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" CHRIST'S AUTHORITY AND OURS

Any Christian account of authority rightly begins.
With-the'statement'of thefresurrected‘Jesus'reCorded
in Matt; 28:18, "All authority in heaventand on earth-
has been given to me." | -

‘ Christians récbgniielthe,authority of Christ to
be absolute; no iess is implied when they proclaim
him to be Lerd and Son of God. But it is noteworthy
<that in allythe gospel tradition Jesus did not impose
‘hls authorlty on others in an absolute manner.f In fact,
he exp11c1tly condemned the rulers of the Gentlles who
’exerciSe authority by lording it over their people, im-
posingsauthority from above; (Matt. 0-25@=Mkf;10-42)
- Those COndemned eauated authorlty ‘with personai power.

£

Christ, on ‘the other hand, did not dictate; 1n§tead
he taught and persuaded '(Cf.;‘Mk; 1:21fF.) g*

aAs teacher, Jesus ‘was mediator, and authoflty is:
esSentlally medxatxon.'-Medlatmon requires thrée elements:
1) the thing mediated (truth); 2) the person mediating;

and 3) the person or persons receiving the mediation.



If, amoﬁg the ingfedients we have'mentioned, the
§erson mediating is emphasized at the expense of the
truth to be medlated, autﬁorlty is 1dent1f1ed with the
personal power of the mediator, so falling under the con-
demnation of Christ. If, . on the other hand, the mediator
functioﬁé because of his knowledge of the réalit? to- be
mediated--that is, its being or trﬁth-—then_he is én:'"

authority because he speaks from that féality, mediating

it in a manner consistgnt‘with the truth to be‘known,

(The Greek wofd for authority iSW;ECrV;A :'it indicates

that authority rises "from" or "out of" (’f) the essence

or being (r:rﬁ~:)_of the thing to be known.)'

' That Jesus did not impose his authority on people

in an absolute‘manne; is evident throughout the'qOSpel

tradition. As a first instance we may notice the charac-

teristic wéy he taught by parable. .Parabies épe simple
storieéﬂofvparticular evénts from which the storv-tellef
is completely removed; the subject matter 1tse1f speaks
to the hearers in a é;c151ve way, 1lght1ng their llves

in circumstances they recognize to be 51m11ar.3 The CQn-

creteness of-the stories is important; parabie; are not

,reduckble to‘abstract ttuths or principles.

The use of mxracles by Christ in the aposFollc

tradltlonvls-also~sign1f1cant.‘ Although Chrlst s mlracles

. cause wonderment, the tradition as a whole nevgr reduces

them to wonders (/rpala). - The miracles are primarily




signs (rq/ifha) indicating something beyond themselves; they
are sometimes called "powers" (beeﬁ*éhf),'but‘they are not
disblaysvof'power for‘its own sake. They signify; and so
teach, the power of God who is love. d

At the moment of his betrayal by Judas, the earliest
Christian community.saw'Jesus refusing to assert”his authority
by power alone, thus we read that he refused to call the | |
leglons of angels from the Father for his defense. (Matt.‘26:53)

Most 51gnif1cantly of all, and quallfylng everythlng |

| that has Just been sald, is the sense in which the resurrectlon

was the beglnnlng of the whole gospel trad;tlon.' All of the
Gospels, and lndeed the entire New Testament, were wrltten
1n w1tness to Jesus - as Lord after the resurrectlon and be-

cause of the resurrection. Here is the prlmary Christian

- instance where ll. belnq ﬁu. reality o# e lbﬂll'ltself

poken &in
Justlflev words about e, ﬁﬁlﬂh—-even Jesus wdrds. Had

Jesus not risen from the dead his words would have carried
no ‘more authority than those of’ any other human being.

But he did rise. from the dead, and the realxty of that .
truth enllghtened and authorized all that he had said
before his death; so it is that the gospel tradltlon is

post-Easter in its orlgln and 1ntent10n -even when it

"descrlbes pre-Easter events. Fven the authorlty of the -

teachlngs of Jesus had to await their justlflcatlon from

the reallty to whlch they-referred. But once the authorlty



of Jesus as teacher was shown by the resurrectlcn, truth
was seen to have spoken s0 uniquely through him that the
mediator was accepted as&the thing meditated: we say that

~ God became man and we call the event the Incarnatlon.

