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			[INTRODUCTION TO THE 2002 EDITION]

			
				The continued demand for this book has moved the publishers to bring out a new edition at this time. The models proposed in the original text, in my judgment, still provide a valid instrument for analyzing the works on the theology of the Church produced in the years since the original edition of 1974. This can be illustrated by reference to Pope John Paul II, whose writings have normative value for Catholics of our day. I am accordingly adding as an appendix an article on “The Ecclesiology of John Paul II,” which previously appeared in The Gift of the Church: A Textbook on Ecclesiology in Honor of Patrick Granfield, O.S.B., ed. Peter C. Phan (Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 2000), 93–110. Except for this Appendix, this edition is identical with that of 1987.

			September 2001

			Avery Cardinal Dulles, S.J.

		

	
		
			[INTRODUCTION]

			The discipline of comparative ecclesiology has for some years been practiced in ecumenical circles. The term usually signifies a systematic reflection on the points of similarity and difference in the ecclesiologies of different denominations. Attempting to account for the fundamental cleavages, ecumenical theologians have pointed to certain polarities, such as protestant vs. catholic, prophetic vs. priestly, vertical vs. horizontal, and institution vs. event. These categories, while illuminating up to a certain point, are in the end too dichotomous. To come flatly down on either side of these alternatives would be to content oneself with a half truth. The categories are too crude to express even the leading insights of any sophisticated ecclesiology.

			This book attempts another variety of comparative ecclesiology. From the writings of a number of modern ecclesiologists, both Protestant and Catholic, I have sifted out five major approaches, types, or, as I prefer to call them, models. Each of these models is considered and evaluated in itself, and as a result of this critical assessment I draw the conclusion that a balanced theology of the Church must find a way of incorporating the major affirmations of each basic ecclesiological type. Each of the models calls attention to certain aspects of the Church that are less clearly brought out by the other models.

			In selecting the term “models” rather than “aspects” or “dimensions,” I wish to indicate my conviction that the Church, like other theological realities, is a mystery. Mysteries are realities of which we cannot speak directly. If we wish to talk about them at all we must draw on analogies afforded by our experience of the world. These analogies provide models. By attending to the analogies and utilizing them as models, we can indirectly grow in our understanding of the Church.

			The peculiarity of models, as contrasted with aspects, is that we cannot integrate them into a single synthetic vision on the level of articulate, categorical thought. In order to do justice to the various aspects of the Church, as a complex reality, we must work simultaneously with different models. By a kind of mental juggling act, we have to keep several models in the air at once.

			This book is written from a Roman Catholic point of view. In the popular mind, the Catholic Church is identified with what I describe as the institutional model of the Church. Catholics, therefore, are commonly thought to be committed to the thesis that the Church is most aptly conceived as a single, unified “perfect society.” For reasons explained in this book, I hold that Catholics today should not wish to defend a primarily institutional view of the Church. Reacting somewhat against earlier concepts of Catholicism, I take a deliberately critical stance toward those ecclesiologies that are primarily or exclusively institutional. But throughout this book I insist that the institutional view is valid within limits. The Church of Christ does not exist in this world without an organization or structure that analogously resembles the organization of other human societies. Thus I include the institutional as one of the necessary elements of a balanced ecclesiology.

			The most distinctive feature of Catholicism, in my opinion, is not its insistence on the institutional but rather its wholeness or balance (and here one might indulge in some playing on the etymology of the word “catholic” as the Greek equivalent for “universal”). I am of the opinion that the Catholic Church, in the name of its “catholicity,” must at all costs avoid falling into a sectarian mentality. Being “catholic,” this Church must be open to all God’s truth, no matter who utters it. As St. Paul teaches, it must accept whatever things are true, honorable, just, pure, lovely, gracious, and excellent (cf. Phil. 4:8). Thus I find no conflict between being Catholic and being ecumenical. I hope I have succeeded in being both.

			The basic idea of a typological approach to theological problems came to me some years ago when pondering the problem of faith and reason with the help of H. R. Niebuhr’s classic, Christ and Culture. I found Niebuhr’s five typical visions of the relationship between Christ and human culture exceptionally stimulating and helpful. Later, when preparing a paper on ecumenism, I was struck by the realization that the various points of view on the relationship between the Church and the churches are determined, to a great extent, by the models of the Church that one is presupposing. Ever since that idea arose in my mind I have had the desire to write a book expounding and comparing the prevalent models of the Church.

			The number of models may be varied almost at will. In some presentations I have invoked as many as seven or eight. For simplicity’s sake, I find it better to work with as few as possible, and for that reason I have here reduced the basic models to five. Each of these, however, could be broken down into several subtypes; and not every statement I make about the major types applies equally well to all the subtypes. This limitation in typological analysis has long been recognized as inevitable by sociologists, psychologists, and others.

