ÑContra

MundumÑ

Volume IX, Issue 6

January 2007
The Congregation of St. Athanasius

A Congregation of the Pastoral Provision of Pope John Paul II for the Anglican Usage of the Roman Rite

http://www.locutor.net

I

APOSTOLIC ORDERS

WISH to thank the Archbishop of
Canterbury for the invitation to
speak to you as the Church of England House of Bishops on a question
that concerns you and therefore also
concerns the Catholic Church and me
personally as President of the Pontiﬁcal Council for Promoting Christian
Unity. I have already had occasion to
say to Archbishop Rowan Williams:
Our friends’ problems are our problems too. In this spirit of ecumenical
solidarity I would like to offer you
some reﬂections on the question of
the ordination of women to episcopal
ofﬁce. Naturally these reﬂections are
made from a Catholic perspective; I
am of course convinced that the decision that you are facing involves us
together with you, insofar as it will
be of fundamental signiﬁcance for
relations between us in the future.
I
Today is not the ﬁrst time we have
discussed the subject of women’s ordination. Therefore I would like to
begin with a brief overview of our
previous discussions. The introduction of the ordination of women to
the priesthood by some provinces of
the Anglican Communion, including
the Church of England, was preceded
by a lively correspondence between
Rome and Canterbury. Pope Paul

VI addressed a letter on this issue
to Archbishop Donald Coggan on
30 November 1975 and again on 23
March 1976, and this was followed
by a letter from Pope John Paul II
to Archbishop Robert Runcie on 20
December 1984. My predecessor
in ofﬁce, Cardinal Jan Willebrands,
responded to Archbishop Runcie’s
reply on 18 December 1985.
On the question of the ordination
of women to episcopal ofﬁce, Pope
John Paul II wrote a very earnest letter to Archbishop Robert Runcie of
8 December 1988. The Pope spoke
openly of ‘new obstacles in the way
of reconciliation between Catholics
and Anglicans’ and of the danger of
‘block[ing] the path to the mutual

recognition of ministries.’ He made
reference to the ecumenical and
ecclesiological dimensions of the
question. In the joint declarations
with Archbishop Robert Runcie on 2
October 1989 and with Archbishop
George Carey on 5 December 1996
he addressed this question once
more.
I should also mention the declarations by ARCIC, and the detailed
response to the Rochester Report
Women Bishops in the Church
of England by the Department of
Dialogue and Unity of the Catholic
Bishops’ Conference of England and
Wales on 3 October 2005.
The ofﬁcial argumentation of the
Catholic Church on the ordination of
women is found in the Declaration
of the Congregation for the Doctrine
of the Faith, ‘On the Admission of
Women to the Priesthood’, Inter
insigniores (1977), and in the Apostolic Letter of Pope John Paul II,
‘On reserving priestly ordination to
men alone’, Ordinatio sacerdotalis
(1994). There the Pontiff stated that
the Catholic Church was convinced
that it had no authority for such ordinations. It therefore considers such
ordinations invalid (CJC can 1024).
This position has often been misconstrued as misogyny and denial of
the equal dignity of women. But in
the Apostolic Letter ‘On the Dignity
and Vocation of Women’ Mulieris
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dignitatem (1988) and in his ‘Letter to Women’ (29 June 1995) Pope
John Paul II made it clear that the
position of the Catholic Church in no
way arose from a denial of the equal
dignity of men and women or a lack
of esteem for women, but is based
solely on ﬁdelity to apostolic testimony as it has been handed down in
the Church throughout the centuries.
The Catholic Church distinguishes
between the equal value and equal
dignity of men and women on the one
hand and on the other hand the differentiation of the two sexes, which
have a complementary relationship
with one another. Similar statements
are found in the document of the
Congregation for the Doctrine of the
Faith, ‘On the collaboration of men
and women in the church and in the
world’ (2004). Pope Benedict XVI
reiterated and made concrete this
view in his address to the clergy of
Rome on 2 March 2006.
I know that this question involves
many complex hermeneutical, anthropological and theological problems that I cannot enter into in this
context. The position of the Catholic
Church can only be understood and
evaluated if one recognizes that the
argumentation has a biblical basis,
but that the Church does not read the
Bible as an isolated historical document. Rather it understands the Bible
in the light of the whole 2000-year
tradition of all the ancient churches,
the Catholic Church as well as
the ancient Eastern and Orthodox
churches.
Doubtless, historically conditioned views at times had some
inﬂuence on this tradition. There
are some arguments belonging
to the past that we do not reiterate today. We should of course be
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aware that our contemporary views
are also historically contingent in
many respects, and that presumably
only future centuries will be able to
measure just how greatly we have
been conditioned by our times; they
will presumably chuckle over many
things which we take for granted today, just as we do over many ideas of
the ancient or medieval world.
On the other hand, it can be
academically demonstrated that the
rejection of the ordination of women
within the tradition was not predicated on contemporary concepts alone
but in essence on theological arguments. Therefore it should not be assumed that the Catholic Church will
one day revise its current position.
The Catholic Church is convinced
that she has no right to do so.
II
Following this brief review of the
discussion regarding the ordination
of women to priesthood I would like
to turn now to the current question of
the ordination of women to the episcopal ofﬁce. At ﬁrst glance it seems
to be a virtually unavoidable consequence of the ﬁrst step, the ordination of women to the priesthood. The
sacrament of ordination is one single
sacrament, and access to one step in
principle also opens the way to the
next step. The reverse conclusion
then must be that if women cannot
be admitted to the priesthood, then
they obviously cannot be admitted
to episcopal ofﬁce either.
Nevertheless, in the ecumenical
context the ordination of women to
episcopal ofﬁce confronts us with a
new situation relative to the ordination to the priesthood, and represents
a considerable further escalation of

