
religious Affairs Department of the
AJC, Rabbi Marc H. Tanenbaum.
What did he think of the Look article.

How Ihe Jews Changed Catholic
Thinking," which implied that the AJC
had been wheeling and dealing to in-
Iluence Valican II? What about alleged
Jewish domination of communications
and the arts? If Christians do not blame
all Jews for the death of Christ, why do
some Jews insist on holding Christians
collectively responsible for the atroc-
ities at Auschwiiz?

Rabbi Tanenbaum attempted no fac-
ile debater's reply to these questions. In
the long run. he said, they can be an-
swered only ihrough combined Jewish-
Christian scholarship, through an ap-
preciation of Jewish history, and
through an understanding of how far
Vatican II has advanced beyond the
fortress mentality of Vatican I.

If the AJC did not definitively an-
swer "What is a Jew?" it is because the
Jew is a living witness to a tradition—

now separated broadly into Orthodox,
Conservative, Reconstructionist and Re-
form groups—that is above all flexible.
To one, the Messiah is a shadowy fig-
ure, like an elusive rainbow pointing to
a golden vision of perfection, or he is
an individual who eventually will be
recognized when he proves his claims
to all the people. To another, the Mes-
sianic hope will be fulfilled not in the
hereafter—for Jews put much less em-
phasis than Christians on heaven and
hell—but in the perfection of society.
To one, God may be an impersonal
force; to another, the eternal Thou. To
one. an atheist is no Jew; to another,
the Jew remains forever a member of
the covenant even though he rejects it.

When the two hundred Jesuit semi-
narians returned to Iheir theology
courses, perhaps they did not have a
new collective image of the American
Jew, but out of the dialogue had come
understanding. The passion of Jews for
social justice and their accompanying

lack of sharp distinction between clergy
and laiiy may have some lessons for
Catholics. We understand better our
ethical debt to the Jewish tradition, the
Church's obligation as the Body of
Christ to witness to the claims of the
Messiah, His resurrection. His new
presence in the secular world. Although
the fear of profaning the sacred through
"worldly" activity may remain in the
Chrisiian tradition, some have sug-
gested that John F. Kennedy, symboli-
cally in his person and intellectually in
his inaugural address laced with Old
and New Testament allusions, com-
bined the main currents of Hebraic ex-
istentialism and Christian Hellenic ra-
tionalism in his insistence that we strug-
gle to break the poor world's bonds of
misery because it is right , . . "knowing
that here on earth God's work must be
our own."

[RAYMOND A. SCHROTH, s. .1., IS man-
aging editor of Woodstock Letters,
Woodstock College. Md.] •

State of the Question

More on the Council and Contraception
Any serious attempt to explain the
meaning of the conciliar text on mar-
riage must be based on the text itself,
and on the three schemata from which
it is immediately derived, in conjunc-
tion with the retationes (reports) and
the expensio modorum (evaluation of
amendments), which accompany the
schetnata. The reports and the evalua-
tion of amendments are oflicial expla-
nations of the proposed texts, furnished
to the Fathers by the Theological Com-
mission (which, with the help of a sub-
commission, wrote the text), to help
the Fathers understand its meaning be-
fore voting on it. There were three such
.schetnata on marriage studied at the
fourth session of the Council: the pre-
liminary text (May 16, 1965) with its
reports; the revised text (Nov. 16,
1965) with its reports; and the flnal
text (Dec. 2, 1965) with its evaluation
of amendments.

Although the topic of contraception
had been extensively discussed in com-

Our earlier article (2/26)
by John L Thomas, S.J.,
occasioned this statement

by a moral theologian
who was active in the

deliberations of Vatican II

mission between October, 1964, and
May, 1965, the preliminary text was
very vague and wishy-washy on this
subject; and this despite the fact that
an earlier text, presented in the Aula on
Oct. 29, 1964. had condemned, accord-
ing to the official reporter for the sub-
commission, any interference that
would corrupt or vitiate the conjugal
act. It is not surprising, therefore, that
serious objections were immediately
registered against the preliminary text
by those Fathers who feared that its
near-silence, in the context of the times
and of the document, would seem to
give consent to contraception.

