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1. Introduction
In February 2004, the Director of the Catholic Education Office (CEO) of the Diocese of Sale, published a document (Bulletin No 4) reporting on the diocese’s involvement in an Inter-Diocesan Religious Education Project with the Archdiocese of Hobart and the dioceses of Ballarat and Sandhurst. The Bulletin gave the purpose of the project as the production of new RE curricula. It added that the RE curriculum of the Archdiocese of Canberra-Goulburn had been chosen as “an appropriate Curriculum to serve as a base upon which to build” the new curricula.

Titled Treasures New and Old, the Canberra curriculum is based on the Parramatta curriculum titled Sharing Our Story. Both curricula rest heavily on Thomas Groome’s Shared Christian Praxis for their overarching methodology. In like manner, the new RE curricula for Hobart, Sandhurst, Ballarat and Sale are intent on  embracing Groome’s methodology. Under the heading “A Well-Groomed Curriculum,” the Sale Bulletin referred to above says: “This curriculum will be based on the Shared Christian Praxis approach developed by Thomas Groome.” RE curricula for the dioceses of Wagga and Wilcannia-Forbes are also based on the Parramatta curriculum and hence they too are tied to Groome’s methodology. 

Groome’s methodology calls for the relativisation of the doctrinal, moral, liturgical and juridical tradition of the Catholic Church. Given this fact, it is not surprising that contradictions of Catholic teaching appear in curriculum materials produced by the Canberra CEO for the implementation of Treasures New and Old.

2. Unit Outlines for ‘Treasures New and Old’
Some of the most contentious and erroneous ideas in the Canberra curriculum materials appear in its Unit Outlines. According to the Core curriculum document for Treasures New and Old, the Unit Outlines represent “Resources developed to assist teachers to implement the syllabus” (p. 92).  As at time of writing (May, 2004), these Unit Outlines are available on the Canberra CEO website under the ‘Religious Education’ section. The introduction to the Unit Outlines states:

“The Unit Outlines linked to this page have been developed by CEO staff and school based unit writers from the Canberra and Goulburn Archdiocese. These Unit Outlines have passed through the final editing and approval processes and are for use in the schools of the Archdiocese of Canberra and Goulburn from 2004.”

3. The Person of Christ ?
A Stage Four (Year 8) Unit Outline entitled “Jesus the Human Face of God,” makes assertions about Jesus Christ that cannot be reconciled with Catholic doctrine. Under a section headed “Key Understandings For Students” we read: 

“Jesus was not born knowing he was the Son of God. Jesus’ understanding of who he was as Son of God and what it means to be fully human had to grow and develop just like ours.”
This statement contradicts Catholic doctrine. On 24 July 1966, the Sacred  Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, issued a statement citing  erroneous interpretations of Vatican II’s Christological teaching which declared:

“It is regrettable that bad news from various places has arrived of abuses prevailing in interpreting the teaching of the Council, and of strange and bold opinions arising here and there which greatly disturb the souls of many of the faithful...There creeps forth a certain Christological humanism in which Christ is reduced to the condition of a mere man, who gradually acquired consciousness of His divine Sonship.”
Being truly the Son of God, Jesus is a Divine Person and so enjoys divine knowledge of the Father and the Holy Spirit. In the Catechism of the Catholic Church (CCC) we read: “Christ, being true God and true man, has a human intellect and will, perfectly attuned and subject to his divine intellect and divine will, which he has in common with the Father and the Holy Spirit” (n. 482). 

Commenting on how the “I Am” statements of Jesus in St. John’s Gospel testify to his awareness of his divinity, Pope John Paul II said:

“Jesus alone can say ‘I Am,’ indicating by this expression the fullness of being which lies beyond all becoming. Thus, he expresses his awareness of possessing an eternal personal existence…Although sharing the human condition, Jesus is conscious of his eternal being, which confers a higher value on all his activities” (General Audience, November 26, 1997).

In his 2001 Apostolic Letter Novo millennio ineunte, Pope John Paul II again addressed this question when he said: 

“The Church has no doubt that the Evangelists in their accounts, and inspired from on high, have correctly understood in the words which Jesus spoke the truth about his person and his awareness of it…In his self-awareness, Jesus has no doubts: ‘The Father is in me and I am in the Father’ (Jn 10:38)… there is no doubt that already in his historical existence Jesus was aware of his identity as the Son of God” (n. 24).
The Catholic Church teaches that in his human knowledge Jesus was fully aware of his divine mission and its implications. Referring to this, Pope Pius XII in his encyclical Mystici Corporis said:

“[B]y that blessed vision which He enjoyed when just received in the womb of the Mother of God, he has all the members of the Mystical Body continuously and perpetually present to Himself, and embraces them with salvific love... In the manger, on the Cross, in the eternal glory of the Father, Christ has all the members of the Church before Him [conspecta] and joined to Him far more clearly and far more lovingly than a mother has a son on her lap, or than each one knows and loves himself.”

The CCC says that the “truly human knowledge of God’s Son expressed the divine life of his person,” adding that  “the human nature of God’s Son, not by itself but by its union with the Word, knew and showed forth in itself everything that pertains to God”.
 Regarding the implications of this for Christ’s human knowledge, the CCC says: “By its union to the divine wisdom in the person of the Word incarnate, Christ enjoyed in his human knowledge the fullness of understanding of the eternal plans he had come to reveal.”

Further to its erroneous assertions about the consciousness of Christ, the Canberra Unit Outline says: 

“Jesus speaks familiarly about God in his teaching and parables. It is almost as if he knows exactly how God sees things and what it is that God wants of us.” 
In this statement there is an implicit assertion that Jesus does not “know exactly” how God sees things and what he wants of us. Such a Christ is a heretical creation, not the Christ who Catholic faith adores as the Eternal Word who became incarnate in the womb of Virgin Mary. 
4. Rome Has Spoken?
To assist teachers with their lesson preparation, the Canberra Unit Outlines frequently recommend books as reference theological background material that actually attack the teaching of the Church. One such book that figures prominently in a Stage 6 (Year 12) Unit is titled Rome Has Spoken. With the subtitle A Guide to Forgotten Papal Statements and How They Have Changed Through the Centuries, this book is edited by Sr Maureen Fiedler and Linda Rabben. Sr Fiedler, a Loreto nun, was one of the signatories to the October 7, 1984 advertisement placed in the New York Times by Catholics For A Free Choice (CFFC) which claimed there is no binding Catholic teaching absolutely prohibiting procured abortion. CFFC is implacably opposed to the Catholic Church’s teaching against procured abortion, contraception and homosexual activity. It has even led a campaign to have the Holy See expelled from the United Nations.
Other notorious dissenters who have contributed to Rome Has Spoken include Charles Curran, the late Richard McCormick S.J, Rosemary Reuter and Anthony Padovano. The book’s agenda is suggested on the back cover where it says: “Will the Roman Catholic Church ever change its position on women’s ordination, contraception, clerical celibacy, or even infallibility itself?” The book also asserts that the Catholic Church has got it wrong in its teaching about divorce and remarriage. 

In purporting to identify contradictions in Church teaching over time, Rome Has Spoken selects passages in a biased manner which are obviously intended to generate the conclusion that the Church’s teaching can change and contradict itself. However, the book does not demonstrate this because it fails to distinguish between doctrinal and disciplinary questions, as well as between legitimate doctrinal development and its corruption. What the authors of the book deem as contradictions in Church teaching, can easily be reconciled by competent theologians.
In regard to papal authority and the way it has been exercised by Pope John Paul II, the general orientation of Rome Has Spoken is telegraphed early in the book where in the introduction Sr Fiedler says: 

 “Within the Church, his [Pope John Paul II] doctrinal orthodoxy and repression of dissent have threatened free theological development. His centralisation of church authority has undermined the collegial policies envisioned by Vatican II” (p. 6).
Rome Has Spoken suggests that it might be in the best interests of everyone if the Catholic Church was to discard its teaching on infallibility. It says: 
“Since Vatican II, many critics, notably Fr Hans Kung, have argued that the church needs to discard the whole notion of infallible and irreformable expressions of the faith in favour of the more ancient, less rigid belief in the Spirit’s perennial protection of the body of Christ (which Kung calls ‘indefectibility’)”(p. 20)
5. ‘The Church’s Developing Tradition’?
The Stage 6 Unit Outline that draws heavily on Rome Has Spoken for the theological background material it provides for teachers is titled ‘The Church’s Developing Tradition.’ The Unit purports to give students the opportunity to “explore the concept of the Church as growing, changing by examining some key theological, social, and political issues and the Church’s developing responses to them over time.” The Unit asserts that definitive Church teaching on various questions can or has changed over time in ways that involve a contradiction of received teaching. While there is much in the Unit that needs to be challenged, I will confine by attention to four issues which are:
· Divine Revelation and Doctrinal Development

· The Exercise of Papal Authority

· Women in the Church

· Clerical Celibacy

Divine Revelation and Doctrinal Development
Under a section headed “Key Understandings For Students,” the Unit Outline is ambiguous about the nature of divine revelation. It says:

“The Church must continually grow in faithful response to God’s ongoing revelation in time. God’s revelation occurred in the past and continues throughout history in world events, in the lives of human beings, in the life of the Church community etc.”

