
Charism

Introduction


When the General Administration invited me to participate in this Day of Reflection they indicated the topics they wanted me to address in the form of three questions.  What key values motivated and sustained Father Dehon in the foundation and governance of the Congregation?  What were the decisive values underlying the critical moments in his life?  What Dehonian values are needed today and for the challenges in the future?  My presentations will attempt to respond to the issues raised in these questions, but I will not follow the three-question format.  In doing this I take my inspiration from Wallace Stevens’s poem “The Man With The Blue Guitar,”  which in turn was inspired by Picasso’s painting of the same name: “They said, ‘You have a blue guitar,/ You do not play things as they are.’  The man replied, ‘Things as they are/ Are changed upon my blue guitar.’”
   Leo Dehon also had a blue guitar and in his day he went about changing things as they are.  I will deal with the proposed topics under the title “Charism and Mission.”  “Charism” this morning, “Mission” this afternoon.  
PART ONE


In the years following the Second Vatican Council the term “charism of the founder” has been one of the most used, and  misunderstood, phrases in the vocabulary of Religious.  One of the reasons for the failure of this phrase to say anything meaningful is that many people overlook the fact that a charism is a grace and as such it cannot be reduced to a definition or a formula.   A charism is a gift of the Spirit, which is the Spirit itself.  The process of identifying a charism is analogous to the distinction between revelation and doctrine.  Jesus Christ is the revelation of the living God, but the church develops doctrines about Christ which point to his presence and clarify who he is and the meaning of his work.  Doctrinal statements never take the place of the living Lord, just as statements of a charism never can take the place of the charism itself.  No expression of a charism is ever definitive (not even that of the founder himself)
  -- they are always partial and do not embody the full reality of the charism.  All  that we can hope to attain is a provisional statement that can be accepted as an appropriate and adequate -- but necessarily imperfect -- expression of the charism that animates our Institute.


The word “charism.” however, is not restricted to signifying the distinctiveness of a Religious institute.  The word has a much broader and older meaning.  It was Saint Paul who took the Greek word charisma, meaning free gift or favor, and he introduced it into a religious context, using it to mean a free gift of grace.  It is a supernatural gift bestowed by the Holy Spirit on an individual who is to use it for the benefit of the community.  So there are many different kinds of charisms which are related to various forms of service and functions within the Christian community,
 and the classic text is found in 1 Corinthians 12: 7: “The particular manifestation of the Spirit granted to each one is to be used for the general good” (NJB);  [“À chacun est donnée la manifestation de l’Ésprit en vue du bien de tous” (TOB)].  It was not until more recent times (Pius XII) and especially Vatican II “that the magisterium gave extensive treatment to the presence of charismatic gifts as a normal aspect of the Church that concerned each of the faithful.”
    


I do not know precisely where or when the word “charism” was first used to refer to the distinctiveness of a Religious institute, but the phrase “charism of the founder(s)” does not appear in any of the documents of Vatican II.
   The Council does speak of the evangelical counsels as “a gift of God” (LG, 43), and also speaks of the “wonderful variety of religious communities” as “manifold gifts” enabling the Church to carry out its ministry of building up the Body of Christ (PC 1).  However, it is the post-conciliar document Evangelica Testificatio (29 June 1971) that explicitly mentions both “the charisms of your founders who were raised up by God” and “the charism of religious life . . . which . . . is the fruit of the Holy Spirit” (n. 11).  


These key church documents indicate how an investigation of the charism of Religious Life should be conducted.  First of all, the study of the charism of Religious Life is best carried out within the general context of the theology of charism in the life of the church.  Religious are not different from other Christians because they have a charism;  Religious simply have a different kind of charism than other Christians.
  


