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EDITORIAL 
Our first three articles, (+Miller, Kingston, Carter) detail the genesis, 
scope and wider significance of the interchangeability of ministries 
established between Methodists and Anglicans in Ireland. The subject 
resonates with other ecumenical circumstances: for instance, fears of 
absorption, whether of Methodists by Anglicans, or Orthodox by 
Romans, must be exorcised. We must seek, in the words of Pope 
Francis, ‘the restoration of full communion, which does not signify the 
submission of one to another’ (Visit of Pope Francis to the Phanar).        
   Interchangeability was achieved in spite of certain structural 
anomalies, which are deemed ‘bearable’ (at least pro tem), because 
preferable to the principal anomaly of disunity. Our final item 
(Interchurch Families’ letter to the Synod) requests that eucharistic 
sharing by interchurch spouses become the norm rather than the 
exception: so could it not be argued that, while such an arrangement 
might be anomalous from some points of view, the anomaly is 
bearable (at least pro tem), and vastly preferable to the greater 
anomaly of prohibiting such sharing? 
   Metropolitan Athenagoras of Belgium reflects on his Patriarchal 
namesake’s life trajectory, which led to his meetings with Pope Paul 
VI, the lifting of the anathemas, and paved the way for Pope Francis 
and Patriarch Bartholomew’s further steps.  
   Joint action by Muslims and Christians for economic justice, in the 
face of ‘globalized indifference’ (Pope Francis), is similarly advocated 
by Ritchie & Bari: for such action is integral to both Islamic and 
Christian theologies.  
   The vitality and particular contribution of Orthodox theology and 
spirituality (in so far as they are distinct) appears in the principle, 
which Papanikolaou discerns in St Maximus, that the criterion for 
ethical behaviour is promotion of growth in love—of God, and of our 
fellows. They are also richly demonstrated by our report, and two 
presentations from the Conference marking the centenary of the birth 
of Metropolitan Anthony Bloom, entitled with his words: ‘The Glory of 
God is a Man Fully Alive’ (von Schlippe, Wlliams, Mainardi).  
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INTERCHANGEABILITY OF MINISTRIES BETWEEN 
METHODISTS AND ANGLICANS IN IRELAND:  
A WIDER PERSPECTIVE 

+ Harold Miller* 

This article looks at the issue of interchangeability of ministries, 
specifically between the Methodist Church in Ireland and the Church of 
Ireland. It examines the specific meaning of the term, some of the 
theological impetus for unity in the churches, including their many 
commonalities in doctrine, and the method employed in finding 
consensus. It looks at the issue, not just from an Irish angle, but 
through the worldwide ‘lens’ of experience with the Anglican-Methodist 
International Commission on Unity in Mission. It goes on to examine 
how, through the concepts of ‘bearable anomaly’, ‘transitivity’ and 
‘significant consonance’, this has now become a reality in Ireland. 

At the time of writing, here in Ireland, we are in the midst of a 
significant development in the relationship between the Methodist 
Church in Ireland and the Church of Ireland (which is part of the 
Anglican Communion). This development cannot be underestimated 
after what has been something of an ecumenical winter. It is, as the 
title suggests, the interchangeability of ministries. Following on from 
the Chicago Lambeth Quadrilateral, Anglicans, and indeed, numerous 
ecumenical dialogues, have looked for four key components of unity, 
which could be summarized as follows:  

• a common confession of the apostolic faith 
• a common baptism and a single eucharist 

                                                             
* Harold Miller has been Church of Ireland Bishop of Down & Dromore, in 
Northern Ireland, since 1997. He has had a lifelong friendship with 
Methodism, since his baptism as an infant in Jennymount Methodist Church.  
He served as co-chair of the Joint Theological Working Group in Ireland from 
1998-2002, co-chair of the Covenant Council from 2002-2008, and co-chair of 
AMICUM (the Anglican-Methodist International Commission for Unity in 
Mission) from 2008-2014. 
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• a common interchangeable ministry of word and sacrament  
• a common ministry of oversight. 

Where these elements are found, we have the essential components of 
full visible unity. 
   For many years, a difficult search has gone on for a way forward to 
find what one ecumenical theologian has called ‘the holy grail’ of 
interchangeability. In the Irish context, this particular goal was so 
clear in the minds of those who formulated the text of the 2002 
Methodist/Church of Ireland Covenant (which was followed a year 
later by the covenant between the Church of England and the 
Methodist Church in Great Britain), that it was specifically mentioned 
as a goal for our future life together. So, the Covenant stated: 

We acknowledge each other’s ordained ministries as given by God and 
as instruments of his grace by which our churches are served and built 
up. As pilgrims together, we look forward to the time when our 
ministries can be fully interchangeable, and our churches visibly 
united. 

The meaning of interchangeability 
It is very important at this point to clarify the meaning of the word 
‘interchangeability’. Although a vital word, it is also a limited word. It 
does not mean that we are speaking about the validity of a particular 
ministry. Since the 1970s the Church of Ireland had been clear that it 
was not questioning the validity of Methodist orders or ministry. In 
1974, in fact, the Presbyterian General Assembly, the Methodist 
Conference and the Church of Ireland passed the following resolution: 

We recognize the ordained ministries of our three churches as real and 
efficacious ministries of the word and sacraments through which God’s 
love is proclaimed, his grace mediated and his fatherly care exercised. 

Nor are we speaking of creating one monolithic institutional church 
model which subsumes either or both of the churches concerned. 
Validity and subsumation have, if I may speak on behalf of Irish 
Methodists, been two of their great concerns. Even with all the 
ecumenical dialogues which have gone on for so many years, and with 
the recognition that apostolic succession is essentially a succession of 
the apostolic message, things have been said from time to time which 
may have made faithful Methodist people and ministers feel that the 
very validity of their ministry has been questioned. And, when you 
have one church which is very much smaller than the other (and that 
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can work either way round in various parts of the world), subsumation 
and loss of specific identity can be a threat. Interchangeability is 
something quite different, and has been cleanly and clearly defined by 
the Joint Implementation Commission of the Anglican-Methodist 
Covenant between the Methodist Church of Great Britain and the 
Church of England, as follows. Interchangeability is: 

a situation in relations between churches whereby the ordained 
ministers of one church are eligible to be appointed to ministerial 
offices in the other without undergoing re-ordination. The ministerial 
orders or ordinations of each of the churches concerned are mutually 
recognized as meeting all the requirements of the other for its own  
ministry. 

My personal reflection on the question of interchangeability is 
influenced by my experience of being involved in the lead-up to the 
Covenant in Ireland, and also chair of the first Covenant Council after 
2002. It is also influenced by my involvement with the Anglican-
Methodist International Commission, which had a five year life from 
2009-2014, and it is to that body that I would now like to turn, before 
coming back to the specific development in Ireland. 

