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THE INVESTITURE CONTROVERSY*

Paul D. Nolting

* This paper was originally written as a partiabuwgement for a graduate course in History at the
University of Wisconsin—Eau Claire. — Editor.

If it were to happen today, an avalanche of newiscaisvould descend upon northern ltaly. Ted
Koppel would be on the telephone arranging the agpee of the two principals on “Nightline.” Withou
a doubt there would be an intense play for worlblipuopinion. Yes, if it were to happen today—if a
powerful world leader were made to stand in thensfar three days garbed in penitent’s clothes while
the nominal leader of ex ternal Christendom deditesi over the merits of pronouncing absolution or
not—the world would be interested, for wherever artenever politics and religion meet in conflict,
lives are af fected. People would want to know #yaghen and where the conflict took place, who was
involved, why it occurred, and with what consequendres, if it were to happen today, people wod b
interested. But, why should an incident that ocadirback in January 1077 be of any special interest
today? Why should a conflict between King Henry ¥ Germany and Pope Gregory VII merit our
attention? The fact that Henry was indeed forcedtémd barefoot in the snow for three days, while
friends and foes alike pleaded with Gregory witllanossa’s walls to pronounce absolution, might
arouse a certain amount of curiosity. Such faatsl le quaint if not somewhat mythical quality to the
study of history. But of what relevance is the entionflict, known as the Investiture Controvetsylife
today? Is there a reason to dust off the shelvdgstdry and reconsider something which appeati®to
solely within the sphere of interest of the medidviatorian? The answer to that question is a smpl
“Yes!” There are incidents in history which transdeboth the individuals they involve and the age in
which they occur, for the simple reason that tleeinsequences affect future generations and ages. Th
Investiture Controversy is one of those incidetitanarked the beginning of a major change in the
relationship of the church to the state in medielzatope, a change which has generated repeated
conflicts to the present day. It arose as a dtensequence of society’s struggle to determinddsis of
authority in the western world and who would exsecithat authority. An understand ing of the
Investiture Controversy can foster a better untirdng of the past relationships of the church state
and the conflicts which involved them both. In diati, such an understanding can clarify the roleyna



churches are presently at tempting to take witbitiety, especially the Roman Catholic Church, fer i
political goals and ideals were formed during thediaval period. To that end we will consider thekba
ground of the controversy, the two principal papénts within the controversy, the controversylifse
and, finally, the outcome and effects of the corgrsy.

I. The Background of the Controver sy

The latter half of the ninth century AD saw thesdisition of central authority in western Europe.
The fall of Rome in the West left the church as thef source of political power and stability. The
church ultimately allied itself with the rising pewof the Franks, and under Charlemagne a degree of
centralized power was once again established. Hery&harlemagne’s descendants did not possess the
necessary power or gifts to dominate and defendithgdom he had established. In 843 the Treaty of
Verdun divided the kingdom into three portions w@@harlemagne’s grandson, Ludwig, becoming the
first king of Germany. By the time that his grandstied in 911, Ger many was hopelessly divided.

This division came as a result, not just of wedkrahip, but also because of the exceptionally
strong opposition offered by the Norsemen and tlagydrs, who ravaged much of Ger many during the
latter ninth and early tenth centuries. The resithese invasions was the establishment of areciied
feudal society. Hundreds of individual lords off@taights land in return for military service. Khig in
turn fought for those lords while controlling comnass, or serfs, whose alter natives were harsh latbo
almost certain death.

Feudalism both helped and hindered the instituti@harch. It was during this time that the
“proprietary church” system was developed. Undé& system the individual who owned the land upon
which a church was built also controlled the affadf the church. Thus lay lords controlled both the
parish priest and the parish purse. This total deg@ece upon the local lord led at times to ratleeoss
problems. It was not uncommon for lords to use dhidunds for their own purposes, thus impoverishing
the parish. Unqualified and inept clerics were fietly appointed to oversee such parishes. Showgld s
clerics be married, and many of them were, thesitmpms were then by custom inherited by their sons
many of whom had neither the mental or moral gigalifons necessary for the priesthood. In spitésof
obvious flaws, however, the proprietary church exystvas accepted by society to the point that, even
when the monastic reforms began in the tenth cgnthere were very few challenges to the accepted
authority of the lay lords. There were some exossti For instance, Abbot Abbo of Fleury wrote:

Let him, who wishes the health of his soul, bewarbelieving that the church belongs to any save
God alone. For He said to Peter, the Prince ofAhestles: “I will give thee My church”; “Mine”,
not “thine” . . . In truth, dear princes, we neitlige nor speak as Catholics when | say “this chur
is mine”, and some other says, “that church is K&arraclough 70)

Such opposition helped lay the theoretical basishe controversies of the eleventh century. But,
at the same time, society’s acceptance of feudahegith its layered structure of authority, helpéa t
church. When the external church adopted the sgmpeoach towards authority, giving the papacy
supreme control of the church, society in geneed veady and willing to accept it.

During the tenth century, a series of Saxon anddénaian kings rid Germany of foreign invaders
and reasserted central authority in Germany toxéené Chief among the Saxon kings was Otto |. Otto
(the Great) defeated the Magyars in 951 and was tabwned emperor by the pope in Rome. “As a
result of the successful defeat of the Magyars5h, $he role of a defender of the Latin Christiaedtv
was virtually thrust upon the kingdom of Otto I” l{tdann, History 116). Unfortunately for Germany,
Otto, as well as his successors, became enamotbkdhei idea of creating a new Holy Roman Empire
and so spent the better part of their energiessitrgghe Alps in an attempt to control the citytasaof



Italy. When the pope opposed Otto’s policies, @posed him in 963 and forced his successor to sign
what became known as the Ottonianum, a compacatlatipg that, before a pope could be consecrated,
he had to swear an oath of allegiance to the empéhis, then, became the constitutional basigter
interventions by the Ger man emperors in papalrafthuring the next century.

One of the by-products of the increased power ®3axon kings was the increased use of church
officials to serve in the secular governments. Bighand Archbishops became not only servants of the
church, but also servants of the lords and kingge Jecular rulers found this advisable for at least
reasons: (1) the clergy were among the only eddcatembers of society at that time; and (2) they
supposedly were to be celibate and so would nah lzeposition to pass on their rights or possession
through hereditary lines as other officials. Theuteof this practice was a return to stability hirit the
German state. Walter Ullmann writes:

The most important reason for the internal advammkthe domestic stability of the kingdom lay in
the firm control which the king exercised in thgpamtment of high- ranking ecclesiastics, notably
bishops and abbots, who in one way or another wé@ly dependent on the king himself. The
basis of this royal strength was the proprietaryrch system, which was raised to a major
constitutional and social principle. In effect, gv@nportant see, church or abbey, had by the tenth
century become de pendent upon the monarchy. Thesgstics provided a very efficient
framework for the execution of royal policy—withotitese highly educated and capable men it
would have been well-nigh impossible to administed govern so vast a kingdom with any degree
of efficiency. (Ullmann, History 116)

During this same period of time, the papacy in Rarperienced its greatest decline in power
and morals. Within Rome itself the papacy was r@wved in spiritual terms but, rather, as “a coilatt
agency whereby the pence of Europe might provigeditie of Rome” (Durant 537). The popes were
elected by rival factions and were intended toamthe nobility at the expense of the church. Byibe
murder, and the favor or disfavor of immoral wonfimguently brought about the rise and fall of mafy
these men. Pope Stephen VI, for instance, was soped and strangled. Pope Sergius 11l was repoted t
be the lover of one Marozia, who is said to hauerlaecured the election of Pope John Xl, her
illegitimate son by that same Sergius. Between &%b 1057, twenty-five different popes reigned, some
being elected, others being appointed, and stilerst being assassinated. Yet, in spite of the popes
themselves, it must be said that the authority @edtige of the papacy itself remained remarkaif h
during this period. The papal ecclesiastical systdich function throughout Europe. Edicts were
proclaimed; ecclesiastical courts did function. Aaidof the countries converted to Christianity idgr
this time came under the jurisdiction of the papatyeast nominally.

The papacy, however, was by no means alone inrdtdgms, nor were such problems confined
to the districts surrounding Rome. Three major [@ois confronted the entire church as viewed byehos
who wished to reform it in that day. First of dlge selling of church offices, a practice knowrsasony,
was rampant. In France, Guifred of Cerdagne, a¢am-old boy, bought the Archbishopric of Narbonne
for 100,000 solidi in 1016. He occupied that positifor 63 years, during which time he certainly
recouped his investment many fold. Philip | of Frams said to have consoled an un successful applic
for an episcopal see by assuring him, “Let me makeprofit out of your rival, then you can try totge
him degraded for simony; and afterward we can deeitasatisfying you” (Durant 541). Secondly, the
ideal of celibacy among the clergy was seldom &tyed hroughout Europe priests married, and where
they did not marry they kept concubines. In Milamgrriage was publicly encouraged, and the married
priests alone seemed to have the confidence opéaple, no doubt for good reasons. Thirdly, the
practice of lay-investiture under mined the chusctontrol of its clergy. It was universally recozgl
that secular lords would depend upon the clerggdsist them in governing the kingdoms, but many
within the church resisted the thought that kingd princes would invest bishops and archbishopk wit



the symbols of their spiritual offices.

As time passed, more and more voices were raisecform. Within the church the most
well-known reform movement was headed by the memasit Cluny, founded in 910, along with its
sister monasteries. These individuals called foeraah to the immorality among the clergy and thoke w
sought to control society through the clergy.