Since all authority has been given to Christ, Chrxstman

authority is found in individuals when the Spirit of Christ

‘1s ‘found in them. Christians become mediators of'christ
in the inner quality and holiness of thelr llves when hls
reality shines through them., His truth justifies and
v‘aﬁthorizes them;'thuslauthority_in the root meaning‘of.the
| term_(;fvtdwﬁd ie‘present,'(Cf.,.Venice Statement, #3-4.)
As convincing and ccmpeilinc as the holiness of an
individual may be, however, a pereon ie able to live the

authorlty of Christ only as he or she belongs to a com-=

munlty of faith. Chrlstlans belleve that individuals are

‘saved as they become_members ‘of God's cwnvpeople, a chosen'

- race,. a holy nation; Christians know the church as the
New Israel called into existence by a New Covenant between
God and human beingd. (Cf. I Peter 2:9) The Fa ther who'
sent his only-begotten Son into the world is g_God who

has entered history in one specific Way and p}ace rather
than:ancther; and it is only by accepting thevuniqueness
of God's revelation in‘Ch:ist that one is ablF to'be;a |

&

Chrxstxan.v

i
i
'\

JAll of this means that no one can be a Chrlstian by




himself or herself alone; indiuidual‘identity in Christ
depends on a communal memory, a vocabulary, and a discern-
ment whlch precedes the believer, locatlng him or her in
his relatlon with God and making him dependent on the ex-
vperienoe and.witness of other people. The'Bible,‘for ex-
ample, became a canon of books by communal acceptance,
: “as such it
-and/ls the normatlve record of the original anostollc
w1tness to Jesus as the Christ.
An 1nd1v1dual in his_ or her llfe of falth cannot
"'helpvbut depend upon ‘a community of falth, but what is
faith?‘ We may briefly define the term as "openness to
God," a simple definition to be sure, but one inclusive
enough to oonvey the'fullness‘of its meaning even'in
‘the thé#ght ofyPaul. "Faith" so defined is obviously a
’lifedto be‘limed,'not a proposition to be repeated.
lﬁhen faith is-considered'in this basic manner,‘the
problem whlch confronts us is how to malntaln the open-h

gq ‘ ness 1t requlres at both the 1nd1v1dual and communal levels.

' The need for openness to God in our 1nd1v1dua1 llves is

v ebvxous enough, the quest for such openness 1s one way
of descrlblng eur on—gOLng sp1r1tual pllgrlmage. But
there must also be a llved openness to God on the part
of a community 1f that communlty is truly to be a community
of falth | Sueh openness is perhaps most abv1ously seen as
‘a communlty gathers in worshlp, but the whole llfe of a .

oommunlty of.falth must in some-manner exhlblt openness

5
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to 1ts transcendent and mysterlous'Source.

A primary reason for the dlfflculty we are descrlblng
is the fact that both 1nd1v1duals»and communltles express
themselves in}prOpositions, and, as‘they seek to preserve
- the identity of theirtcommon experience through the passing
of time, the temptation persists to reduce their lived
openness to formal propositions. The latter db'net ohange'
and consequently are a great heip in establishing identity QL
- through time--an identity especially important when adherence
is in question to a past revelation accepted as an unchang-
ing norm;‘ | | | |

A tension thus arises between what is commonly called
' "falth" and "rellglon." "Faith" is the lived openness to
the mysterious‘and transcendent ultimate reaiity to which
- we haVe just referred, Whiie "religion" refers to the
necessary elaboratlon in human terms of an orlglnatlnq
revelatlon.} Jacques Ellul has offered many penetratlng

insights into the tension we are presently descrlb;ng,

e

and he has found many of the same elements infitvthat he

found in hls famous analy31s of technologlcal socxety.

For example, even though a revelation in 1tseif may be

utterly personal, its human elaboratlon 1s found to contaln
1mpersona1, even mechanlcal elements. Conceptually elaborated
.structures of bellef and codes of ethlcs tend to become in=- -
stltutlonallzed and self-perpetuatlng prec1se1y as polltlcal
power does, of 1tself such power tends to multlply, centrallze,.“

and universalize. It tends to exercise absolute authority W
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in the name of complete certainty, demanding ungestioning

:\servitude, and offering absolute condemnation to those who

*

differ from it.

Such an analysis of the self-perpetuating nature of

'institutions does not deny that formal expression and

organization are necessary for human beings; it rather

points out the dynamic which constantly occurs within the

church consideted on the one hand as a self-transcending
community epen‘to God's mysteriousvpresence, ahd on.ﬁhe-
other,hendfas an.organizetion whose institutions are the
repository of;past experience, but which is self-perpetu-
eting.xather_than selffﬁranscending in its treasure.‘.The

question at isshe’is how to keep the authority3of the Ulti-

“mate as the authorlty of faith instead of lettlng the

authorlty of the organlzatlon become ultlmate Put in

dlfferent~words¢-we.need to insure that the authority'of

_ falth ;s the ‘authority of the ultlmate and not ‘the authority

of the organlzatlon.