While acknowledging that “the substance of God’s revelation does not change,” the way the Unit Outline speaks of God’s revelation could nevertheless give the impression that divine revelation is a continuing process – something that is incompatible with Catholic doctrine. In regard to this, the CCC states: “God has revealed himself fully by sending his own Son…The Son is the Father’s definitive Word; so there will be no further Revelation after him.”
 For more on this question, see Appendix 1. 

The Exercise of Papal Authority
Under a section titled The Exercise of Papal Authority, the same Unit Outline states:
“Pope John Paul II and the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (CDF) have moved back to the first Vatican Council’s more rigid concept of Papal authority”
This assertion is absolutely mistaken. Vatican II never departed from Vatican I’s understanding of papal authority. It said: 

“This sacred Council, following closely in the footsteps of the First Vatican Council, with that Council teaches and declares that Jesus Christ, the eternal shepherd, established his holy Church, having sent forth the apostles as he himself had been sent by the Father (Jn 20:21), and he willed that their successors, namely the bishops, should be shepherds in his Church even to the consummation of the world. And in order that the episcopate itself might be one and undivided, he placed Blessed Peter over the other apostles, and instituted in him a permanent and visible source and foundation of unity of faith and communion. And all this teaching about the institution, the perpetuity, the meaning and reason for the sacred primacy of the Roman Pontiff and of his infallible magisterium, this sacred Council again proposes to be firmly believed by all the faithful” (Lumen Gentium, 18).
Continuing with its reductionist assault on papal teaching authority, the Canberra Unit Outline says:

“In first few hundred years of the Church’s history infallibility referred to the belief that the community of faith was protected from error in the broad sense over time. It was not until 1870 that the First Vatican Council applied it to the pope as a single individual and proclaimed it as a formal dogma.” 

This statement sounds like an erroneous Congregationalist understanding of the nature of the Church and the process by which its doctrine on papal authority has developed. What can it mean for the Church to be “protected” from error “in the broad sense”?  In light of the references to the Petrine office in Mt. 16:19; Lk. 22:32; Jn. 21:17, and the patristic interpretations of these passages, such language serves only to subvert the truth regarding the immediate and universal scope of  the teaching authority of the Pope. In defining Papal Infallibility, Vatican I did so against a backdrop of the consistent teaching and practice of the Catholic faith.  In this regard, it referred to the teachings of the early successors of Peter and the fathers of the Church.
 

The Unit Outline further diminishes the force of Catholic doctrine regarding papal teaching authority when it says:
“Infallibility may express itself in the definitions of a pope when he solemnly articulates the faith of the larger church.”
As stated, this assertion contradicts Vatican I’s teaching on papal infallibility which affirmed that doctrines taught by the Pope in the exercise of his extraordinary magisterium “are irreformable of themselves, and not from the consent of the Church.”
 Vatican II reaffirmed this teaching  when it said that such statements by the Pope are irreformable “since they are pronounced with the assistance of the Holy Spirit, and therefore they need no approval of others, nor do they allow an appeal to any other judgement.”
 Elsewhere in the teaching of the Magisterium we read: 
 “However much the Sacred Magisterium avails itself of the contemplation, life and study of the faithful, its office is not reduced merely to ratifying the assent already expressed by the latter; indeed, in the interpretation and explanation of the written or transmitted Word of God, the Magisterium can anticipate or demand their assent.”
 
Another reductionist statement regarding papal authority in the Unit Outline is the following: 

“Absolute immunity from error is closely linked to the Church’s conviction that…the Spirit was in the whole Church” and “not that…the leaders were the exclusive spokespersons and decision makers.”
Again, this is expressive of a Congregationalist misreading of the Catholic tradition, something that is typical of the writings of dissenters such as Fiedler and Groome. It implies that the Holy Spirit may at times be opposed to the teaching of the magisterium. Regarding the authority of the Magisterium to specify what belongs to the Deposit of Faith, Vatican II said: “The task of giving an authentic interpretation of the Word of God…has been entrusted to the living teaching office of the Church alone. Its authority in this matter is exercised in the name of Jesus Christ.”

Under another section of the Unit Outline headed “Writings of the Tradition,” we read: 
"Council of Constance, 1414 ‘This synod declares that it has immediate power from Christ, which every state and dignity, even if it be the papal dignity, must obey in what concerns faith, the eradication of schism … and the reformation of the church.”
Here the Unit Outline gives the impression that conciliarism, which posits that a general or ecumenical council is superior to a pope, is integral to the ‘Tradition’ of the Church. Indeed, when we turn to the ‘Infallibility’ chapter of Rome Has Spoken, we find there the assertion that the Council of Constance raised conciliarism to the level of “solemn” teaching.
What the Unit Outline fails to mention is that when the Council of Constance declared an ecumenical council to be superior to a pope, the Church at that moment was afflicted by a schism involving one real pope and two anti-popes. The declaration of conciliarism was never recognised by the true pope of the time, Gregory XII, and it was repudiated by Pope Martin V, whom the Council of Constance elected Pope after first eliciting the resignation of Gregory XII. Subsequent to this, conciliarism was condemned on several occasions by the magisterium.
 
Rather than giving misleading references to conciliarism, the authors of the Canberra materials would be better advised to provide teachers with the following passage from Vatican II: 
“The Roman Pontiff, by reason of his office as Vicar of Christ, namely, and as pastor of the entire Church, has full, supreme and universal power over the whole Church, a power which he can always exercise unhindered…There never is an ecumenical council which is not confirmed or at least recognised as such by Peter’s successor. And it is the prerogative of the Roman Pontiff to convoke such councils, to preside over them and to confirm them”  (Lumen Gentium, 22).
Women in the Church
In Rome Has Spoken, Sr Fiedler states that since the Church’s beginning “the patriarchal tradition has been in constant struggle with the egalitarian tradition” (p. 120). After claiming that St Paul’s writings contain “contradictory statements” that “reflect the struggle of these traditions,” Sr Fiedler adds:
“Jesus in the gospel represented the egalitarian ideal emphasising love and ministerial service rather than law and tradition…Since he never ordained anyone - male or female – to a ‘ministerial priesthood’ as we understand it today, his counter-cultural attitude toward gender roles suggests that he intended women to minister in the community as the equals of men” (p. 121).
After asserting that in the early Church “women led eucharistic worship in house churches,” Sr Fiedler goes on to say: “Iconographic evidence in the catacombs suggests that women celebrated the Eucharist and possibly served as bishops” (p. 122). After this, she goes on to accuse the Church of oppressing women by saying: 
“Feminist theological analyses are not easily answered. They point out that an all-male priesthood is out of synchrony with the gospel, discriminatory and therefore sinful, injurious to the faith of believers, and scandalous to many inside and outside the church” (p. 125)

Using material drawn largely from Rome Has Spoken, the Canberra Unit Outline on ‘The Church’s Developing Tradition’ reproduces several errors regarding the role of women in the Church. It says:

“In biblical times, women served as deaconesses often performing 'priestly' functions as the leaders of “house churches” in the early centuries. This role gradually gave way to male domination…By the fourth century official church pronouncements condemned women as unclean because of the menstrual cycle and childbirth and kept them out of all sacramental and decision-making functions in the church.”
From its beginning the Church “was deliberately structured hierarchically by its divine Founder,” in consequence of which “there have existed from its earliest days specific apostolic powers deriving from the sacrament of holy orders.”
 Among these powers, which Christ entrusted exclusively to the apostles and their successors, “is the power of confecting the Eucharist.”
 In Ecclesia De Eucharistia, Pope John Paul II warned against tendencies to obscure “the necessity of the ministerial priesthood, grounded in apostolic succession” for any valid celebration of Eucharistic mystery.
 After stating that “succession to the Apostles in the pastoral mission necessarily entails the sacrament of Holy Orders, that is, the uninterrupted sequence, from the very beginning, of valid episcopal ordinations,”
 the Holy Father added that the “assembly” gathered together for the celebration of the Eucharist “absolutely requires the presence of an ordained priest as its president.”
 