The members of the Cluniac order were not alongyelrer. They found very staunch allies
among some of the German emperors, in particularyHé and Henry 1ll. Upon receiving his emperor’s
crown in 1014, Henry Il insisted that the papalagffs in Rome and the papal states conduct thessselv
in a proper manner so as not to discredit the ¢hutenry 1l, who sought to regenerate the Christian
society, felt that such a regeneration had to bedgfin the clergy. He himself led an exemplary lkfed
was later canonized. Henry Ill, who married theglaer of the Duke of Aquitaine, the hereditary patr
of Cluny, became an intimate friend of Abbot OdioCluny. Later he would ask Abbot Hugh, the next
abbot of Cluny, to be the godfather of his son laeid, Henry IV. Henry Il was a very devout man who
sought genuine reform within the church and wadingilto use his power to further it. Through his
efforts only those individuals of the highest gtyalvere chosen to serve in the German church. 8oon
became apparent that the German prelates were llomenah better than their French and Italian
counterparts. When during the 1040s three indivglak claimed to be the pope, Henry Il was asted
intervene. He deposed all three men and replaaed thith a series of excellent men. The third oBéhe
men was Bruno, a cousin of Henry lll, who took tfeeme of Leo IX. Leo IX did not want to become
pope and, in fact, pleaded with Henry 1l that heswinqualified for the job. Henry lll, however tftHat
such humility was much to be desired within thegugpand finally prevailed upon his cousin to accept
the position. This Leo IX did, but only upon thendd@ion that his nomination be ratified by the pleopf
Rome, as canon law demanded. When Leo IX travaleRdme, he took with him a group of very
talented and dedicated men who were intent uparmafg the church. Among these men was a young
cleric by the name of Hildebrand, who would latecme Pope Gregory VII. Leo IX spent only six
months of his five years as pope in Rome. Durimgrémainder of his life he traveled throughout pero
promoting the reform of the church and particulariythe clergy. He emphasized that simony would not
be tolerated and that celibacy must become thelatdrof the church. He also opposed lay-investiture
but he carefully chose not to emphasize this mattélicly, in view of the greater moral problemstwi
which he was confronted. He was a serious reforarat, during his period in office he deposed six lay
bishops and repeatedly announced disciplinary nneasagainst those who opposed his reforms. He was
even said to have been supported by miracles, FanwBishop Sibico of Spires, who had lied when
asked about his marriage, took communion as a mafapsrging himself, he is reported to have been
struck with paralysis for the remainder of his.lifeo IX died in 1054, leaving his reform in thenda of
his assistants. Henry Ill, unfortunately, died s$lyothereafter in 1056, leaving his kingdom to his
five-year-old son, Henry IV, which leads us to gerond portion of our consideration—the personal
backgrounds of Gregory VIl and Henry IV.

I1. The Two Principal Participants of the Controversy

Henry IV was born in 1050, the son of Emperor Hefinrand Agnes. With a pious and capable
father, it appeared that Henry 1V had the bestlofarlds awaiting him. Unfortunately, his fatheied in
1056, leaving Henry in the hands of Agnes and Rdiptor Il. When Victor, a family friend, died less
than a year later, the young king's future becaroeemincertain.

While Agnes was both pious and beautiful, it woajgbear that she lacked the abilities needed to
train a young king. Henry was a gifted individudé had a strong body and a quick mind. Unfortugatel
he never learned to discipline him self as he migivie under his father’'s guidance. After Victoréath,
Henry became something of a pawn in the poweripslitf the day. He was placed under the care of



Archbishop Adalbert, who overindulged him. WhenestiGerman prelates be came concerned about
Henry's lax preparation, he was invited to a baygehe Rhine, abducted by Archbishop Anno, and then
trained more rigorously for a time. Later, at agarfeen, he was returned to the side of his mathdr
Adalbert, where he remained throughout the rettefegency.

When Henry was 16 he married Bertha, the daught®do of Turin and Adelheid of Susa. She
was a plain girl and considerably older than heilgvthey had been engaged for ten years, they had
never laid eyes on each other. When Henry finalllysge her, he refused to live with her and soaght
divorce. The pope, however, refused to grant tleessary indulgence, and Henry resigned himseligo t
marriage. Eventually he fell in love with Berthagdashe became one of his most devoted supporters.

When Henry finally assumed control of his kingddra,began to reassert the rights and exercise
the authority that once had been his father’s. Bhisight him into direct conflict with the newlyegted
bishop of Rome, Pope Gregory VII. Hildebrand, oe@ary VI, was and remains a controversial figure,
to say the least. Peter Daimani, Gregory’s conteargand colleague in the papal court, once cdlled
a “holy Satan!” Since then he has been damned afehded by men of every age. Some Catholic
theologians have tended to romanticize Gregorybylicomparing him to Christ—he was the son of a
carpenter, they say, and was attracted to priestyaung age. He possessed a single-minded puapolse
died at the hands of secular powers (MacDonald)9-80ch comparisons at best would appear to be
somewhat superficial. On the other hand, the atterop Nazi historians to tie Gregory to a Jewish
ancestry in order to discredit his political thingiappear unjustified.

Hildebrand was the son of Bonizo of Tuscany andi2gra woman related to a banking family in
Rome. He was born during the early 1020s and sé&imave grown up in Rome. He himself later wrote
that he had been educated, “with piety beneatiwihgs of the prince of the apostles, cherishechin t
bosom of his clemency” at the monastery of St. Maryere his uncle was abbot (MacDonald 10). The
Rome of Hildebrand’s youth, however, was not a piBome. It was a Rome filled with seasoned troops
and saucy trollops. It would appear that the poarat pomp of the papacy, not its piety, first atdc
Gregory. There is no evidence that Gregory prepéoedhe priesthood, but he did come under the
influence of John Gratian, who induced him to begistudy of canon law. This became the only area of
expertise, albeit limited expertise, that Hildelwtagver enjoyed. John Gratian, Hildebrand’s uncle by
marriage, was the archpriest of St. John at thim lGaite. He later became Pope Gregory VI, the third
three popes ruling at the time, and included Hitdal in his entourage. When Gregory VI was banished
from Rome for simony by Henry Ill, Hildebrand acqmamied him north of the Alps and served him as
his private chaplain. While in Germany, Hildebracwhtinued his study of canon law. Before those
studies were complete, however, he was called bgdPope Leo 1X to accompany him back to Rome to
form part of the new papal court. Hildebrand woldder write, “Yet unwillingly did | cross the
mountains with my Lord Pope Gregory, but more ulimgly did | return with my Lord Pope Leo”
(MacDonald 23). In spite of his apparent unwilliegs, Hildebrand returned to Rome with Leo and
assumed a lower post in the area of papal finance.

Interestingly enough, one of Hildebrand's first opgpnities to serve as a papal legate came after
the death of Leo in 1054, when he was sent to Geyrtarequest a nomination for pope from Henry lil.
Henry 1l delayed his nomination for the better tpaf a year, and it appears that during this time
Hildebrand had occasion to spend time with the gdRrince Henry IV.

It was after the death of Henry Il and under th@arcy of Victor 1l that Hildebrand gained more
influence in papal affairs. At this time he becaime papal chancellor, and although he was stiklourte
by the leading cardinals, he did play an importat# in the creation of the Election Decree of 10H8is
decree created the College of Cardinals and decldva this body alone would fill vacancies on the
papal chair. In view of the very weak regency inr@any, little opposition was voiced from north bét



Alps, and it would not be until Henry IV was oldéat the Election Decree would be challenged.

Throughout the 1060s Hildebrand’s stature as a |pklgmte grew. He developed a close
friendship with Abbot Hugh of Cluny, although it stube said that Hugh did not support Hildebrand in
later years. Upon one occasion when the two of thegne riding along, a whole group of men
surrounded Hildebrand because he was the papaélagagh is said to have thought, “Good God, what
pride must grow in this man’s breast, to be smilachnd served, as it were by the world.” Hildebrand
said suddenly to have burst through the crowd, macke to Hugh and confronted him with the words, “I
don’t, Lord Abbot, | don’t.” When Hugh asked, “Whdbn’t you do?” Hildebrand replied, “I'm not
puffed up as you think in your heart of hearts. Tibaor they do is not to me, but to God and SeRée
Apostle, whose legate | am” (Brooks 58).

On April 22, 1073, after the death of Pope AlexarijeHildebrand, who had served in the papal
courts for over a quarter of a century, was proota by the populace of Rome to be the new pope. He
took the name of Gregory VII, and now the thirdtfwor of our discussion must begin.

I11. The Controver sy Itself

In order to understand the events of January 1@74%,imperative to understand the situation
confronting both Henry IV and Gregory VIl in MilaMilan was an extremely important city in its déty.
lay at the entrance to some of the most importeading passes leading north through the Alps. It,
therefore, occupied a very strategic geographiaaitipn and became very prosperous. Whoever
controlled Milan controlled the economic and stgatdife of Lombardy and consequently all of northe
Italy.

Milan had always been a thorn in the flesh of tleenBn curia. Besides its very obvious wealth it
had a long ecclesiastical tradition of its own, d@nddecame a center of resistance to papal refésn.
noted earlier, most of the clergy in Milan were riet. The Archbishop of Milan, Guido, had been
appointed to and invested with his see by Emperrlll, a very obvious example of lay-investiture
During the 1060s Guido had finally submitted to gdapressure and had begun to reform the church.
However, he faced so much resistance that he dedaleesign his position. The question was: who
would appoint his successor? Traditionally the Kafgltaly, the German Emperor, appointed Milan's
archbishop, but Henry IV had not yet been crownegheror by the pope. The papacy insisted that it
alone had the right to appoint the new bishop. Thastage was set for a heated controversy faighe
to invest the Archbishop of Milan.