AMICUM 
The Anglican Methodist International Commission for Unity in Mission 
was only the second such international commission in the history of 
the two churches to focus on the separation of more than 200 years. 
That in itself is an interesting fact, because the Anglican Communion 
and the Methodist World Council were and are both involved in many 
and interesting bilateral dialogues with other ecumenical partners. Yet 
the relationship between Methodism and Anglicanism is one of the 
closest historically. Methodists and Anglicans have so many things in 
common. There is a shared history both before and after the 
Reformation; the Methodist leadership not least of John and Charles 
Wesley was thoroughly steeped in the Church of England; there are 
strong shared elements of liturgy—rooted in the 1662 Book of 
Common Prayer, and a shared hymnody emerging from and also in 
addition to the Methodist revival of the eighteenth century. 
   It is also the case that the two world communions are more or less of 
the same size: between 70 and 80 million people. So, globally, we are 
pretty equal in our numerical weight. However, that weight is 
distributed in different ways, as a result of history and the areas 
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evangelised by the different churches, and even by different strands in 
the two communions. 
Our vision for unity 
We both share the same vision for unity, as articulated by the third 
assembly of the World Council of Churches, of which we are both 
members, in New Delhi in 1961. This vision is clarified in the section 
on unity: 

We believe that the unity which is both God’s will and his gift to the 
Church is being made visible as all in each place who are baptized into 
Jesus Christ and confess him as Lord and Saviour are brought by the 
Holy Spirit into one committed fellowship, holding one apostolic faith, 
preaching the one Gospel, breaking the one bread, joining in common 
prayer, and having a corporate life reaching out in witness and service 
to all, and who at the same time are united with the whole Christian 
fellowship in all places and all ages in such wise that ministry and 
members are accepted by all, and that all can act and speak together as 
occasion requires for the tasks to which God calls his people. 

We have agreement on the scriptures, the historic creeds, the Gospel 
sacraments, and key critical areas of faith, as is noted by the 2014 
report of AMICUM, Into All the World: Being and Becoming Apostolic 
Churches, when it declares: 

Sufficient has been achieved, we believe, as to the shared core 
doctrines, symbols and declarations of Christian faith. 

And that statement is preceded by a reminder of what the report of 
the preceding Anglican Methodist Commission, Sharing in the 
Apostolic Commission, noted, which is of real importance in 
ecumenical dialogue: 

Provided agreement remains firm on central or core doctrines, it is 
important that we do not demand of each other a greater uniformity of 
interpretation than we experience in our own separate communions. 

Commonalities in doctrine, and a method to clarify 
remaining areas to be tackled 
In terms of doctrine, of course, there may be secondary areas in which 
we disagree, and these are undoubtedly present in some places, and 
carry some weight and challenges, such as: 

• Predestination and free will 
• Christian perfection and holiness 
• Baptismal regeneration.  
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But these differences, as with many other areas which we might 
consider adiaphora, run as strongly within our churches as they run 
between them. Yet our particular theological emphases and history, if 
we are not careful, can lead to an exaggeration of difference, rather 
than a celebration of what we have in common.  
   The acknowledgement of what we have in common is, therefore, 
very important, and the first sections of the Irish Covenant set some of 
those things out as a platform on which we may build:  

1. We acknowledge one another’s churches as belonging to the One, 
Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church of Jesus Christ and as truly 
participating in the apostolic mission of the whole people of God. 

2. We acknowledge that in each of our churches the Word of God is 
authentically preached and the sacraments of baptism and holy 
communion authentically administered according to the command 
of Christ. 

3. We acknowledge that both our churches share in a common faith set 
forth in the scriptures and summarised in the historic creeds. 

4. We acknowledge our common inheritance in traditions of 
spirituality and liturgy. We rejoice in our diversity from which we 
may mutually benefit as we continue to develop varied forms of 
worship as appropriate to different situations. 

So a foundation is laid for us to put into words the areas where we are 
in agreement about ordained ministry and oversight, in the 
subsequent two sections, the first of which was quoted earlier: 

5. We acknowledge each other’s ordained ministries as given by God 
and as instruments of his grace by which our churches are served 
and built up. As pilgrims together, we look forward to the time when 
our ministries can be fully interchangeable and our churches visibly 
united. 

And the final ‘acknowledgement’: 
6. We acknowledge that personal, collegial and communal oversight is 

embodied and practised in both churches, as each seeks to express 
continuity of apostolic life, mission and ministry. 

The model for working from this declared and agreed basis to the 
actual interchangeability of ministry in the Irish context is a very 
interesting one, and perhaps one which has also been used politically 
on the island to find ways forward in the area of reconciliation. The 
Covenant Council progressively and consistently presented to the 
governing bodies of the Churches a series of points on which it 
believed there would be general agreement. This was done in the 
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annual reports to the General Synod of the Church of Ireland and to 
the Conference of the Methodist Church in Ireland (the same report 
to both). Presenting these ‘agreed’ points allowed anyone who 
disagreed with any of them to express their views, and for the 
churches to get a sense of the ‘weight’ of any areas of disagreement, 
and it also allowed for the areas of difference to be narrowed down 
and focussed on in a positive way. For example, in 2005, the following 
statements were presented, under the heading ‘A Study of Episkopé’: 

1. In New Testament times, episkopoi (usually translated ‘overseers’ or 
‘bishops’) and presbyteroi (usually translated ‘elders’) were 
essentially the same (see, for instance, Acts 20:17 and 28; Philippians 
1:1; Titus 1:5-7; 1 Peter 5:1-2). 

2. However, there are clear signs of the presence of a wider apostolic 
ministry. For example, Timothy and Titus are given broader 
responsibility for oversight in Ephesus and Crete respectively. 

3. A threefold expression of overseeing, leadership and service is 
accepted by both our churches and exercised in a variety of ways. 

4. All these ministries are necessary for the life and mission of the 
church. 

5. The development of a threefold ministry widely present in the 
church today is a development consistent with scripture. 

6. A personal oversight exercised faithfully within the context of a 
communal and collegial oversight contributes significantly to the 
well-being of the church. 

7. Any episcopal ministry should always function in the context of a 
team of presbyters. 

8. Although particular gifts and calling are necessary for the ministry of 
oversight, those who exercise this ministry need not exercise it for 
life. 

9. Taking Timothy and Titus as examples, an overseer has a particular 
role in relation to the discernment, pasturing, discipline and nurture 
of the ordained ministry. 