Second, “Religious Life itself is a charism, a gift to the Church.”
  Pope Paul VI made this explicit when he wrote: “In reality, the charism of the religious life . . . is the fruit of the Holy Spirit, who is always at work within the Church” (ET,  11).  What is distinctive about Religious Life is not a call to greater holiness or the inherent superiority of this way of life.  What makes Religious Life special is its single-minded and exclusive devotion to the quest for holiness.  Religious are ordinary Christians who devote themselves to Christ in a full-time way that relativizes every other aspect of life.  What distinguishes the quest for God in Religious Life from the spiritual journey of other believers is not its intensity or authenticity so much as its exclusivity.  Religious are ordinary Christians who pursue and nurture their relationship with God to the exclusion of any other primary life commitment, such as spouse and family, career or profession, economic well-being or social and political projects.  In this sense, all Religious Life is monastic;  this doesn’t mean that all Religious should live in a cloister and chant the Office seven times a day.  The word “monastic” comes from the Greek meaning single, solely, or unique, and so Religious Life is monastic because it is centered totally on God who is identified as “the one thing necessary (cf., Cst. n. 26).”
   


But one does not simply become a Religious in some generic sense, one has to join (or found) an institute that has a particular spirit or purpose or work.  It is this aspect of charism that has been the major preoccupation of Religious during the time of renewal since the Council and it has also probably been the source of the most confusion and anxiety.  Sister Sandra Schneiders has closely examined this situation in detail in her study of Religious Life,
 and at the risk of oversimplifying the problem I would like to call attention to what may be one of the principal causes of the frustration concerning “the charism of the founder(s).”  Too often, it seems, Religious have begun their search with a preconceived understanding of charism as a completely distinctive vision or a definitely identifiable characteristic which is unique to their founder or their group.  They go looking for a fully developed plan that the founder was inspired to carry out when he decided to invite collaborators to join in his project.  What they have often discovered, however, is quite the opposite.


To quote Sister Sandra Schneiders: “[I]t should not surprise or dismay Religious communities to discover that their spirituality is a braid of influences rather than a single, totally distinct product of the unitary vision of a single founder or foundress.  What is unique is which strands they have chosen or inherited and how they have braided  them together.  Some communities have felt that they had to discover (or invent) a single founding spirituality that all members should or must embody or else resign themselves to being charismatically ungrounded with a purely utilitarian self-understanding in terms of their traditional work.  The history of ministerial Religious Life suggests that the rich and enriching intermingling of spiritualities has been characteristic of this form of life from the beginning.”
  


Let me cite two examples.  Saint Benedict of Nursia (ca. 480-547) is considered the founder of monasticism in the west and the patron saint of Europe, but one recent Benedictine author also presents him as “the patron of failure.”
   As evidence of this he notes that Benedict went off to Subiaco to live the life of a hermit, and then he allowed himself to be called by a group of monks who pressured him to become their abbot.  After several difficulties and misunderstandings, he fled to Monte Cassino where he once again intended to live as a hermit, but instead founded a monastery, became its abbot, and wrote a rule which has been dominant in western monasticism to this day. 


Clearly, Benedict did not set out in life with a clear and distinct idea of what he wanted to do, in fact he oscillated back and forth between a solitary eremitical style of life and a cenobitic life in community.  Even his most famous contribution to the tradition, The Rule of Saint Benedict, can lay no claim to originality and is almost completely dependent on preexisting sources.  But what Benedict did was to take existing structures and practices and pass them through the crucible of his own experience and temperament until he produced a distinctly Benedictine way of monasticism, which was not something completely new but was a new way of embodying the tradition as he found it.  