the problem. Why? The answer to
this question derives from the nature
of the episcopal ofﬁce, which according to the early church as well
as to the current understanding of the
Catholic Church, is an ofﬁce of unity.
As such it is particularly relevant to
ecumenical concerns and aims.
I can here only touch on the
foundations of this thesis. My starting point is that unity and unanimity
are fundamental words in the New
Testament: ‘one Lord, one faith,
one baptism, one God and Father of
us all’ (Eph, 4,5). According to the
testimony of the Acts of the Apostles,
unanimity was one of the signs of
the first church (1,14; 2,46; 4,24
et al). The signiﬁcance of unity in
the Church and under the apostles
emerges from the way the Church
dealt with the conﬂict regarding the
continued validity of Jewish law,
which touched on the foundations of
Christianity. After extensive discussions the controversy was settled at
that time with a handshake as a sign
of communion (koinonia) (Acts, 15;
Gal, 2). So koinonia / communio is
a foundational term which gained
fundamental significance for the
early church, and which in the eyes
of many once more occupies a preeminent place in deﬁning the essence
of the Church today. The Church
is shared participation in the life of
God, therefore koinonia with God
and with one another (1 Jn, 1,3).
So from the beginning the episcopal ofﬁce was ‘koinonially’ or collegially embedded in the communion
of all bishops; it was never perceived
as an office to be understood or
practised individually. In his history
of the Church Eusebius describes in
detail the endeavours to maintain
peace, unity, love and communion
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during the violent conﬂicts of the
second century regarding the correct
fasting practices and the dating of
Easter (Hist. eccl., v,23f; cf. vii,5).
The collegial nature of the episcopal ofﬁce achieves its most impressive expression in the consecration
of bishops. As early as the Council
of Nicea (325) it was stipulated
that, if possible, a bishop should be
consecrated by all the bishops of a
province, or at least by a minimum of
three bishops with the consent of the
others (Can. 4). A synod at Antiochia
(341) demanded the presence of at
least the majority of the bishops of
the province. The ‘Apostolic Constitutions’ are even more demanding in
their judgements. Anyone who has
been consecrated by only one bishop
should be deposed (Can. 27). In the
early church collegial induction into
the episcopal ofﬁce corresponded to
the collegial exercise of the ofﬁce
through the exchange of letters, reciprocal visits and above all the joint
consultation and formulation of resolutions at the synods or councils.
We are indebted above all to the
martyr bishop Cyprian of Carthage
for a thorough theology of the episcopal ofﬁce. His sentence ‘episcopatus unus et indivisus’ is well known.
This sentence stands in the context
of an urgent admonition by Cyprian
to his fellow bishops:
Quam unitatem tenere ﬁrmiter et
vindicare debemus maxime episcopi,
qui in ecclesia praesidimus, ut episcopatum quoque ipsum unum atque
indivisum probemus. [And this unity
we ought ﬁrmly to hold and assert,
especially those of us that are bishops
who preside in the church, that we
may also prove the episcopate one
and undivided.]