Guido, who opposed papal intervention in Milaneaira, proposed to Henry IV that he resign
secretly and that Henry IV then appoint a sub-deacamed Godfrey, a member of the Milanese
aristocracy, to the archbishopric. This Henry I\d diith the approval of the conservative, wealthy
elements of the city. However, the poorer peopldlilan, called the Patarini, sensing an opportuiity
advance their cause, sided with the papacy andawonaly 6, 1072, in the presence of the papal legate
elected a cathedral clerk named Atto to be thebésbbp. Serious troubles rocked the city, and ewere
serious trouble developed between the royal an@lpagurts. Pope Alexander Il formally recognized
Atto as the Archbishop of Milan and ex communicdigd of Henry IV’s counselors, whom he blamed
for this outrage rather than the king himself. &swin the midst of these circumstances that Gregdry
became pope.

In accordance with the Election Decree of 1059,gGne VIl sent legates to Germany to receive
confirmation for his election from Henry IV. He wasowever, in no way willing to compromise the
position of his predecessor, which he had in fadp lorchestrate. A letter that Gregory VIl wrote to
Godfrey the Younger of Tuscany reveals rather Weth his personal zeal and his planned approach ove



against Henry IV:

Concerning the King—no one can be more solicitousnore desirous for his present and future
glory. Moreover, it is our will, at the first opganity, to confer with him in paternal love and

admonition, by our legates, upon those things whiehthink belong to the advantage of the church
and the honor of the royal dignity. If he shall hea we shall rejoice in his welfare as well as our
own, for then certainly he will be able to profitrself, if in maintaining righteousness he shall
acquiesce in our warnings and counsel. But if—whigh desire may not be—he shall un fairly

return hatred for our love, and shall return tonaghty God, by deceiving His righteousness,
contempt for the great honor conferred on himtkmeat contained in the words, “Cursed is the man
who withholdeth the sword from blood,” shall nottime providence of God come upon us. Nor
indeed are we free, because of favor to anyonayttaside the law of God, or to draw back from the
path of rectitude, on account of human favor, for apostle says, “If | wished to please men, |
should not be a servant of God.” (MacDonald 92)

Henry IV, in response to the papal request for icowation as well as papal demands to end all
interference in matters ecclesiastical, confirmed é€lection of Gregory VII and in some what of a
surprising manner stated his humble submissionreg@y VII. It can perhaps be assumed that this
response was the result of counselors, who sughésae the imperial crown he sought would be well
worth an immediate confirmation. Henry IV wrote:

While the kingdom and priesthood, in order thatytheay continue rightly administered in Christ,
need always the viceregentscaria) of His power, it is especially necessary, my Lartl most
beloved father, that they disagree with each otwedittle as possible . . . Alas! criminal and
unhappy, partly from the instinct of amiable youpartly from the liberty of our potent and
imperious power, partly by the seductive deceptibithose whole alluring counsels we have too
readily followed, we have sinned against heavenkefdre you, and are no more worthy to be called
your son. We have not only trespassed on ecclesihaffairs, but we have sold the very churches to
certain unworthy persons, embittered with the gdllsimony, not coming in at the door, but
otherwise, and have not defended them as we oBghiow, since we are not able by our selves
without your authority to correct the churches,sgek strenuously both your counsel and assistance,
on these and other affairs, and we shall carehiiyerve your commands in all things. And first of
all, concerning the Church of Milan, which by oault is in error, we beg that it may be canonically
corrected by your apostolic labor, and then may jtltgment of your authority proceed to the
correction of other churches. We shall not be wato you by the will of God in anything, humbly
begging the same of your paternity, that it mayspeedily and kindly with us in all things.
(MacDonald 108-109)

Had Gregory VIl seized the initiative offered hing blenry IV at this time, perhaps the entire
controversy could have been ended. Henry IV coaldehbeen invited to Rome to receive the imperial
crown that he desired, and Gregory VII could haammed greater control of the church. However, dids
not happen, because Gregory VII had embraced aypohich demanded much more than control of the
church within society. Gregory VII was proposingsacietas christiana” in which every individual and
institution, including monarchs and monarchies, Mdie subservient to the church and thus (in Gsegor
VII's mind) the papacy. Gregory VII's goal was canitof society! This is quite evident in a letteritten
in 1074 to Turlough O’Brien, the King of Ireland:

The authority of Christ has founded His church olidsrock, and has committed His rights to the
blessed Peter, which church He had likewise cantstitover all principalities, power and everything
else which is sublime upon earth. (MacDonald 126)



Gregory VIl strongly disliked many of the kings Blirope ruling in his day. At one time he
described Philip | of France as “no king, but atyr— by the persuasion of the devil'” (MacDonal@l)lL3
Judging from his relationship with Philip I, it igery likely that, had the problems with Henry IVtno
developed as they did, Gregory VII would have hadna@or controversy with someone else. His
passionate feelings are revealed in a letter writteAbbot Hugh of Cluny in 1075:

When | look west or south or north | see no bishiapgul in their appointment, or in their life,
ruling the people of Christ by love and not by witylambition. Among secular princes | see none
who prefers God’s honor to his own, or justice &ngAs for those among whom | live, whether
Romans or Lombards or Normans, as | often tell thémy are worse than Jews or pagans.
(MacDonald 142-143)

During 1074 and early 1075 Henry IV faced gravebpgms of his own in Germany, where the
Saxon princes had united in rebellion against Haxd Gregory VIl taken the opportunity to stand fiym
on Henry IV’s side by giving him the imperial crowme might have won himself a steadfast seculgr all
In stead, Gregory VIl attempted to interject himhgatio secular affairs by offering to mediate beénahe
two opposing sides. It was inevitable, then, fontydV, once the Saxons had been crushed, to rétern
favor by interfering once again in ecclesiastidédies. In November of 1075 Henry appointed Tebald,
sub-deacon of Milan and his chaplain during theoBacampaign, to the Archbishopric. In addition he
appointed bishops at Fermo and Spoleto. Gregoryésionded with fire, warning Henry IV that he was
in danger of excommunication if he failed to withdr his appointments and continued to interfere in
ecclesiastical matters.

Henry IV, flush from a victory over the Saxons amih the support of the German clergy,
responded in kind. He called a synod of Germaricdett Worms and deposed Gregory VI, declaring in
harsh words that he was no longer to be considqespd— words that Henry IV would soon regret:

Henry, king not by usurpation, but by the holy aatice of God to Hildebrand, not now pope but a
false monk: this greeting you deserve because tiser® order in the Church which you have
brought into confusion and dishonor. To mentiort pugew especial cases, you have not only not
feared to touch the rulers of the Church, anoibie&hrist, archbishops, bishops and priests, but yo
have trodden on them like serfs. We have put up thits out of regard for your Apostolic See, but
you have taken our humility for fear and have nesitated to lift a hand against the royal power
conferred on us by God and have threatened towdeps of it, as if we have received the kingship
from you, as if kingship and empire were not in iaeds of God. Our Lord Jesus Christ called us to
the kingship, but did not call you to the priesttio®he steps in your ascent were these: by guile yo
obtained money, by money favor, by favor the swand with the sword you have mounted the
throne of peace, arming subjects against theiatge] giving the laity power to depose or contemn
priests. And you have ventured to touch me, andim matter how unworthily to the kingship,
subject according to the tradition of the holy &thonly to God and not to be deposed save for
defection from the faith, which God forbid. St. &esaid, “Fear God, honor the king,” and Paul
pronounced on one who should preach another goispeturse of anathema. To this curse by the
judgment of all our bishops you are subject. Comerd then, from the usurped apostolic seat. Let
another ascend who will preach the sound doctrinéhe blessed apostle without the cloak of
violence. I, Henry, king by the grace of God, alidgy bishops say, “Come down, come down and
be forever damned.” (Bainton 124-125)

Henry IV and his advisors, however, had completalgjudged public opinion in Italy. They
thought that the Italian people would gladly joiremn in ridding themselves of Gregory VII. This diokt
occur, for Henry IV became viewed as an aggressut,Gregory VI, who had been facing opponents of
his attempted reforms, was soon surrounded by peage calling for swift and decisive papal action.



That action came on February 22, 1076, when Gregtrgnnounced Henry IV’'s excommunication and
deposition in the following prayer:

Blessed Peter, Prince of the apostles, inclineedebch thee, thy pious ears to us and hear thy
servant, whom thou hast reared from infancy andepted until this day from mine enemies. Thou
art my witness, thou and my Lady the Mother of @ad the blessed Paul, thy brother among all the
saints, that | did not willingly assume the goverre of the holy Roman Church. | did not ascend to
thy see by rapine. Rather | desired to finish rfgyil pilgrimage than to seize thy place for thergl

of the world. There fore | believe that it is ofythrace and not of my works that it hath and doth
please thee that the Christian people especialtynutied to thee should be obedient to me. The
power to act in thy stead was particularly commditte me by God, to bind and to loose in heaven
and on earth. In this confidence, then, for thedn@md defense of thy Church, on behalf of God the
omnipotent, Father, Son and Holy Ghost, by thy poavel authority | deprive Henry the King, son
of Henry the Emperor, who has risen against thyr€hwith unparalleled pride, of the governance
of all Germany and Italy and | absolve all Christidrom the bond of the oath which they have or
shall make. | prohibit any one from serving himkayy. . . . In thy stead | bind him in the bonds of
anathema, that all nations may know that thou et¢Pand on this rock I will build my Church, and
the gates of hell shall not prevail against it.iflan 126)

It would appear that Henry IV did not take Gregd&fil's actions seriously, to begin with.
However, as the days of spring lengthened into seimand the days of summer began to shorten into
autumn, it became apparent to Henry IV that herhade a grave error of judgment. Henry IV's enemies,
including the Saxons he had only recently vanquishese in opposition to him, clamoring for a new
king who enjoyed the blessing of the church. Then@a clerics, having been threatened with
excommunication themselves should they continug thepport of Henry IV, began to change their
allegiance, denying the deposition of the pope @ewchanding due penance from the king. When the
German princes threw their support to Rudolf of Baaas a possible royal replacement and invited
Gregory VII to Germany to serve as a mediator @nrttatter, Henry IV knew that prompt action hadéo b
taken. Rather than allow Gregory VII to come to i@any, Henry IV decided to travel over the Alps to
seek Gregory VII's absolution.