Since the Eucharist can only be confected by those who have had the ministerial priesthood conferred on them by way of an “uninterrupted sequence of valid episcopal ordinations” going back to the Apostles, and since it is the definitive (infallible) teaching of the Catholic Church that the ministerial priesthood cannot be conferred on women (cf. Ordinatio Sacerdotalis, n. 4), then it is impossible that there has ever been a valid celebration of the Eucharistic Sacrifice that was presided over by a woman. 

Indeed, in the first centuries of Christianity, it was only within heretical sects that attempts were made to confer the priesthood on women by allowing them to “preside” over “eucharistic” celebrations. For example, St. Irenaeus identified the practice with Valentinian gnosticism.
 

Continuing with its caricature of the Church’s teaching on the impossibility of ordaining women, the Canberra Unit Outline says: 
“In 1977 the Declaration on the Admission of Women to the Ministerial Priesthood said that women could not be priests because they do not “image” Christ. Official church pronouncements since then have tried to proclaim this opinion infallible.”

The year in which the Declaration on the Admission of Women to the Ministerial Priesthood was issued was 1976, not 1977. This document, which henceforth will be referred to by its Latin title Inter insigniores, was issued by the Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith with the approval of Pope Paul VI who ordered its publication. The claim in the Canberra Unit Outline asserting it states that “women could not be priests because they do not ‘image’ Christ” is a misrepresentation of what the document actually said. 

The Unit Outline goes on by way of a quotation from Fiedler to assert that there are contradictions in the magisterium’s teaching on the role of women in the Church. It says: 
“Attitudes toward women have been very slow to change, but negative rhetoric about women has alternated with theoretical declarations in favour of gender equality and Vatican II’s condemnation of “all discrimination based on sex as contrary to God’s intent”. Many observers read these contradictions as an official tradition struggling with itself, and perhaps on the brink of major change.”
Discrimination is not operative in the Catholic Church’s teaching on the different gifts and roles men and women possess in complementary fashion in regard to Christ’s mission. Hence, to strive to end all unjust discrimination is not equivalent to abandoning recognition of the complementary nature of “male and female” in God’s creative and redemptive plan. The passage quoted above from the Canberra Unit Outline invites us to embrace a  utopian vision of a future church organised along egalitarian and unisex lines. 
At issue in the debate over the Church’s flat rejection of women’s ordination is the question of fidelity to the ministerial priesthood as it was instituted by Christ. Pope Pius XII referred to this when he said that the Church must accept Christ’s “practice of conferring priestly ordination on men alone” as normative on the grounds that “the Church has no power over the substance of the sacraments, ie. over anything that Christ the Lord, as attested by the sources of Revelation, wanted to be maintained in the sacramental sign.”

Inter insigniores did not teach that “women could not be priests because they do not ‘image’ Christ.” Neither is it true to say that “Official church pronouncements since then have tried to proclaim this opinion infallible.” If those who approved the Treasures New and Old Unit Outlines want to promote dissident views, let them at least present the Church’s teaching accurately. For an outline of what Inter insigniores did teach on the relationship between maleness and the sacrament of Holy Orders, see Appendix 2. 
Clerical Celibacy
The Canberra Unit Outline reproduces from Rome Has Spoken various myths regarding the discipline of mandatory clerical celibacy in the Latin Church. It says:  

“Church policies permitted married clergy until the second millennium.  Attitudes toward women, sexuality, and inheritance of church property led to the imposition of mandatory celibacy on priests…Biblical teaching is clear: Jesus did not link celibacy with ministry…There have been married priests for two thousand years in all Eastern churches, Catholic and Orthodox, and in the Latin church until the twelfth century. The official proclamation of clerical celibacy was brought about because of the passage of church lands from father to son, the negative view of sex and women, and the rise of the celibate ideal in monastic orders…To this day the celibate priesthood remains an obstacle to reunion with other Christian churches.”

The truth about the origins of the Church’s discipline of clerical celibacy have been well documented in four excellent books on the question which are:
· Stefan Heid – Celibacy  In The Early Church: The Beginnings of a Discipline of Obligatory Continence for Clerics in East and West (Ignatius Press, San Francisco, 2000)

· Cardinal Alfons Stickler  The Case for Clerical Celibacy: Its Historical Development and Theological Foundations (Ignatius Press, San Francisco, 1995)
· Christian Cochini, S. J   Apostolic Origins of Priestly Celibacy (Ignatius Press, San Francisco, 1990)
· Roman Cholij    Clerical celibacy in East and West: Foreword by Alfons Cardinal Stickler, S.D.B. (Fowler Wright Books, Leonminster, Herfordshire, 1989).
With indepth research into the relevant texts of the New Testament and patristic sources, as well as papal, conciliar and synodal documentation from the first six centuries, these scholars clarify the pertinent facts in regard to clerical celibacy and obligatory continence in the early Church. They show that clerical continence was a requirement for bishops, priests and deacons from apostolic times. For more on the this, see Appendix 3.

The section in the Canberra Unit Outline on Clerical Celibacy is drawn from an essay in Rome Has Spoken written by Anthony Padovano. He is an ex-priest and founder of an organisation called Corpus which seeks to have priests who left the active ministry to marry be given an option of return to it. In his essay in Rome Has Spoken from which the extract in the Canberra Unit Outline is taken, Padovano asserts that “there is no clear evidence that Jesus was celibate”(p.132). He asserts further that “as the official church denigrated sexuality and women, its teaching became increasingly artificial and convoluted” (p. 133)

In the April 12, 1996 edition of the dissident National Catholic Reporter in the U.S., Padovano had an essay published titled ‘Is it just possible that Jesus was married?’. In this essay, Padovano asserted that there is no “adequate biblical evidence or impressive theological reasoning” for the Church’s teaching that it is impossible for women to be ordained to the ministerial priesthood. He further asserted that “there is no biblical evidence and no convincing theological reasoning” to support Catholic Church teachings on the infallibility and universal jurisdiction of the Pope or its prohibition against divorce and remarriage.

In regard to St Joseph and his understanding of how Mary had become pregnant, Padovano went on in the same essay to say: 

“In Joseph’s mind Mary was guilty of adultery and he had decided to divorce her. One has the impression that Joseph desired a sexual relationship with Mary and that he was grieved that Mary had experienced sex with someone else. With Joseph, Jesus is not so much the child of a virgin as the carpenter’s son. None of what I have said about Joseph is a later development. All of this is in the New Testament.” 
In this National Catholic Reporter essay, Padovano claims that St. Mark “gives the impression that there were at least seven children born to Mary and Joseph and he names them.” He adds:

“Later Catholic theology will make these brothers of Jesus cousins, without evidence, in an effort to declare Mary a lifelong virgin. One wonders what is gained by this. Most people find a completely sexless marriage bizarre when a sexual relationship is possible. It is instructive to realise that this sexless marriage is developed as doctrine in the same period when married priests are being warned by church officials to keep their marriages sexless. We must not miss this constant transferral from doctrine to discipline, from teaching about the virginity of Mary and the celibacy of Christ to insistence on the same for clerics, monks, hermits and nuns.”

In regard to the celibacy of Jesus, Padovano says: “The gospels never state that Jesus claims he is a celibate or the son of a virgin. Nowhere else in the New Testament does anyone say Jesus is a celibate.” In response to Pope Paul VI’s statement that “Christ remained throughout his whole life in a celibate state, which signified his total dedication to God and people,” Padovano says: 
“Was Jesus married? On the basis of the evidence offered, I would say there is a high probability that he was…The evidence for the lifelong celibacy of Jesus is nonexistent…The perpetual virginity of Mary and Jesus has been employed to implant deep in the Catholic psyche a fear of sex and shame about it…If Jesus married, who was his wife? We do not know…Did Jesus have children? We do not know…It is also disturbing to find something intrinsically healthy and spiritual in a sexless marriage between Mary and Joseph. A marriage may or may not be sexless, by intent or by necessity. This is very different from affirming that a sexless marriage is superior. Is this question important for the emergence of a married priesthood for Latin rite, lifelong Catholics? I think it is."

In the concluding part of his essay, Padovano says: 
“A married priest may, in the final analysis, redeem sex from some of the negativity associated with it in the Catholic community…Is it not a pity that the evil of mandatory celibacy is not preached by priests and proclaimed by bishops?”