This urgent exhortation is followed by a precise interpretation
of the statement ‘episcopatus unus
et indivisus’. ‘Episcopatus unus est
cuius a singulis in solidum pars tenetur’ [The episcopate is one, each
part of which is held by each one for
the whole.] (De ecclesiae catholicae
unitate, 1,5).
Such statements and admonitions
recur again and again in Cyprian’s
letters (Ep., 55,21; 59,14 et al.). Most
familiar is the statement that the
Church is the people united with
the bishop and the flock devoted
to its shepherd. ‘The bishop is in
the church and the church is in the
bishop, and if anyone is not with the
bishop he is not with the church.’ But
Cyprian goes even one step further:
he not only emphasises the unity of
the people of God with its own individual bishop, but also adds that no
one should imagine that he can be
in communion with just a few, for
‘the Catholic Church is not split or
divided’ but ‘united and held together
by the glue of the mutual cohesion of
the bishops’ (Ep., 66,8).
Cyprian’s concept has become
the norm. The ﬁrst Vatican Council took up Cyprian’s formula of
‘episcopatus unus et indivisus’ and
gave it a prominent position (DS,
3951); this was later reiterated by
the Second Vatican Council (LG, 18),
which added depth to the theology
of the episcopal ofﬁce in the early
church tradition with the concept of
episcopal collegiality (particularly
LG, 22f). Collegiality was not understood simply in terms of an ultimately non-binding collegial frame
of mind; collegiality is rather a reality ontologically grounded in the sacrament of episcopal consecration, the
shared participation in the one epis-
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copal ofﬁce, which ﬁnds concrete expression in the collegialitas affectiva
and in the collegialitas effectiva. This
collegiality is of course not limited
to the horizontal and synchronic
relationship with contemporary episcopal colleagues; since the Church
is one and the same in all centuries,
the present-day church must also
maintain diachronic consensus with
the episcopate of the centuries before
us, and above all with the testimony
of the apostles. This is the more profound signiﬁcance of the apostolic
succession in episcopal ofﬁce.
The episcopal office is thus
an office of unity in a two-fold
sense. Bishops are the sign and the
instrument of unity within the individual local church, just as they
are between both the contemporary
local churches and those of all times
within the universal Church.
It is one of the heartening experiences of ecumenical dialogue that
we have been able to establish that
this understanding of the Church as
koinonia, and with it the ‘koinonial’
understanding of the episcopal ofﬁce,
is not just a particular Catholic tradition, but an understanding we share
with the Anglican Communion. It
can be found in the ARCIC conversations from the very beginning. It
can also be found in the Paper of the
House of Bishops, Bishops in Communion: Collegiality in the Service
of the Koinonia of the Church (2000),
and it has entered into and become
fundamental in the Windsor Report
(2004). We can thus recognise with
gratitude that we share a broad common theological and ecclesiological
basis on this issue.
Should we not therefore also be
in a position to say together: the decision for the ordination of women
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to the episcopal ofﬁce can only be
made with an overwhelming consensus, and must not in any way involve
a conﬂict between the majority and
the minority. It would be desirable
that this decision would be made
with the consensus of the ancient
churches of the East and West. If
on the contrary the consecration
of a bishop becomes the cause of
a schism or blocks the way to full
unity, then what occurs is something
intrinsically contradictory. It should
then not take place, or should be
postponed until a broader consensus
can be reached.
III
In formulating this last conclusion I have already moved from
a presentation of the theological
foundations toward the practical
questions and conclusions that I
would like to address in the following discussion. I do so with inner
hesitation and at the same time with
pain and sadness. But I believe I can
best serve the cause of ecumenism
with open and honest statements.
If I see it correctly, the principles
I have set out lead to two practical
consequences, one for the sphere of
the Anglican Communion and the
Church of England itself, and one
for the inter-ecclesial, ecumenical
sphere, and in concrete terms, for the
future relationship of the Church of
England to the Catholic Church.
If what I have said about the unity of the episcopate and the shared
collegial participation in the one
episcopate is true, then the mutual
recognition of bishops, and in particular the recognition of the validity and legality of their ordination,
is constitutive for the unity of the
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Church. At issue here is not a purely
canonical or disciplinary question
which could be solved or bridged by
more or less organisational arrangements such as ﬂying bishops, or the
creation of a third ecclesial province
or such like. Where mutual recognition and communion between bishops does not exist or no longer exists,
where one can therefore no longer
concelebrate the eucharist, then no
church communion, at least no full
church communion and thus no eucharistic communion can exist.
Arrangements like those I have
referred to can only cover over the
breach superﬁcially; they can paper
over the cracks, but they cannot heal
the division; one can even go one
step further and say that from the
Catholic perspective they are the
unspoken institutionalisation, manifestation and virtual legitimation of
an existing schism.
When such a situation becomes a
reality, it is not a purely inner-Anglican matter, but also has consequences
for the ecumenical relationship between the Anglican Communion and
the Catholic Church. We had invested
great hopes and expectations in the
Catholic-Anglican dialogue. Following the historic encounter of Pope
Paul VI and Archbishop Michael
Ramsey on 24 March 1966 – 40 years
ago now – ARCIC was, together with
the Lutheran–Catholic and the Methodist–Catholic dialogues, among the
ﬁrst dialogues we initiated after the
Second Vatican Council. Since that
time it has in many respects brought
great progress, for which we thank
God and all those who have taken
part. Thus the meeting of Catholic
and Anglican bishops in TorontoMississauga (2000) was ﬁlled with
great hopes.