10. The essential meaning of apostolic succession is the faithful passing 
on from one generation to another of the teaching of the Gospel, in 
continuity with the apostles. Any continuity of ministry and 
oversight is to be understood within the continuity of the apostolic 
life and mission of the whole church. 

In subsequent governing bodies, a group from the two churches and 
apart from the Covenant Council was set up to look into episcopacy, 
to get a wider steer from the church, and the issues involved were 
passed down for discussion to local churches and areas. By 2007, the 
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direction being taken was towards finding a way forward for the 
interchangeability of presbyteral ministries. One of the models offered 
was to ensure that, from a certain point in time, a Church of Ireland 
bishop would be involved in Methodist ordinations and a Methodist 
representative would be involved in Church of Ireland ordinations. 
This would have been a highly complex way forward to manage, and 
indeed the wider group set up to look at episkopé came to favour and 
promote the idea of interchangeability being initially brought into 
being at episcopal level. This was rooted in the idea, first of all 
promoted in British Methodism, that personal episkopé for Methodists 
was essentially found in the person and role of President.  By the end 
of the decade, the focus was on achieving interchangeability through 
mutual involvement in episcopal consecrations. 

Methodist models of episkopé, and the personal episkopé 
of the President in Ireland 
One of the facts about Methodism of which many may not be aware in 
these islands, is that the vast majority of Methodists worldwide, 
certainly more than 90%, have some form of bishops. Episcopacy is 
not foreign to Methodism, indeed it is probably normative. In 
considering this factor, several things need to be remembered: 

a. Methodism in the United States and in churches derived from 
the United States has an episcopal model in its blood 
These are churches which, even though (by historical quirk) there was 
a necessary break in the laying-on-of-hands by a bishop, do not know 
any other model of ministry other than one which includes episcopal 
leadership. One of the things which fascinated me in meeting with 
Methodist bishops was the power they had in deploying ministry. I 
said to one American bishop, with several hundred ministers under 
his wing, ‘Is it true that you can say “Go”, and they go, and “Come” and 
they come?’ and, with a twinkle in his eye, he said: ‘And what else is a 
bishop for?!’ That same bishop had a clear succession list which was 
very important to him, right back to the early days of the 
establishment of the church in America. 

b. Methodists strongly agree with Anglicans about the orderly 
transmission of ministry 
That statement may seem obvious but it is also important. Ministry is 
something which is given by God, not taken to ourselves; it is 
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something passed on by the church from one generation to another; it 
is something authorized by the church, and the laying on of hands 
with prayer is done by the person who expresses episkopé in its 
personal form, whether bishop or president. 

c. Methodists have an instinctive sense that there is an important 
distinction between the ordination of a presbyter and the 
consecration of a bishop  
The distinction is often felt rather than stated, but is seen in small, 
subconscious ways. Some Methodists will express it like this: 
episcopacy is an office rather than an order. For Anglicans the 
distinction between ‘office’ and ‘order’ can be an unusual one, as 
Cranmer seems to have used the words relatively interchangeably. The 
roots of the Methodist distinction are in Wesley’s conviction 
(subsequently affirmed by Bishop Lightfoot in his commentary on 
Philippians), that presbuteroi and episkopoi are, in the New Testament, 
essentially one and the same order of ministry. So, although there are 
distinct functions and offices, in theory a bishop, when the role 
finishes, would go back simply to being a presbyter. I have carried out 
a personal, informal, survey on this matter with Methodist bishops 
from across the world, and have not yet found one who did not retain 
the title, sometimes the kudos, and indeed other aspects of the role. 
So the de facto result seems to be the same as in Anglicanism. 
   There is another way in which this distinction is seen, whether 
conscious or subconscious. It is seen when hands are laid on a new 
bishop. I noticed that the hands are nearly always laid on their 
shoulder rather than their head, in a simple but profound way noting 
a slight difference in the distinction between deacon and presbyter 
and presbyter and bishop. 

d. The personal episkopé of the president in Ireland is seen in a 
variety of ways 
It is quite simply the case that the president of the Methodist 
Conference lays hands on the newly ordained ministers each year. If 
that person were not available through illness, the role would be 
exercised by a former president (thus signifying that, although 
exercising the role for a year, there is a continuing episcopal aspect to 
that person’s ministry). At every Conference there is a procession of 
former presidents, and a list of their names in the Order of Service. 
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For the last two years, two other things have happened which have 
helped to ‘draw out’ what was already implicit in Methodist teaching: 
   The first of these is the use of the term ‘episcopal minister’ to 
describe the role of the president. In truth, there are so many 
associations with the word ‘bishop’ in Irish Methodism, often linked 
with historic models of hierarchy and prelacy, that (unlike many other 
parts of the Methodist world), the translation ‘bishop’ was avoided 
rather than welcomed with open arms! 
   The second is the use of a prayer of ‘consecration’, rather than a 
prayer of ‘dedication’ as was the case previously, at the point where 
hands are laid on the new president during the service of Installation. 
This has clear resonances with the same word used in the Church of 
Ireland when bishops are consecrated. 

Three inter-related terms which were helpful in finding a 
way through 

1. Bearable anomaly  
The concept of ‘bearable anomaly’ in ecumenical work is clarified by 
the 1998 Lambeth Conference, in Resolution IV.1, headed ‘Commit-
ment to full, visible unity.’ In parts a and c, the Conference 

a. reaffirms the Anglican commitment to the full, visible unity of the 
Church as the goal of the Ecumenical Movement 
c. recognises that the process of moving towards full, visible unity may 
entail temporary anomalies, and believes that some anomalies may be 
bearable when there is an agreed goal of full, visible unity, but that 
there should always be an impetus towards their resolution and, thus, 
towards the removal of the principal anomaly of disunity. 

This concept is very important in ecumenical endeavour, and the 
Inter-Anglican Standing Committee on Ecumenical Relations 
(IASCAR), later to be subsumed into IASCUFO (Inter-Anglican 
Standing Committee on Unity, Faith and Order), has had a role in 
determining what is a ‘bearable anomaly’ and what may not be. In 
relation to the particular legislation of the Church of Ireland, for 
example, there would be ministers from the Methodist church 
exercising a full ministry without any further ordination, which would 
not have been the case before this time, and there is the potential that 
a Methodist president could fully exercise an Episcopal role in the 
Church of Ireland, again without any further consecration. 
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2. Transitivity 
IASCUFO has also the role of looking at such proposals, bilateral as 
they are and local as they are, in the light of the wider ecumenical 
project, for consonance, so that we do not find ourselves speaking 
with one voice to one ecumenical partner, and with a different voice 
to another. This is the principle of ‘transitivity’. This particular task 
was taken up by IASCUFO at its first meeting in 2009, and phrased 
like this: 

To consider the question of ‘transitivity’ (how ecumenical agreements 
in one region or Province may apply to others). 