The context of the times was the ex-
istence in the Church of an articulate
contraceptionist movement, which had
become ever more articulate since the
previous October. The context of the
document was this: In a paragraph
(now No. 51) that recognized sympa-
thetically the pastoral problems of mar-
ried couples in the responsible regula-
tion of family size, that excluded im-
moral solutions of these problems, and
that rejected speciflcally abortion and
infanticide as immoral solutions, the
preliminary text said next to nothing
and was woefully indeterminate on the
pastoral problem of problems; contra-
ceptive birth control Hence the strong
objections by some of the Fathers.

Now, whatever the precise meaning
of Paul VI's statement of June, 1964,
and whatever the precise nature of the
questions that the Council was allegedly
"forbidden by the Pope to discuss,"
these objectors and the many Fathers
who agreed with them were convinced
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that the Pope and the Church would
not and could not repudiate the basic
doctrine of Casti Connubii. To them
(and in my opinion they constituted a
large majority of the Council Fathers)
such an outcome was simply not in the
cards.

The commission's problem, there-
fore, was to correct the text to satisfy
these objectors: otherwise there was too
much risk that the Council, not to men-
tion the Pope, would not accept the text
at all. On the other hand, they had to
correct it without prejudging "certain
questions" that were considered "re-
served" for further study. What were
these questions?

On Oct. 28, 1964. Cardinal Aga-
gianian, who was presiding in the Aula.
announced thai certain questions (not
further specified) were not to be di.s-
cussed publicly in the Aula; but he
thereupon invited the Fathers to send in
their written interventions on these
questions, assuring them that these
would be taken into account in framing
the next text. On the following day,
again in the Aula, the reporter for the
chapter on marriage explained that the
text he was then presenting avoided all
mention of the pill, because this was a
matter reserved by the Pope, and a pub-
lic discussion of it in tbe Aula would
not solve it.

The question of the pill is the only
specific problem T have seen mentioned,
in the documents available to me, as be-
ing reserved by the Pope, and of which
one may say that its discussion, at least
in the Aula, was forbidden by the Pope.
It was quite clear, however, toward the
end of the Council in November, 1965.
that there was general agreement not to
discuss the question of "primary-sec-
ondary": perhaps this, too, was becau.se
of the Pope's wishes. Finally, I was in-
formed by a learned peritus of rather
liberal tendencies, who had been at the
Council from the beginning, that there
were three and only three "reserved"
questions; the pill: "primary-second-
ary": and the question of a possible re-
finement or evolution of the basic doc-
trine of Casti Conmihii. I have been un-
able to verify this in the documents so
far available to me.

1 have been able to verify only the
following points: that some questions
were nol to be discussed publicly in the
Aula; that all the Fathers were publicly

invited to discuss in writing the ques-
tions that were not to be discussed pub-
licly; that a few Fathers did discuss con-
traception in general in the Aula; that
contraception was extensively discussed
in the Theological Commission; that
the pill was explicitly announced in the
Aula to be a reserved question; and that
the various documents refer on several
occasions to certain questions being re-
served, without specifying further what
these questions are.

Consequently (but I say this subject
to correction by other documents or
facts thai I have not been able to find).
I believe it is contrary to fact to say that
the Pope forbade the Council to discuss
contraception, or that the Council did
nol discuss contraception.

Ihe Theological Commission tried
to solve the problems raised by the si-
lence or near-silence of the preliminary
text by proposing that two sentences be
added lo the text, the firsi of which (ac-
cording to the commission's report) in-
cluded the physical act as one of the
basic moral criteria of the morality of
conjugal intercourse. That is why I
italicized this part of my letter to
AMERICA (1/22). It was immediately
relevant to the morality of contracep-
tion, and to the exposition of the fol-
lowing sentence as dealing with contra-
ception. An excursus on the history of
conjugal intimacy from St. Augustine
on is irrelevant to the point at issue
here.

The second sentence was added (the
report told the Fathers) to meet the
objection that silence would give rise to
doubts as to whai the moral law called
for in practice; in otber words, to pre-
vent anyone from thinking that by si-
lence on contraception the Council was
giving consent to contraception. The
Council, thus instructed by the Theo-
logical Commission, voted overwhelm-
ingly for the revised text (November.
1965) in which these sentences were
now included.