The progress made relates not
least to the question of a shared understanding of ministries. Even in
the ﬁrst phase of dialogue positive
results were achieved in this fundamental question, and later we were
able to expand upon these gains. Besides the ofﬁcial dialogue there was
a thorough historical and theological
discussion of the Bull of Pope Leo
XIII, Apostolicae curae (1896) (DS
3315-3319). All of these discussions
have not led to a conclusive resolution or to a full consensus, but they
achieved a pleasing rapprochement
that justiﬁably aroused promising
expectations.
But then the growing practice of
the ordination of women to priesthood led to an appreciable coolingoff. A resolution in favour of the ordination of women to the episcopate
within the Church of England would
most certainly lower the temperature
once more; in terms of the possible
recognition of Anglican Orders, it
would lead not only to a short-lived
cold, but to a serious and long-lasting chill.
Three provinces within the Anglican Communion have already ordained women to the episcopate; several other provinces have authorized
such ordinations, though none have
taken place in the latter to this
point. These developments already
stand as a major obstacle in Anglican–Catholic relations. But the
Catholic Church has always perceived the Church of England as
playing a unique role in the Anglican
Communion: it is the church from
which Anglicanism derives its historical continuity, and with whom
the divisions of the 16th century
are most speciﬁcally addressed; it
is the church led by the Archbishop
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of Canterbury who, in the words of
the Windsor Report, is ‘the pivotal
instrument and focus of unity’ within
the Anglican Communion; other
provinces have understood being in
communion with him as a ‘touchstone of what it was to be Anglican’
(§99); ﬁnally, it is the church which
we in continental Europe directly
associate with Anglicanism, in
part because of your many Church
of England chaplaincies spread
throughout the continent. For us, the
Church of England is not simply one
province among others; its decisions
have a particular importance for our
dialogue, and give a strong indication
of the direction in which the Communion as a whole is heading.
Because the episcopal office
is a ministry of unity, the decision
you face would immediately impact on the question of the unity of
the Church and with it the goal of
ecumenical dialogue. It would be a
decision against the common goal
we have until now pursued in our
dialogue: full ecclesial communion,
which cannot exist without full communion in the episcopal ofﬁce.
Such a decision broadly taken
within the Anglican Communion
would mean turning away from the
common position of all churches
of the ﬁrst millennium, that is, not
only the Catholic Church but also
the ancient Eastern and the Orthodox churches. It would, in our view,
further call into question what was
recognised by the Second Vatican
Council (UR, 13), that the Anglican
Communion occupied ‘a special
place’ among churches and ecclesial communities of the West. We
would see the Anglican Communion
as moving a considerable distance
closer to the side of the Protestant