To cite another example, in a special edition of the Jesuit journal Christus,  the editors announce that there is “nothing original” in the Spiritual Exercises  of Saint Ignatius which cannot be found in the well-established traditions of Christian spirituality.
  The title itself was already classic at the time of Ignatius and had been in common use for centuries.  As for the content, there is nothing in the meditations on sin or in the contemplations on the life of Christ which cannot be found in Ludolph of Saxony’s Life of Christ, which Ignatius had read during his convalescence at Loyola.  Nor was the entire book of Exercises composed at one time, rather from his retreat at Manresa (1522) until he began his studies at Paris (1535) he gradually fixed their method and content based on his experience of directing others.  As one of the first Jesuits would later observe: “Experience showed him that when he communicated the gifts he had received to others these gifts did not diminish in him but instead grew more intense.”
  Although he wanted to attract companions who would embrace his ideals, practically all of his initial attempts ended in failure.
 


In a similar way I believe that Leo Dehon’s charism as a founder is a braid of influences that he wove together to form a tapestry which is distinctively his own.  The principal strands of the tradition that he chose were taken from the French school of spirituality,
 the Paray-le-Monial approach to the Sacred Heart,
 and the Spiritual Exercises of Ignatius Loyola.
   He took various threads of these spiritual traditions then he spun and tied and fitted them together according to his own personal temperament and grace.  I propose we look at these traditions to see how they influenced Leo Dehon’s vision and project.


1.  THE FRENCH SCHOOL OF SPIRITUALITY

 Without a doubt the most powerful and lasting influence of his seminary formation came from his sustained immersion in the French School of spirituality.  In recent decades the French School of spirituality has been a somewhat controversial topic both because of the innate complexity of the subject matter and the disparate responses it evokes.  There is no general agreement even on the suitability of the name nor on the people who ought to be included under its heading.  For my purposes this morning I am using the term French School of spirituality to refer to those 17th century Catholic reformers whose ideal of the priest was someone “for whom apostolic mission and personal sanctity are one and the same thing.”
  In particular, I will limit my comments chiefly to two characteristics of the approach of Cardinal Pierre de Bérulle, who is generally considered the originator of this spiritual movement, because these two elements of his thought were most influential in development of Leo Dehon’s understanding of priesthood. 


The first characteristic is Bérulle’s Christocentrism.  Among Catholics today a Christocentric spirituality is generally taken for granted, but when Bérulle was a young man he embraced an abstract form of Christian mysticism that had been in vogue at the time.  Through contacts with the Jesuits and the Carmelite reforms inspired by Saint Teresa of Avila he underwent what he characterized as a “Copernican revolution” in which Jesus would now stand as the center around whom and toward whom all the movements of nature and grace are directed.
  His more mature writings have even been characterized as a sort of “Christological theocentricism,” in which the essential thing is to do the will of God the Father through the mediation of Christ who always accomplished his Father’s will.  Thus, when the Word becomes flesh he is both the revelation of the mystery of the relation which unites God the Father and God the Son, and he is the example of how a human nature achieves that same sort of unity in relation to God.
  


The mystery which the Incarnation reveals, Bérulle writes, consists in this: “The only Son of God continually refers all that he is to his Father.  His being and his life consist in this relationship . . . The Son of God truly proceeds from the Father, contemplates the Father, and refers all that he is to the Father in such a way that he is very intimate to his Father and dwells in him.”
  Therefore, for Bérulle, the primary purpose of the Incarnation is to give glory to God, for within the life of the Trinity the energies of the Son are totally devoted to the praise, honor, and love of the Father.
  What is new in the New Creation of the incarnate Son of God is that now there is a human who infinitely worships, loves, and serves the infinitely adorable God.
  It is the hypostatic union that is the exemplary model of the death-to-self [anéantissement] that allows for the deification of human nature by uniting it with the divine.
  According to scholastic theology every human being has a substance, which is our common human nature, and a subsistence, which is the principle of individuality that makes us autonomous persons.
   Bérulle emphasizes that in the Incarnation Christ is “deprived” of a human subsistence and both his human and divine natures subsist in the eternal Word.
  In imitation of the hypostatic union all humans are now invited to renounce their own subsistence, so that there is no longer an “I” in me, and to allow ourselves to be joined to the divine subsistence of the Son of God-made-man.  This is the sense of Saint Paul’s statement in Galatians 2: 20: “I live, but it is no longer I, but Christ lives in me.”
  