But ihe sentences were still not
strong enough to satisfy some of the
Fathers, and several of them offered
further amendments. The subcommis-
sion rejected many of these, including
those that demanded a specific footnote
reference to Casti Connubli's condem-

nation of contraception. This last was
not rejected, however, on the grounds
that such a reference would be a sub-
stantial change in the approved text, or
would introduce a new and crucial is-
sue, or an issue that the Council had
not been permitted to discuss. The sub-
commi.ssion accepted other amend-
ments that somewhat strengthened thf
two sentences, so that they finally took
the form they now have;

"Accordingly, the moral character
of the conduct, when there is question
of reconciling conjugal love with the
responsible transmission of life, does
not depend solely on a sincere inten-
tion and a weighing of motives, but
should be determined hy objective cri-
teria derived from the nature of the per-
son and the nature of his acts, whicb
[criteria] preserve in the context of true
love the integral meaning of mutual
donation and human procreation: and
this cannoi be achieved unless the virtue
of conjugal chastity is cultivated whole-
heartedly. Relying on these principles.
children of the Church are not per
mitted, in the regulation of procreation,
to follow paths that are disapproved by
the Magisterium in its explanation of
the divine law."

I recognize the probability that some
of tbe revisionists among the experts
and others on the Theological Commis-
sion wanted to make these statements
as weak as possible, and would have
dropped both sentences entirely if Ihey
could. But then would the Council and
the Pope accept the text? There were
many others, including the Holy Father,
who Wanted the statements made still
stronger. The objective meaning of the
sentences cannot be determined by in-
vestigating the possible intentions ol
any one group, or any combination of
groups, within the commission or with-
in the Council. At all events, nobody
wanted the sentences couched in such
strong terms that the "reserved" ques-
tions would be pre-judged, because
everyone knew there were such ques-
tions, in particular the pill. Everyone
was aware also that a special papal
commission, outside tbe Council, was
studying the whole birth control ques-
tion in extenso—though many people
were still calling it "the pill commis-
sion." This was one of tbe facts of life
for the Council Fathers, with or with
out a footnote reference to the state-
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ment of June 23, 1964, to remind them
of it,

Wilh all this supposed, I maintain
that these two sentences, in their word-
ing, in their context, in their history,
and as officially explained by the Theo-
logical Commission, and even apart
from the fooinote reference later added
at the insistence of the Pope, deal with
contraception and prohibit il. If they
do not prohibit contraception, what do
they prohibit? Periodic continence?
Complete continence? Abortion and in-
fanticide, specifically rejected just two
sentences previously? Tbey can refer
only to contraception, in my opinion—
at least that contraception condemned
by the basic doctrine of the Church,

I t was only after the above events
had taken place that the Holy Father
himself intervened and offered four
amendments, some of which were
aimed at strengthening the statements
quoted above. His purpose was clearly
and very forcefully stated in the letter
of Nov. 23, in which the Secretary of
State communicated the papal interven-
tion to the Theological Commission,
[he Holy Father wanted the text to in-
clude clear and open references to the
basic doctrine of Casti Connuhii and
the Allocution to lite Midwives as being
the doctrine of the Magislerium, and
he wanted to prevent doubts and reti-
cence about this basic doctrine from
seriously harming the Church. The let-
ter was particularly strong in repudiat-
ing the opinion of those who were
spreading the word that Ca.sti Connuhii
and the Alloctttion to the Midwives are
obsolete, and emphatically reasserted
the validity of these documents. This
letter is part of the official acts of the
Council, as yet not available to the pub-
lic; but its contents have already been
published in a distorted form.

Among other things, the Holy Father
asked for the insertion of the phrase
artc.s anticonceptiotiales (contraceptive
arts) near the beginning of the chapter,
in No, 47, and for the addition of a
footnote reference to the specific pages
of Casli Connttbii that contain the
solemn condemnation of contraception,
and a footnote reference to the Allocti-
tion to the Midwives. These were to be
added to the sentences quoted above.

The response of the commission to
these papal recommendations was as
follows; They added the footnote refer-
ences to Casti Connubii and the Allocu-
tion to the Midwives. mentioning in the
expetisio niodoritttt that in doing so
they had taken careful account of the
Pope's recommendations. But they
added, wilh his permission, a reference
to his statement of June 23, 1964, and
the explanation that "certain questions"
(not the whole question) had been
passed on to the special birth control
commission by order of the Pope, With
regard to artes anticonceptiotiales (con-
traceptive arts), the Theological Com-
mission stated that "contraception" and
"onanism" were already in the text, "at
least substantially," but objected to
"contraceptive arts" on other grounds,
saying that this phrase would seem to
prohibit periodic continence; that it
would confuse scientists and others who
distinguish between anticonceptives,
contraceptives and aconceptives; and
that therefore it might be misunder-
stood as contfcmning anticonceptives
without condemning contraceptives.