~?

It~ls 1mportant to stress again--and'cons&ant1y~to

‘keep 1n mlnd—-that all churches seek the mean between

these.extremes., The danger is two-fold. The/presence of

transCendenthystery in itself'alone:immoblllzés-1nd1v1duals
' o |
and communities allowing them to say nothing in human terms.

Such moments are necessary for~oﬁf religious lives, supply-

'-1ng nothing less ‘than the origin and context f¢r rellglon,

I

but speech and. dlrectlon must issue from such Tystlcal
o . i

silence or God s purpose in placing us in the +orld is

contradicted. The other danger consists in m@*inq an.



acknowledgement of ‘the mysterlous origin and. context of
rellglon, but then gozng on to reduce the Mystery acknowledqedr
to formal, abstract statements about.lt
| By 1ntention, we all want the mean between the extremes.

An individual or church which says ‘anything has to some ex-
tent avoldfkhe first danger we have describ-d; the most
”11ke1y danger to occur in the lives of- 1nd1v1duals and
churches is the second. Who has not found himself gullty

of sayxng too much? . Words are easier to produce than

deeds. And since churches are organlzatlons, the tendency
towards organiZational‘self—perpetuation_through institutions
(the 1atter sonetimes being a synonym for bureaucracy!) is
obvrous. To conflne ourselves to the Angllcan and Roman
Cathollc Churches, it mlght be observed that the besettlng
sin of Angllcan Churches as Churches is to say too 11ttle—--
eand frequently for the wrong reason--and the besettlng sin
. of 1ndiv1dua1 Angllcans is to say too much-—frequently for
the rlght reasons' On the other hand, many ﬁeel that the
Roman Cathollc Church says too much as a Church and that
frequently thhrn 1t individuals say--or are allowed to
- "say—-too 11tt1e. |
- 'In one way or another we all have trouble with" words,
“ and slnce I was . asked to say somethlng aboutV1nfa111b111ty
in these remarks, T w111 now, as an Angllcanb turn my at-
| tentlon towards that word and the use of worhs ‘that’ way |

In d01ng so, 1nstead of looklng at a spec1f1b theologlan
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'oreconciliar definition, I would like to set up a model to
illustrate the thrust of the type of argumeht I find most.
frequently employed in expllcatlons of 1nfa111b111ty. I
will set up a typology and let you judge whether or not
it is. typlcal.
A usual explication of the infallibility of the church
1begine~with thevabidihg'presence of the Spirit in the church.
@ - Because‘the'Spirit abides in the church, it is.argued Wy
:the church 1s led to the unerring (infallible) proclamatlon
and (re)formulatlon of the gospel, the revelation once for |
all glven'to ‘the ‘saints. |
I belleve there is a sense in whlch that statement
must be true, and in its truth every Christian should

accept- 1t. If'the statement is false, there can be no in-

leldual salvatlon in christ, for we only know Christ w1th1n

and by means of the communlty of faith, as we 1nd1cated
0 earlier. If there is no unlty between Chrlst.and his church
; :we caﬂnot ‘know | Chrlst | ~
Accepted in its truth, however, the clalm of the church S
unerrlng ab111ty to proclalm and formulate the gosnel does
not go as far as many people mistakenly belleVe The claim
does not, for example, mean that the church can in ahy_way
.add to the truth of revelatlon, in reformulatinq.the gospel

the church must only clarify what has already been given to

it. ‘That is why the apostolic witness recorded‘ln Scripture
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is hormatiﬁe for‘all subsequent proclamatibn and clarification;
Clarifications of revelation made by.the church may have
"lasting value,? as the Ve;ice Statement puts it (415), but
because human words can never capture”or exhaust the divine
Word, certain types bf human reformulation of the faith are
theoreticaliy without limit. The‘unerring, lééting/vaiue

of conciliar clarifications of the faith comes firom excluding‘
human accretions to--and intrustions into--the gospel, rather <