The second principal influence that the French School exerted on Leo Dehon has to do with the way this union with Christ comes about.  Bérulle introduces a very useful distinction between the mysteries of Christ and his states, which both find their foundation in the Incarnation.  All the events and acts in the life of Jesus are mysteries which are deeds in the past.  All these external activities, however, have corresponding interior states, which refer to Christ’s inner attitudes, dispositions, and love which brought them about.  So Bérulle writes: “They may be past in terms of performance, but they are present in power [vertu], which will never pass away.”
 


The distinction between mysteries and states is perhaps seen most clearly in the so-called Sulpician Method of meditation, made popular by Jean-Jacques Olier, a younger contemporary of Bérulle.  This style of prayer begins with “adoration,” contemplation of one of the mysteries of Christ in the scriptures (“Jesus before my eyes”).  Then the prayer becomes “communion,” as we desire the virtue of Christ that is proposed in the text and hope that he will give us what we have seen and admired in  him (“Jesus in our heart”).  Finally in the third phase, “cooperation,” we allow the virtue which has touched our heart to form our practical resolve to act in a similar way (“Jesus in my hands”).
  Or, as they sing in the musical Godspell, “Oh, dear Lord, three things I pray:  to see Thee more clearly, love Thee more dearly, follow Thee more nearly, day by day.”
 


2.  THE SACRED HEART OF PARAY-LE-MONIAL

It has often been shown that devotion to Christ under the aspect of his heart did not originate with Margaret Mary Alacoque in the mid-17th century.  It was six hundred years earlier, in the convents and monasteries of Medieval Europe, that the practice first began of evoking and contemplating Christ’s heart.  The Medieval devotion to the Sacred Heart did not find popular expression in the piety of the people, but was restricted to an elite circle of contemplatives and mystics.  It was in this monastic tradition that Margaret Mary came to learn of the devotion, and she maintained several of its distinctive aspects, for example, the emphasis on the humanity of Christ in the context of his suffering and passion.  But she also introduced major innovations to the traditional practice, most notably, her mission to promote the message of the Sacred Heart to the universal church.  The message of this devotion was eagerly received among the faithful and gradually gained acceptance in the official life of the church.


By Margaret Mary’s time the secularizing process that would lead to the Enlightenment and the French Revolution was already well underway.  The late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries witnessed the proliferation of mechanistic philosophies that applied the metaphor of the machine to make sense out of the world and human beings.  Everything was reduced to the identical principle of matter in motion.
   During the lifetime of Margaret Mary the studies of Doctor William Harvey on the strictly mechanical nature of the heart gradually gained universal acceptance.  Poetical and cultural notions about the heart as the seat of the emotions or the source of love could not coexist on the same plain with irrefutable evidence that the heart is just a mechanical pump.  The heart discovered by science could not be the organizing center of a human being or the place where we find our identity in the truest and deepest sense.


This mechanical and materialist environment provides the setting where the Sacred Heart devotion became a popular alternative to the impersonal and shallow rewards of the Modern World.  Margaret Mary boldly proposed the image of a heart that has little in common with William Harvey’s mechanical pump.  The Sacred Heart is enthroned in flames, bathed in light, surmounted by a cross, and surrounded by a crown of thorns.  It is clearly a symbolic heart.  As described by Margaret Mary the physical heart, separated from the body and presented in a stylized way, is the symbol of the “heart” of the person, of the core identity.  It is never enough just to gaze at the heart, there is always a further injunction to look within, to look deeper, to probe its inner richness.