			It should be scarcely necessary to point out that no good ecclesiologist is exclusively committed to a single model of the Church. In drawing on various authors to illustrate one or another of my ecclesiological types, I am seeking examples of certain avenues of approach to the mystery of the Church; I am in no way seeking to pass judgment on the total achievement of the theologians I discuss. While picking out what is dominant in a given author’s work at a certain stage of his career, or in a certain discussion, I am consciously leaving out things the same author may have said at another time and in another context. Thus, when I use Karl Barth to exemplify the kerygmatic approach to ecclesiology, I am quite aware that some of his later work could be used also to illustrate certain other approaches.

			The method of models is applicable to the whole of theology, and not simply to ecclesiology. To a great extent, the five basic types discussed in these pages reflect distinctive mindsets that become manifest in a given theologian’s way of handling all the problems to which he addresses himself, including the doctrine of God, Christ, grace, sacraments, and the like. At various points in this work, especially in the chapter “The Church and Revelation,” I touch briefly on the connection between the types used in ecclesiology and in the other treatises. I content myself with a few brief indications because my own categories in this work are deliberately selected with a view to ecclesiology. It is by no means clear that the appropriate categories for another treatise, such as Christology, would be the same. Other authors more thematically concerned with Christology—such as John McIntyre and James M. Gustafson—have come up with their own categories, which do not precisely correspond to mine or to each other’s. It may well be that different models have to be forged to handle the material treated in different theological disciplines. To try to construct a basic typology valid for theology as a whole, and not simply for a particular branch, would be a much vaster enterprise than I have wished to undertake in this book.

			The method of models or types, I believe, can have great value in helping people to get beyond the limitations of their own particular outlook, and to enter into fruitful conversation with others having a fundamentally different mentality. Such conversation is obviously essential if ecumenism is to get beyond its present impasses. Also, as Catholics have discovered since Vatican II, the problem of internal dialogue within a single denomination is almost equally acute. The Anglicans, with their principle of comprehensiveness, have come closer than most Roman Catholics to seeing the legitimacy of keeping irreducibly distinct theologies alive within the same ecclesiastical communion. To a certain extent, however, theological pluralism has always existed in the Catholic Church, as appears from the endemic tensions between the theological schools. The conflicts between Franciscans and Thomists, Augustinians and Jesuits are a matter of historical record. Since Vatican II, theological pluralism has been increasingly seen by Catholics as a desideratum. The method of typology pursued in this book should help to foster the kind of pluralism that heals and unifies, rather than a pluralism that divides and destroys.

			Before concluding, I should like to express my sincere thanks to two friendly and exacting critics who have read this work in manuscript and given me some very helpful comments. They are the Reverend Francis A. Sullivan, S.J., of the Pontifical Gregorian University in Rome, and Dr. John S. Nelson of the Graduate Institute of Religious Education of Fordham University, New York City.

			In several chapters I have used material that has appeared, in somewhat different form, elsewhere. Chapter IX, “The Church and the Churches,” follows the main lines of my article, “The Church, the Churches, and the Catholic Church,” which appeared in Theological Studies 33 (1972) 199–234. Chapter VII, “The Church and Eschatology,” reproduces some of the ideas and expressions that are presented with fuller explanations and documentation in my article, “The Church as Eschatological Community” in Joseph Papin (ed.), The Eschaton: A Community of Love (Villanova, Pa.: Villanova University Press, 1973). I am grateful to the editors of both these publications for giving me permission to repeat some of the same material here.

			In the present, enlarged edition I am adding a new chapter, XIII, to bring the book into alignment with my current thinking, some thirteen years after the first twelve chapters were written. This chapter is an adaptation of the article “Community of Disciples as a Model of Church,” published in Philosophy & Theology, Vol. 1, no. 2, November 1986. The editor of that journal has kindly granted permission for the article to be reprinted here.

			September 1, 1986

			Avery Dulles, S.J.

		

	
		
			I

			The Use of Models in Ecclesiology

			In May 1972 the New York Times carried a typical exchange of views about what is happening in the Catholic Church in the United States. It reported the assessment of an Italian theologian, Battista Mondin, to the effect that the Church in America is falling apart. Two days later the Times published a letter to the editor in which the writer conceded, “[Mondin] is right that the traditional Church is near collapse,” but then added: “The disasters he mentions are only such to those churchmen who are so stuck in conservatism and authority that they cannot see the Gospel of Christ for the Code of Canon Law…My feeling, as a member of an adapting religious community, is that these are the best days of the church.”

			Disputes of this type are going on everywhere these days. Christians cannot agree about the measure of progress or decline because they have radically different visions of the Church. They are not agreed about what the Church really is.