Henry IV set out for Italy just before Christmas7&Qwith his wife, his three-year-old son and a
few servants. Gregory VII, for his part, had begraiveling north towards the Alps, but had beenideth
by fierce winter storms in the northern Appenindfien Gregory VII heard that Henry IV was coming to
Italy, he questioned Henry IV’s sincerity and taefuge at Canossa, the castle of Countess Ma#lda,
papal supporter. When Henry IV arrived, it was obrgi that Henry IV had no intention of harming the
pope. For three days he stood outside the cadis,daarefoot and in sackcloth, pleading for alismiu
Countess Matilda and Abbot Hugh of Cluny, Henryd\godfather, urged Gregory VIl to forgive Henry
IV. A papal letter explaining to the German prinedsy Henry IV was absolved describes the situation:

He (Henry IV) came with a few followers to the fads of Canossa where we were staying.
There, on three successive days, standing beferecdbtle gate, laying aside all royal insignia,
barefooted and in coarse attire, he ceased not méhy tears to beseech the apostolic help and
comfort until all who were present or who had he#nd story were so moved by pity and
compassion that they pleaded his cause with praymustears. All marveled at our severity, and
some even cried out that we were showing, not ¢hewssness of apostolic authority, but rather the
cruelty of a savage tyrant.

At last, overcome by his persistent show of pemigeaind the urgency of all present, we released
him from the bonds of anathema and received him the grace of holy mother church. . . .
(Hartwig 200-201)



The question arises at this point whether the dtiansaenes at Canossa represent a victory for
Gregory VIl or Henry IV. It may seem that, in vieef Henry IV’'s apparent submission to papal
authority, Gregory VII actually gained the victotyt there is little doubt that Canossa was attithe
and ultimately a victory for Henry IV. Henry IV nded Gregory VII's absolution for two reasons: (1)
once he was absolved, Henry IV's sup porters caunltl would openly defend him once again; (2) once
absolved, he would have complied with the demardseoGer man princes opposed to him, so that any
rebellion on their part would be unjustified. Ind#tbn, the princes of Germany who once viewed
Gregory VIl as an ally now questioned both his ity and his spiritual goals.

After January 1077, Henry IV’s position grew strengvhile that of Gregory VIl grew more and
more precarious. Henry IV immediately returned ter@any from Canossa to gather his support.
Gregory VII, instead of continuing his journey tei@any in order to mediate the dispute betweenyHenr
IV and his opponents, returned to Rome with only pinomise of his support, and to whom he would
ultimately give that support remained questionalil@ppeared to those in Germany that Gregory VI
would first support Rudolf of Swabia and then Helvy Such indeed was the case, for Gregory VII's
chief concern was the promotion of his papal gddks.remained torn between rulers, hoping to work
with the one who would best support his goals.

In Germany the victory ultimately went to Henry If6r in spite of the fact that Henry's army
never won a crucial battle, Rudolf of Swabia wde#&i With his enemies in disarray, Henry 1V waseab
to defeat them all. In January 1080, with the proid in Germany behind him, Henry IV informed
Gregory VIl that, if Gregory did not restore to hhis crown, he would once again depose him from the
papacy. Gregory VII responded by excommunicatingriéV again, declaring that, if Henry 1V did not
repent by August 1, 1080, he would be struck deathe Lord. On August 2, however, Henry IV was
still alive, and it would appear that it was Gregdil who this time made the grave error in judgien
Gregory VII no longer enjoyed the support he hadspssed earlier. Many people, including such
influential reformers as Abbot Hugh of Cluny, hag¢hdrawn their support because Gregory VIl had
overstepped the bounds of tradition by deposiniggk some thing no pope had ever done.

Henry IV gathered the clerics of Germany and Lordipan Mainz, where he suspended and then
excommunicated Gregory VII. Wilbert of Ravenna, vileezame Clement Ill, was elected pope. Henry IV
then gathered an army and marched into Italy. Gyeyd took refuge in the castle of St. Angelo but
finally was forced to flee, for the Romans reseritezl fact that he had endangered their lives aad th
city. Gregory VII sought and received military didm Guiscard, the leader of the Normans in souther
Italy, but his allies became his greatest enenfimsGuiscard and his men sacked Rome instead of
fighting Henry IV. Gregory VII, who had returned Rome with the Nor mans, now sought refuge at the
monastery of Monte Cassino, where in poor healtreh@ined until his death on May 25, 1085. He had
been deposed by the king he sought to humble asddespised by the Romans he sought to serve. His
final words were reported to have been, “I haveetbrighteousness and hated iniquity; therefore lirli
exile.” Henry IV’s victory now seemed complete. K&d been crowned emperor in Rome by Clement |l
on Easter Day 1084 and so had achieved his galfehlived on only to be betrayed by his own soa a
later date. He died an embittered man, while attangpo organize an army to retake his kingdom.

V. The Outcome and Effects of the Controver sy

History’s judgment concerning the individuals amg@s of the Investiture Controversy remains
controversial. Overall, it seems that historiamstithe king more kindly than the cleric, perhapsabse
religion tends to be more carefully scrutinizednthzolitics. It can certainly be said that the views
regarding Gregory VIl are more numerous and divitlexh those regarding Henry IV. Gregory VIl is
viewed generally as either a saint or a sinnel iitite room for any position in between.



In his book, Cathedral and Crusade, Volume 1, HBamiel-Rops describes Gregory VIl as a
reformer. His definition of a reformer is extremahyeresting and demonstrates very well one re&son
history’s divided judgment of Gregory VII:

The reformer must not seek innovation, but rathestarn to the sources of that institution whose
interests he claims to have at heart. He should ek stand upon “tradition,” in the sense of that
which best enables a society to progress while iréngatrue to the fountainhead of its ideal.
Finally, he must not yield to pride; he must presehumility of heart, submissive always to
authority in the persons of the hierarchy, who responsible before God, who alone may take the
initiative, and who alone can bring it to fruitiaf153)

Daniel-Rops’ definition declares that two qualifioas are essential for anyone wishing to be a
reformer— a return to tradition and a submissivaitty in the presence of authority. It can be dra
been argued effectively that Gregory VIl possesseither of these qualifications. While a judgment
upon the latter qualification would involve a cémtamount of subjectivity, one concerning the forme
would not. Christopher Brooke summarizes the probieany historians have with Gregory VII:

Hildebrand may seem to us from this distance oétanharmless fanatic, a dedicated reformer, or
even a man of spiritual insight and intense visminhis devotion and sincerity it seems to me that
there can be little doubt. But on 22 April 1073e tthay when the people of Rome ac claimed St.
Peter's most devoted and distinguished servantoag,Rvhen Hildebrand became Gregory VI, a

new and revolutionary view of the papal office veaghroned in the Holy See; and that is why the
interpretation of Gregory VII and what he stood ®rstill a burning issue in the Roman Catholic

Church. (60-61)

What was that “revolutionary view of the papal offi and how did it conflict with tradition?
Geoffrey Barraclough summarizes this for us wheuwlibeusses the “ Dictatus Papae “ of 1075, the most
important papal document issued by Gregory VII:

It is here (within theDictatus Papae) that we see how novel and revolutionary Gregoagtgude
was. He claimed to be enforcing the old law of ¢harch, but few of his axioms are supported by
the authority of the canons. The second propositluat the pope alone may be called “universal,”
was flatly contradicted by them. The most famoualb{No. 12), that he was empowered to depose
emperors, was equally without foundation, and areses contemporary critics were quick to point
out— from a total misunderstanding of a letter ae@bry the Great. But even when he remained
within tradition, Gregory VIl interpreted it in skk@a way that it had a new sense. Thus, from the
dogma of the pope’s succession to St. Peter, hecdddhat the pope’s authority is the authority of
Christ. Precisely this deduction both Humbert araimian had scrupulously avoided drawing; for
them “the fullness of grace remained with Chrish$elf,” and he distributed his gifts not to the pop
alone, but to many. This subtle distinction Gregoverlooked, because he was not interested in the
finer points of theology, but in the practical rksunamely the enhancement of papal authority.
(85-86)

It is precisely here that Gregory VIl departed froradition and became not a reformer, as
declared by Daniel-Rops, but a revolutionary. Gregddl’'s concept of the Societas christiana” claimed
not merely supreme power over spiritual matteriwithe church, but included the concept of supreme
power over all of society. Geoffrey Barraclougtcasrect when he suggests that Gregory led the bhurc
into a “blind alley” by at tempting to bring theagt into subordination to the church, which ineuifa
brought the papacy into politics.

Herein lies the critical consequence of the Investi Controversy. The Church’'s primary



purpose has always been the spreading of the Glgistpel and the renewal of the Christ’'s peoplad H
Gregory VII been content to continue the reforntte church, begun by the monastic movements and
directed by the papacy under Pope Leo IX in accaréavith the true purpose of the Church, the nature
of the church from that point on, as well as itatienship with the state, would have been différmd
without doubt better. Gregory VII's insistence upecclesiastical domination of the secular affaifrs o
society, however, pitted the church against théestad the church against itself, with unfortunate
consequences for both. While it is true that Inmbdd one century later dominated all of European
society, that domination did not come without a@riand the price was one of suspicion, resentaraht
resistance. The relationship of the church to tiaesbecame and has remained adversarial, with the
consequence that our society is the poorer beaafuseln the midst of century-long controverside t
church has frequently lost sight of its primary gmse and role in society, while the state has nbt o
rejected the attempts of the church at secularalpitut its moral guidance as well, from whichmight
otherwise have profited.