The Paray-le-Monial devotion to the Sacred Heart brought about a shift in the accent or emphasis of Christian piety.
  In an increasingly secularized world, where the Christian religion was losing its objective standing, this devotion pointed inward to the heart as the seat of our identity, the place of encounter with the heart of Jesus, who is known properly only when he is known “by heart.”  It is within our own heart that we can be touched and changed by the heart of Christ which moves us to take on his virtues and attitudes in a world where the love of God has grown cold.  At a time when scientific reason and technical skill were the standards of human excellence, and the achievements of Head and Hand were valued as the highest  expression of human worth, this devotion called attention to the Heart as a superior way of apprehending and experiencing the fullness of life.  


However, official recognition of this devotion by the church was slow in coming.  There were charges of novelty and innovation, but above all there were objections against presenting the physical heart as the organ of love and the seat of the emotions.  Ultimately it was a petition from the bishops of Poland that gained the first official approval.  They wisely avoided outdated scientific and anatomical claims and instead proposed a twofold object of the devotion: the physical heart of Jesus as the symbol of his inner reality, that is, as the symbol of his boundless love for the Father and for people.  It was this understanding of the devotion to the Sacred Heart that won Rome’s approval, and this was the form of the devotion that spread to the universal church.
 


I believe that Father Dehon’s appropriation of the Paray-le-Monial tradition grasped its essential qualities.  With its emphasis on reparation, it stressed the return of love for love by various apostolic means and practices designed to spread this devotion and gain greater acceptance among a wider population (STD, XV. 3, 786-787).  In January, 1893, he wrote to the scholastics at Lille that the purpose of our congregation is to offer the Heart of Jesus the special kind of reparation that he asked for from Blessed Margaret Mary, namely, to express our love for him in prayer, to spread this devotion to others, and “to offer him our hearts immolated in the works, sorrows, and sacrifices of every day and in the ministries which require the most dedication and self-sacrifice, such as the care of workers and the poor and the foreign missions.”
  This letter suggests three positive aspects of the Paray-le-Monial devotion to the Sacred Heart that Father Dehon appropriated as his own: the primacy of the love of God, the meaning of the practice of reparation, together with the apostolic thrust of the devotion.


The Primacy of the Love of God.

The first truth that impressed him in this devotion to the Heart of Jesus was the fact that God is love and that God loves us.  In his own experience and spiritual development Leo Dehon was never infected by the notion of a God who stood outside human history, unconcerned about the personal story of each human life.  He adopted a way of thinking which considered the whole of Christian teaching “under the aspect of love.”
  “God has done everything by love and to be loved . . .  As God is love, the Incarnate Word directs all things by his love, that is, by his Heart.”
  He was theologian enough to make all proper distinctions.  The physical heart is a symbol of the spiritual reality or inner essence of the person.  In the case of Christ, his heart is the symbol of his love because the essence of Christ is total love for his Father and for humanity.  Hence the object of his devotion is the person of Jesus Christ and, specifically, his personal identity -- that is, his thoughts, his desires, his affections -- is revealed as love.  The physical heart, as Dr. William Harvey first demonstrated, is not the principal organ of affection or the organizing center of personal identity, but it is a sign of affection and a symbol of the person.  Hence it is appropriate to understand and venerate Christ under the aspect of his heart, first of all, because the heart is a natural sign of love, and, secondly, the heart is the symbol of the person, and the person of Jesus “is all love because his love for his Father and for us animated his entire life and directed all his actions” (cf., OSP, III, 613-617; OSP. V, 557-559).


By showing us his physical heart Christ invites us to consider his intentions, his affections, and his sentiments.  By contemplating the mysteries of his heart, the cold and insensitive hearts of human beings will be touched and changed to become more like him (OSP, IV, 319, 325).  He quotes Margaret Mary who wrote that the principal purpose of this devotion “is to convert souls to the love of this divine Heart and to make him the master and ruler of our hearts, by returning love for love to him” (OSP, III, 54).  This points us to the second aspect of Father Dehon’s appropriation of this devotion, namely, reparation, which consists in the transformation of our hearts by the loving touch of Christ’s heart (cf., Constitutions, n. 21). 