			When we ask what something is we are normally seeking a definition. The classical way to define a thing is to put it into a category of familiar objects and then to list the distinguishing characteristics that differentiate it from other members of the same category. Thus we say that a snail is a slow-moving gastropod mollusk, or that a chair is a piece of furniture designed for people to sit on. In definitions such as these we are dealing with external realities that we can see and touch, and we are able to pin them down fairly well in terms of familiar categories.

			It used to be thought, at least by many, that the Church and other realities of faith could be defined by a similar process. Thus the Church, according to Robert Bellarmine, is a specific type of human community (coetus hominum). “The one and true Church,” he wrote in a celebrated passage, “is the community of men brought together by the profession of the same Christian faith and conjoined in the communion of the same sacraments, under the government of the legitimate pastors and especially the one vicar of Christ on earth, the Roman pontiff.”[1] This definition, as contemporary commentators have noted,[2] comprises three elements: profession of the true faith, communion in the sacraments, and submission to the legitimate pastors. By applying these criteria, Bellarmine is able to exclude all persons who in his opinion do not belong to the true Church. The first criterion rules out pagans, Moslems, Jews, heretics, and apostates; the second rules out catechumens and excommunicated persons; the third rules out schismatics. Thus only Roman Catholics remain.

			It is significant that Bellarmine’s definition is entirely in terms of visible elements. He even goes so far as to maintain that, whereas profession of the true faith is essential, actual belief, being an internal and unverifiable factor, is not. A man who professes to believe but does not believe in his heart would be on this definition a member of the Church, whereas a man who believed without professing to believe would not be. Bellarmine’s concern against the Reformers (especially Calvin) is to show that the true Church is a fully visible society—as visible, he says, as the Kingdom of France or the Republic of Venice. No doubt this concern reflects something of the spirit of the seventeenth century. The baroque mentality wanted the supernatural to be as manifest as possible, and the theology of the period tried to reduce everything to clear and distinct ideas.

			This clarity, however, was bought at a price. It tended to lower the Church to the same plane as other human communities (since it was put in the same general category as they) and to neglect the most important thing about the Church: the presence in it of the God who calls the members to himself, sustains them by his grace, and works through them as they carry out the mission of the Church. There is something of a consensus today that the innermost reality of the Church—the most important constituent of its being—is the divine self-gift. The Church is a union or communion of men with one another through the grace of Christ. Although this communion manifests itself in sacramental and juridical structures, at the heart of the Church one finds mystery.

			The term “mystery” has been used in many ways in the biblical and nonbiblical religions.[3] For present purposes, the usage of the Pauline epistles (1 Cor., Eph., and Col.) would be of central importance. The mystery par excellence is not so much God in his essential nature, or the counsels of the divine mind, but rather God’s plan of salvation as it comes to concrete realization in the person of Christ Jesus. In Christ are “unsearchable riches” (Eph. 3:8); in him dwells the whole fullness of God (Col. 3:9); and this fullness is disclosed to those whose hearts are open to the Spirit which is from God (1 Cor. 2:12).

			Vatican Council II, after rejecting an initial schema on the Church in which the first chapter was entitled “The Nature of the Church Militant,” adopted as the title of its first chapter, “The Mystery of the Church,” and this change of titles is symptomatic of the whole ecclesiology of the Council.

			The term mystery, applied to the Church, signifies many things. It implies that the Church is not fully intelligible to the finite mind of man, and that the reason for this lack of intelligibility is not the poverty but the richness of the Church itself. Like other supernatural mysteries, the Church is known by a kind of connaturality (as Thomas Aquinas and the classical theologians called it).[4] We cannot fully objectify the Church because we are involved in it; we know it through a kind of intersubjectivity. Furthermore, the Church pertains to the mystery of Christ; Christ is carrying out in the Church his plan of redemption. He is dynamically at work in the Church through his Spirit.

			When the New Testament tells us that marriage is “a great mystery in reference to Christ in the Church” (Eph. 5:32), it is implied that the union of the human with the divine, begun in Christ, goes on in the Church; otherwise marriage would not be a figure of the Church. In a word, the mystery is “Christ in you, your hope of glory” (Col. 1:2).

			This general conception of mystery as applied to the Church was set forth by Paul VI in his opening address at the second session of the Council. He declared: “The Church is a mystery. It is a reality imbued with the hidden presence of God. It lies, therefore, within the very nature of the Church to be always open to new and ever greater exploration.”[5]

			The mysterious character of the Church has important implications for methodology. It rules out the possibility of proceeding from clear and univocal concepts, or from definitions in the usual sense of the word. The concepts abstracted from the realities we observe in the objective world about us are not applicable, at least directly, to the mystery of man’s communion with God. Some would therefore conclude that ecclesiology must be apophatic; that we can have only a theologia negativa of the Church, affirming not what it is but only what it is not. In a certain sense this may be conceded. In some respects we shall in the end have to accept a reverent silence about the Church, or for that matter about any theological reality. But we should not fall into the negative phase prematurely, until we have exhausted the possibilities of the positive.