It was, therefore, important that the move for the interchangeability 
of ministers in Ireland was not only affirmed by AMICUM (which it 
was), but also by IASCUFO, in the light of the wider ecumenical 
enterprise. IASCUFO responded very warmly in affirmation. 

3. Sufficient consonance 
The third phrase is not one generally used in ecumenical dialogue, but 
rather one coined informally by the Archbishop of Armagh, Richard 
Clarke, who until recently was the joint chair of the Covenant Council 
in Ireland. It has a degree of subjectivity in judgment, but has rung 
true to the way in which we have proceeded in Ireland, and may well 
be helpful in other ecumenical conversations. What we have 
discovered is that there is ‘sufficient consonance’ in our understanding 
of personal oversight to move forward into interchangeability of 
ministries. There will, of course, be some who do not agree that that is 
the case, but the General Synod affirmed that, in its judgement, it was 
so. It means that we are not just working on the model of the 
Methodists taking episcopacy into their system, as was the phrase in 
Archbishop Geoffrey Fisher’s Cambridge sermon in 1946, but rather on 
the basis that it is already there. And there has been no difficulty at all 
with regard to the Methodist Church in Ireland, on that basis, in 
agreeing that Church of Ireland bishops in the ‘historic succession’ 
join in the laying on of hands at the consecration of presidents as 
episcopal ministers. Interestingly, the legislation required only two to 
do so, but, at the first of these consecrations, the Methodist church 
asked for three, and I had the privilege of being one of them along 
with the two archbishops. 
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What are the factors in Ireland which have made this 
possible? 
There are perhaps some factors in Ireland which have differentiated 
the situation from that in England, and allowed interchangeability to 
progress more quickly. The charting of these is a largely subjective and 
instinctive thing, but I have tried to keep abreast with developments 
in Britain, which have faced different challenges. 

Disestablishment 
First of all, there are factors which can, and perhaps have, brought 
added dimensions to the relationship with Methodists in England 
which are not present in Ireland. For example, the Church of England 
is the established church of the nation, whereas the Church of Ireland 
has been disestablished since 1870, and is very much simply another 
church in the market, on exactly the same level as the Methodist 
church: people decide in either case, to be ‘members’ even if 
membership is defined differently, and over many years the vestiges of 
the old establishment have largely been shaken off in the Church of 
Ireland. 

Women bishops 
Then, there has been the issue of the ordination of women, and not 
least to the episcopate. In England, that has only recently been 
resolved, but in Ireland, the ordination of women to both the 
presbyterate and to the episcopate was passed by the General Synod in 
1990, largely on the theological principle that the distinction between 
presbyters and bishops was not the same as that between the deacons 
and presbyters/bishops. Although it is true that this remained a 
theory rather than practice, until the consecration of Pat Storey as 
bishop of Meath and Kildare in 2013, nevertheless, it was there in 
place. 

Traditional Anglo-Catholicism 
Traditional Anglo-Catholicism is almost entirely absent in the Church 
of Ireland. Historically, the Church of Ireland was more low church in 
practice, but could be quite ‘high and dry’ in teaching; but Anglo-
Catholicism as such was limited to a very small number of places, and 
most people from the more ‘Catholic’ tradition would now be more of 
a liberal catholic ilk. So, there was not a strong weight of opposition 
from that particular wing of the church. That is not to say that there 
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are not some people who found this development difficult, as could be 
seen from some speeches in the synod and some letters in the Church 
of Ireland Gazette, and after the vote was taken in 2013, both the 
Archbishop of Armagh, Richard Clarke and the president of the 
Methodist Church, Heather Morris spoke of their valuing of those 
views, and their desire to embrace people who held them. But, simply 
factually, there has not been a strong Anglo-Catholic opposition. 

Friendship in a small situation 
One of the greatest factors, however, in my estimation, is the long-
term links and friendships which have been forged, sometimes quite 
unselfconsciously, between the two churches. These are deep rooted 
both north and south of the island. They have come through 
marriages (in my own case my father was a Methodist and my mother 
Church of Ireland), through relationships socially, through schooling, 
particularly in the Republic, where generic ‘protestant’ schooling was 
the norm even if the school belonged to a particular denomination. 
Over many years these links and relationships built trust and even a 
sense of common mission and purpose. 
   Of course, doing our theology through friendships can have a 
‘shadow side’. It could make us careless about doctrinal truth, or 
afraid of facing into contentious areas and disagreeing. But this has 
not been the case and, at every point in the process, the theology of 
what we are doing has been made clear. But, quite honestly, friendly 
and close relationships impel us more passionately towards the goal 
than would be the case if we were simply faceless names. 
   If I might be allowed a personal reflection. On St Barnabas’ Day, 11 
June 2014, as Peter Murray was about to be installed as president and 
consecrated an episcopal minister, the three bishops taking part were 
gathering for the procession before the service. The secretary of the 
Methodist Church in Ireland, Donald Ker, began his welcome, ‘We 
welcome the archbishop of ...’ Then he stopped himself. ‘No we don’t,’ 
he said, ‘We welcome Richard, Michael, and Harold’. That may seem a 
little bit sentimental as a story but the truth is that when we know 
each other in the body of Christ, it lays a very firm foundation for 
moving forward in new ways. 
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Moving forward from here 
The consecration of Ken Kearon as bishop of Limerick, on 24 January 
2015 in Christ Church Cathedral, clicks everything into place for 
interchangeability, making the Feast of the Conversion of St Paul the 
first day it can happen! This is a massively important move forward in 
the ecumenical journey, and we hope it will be an encouragement far 
beyond the shores of Ireland. It leaves us, however, with a few ‘rough 
edges’. Let me, finally, attempt to name some of them: 
1. The possibility of misunderstanding about what exactly 
interchangeability is, and what it is not! 
When interchangeability takes place, the person concerned works 
under the authority of the church in which they are ministering. So, a 
Church of Ireland minister working in the Methodist Church will be 
under the authority of the Methodist Church for the period of time 
they are ministering there—and vice versa. Where there is a Church of 
Ireland minister preaching, pasturing or presiding in a Methodist 
church, the agreement of both churches is still required. It is my 
expectation that that will become much more common as the years 
progress, and I think it would be a good thing, but it is not part of this 
legislation per se. 
2. We have not yet given adequate attention to how to make the living 
out of interchangeability possible on the ground. 
When the two churches entered into the Covenant of 2002, one of the 
most common observations was that nothing had changed. That 
observation could be repeated here. In South Africa, 
interchangeability has been around for many years, but apparently 
very little interchangeability actually happens! This could be 
exacerbated by the fact that the two churches have very different ways 
of appointing ministers (one through stationing by the conference, 
the other usually by advertizing in a free market). How will a 
Methodist minister be ‘released’ to look at a Church of Ireland 
appointment, and at which stage, and will a Church of Ireland 
minister who wishes to function in a Methodist church have to offer 
themselves generally, become members of the Conference, and be 
stationed? Thankfully, there are some joint churches where we will 
see pretty immediate implementation, but the wider practical issues 
are many: and we haven’t mentioned different stipend levels! The 
Covenant Council is now giving itself to some of these issues. 
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3. What will be the status of such ministers elsewhere? 
This is simply a scheme for the Church of Ireland and the Methodist 
Church in Ireland. It does not extend beyond so what would happen if 
one of those Methodist ministers, having worked in the Church of 
Ireland, wished to transfer to the Church of England? Presumably 
their ‘orders’ would not be acceptable. Or what would happen if a 
minister in the Methodist Church in Great Britain applied for a role in 
the Church of Ireland? That would not be covered by the scheme. 

