiit«. .&&iiq&atible with
tb

'
h ' I; I &1 lf i tier&»fact that it denies that pc»I&le» ho;ire &livi&lc&1 frel&i ol&&.'&1&nt &(.l 11&the positions of both St. Robert a»rl I'ru ir i» Si li iii., Ilnth of

I tl i. rt &&rfaith and government can lie lii i»« in &»ic Itody r&r' iis sort orthese theologians held that only pc& pk: v, lin cnii&'nr»ied to the
can be living by its one Diii&ie Spirit. 'I'Iie sr»le;i«:nt to i i c iccdescription which the Holy Father incorporate&i i:it&; liis c»cyclical
h I I I I I I I

' . .
t ' i iii&'hata person completely (Jivi&le&I &ron& tli Ili,&ly c:»»«&t,&e iviii&should be considered as real me»&hers rif tlic Chiirch. Sylvius and

by the Spirit in no ivay involve= the a .ertio» &ir &..ic ii»piicatio»his associates, however, ivere convi»&erl tlmt tl&csc &ccrc»ot the
t»atevery one or those who live& in t ie 11&.dy, &hat i i» & ic & 'i»rc ionly characteristics requisite for cnnstituti»g a r»a»;i.. a member

lf, 11 I' ; ; I I'tself,actually lives the s»licriuit»ral life in any & cgrcc ii i;iiev&.r.of the true Church of Jesus Christ »» carlh. Tlic &henry chai»-
the enc clical tl&e ol .pioned by St. Robert, on the r&ther hanrl, h&1&1 mi I 1&& I&l. that n»lv cy ca I &e o y 'a cl "In the enc clical tl&e IIol - I'«ther &c;iks nt scliisl&1, llcle.. y', i»«

these factors are necessary. 'postasy as sins whicli, nf their vi'ry»:i&iire, scl»;r;&tc;i »iin tn&i»
the Bod of the Church, I le llicreh 'oll»&vs tire tr idi&io» il 1&n & »-Strangely eno»gh, Fr. Laivlor believes thiit th& very paragraph
dure adopted by St, Robert hii»s&.lf in l&is 1&r i&« l»&i&iof the encyclical within which the statcnic»t al&niit »ici»1&crship is
The great Doctor of tlie Cl»irch &k:intc&1 thc &&i»rtli c1&;q&ter nf liisfound contains evidence that "its teaching nn tl&c nii»im:il reqiiire-

ments of real membership differs essentially from that of Bellar-
mine." 4 He bases this claim upon the fact that the Iloly I'ath« Church. The tenth chaiter of the san« ivorl& is iin&hi»g»i»re nrtent c apter o t sa ' . g

less than a demonstratinn of the tact that r&«..&&H i&it&&I 1.. or hcrc-cites in this paragraph two scriptural passages "which are take»l '.,
ties are reall members. T!&»s, i» utilizing the very 1&r&ice&liire otfrom a context wherein are found exhortations to unity grou»ded

on t e trut t at we are one Body vivified by one . pirit," St. Robert, the Holy Father can certainly not hc consi& ere
upon the Holy Father's assertion that "those who are divided m
faith or government cannot be living in the unity nf such a Body, +" aPincluded in his fourth cha ter the Ifol Father must nr&t be cons«-
nor can they be living the life of its one Divine Spirit."'', s denying what the same great Doc o

taught in the tenth chapter of the same liook.The fact that the Vicar of Christ speaks of one Spirit a»d»ie
f h

' Ch' ' . 'ht-ait in t e hristian community has, of course, nothing w a Furthermore, there is no objectively a&.ceptable reason t&&r &n«r
retin t ~

b it the r&sc»ceever to do with the question about the possibility of membersl"p
in the Church on the part of an occult heretic. AII that the Holy 'n the Church, and about the a
Father teaches is that the members who have at least the qual&" dnve 'vine charity from the soul do not destroy

'&r cations he has indicated in the first sentence of this paragraP"
as &»eaning that every person who is actually a me"»«o

communi y in w ic t &ere is on y one o Possesses true and inivard divine faith, Nor is t ere any
SPirit, one Lord one B t' d

' ', c&mseq»ently,
I&fy~l&r& cor"there can be only one faith," He makes nn effr&rt ivhatsoever to n'& cr&rpor&s in which Our Lor«or tne - n y ~ ins

+ as communicating life to the sing&&h&»i&"n&br&& of the Chi&rch,
as d 1&'arations that no man can be a mei»her of tlic Church

in %.4.$, XXXU l july 20, 1943), 202 . unless he possesses at least the true and i»war&1 divine fi&is OP. rib, p. 547. «rtunateIy the Bnglish translations sor»etimes spei&ki4 Ibid., p. 548.
Pression as meaning "each of the members." Siicli a» '" '"I
™io»is, however, quite incorrect. There is no place in tl'e ~'" '