than finally‘formulating the gospel, as the Venice Statement

-also indicates. (Venice #19) ‘

But there is still more to be said. It seemslto.me that.
our modei argument begins less with a cléar axiom from which
conclusions can be deduced than appears at first glance;
‘upon closef anélysis, the opening statement about the Spirit's
presence in the church is less a éoint of departuré théhvit-
‘self a_subject for.inquiry. We should‘ésk‘what it means for
the Spirit to ”abide5 in the church. In what manner is he | W
'present? Then inStea§ of arguing that "because™ thé Spirit
 abidés‘in the churchwéertain consequences folloM, it would be

more accurate to
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sayvthat "in-so-far as" the Spirit abides in the church
certain consequences result. Finally, we need to inquire
into the nature of the revelation or faith or deposit |
lwhich was once for all given to the saints.
Do not Christlans believe that the ultimate_revelation
‘of God to human beings is a person, Jesus the Christ? |
The person is- called God's Word, but the fullness of the
vaord is the person not the prop081tions he utters, or
"Whlch are spoken about him. The fact that_the Spirit
vabides in the church is significant because it is the
Splrlt of Christ sent from the Father, a mark of Christ'sb
- own lelnlty, who is given to the church Since, we have
- seen, all authority has been given to Jesus and since
Jesus gives his Spirit to the church, how-the'Spirit
abides 1n the church 1s dependent on how Jesus 1s the
_Son of God. How God is in the church is dependent upon

how God 1s 1n Christ, so, as should be the case 1n a
religion which believes in an incarnate Lordi questions
of ecc1e51ology are ultimately dependent uoon questions
of Christology. | ;
y All authority is Christ s to be sure, but how do we
‘know Christ° . To say that God became man orlthat the

Word became flesh means that somehow God ent?red our
: world hecoming wholly contextual w1th us. In Christ our -
reality totally opens on the "more" of God. ;But how can
‘that be expressed?’ : | |

|
G

The two’possihle/anSWers to‘thatiquestihn are "by




11

propositions" and "by symbols,"‘ Propositions are formaf,_

analytic and abstract in nature, aiming at conceptual clarity.

A symbol, on the other hsnd, is more evocative than'formally

anaiytic: it is concrete rather than abstract; and it relies .
on inages rather than concepts.v

The propositional and symbolic modes of discburse we
have just described illustrate two types of Christology ,
found in thevlife of thevchurch; Thebattempt to describe

how God was in Christ can be made by using either propositions

or symbols. (The fact is that a combination is necessary,

but for long periods of time symbOIS were not regarded as
a unlque manner of 51gn1f1cat10n, and were. reduced without
remalnder--or were thought to have been so reduced-—to:
prop051t10na1 statements., Think of the scholastic manuals'
of thblogy found for centuries in the Western Church )

A propos1t1ona1 understandlng of Chrlst, we suggest,
leads to a prop031t10na1 understandlng of the authorlty
of the church. But with the new and renewed apprec1at10n

of the unlqueness of rellglous symbols--recognlzlng that

-they convey true although non_ propositional dlmen51ons of

reallty--certaln formalistic expectations 1nher1ted from
preV1ous epochs should be recognlzed for their 1nadequacy,
and sooshould the type of authorlty they foster. |

L
The great 1mages ‘of faith, the lnexhaustlble symbols

of Christ's nature and role among us whlch nburlsh, support,

og o t /’Cn
and lead us--resurrection, lLord, Son of God, ! Savior, Redeemer
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ascension, to take but-a few--have a symbolic richness and

comprehension'which cannot be reduced to abstract, fgrmal

statements. They are concrete, moving images in time, as

Jesus himself and our lives are in time,_rather than static

structures 'which can be more clearly discerned in abstract
terms.' The use of parables by Christ has o direct atflnlty

With'ﬁhe.stbolic Christology we are'describing, while the

essentialism of certain theological manuals, as we have

just indicated, offers a splendid example of propositional
Christology,
‘Gsymbclic,images'have the wholeness and mystery of

persbnS"aboutvthem, and so, precisely because'of their

ambiguities, are more adequate vehicles for'the mystery of

God'"s revelatlon than are formal prop051t10ns. The'manner
1n wﬂlch such - images transcend propositions is analagous
to the way.Ged=transcends our world; thus symbols help
keeyhus~6pen*€n the transcendent Other. e |

"The manner in whlch we can best apprehend Jesus as
the’ Son of Ged is a permanent crlterlon for ﬁhe type of