In order to avoid these inconven-
iences, the Theological Commission.
after long discussion, and with the per-
mission of the Holy Father, proposed
finally to Ihe Council, as a substitute
expression, the more general phrase
"illicit practices against generation."
The expemio modorttin explained this
substitution to the Fathers of the Coun-
cil, before their final vote, as including
contraception in its condemnation of
illicit practices, but excluding periodic
continence. In the commission discus-
sions it had been pointed out by one
Father ( though this point was not
called to the attention of the Council)
that "illicit practices against genera-
tion" was preferable because it would
include the new intrauterine devices,
whether they turned out to be abor-
tifacients or not.

By some as yet unexplained mishap,
the specific page reference to Casti
Conntthii was omitted from the printed
text distributed to the Fathers on Dec.
2: but before they voted on It on Dec.
4, the mistake was publicly called to
their attention in the Aula, by direction
of the Holy Father, and this exact page
reference now appears in the text as
promulgated at the end of the Council.

The final document, therefore, as
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promulgated, not only contains in the
footnote this significant page reference
to the solemn condemnation in Casti
Connubii, the text itself was explained
to the Fathers by the Theological Com-
mission as condemning contraception,
first in No. 47, in the phrase "illicit
practices against generation," and sec-
ondly in the sentence on "paths disap-
proved by the Magisterium," which was
added, the commission said, to satisfy
the objections of those who feared that
silence (on contraception) might seem
to give consent to it.

But what about footnote 14?—which
cites not only Casti Connubii and the
Allocution to the Midwives, but also
the statement of Pope Paul in June.
1964. Tt is argued that since that state-
ment announced a profound and wide-
ranging study of every aspect of the
birth control problem, it amounted to a
declaration (or even a sort of prom-
ise?) on the part of Pope Paul that he
considered the basic doctrine of Casti
Connuini subject to contradiction, or
repudiation, or radical revision. There-
fore the inclusion of a reference to this
.statement in the footnote took all the
starch out of the reference to Casti
Connubii. and canceled out any force
it might otherwise have as a reaffirma-
tion of basic doctrine.

May I give my reasons for consider-
ing this interpretation of the 1964 state-
ment and of the footnote untenable?

The text of the 1964 statement
neither says nor implies that the doc-
trine of Casti Connuhii is open to con-
tradiction or radical revision. Study of
a doctrinal or moral teaching of the
ordinary Magisterium. no matter how
wide or deep the study, does not imply,
and cannot be presumed to imply, that
such teaching is liable to radical revi-
sion. These studies could, for example,
be aimed at a better understanding of
the teaching, or a better formulation of
it, or a more precise application of it to
new facts, or a more satisfactory ex-
planation of its reasonableness, or a
new examination of the possibilities
within it for refinement and growth. It
would be gratuitous, even in the case
of the secular sciences, to presume that
an over-all study of an established posi-
tion necessarily contemplates as ac-

ceptable the repudiation of the posi-
tion. But in the case of a doctrine of
the Church that had recently been
solemnly proclaimed in a papal encycli-
cal as "the Christian doctrine handed
down uninterruptedly from the very
beginning," it is little short of absurd
to assume that now, only 35 years later,
another Pope is publicly announcing
that he has appointed a commission to
study whether the teaching may be re-
pudiated or not.

Such an interpretation is particularly
farfetched in the case of Pope Paul VI,
speaking in the historical context of
Rome and Roman opinion in June,
1964.

At that moment, the problem that
occupied everybody's mind in Rome
was the pill and the teaching of Pius
XII on the pill. The question had be-
come acute during the previous six
months because of articles by Janssens,
van der Marck and Reuss. The idea of
forsaking the teaching of Casti Con-
nubii, though undoubtedly discussed
and promoted elsewhere, was not seri-
ously entertained by Roman authori-
ties. 1 doubt if it even entered their
heads. It is noteworthy also that the
statement itself does not say that the
norms of Pius XI (Casti Connubii) are
valid and obligatory—that was taken
for granted—but that the norms of
Pius XII, whose peculiar contribution
was the condemnation of the contra-
ceptive use of the pill, were valid and
obligatory.