6. Richard McBrien and Monika Hellwig
In a Stage 6 (Year 12) Unit on Sacraments, the following advice is proffered: 

"Teacher input on ministry which could come from McBrien, R. (1988). Ministry.” 

In his book Ministry, McBrien argues that from the beginning of the Church there were “two diverging patterns of ministry: (a) ‘charismatic,’ as in the original Jerusalem community and later in Corinth; and (b) ‘structured,’ based on the synagogue model” (p. 30). The implication of this is that both models are equally legitimate but that the institutional and hierarchical “model” eventually suppressed the charismatic model of Church organisation. By conferring particular authority and power on the Apostles, the Church from its very beginning was instituted by Christ as a “structured” and hierarchical organisation. In regard to this, Vatican II said: “The one mediator, Christ, established and ever sustains here on earth his holy Church” which is a “society structured with hierarchical organs.”

In Ministry,  McBrien writes that “in the early Church there was no hard-and-fast distinction between clergy and laity,” claiming that this distinction only began to develop “with the establishment of Christianity as the state religion in the fourth century” (p. 33). This assertion means that the ministerial priesthood only emerged in the fourth century. Following on from this, McBrien accuses Vatican II of “ambiguity” in its teaching that the ministerial and common priesthoods differ in “essence” and not just in degree, a position which leads him to equivocate about the “sacred power” which Catholics believe priests have acquired via the sacrament of Holy Orders (pp. 43-44). 

The Canberra Unit Outlines even recommend that teachers consult the 1994 revised edition of McBrien’s book Catholicism as a reference when acquiring information for “Key Understandings For Students.” In 1996, the National Conference of the Catholic Bishops’ Committee on Doctrine in the U.S. censured this edition of McBrien’s Catholicism for “certain shortcomings.” The committee was concerned about McBrien’s treatment of the Virgin Birth of Jesus, the perpetual virginity of Mary, the ordination of women, his treatment of moral issues such as homosexuality and contraception, and about his tendency to place the teaching of the Church on the same level as the opinion of dissenting theologians.
 Indeed, the Australian Bishops issued a monitum against the first edition of McBrien’s Catholicism stating that it was not suitable as a reference text for teachers.

Turning now to Monika Hellwig. That several of the Canberra Unit Outlines bear strong traces of Hellwig’s theology is more than unfortunate. The Theological Background for Teachers section of a Stage 4 Unit Outline on Sacraments frequently cites Hellwig’s 2002 book Understanding Catholicism. In one place it says: 

“The New Testament really only distinguishes two sacraments – Baptism and Eucharist. Slowly, over time, there grew out of Church tradition the idea of seven sacraments…(Hellwig, 2002, p. 147).”
The Council of Trent teaches that “the sacraments of the new law were…all instituted by Jesus Christ our Lord.”
 The New Testament definitely bears witness to the fact that Christ conferred the ministerial priesthood on the Apostles. In regard this, the Council of Trent solemnly states:

“If anyone says that by the words ‘Do this in remembrance of me’ (Lk 22:19; 1 Cor 11: 24) Christ did not establish the apostles as priests or that He did not order (ordinasse) that they and other priests should offer His body and blood, let him be anathema.”
 

In instituting the sacrament of Penance, Christ linked its administration to the ministry of the apostles and hence to the ministerial priesthood: “Receive the Holy Spirit. If you forgive the sins of any, they are forgiven; if you retain the sins of any, they are retained” (Jn 20:22-23). Hence, in the solemn teaching of the Council of Trent we read:

“If anyone should say that in the New Testament there is no visible and external priesthood, or that power is not given to consecrate and offer up the true body and blood of the Lord and to forgive sins...let him be anathema.
 

In regard to the Sacrament of Confirmation, after first recalling how on several occasions “Christ promised” the “outpouring of the Spirit,” the CCC by way of a quotation from Pope Paul VI goes on to say:
"From that time on the apostles, in fulfilment of Christ's will, imparted to the newly baptised by the laying on of hands the gift of the Spirit that completes the grace of Baptism. For this reason in the Letter to the Hebrews the doctrine concerning Baptism and the laying on of hands is listed among the first elements of Christian instruction. The imposition of hands is rightly recognised by the Catholic tradition as the origin of the sacrament of Confirmation, which in a certain way perpetuates the grace of Pentecost in the Church” (n. 2187-88).

In regard to Confirmation, the CCC (n. 1315) reproduces a key passage from the Acts of the Apostles which says:
"Now when the apostles at Jerusalem heard that Samaria had received the word of God, they sent to them Peter and John, who came down and prayed for them that they might receive the Holy Spirit; for it had not yet fallen on any of them, but they had only been baptised in the name of the Lord Jesus. Then they laid their hands on them and they received the Holy Spirit" (Acts 8:14-17).
In regard to the Sacrament of the Sick, the CCC (n. 1511) says:
“This sacred anointing of the sick was instituted by Christ our Lord as a true and proper sacrament of the New Testament. It is alluded to indeed by Mark, but is recommended to the faithful and promulgated by James the apostle and brother of the Lord (Council of Trent (1551): DS 1695; cf. Mk 6:13; Jas 5:14-15).”
The actual passage from the Letter of James referred to by the CCC reads:

"Is any among you sick? Let him call for the presbyters of the Church, and let them pray over him, anointing him with oil in the name of the Lord; and the prayer of faith will save the sick man, and the Lord will raise him up; and if he has committed sins, he will be forgiven" (Jas 5:14-15).

Turning now to the Sacrament of Matrimony. After stating that the matrimonial covenant between baptised persons “has been raised by Christ the Lord to the dignity of a sacrament” (n. 1601), the CCC adds:  

“On the threshold of his public life Jesus performs his first sign - at his mother's request - during a wedding feast. The Church attaches great importance to Jesus' presence at the wedding at Cana. She sees in it the confirmation of the goodness of marriage and the proclamation that thenceforth marriage will be an efficacious sign of Christ's presence” (n. 1613).
The CCC states that the “sacrament of Matrimony signifies the union of Christ and the Church” and gives spouses “the grace to love each other with the love with which Christ has loved the Church” (n. 1661). St Paul brought this aspect of the Sacrament of Matrimony to the fore when he said: “Husbands, love you wives, as Christ loved the church and gave himself up for her, that he might sanctify her,” adding immediately: “For this reason a man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife, and the two shall become one. This is a great mystery, and I mean in reference to Christ and the Church” (Eph 5:25-26, 31-32; cf Gen 2:24; CCC, n. 1623).  

Returning now to the Canberra Unit Outlines. Taking its clue from Hellwig, the Stage 4 Unit on the Sacraments says: “Jesus is the fundamental sign/sacrament of God’s presence in the world (Hellwig, 2002, p. 139).” In the Unit Outline titled Jesus the Human Face of God referred to earlier, we read: 
“Jesus Christ is a sacrament of God (a pre-eminent expression of all God is for us and who God is for us) because he made God visible in the world. Through him God touched people’s lives, and through Jesus’ visible presence people came in contact with an aspect of the mystery of God. The person of Jesus in the flesh is the sacrament of God’s presence among His people.”   
Jesus Christ IS God incarnate, and so in his human nature does indeed render God visible. But the PERSON OF JESUS IS GOD and not a sacrament but a DIVINE PERSON who in his human nature makes visible the mystery of God’s presence. The sacramental aspect should be predicated of his human nature and actions, NOT of his Person.

The sacramental and Christological reductionism of the Canberra Unit Outlines is reflective of the influence over them of Hellwig’s theology. Interestingly, the Outlines never mention the word “Transubstantiation” when referring to the Eucharist, or do they make reference to the paragraphs in the CCC that refer to it. Again, this may be due to the influence of Hellwig’s reductionist treatment of Transubstantiation in Understanding Catholicism. For a critique of the Christology and Eucharistic theology of this book, see Appendix 4.