4 s
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definite] tau ht that those '»ho have not given their namescorporis in which there is either a clear statciiieiit r&r a genuine He def&ni y g '
ee

Christ throu h ba tism, but ivho fnllniv other religion.,"ee areimplication that each and every menil&cr nt the &.rue Church mu&t

not members of the Church. Jle also denierl that catccl&umens, tl«isebe in possession of true and inivard fai&h, a»d tliat consequently
an occult heretic cannot be considcre&1;i,;i tr»c i!ieml&er r&f the r arin tnr the re&c &tinn n& 1&a &tisn&,;»&&f thi&s for c»-

trance into the true Church o&Christ, &vere»&cmf&ers r&f t1&e kingdom1 Church.
of God on earth. But, in the light of &vl&at he ha. sct rloivn ti»var&IsCertainly the iflystici corporis did»nt i»crir]«&r;&te the teaching

/ I I I &L ( b& lnilsthe end of the tenth chapter iri liis i&; c(.(desi(&»i I('tr»it(« it is n»&vip»~of St. Robert about the membership nf oc«!ilt heretics into the
that he considered an un1&aptizcd man a tr«c nicii»cr n t ie, »ircChurch into the body of pontitical &lnctri»c. ]l»t, hy the sa»&e
when that man lived in socictv as a Cat]««lie an ivas accep e& astoken, neither did it in any way i]c»y r&r rfi«&«&iiragre St. Rof&ert's

th;such either bv reason of a m»tsf,r &bout h&»t »»«nr »&ca»scopinion on this point. Any a&lvaiicc tnwarr!s a sr&fution of the
»&«&t«»i c]a&i»&n tn have been hap-problem itself will have to be niarle, since tlic p»f&lication of the

encyclical itself has made no direct cnntrif&»ti&»i,;il(»ig the line. «zed when he kne» well that 11& 11 id ilcsc&'c(c»c(f &h(- «4(1'1111(.11

of the evidence which has been»iirlcr «nnsiilcratini& f&y thc CI;&s&in&f It is manifest that this f»irtr'ciilar a«pc& t nf St, ]tnf&crt's teal»ng
theologians since the seventeenth cent»ry. &s unacceptable in the light of &lie .'Ilysti( i r orl oris. It must 1&c rc-

In this connection, however, it is well tn rc»&enil&cr &li;it ive ]&air membered, however, that St. Rr&bert's faulty description of the
been limiting our discussion to St. Rnf&crt's teaching af&(&iit the pr&&- Church's outward bon&] of »nity i»»n way militates against his
sibility that occult heretics might be real members nf the Catholic teaching about the possif&ifity tfiat occult heretics can b™~h~~SI'hurch. It is our contention that the 3iy&st''ci cori oris in nn way of the true Church and in no vvay invalidates the argu»c»ts hc
either implied or involved a rejection of this partic«lar section «
St. Robert's doctrine. What we have said in no svay applies to ..

The opinion that a n&an devoir] of faith can he a rea n e»&Robert's teaching on the conditions for membership in the Church
.h h'he Catholic Church is recognized, even 1&y those whp do not a«epw en t is teaching is considered altogether, as a unit.

it. as being mpre cpnimpnfy field than its opposite. As a doSt. Robert was perfectly in line with a then existent theo]ogica
co»&»»o&ior it has a sort of privileged status iii «tradition in hokling that a man coulrf he a true member of

set of']ogy. A man should be arnie&1»-ith a particularly strong se oCatholic Church when he possessed the o»twarr] bond of unity
r~spns in order to attempt legitimately tn &festrny it.w&th the Church, apart altogether from the inward f&ond. He be-

heved that a man was a real member of the Church ivhen he had this It is, of course, the privi]ege of any tlieologian to prefer the argu-
ments advanced for Sy]vius'hesis to those vvhich tend to s mw that

Ch ''h
hristian ait whatsoever. (&ccult h I b ei»bets pf the Cath ol &c C

present status of do matic theology, I&(&»'ev"rIIe differed, however, from other ecclesinlogists of h&s t&m

1
sumptuous to assert that aiiv ar eume»ts»'I"c

'onceptof the outward bond itself. He held literally a»&f c"n&n
&nsition

of e&np]pyed on the other side have «»dered Stthat these factors which were capaf&]e of n&a]&fng a ma» a mern 'ntenable,the true Church and suf]icient to constitute him such»'«c I
'essionof the Christian faith and the cominiininn (ir rcccp" " he JosE»' iFFoan EERTox

sacraments, under the direction of legitin&ate ccclcs&r&st'(a &'i, Tf&e C katkolic Ue&(r&ersity of rf»&erica,
and ultimately, under the leadership of tile Roll&all

fi- fgasi&i» tgor&,D,C,
nitely did not teach that the baptismal character was ncccssa'y
real membership in the Ch»rch.

CI. De ecctesia &«it(&a«'e. c. Ip.
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