churches of the 16th century. It
would indeed continue to have
bishops, according to the Lambeth
Quadrilateral (1888); but as with
bishops within some Protestant
churches, the older churches of East
and West would recognise therein
much less of what they understand
to be the character and ministry of
the bishop in the sense understood
by the early church and continuing
through the ages.
Amidst all of this, the question
arises which also occupied John
Henry Newman: is the so-called via
media a viable path? Where and on
what side does the Anglican Communion stand, where will it stand in
the future? Which orientation does
it claim as its own: the Latin, Greek,
Protestant, Liberal or Evangelical? It
may retreat to the Anglican principle
of comprehensiveness and answer:
We are a little of everything. Such
comprehensiveness is doubtless a
good principle to a certain degree,
but it should not be overdone, as
my predecessor Cardinal Edward
Cassidy once told you: one arrives
at limits where one must decide one
way or the other. For without identity
no society, least of all a church, can
continue to survive. The decision
you are facing is therefore an historic
decision.
What follows from these conclusions and questions? What follows
for the future of our ecumenical
dialogue? One thing is certain: the
Catholic Church will not break off
the dialogue even in the case of
such a decision. It will above all
not break off the personal relationships and friendships which have
developed over the past years and
decades. But there is a difference
between types of dialogue. The qual-
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ity of the dialogue would be altered
by such a decision. Ecumenical dialogue in the true sense of the word
has as its goal the restoration of full
church communion. That has been
the presupposition of our dialogue
until now. That presupposition would
realistically no longer exist following
the introduction of the ordination of
women to episcopal ofﬁce.
Following that action we could
still come together for the sake of
information and consultation; we
could continue to discuss and attempt
to clarify theological issues, to cooperate in many practical spheres and
to give shared witness. Above all we
could unite in joint prayer and pray
for one another. All of that is, God
knows, not negligible. But the loss of
the common goal would necessarily
have an effect on such encounters
and rob them of most of their élan
and their internal dynamic. Above
all – and this is the most painful
aspect – the shared partaking of the
one Lord’s table, which we long for
so earnestly, would disappear into
the far and ultimately unreachable
distance. Instead of moving towards
one another we would co-exist alongside one another.
For many that may seem a more
realistic path than what we have attempted previously, but whether it is
in accordance with the binding last
will and testament of Jesus, ‘that all
may be one’ (Jn, 17,21) is of course
another question. The answer would
have to be in the negative. I ask you:
Is that what we want? Are we permitted to do that? Should we not ponder
what Cyprian tells us, namely that the
seamless robe of Jesus Christ cannot
be possessed by those who tear apart
and divide the church of Christ (De
catholicae ecclesiae unitate, 1,6)?
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IV
That brings me back once more
in conclusion to a consideration of
the fundamental principles. I have
quoted our common Church Father,
Cyprian. In conclusion I would like
to refer to another shared Church
Father, Augustine, and to one who
must be particularly close to you, the
Venerable Bede. Both of them took
up Cyprian’s ideas.
Cyprian had illustrated his thesis
of the ‘episcopatus unus et indivisus’
through a series of metaphors: the
metaphor of the sun which has many
rays but only one light; of the tree
which has many branches but only
one trunk grounded in one sturdy
root, and of many streams which
spring from one single source. Then
he states: ‘Cut off one of the sun’s
rays – the unity of the light permits
no division; break off a branch of the
tree and it can bud no more; dam off
a spring from its source, it dries up
below the cut.’ (De catholicae ecclesiae unitate, 1,5).
Augustine took up these metaphors more than once in his text
Contra Cresconium. I will quote just
one instance: ‘Avelle radium solis
a corpore, divisionem lucis unitas
non capit: ab arbore frange ramum,
fructus germinare non poterit: a fonte
praecide rivum, praecisus arescit’ (lib
II 33.42). [Separate a ray of the sun
from its body of light, its unity does
not allow a division of light; break
a branch from a the tree, - when broken, it will not be able to bud; cut off
the stream from its fountain, and that
which is cut off dries up.] Similarly,
the Venerable Bede says in a homily:
‘Pastores sunt omnes, sed grex unus
ostenditur qui ab apostolis omnibus
tunc unianima consensione pascebatur.’ [All are shepherds but one
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ﬂock is revealed. Then it was fed
by all the apostles with harmonious
agreement.]
‘Grex unus, qui unianima consensione pascitur’, that is the aim
of ecumenical dialogue; it can only
succeed if the unianima consensio
of every single one of the separated
churches is preserved and is then
constituted step by step between
those separated ecclesial bodies. May
this, in spite of all the difﬁculties and
resistance, be granted to us one day
by the grace of God.
¶ an address given by Walter Cardinal Kasper at a meeting of the
bishops of the Church of England,
5 June 2006