The Meaning of the Practice of Reparation.  


If, according to Father Dehon, this devotion begins with God’s love for us, revealed and symbolized in the heart of Christ, then, we need to ask, what is our role, our part?  The one-word answer, of course, is “reparation.”  Father Dehon quotes Pope Leo XIII: “Jesus has no more ardent desire than to see souls on fire with the same love that consumes his own Heart.  Therefore let us go to the one who asks only for the return of our love as the price for his love.”  Then he adds that our Lord does not ask us to make up for the damage that sin does to divine justice or divine honor, but instead he asks “above all for a reparation of love,” that is, the return of love for love (OSP, III, 623).  This is how he understood reparation, in the same sense that the Fathers of the church used the word “redamatio,” the return of love for love.
  In order to get an overview of the elements involved in reparation, I suggest that we take the definition found in the current Constitutions (n. 23) [it is a definition that should be often on our lips and always in our heart]:


“This is how we understand reparation:


As a welcome to the Spirit (cf., 1 Thess. 4: 8),


as a response to Christ’s love for us,


a communion in His love for the Father


and a cooperation in His work of redemption in the midst of the world.”


Now a brief look at each step (and I believe that they are successive stages of development; we cannot cooperate in the work of redemption, unless we have first welcomed the Spirit and responded to Christ’s love and shared in his union with the Father.)


“Welcome to the Spirit.”  Of all the elements of reparation this might seem the most surprising, especially since it has just been emphasized that reparation is our return of love.  But before we can love God in return and work in the building of God’s kingdom, we must first accept and welcome God’s love in ourselves.
   It is one thing to say that “God is love” and that “God has first loved us,” but it is something else altogether to accept that love into our hearts and lives.  To acknowledge the presence of God’s love in our lives, without giving our assent to the loving will of God, would be “a presence without union.”
   It is not just a matter of affirming God’s goodness or of imitating Christ’s virtues, but of being genuinely and personally affected by God’s gift of love.  For this to happen we must allow ourselves to be “grasped” in the depths of our heart by the ever-present, insistent love of God.
   “When the heart is deeply impressed, all the other faculties either fall silent or cooperate with it . . . The best way to allow the grace of the Heart of Jesus to act is to give precedence to the activities of the heart . . . Grace always acts on the heart.  It acts on the will only after having passed by way of the heart, as Saint Paul wrote: ‘The love of God has been poured out into our hearts through the holy Spirit’” (Rom. 5: 5).


Aquinas was correct to insist that being loved is less important than loving.  However, we becoming loving only after and as a consequence of being loved.  “The experience of being loved should be gladly welcomed and savored . . . empowerment for service typically derives from letting ourselves feel loved and therefore good.”
  The passive moment of being loved is a necessary condition for the active moment of loving.  I must allow myself to be loved and changed by the One who loves me, and this transformation will evoke an affective response in me toward the One who has first loved me.
  The dynamic of “reparation” is a dual movement.  First, there is the ability to be affected by the movement of grace; the love of God can be poured into our hearts by the holy Spirit because we have an affinity, an obediential potency, for the gift of divine love and life.  Second, we have the ability to respond with love to the love of God, but this is “a capacity to respond that depends on being affected by the other.”
  


“Response to Christ’s love.” Father Bourgeois has observed that what is at issue here “is the distinctive character of Christ’s love for us” (STD, XV. 3, 756).  His observation is counter intuitive because the text of our Constitutions seems to be pointing to our response of love to Christ.  But, as usual, his remark is very much to the point.  Our love for Christ should correspond to his love for us, therefore we should take into account and appreciate the quality of his love which led him to take flesh and become one like us and to give his life for us: like a good Shepherd for his sheep, like a Friend who loves his own to the end.  These images of love, or rather the experience of this sort of love, should shape and inform the human response of love to Christ.  