Conclusion 
The report of AMICUM, Into all the World: Being and Becoming 
Apostolic Churches is published, but not launched. It was a real joy 
and privilege for me, as a co-chair, to see things progressing in a 
positive and exciting way in Ireland, and to have a real sense that we 
were providing a possible template for other churches and regions, 
and indeed, some have already been asking for advice. The report of 
AMICUM does not recommend another Commission as such, but 
rather that our two churches worldwide set up an Anglican-Methodist 
Coordinating Committee, to oversee and foster relationships, with the 
following mandate: 

a) to monitor and advise upon the development of Anglican-Methodist 
relations around the world, giving attention to their consistency with 
each other and with the self-understanding of the two communions, 

b) to act as a catalyst for the development of Methodist and Anglican 
relations, and in particular for agreements of communion where 
these do not yet exist, 

c) to encourage the growth of joint life and mission, especially where 
there are established agreements, 

d) to arrange theological consultation as appropriate, 
e) to reflect on the responses to this report received from the member 

churches of the two communions, and 
f) to report on a regular basis to the two Councils. 

As the situation in Ireland moves forward, there are perhaps two other 
key questions which we might have in the forefront of our minds, and 
they are these: Will this new development enhance our mission in the 
context in which we are set, so that interchangeability of ministry is 
not just an idea, but something which gives us a more profound 
witness to the gospel? Can what we have achieved be an ecumenical 
model for other parts of the world in Anglican/Methodist 
relationships, and for other ecumenical dialogues, not least that on 
these islands between Anglicans and Moravians? 
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THE COVENANT BETWEEN THE CHURCH OF IRELAND 
AND METHODIST CHURCH IN IRELAND   

Gillian Kingston* 

This article looks at the history and development of relationships 
between the Church of Ireland (Anglican) and the Methodist Church in 
Ireland over the years. It focuses in particular on the two decades of 
work following the departure of the Presbyterian Church in Ireland from 
unity discussions. Noting the involvement of the two churches at local 
as well as governing body level,  it examines the process which has led to 
the interchangeability of ministries of the two churches. 

Background 
As early as 1905, the Methodist and Presbyterian Churches in Ireland 
established a joint committee to confer from time to time on ‘matters 
of common interest’.1 In the years following, the major Protestant 
churches in Ireland met in pairs for such dialogue. By the mid 1960s, a 
series of World Council of Churches-related events with an emphasis 
on ‘local church’ led to the renewal of such conversations. The 
Presbyterian, Congregational and Methodist Churches entered into 
unity discussions; however, when the invitation was extended to the 
Church of Ireland, the Congregationalists withdrew. The remaining 
conversations merged in 1968 to form the Tripartite Consultation.  
 

                                                             
* Gillian Kingston is a Methodist Local Preacher and former Lay Leader of the 
Conference of the Methodist Church in Ireland. She is interim Vice-President 
of the World Methodist Council and a former member of the 
Methodist/Roman Catholic International Commission. She was Honorary 
Secretary of the Joint Theological Working Party (1999-2003) and of the 
Covenant Council (2003-2006).  
1 Quoted in Vision and Reality : a survey of twentieth century Irish Inter-Church 
relations (Belfast: Ian Ellis Institute of Irish Studies, 1992), p.1. Dr Ellis 
provides an account of the theological and historical factors prevailing in the 
Irish ecumenical scene. Indispensable reading for any who happen to think 
that Ireland is simply Britain writ small! 
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   For a variety of reasons, political, social and theological, the 70s and 
80s saw the Presbyterian Church in Ireland (PCI) withdrawing from a 
number of ecumenical bodies.1 Radical changes of personnel 
representing PCI on the Tripartite Consultation brought about a 
situation in 1988 where it felt wise to move from the model of unity 
consultation to that of theological working party. The governing 
bodies of the Methodist Church and the Church of Ireland approved 
this proposal, but the Presbyterian Church decided to withdraw from 
any theological discussion with either church.2 Ironically, the Final 
Report of the Tripartite Consultation affirmed, ‘In our common 
mission, we need one another.’ 

Joint Theological Working Party 
In 1989, the General Synod of the Church of Ireland and the 
Conference of the Methodist Church in Ireland agreed to establish a 
Joint Theological Working Party (JTWP) composed of six members 
from each church. Its remit was: 

• to consider the implications of the work of the Tripartite 
Consultation in the new bilateral context; 

• to relate the work of the proposed Anglican-Methodist International 
Commission to Anglican/Methodist relations in Ireland; 

• to explore opportunities for developing Church of Ireland/Methodist 
relationships and to make appropriate recommendations for the 
furtherance of the visible unity of the Church; and 

• to report annually to the two churches. 
The feeling was very much of retrenchment rather than of progress. 
The JTWP spent several years feeling its way forward in this new one-
to-one relationship. The representatives of each church set out to 
familiarise themselves with the history and usages of the sister church. 
In doing so, they came to realise something of the shared history of 
the Church of Ireland and the Methodist Church in Ireland. There was 
a new appreciation and understanding of the factors which had led to 
                                                             
1 In 1980, from WCC; in 1988, from the Tripartite Consultation; in 1990, from 
the successor to the British Council of Churches, the Council of Churches for 
Britain and Ireland. 
2 Paradoxically, it was still considered  possible to continue training Methodist 
and Presbyterian candidates together for ministry and to continue joint and 
alternating ministry schemes in various parts of the country (with the 
Methodist Church). However, the Presbyterian Church withdrew from the 
joint ministerial training arrangement  in 2010. 
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the historic parting of ways between the Church of England and ‘the 
people called Methodist’ in the eighteenth century.   
   After some years discerning the way forward, the process of 
response to the Anglican-Methodist International Commission 
(AMIC)1 documents gave the necessary impetus, and in 1999 the 
governing bodies were invited to ratify new terms of reference:  