			Among the positive tools that have been used to illuminate the mysteries of faith we must consider, in the first place, images. This consideration will lead us into some discussion of cognate realities, such as symbols, models, and paradigms—tools that have a long theological history, and are returning to their former prominence in the theology of our day.[6]

			Referring to the debate on the schema De Ecclesia at the first session of Vatican II, Gustave Weigel, a council peritus, observed, in the last article published before his death:

			
				
					The most significant result of the debate was the profound realization that the Church has been described, in its two thousand years, not so much by verbal definitions as in the light of images. Most of the images are, of course, strictly biblical. The theological value of the images has been stoutly affirmed by the Council. The notion that you must begin with an Aristotelian definition was simply bypassed. In its place, a biblical analysis of the significance of the images was proposed.[7]

			

			As Paul VI noted in the address already quoted, the Church has continually sought to further its self-understanding by meditation on the “revealing images” of Scripture: “the building raised up by Christ, the house of God, the temple and tabernacle of God, his people, his flock, his vine, his field, his city, the pillar of truth, and finally, the Bride of Christ, his Mystical Body.”[8] These are approximately the same images used in the Vatican II Constitution on the Church, Lumen gentium, in its first chapter.

			The Bible, when it seeks to illuminate the nature of the Church, speaks almost entirely through images, most of them, including many of those just mentioned, evidently metaphorical. Paul Minear, in this book, Images of the Church in the New Testament,[9] lists some ninety-six such images. Even if we rule out a few of these as not being really figures of the Church, we shall agree that the New Testament is extremely luxuriant in its ecclesiological imagery.

			Ecclesiology down through the centuries has continued to meditate upon the biblical images. Following in the footsteps of Church Fathers such as Origen, the Venerable Bede (eighth century) finds the Church in Eve and Mary, in Abraham and Sarah, in Tamar, Rahab, Mary Magdalene, in the woman with the flux of blood, in the valiant woman of Proverbs, in Zacchaeus, the Canaanite woman, the ark of Noah, the Temple, the vine, Paradise, the moon, etc.[10] Thus there is nothing new in the fact that images play a prominent role in contemporary ecclesiology.

			In these images it is difficult to draw the line between proper and metaphorical usage. For the most part, we are dealing with metaphors, but we must reckon with the fact that human language itself becomes bent by theological usage so that figures that were originally metaphorical can be properly though still analogously predicated. For example, terms such as “People of God” and “Body of Christ” are often considered, in their ecclesiastical application, something more than mere metaphors.

			The psychology of images is exceedingly subtle and complex. In the religious sphere, images function as symbols.[11] That is to say, they speak to man existentially and find an echo in the inarticulate depths of his psyche. Such images communicate through their evocative power. They convey a latent meaning that is apprehended in a nonconceptual, even a subliminal, way. Symbols transform the horizons of man’s life, integrate his perception of reality, alter his scale of values, reorient his loyalties, attachments, and aspirations in a manner far exceeding the powers of abstract conceptual thought. Religious images, as used in the Bible and Christian preaching, focus our experience in a new way. They have an aesthetic appeal, and are apprehended not simply by the mind but by the imagination, the heart, or, more properly, the whole man.

			Any large and continuing society that depends on the loyalty and commitment of its members requires symbolism to hold it together.[12] In secular life, we are familiar with the bald eagle, the black panther, the fleur-de-lis. These images respectively arouse courage, militancy, and purity. The biblical images of the Church as the flock of Christ, the Bride, the Temple, or whatever, operate in a similar manner. They suggest attitudes and courses of action; they intensify confidence and devotion. To some extent they are self-fulfilling; they make the Church become what they suggest the Church is.

			Religious imagery is both functional and cognitive. In order to win acceptance, the images must resonate with the experience of the faithful. If they do so resonate, this is proof that there is some isomorphism between what the image depicts and the spiritual reality with which the faithful are in existential contact. Religious experience, then, provides a vital key for the evaluation and interpretation of symbols.