port means much to us all.
CANDLEMAS IS FEBRUARY
ND
2 This is a Friday this year. The
service begins with the blessing of
candles in the pavilion of St Theresa’s Church. A reception follows the
Mass. The service begins at 7:30pm.
Bring any unused household candles
for blessing.

SHORT NOTES
Many thanks to those who contributed funds towards the cost of
greening the chapel for the Advent
and Christmas seasons.
And thanks too go to our readers
at our annual Festival of Lessons and
Carols, which was held in St Theresa
of Ávila Church, West Roxbury. We
thank Msgr. William Helmick for his
kind permission to use the church on
that occasion.
Our next service of Evensong &
Benediction is Sunday, February 25
at 5:00pm
A reminder to please turn in your
pledge cards at your early convenience. We can plan our program
more accurately and realistically if
we have some idea of our projected
income. Your cooperation with this
is much appreciated.
The Bradford family thanks all
of you who remembered them with
greetings or gifts during the Christmas season. Your kindness and sup-

¶ Albrecht Durer’s Virgin and Child.
with a Monkey, c. 1498. The monkey,
grasses, and clouds gave the artist
the opportunity to display his engraving techniques.

MOTHER OF GOD
That anyone could doubt the right
of the holy Virgin to be called the
Mother of God ﬁlls me with astonishment. Surely she must be the Mother
of God if our Lord Jesus Christ is
God, and she gave birth to him! Our
Lord’s disciples may not have used
those exact words, but they delivered
to us the belief those words enshrine,
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and this has also been taught us by
the holy fathers.
In the third book of his work on
the holy and consubstantial Trinity,
our father Athanasius, of glorious
memory, several times refers to the
holy Virgin as “Mother of God.” I
cannot resist quoting his own words:
“As I have often told you, the distinctive mark of holy Scripture is that
it was written to make a twofold
declaration concerning our Savior;
namely, that he is and has always
been God, since he is the Word, Radiance and Wisdom of the Father; and
that for our sake in these latter days
he took ﬂesh from the Virgin Mary,
Mother of God, and became man.”
Again further on he says: “There
have been many holy men, free from
all sin. Jeremiah was sanctiﬁed in
his mother’s womb, and John while
still in the womb leaped for joy at
the voice of Mary, the Mother of
God.” Athanasius is a man we can
trust, one who deserves our complete
conﬁdence, for he taught nothing
contrary to the sacred books.
The divinely inspired Scriptures
affirm that the Word of God was
made ﬂesh, that is to say, he was
united to a human body endowed
with a rational soul. He undertook
to help the descendants of Abraham,
fashioning a body for himself from
a woman and sharing our ﬂesh and
blood, to enable us to see in him not
only God, but also, by reason of this
union, a man like ourselves.
It is held, therefore, that there are
in Emmanuel two entities, divinity
and humanity. Yet our Lord Jesus
Christ is nonetheless one, the one
true Son, both God and man; not a
deiﬁed man on the same footing as
those who share the divine nature by

grace, but true God who for our sake
appeared in human form. We are assured of this by Saint Paul’s declaration: When the fullness of time came,
God sent his Son, born of a woman,
born under the law, to redeem those
who were under the law and to enable us to be adopted as sons.
SAINT CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA
¶ Saint Cyril (d.444) was Bishop of
Alexandria. The Solemnity of the
Blessed Virgin Mary Mother of God
is January 1st.
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choir and found the message glorious. With the shepherds we have seen
the Virgin Mother and her newborn
Child, and we have worshipped Him.
So we have no fear for the coming
months. God has joined us, and will
go with us in joy and sorrow, in trial
or victory. We face a new year with
gladness and strength. In hope we
dare to call it a new year of grace.
Because we have knelt with the holy
ones at Bethlehem.
¶ a sermon preached by Father Bradford on December 31, 2005