I spent the first week of June. 1964,
in Rome, Ínter\'iewing cardinals, bish-
ops, priests and others on the contra-
ception question, trying to find out what
the Council might be expected to do
about it. Everybody spoke in terms of
the pill, and the special difficulty of dis-
cussing so technically complicated a
problem in the Council Aula. I also had
a personal interview with His Holiness
concerning the contraception problem.
The principal subject discussed was
Pius XII's statement on the pill. But in
contending that Pope Paul's statement,
about two weeks later, was concerned
principally with the pill, and did not
contemplate the possibility of any radi-
cal revision of Casti Connubii. I do not
rely on anything the Holy Father said
in that interview. He said nothing at
all aboiEt it. To show, however, that the
pill dominated the minds of all, the spe-

cial papal commission was frequently
referred to in Rome as "the pill com-
mission"—'a usage that continues to
this day. One of the cardinals to whom
Pope Paul's statement of June 23 was
addressed wrote to me on June 26 and
said that the Holy Father had just
spoken to them "about the pills," and
that now we would have to wait and
see what the special commission would
say "about this question."

Everything in the statement and cir-
cumstances is compatible with the in-
terpretation that it dealt primarily with
the pill, though the pill was not ex-
plicitly mentioned: nothing in the state-
ment or circumstances supports the
idea that the proposed studies opened
up for radical revision the traditional
teaching of the Church. This interpre-
tation has been vigorously publicized
by Catholic revisionists, who have thus
raised false, unjustified hopes in the
minds of many Catholics. The disap-
pointment of these hopes explains in
part, I think, how anyone could now be
so ready to accuse the Vicar of Christ,
most offensively, of "high level buck-
passing."

I know of nothing, furthermore, in
the previous or subsequent acts of His
Holiness to give color to the radical-
revisionist interpretation of his address.
Quite the contrary. As Pro-Secretary of
State to Pius XII, he had vigorously in-
sisted (in 1953) on the sacred and
inviolable character of life and its trans-
mission, calling it a crime to defraud
nature's intentions. In 1960, as Arch-
bishop of Milan, his Easter pastoral on
the family upheld the doctrine of Casti
Connubii in uncompromising terms.
On Nov. n , 1964, he startled his
hearers by the force with which he de-
fended the authority of the ordinary
Magisterium, as exercised by the su-
preme Pontiff, to bind the conscience-
of the faithful. Even his statement to
the papal commission, March 27, 1965.
which, because of the broadness of its
terms and the vagueness of its formula-
tion of the problem, could be inter-
preted as an unlimited opening widt:
of the doors, points to the traditional
teaching of the Church as a more im-
portant and more illuminating factor
than the data of the profane sciences
( physiology, psychology, medicine.
etc.) being studied by the commission.

Toward the end of the Council, in

556 America / April 16, ¡966



communicating his views to the Theo-
logical Commission, he was still more
uncompromising on the necessity of
upholding the basic doctrine of Casti
Connubii. One of his favorite themes
has been the continuity oí the doctrine
laughi by the ordinary Magisterium,
About a month after the closing of the
Council (Jan. 12, 1966), he spoke pub-
licly oí the continuity oí tbe Council's
teachings with the traditional teaching
of the Church: "We must not sever the
teachings of the Council from the doc-
trinal heritage of the Church, but on
the contrary discern how they find their
place there, how they are consistent
with it, and how they give it witness,
growth, explanation and application."
A month later (Feb. 12, 1966), he in-
terpreted some oí the conciliar chap-
ter's teachings on marriage, love,
parenthood and conjugal chastity. He
reaffirmed his June, 1964 position that
Ihe norms oí Pius XII are still valid and
binding. He mentioned, again without
specifying, questions that could not be
handled by the Council and so remain
to be studied. And he inculcated, with-
out mentioning contraception but in
language that can hardly be interpreted
not to include it, the Church's difficult
teaching on "the virtue of conjugal
chastity, emphatically marked out by
His Holiness Pius XI and restated by
Pius XII."