			With regard to the Church Paul Minear has rightly said:

			
				
					Its self-understanding, its inner cohesion, its esprit de corps, derive from a dominant image of itself, even though that image remains inarticulately imbedded in subconscious strata. If an unauthentic image dominates its consciousness, there will first be subtle signs of malaise, followed by more overt tokens of communal deterioration. If an authentic image is recognized at the verbal level but denied in practice, there will also follow sure disintegration of the ligaments of corporate life.[13]

			

			To be fully effective, images must be deeply rooted in the corporate experience of the faithful. In times of rapid cultural change, such as our own, a crisis of images is to be expected. Many traditional images lose their former hold on people, while the new images have not yet had time to gain their full power. The contemporary crisis of faith is, I believe, in very large part a crisis of images. City dwellers in a twentieth-century democracy feel ill at ease with many of the biblical images, since these are drawn from the life of a pastoral and patriarchal people of the ancient Near East. Many of us know very little from direct experience about lambs, wolves, sheep, vines, and grapes, or even about kings and patriarchs as they were in biblical times. There is need therefore to supplement these images with others that speak more directly to our contemporaries. The manufacturing of supplementary images goes on wherever the faith is vital. Today we experience some difficulty, however, since our experience of the world has become, in so many respects, secular and utilitarian. Our day-to-day life provides very few objects having numinous overtones that would make them obvious sources of new religious imagery—though there are some brilliant suggestions for new imagery in the writings of theologians such as Paul Tillich, Teilhard de Chardin, and Dietrich Bonhoeffer.

			For an image to catch on in a religious community conditions have to be ripe psychologically. As Tillich used to say, images are not created or destroyed by deliberate human effort. They are born or they die. They acquire or lose power by a mysterious process that seems beyond man’s control and even beyond his comprehension.

			Images are immensely important for the life of the Church—for its preaching, its liturgy, and its general esprit de corps. We live by myth and symbol—by connotations as much as by denotations. In religious education a constant effort must be made to find images that faithfully communicate the Christian experience of God. Theology itself depends heavily on images. For theology, however, the unanalyzed image is of very limited value. The theologian is not primarily concerned, as the preacher is, with the question whether a given image is readily available and meaningful to the ordinary Christian in the pews. By using historical scholarship and empathetic imagination, the theologian can work with images that have lost their power and relevance for the majority of men today.

			When the theologian uses images he does so for the purpose of gaining a better understanding of the mysteries of faith or, in the matter that interests us here, of the Church. He knows that images are useful up to a point, and that beyond that point they can become deceptive. Thus he employs images in a reflective, discriminative way. When he hears the Church called the flock of Christ, he is aware that certain things follow and others do not. It may follow, for instance, that the sheep (i.e., the faithful) hear the voice of their master (Christ), but it does not follow that the members of the Church grow wool. As a theoretician the theologian has to ask himself what are the critical principles leading to an accurate discrimination between the valid and invalid application of images.

			When an image is employed reflectively and critically to deepen one’s theoretical understanding of a reality it becomes what is today called a “model.” Some models are also images—that is, those that can be readily imagined. Other models are of a more abstract nature, and are not precisely images. In the former class one might put temple, vine, and flock; in the latter, institution, society, community.

			The term “model” has for some time been in use in the physical and social sciences. I. T. Ramsey, among others, has shown its fruitfulness for theology. When a physicist is investigating something that lies beyond his direct experience, he ordinarily uses as a crutch some more familiar object sufficiently similar to provide him with reference points. Billiard balls, for example, may serve as models for probing the phenomena of light. Some models, such as those used in architecture, are scale reproductions of the reality under consideration, but others, more schematic in nature, are not intended to be replicas. They are realities having a sufficient functional correspondence with the object under study so that they provide conceptual tools and vocabulary; they hold together facts that would otherwise seem unrelated, and they suggest consequences that may subsequently be verified by experiment. As I. T. Ramsey has said, “In any scientific understanding a model is better the more prolific it is in generating deductions which are then open to experimental verification and falsification.”[14]

			As Ramsey’s analysis shows, the term “model,” as employed in modern physics, is practically synonymous with analogy, if this latter term is shorn of some of the metaphysical implications it has in neo-Scholastic theology.

			Having seen a little of the use of models in the physical sciences, let us reflect on the transfer of the method of models to theology. Ewert Cousins has written lucidly of the similarities and differences between the two fields:

			
				Theology is concerned with the ultimate level of religious mystery, which is even less accessible than the mystery of the physical universe. Hence our religious language and symbols should be looked upon as models because, even more than the concepts of science, they only approximate the object they are reflecting….

				To use the concept of model in theology, then, breaks the illusion that we are actually encompassing the infinite within our finite structures of language. It prevents concepts and symbols from becoming idols and opens theology to variety and development just as the model method has done for science. Yet there is a danger that it will not go far enough, for it may not take sufficiently into account the level of religious experience. The theologian may copy the sciences too closely. He may take the scientific method as a normative model…. In so doing the theologian may not take into account the subjective element at the core of religion. The religious experience has a depth that has no correlate in our experience of the physical universe. The religious experience touches the innermost part of the person….[15]

			

			Taking these remarks into consideration, one may perhaps divide the uses of models in theology into two types, the one explanatory, the other exploratory.