What do we find today? We find priests and pastdns function better on political platforms
than in their pulpits, with the consequence thastnpeople live in spiritual worlds of uncertaintyda
doubt. We find government officials, seemingly devof conscience, passing bills because of pressure
groups and taking bribes from defense contracWisle it would be grossly inaccurate and simplistic
trace these woes of society in their entirety bacthe Investiture Controversy, it is proper tonaut
that any institution which embraces an ideologysetr of goals which contradict and distort its pmyna
purpose will inevitably experience dissension witits midst, confusion among its membership, and a
weakening of its impact upon society. This, unfodiely, was the legacy left the church by Gregolly V
This, unfortunately, Henry IV was ill-prepared amthble to prevent.
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Book Reviews

HOW CAN CHRISTIANS, WHOSE CITIZENSHIP ISIN HEAVEN,
EXERCISE THEIR CITIZENSHIP ON EARTH IN THE POLITICAL ARENA?*

* Presented at the West Central Pastoral Conferehtiee CLC, held at Lamar, CO, September
20-22, 1988. — Editor.

(In the light of three book summaries and reviews):

1- Prayer, Politics & Power , by Joel C. Hun¥theaton, lllinois: Tyndale House Publishers, Inc.
Paperback.

2- Kingdoms In Conflict , by Charles Colson. GitaRapids, Michigan: Zondervan. Hardcover.
$15.95.

3- The Naked Public Square , by Richard John BeshGrand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans.

Paperback. $8.75.

“Our citizenship is in heaven!” Because that isetriwe eagerly wait for the Savior, the Lord
Jesus Christ” (Phil. 3:20). We are “fellow citizemgh the saints” (Eph. 2:19) of all ages, livingdadead,
and so are citizens of that Kingdom which transedide, knows no boundaries, nationalities, etlonic
linguistic divisions. At the same time we are Argari citizens, just as the Apostle Paul was a Roman
citizen who appealed to the prerogatives of thigesiship (Acts 22:22-29; 25:11). The questiorHew
can and should we, who are citizens of the eteiiayjdom of God, exercise our citizenship in the
political arena as citizens of our country?

This question has become more urgent with the ecgraf the evangelical churches into the
political arena. Heretofore in American politicshias been the liberal churches, under the aediseof
National Council of Churches, that have wieldedadtruncontested political influence. But with tieer
of the Moral Majority (now Liberty Federation) undine leadership of Jerry Falwell and the candidacy
of Pat Robertson as the Republican nominee foptesidency, the religious right has become invalved
Add to this the voices of TV evangelists and thiigi®us lobbies, such as, Christian Voice, Religiou
Roundtable, the Christian New Right, the effortsl amganizations of Tim and Beverly LaHaye (The
American Coalition for Traditional Values—ACTV), @stian Women for America (CWA), James
Dobson, and the Christian Broadcasting Net workNEC®ith its “The 700 Club,” and you have political
clout— especially with the religious right beingrjed to the political right through the efforts Baul
Weyerich combined with the proven fund raising dajgees of Richard Viguerie, the “direct-mail whiz



Traditionally the conservative Lutheran Church piecticed political quietism. We shun position
papers on political issues of the day, refrain fruotitical demonstrations, and avoid political lgbip. Is
our posture in line with the New Testament revef#?i Liberation Theology hails Jesus as being on the
side of the poor and oppressed against the wealtpyessors. That picture is out of focus. Jesus did
indeed, feed the poor, but He did not miraculoslive all their problems, as He could have. He,said
“You have the poor with you always” (Matt. 26:1He spent a lot of time with wealthy Nicodemus,
talking to him about “being born again” and othdndgddom matters without counseling him regarding
redistribution of wealth or reform of unjust civinstitutions. The New Testament's inspired writers
nowhere urge Christians to work for political refgrto run for political office, to strive to makejust
social institutions more just, righteous, and egpnee of love. The great social evil of slavery was
accepted as a reality. Slaves were urged to obeysabmit to their masters; masters were urged to be
kind and concerned with the welfare of their slayeg no demonstration was called for, no strikeivit
disobedience recommended to root out this socgtitition— which in the course of the centuries was
eradicated through the leaven of the Gospel at wofkhristians who manifested their concerns thihoug
their churches and politically. How active is thbriStian citizen to be in the political arena arwivhis
that activity to be manifested?

Hunter divides his book, Prayer, Politics & Poweantp two main parts: Part I— “Politics and
Piety under the Lens” and Part II—"After Analysidction.” He introduces each chapter with an
appropriate quotation. Consider this one from @C&wis: “If you read history you will find that the
Christians who did most for the present world werecisely those who thought most of the next. It is
since Christians have largely ceased to think efdther world that they have become so in effedtive
this.” That's a genuine paradox. Christians areused of being “pie-in-the-sky-eyed,” which is naot a
entirely false description, for we have no contirqucity here. Yet Christians with such a perspectiv
have done more for this city on earth by virtuetladir prayers and their reflecting the love of God
Christ Jesus in their lives through service thars¢hwho seek and find their treasures on this eBrth
how is this to be done?

Hunter draws attention to a common error among §elcals, especially those of the
Fundamentalist imprint. They con fuse God’'s wayleéling in the New Testament with His way in the
Old Testament. “God once ruled Israel by law antkrmal government. God now rules His people by
grace and internal government” (25). John Calvirgdb that in his efforts to establish the Kingdofm o
God in Geneva. One feels that Pat Robertson also'thizarned that difference with his proposals to
apply the OT Jubilee laws to our national debt [@ab It is not only Norman Lear and his Peoplehaf t
American Way who fear that a Jerry Falwell in poweruld be an American Ayatollah Khomeini. The
law has a powerful way of asserting itself. Witntees problems of the Lutheran Church in Australiaro
the matter of women wearing hats in the publiciserand women wearing men’s clothing (Deut. 22:5).
(See Schulz, Arthur. “Lutheranism Down Under.” Jairof Theology 28.2 (1988): 7-18.) Whenever the
church manages to get the government to suppompriagram, the law replaces the gospel as the
motivating and enabling factor in human behaviountdr expresses this truth in sentences like these:
“Institutional expression is not without force.’nd“Any Christian activity expressed by a governiaén
institution insinuates force” (37). Yet we are ®ibvolved in politics and government, but we aoéto
depend upon government for solutions. We are tmbaved because Christ so directs us in the words,
“Render to Caesar the things that are Caesar’stt(M2a:21), and because the government requests the
participation of all citizens and special intergsiups (39-40).

Hunter challenges the belief of many Evangelichig the solution of the many moral problems
in our country would be in electing “Rev. Presidémt born-again political saint. We had born-again
Jimmy Carter. Pat Robertson was rejected by thetarkte, as was Jesse Jackson. Colson pointsaiut th



Otto von Bismarck-Schoenhausen was “a committeds@dm who regularly read the Bible, spoke openly
of his devotion to God, and claimed divine guidairceesponse to prayer,” but has been described by
historians “as a Machiavellian master of politidaiplicity who specialized in blood and iron” (Catso
304). Is a Christian ruler the solution? Shouldi§€tfans work towards that end? Hunter:

Though leaders were appointed for order in theah(t Tim. 3), no passage in the New Testament
encourages Christians to appoint for themselveslitigal leader. The leader Christ gives to us to
help us speak our cause to the world is the Holyit§pohn 16:13), not a fallible, flesh-and-blood
political leader. The Bible makes it clear that are not to put too much faith in political leaders:
“Do not trust in princes, in mortal man, in whoneté is no salvation” (Ps. 146:3). (53)

Hunter diagnoses the problem of governing correaybeing the problem of SIN. Walter
Rauschenbusch and the Social Gospel underestirtteezhormity of sin. John Dewey diagnosed man’s
problem as ignorance, not sin, and thought thatagthn was the answer. (Dewey’s continuing inflleenc
is currently being felt in attempting to solve tireig and AIDS problems through education.) The aded
reaction came with Reinhold Niebuhr “who understtiogl true nature of man” and whose book, Moral
Man And Immoral Society, “stands as an importapeat®n of politics that assume love and reason
transcend sin” (77-78). Hunter defines the probsgrthe self-centered, self-aggrandizing Ego. On the
functioning of original sin on Ego Hunter comment@riginal sin begins again every time our own
power becomes our focus and our own increase &ightl to our eyes. Original sin proceeds everyetim
we accept a voice that confirms that focus. Ouugroan easily supplant the serpent” (91). Additiona
insights:

Our characters are not transformed, our heartd@tresensitized, nor are our minds led into more
truth by government. Only by placing our confideirt&od’s sovereignty are we able to relinquish
our private imperialism “for the country’s good.” . We do not place our reliance upon legislative
conquests that control people but do not changa.tkaith in God is both the motivation for— and
the limitation of— our work. (92)

In Part II—"After Analysis, Action,” Hunter listside scriptural reactions to civil government:
Obedience, Repentance, Civil Disobedience, Comectind Transplanting. Transplanting is a scriptura
option; rebellion or anarchy is not. Joseph, atcitenseling of the angel in a dream, removed Jiesos
the jurisdiction of Herod to Egypt. Jesus instrdciéis disciples to flee to another city, if persecu
Hunter applies the transplantation principle toAlmeerican Revolution:

Our own American Revolution looked like pure reloel| but it was actually the birth of a new
nation. The Declaration of Independence clearlyasgpd the people from English authority. The
Constitution completed that separation by instigita legitimate government. After attempting
correction, the next step was transplantation bgtton of a new governmental authority. Because of
the geographic separation, the colonies were somiepte disposed toward self-government. In
many ways the American people had already beguorto an identity and government separate
from Britain. The “taxation without representaticissue was more an evidence of a separate ethos
and people than of subjects who wanted more invnoére in British government. (107)

Hunter defines the “holy scriptural principle” afinteous ness in the words of Doctors Elizabeth
and Paul Achtemeier as “The fulfillment of the dews of a relationship, whether with men or with
God.” (A study of “righteousness” in Kittel's Theglical Dictionary Of The New Testament confirms
that definition, in the opinion of this writer.) Veh are the components of righteousness for “the
Righteous American”? Hunter lists Loyalty, Tolerantinderstanding, and Involvement.