7. Well-Groomed Indeed!
The problems in Treasures New and Old begin with its Core Document and Syllabus Statement. The only time the Holy Trinity is designated as Father, Son and Holy Spirit in these two documents is in an appendix to the Core Document. In every other instance, wherever the Holy Trinity is referred to, it is always as: 
“God: Communion of Love, Source of all Being, Eternal Word and Holy Spirit.” 
This studied avoidance of the revealed proper name of the First Person of the Holy Trinity can lead to an inaccurate understanding of the divine nature of the Persons of the Holy Trinity as well as their unity with each other and their proper relations.
 This de-facto suppression of references to “the Father” when talking about the first Person of the Holy Trinity is not surprising given Groome’s advocacy for the reconfiguration of the language of Catholic faith. Suggesting how the community can be conditioned to adopt inclusive language, he says: “Engaging people to pray and participate at liturgy with inclusive language will clearly take some educational efforts…”
 After calling on religious educators to “help end sexism in the Church” by teaching inclusive language, he goes on to say:  

“An issue of particular concern for catechists is the strong tradition in primary catechesis of referring to God exclusively as ‘Father’. (This is often occasioned by the teaching of the Lord’s Prayer, the Sign of the Cross, and the ‘Glory Be’)...if ‘Father’ is the only image used of God, and especially in early catechesis, it may no longer teach what Jesus intended to teach with this analogy”
 

Suggesting a solution to this perceived pedagogical problem, Groome adds:

“One possible solution (which for this author has seemed successful with younger children) is to interchange the terms ‘father,’ ‘mother,’ and ‘loving parent’ for God. Then, when teaching a traditional prayer like the ‘Our Father,’ teachers can take care to explain in the catechesis which follows that Jesus intends us to approach God as a trustworthy, forgiving and loving parent.”
 

Suggesting how we might address the Persons of the Holy Trinity in order to avoid exclusivist terms, Groome says: 

“A formula that might more adequately represent our faith in the triune relationship within the Godhead...is suggested by an inclusive language breviary text which prays ‘Glory to you, Source of all Being, Eternal Word, and Holy Spirit’.”

In his book Sharing Faith, which greatly influences the methodological orientations of Treasures New and Old, Groome refers to the first Person of the Holy Trinity as “God the Father/Mother.”
 Under a section headed “Theological Background for Teachers” of a Stage 5 (Year 11) Canberra Unit Outline we read:
“Many images of God emerged within a pre-scientific worldview and antiquated theological models. Today theologians call for the deconstruction of limited metaphors and for the development of new metaphors for God eg God as mother, lover, friend.”

In Catechesis Tradendae, Pope John Paul II stated that those receiving religious education “have the right to receive ‘the word of faith’ not in a mutilated, falsified or diminished form but whole and entire, in all its rigour and vigour.”
 The Holy Father went on to stress how important it is not to give young people the idea that the doctrine of the faith  is based on “fallible opinions or in uncertainty,” but rather that  that we must “show them” how it is based on the “immovable rock” of the Word of God “who cannot deceive or be deceived.”
 

The methodology adopted to implement an RE curriculum must be consistent with the doctrinal affirmations present in it. Designating  in Catechesi Tradendae the criteria that should govern the choice of catechetical methods, Pope John Paul said:
“The choice made [of methodology] will be a valid one to the extent that, far from being dictated by more or less subjective theories or prejudices stamped with a certain ideology, it is inspired by the humble concern to stay closer to a content that must remain intact. The method and language used must truly be means for communicating the whole and not just a part of the ‘words of eternal life’ (Jn 6:69; cf. Acts 5:20; 7:38) and the ‘ways of life’ (Acts 2;28, quoting Ps 16:11).”

In speaking to a group of U.S. Bishops in 1998, Pope John Paul II again drew attention to the principles that must govern the choice of catechetical methodologies when he said: 

“Efforts to renew catechesis must be based on the premise that Christ’s teaching, as transmitted in the Church and as authentically interpreted by the Magisterium, has to be presented in all its richness, and the methodologies used have to respond to the nature of the faith as truth received (cf. 1 Cor 15:1).”



In his book Sharing Faith, Groome presents an approach to religious education that is positively hostile to the doctrinal element in Catholicism. He states that “Religious educators should approach the faith tradition with a healthy suspicion and, as educators, help people to recognise that ‘much that has been proudly told must be confessed as sin; and much that has been obscured and silenced must be given voice’” (p. 233). In another of his books titled Educating for Life, he asserts that the cultivation of such a sceptical approach to the teaching of the Church is justified on the basis that “Such a ‘critical consciousness’ seems theologically appropriate to Catholic tradition, given how much untruth is in every statement of faith.” (p. 142).

Indeed, Groome has structured Shared Christian Praxis so as to make provision in it for the systematic application of a “hermeneutic of suspicion” to Catholic doctrine. His scepticism in regard to the doctrinal element in Catholicism leads him to advise against any presentation of the faith in the form of doctrinal propositions. In Sharing Faith he says that “Revelation as doctrine” which “understands revelation as ‘divinely authoritative doctrine inerrantly proposed as God’s word by the Bible or by official Church teaching’...is not appropriate to movement 3 of shared Christian praxis.” (pp. 218-19).

Groome’s directive in Sharing Faith that RE teachers approach the data of Catholic faith from the perspective of a “hermeneutic of suspicion” represents the systematic formulation of one of the more insidious aspects of his own pedagogical practice. On this basis, and in the absence of a public retraction by him of his errors, he disqualifies himself from being held up to Catholic educators as a model teacher of Catholic religious education. 

Here are some examples from Sharing Faith where Groome distorts or contradicts various Catholic teachings:

· That “Jesus called together an inclusive discipleship of equals,” in consequence of which the Church “should be an egalitarian community” (pp, 301, 304)

· That “we cannot presume a line of direct succession between pope and Peter,” since “the function of bishop as we might recognise it today did not begin until the second century” (p. 314).
· That “the traditional Catholic assertion that there is a direct historical line of succession between the present Pope and Peter, presumed to be the first bishop of Rome, must also be nuanced”(p. 314). This “nuancing” allows Groome to quote favourably Raymond Brown as having said: “the supposition that, when Peter did come to Rome (presumably in the 60’s), he took over and became the first bishop represents a retrojection of later church order” (ibid.).
· That the Church’s doctrine on reserving the ordained priesthood to men alone “is the result of a patriarchal mind-set and is not of Christian faith” (p.328).
· That “the injustice of excluding women from the priesthood debilitates the church’s sacramentality in the world” (p. 328), and it “is a countersign to God’s reign” thus “doing spiritual and moral harm to society” (p. 518).
· “The Catholic Church made ‘priesthood’ exclusive by requiring that its candidates be male and celibate” (p. 319).
· “It is to be hoped, however, that the theological challenge to mandatory celibacy will be equally compelling [referring to Leonardo Boff’s arguments favouring the ordination of women] when the requirement is finally changed…In addition, feminist critique has heightened consciousness that such a requirement reflects a sexist mentality…” (p. 517).
· As an example of how to effectively deploy Shared Christian Praxis against Catholic doctrine, Groome tells of how he used the method in a parish-based adult education course to turn people away from a position of acceptance  of the Church’s teaching on the non-ordination of women, to one of active opposition to it (pp. 247-48, 282).
· That the teaching of Vatican II regarding the difference in “essence” between the common priesthood of all the baptised and the ministerial priesthood merely “reflects the present mind of the church” but that “historical circumstances and critical scholarship may yet nuance it” (p. 324).
· That we “do not know” how one got the right to preside over the Eucharist in the early Church, a function which he says was sometimes performed by women (p. 310)

· That equating “apostle with sacerdotal function” is not “in the first century.” In regard to what he reductively calls “the traditional Catholic notion that the apostles were commissioned at the Last Supper to preside at Eucharist,” Groome quotes with apparent approval Kenan B. Osborne where he says: 

“In spite of the long tradition of this view, contemporary scholars find no basis for such an interpretation. In other words, Jesus did not ordain the apostles (disciples) at this final supper to be ‘priests,’ giving them thereby the power to celebrate the eucharist” (p. 314, 512n. 27). 

Conclusion

In an address to the Australian bishops for the opening of their annual conference on 26 November 2003, the Apostolic Nuncio to Australia, Archbishop Francesco Canalini, called for a strengthening of “unity around essentials of the faith.” Lamenting the fact that some diocesan bookshops stock titles propagating "New Age ideas, not remotely in line with Catholic doctrine," he added that the "trustful majority of people who go to a diocesan bookshop go there with the intention of finding suitable books for their Catholic formation and personality" (AD2000, March 2004, p. 4).

One of  the greatest defects of Treasures New and Old is the way its Unit Outlines frequently give references to or reproduce material from the works of dissenters. While such material is given in the main body of the texts, references to the CCC meanwhile appears only in the margins. Just as diocesan bookshops act anomalously and scandalously by disseminating materials hostile to Catholic teaching, so too do Catholic education authorities when they propagate the ideas of dissenters or promote their books. The Core documents for Sharing Our Story and Treasures New and Old, both of which carry imprimaturs, laud Groome’s Shared Christian Praxis and recommend his book Sharing Faith. By persisting with this anomaly, those responsible are engaged in behaviour that is scandalous. 