			On the explanatory level, models serve to synthesize what we already know or at least are inclined to believe. A model is accepted if it accounts for a large number of biblical and traditional data and accords with what history and experience tell us about the Christian life. The gospel parables of growth, such as those of the wheat and the tares, the mustard seed, and the leaven, have been valued because they give intelligibility to phenomena encountered in the Christian community since its origins, for example, its capacity for rapid expansion, the opposition it encounters from within and without, the presence of evil even in the midst of the community of grace, and so forth. These images suggest how it is possible for the Church to change its shape and size without losing its individuality. They point to a mysterious life principle within the Church and thus harmonize with the biblical and traditional doctrine of the indwelling of the Holy Spirit. These botanical models, however, have obvious limits, since they evidently fail to account for the distinctively interpersonal and historical phenomena characteristic of the Church as a human community that perdures through the generations. Thus societal models, such as that of God’s People on pilgrimage, are used to supplement the organic metaphors.

			The more applications a given model has, the more it suggests a real isomorphism between the Church and the reality being used as the analogue. The analogy will never be perfect because the Church, as a mystery of grace, has properties not paralleled by anything knowable outside of faith.

			By the exploratory, or heuristic, use of models, I mean their capacity to lead to new theological insights. This role is harder to identify, because theology is not an experimental science in the same way that physics, for example, is. Theology has an abiding objective norm in the past—that is, in the revelation that was given once and for all in Jesus Christ. There can be no “other gospel” (cf. Gal. 1:8). In some fashion every discovery is ultimately validated in terms of what was already given in Scripture and tradition. But even the past would not be revelation to us unless God were still alive and giving himself to mankind in Jesus Christ. Thus the present experience of grace enters intrinsically into the method of theology. Thanks to the ongoing experience of the Christian community, theology can discover aspects of the gospel of which Christians were not previously conscious.

			For example, we shall be considering in a later chapter the Servant model of the Church. This is a relatively new model, based on the biblical image of Israel, and later of Christ, as Servant of God. The recent application of this model to the Church has made us conscious in our time, as our forbears were not conscious, of the Church’s responsibility to assist the welfare of man on earth and hence to contribute to social and cultural life.

			With respect to the heuristic function of images, there is a particular problem of verification in theology. Because the Church is mystery, there can be no question of deductive or crudely empirical tests. Deduction is ruled out because we have no clear abstract concepts of the Church that could furnish terms for a syllogism. Empirical tests are inadequate because visible results and statistics will never by themselves tell us whether a given decision was right or wrong.

			In my own view, theological verification depends upon a kind of corporate discernment of spirits. John Powell, S.J., shows that this type of spiritual perception is closely connected with the “connaturality” to which we have already referred. Thanks to the interior presence of the Holy Spirit, the whole Church and its members have a new life in Christ.

			
				
					As this life of Christ is deepened in us by the Holy Spirit, there is created in the Christian a “sense of Christ,” a taste and instinctual judgment for the things of God, a deeper perception of God’s truth, an increased understanding of God’s dispositions and love toward us. This is what Christians must strive to attain individually and corporately; theologians call it Christian connaturality. It is like a natural instinct or intuition, but it is not natural, since it results from the supernatural realities of the Divine Indwelling and the impulses of grace. No account of dialectical or analytical facility, which is purely human, can provide this connatural instinct. It is increased only by the continual nourishment of the life of God that vivifies the Christian.[16]

			

			Thanks to this grace-given dynamism toward the things of God, the faithful, insofar as they are docile to the Spirit, tend to accept whatever in their religious experience leads to an intensification of faith, hope, and charity, or to an increase of what Paul in the fifth chapter of Galatians calls the fruits of the Holy Spirit—love, joy, peace, patience, kindness, and the like (cf. Gal. 5:22–25). Where the result is inner turbulence, anger, discord, disgust, distraction, and the like, the Church can judge that the Spirit of Christ is not at work. We assess models and theories, therefore, by living out the consequences to which they point.

			Paul VI points this out in his first encyclical, Ecclesiam suam: “The mystery of the Church is not a mere object of theological knowledge; it is something to be lived, something that the faithful soul can have a kind of connatural experience of, even before arriving at a clear notion of it.”[17] In our present context one might say: Because the mystery of the Church is at work in the hearts of committed Christians, as something in which they vitally participate, they can assess the adequacy and limits of various models by consulting their own experience. A recognition of the inner and supernatural dimension of theological epistemology is one of the major breakthroughs of our time. In this type of knowledge, theory and practice are inseparably united. The Church exists only as a dynamic reality achieving itself in history, and only through some kind of sharing in the Church’s life can one understand at all sufficiently what the Church is. A person lacking this inner familiarity given by faith could not be a competent judge of the value of the models.