Hunter advocates involvement on the part of Clamsti through what he calls “The Pilate



Program.” Pilate “decided to avoid deciding.” NéRe did decide, but he did not take responsibility.
Hunter suggests, “Perhaps Pilate is not so differemm us in his avoidance of the religio-political
issues.” The Jews demonstrated before Pilate. “Detrations are a way to move a particular issue up
the value scale of the intended audience, and aofvpyovoking response.” But “improvements may be
made because of demonstrations but are seldom imale midst of demonstrations.” The reason is that
“emotionalism, rather than deliberation, tendsuie mt demonstrations.” . . . “Unlike Pilate, we shiet
their value lie solely in the fact that they hawaptured our attention.” . . . “Pilate . . .was pked to
reaction instead of reason.” Hunter also speakilehtifying the issues in terms broader than iielg as
Jesus did before Pilate when He spoke in termgrofif,” a universal term rather than a narrow relig
term. “Christ shows us two important prerequisiteswitnessing. First, we need to get rid of the
counter-attack mentality. . . . The second presdtiJesus modeled was His use of nonreligious
language.” The world simply does not understand “@hristianese.” On that day when Jesus stood
before Pilate, “the religious crowd missed thehrbecause they were too focused on religion. Pilate
missed it because he was too focused on politics.*The great strength Christians should brionghe
American political process is one of depth.” (Qtiotas from 119-141)

At the end of Chapter Eight on “The Pilate Progratininter sums up the Christian’s “Assuming
Responsibility” as follows:

Get away from the confrontational demonstration—thiok
Overlook a narrow religious perspective

Observe deep principles rather than shallow pslitic
Decide in prayer

Act

Tolerate others toward reconciliation (163)

Chapter Nine, “Proper Expression (and Punctuatioripolitics,” is summarized by Hunter in
these sentences:

An exclamation point attracts attention to emergeissues. A semicolon looks for some sort of
development of the thought it has initiated (eirgercessory prayer). A catalytic question hopes fo
a reaction, as much as an answer, that will chaimgenner chemistry of our political solutions.
[Hunter has an excellent statement in regard tdCtmestian reaction to God’s judgment upon self-
destructive man:] In a world of AIDS, teen suicided child pornography, we should hurt with the
hurting. How unbecoming that some Christians, wheed loves these people more than they love
themselves, are eager to offer a bloodchilling axation of God’s vengeance for sin! Consequences
of sin may be unavoidable, but sins are still rea®o profound sorrow. Many Christians want to
know more than they want to care. Until we careoies not matter how much we know. Unless we
proclaim the cause of the hurting, the mission bfi€l (Luke 4:18) is still a foreign mission to us.
[Hunter also has some in formative statements erabortion issue:] We live in a society that is in
many ways more sensitive to animal life than hutifan Anyone who takes an egg from an eagle’s
nest is liable to a fine of up to five thousandlaa and a sentence of up to five years in jait &e
fertilized human egg is not so protected. The mdERevenue Service recognizes a cattle breeder’s
expenses for a calf from the date of conceptiohpbulegal system will not give the same protected
status to a human baby. (Quotations from 165- 187)

The final chapter moves toward individual actiommovyding a workbook for political
involvement. The entire book presents a coursetifrafor the individual Christian that is in acdance
with scriptural principles recognizing the spirituature of the Kingdom with its transcendent valbet
also its mandate to “render unto Caesar” what Cak=aands. In the case of our democracy that means
involvement!



Kingdoms In Conflict was written by Charles Colson of former Watergate current Prison
Fellowship fame. The jacket heralds it as “an iesil challenging view of politics, power, and the
pulpit,” and so it is. Colson capsules his condara chapter heading that he has borrowed fromd®ech
John Neuhaus— “The Naked Public Square.” Colsone ‘lite in a society in which all transcendent
values have been removed and thus there is no staradard by which anyone can say right is riglat an
wrong is wrong. What we live in is, in the memoralvhage of Richard Neuhaus, a naked public square”
(225).

Colson is very readable. He illustrates his poiwvtth historical, biographical, and personal
silhouettes. The Prologue is set in 1998. Presidepkins, elected by the Christian Republican partst
under the influence of the Religious Right's intetation of biblical prophecy, is confronted withet
determination of fanatical Jews to blow up the Davhthe Rock, the sacred Muslim shrine in Jerusalem
and build a temple in its place. Fictional? Yespbssible? Not with the influence of the ReligioughR
in Republican politics!

Colson has divided his book into four parts. Pai$ kn titled “Need for the Kingdom.” An
account of the suicide of Ernest Hemingway, aftéifeawithout the Kingdom, illustrates its need.€lh
conversion of Cable News Network’'s Jerry Levin imifdt while in captivity illustrates its power to
sustain. From his own experience Colson testifiebe power of the Kingdom:

In my Watergate experience | saw the inability @&mm-powerful, highly motivated professionals—
to hold together a conspiracy based on a lie. K leas than three weeks from the time that Mr.
Nixon knew all the facts to the time that John Deemt to the prosecutors. Once that happened Mr.
Nixon’'s presidency was doomed. The actual covetlagied less than a month. Yet Christ's
powerless followers maintained to their grim dedtlgsexecution that they had in fact seen Jesus
Christ raised from the dead. There was no conspiraz Passover plot. Men and women do not give
up their comfort— and certainly not their lives—r fohat they know to be a lie. (70)

Part Il of Colson’s book is entitled “Arrival of ¢hKingdom.” It's refreshing to find one’s own
biblical under standing of the Kingdom so cleary forth by one who is a late-comer to the Kingdom,
namely, that “the Kingdom of God is a rule, notealm.” Furthermore, that “the Jews of first- cegitur
Palestine missed Christ's message because theynbiny today, were conditioned to look for salvatio
in political solutions.” Again, that “another reasthat the Jews missed the full significance of the
message of the Kingdom of God was that Jesus sgiodet a Kingdom that had come and a Kingdom
that was still to come— one Kingdom in two stagé33-84). On the function of the state: “The state i
not a remedy for sin, but a means to restrain9t)( On the difference between church and Kingdom:
“The church is not the actual Kingdom of God, bato reflect the love, justice, and righteousnéss o
God’s Kingdom within society” (92). To demonstrdtee leavening power of the Kingdom on society
through one man, Colson chronicles the efforts dfidkh Wilberforce to outlaw slavery in the British
Empire. An excellent insight: “Herod didn't fearsiis because he thought He would become a religious
or political leader. He had suppressed such oppgsriefore. Herod feared Christ because He repmsent
a Kingdom greater than his own” (110). On the caritig temptation of the church: “. . . the church,
whose principal function is to proclaim the Goodwseand witness the values of the Kingdom of God,
must resist the tempting illusion that it can ushethat Kingdom through political means.” In a foote
Colson quotes James Schall: “. . . if there is emystant temptation of the history of Christianftgm
reaction to Christ’s rejection of Jewish zealotismto current debates about the relation of Mardiem
the Kingdom of God, it is the pressure to makegreti a formula for refashioning political and econo
structures” (115- 116).



Part 1, “Absence of the Kingdom.” In two chaptetslson traces the roots of World War Il. In
Germany he traces the heroic efforts of Martin Noben and Dietrich Bonhoeffer and the Free Chuch t
combat the Nazis while the State Church capitulatedollaborating with them. On the other sidehd# t
channel Neville Chamberlain remained a helplestinviof his Unitarian beliefs in the universal goeds
of all men and the conviction that reasonable,-fanded men could work together to solve any
difficulty. His beliefs were reinforced by Nancy tas's Cliveden circle of Christian Scientists witteir
belief in the goodness of man and that evil isdutllusion that can be eliminated by the exercithe
mind. Colson concludes: “The roots of World Waw#re in a sense theological.

In England and in Germany, the state and the bhdaded to fulfill their God-ordained
mandates. And whenever that hap pens, evil triuinfi&s). 1945, “Year Zero.” On the battleship USS
Missouri in Tokyo Bay, General Douglas MacArthurcldeed to the world: “We have had our last
chance. If we do not now devise some greater ane mguitable system, Armageddon will be at our
door. The problem is basically theological and iuge a spiritual recrudescence and improvement of
human character. It must be of the spirit if wetarsave the flesh” (179). But what has happened¥&V
seen the rise of anti-Kingdom Marxism and the aectif Kingdom principles in the West in the effdds
narrow the influence of religion in America; theewdting of the right to personal autonomy as the
cardinal rule of American life; the determinatiam gtrip even the thin veneer of religious signs and
symbols from culture; the decision of the Suprenoar€to base its life or death decision regardimg t
unborn in “Roe v. Wade” not on transcendent prilegpbut on a new right, the right of privacy,
conveniently discovered in the Constitution; theiedion leadership of a Carl Sagan, whose atheistic
creed is “The Cosmos is all there is, or was, @rewill be”; the decline of church attendance ie th
West; and the emergence of “the health-wealth-ss¢agospel of the electronic preachers. The raésult
the naked public square that rejects the wisdoth@fages that religion is indispensable to the aahc
and justice of society.