• To examine and express the theological issues involved in the 
promotion of visible unity between the Methodist Church in Ireland 
and the Church of Ireland, and to make appropriate 
recommendations; 

• to explore opportunities for developing Church of Ireland/Methodist 
understanding and relationships at all levels, local regional and 
national; 

• to study the work of conversations involving Anglican and Methodist 
Churches in England, Scotland and Wales, and relate these to the 
relations between our two churches in Ireland; 

• to relate the work of the Anglican/Methodist International 
Commission and of any other major Methodist/Anglican 
conversations to the work of JTWP in Ireland; and 

• to report annually to our two churches. 
In ratifying these terms of reference, the governing bodies endorsed 
the measure of agreement already reached by JTWP and encouraged it 
‘to hasten forward with its work’.2 

The Covenant 
At a residential meeting, attended by the then Primate of all Ireland, 
Most Revd Dr Robin Eames, and the then President of the Methodist 
Church in Ireland, the Revd Dr Kenneth Wilson, the perspective from 
which JTWP came to see its ongoing work was that of mission; clearly 
there was theological difference, but what was paramount in the ‘new’ 
Ireland3 was joint witness to the truths and relevance of the faith. This 

                                                             
1 Now the Anglican-Methodist International Commission for Unity in Mission 
(AMICUM). 
2 Minutes of Conference 1999,  Methodist Church in Ireland, p.83. 
3 Since 1988 and the disbandment of the Tripartite Consultation, many new 
factors had come into play in the Irish scene, and particularly in the Republic 
of Ireland, where each church found itself in a minority position. These 
factors included two successive Heads of State who have been women—the 
impact of this on public thinking should not be underestimated; the 
cataclysmic events which overtook the Roman Catholic Church, starting with 
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should be facilitated by a public and formal recognition of what the 
Archbishop of Armagh memorably referred to as ‘the special 
relationship between the two churches’; in short, a covenant would be 
entered into by the two churches.   
   A Covenant text, based on the Fetter Lane Declaration of the Church 
of England and the Moravian Church of Great Britain,1 was drafted. 
The final text reads as follows: 

1. We acknowledge one another’s churches as belonging to the One, 
Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church of Jesus Christ and as truly 
participating in the apostolic mission of the whole people of God. 

2. We acknowledge that in each of our churches the Word of God is 
authentically preached and the sacraments of baptism and holy 
communion authentically administered according to the command 
of Christ. 

3. We acknowledge that both our churches share in a common faith set 
forth in the scriptures and summarised in the historic creeds. 

4. We acknowledge our common inheritance in traditions of 
spirituality and liturgy. We  rejoice in our diversity from which we 
may mutually benefit as we continue to develop varied forms of 
worship as appropriate to different situations.  

5. We acknowledge each other’s ordained ministries as given by God 
and as instruments of his grace by which our churches are served 
and built up. As pilgrims together, we look forward to the time when 
our  ministries can be fully interchangeable and our churches visibly 
united. 

6. We acknowledge that personal, collegial and communal oversight is 
embodied and practised in both churches, as each seeks to express 
continuity of apostolic life, mission and ministry. 

Therefore : 
We believe that God is calling our two churches to a fuller relationship in 
which we commit ourselves  
• to share a common life and mission 

                                                                                                                                 
the Bishop Casey affair (no pun intended) and continuing in a variety of child 
sexual abuse scandals, revelations concerning one of which brought down the 
Government of the day; and a very rapidly rising tide of secularism. This is 
documented very readably by Mary Kenny in Goodbye to Catholic Ireland 
(London: Sinclair-Stevenson, 1997); there are, no doubt, more up-to-date 
analyses. 
1 The Fetter Lane Declaration formed the basis for an agreement between the 
Moravian Church in Ireland and the Church of Ireland Diocese of Connor. 
Most Irish Moravians live within the geographical area of the Connor Diocese. 



KINGSTON  Church of Ireland & Methodist Church Covenant 

 

183 

• to grow together so that unity may be visibly realized. 

As the next steps towards that goal, we agree: 
1. to pray for and with one another and to avail of every opportunity to 

worship together; 
2. to welcome one another’s members to receive Holy Communion and 

other ministries as appropriate; 
3. to share resources in order to strengthen the mission of the Church; 
4. to help our members to appreciate and draw out the gifts which each 

of our traditions has to offer the whole people of God; 
5. to encourage the invitation of authorised persons of each church to    

minister in the other church, as far as the current disciplines of both 
churches permit; 

6. (a) to encourage united Methodist/Church of Ireland congregations                                                                                         
i. where there are joint church schemes                                                 
11. where new churches are to be planted                                             
111. where local congregations wish to move in this direction;                             
(b) to encourage united Methodist/Church of Ireland chaplaincy 
work; 

7. to enable a measure of joint training of candidates for ordained and 
lay ministries of our churches where possible and appropriate and to   
encourage mutual understanding at all levels in our churches; 

8. to establish appropriate forms of consultation on matters of faith 
and order, mission and service; 

9. to participate as observers by invitation in each other’s forms of 
governance at every possible level; and 

10. to learn more about the practice of oversight in each other’s 
churches in order to achieve a fuller sharing of ministries at a later 
stage of our relationship. 

It is noteworthy that the Covenant text opens by affirming what each 
church can, in good conscience, say about the other in six significant 
and sensitive areas, namely: 

• unity, holiness, catholicity and apostolicity; 
• the sacraments of baptism and Holy Communion; 
• the common faith set forth in scripture and summarised in the 

historic creeds; 
• a common inheritance and an acceptable diversity in worship; 
• ministry; and 
• oversight.  

   Affirming the belief that the churches were being called into fuller 
commitment to common life and mission and to growing together in 
unity, ten ‘next steps’ are proposed of which it might be said that steps 
1–5 concern and should be implemented by local circuits and parishes, 
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that 6-9 are more structural and should be implemented by the 
governing bodies at national level, while no. 10 relates to the ongoing 
theological dialogue and exploration. 
   The motif of mission features prominently: the apostolic mission of 
the whole people of God; a concern for continuity of mission; sharing 
a common mission; strengthening the mission of the Church; and 
consultation on mission.  