			An example might clarify the method of discernment I have in mind. In the Middle Ages, the notion of vicarious satisfaction took on great importance in the theology of penance. With the increased acceptance of juridical models of the Church in that period, there resulted an elaborate theology of indulgences. The theory was applied to practice, giving rise to a vigorous spiritual traffic. Financially the theory succeeded: The empty coffers of the Holy See were replenished. But was this success a confirmation of the theory? Only the evangelically sensitive Christian could judge whether the effects on the spiritual lives of Christians were those intended by Christ for his Church. Martin Luther carried many of the faithful with him in his protest, which was, at least in part, based on deep evangelical concerns. Since the sixteenth century the Church, I think, has come to recognize that there was much justice in Luther’s complaints regarding indulgences. This recognition calls for a theological response that has not yet been fully worked out in Roman Catholic theology. A model that leads to practical abuses is, even from a theoretical standpoint, a bad model.

			As already stated, the models used in theology are not scale reproductions. They are what Max Black calls “analogue models” or what Ian Ramsey calls “disclosure models.” Because their correspondence with the mystery of the Church is only partial and functional, models are necessarily inadequate. They illumine certain phenomena but not others. Each of them exhibits what can be seen by comparison with some particular reality given in our human experience of the world—e.g., the relationship of a vine to its branches, of a head to a body, or of a bride to a husband. Pursued alone, any single model will lead to distortions. It will misplace the accent, and thus entail consequences that are not valid. For example, the analogy of the head and body would suggest that the members of the Church have no personal freedom and autonomy in relationship to Christ and his Spirit. In order to offset the defects of individual models, the theologian, like the physicist, employs a combination of irreducibly distinct models. Phenomena not intelligible in terms of one model may be readily explicable when another model is used.

			Admitting the inevitability of such a pluralism of models, theology usually seeks to reduce this pluralism to a minimum. The human mind, in its quest for explanations, necessarily seeks unity. A unified field theory in theology would be able to account for all the data of Scripture and tradition, and all the experience of the faithful by reference to some one model. At various times in the history of the Church it has seemed possible to construct a total theology, or at least a total ecclesiology, on the basis of a single model. Such a dominant model is, in the terminology of this book, a paradigm. A model rises to the status of a paradigm when it has proved successful in solving a great variety of problems and is expected to be an appropriate tool for unraveling anomalies as yet unsolved. I am here employing the term “paradigm” in approximately the meaning given to it by Thomas S. Kuhn. He speaks of paradigms as “concrete puzzle-solutions which, employed as models or examples, can replace explicit rules as a basis for the solution of the remaining puzzles of normal science.”[18]

			As a model succeeds in dealing with a number of different problems, it becomes an object of confidence, sometimes to such an extent that theologians almost cease to question its appropriateness for almost any problem that may arise. In the Scholasticism of the Counter Reformation period, the Church was so exclusively presented on the analogy of the secular state that this model became, for practical purposes, the only one in Roman Catholic theological currency. Even today, many middle-aged Catholics are acutely uncomfortable with any other paradigm of the Church than the societas perfecta. But actually this societal model has been displaced from the center of Catholic theology since about 1940.

			In 1943 Pius XII gave quasicanonical status to the image of the Mystical Body. “If we would define and describe this true Church of Jesus Christ—which is the One, Holy, Catholic, Apostolic, Roman Church—we shall find no expression more noble, more sublime, or more divine than the phrase which calls it ‘the Mystical Body of Jesus Christ.’”[19] The Mystical Body analogy reached its highest peak of popularity between 1940 and 1950. In the late forties theologians became conscious of certain deficiencies in the model and attempted to meet these by appealing to other models, such as People of God and Sacrament of Christ.

			Vatican Council II in its Constitution on the Church made ample use of the models of the Body of Christ and the Sacrament, but its dominant model was rather that of the People of God. This paradigm focused attention on the Church as a network of interpersonal relationships, on the Church as community. This is still the dominant model for many Roman Catholics who consider themselves progressives and invoke the teaching of Vatican II as their authority.

			In the postconciliar period still another model of the Church has begun to struggle for supremacy: that of the Church as Servant or Healer. This model is already suggested in some of the later documents of Vatican II, notably the Constitution on the Church in the Modern World (Gaudium et spes). This model, with its outgoing thrust, has increased the Catholic Christian’s sense of solidarity with the whole human race in its struggles for peace, justice, and prosperity.

			As we contemplate the theological history of the Catholic Church over the past thirty years, we cannot but be impressed by the rapidity with which, after a period of long stability, new paradigms have begun to succeed one another. From 1600 to 1940 the juridical or societal model was in peaceful possession, but it was then displaced by that of the Mystical Body, which has been subsequently dislodged by three other models in rapid succession: those of People of God, Sacrament, and Servant. These paradigm shifts closely resemble what Thomas Kuhn has described as “scientific revolutions.” But the revolutions he describes have occurred in the pursuit of purely scientific goals. The new scientific paradigms have been accepted because, without sacrificing the good results attained by previous paradigms, they were able in addition to solve problems that had proved intractable by means of the earlier models.