FACING A NEW YEAR

P

ERHAPS at no time are we
aware of the burden of the past
than at the end of the year. There are
regrets that lie heavy on the heart.
We will have other opportunities and
other graces, but never again those
of the past year. As we reﬂect on the
end of the year we can be mindful
not only of just what has been lost to
ourselves but also what has been lost
to the honor of God. For we have our
own salvation to work out and His
Holy Name to glorify.
But our sorrow for missed opportunities arouses the blessed Lord
to action. He searches for the one
who calls to Him out of a broken
and contrite heart. Such a heart He
has declared He will not despise.
The heart bowed down in penitence
He will cleanse and renew. And with
great forgiving love Blessed Lord
Jesus trusts the repaired equipment
of our soul to build again the places
of His honor that have been broken
down.
In the light of the Incarnation,
the end of the year, while solemn, is
not sorrowful. For we have been to
Bethlehem. We have heard the angel

THE CATECHISM ON
MARRIAGE
“The matrimonial covenant, by
which a man and a woman establish between themselves a partnership of the whole of life, is by its
nature ordered toward the good of
the spouses and the procreation
and education of offspring; this
covenant between baptized persons
has been raised by Christ the Lord to
the dignity of a sacrament.”
Sacred Scripture begins with
the creation of man and woman in
the image and likeness of God and
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concludes with a vision of “the wedding-feast of the Lamb.” Scripture
speaks throughput of marriage and
its “mystery,” its institution and the
meaning God has given it, its origin
and its end, its various realizations
throughout the history of salvation,
the difﬁculties arising from sin and
its renewal “in the Lord” in the New
Covenant of Christ and the Church.
“The intimate community of
life and love which constitutes the
married state has been established
by the Creator and endowed by him
with its own proper laws ... God
himself is the author of marriage.”
The vocation to marriage is written
in the very nature of man and woman
as they came from the hand of the
Creator. Marriage is not purely a
human institution despite the many
variations it may have undergone
through the centuries in different cultures, social structures, and spiritual
attitudes. These differences should
not cause us to forget its common
and permanent characteristics. Although the dignity of this institution
is not transparent everywhere with
the same clarity, some sense of the
greatness of the matrimonial union
exists in all cultures. “The well-being of the individual person and of
both human and Christian society is
closely bound-up with the healthy
state of conjugal and family life.”
God who created man out of love
also calls him to love - the fundamental and innate vocation of every
human being. For man is created in
the image and likeness of God who is
Himself love. Since God created him
man and woman, their mutual-love
becomes an image of the absolute
and unfailing love with which God
loves man. It is good, very good,
in the Creator’s eyes. And this love
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which God blesses is intended to
be fruitful and, to be realized in the
common work of watching oiler
creation: “And God blessed them,
and God said to them: ‘Be fruitful
and multiply, and ﬁll the earth and
subdue it.”
Holy Scripture afﬁrms that man
and woman were created for one
another: “It is not good that the man
should be alone.” The woman, “ﬂesh
of his ﬂesh,” i.e., his counterpart,
his equal, his nearest in all things, is
given to him by God as a “helpmate”;
she thus represents God from Whom
comes our help. “Therefore a man
leaves his father and his mother and
cleaves to his wife, and they become
one ﬂesh.” The Lord himself shows
that this signifies an unbreakable
union of their two lives by recalling
what the plan of the Creator had been
“in the beginning .... .. So they are no
longer two, but one ﬂesh”
¶ Catechism of the Catholic Church
1601-1605