Part IV, “Presence of the Kingdom.” “. . . | wowtlll argue that Christianity is the only religious
system that provides for both individual concernd the ordering of society with liberty and justioe
all. A creed alone is not enough, nor is some egldaw” (235). Colson speaks of the “command otlGo
that orders them (Christians) to be the ‘salt efélarth’ and ‘the light of the world™ as “the gteaultural
commission of the Kingdom.” The command is not ¢oshlt or light. That Christians are “the salt fuf t
earth” and “the light of the world” is that amazitrgth of the Kingdom. The command is to functien a
what we have been made! Christians are to funetotsalt” and “light” according to the Scripturdmsit
“though 500 million Bibles are published in Amerieach year— that's two for every man, woman, and
child— over 100 million Americans confess they neepen one” (243). Christian patriotism may, at
times, demand civil disobedience—according to bd#liprinciples. Christians serve best in “little
platoons,” e.g., Falwell’'s “Liberty Godparent Mitiies” for unwed mothers and “Mothers Against
Drunk Driving” (MADD). The antidote to Nietzsche"svill to power” that “fuels political passions in
every culture” and which is a political manifestatiof “the sin of the Garden” is the Kingdom. “Niotfy
distinguishes the kingdoms of man from the KingdoimGod more than their diametrically opposed
views of the exercise of power. One seeks to cbpgople, the other to serve people; one promatks s
the other prostrates self; one seeks prestige asitign, the other lifts up the lowly and despiséa74).
How is the Christian to function as salt and letdni her light shine in politics? The currentlyaddished
American political wisdom is that “one’s religiou®nvictions must have no effect on one’s public
decisions” (284). That was enunciated by John Kéyne his 1960 speech to the Houston Ministerial
Association and by Mario Cuomo in his 1984 Notrari@aaddress. However, “both views— privatized
faith and using political power to play God—are plgdlawed” (285). The individual must live his ber
faith. Colson illustrated that with his own expages at Walla Walla in preventing a prison riot and
securing reforms. Politics have their pitfalls te church—that the church will become just another
special-interest group, that church leaders mayestignate their own importance, and that the gospel



becomes hostage to the political fortunes of aqdar movement. The tale of Benigno and Cory Aquin
in Philippine politics is related as an examplépsople power.” Trust in political systems and ibgpes

is an illusion. A moving tale of reconciliation Morthern Ireland is related to demonstrate thehttbat
every Christian cherishes—that the Kingdom is itrdesible! In a very readable manner Colson shows
what can and does happen when the public squamriescnaked and what possibilities are there for
society and the Kingdom when its eternal valuesnigg upon the public square.

Colson borrowed a chapter heading from the titi&lefihaus’ book, The Naked Public Square .
In “A Word to the Reader” Neuhaus describes hiskba® “a book about religious politics and political
religion.” The best example of “the naked publicu@ee” is Red Square in Moscow, which is the
realization of Mussolini’s totalitarian formula, VErything within the state, nothing outside thetesta
nothing against the state.” That is the threatuloAmerican experiment, our democracy. Neuhaus:

The naked public square is the result of politwattrine and practice that would exclude religion
and religiously grounded values from the condugiudflic business. The doctrine is that America is
a secular society. It finds dogmatic expressiothideology of secularism. . . . Central to tharyst

is the claim that the public square will not andiraat remain naked. . . . | set forth the reasons fo
believing that ours is indeed a period of crisiowing into severe jeopardy the future of religion
and democracy in America. (iX-X)

Our concern is how we, as citizens of the KINGDO®An discharge our responsibilities as
citizens of the USA. As clergy and lay leaders ae, perhaps, best do that by becoming aware of iwhat
going on in our country— its secularization and phigatization of faith that divorces eternal vadifeom
political and legal decisions. As Christians wheddheir country, we should be aware of the hisadri
and political fact that “the democratic propositighat has manifested itself in our form of goveemt)
emerges from and is sustained by prior propositidomit God and his ways with the world” (xii).

The backdrop for Neuhaus’ study is the recent ajgpea of new actors on the political scene,
the moral majoritarians. As Colson, so Neuhausdumern about their prophetic eschatology and its
effect upon the foreign policy of our country. Higaluation is shared by this writer: “The statufe o
‘prophetic’ leaders, magnified by communicationshtgology of all kinds, is not unlike that of thosbo
in other cultures forecast future events by reatliegentrails of doves and rats. Bible study isiced to
a kind of reading of entrails” (15).

In the minds of many, the “separation of church atade” has come to mean the “separation of
religion and religiously based morality from thebfia realm” (20). That would result in the nakedo}ic
square. Neuhaus contends that “a public ethic ddmnece-established unless it is informed by religly
grounded values, . . . (for) the values of the Aozar people are deeply rooted in religion” (21)r Eg
ample, “Today’s debates about how or whether vadmedo be taught in public schools would have been
inconceivable a hundred years ago” (22). The suiggethat ours is a secular society is of receigiior
“Abraham Lincoln, who has rightly been celebratesl the foremost theologian of the American
experiment, talked about America as an ‘almost ehopeople” (61). “As late as 1931 the Supreme
Court could assert without fear of contradictid,e are a Christian people, according to one anatiger
equal right of religious freedom, and acknowledgwith reverence the duty of obedience to the wfill o
God™ (80).

In 1952, in a dispute over students getting ofirfrpublic school in released time for religious
instruction, Justice Douglas, hardly a religioushservant man, wrote, “We are a religious people
whose institutions presuppose a Supreme Being'a@owr. Clauson). As time went on, however,



the court’s references to religion had less angl teslo with what is usually meant by religion. Tha
is, religion no longer referred to those communalditions of ultimate beliefs and practices
ordinarily called religion. Religion became a syyonfor conscience. For instance, in cases again
related to conscientious objection, exemption fribra military draft was to be allowed on the
“registrant’'s moral, ethical, or religious belieddout what is right and wrong (provided) those
beliefs be held with the strength of traditiondigieus convictions” (Welsch v. U.S., 1970). Thus
religion is no longer a matter of content but afcgirity. It is no longer a matter of communal value
but of individual conviction. In short, it is norger a public reality and therefore cannot interfer
with public business. (80)

In the Zorach released time case (1952) JusticdiawiilDouglas had declared, “We are a
religious people whose institutions presuppose pre3ne Being.” In the Abington Bible reading case
(1963) Justice Clark’s majority opinion expressesignificant shift. There was no affirmation thatro
institutions presuppose a Supreme Being, that pedplhave religious needs that the state mustegspe
and that there is need for public encouragememelajion. All that is expressed is that our peogte
participate in religious observances, but the Caerhained neutral as to whether such religious
observance is good or bad. The Court also intratlicelistinction between religious observance and
religious freedom. Historically, religious freedamas thought to be freedom to exercise one’s raligio
not freedom from religion. Thus “Abington set asend/hat had been a unified tradition, as articalate
Zorach and innumerable other statements from @al lend political history” (100-102). Ten yearslat
in the Wade abortion case (1973) the Court ignargdhigher religious ethical principle, introduaibe
new right of privacy into the Constitution, and ldeed the unborn non-persons. Nine years later2)198
“an Indiana court, adhering to Roe v. Wade, dedldhat ‘Infant Doe’ of Bloomington, a handicapped
child already born, was a non-person and the dberefore permitted the child’s parents to order th
hospital to starve the baby to death” (128). Gridualue judgments based on natural or higher law
have been reduced to personal interests— nothimg!mo

The Moral Majority is determined to “turn Americeoand” by restoring old-time values. Jimmy
Carter was a “born-again” Christian, but “in defege to ‘liberal, feminist, anti-family’ lobbies (he
seemed pathetically eager to prove that his fahndt make him a redneck reactionary” (39). Moral
majoritarians must beware of the blasphemy of debaligion by making it an appendage to partisan
purpose (44). A reaction to the religious new ripht been Norman Lear’s “People for the American
Way,” the “American Way” being defined as everydyeng free to do his own thing. This position is
usually sup ported by the secular press, whichotisessed with the Elmer Gantry syndrome” (56).
Another player is the mainline ecumenicals (NCChséecumenicity requires them to conduct dialogues
with Buddhists and Marxists, but not with “Biblearoging pushers of blood-bought salvation” who are
bullish on capitalism (57). Martin Luther King follved the principle of non-violence; Jerry Falwélht
of “bellicose toughness in dealing with the Comnmsts' Yet they were similar in this way that both
wanted to “disrupt the business of secular Ameligan appeal to religiously based public values)(7
Both were and are contending against the nakedcpsitpliare which refuses to remain naked. Old-time
religious values are being replaced by secular Inisng an ersatz religion, which may be followed by
the totalitarianism of the state. But the situai®not hopeless, for “for better or worse, tramtitl values
are very much alive in America” (97). “Religion liy definition a conservatizing institution in sagie
transmitting the tradition by which rights and wgsn truths and falsehoods are to be measured” .(158)
“The state must be supported and judged by thes¢eardent truth that the church proclaims, and the
church must be checked in her propensity to ex@icisthe city of man’ a political power that istno
rightly hers” (165). “Again, the proposal herehst politics is most importantly a function of auk, and
at the heart of culture is religion, whether or indd called by that name” (190).

Can we support the Moral Majority externals? Thegpehds upon the issue. In pro-life issue we
support the position of the Moral Majority, the @alic Church, LaRouches, the Moonies, and othens. O



the prayer in public schools issue we join withetdl Republican Lowell Weicher of Connecticut, the
ACLU, and the People for the American Way in oppgsihe Moral Majority position. What is vital is
that we know the issues, become aware of the trendsinabashedly cling to eternal values as s#t for
in the Bible.