We really can love God in return because he is affected by our love, or the lack of it.  This is the sense of Christ’s complaint that his heart “receives nothing but coldness, neglect, and ingratitude.”  That Christ’s Heart can be affected is attested to in the biblical images of the Body of Christ and the Bride of Christ: if one member suffers, the entire body suffers (1 Cor. 12: 29).  He is as lovingly united to his people as a Husband to his Bride, so that the two become one flesh (Eph. 5: 25-32).  These images point to a relationship between Christ and the Church, and each individual member, which can only be characterized as love-and-the-response-of-love; and this “redamatio” is the essence of reparation (STD, XV. 3, 758).
   


“Communion in his love for the Father.”  From a logical and theological point of view, it is Christ’s love for his Father which leads to and directs his love for human beings; but on the level of human experience, it is our discovery and response to his love for us that brings us to the reality of his prior love for the Father (STD, XV. 3, 754).  By contemplating the Heart of Jesus, that is, his attitudes and dispositions, his feelings and desires, we are gradually led to experience an inner conformity with him (cf., Phil. 2: 5), and by adopting to his pattern of life we enter into a real “com-union” with him.
  When we respond by love to Christ’s love, we are united to him and therefore participate in his love for the Father.  Whenever we go out of ourselves towards another we are inwardly transformed by that to which we extend ourselves.
   We do not lose ourselves or our identity, but we are changed by what we love.  We take on the interests and share the concerns of the one we love.  Thus in our return of love to Christ, we become united to him and begin to share his dominant concern, which is to love his Father and do his will.


“Cooperation in his work of Redemption.”  Finally, if love is a mutual affective sharing, then the transformation that takes place leads to cooperation and service.  Lovers take on the “form” of each other.
  Just as Christ was in the form of God but took on a human form, so a human being who loves God begins to take on the form of God and so begins to act as God acts, that is, he becomes a servant and gives his life for the well-being of others (cf., Cst. n. 21).


One of the most original contribution that Father Dehon made to the life of the church was his demonstration of the intrinsic bond that exists between the spirituality of the Sacred Heart and the ministry of social justice, which he called “the foremost work of the present day” (OSC, I, 169).  Just as Margaret Mary extended this devotion beyond the cloisters where it had been nurtured, so with Father Dehon it went beyond personal devotional practices to become the inspiration for a program of social renewal.  But his action on behalf of social justice always remained grounded in personal union with Christ  and a heart-felt exchange of love for love.
 


3.  SAINT IGNATIUS OF LOYOLA

References to Saint Ignatius occur frequently in the writings of Leo Dehon, often at significant moments in his life.  In July 1877 he made a retreat to draw up the Rules and Constitutions of his new Religious Institute, which he said, “were modeled on those of Saint Ignatius” (NHV, XII, 166).  The retreat ended on 31 July, the feast of Saint Ignatius.  I have come across over twenty references where he mentions that he either preached or made a retreat based on the Ignatian Exercises, including a full thirty-day retreat.  Father Henry Dorresteijn also notes that Father Dehon had recommended that “the book of St. Ignatius’s Exercises serve as the spiritual base for the candidates” during the month of postulancy.
  


In addition to the extensive notes he made during his thirty-day retreat, Father Dehon also published several books that expressed his version of the spiritual exercises.  In the Preface to Vie d’Amour he notes that Saint Ignatius ends his retreat with a meditation on divine love which indicated that a good retreat ought to lead souls to a life of love.  So he proposes a new series of meditations to help souls live this life of love (OSP, II, 9).  His La Retraite du Sacré-Coeur reveals an Ignatian influence in a meditation entitled “God Created Us to Love Him Above All Things” (OSP, I, 39-43) and in several other meditations on sin, hell, humility, election, and the kingdom.   And in the second volume of La Vie Intérieure he proposed his version of Spiritual Exercises “for a special retreat of the interior life of union with the Sacred Heart” (OSP, V, 217).