‘certitude and clarity we can expect of the church-—hls

‘mystical bedy ln ‘the world. Jesus and our uﬂderstandlng

of hnm are the source of ‘everything Chrlstlan and con-

clusaons origimating in him as thelr premlselcannot contaln

'more clarity than ‘their source. A ,KV

. Granted that we ‘cannot clearly understaﬁd how Jesus

Cis Son of God, ‘we believe it 'is possible conbeptually to

indiCate the importance of the flnlte,vhumanfworld in the

1‘
b



light of the use God has made of it in thé revelation of
his Son. Statements about faith and morals can and must

be made because of»the d;e of the finite by the infinite,
but the'finitebmustbheVer become ultimafe in the statements.
A revelation is a fevelation precisely because in it the
finite is shown to be contingent and totally dependent on
‘something beyond iﬁself; that’is an existential truth'anQ
its acknowledgement should be more than merely formal. Qw
Human dependency on God must be operative in everything
Christian; it must, for example, determine the way a.
revelatiqn is given, presented, passed on, aﬁd evaluated.
Only under theSe conditions can God's authority be dis-
povered.iﬁ_humanllivés and ih,the church.

“Returning to the typology we suggested, an illustration
of_it-can be found in the Dogmatic,Constitutibn on the
Church of Vaticén II: |

The body of the faithful as.a whole, anq@nted as

they are by the Holy One (cf. 1 Jn.2:20,g7),-

2

. cannot err in matters of belief; Thanks to-a
supérnatural sense of the faith which cwaracterizes'

‘the People as a whole, it manifests thi% unerring
'quality when "from the bishops down to ﬁhe"lastb

,mgmbér of the iaity" it shows universéliagreemeht
in matters of faith. and morals. (#12) ; |
It is'from;such,a statemént about the i%fal@ibility

of the church as a_whole,thatiRoman Catholic%thé@logy prbceeds

I .

] 1 i/

i
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to justlfy and expllcate the 1nfa111b111ty of the Pope.

Accordingly, before proceeding to the papal doctrlne, we

‘ should‘highlight the principal contentions in the quotation

we have made. '

'vReference to the universal/nature of the church should

'be_especially observed:'it,is the faithful as a whole who

cannotferr: the ﬁsuperﬁaturai sense of the faxth" which

preVents-error.helongs‘to the People as a whole:'and it is .

further stated that the unerring abllltv of the church is

manlfest when there is unlversal agreement "in matters of

'falth and .morals." Infallibility is w111ed for the church,

hen only in its entirety and only 1n the area of faith and

morals.v Infalllblllty, as should be well known by now, is

'Operative only in restricted circumstances about a restricted

'.subject matter.

Turnlng to ‘the 1nfa111b111ty of the Pope, many helpful

'clariflcatlonsvhave been made in recentvyears by Roman

Catﬁolic'theologiags. Some of the clarifications have re-

Sukted,ﬁrom the work of Vatican II and some have come from

oa more adequate.understanding of Vatican I. EWhatever functbn

and: role. the Pope has in the Roman Cathollc Ghurch 1s now

'.accorded to him because he is the Blshop of Rome, he is

thuskplaced flrmaly w1th1n the Church and w1th1n the college

of his fellow b;shops. It is then malntalne? that the. Bishop

of Rome, only as head of and in union with the college of
bishops, voites that infallibility which belengs to the

I

|
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church as a whole. Inability to err ie not‘a'persohal
power he possesses.

As we have indieated, such explications are helpfﬁl and.
encouraging. ]befinitionaiiyithings are in good order. The
difficulty which remains for some lies not in the realm of
words but in process. Infallibility describes a function;
it has.to do with the'way people act in making judgments,

It occurs at thebleveljof full, human experience,‘hot at.the;
level of prepositions and definitions, but that, we have
‘seen, is the realm of "faith," not "religion." We are back
“at the tension whieh exists between lived openness to the
'trahscendeht ﬁystery of God and the.self-perpetuating~nature
of the church as Anvinstitution.

- How are we to resolve this tension?

The first thlng which must be said is that such a
'_-resolutlon is 1mposs1b1e 1f it is thought that the tension
can be made to go away. The tension, as we lndldatEd
earliet; is part of the'hﬁman condition. The temnsion, in
other words, has the reality of our world, and ir our world
- we belleve there is but one way to make proqress 'in the face
of it. The flrst thlng we must recognize, as moét theoloqlans
do, is.that the infallibility of the church basléally and |
empiriéaily depehds hédn the indefectibility of the church,
that is,ROn-the'churéh's lasting nature and inability to fail.
But I belleve we must go further. E o "3»

The claim that “the church is infallible is hot true by

'definition; nor is it“a'purely formal statementfhlth*the
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nature of a mathematical axiom or definition. To ¢laim

~ that the church is infallible is to make a claim about

material reality. ‘The claim has a content going beyond'
its words and so must be capable of some klnd of empirical
content and verlflcatlon if it is reasonablv to be accepted
as true.