Paul F. Nolting

Presenting The Catholic Faith: A Modern Catechison kquirers , by Frank P. Siano C.S.P.
Mahwah, NJ: Paulist Press, © 1987, by The Missp&arciety of St. Paul the Apostle in the State
of New York. Nihil Obstat: Francis J. McAree S.T.Imprimatur: Joseph T. O’Keefe D.D., Vicar

General, Archdiocese of NY.

| studied this Catholic catechism in order to abtap to datefactual information about the
Roman Catholic teachings, specifically, their doetrof the Church, because our Sunday morning Bible
class wondered: “Since Vatican Council Il, does Rwmnan Catholic denomination still claim to be the
only saving church?”

Our local newspaper had recently stated that tiser®eVatican Council of 1962-65 “abandoned
its demand for a return of all Christians to Roraadl that “Roman Catholicism also dropped insistence
that it was the only true church and recognize@mothurches as sister communities of Christiam fait

My pre -1962 Roman Catholic catechisms state that thedbhwhich Christ founded was not
only spiritual but also a society of mezommissioned to govern, teach, baptize, etc., that Christ's
Universal Church and the Roman Catholic Churchitaeesame group. Their explanation of “Outside the
Church is no salvation” is that those who do nat jhe Catholic Church on account of human respect,
riches, honor, etc., cannot be saved.

Had Vatican Il changed that stand? An excerpt fRaual Blanchard on Vatican |l states: “The
old principle holds— anyone who knows that the Gi¢hChurch is the one true Church and willingly
remains outside of it, cannot save his soul. Ther€hteaches that one who is not nominally andadigtu
baptized a Catholic may, in some instances, bedsdné that his salvation is, nevertheless, throtingh
Catholic Church.”

No doubt Blanchard’s statements are correct, maeshe is known for his anti-Roman Catholic
views (e.g., he opposes their stand on birth cbaind the mandate that Roman Catholic children must
not attend public schools), he cannot be citedhasfinal word about what Roman Catholics presently
teach; but the 1987 Roman Catholic Catechism cogilsio cited.

Since the book was intended for people inquiraimput the Catholic faith, its presentation of
various doctrines is more in formal and less dedathan it probably would be for persons who are
already Catholics. There are few antithetical stetgts. Yet, many of their religious errors can be
recognized from the following quotations which Iveabeen careful noto take_out of contextThe
underlining in the quotations is mine.

Chapter 1: The Community of the Church. P.8: “Chtisosee themselves as . . . the community
of people who have persistently followed Jesushelonging to him and each other.” P.9: “The Chtho
Church is composed of those who come from the foBbwers of Jesus . . . and . . . their church
organization. The Roma@atholic Church traces its roots to the apostotimmunity in Rome.” P.10:



“Today the Roman Catholic Church is in dialoguith all the major protestant churches and alsih wi
Judaism and Islam; it has affirmed the Orthodoxst&a) churches as ‘sister’ churches.” P.11: “Taey
the Church, the community of Jesus . . . Catholicsknow God'’s love in a clear way . Catholics see
the Church as an essential way of truly finding God

The above quotes answer our Bible class questiere the Catholic church identifies itself with
the Holy Christian Church and makes it an essewtd for “truly finding God,” i.e., being saved.

Chapter 2: Faith. “The core of the Catholic faitmde found in the ancient creeds . . . the Bible
and_the living traditiorof the Catholic family.” P.23: “Catholics and Oottox follow the_Greekradition
of the Old Testament” (The LXX).

Chapter 3: Jesus. “He unlocked the power thauletenow we cabe saved.” P.39: “The heart of

the teaching of Jesus . . . is presented . . ugirdhe gospels . . . in parables, sermons, debates
discourses . . . on a mountain side Jesus givéls il new law.” P.40: “God forgives all who conee
Him.”

Chapter 4: The Christian Life: Spirit. P.48: “Cdihs strive for a holiness that exceeti®
demands of the commandments.” P.50: “God’s grabésis. . empowering us to accomplish his deeds
. God’s grace comes as a free gift . . . we angoresible for cooperating with it.” P.52: “People dree to
respond toor reject God'’s love.” P.53: “Acts which may bels\are still hot sinsf we have no control
over them.” “This_environmendf sin makes us tenward sin.” “Jesus never sinned and . . .als®
believethat his grace kept Marpyis mother, free from all sireven original siri P.58: “Christianity is a
people religion. It cannot be lived alone.”

Chapter 5: The Christian Life: Prayer and SacramBr&9: “The Catholic Church traces its
history in an unbroken line to the first disciplEsChrist.” P.60: “Worship is the prayer of the @ian
community.” P.61: “Catholics worship only God. Thhgnor saints, particularly Mary, the mother of
Jesus, and use their images only as signs of HdA®?2: “The two principal sacraments of the Church
are baptism and the Lord’s Supper . . . Cathoke®gnize five other sacraments as well: confirnmatio
reconciliation, holy orders, matrimony, and anaigtbf the sick.” “The sacraments come from Jesus an
from the life of the communitthat he began.” Pp.62-63: “His followers . . .tbased the Holy Spirit by
imposing hands.” “Marriage was recognized as anomant act of worshify P.64: “Baptism brings
forgiveness of all sin done beforeceiving baptism.” “To be baptized a person ndedselieve in Jesus
and _accept the community of the Chutdh.66: “When a child is baptized, the parents promise to
begin . . ._transmitting the faitio the child.” “Babies are baptized because of theéh of their parents
Without the faith and consent of their parents,ahybcannot be baptized.” P.67: “Confirmation . . .
completeghe sacrament of baptism . . . when the childdsagin to mature.” P.68: “The bread and wine
. . . are_transformeithto his body and blood.” P.70: “Bread and windl wé changednto the body and
blood of the Lord.” P.71: “The United States cedtbs Jan. 1—Solemn Feast of Mary, Mother of Jesus .
.. Aug. 15—The Assumption of Mary into Heaven Dec. 8—Feast of the Immaculate Conception” (of
Mary). P.73: “Catholics mayeceive the consecrated bread and wine, althaergiving only the breaid
truly receiving the Lord.”

Chapter 6: The Christian Life: Healing and Forgieesn P.77: “No one . . . sins by accident. You
make a mistake but you do not sin.” P.78: “Forgesmis the healing of sin . . . the Catholic seslch
healing in the act of reconciliation between thener and ChurchPp.79-80: “Priestaind_bishop$iave
the ministry of healing.” P.81: “How are sins forgh? The mercy of God . . . in the death and
resurrection of Jesus is the means of sins’ forgigs . . . this forgiveness_is shown howereur actual
relationship with God and our relation ship witherts. The reconciliation is celebrated by the Chimc
the sacrament of reconciliation which heals ouatrehship with others, the Christian community and




God.” P.83: “In the history of the Church . . . bigipenance as a corrective to sin [has-R.M.] bedbmme
common practice of ‘going to confession’ that Céitiso. . . do today.” P.84: “Catholics confess ttens
and celebrate the sacrament of reconciliation wifniest . . . a priest . . . gives absolutioninf’Must a
person confess? “When someone has sinned seritwshy, she confesses before sharing the Eucharist
P.85: “Confess your sins sincerely and openly fiast . . . you should include sorrow for all #ias
you have committed . . . the priest will give arlpace’ . . . to help you be clear about your chasfge
life.” P.86: “Catholics confess to an official reientative of the Church community, a priest.”

Chapter 7: The Christian Life: Ministering to OtheP.92: “The sacrament of confirmation . . .
completes baptism.” P.99: “Catholics are . . .tootemarry after divorce.” P.104: “Married peoplayn
not become bishops or priests.” P.106: “A bishoghissen by the Pope.”

Chapter 8: Christian Living. P.117: “A sincere Gait never disregards the Church’s teaching.”

Chapter 9: The Organization of the Church. P.1B¥Hops, in communion with each other and
the Bishop of Rome, seek to continue the work etigg “All dioceses are joined together.” P.120h&T
Pope, as bishop of Rome, has a ministry for allGharch. He stands in the line of Peter.” P.12TheT
bishop is answerable to his fellow bishops andhi Pope.” P.122: “The bishops, in union with the
bishop of Rome are infallible when they speak far whole Church.” “The Pope, when he speaks . . .
about faith and morale in a binding way, also esjoy . infallibility, of being free from error.” .P23:
“Canon law . . . specifies the rights and obligasimf the members of the Church. Its most recent .
publishing was in 1984.” P.124: “The bishop app®imtiests and deacons to their tasks.”

Chapter 10: A Community that Hopes. P.127: “Evadlntis not a denial of creatiobut a
modification of the particular creation account egivin the Bible's first book, Genesis.” P.134:
“Christians call . . . the fullness of life ‘heaven . Catholics believe that all who die in uniatith God
begin to live this state of fullness . . . Cathelall these people ‘saints’ . . . Catholics regasdhe
greatest of saints Mary, the mother of Jesus$o.great a saint is Mary that . . . she lives anftliness of
heaven, body and sotlP.135: “Catholics honor Mary, the Mother of Jeswith the famous prayer
called ‘'The Hail Mary.”™ “We can ask Mary to helg,walong with other saints“What happens to people
who die? Those who die . . . pass through a sthteurfication” P.136: “Catholics call this state
‘purgatory’.” “How long does this state of purifidan last? . . . as long as we . . . have not openg
hearts to the fullness of life in God.” P.140: “Galics pray for the day when nuclear weapons vall b
completely eliminated.”

Epilogue: The Continuing Search. P.144: “How doidcdver God?_Through myselin my
dreams and hopé&sP.147: “lllumination . . . is what Christians are by grace. God’s constant gift of
grace breaks upon us . . . All of a sudden we baeged.”

Robert Mackensen