In other words, he spoke of the ques-
tions still being studied in terms com-
patible with the idea of "witness,
growth, explanation and application."
But he spoke of the teaching of Pius XI
and Pius XII on conjugal chastity in
terms incompatible witb the idea of
radical revision.

From all the above, I do not con-
clude that Pope Paul's understanding of
the conciliar texts dealing with birth
regulation or his intention with regard
to the iootnote reierences necessarily
coincide in all particulars with the
meaning attached to these by the Coun-
cil when it voted íor them. I have
merely tried to show at this point that
he did not contemplate radical revision
in June, 1964, in November, 1965 or
in February, 1966.

I believe, however, that his under-
standing oí the text, and especially of
the iootnote references, has an impor-
tant bearing on their true meaning íor
this reason: Without the Pope's signa-

ture, there would be no conciliar text
at all. The Pope has an absolutely
unique position as Vicar of Christ, and
as the only bishop whose agreement and
consent is essential to the very existence
oí the conciliar documents as authentic
teaching of the Church. Must not the
meaning oí the document be studied in
light oí this basic theological datum?
Furthermore, to be practical, if the
meaning oí conciliar texts is really am-
biguous, or becomes so as a result of
persistent misrepresentation, it will be
Pope Paul and his successors whose in-
terpretations, arrived at with the help
oí the teaching Church, will be binding
on the faithiul.

It seems to me, too. that his intention
with regard to the iootnote reierences
to Casti Connubii and the Allocution to
¡he Midwives has particular weight as
a criterion of their true meaning, be-
cause these reierences were an amend-
ment that he himself proposed and in-
sisted on. while the reíerence to the
June statement was proposed by the
Theological Commission and consented

to by him. Furthermore, the Theologi-
cal Commission entered a special note
in the expensio modorum advising the
Fathers that it had reverently and
sedulously taken into account the rec-
ommendations oí the Holy Father in
dealing with this amendment and cer-
tain others.

In the light oí all these considera-
tions, I cannot accept the judgment
that I have "advanced a quite arbitrary
interpretation of the conciliar text and
footnote," or that I give the iootnote a
"curiously arbitrary interpretation."
Whether right or wrong, I do not be-
lieve I have been arbitrary. My inter-
pretation is based on the text itself, its
context, its bistory, and on those official
documents that I was able to consult.
I cannot pose as an expert on tbe text,
however, because I have not been able
to see all the materials that, we hope,
will eventually become available. I

reiterate, therefore, ihat the text does
say something about contraception, un-
derstood as the basic doctrine of Casti
Connubii. and iorbids contraception—
and this even apart irom the important
iootnote: and that with the iootnote,
this conclusion is reiníorced. And I
reiterate that, in my opinion, there is
no basis in the text or the footnote for
saying that the whole question oí con-
traception is left open to debate among
Catholics.

But I could come to this conclusion,
and make some sense out oí a matter
complicated by many intangible fac-
tors, only by distinguishing between a
basic doctrine oi tbe Church, not sub-
ject to radical revision, and a possible
development of the doctrine by way
oi "growth, explanation and applica-
tion." I do not know, and I doubt ií any-
body could know, how far such devel-
opment might eventually lead us, but
1 do not believe the '"certain questions"
remaining to be studied are insignificant
or mostly semantic. Fr. Gerald Kelly
and I, in Marriage Questions (Vol. U
oí Contemporary Moral Theology),
did not say that no change is possible
in the Church's teaching on contracep-
tion; we said that no substantial change
was possible ip. 277). leaving room
íor a development that would be theo-
logically legitimate, and pointing out
at considerable length one direction we
hoped that development might take.
But I do not consider it theologically
legitimate, or even decent and honest,
to contradict a doctrine and then dis-
guise the contradiction under the
rubric: growth and evolution. Further-
more. I do not believe that the present
state oi intolerable pastoral coniusion,
brought on in large part by writings
that publicize superficial views and
propagate ialse hopes, results in any
real amelioration of the agonizing per-
sonal problems of married couples, or
makes any real contribution to the doc-
trinal problems witb which the Magis-
terium is now conironted. Legitimate
growth and radical revision cannot live
together. It seems to me that the edifice
oí theology and the edification of the
Mystical Body deserve better treatment
than they are getting.

JOHN C. FORD. S. J .
CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY
OF AMERICA
WASHtNGTON, D. C,
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