No one is permitted to place in jeopardy the integrity of Catholic doctrine as it is to be communicated to children in Catholic schools. After recounting in her autobiography her experiences in teaching Catholic doctrine to children, St. Therese of Lisieux goes on to say:

"Those innocent souls were like soft wax on which any imprint could be stamped - of evil, alas, as well as of good. I understood the words of Jesus: 'If anyone hurts the conscience of one of these little ones, he had better have been drowned in the depths of the sea.' Many, many souls would become most holy if they had been properly guided from the very start" (Story of a Soul, ch.5)

Catholic parents must act decisively to safeguard their children’s right to be taught the faith with integrity. They must confront Catholic education authorities that are failing to carry out their duty in this regard. They should note the attitude of St Catherine of Siena who, when the salvation of souls were in danger, branded any undue tolerance of mediocrity as a concession to cowardice. “Enough of this soft soap!,” she exclaimed. “All it does is cause the members of Christ’s Spouse to stink!.”
 

While there very many other problems that could be identified in the Treasures New and Old Unit Outlines, I think sufficient material has been produced here to alert parents to the the clear and present danger they represent to the faith formation of their children.
Appendix 1
Divine Revelation and Doctrinal Development
Vatican II teaches that Jesus Christ is the “mediator and fullness of all Revelation.”
 It states that Christ “completed and perfected Revelation and confirmed it with divine guarantees.”
 In regard to this, the CCC states that “Christian faith cannot accept ‘revelations’ that claim to surpass or correct the Revelation of which Christ is the fulfillment…”
 Referring to the same reality, Vatican II said: “[W]e now await no further new public revelation before the glorious manifestation of our Lord Jesus Christ.”

Public revelation ended with the death of the last apostle so that no new revelation can be added to the deposit of faith. Over time and with the guidance of the Holy Spirit, the Church comes to a deeper understanding of what has been revealed – something referred to as the Development of Doctrine.  Speaking of this, Vatican II says:  “This tradition which comes from the apostles develops in the Church with the help of the Holy Spirit. For there is a growth in the understanding of the realities and the words which have been handed down.”
 To protect the integrity of  the deposit of faith in the course of its transmission, our Lord inscribed in His Church an authoritative teaching office which he conferred on the Apostles. This divinely instituted authoritative teaching office, often referred to as the ‘Magisterium,’ is passed on through apostolic succession to the Pope and the bishops in communion with him.

While the depth of meaning of revealed doctrines is inexhaustible, doctrinal development however does not mean changing or contradicting doctrine already taught by the Church. Authority in deciding what represents a legitimate development of doctrine resides in the magisterium. One of the greatest writers on the nature of doctrinal development was Cardinal Newman. In speaking of the relationship between the tradition that comes from the apostles and the development of doctrine he said: “The gift of discerning, discriminating, defining, promulgating, and enforcing any portion of that tradition resides solely in the Ecclesia docens.”
 By the term Ecclesia docens, Newman means the teaching authority of the Church. In regard to this, Vatican II where says: 

“The task of authentically interpreting the word of God, whether written or handed on, has been entrusted exclusively to the living teaching office of the Church (the magisterium) whose authority is exercised in the name of Jesus Christ.”

Appendix 2
Women and the Ordained Priesthood

Given the fact that it is heavily anchored in Groome’s deas, it is not surprising that the Unit Outlines for Treasures New and Old misrepresent and distort the Church’s teaching on the reservation of the sacrament of Holy Orders to men alone. 

In positing that gender is irrelevant to the person who sacramentally represents Christ in the Mass, Groome states that “it is unfortunate and misleading when the maleness of Jesus is used to favour men and exclude women in any way” - something which he claims “the Church appears to do...when it uses what is called ‘the iconic argument’ against the ordination of women: that the one who represents Jesus in the moment of eucharist must have a ‘natural resemblance’ to him.”
 

Groome has even argued for the neutering of Christ as far as linguistics is concerned. In the interests of  what he calls greater “sensitivity to inclusive language,” he believes it “is helpful to reduce reliance on gender-based pronouns” when referring to Jesus in order “to emphasise his humanity rather than his maleness.”
 

The words, actions and elements used in the sacraments constitute what is called the ‘sign’ of the Sacrament.
 The visible sign of each sacrament signifies the gift of grace conferred by Christ in that sacrament.
 Hence, the sacraments are said to signify what they effect and to effect what they signify. 

Vatican II stated that through the anointing of the Holy Spirit in the sacrament of Holy Orders, priests “are signed with a special character and so are configured to Christ the priest in such a way that they are able to act in the person of Christ the head [in persona Christi Capitis].”
 This means that “in the ecclesial service of the ordained minister, it is Christ himself who is present to his Church as Head of his Body, Shepherd of his flock, high priest of the redemptive sacrifice, Teacher of Truth.”
 Consequently, it is through the ministerial priesthood that “the presence of Christ as head of the Church is made visible in the midst of the community.”
 

The priest offers the Sacrifice of the Mass in persona Christi. According to Pope John Paul II, this means “in specific sacramental identification with ‘the eternal High Priest’ who is the Author and principal Subject of this Sacrifice of his, a Sacrifice in which, in truth, nobody can take his place.”
 Consequently, in the Mass, it is Christ who is “the offerer and the offered, the consecrator and the consecrated.”

The efficacy of a sacrament depends on the integrity of the sign. For example, we could not use rice and lemonade in the Eucharist instead of bread and wine since it was the latter that Christ singled out as the signs of his  Body and Blood. Inter insigniores states that “the whole sacramental economy” is “based upon natural signs, on symbols imprinted upon the human psychology.”
 Quoting St. Thomas Aquinas, it adds that sacramental signs “represent what they signify by natural resemblance,” something which it says “is required for persons as for things.”
 Coupled with this, St. Thomas pointed out that since a sacrament is a sign, then “what is done in the sacrament requires not only the reality but also the sign of the reality.”
 

In the Mass, the ordained priest “takes the part of Christ, lending him his voice and gestures.”
 As such, he is a sacramental sign acting in the person of Christ “to the point of being his very image” when he pronounces the words of consecration.
 This means that in the Mass, the ordained priest serves as a sacramental sign of Christ who now offers in an unbloody manner the same sacrifice as he once offered on Calvary.
 

From all that has been said above, it follows that in the Mass there is a need for a “natural resemblance” between Christ and the person who is his sign.
 If Christ’s role in the Mass were taken by a woman, there would not be a “natural resemblance” between Christ and his sacramental sign since, as Inter insigniores says, “Christ himself was and remains a man.”
 
Some dissenting theologians argue that since Christ is now in his glorified state, then it is of no sacramental significance whether he be represented by a woman or a man at the consecration of the Mass. This question is addressed in Inter insigniores where it says: 
“Could one say that, since Christ is now in the heavenly condition, from now on it is a matter of indifference whether he be represented by a man or by a woman, since ‘at the resurrection men and women do not marry’ (Mt 22:30). But  this text does not mean that the distinction between man and woman, so far as it determines the identity proper to the person, is suppressed in the glorified state; what holds for us holds also for Christ.”

Since Christ is both head and spouse of his Church, then the model for the relationship of the ordained priest to the Church is the sacrificial and spousal relationship that Christ himself has to it. In regard to this, Pope John Paul II said: “Christ’s gift of himself to his Church, the fruit of his love, is described in terms  of that unique gift of self made by the bridegroom to the bride, as the sacred texts often suggest. Jesus is the true bridegroom who offers to the Church the wine of salvation (cf. Jn. 2:11).”
 The Holy Father adds that the Church is “the bride who proceeds like a new Eve from the open side of the redeemer on the cross,” and before whom he is ever standing in order to “nourish and cherish her” (cf. Eph. 5:29) by “giving his life for her.”
 In similar fashion, says Pope John Paul, the ordained priest “is called to be the living image of Jesus Christ, the spouse of the Church.”

As the Sacrament of our Redemption, the Eucharist embodies the spousal relationship between Christ and the Church whereby Christ continues to sacrifice himself for his spouse. It is, says Pope John Paul II, “the Sacrament of the Bridegroom and of the Bride.”
 The Eucharist “makes present and realises anew in a sacramental manner the redemptive act of Christ, who ‘creates’ the Church, his body” - an action in which “Christ is united with this ‘body’ as a bridegroom with the bride.”
  All this, says Pope John Paul II, is contained in the Letter to the Ephesians where the “perennial ‘unity of the two’ that exists between man and woman from the very ‘beginning’ is introduced into this ‘great mystery’ of Christ and the Church.”