THE BRITISH
MARTYRS

O

VER the years 200 men and
women have been beatiﬁed for
their heroic witness to the Catholic
Faith in the British Isles during and
after the Protestant Reformation.
Here we continue brief mention of
some of these individual martyrs.

he praised the appointee as “a priest
commendable for his life, virtues,
and learning,” a declaration signed
by the future martyr (Saint) Thomas
More as a witness. But when in
1534 Abbot Whiting had to choose
between his allegiance to the papacy
and King Henry VIII’s demand under
pain of death that he recognize his
claim of supremacy over the Church
in England, the abbot failed to follow
More’s example, but instead swore
allegiance to Henry. Yet after ﬁve
years of making compromises to
keep his abbey open, Abbot Whiting
was nonetheless arrested when a raid
of his room yielded copies of papal
bulls, papal indulgences, and a biography of the martyred archbishop of
Canterbury, Saint Thomas Becket. It
was at this point that the abbot ﬁnally
found the courage openly to declare
his allegiance to the pope. He was
executed by drawing and quartering
in Glastonbury together with two
other Glastonbury monks, (Blesseds)
John Thorne and Roger James.
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Blessed THOMAS WELBOURN
Martyr (†1605)
Thomas Welbourn was a Catholic schoolmaster of Hutton Bushel,
England. His efforts to persuade his
neighbors to convert to the CathoBlessed RICHARD WHITING lic faith led to him being arrested
by the Protestant government ofABBOT and Martyr (c. 1460- ficials of King James I. Thomas’
1539)
evangelizing efforts were branded
When in 1525 England’s Cardi- as “high treason.” He was executed
nal Wolsey appointed Father Rich- in York by drawing and quartering
ard Whiting abbot of the ancient together with another lay Catholic
Benedictine abbey of Glastonbury, condemned for the same reason, the
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Venerable John Fulthering.
Reprinted from MAGNIFICAT, Issue: August, 2003,
Vol. 5, No. 6, and Page 31 With permission of
MAGNIFICAT® USA, LLC, P.O. Box 822, Yonkers,
New York 10702. To order call 1-866-273-5215
or Web site: www.magniﬁcat.com. All rights
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¶ Christ’s ﬁrst miracle took place at
a marriage feast in Cana of Galilee.
This is the gospel at Sunday Mass
January 14th.

The Congregation of
Saint Athanasius,
The Revd. Richard Sterling Bradford,
Chaplain

Sunday Mass 10:30am
St. Theresa Convent Chapel
10 St. Theresa Ave.
West Roxbury, Mass.
Fellowship and Coffee in
the Lounge after Mass
Rectory:
767 West Roxbury Pkwy.
Boston, MA 02132-2121
Tel/Fax: (617) 325-5232
http://www.locutor.net

THE SOLEMNITY OF THE EPIPHANY
THE MANIFESTATION OF CHRIST TO THE GENTILES
Saturday, January 6, 2007
Procession, Solemn Mass & Sermon
Epiphany Proclamation
9:00am
Convent Chapel
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St. Theresa Church and Convent Chapel,
West Roxbury, MA 02132 Pine Lodge
Road (off St. Theresa Avenue)
Park either in the church parking lot or on Pine
Lodge Road. The side door of the convent is open
during the time of our services.
Directions by Car: From the North: Route 128 to
Route 109, which becomes Spring Street in West
Roxbury. Spring Street ends at a trafﬁc light at
Centre Street in sight of the church. At this light
bear left onto Centre St.. and immediately turn right
at the next light onto St.. Theresa Ave.
From the South: Route 1 north through Dedham
to Spring Street. Turn right onto Spring Street then
follow the directions above.
From Dorchester and Mattapan: Cummins Highway to Belgrade Avenue to Centre Street left on St..
Theresa Ave.
From Boston: VFW Parkway to LaGrange Street.
Turn left onto LaGrange Street, crossing Centre
Street and turn right onto Landseer Street. Turn left
into the church parking lot.
Directions by Public Transportation: Orange line to
Forest Hills terminal. Bus to West Roxbury. #35 bus
to Dedham Mall. #36, #37, and #38 also stop at St. Theresa’s. Commuter train to West Roxbury Station is a short walk to St.. Theresa’s. Departs from South Station, but no Sunday service is available.
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