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Magisterium alone—i. e., distinguishing it from that of the Church?
Father Benard’s position would seem to demand that we do just
that; but then, can we say that the Pope possesses the same infal-
libility the Church possesses?

If the assent of which Father Benard speaks is a “religious
assent,” of what virtue is it an act? (Father Healy made clear that
he was in complete agreement that the assent must properly be
called religious, and was merely proposing a further detail to be
developed. He suggested that the assent to a non-infallible state-
ment of the Pope stems remotely from the virtue of faith.)

When the Holy Father intervenes to close a theological contro-
versy, does not his action have a positive as well as a negative effect?
This would at least be true in a case where one of the opinions
hitherto presented is definitely discouraged by the Holy Father’s
statement. In that case, a teacher of theology may not only no
longer treat the matter as open to free discussion, but must teach
positively the opposite of the position the Holy Father’s statement
repudiates. Is it conceivable that this opinion now being taught by
theologians should later be proved wrong?

Father Benard resumed the rostrum when Father Healy had
finished his remarks. Father Benard began by thanking Father
Healy for his clear presentation of objections and problems, stating
that it was precisely in anticipation of such informed and searching
criticism that he had ventured to present to the consideration of
the society the ideas contained in his paper. He proposed to set
forth as briefly as possible some answers that could be made to the
questions asked by Father Healy.

He stressed first of all that the introductory part of his paper
was concerned with the terminology to be employed in teaching to
students the matter on the Ordinary Magisterium of the Pope. As
far as the Vatican definition goes, he said, we are justified in equat-
ing “ex cathedra pronouncement” with “infallible pronouncement.”
In the definition we have a clear and definite basis for this termi-
nology. If we go beyond the Vatican definition, and maintain that
non-ex cathedra pronouncements may sometimes be infallible, we
are opening up a “shadow-zone” that has no limits but the individual




Doctrinal Value of Ordinary Teaching of Holy Father 109

theologian’s opinion of its extent. In addition, in the cases which
constitute the ‘“‘classical” objections to Papal infallibility by non-
Catholic theologians, such as the case of Galileo, we answer that the
Pope was not speaking ex cathedra, and kence his infallibility was
not involved. But if we admit that non-ex cathedra statements may
be infallible, we are faced with a further task in answering these
objections.

Father Benard agreed with Father Healy that the Vatican defi-
nition does not say that only ex cathedra pronouncements are in-
fallible. Tt says that the Pope is infallible wken he speaks ex cathe-
dra. He also agreed that the Vatican definition does not preclude
further pronouncements on Papal infallibility, but maintained that
in the present state of defined doctrine on the point it is preferable
to equate “ex cathedra pronouncement” and “infallible pronounce-
ment.”

Father Benard admitted the authority of Billot and Dublanchy
and stated that he had hesitated long before adopting a position
different from theirs. But there is certainly no question of prox-
imate heresy in their cases, he said. This is a question only of the
best terminology to be used in teaching, not of the substance of
the doctrine on Papal infallibility, in which all Catholic theologians
are agreed. He also pointed out that a number of competent theo-
logians whose names he had mentioned in his paper seemed to favor
the stand with regard to terminology that he had suggested.

With regard to his language in speaking of the Ordinary Magis-
terium of the Pope alone, i.e., not identifying it with the Ordinary
Magisterium of the Church, Father Benard said that he was merely
speaking as a number of Papal documents, including Humani
generis spoke. He reiterated the statement made in his paper that
the Ordinary and Universal Magisterium of the Church is infallible,
but that the Ordinary Magisterium of the Pope is not per se in-
fallible, although a usual vehicle of the Ordinary Magisterium may
be and sometimes is used as the vehicle of an ex cathedra, and hence
infallible pronouncement. According to the Vatican definition, he
said, the Pope enjoys the same infallibility as the Church when the
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Pope speaks ex cathedra. He maintained that the question at issue
did not involve the further question of the precise relationship be-
tween the Pope and the Church with regard to infallibility.

The religious assent given to a non-infallible pronouncement, he
agreed, pertains reductive to divine faith, since our faith is the ulti-
mate foundation on which our religious and obediential assent is
based.

Father Benard agreed that the Holy Father’s action in closing
a controversy has a positive as well as a negative effect. We give
an internal and religious assent to the opinions proposed to us to
be held and taught by the pronouncements of the Pope. But an
opinion, which ex kypothesi is not infallibly presented as true, may
be revised if, for example, new and conclusive evidence is uncovered.

The meeting was then opened to comments from the floor.

Father Edward F. Hanahoe, S.A., remarked on the care that must
be used in adjudicating the force of the language used in Papal
documents. He recalled the case of an Anglican bishop who had
deprecated the force of the Apostolic Letter on the invalidity of
Anglican orders, because the language was similar to that of the
decree suppressing the Jesuits. Father Hanahoe carefully empha-
sized (amid laughter from the floor) that he was only quoting, and
that he himself was not making any parallel between the two
documents.

Father Benard agreed that the two documents were entirely and
unmistakably different in scope, object, nature, and intention, and
that the Anglican bishop’s choice of examples had been singularly
inept.

Father Eugene B. Gallagher, S.]J., referred to the statement in
Casti connubii on birth control, which many consider an infallible
statement, although not a formal definition. Father Gerald Kelly,
S.J., pointed out that the language used in this section of the en-
cyclical—the Pope’s reference to “‘the uninterrupted Christian tra-
dition” and his words: “The Catholic Church . . . through Our
mouth proclaims . . .”—might well be taken as denoting the state-
ment by the Holy Father of something infallibly true from the
Universal and Ordinary Magisterium of the Church.
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Father William Murphy, S.S., spoke of the possibility and dan-
ger of overly restricting the field of infallibility. Father Benard
agreed that theologians should be most careful in this regard. How-
ever, he said, the Vatican Council decree was a definite and safe
guide—an infallible pronouncement whose scope must neither be
minimized nor unduly extended.