In instituting the Eucharist, says Pope John Paul II, Christ “linked it in such an explicit way to the priestly service of the Apostles” that it is “legitimate to conclude that he thereby wished to express the relationship between man and woman, between what is ‘feminine’ and what is ‘masculine’” - a relationship “willed by God both in the mystery of creation and in the mystery of Redemption.”
 In so doing, Christ thereby guaranteed that those who were to sacramentally represent him in the Eucharistic Sacrifice would be able to do so fully in terms of his masculine identity which includes his spousal relationship to the Church - as Bridegroom to Bride and as New Adam to the New Eve. In regard to this, Pope John Paul II said: 

“If a reason is sought as to why Jesus reserved admission to the ministerial priesthood to men, it can be discovered in the fact that the priest represents Christ himself in his relationship to the Church. Now this relationship is spousal in nature: Christ is the Bridegroom (cf. Mt 9:15; Jn 3:29; 2 Cor 11:2; Eph 5:25), the Church is the bride (cf. 2 Cor 11:2; Eph 5:25-27, 31-32; Rev 19:7; 21:9). Because the relationship between Christ and the Church is validly expressed in sacramental Orders, it is necessary that Christ be represented by a man. The distinction between the sexes is very significant in this case and cannot be disregarded without undermining the sacrament. Indeed, the specific nature of the sign used is essential to the sacraments. Baptism has to be performed with water which washes; it cannot be done with oil, which anoints, even though oil is more expensive than water. Analogously, the sacrament of Orders is celebrated with men, without questioning the value of persons.

In Ordinatio Sacerdotalis, Pope John Paul II  taught that the practice of not conferring priestly ordination on women was founded on the example of Christ as recorded in the Gospels and on the universal Tradition of the Church. In light of this, the Holy Father stated that the teaching “pertains to the divine constitution of the Church itself” in consequence of which it “is to be definitively held by all the faithful” (n. 4). In response to a question about the status of this teaching, the Congregation For the Doctrine of the Faith (CDF), issued a clarification which stated that the teaching of the Church on the impossibility of conferring the sacrament of Holy Orders on women had been “set forth infallibly by the ordinary and universal Magisterium,” and hence that it represents a teaching that is “to be held always, everywhere, and by all, as belonging to the deposit of faith.”
 This statement of clarification by the CDF was approved by Pope John Paul II who ordered its publication.

Appendix 3
The Celibate Priesthood

In the early Church, both East and West, clerics were both married and unmarried. However, they all recognised a call to total sexual continence for the sake of the Kingdom of God. When a married man was ordained he was required to commit himself to perpetual continence thereafter, after having first received the approval of his wife. When married men were ordained to the diaconate in the early Church, they too had to commit themselves to perpetual continence from then on. From the very beginning, in both East and West, there is a tradition that a priest cannot marry subsequent to ordination.

In discussing the evolution of Church law in regard to celibacy, it is important to bear in mind that until the end of Diocletian’s persecution of the Church with the Edict of Milan, ca. 311, there was no possibility for the systematic development of canon law. However, the fact of her 8 or 9 persecutions over the first three centuries makes the organisation of the Church under its bishops and the popes evident enough.

 The provincial Synod of Elvira in Spain in 305 was the first to speak of priestly celibacy when it set out what it termed the “traditional” rules in regard to it. Historical records from about 385 show that the obligation to celibacy (or at least to continence if the priest or bishop was married before ordination) became enshrined in the canon law of the Church. The most important references in this regard are three pontifical decretals (Decreta and Cum in unum of Pope Siricius and Dominus inter of Siricius or Damasus) and a canon of the Council of Carthage of AD 390. 

While it is true that the obligation of continence (or of celibacy) only became part of the canon law of the Church in the fourth century, from apostolic times however it was held up as the ideal for priests and bishops. Whenever widespread laxity in regard to the discipline developed, the magisterium intervened with various sanctions against offending clerics.

Cholij, Cochini, Stickler and Heid demonstrate that from the beginning continence was never understood simply as an imposition of Church discipline, but rather as a charism bestowed on those called to the ministerial priesthood be they married or unmarried. Most importantly, they show how celibacy is connected with the priesthood of Jesus Christ. Even though celibacy was regarded as contrary to the biblical duty of procreation among first century Jews, Jesus however lived as an unmarried man. Indeed, some commentators suggest that it may have been criticism of him because of his celibate state that led him to say: “For there are eunuchs who have been so from birth, and there are eunuchs who have been made so by men, and there are eunuchs who have made themselves eunuchs for the sake of the kingdom of heaven. He who is able to receive this, let him receive it” (Mt 19:12).

Jesus made his own life-style normative for his apostles. His reference to “eunuchs” for the sake of the Kingdom of Heaven can be understood as the vocation of those who have been called to renounce marriage and family for the sake of the apostolic calling. In the early Church, the vow of celibacy or continence was taken with regard to the idea of giving one’s life as a total gift to God and his Church in imitation of Christ. In the CCC we read: “Celibacy is a sign of this new life to the service of which the Church's minister is consecrated; accepted with a joyous heart celibacy radiantly proclaims the Reign of God” (n. 1579). In thus making reference to the celibacy of ordained ministers in the Latin Church, the CCC does so by recalling two passages from the New Testament: one being Matthew 19:12 where our Lord speaks of celibacy “for the sake of the kingdom of heaven,” and the other being 1 Cor 7:32-35 where St Paul speaks of celibacy in terms of being able with undivided heart to devote oneself to the “affairs of the Lord.” 

Of particular importance in deciphering the New Testament roots of clerical celibacy is the words which St Paul addresses to Timothy and Titus where he says that candidates for the diaconate, priesthood and episcopacy must be “the husband of one wife” (1 Tim 3:2,12; Tit 1:6). So, not only were deacons, priests and bishops called to live a continent life if they were married, but holy orders was off limits for anyone married twice. 

Cardinal Stickler points out that up until the fourth century, St. Paul’s instruction regarding a bishop or priest being “the husband of one wife” was understood “in the sense of a biblical argument in favour of celibacy of apostolic inspiration: for the Pauline norm was interpreted in the sense of a guarantee assuring effective observance of continence by ministers who were already married before they were ordained.”
 

We can also interpret the passage that a bishop and priest be “the husband of one wife” as an exhortation that the ministerial priesthood model the marital relationship between Christ the bridegroom and the Church his bride. In this instance, 1 Tim 3:2 and Tit 1:6 needs to be read in conjunction with 2 Cor 11:2 and  Eph 5:22-32, where St. Paul presents a mystical view of marriage and its signification of the spousal relationship between Christ and the Church. In order to devote themselves to the Church as their “one wife” in imitation of Christ’s spousal relationship to it, priests were called to continence if they were already married, and marriage was prohibited for them if they  were ordained but not married. 

On the basis of all of the above, we can say that the obligation of clerical celibacy in the Latin Church goes back to the apostles in an unbroken line. It is not an invention of the Church in 6th century or the Middle Ages. Indeed, it was Jesus Christ himself who first required his apostles to leave wife and family in order to become “eunuchs” for the sake of the Kingdom of Heaven. Linking celibacy to the holiness of the Church, Vatican II said: 
“The Church’s holiness is fostered in a special way by the manifold counsels which the Lord proposes to his disciples in the Gospel for them to observe. Towering among these counsels is that precious gift of divine grace given to some by the Father (cf. Mt 19:11; 1 Cor. 7:7) to devote themselves to God alone more easily with an undivided heart (cf. 1 Cor 7: 32-34) in virginity and celibacy. This perfect continence for love of the kingdom of heaven has always been held in high esteem by the Church as a sign and stimulus of love, and as a singular source of spiritual fertility in the world”.
 
While Vatican II acknowledged that celibacy “is not demanded of the priesthood by its nature,”
 it did however reaffirm the practice in the Latin Church of linking it to the ordained priesthood. It said: 
“Celibacy, which at first was recommended to priests, was afterwards in the Latin Church imposed by law on all who were to be promoted to Holy Orders. This sacred Council approves and confirms this legislation so far as it concerns those destined for the priesthood, and feels confident in the Spirit that the gift of celibacy, so appropriate to the priesthood of the New Testament, is liberally granted by the Father, provided those who share Christ’s priesthood through the sacrament of order, and indeed the whole Church, ask for that gift humbly and earnestly”.