			With regard to the ecclesiological revolutions we have mentioned, it seems clear that the new paradigms have in fact cleared up certain problems not easily solved under the predecessors. To a great extent, however, the motives for the shift have been practical and pastoral rather than primarily speculative. Changes have been accepted because they help the Church to find its identity in a changing world, or because they motivate men to the kind of loyalty, commitment, and generosity that the Church seeks to elicit. The People of God image, for example, was adopted in part because it harmonized with the general trend toward democratization in Western society since the eighteenth century. Since Vatican II the Servant Model has become popular because it satisfies a certain hunger for involvement in the making of a better world—a hunger that, although specifically Christian in motivation, establishes solidarity between the Church and the whole human family.

			Whatever may be said of the relative merits of the various paradigms, one must recognize that the transition from one to another is fraught with difficulties. Each paradigm brings with it its own favorite set of images, its own rhetoric, its own values, certitudes, commitments, and priorities. It even brings with it a particular set of preferred problems. When paradigms shift, people suddenly find the ground cut out from under their feet. They cannot begin to speak the new language without already committing themselves to a whole new set of values that may not be to their taste. Thus they find themselves gravely threatened in their spiritual security. Theologians, who ought to be able to shift their thinking from one key to another, often resist new paradigms because these eliminate problems on which they have built up a considerable expertise, and introduce other problems with regard to which they have no special competence.

			It should not be surprising, therefore, that in the contemporary Church, rocked by paradigm shifts, we should find phenomena such as polarization, mutual incomprehension, inability to communicate, frustration, and discouragement. Since the situation is simply a fact of our times, we must learn to live with it. It will greatly help, however, if people can learn to practice tolerance and to accept pluralism. We must recognize that our own favorite paradigms, however excellent, do not solve all questions. Much harm is done by imperialistically seeking to impose some one model as the definitive one.

			Because images are derived from the finite realities of experience, they are never adequate to represent the mystery of grace. Each model of the Church has its weaknesses; no one should be canonized as the measure of all the rest. Instead of searching for some absolutely best image, it would be advisable to recognize that the manifold images given to us by Scripture and Tradition are mutually complementary. They should be made to interpenetrate and mutually qualify one another. None, therefore, should be interpreted in an exclusivistic sense, so as to negate what the other approved models have to teach us. The New Testament, for example, combines the images of Temple and Body of Christ in logically incoherent but theologically apposite ways. In I Pet. 2:5 we are told that Christians are a Temple built of living stones, whereas Paul in Eph. 4:16 says that the Body of Christ is still under construction. This “profuse mixing of metaphors,” Paul Minear reminds us, “reflects not logical confusion but theological vitality.”[20]

			In the following chapters an effort will be made to illumine the mystery of the Church through certain dominant models that have become paradigmatic in modern theology. Without attempting to be all-inclusive, I shall concentrate on five such models. In this way I think it will be possible to characterize the leading ecclesiological schools, to identify the most common positions, and to appreciate the internal consistency of various styles of theology. Such a method will present in a clearer light the options that face the theologian, and will show that if he adopts a given model or combination of models, he commits himself in advance to a whole series of positions regarding particular problems.

			In the next five chapters the five basic models will be presented with some assessment of their respective strengths and weaknesses. Then in five additional chapters we shall consider how the models lead to diverse positions regarding certain acute problems in contemporary theology. Finally, in a reflective overview, an attempt will be made to summarize the values and limitations of the various models. Although all the models have their merits, they are not of equal worth, and some presentations of some models must positively be rejected.

		

	
		
			II

			The Church as Institution

			In chapter I reference has already been made to the idea that the Church is essentially a society—a “perfect society” in the sense that it is subordinate to no other and lacks nothing required for its own institutional completeness. Bellarmine affirmed that the Church is a society “as visible and palpable as the community of the Roman people, or the Kingdom of France, or the Republic of Venice.”[1] The Church is here described by analogies taken from political society.

			Insistence on the visibility of the Church has been a standard feature of Roman Catholic ecclesiology from the late Middle Ages until the middle of the present century. On the very eve of Vatican II, Abbot B. C. Butler wrote a book contending that according to Roman Catholics the Church is essentially a single concrete historical society, having “a constitution, a set of rules, a governing body, and a set of actual members who accept this constitution and these rules as binding on them….”[2]

			The notion of the Church as society by its very nature tends to highlight the structure of government as the formal element in the society. Thus it leads easily, though not necessarily, to what we shall call in this chapter the institutional vision of the Church—that is to say, the view that defines the Church primarily in terms of its visible structures, especially the rights and powers of its officers.

			Institutionalism, as I here define it, is not the same thing as the acceptance of
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