But his admiration and acceptance of Ignatius were not absolute or uncritical.  He wrote: “I have a profound attraction for the Exercises and I have never ceased to love them.  However, they contain something that doesn’t go along with my temperament or my grace, that is, they make us wait several days before speaking to us about the love of God.  Saint Ignatius said, ‘Man was created to praise, honor, and serve God and, in this way, save his soul.’  I would not want to start there, and my heart tells me then that man was created above all to love God” (NHV, IV, 125).  Even in the section of the Spiritual Directory where he holds up Ignatius’s apostolic zeal as a model to be imitated, he also modifies it according to his own temperament and grace.  He wrote: “He [St. Ignatius] would do everything to restore the glory due to God, and to gain souls who would honor and love Him.  In the same way we should burn with desire to gain souls for the Heart of Our Savior, and to make amends to Him by serving Him with fervor.”
 


Even though he says that we should act “in the same way,” in fact he is encouraging us only to imitate the quality and fervor of Ignatius’s zeal, but not to use our zeal to pursue the same goal.  In his commentary Dorresteijn contends that “the principal purpose of the Society of Jesus, which takes precedence over everything else, is the apostolate.  This is why the Society identifies itself so closely with the pope, who is the supreme leader of all apostolic activity.”
   It is also a priestly Institute, but “Saint Ignatius saw the priest primarily as an apostle.”
   “Our Congregation, however, is founded in the Heart of Christ . . . The spirituality of Father Dehon is essentially sacrificial and priestly . . . Because our Congregation is sacrificial it becomes apostolic;  the apostolate is a means of offering sacrifice.”


To paraphrase Dorresteijn:  for Ignatius the apostolate is of primary importance, it is his principal goal and purpose;  for Father Dehon the primary goal is to respond to the sacrificial love of Christ with mutual love for Him and the Father.  Ignatius makes sacrifices because they are necessary for the apostolate;  Father Dehon engages in the apostolate because it is an additional means of participating in the sacrificial love of Christ.  Ignatius tempers the impetus towards mortifications because they might harm the apostolate;  Father Dehon practices the same restraint but in order not to interfere with the plan and good pleasure of Divine Providence.  Ignatius fosters the celebration of the Eucharist and the liturgy insofar as they serve the apostolate;  for Father Dehon the Eucharist and the liturgy is the summit and source of all life, and apostolic service prolongs and extends them in the world and becomes “one never-ending Mass” (OSP, II, 512).  For Ignatius prayer and union with Christ are the means to win souls for Christ and give greater honor and glory to God;  for Father Dehon prayer and union with Christ are the way of responding to the love of God which the Spirit pours into our hearts which then leads us to strive to bring others to come to know and respond to the love that God has for them.
 


In a Circular Letter written in 1923 shortly after the Congregation received definitive approval from the Holy See, he wrote: “Since the Church places so much confidence in us, we should redouble our efforts to respond to its plans;  let us work courageously for our missions and recruit some missionaries.  But the primary purpose, the essential goal for us is always the life of love and reparation to the Sacred Heart.  The Church confirms us in the way of life through the approval of our Constitutions.”
 


These statements make a convincing case that, unlike the Jesuits of Saint Ignatius, the principal purpose of Father Dehon’s Congregation is not the apostolate but the life of love, which begins in the experience of Christ’s great love for us, creating in us his attitudes and dispositions, which in turn leads us to love, live, and act as He did.  As he wrote to the scholastics at Lille, our purpose is “to offer [Christ] our hearts immolated in the works, sorrows, and sacrifices of every day and in the ministries which require the most dedication and self-sacrifice, such as the care of workers and the poor and the foreign missions.”
   Perhaps the simplest and most succinct way to phrase this is Father Alphonse Rasset’s explanation to his sister that our “vocation is not in the works of the apostolate, but in immolation by means of works, which is something completely different” (OSP, VI, 237). 
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