Appendix 4
Hellwig’s Christology and Eucharistic Theology
In Understanding Catholicism, Hellwig presents a diminished form of the Nicene Creed. Below I present its authoritative version alongside Hellwig’s version of it:
Nicene Creed 

We believe in one Lord, Jesus Christ, 
the only Son of God, 
eternally begotten of the Father, 
God from God, Light from Light, 
true God from true God, 
begotten, not made, 
one in Being with the Father. 
Through him all things were made. 
For us men and for our salvation, 
he came down from heaven: 

by the power of the Holy Spirit 
he was born of the Virgin Mary, 
and became man. For our sake he was crucified 
under Pontius Pilate; he suffered died and was buried. 

On the third day he rose again. 
Hellwig’s Version

We believe “in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, 

only begotten, born from the Father, that is, from the substance of the Father, 

God from God, light from light,

true God from true God,

begotten not made, of one nature with the Father,

through whom were made all things in heaven and earth, 

who for us and for our salvation came down,

was incarnate and made man and suffered, and rose again on the third day.”

In Hellwig’s version, the reference to the Word as “eternally”  begotten from the Father has disappeared, as has the reference to Jesus being “born of the Virgin Mary.” In regard to the Council of Nicea’s concern to defend the Church’s faith in the divinity of Christ against Arius  who denied it, Hellwig asserts that Arius and his followers merely “seemed to be denying the divinity of Christ.” She states that “from the point of view of the modern believer,” the arguments regarding the pre-existence of the Word who became incarnate in Christ “are tedious and not particularly helpful to Christian discipleship” (p. 78). She posits further that “quite probably Arius was misunderstood” (ibid.). In thus  lamenting the fate that befell Arius, Hellwig adds: “Much of our contemporary conflict and tension, in which learned and holy theologians are being accused of heresy, moves in similar patterns over familiar ground” (ibid.). 

In referring to the Person of Jesus, Hellwig in Understanding Catholicism says:

“For Christians, the fundamental sacrament or embodiment of God’s presence and merciful power in the world is the person of Jesus…Jesus Christ is seen as the fundamental sacrament of God’s presence in the world…” (pp. 138-39).  
Given her reductionist account of the historical and doctrinal realities surrounding the Council of Nicea, it is not surprising that in Understanding Catholicism, Hellwig treats the central affirmation of the Council of Chalcedon in the same fashion. She says: 
“What is truly important in the formula of Chalcedon, however, is its insistence on the full, complete, tangible, sensitive, intelligent, responsible humanity of Jesus…It is this man who draws us to imitate him and become one with his project in human history. It is because he is one of us that he can bring us that he can bring us into full communion with him” (p. 81). 
According to Pope John Paul II, the infallible teaching of the Council of Chalcedon is that in Christ there are two natures, human and divine, which are united without mixture “in the one personal subject which is the divine Person of God the Word.”
 Hence, in the CCC we read that “Christ’s humanity has no other subject than the divine person of the Son of God.”

The CCC says that after the Council of Chalcedon, “some made of Christ’s human nature a kind of personal subject” against which the fifth ecumenical council at Constantinople in 553 confessed that “there is one hypostasis [or person], which is our Lord Jesus Christ, one of the Trinity.”
 Consequently, the CCC teaches that “everything in Christ’s human nature is to be attributed to his divine person as its proper subject, not only his miracles but also his sufferings and even his death: ‘He who was crucified in the flesh, our Lord Jesus Christ, is true God, Lord of glory, and one of the Holy Trinity’.”

Pope John Paul II laments a tendency in some modern christologies to speak “of the existence of a ‘human person’ in Jesus Christ.”
 In listing the factors conducive to this error, the Holy Father mentions a failure to understand “the Incarnation as the assuming of human nature by a transcendent and pre-existing divine ‘I” as well as a “negation of the distinction between nature and person.”
 

Hellwig’s reductionist assault on Catholic doctrine in her Understanding Catholicism extends to the Eucharist as well. In reference to the words of Jesus at the Last Supper where in he says to the Apostles - “Take and eat, for this is my body”  Hellwig  says:
“It has generally been assumed that this was intended to mean, ‘This bread is my body,” and that the task of interpretation was concerned with what this meant by equating the two. Scholars have, however, suggested that it more probably was intended to mean that this action of blessing, breaking, sharing and eating in such an assembly in his name and memory was to be seen as the embodiment of the presence and Spirit and power of Jesus in the community” (p. 141).
Pope Paul VI’s  Credo of the People of God states that the “mysterious presence” of Jesus, which the consecration of the Holy Mass brings about, “is a real and substantial presence” so that Christ is present in the sacrament of the Eucharist “by the change into His body of the reality itself of the bread and the change into His blood of the reality itself of the wine.” This mysterious change, says the Credo, “is very appropriately called by the Church transubstantiation.” Having thus reiterated Catholic belief about the nature of Christ’s presence in the consecrated species and how it it is brought about, the Credo of the People of God added: 
“Every theological explanation which seeks some understanding of this mystery must, in order to be in accord with Catholic faith, maintain that in the reality itself, independently of our mind, the bread and wine have ceased to exist after the Consecration, so that it is the adorable body and blood of the Lord Jesus that from then on are really before us under the sacramental species of bread and wine, as the Lord willed it…”
Hellwig clearly fails to see any problem with the opinion of her “scholars” regarding the meaning of our Lord’s words when at the Last Supper he invited the apostles to eat his body. The ambiguity inherent in the terminology of these “scholars,” leads easily to the conclusion that they are referring to the Protestant understanding of how our Lord is present in the Eucharistic gathering, something that does  not allow for his real and substantial presence in the sacred species. Rather, it merely refers to some insubstantial, subjective or metaphorical presence.

In regard to the teaching of the Fourth Lateran Council (1215) which used the word Transubstantiation to describe what happens to the bread and wine at the consecration of the Mass, Hellwig asserts that “it intended to express the conviction that in the Eucharistic celebration the bread and wine that are shared and consumed become for the community the reality of the presence of Jesus and of communion with him” (p. 145). Again, this terminology lends itself more to a Protestant understanding of the nature of Christ’s presence in the Eucharist than to a Catholic one. Continuing to speak of Transubstantiation in the same equivocal way, Hellwig adds:
“Twentieth-century theologians suggested terms that might be more readily available to modern believers. One of these was transfinalization, or the change in the purpose that constitutes the reality of the bread and wine. Another was transignification, or the change in the meaning that constitutes the reality of these things. Pope Paul VI in an encyclical letter Mysterium Fidei did not object to these terms. However, he also insisted on the continuing use of the older term because so much Catholic piety is entwined with it” (p. 145).
In Mysterium Fidei, Pope Paul VI made only one direct reference to the terms transfinalization and transignification. Under a section of the encyclical headed False and Disturbing Opinions, he cautioned against the use of transfinalization and transignification as substitute terms for transubstantiation. It is wrong, he said, to discuss the mystery of the conversion of the whole substance of the bread and wine into the whole substance of the Body and Blood of Christ "as if they involve nothing more than 'transignification,' or 'transfinalization' as they call it" (n. 11). He added:  
“As a result of transubstantiation, the species of bread and wine undoubtedly take on a new signification and a new finality, for they are no longer ordinary bread and wine but instead a sign of something sacred and a sign of spiritual food; but they take on this new signification, this new finality, precisely because they contain a new "reality" which we can rightly call ontological. For what now lies beneath the aforementioned species is not what was there before, but something completely different; and not just in the estimation of Church belief but in reality, since once the substance or nature of the bread and wine has been changed into the body and blood of Christ, nothing remains of the bread and the wine except for the species—beneath which Christ is present whole and entire in His physical "reality," corporeally present, although not in the manner in which bodies are in a place” (n. 46).
In discussing the various ways in which Christ is present in the Holy Mass, Hellwig asserts that Vatican II in its Constitution on the Sacred Liturgy “focuses rather on the presence of Jesus to the congregation in the Eucharist than on what happens to the bread and wine” (p. 145). She adds: 

“It [Mass] points to the presence of Jesus in the word of Scripture that is read, in the faith of the community that is gathered to participate in the action and things used, which are the outreach of Jesus himself who initiated this celebration and reaches across the centuries and across space and culture change in this action to touch his followers in the most intimate communion” (pp. 145-46)

In speaking of the various ways Jesus is present in the Eucharistic Sacrifice, Vatican II in fact stated that while he is present in the Word of God when it is proclaimed, in the community gathered and in the person of the priest, he is however present “especially under the eucharistic species.”
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