I contend -that, seen in the full light of the world,
the

vthe dynamic of/life of the church is prec1sely the same

in. reqards both to 1ndefect1b111ty and 1nfa111b111ty
Looked at emplrlcally, in other words, I belleve that 1n-
falllblllty 1s reduc1ble to 1ndefect1b111ty with no remainder!

If faith is not to be reduced to. elther credullty or

.fantasy, it must be subject to some kind of verlflcatlon in

the course of hlstory, and the only nondeflnltional histor-
ical verification for 1nfa111b111ty 1s 1ndefect1b111ty
Indefectlblllty, 1n fact 1s the lone. emplrlcally operatlve
criterion for the truth of Chrlstlanlty, that is. why, as
Paul put it, if Chrlst has not been ralsed from the dead

4

then we of all peonle are most ‘to be pitied. (I Cor. lS 19)

A given theory of 1nfa111b111ty may formally save 1tse1f by

referrlng to an aprlorl" or 1mp11c1t" consent’ of the

church when pronouncements are made which are sald to be

' blndlng, byt only time w111 tell whether or not;the ~consent

is actually present or mistakenly claimed to be present.»

Hlstory furnlshes us w1th examples of councils whlch were
called to be general (ecumenlcal) and whlch were not so
accepted by the church, and there have also been counc1ls

not representatlve of the whole church whlch turn@d out to
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accepted as’éenerai; The Council held at Constantinople

in 381, now known as the Second.Ecumenical Council, was -
convoked as no more than an Eastern géneral synod, while
among councils which were convoked to be general but did

not become so are the Imperial Synod of Sardica (343), Arles
.'(314), and Ephesﬁs 11 (449) .

We have seen the correlation held'betweeh;ﬁniversal

acceptance by the church and the infallibility of the

church in Lumen Gentium. We believe that idéntification-i
to be a sound one, for in it the oneness-fequired of the
community may be seen as the analogate of the oneness of
the Truth in which Christians believe. Universality of
acceptance is a test for the persuasive force of Truth; it
is a Qay that"the power'of Truth cah bé showﬁ‘tO'bebmore
than one individual's perspective.' In the»reagm of faith,
universal accepténce plays a role aﬁalogous\td%empifical
'verification by different researchers in scieqpe;b It is

the way truth speaks in its name--here in God's name--

+?

‘réther than in the name of a human being:alonq} and £hat ié
preciSely what should happen accdrding to theéroot meaning’
of . "authority." | ;
Before concluding it must,be'acknOWIedgeéithat “univefal
consent” is not:always easy to determine. Heﬁetics and
dissenters have existed throughout the churchﬁs 1ife,;and
sooner‘of later some critérion;other than ciaﬂmed?"dﬁennéss k

to God" must be empibyéd to detérmine who is'#ithih a visible
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communlty and who is out51de of 1t.,‘A community must be

orie thing rather than another if it is to have any meaningful
jdentity in the world. But such problems are emplrlcal
problems and can be‘decided on an empirical basis. Our
concern has been to show that, as frequently deVeloped,

winfallibility," for all of its formal precisinn, has no

"yerifible, empirical connotation which can establish its

truth Thus, even w1th its attendant d1Ff1cu1t1es,'av
church in via should not expect more than 1ndefect1b111ty
and the type of 1nfa111b111ty whlch is verlflably reducible
to it.
As the resurrectlon was to the teaching of -Jesus, SO

un1versa1 consent is to the teachlng of the church.“(Resur-

rectlon teachlng of Jesus--unlversal consent teachlng of the

church) Over nelther the resurrection of Christ nor’ the
universal consent of the church do we have personal ‘control;
in each 1nstance a reality lndependent of us soeaks to us,

and, as a consequence, authorlty cannot be reduced to. human

'power lordlng it over others.

Would it be too much to say that the church should
desire nothing more than 1ndefect1b111ty and the assurance
of truth 1t entalls, since Chrlst s rlslnq from the dead is
his indefectlblllty--and we can do no more than live in him?
After'all, Jesus'_resurrection, not his oplnlohs about the

authorship of the psalms or the time of the p&rousia, is_the

sole guarantee of our galvation in him.

+Arthur A. Vogel