Process 
The Covenant, in initial draft form, was presented to the General 
Synod and the Conference in summer 2000. JTWP asked that it be 
sent to circuits and parishes for response and comment. This was 
agreed, with the Conference asking that explanatory notes be 
included.  
   A total of sixty-five responses were received, the majority of which 
came from Methodist circuits. While this was somewhat 
disappointing, it reflected a difference in how the churches operate: 
the Conference may ‘direct’, the General Synod ‘recommends’. A 
number of responses came from places where ministers and rectors 
had called joint meetings. There were also letters from individuals and 
interested groups, such as the theological students of Edgehill College 
(Methodist) and the District Home Mission secretaries of the 
Methodist Church.  
   In the light of these responses, small alterations were made in the 
text, primarily in the interests of clarification. A Revised Draft was 
presented to the General Synod and the Conference of 2001, urging 
that ‘the journey of exploration be continued’.  
   The Covenant was presented for a final vote to the General Synod 
and the Conference in 2002. The Synod passed the resolution ‘to enter 
into a covenant relationship with the Methodist Church in Ireland’ 
unanimously. Three weeks later, the Methodist Conference passed the 
same resolution in respect of the Church of Ireland with an 
overwhelming majority.  
   The Covenant was formally signed on a damp autumn day,1 
following prayers under a pair of intertwined beech trees in the 
garden at Chrome Hill outside Lisburn. It is said that the Revd John 
Wesley, wandering round the same garden years earlier, had twisted 

                                                             
1 Thursday, 26 September 2002. 
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saplings together observing that that was how he saw the established 
church of the day and the movement of ‘people called Methodist’. The 
saplings grew to be trees and became inseparable. It has taken the 
church and the movement somewhat longer, but, by the grace of God, 
we are becoming grafted together.  
   The JTWP stood down after the General Synod and the Conference 
of 2003, having taken a year to set in place the Covenant Council. 

‘Do we need this?’ Perceptions of and reflections on the 
process 
Where the churches were already working together, the response was 
very positive, especially in terms of mission and witness to the 
community. The sharing of buildings and resources, even if this did 
not always extend to total sharing of worship services, was seen as 
beneficial both to the congregations and to the communities they 
serve.  
   Responses were gratifyingly positive from places where the churches 
had got together to discuss the proposals. Other responses revealed an 
astonishing lack of familiarity with the other church, and, in some 
cases, with the respondents’ own church.  
   The issues raised most often included 

• a lack of knowledge that there had ever been any talks going on at all; 
• relationships with other churches, especially with the Presbyterian 

Church; 
• the whole notion of ‘unity’; and 
• perceived theological difference on baptism and on ordained 

ministry. 
These specific questions were addressed in the final edition of the 
Covenant, distributed to both Synod and Conference members and to 
the wider constituency.  
   There were other issues as well, not least that of a larger church 
being perceived as absorbing a smaller church: would denominational 
identity be lost? The perceived style of worship of ‘the other’ bothered  
some in each church, though the ongoing reality is that there is as 
much variation within each church as there is between them.  
   Northern Irish urban congregations felt that, on the whole, they 
were getting on very nicely being ‘civil and strange’. Southern Irish 
rural congregations acknowledged, sometimes reluctantly, that things 
would be a good deal better if they could work together, particularly 
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with regard to youth work. But relationships began to be built. The 
final report of JTWP to the governing bodies observed wryly that  

Despite the annual reports of the Working Party to the General Synod 
and to the Conference since its establishment in 1989, the sending of 
draft material to the congregations and the high level of publicity 
through the various organs of the two churches, there remains 
considerable lack of knowledge of the Covenant process. Some are 
unaware of their own history, others of the story of the sister church, 
and still others that the two churches have been in dialogue for many 
years. It is clear that an on-going process of education is needed in 
order to facilitate that working together which is God’s will in Jesus 
Christ for his people ‘that the world may believe’. 

Knowledge of the historic process and of the level of agreement 
reached between the two churches continues to be a challenge, 
particularly at local congregational level. It is clear that the full 
implementation of the Covenant proposals, in spirit and in truth, is 
dependent on the good will and positive relationship between 
ministers and clergy at local level as well as on those in the pews.  

The Covenant Council 
The Covenant Council was formally established by the governing 
bodies (the General Synod of the Church of Ireland and the 
Conference of the Methodist Church in Ireland) at their meetings in 
summer 2003. Since then, eleven reports have been presented to and 
accepted by the governing bodies.  
   The Council has needed to evolve appropriate and efficient ways of 
working. Membership of the Council has been reduced from an initial 
twenty persons to the current sixteen, with power to co-opt. Meetings 
take place in both Belfast and Dublin to facilitate easy participation by 
council members from all parts of the island. 
   Work was initiated, and continues to proceed, on a number of 
fronts: theological, structural and in terms of facilitating local 
congregations. Needless to say, these categories overlap. 
   It was immediately apparent that protocols for Local Covenant    
Partnerships should be drawn up. Initially, these were based on work 
already done in Great Britain,1 adapted for the Irish situation. Noting 
that the Church of Ireland does not have ecumenical canons, it was 

                                                             
1 There is a significant number of Local Ecumenical Projects (LEPs) in Great 
Britain for which such protocols have been developed. 
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deemed wiser to produce informal rather than formal guidelines, 
pending work within the Church of Ireland on appropriate canons.  
   A Covenant Facilitators Scheme was put in place, with a view to 
promoting and encouraging Church of Ireland/Methodist relation-
ships at Diocesan and District level. It was envisaged that those 
appointed would report to their respective Synods and so keep the 
Covenant relationship in high profile. This scheme did not evolve as 
the Council would have liked and it was subsequently revised on more 
geographically workable lines.  
   Further to keeping the Covenant in profile, a website1 was set up. 
Documentation from the Council, reports and worship material are 
available on the site. This has needed constant revision to render it 
more accessible and relevant.  
   A series of short booklets, entitled Working out the Covenant, was 
written. The first, The Journey so far, outlined the history of 
Methodist/Church of Ireland relationships; the second, Guidelines for 
the Journey, considered working together at local level and some of 
the sensitivities to which to be alert; the third, A Shared Spiritual 
Heritage, was a collection of worship resources shared by the two 
churches. This last named was particularly well received.  
   A leading motivation for the Covenant relationship has been that of 
mission. Those nervous about theological issues have engaged readily 
with the notion of mission. Recognising this as an area where the two 
churches could work together with enthusiasm, a series of mission 
events took place, sponsored by the Covenant Council, but planned 
and executed by the mission committees of the two churches. This 
continues to happen, with a major event planned for 2015. 
   There has been encouraging development in the area of chaplaincy. 
Particularly noteworthy was the joint chaplaincy arrangement at The 
Queen’s University, Belfast, where the Revd John Alderdice (MCI) and 
the Revd Barry Forde (C. of I.) had a vibrant and up-front ministry 
among students. This is a prime example of the vital importance of 
our two churches getting the right people in the right place at the 
right time: the positive relationship between these two young men 
and their families undoubtedly helps the whole endeavour. Currently, 
the Revd Barry Forde is Chaplain on behalf of both churches. 

                                                             
1 www.covenantcouncil.com/ Website under development at time of writing. 
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Towards  Interchangeability 
It was immediately recognised that the issue of episcope, with the 
attendant implications for the interchangeability of ministries, would 
be the focus of the theological work of the Council. Having reflected 
on the experience of other places—North and South India, South 
Africa—and after study of the Report of the Methodist/Anglican 
International Commission, Sharing in the Apostolic Communion, the 
Council presented the governing bodies with Ten Points on Episcope,1  
noting that:   

We have reached substantial agreement on the points outlined below and 
we present these as the starting point for a major discussion on the 
issues: 

1. In New Testament times, episkopoi (usually translated ‘overseers’ or 
‘bishops’) and presbyteroi (usually translated ‘elders’) were essentially 
the same (see, for instance, Acts 20:17 and 28; Philippians 1:1; Titus 1:5-7; 1 
Peter 5:1-2). 

2. However, there are clear signs of the presence of a wider apostolic 
ministry. For example, Timothy and Titus are given broader 
responsibility for oversight in Ephesus and Crete respectively. 

3. A three-fold expression of overseeing, leadership and service is accept-ed 
by both our churches and exercised in a variety of ways 

4. All these ministries are necessary for the life and mission of the church. 
5. The development of a three-fold ministry widely present in the church 

today is a development consistent with scripture. 
6. A personal oversight exercised faithfully within the context of a 

communal and collegial oversight contributes significantly to the well-
being of the church. 

7. Any episcopal ministry should always function in the context of a team 
of presbyters. 

8. Although particular gifts and calling are necessary for the ministry of 
oversight, those who exercise this ministry need not exercise it for life. 

9. Taking Timothy and Titus as examples, an overseer has a particular role 
in relation to the discernment, pastoring, discipline and nurture of the 
ordained ministry. 

10. The essential meaning of apostolic succession is the faithful passing on 
from one generation to another of the teaching of the gospel in 
continuity with the apostles. Any continuity of ministry or oversight is 
to be understood within the continuity of the apostolic life and mission 
of the whole church. 

                                                             
1 General Synod and Conference, 2005. 
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The governing bodies having recognised that there was a substantial 
measure of agreement on episcope, the following report (2006) 
presented ten steps which might be taken in the interim, 
recommending:  

1. That local clergy and ministers should be encouraged to interchange 
on an occasional basis and in a manner appropriate to the respective 
congregations; 

2. that observers from each church have full membership at both the 
General Synod and the Conference, with right to speak and to vote, 
subject to the necessary legislation being put in place;  

3. that an interim statement towards mutual recognition of ministries, 
drawing on and acknowledging the 1973 statement and 2001 Covenant 
document, be produced by the Council and publicized by the two 
Churches; 

4. that the concept of episcopacy be considered for serious study in the 
Methodist Church in Ireland. Reference might be made to (a) the 
debate in the Methodist Church of Great Britain, and (b) models of 
episcopacy in wider Methodism;  

5. that the Church of Ireland consider a serious study of the role and 
function of the episcopacy in the twenty-first century; 

6. that a way forward be found to enable Methodist ministers in certain 
circumstances to administer Holy Communion according to the 
Church of Ireland Book of Common Prayer; 

7. that the possibility that a Bishop’s Curacy might, in certain 
circumstances, be filled by a Methodist minister be investigated. 
Similarly, that a Methodist minister might be enabled to serve in a 
parish during a vacancy;   

8. that the Methodist Church might consider legislation to enable a 
Church of Ireland priest to serve on a Methodist circuit;  

9. that places should be identified for new joint work, with exploration of 
the possibility that someone be jointly ordained (with episcopal 
involvement) for this task at an appropriate stage; and 

10. that there be meaningful involvement of the sister church in 
significant rites such as the installation of the President of the 
Methodist Church in Ireland and in the consecration of new bishops. 

The report noted that a number of these proposals would need the 
approval of the General Synod and the Conference and would involve 
liaison between the Board of Nomination for the local parish and the 
Stationing Committee of the Methodist Church.  
   In 2007, the Council presented the governing bodies with an interim 
statement, Interchangeability of Ministry and Episcope: Key issues for 
the Churches. Quoting from a variety of documentation from relevant 
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sources,1 the statement explores what had been agreed on Ministry, on 
Episcope/Oversight and on Interchangeability. Proposing a timeline, 
it was agreed that each church set up a working party to report on this 
document, with the tasks  

1. to clearly define its ministry of oversight as exercised in and through its     
bishops, 
2. to begin a process of reflection on the role of the diaconate, and 
3. to liaise with (the sister church) in these reflections. 

The working parties first worked separately, and then, at their own 
initiative, together. It was several years before a report was deemed 
ready for the governing bodies. The 2010 document to the governing 
bodies was formulated in terms of ‘Agreed principles on the 
Interchangeability of Ministries’. 

We reaffirm that we discern personal, communal, and collegial episcope in 
each of our denominations and that all three expressions of episcope are 
essential to the polities of our traditions. 
We have discerned consonance between the office and function of 
Presidents and Past Presidents of the Methodist Church in Ireland and the 
office and function of Bishops in the Church of Ireland based on the 
current doctrinal understanding and ecclesiology of both Churches.  
We affirm the collegial participation of at least three persons, who express 
the office and function of Episcopal ministry, in the act of dedication of a 
new President and in the consecration of a Bishop and the communal 
affirmation of the action by the People of God. 

The document continues with its recommendations: 
We recommend that full Proposals be brought forward to the General 
Synod and to the Methodist Conference in 2011. These should include a 
date from which there will be:  
• Mutual involvement in the consecration of Bishops and dedication of 

Presidents. 
• Consequential interchangeable ministry. 
• Mutual celebration and affirmation of the presbyteral ministry of all 

of those ordained in both Churches, including those duly ordained in 
the past.  

                                                             
1 Towards a United Church: Tripartite Consultation, 1973; Porvoo Statement, 
endorsed by the Church of Ireland in 1995; Report of Anglican/Methodist 
International Commission 1996; Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry, World 
Council of Churches, 1982.  
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The observant will recognise in this certain similarities to the Church 
of South India, with the attendant ‘untidiness’ and anomaly. Both the 
General Synod and the Conference received the recommendation 
warmly as they did the Second Statement presented in 2011. This 
Statement outlined some of the detail required for interchangeability 
to become a reality. It observed that  

our most urgent task is to help our churches bring about full 
interchangeability of ministry within the next few years. This is 
another vital step towards that unity which is both God’s will and gift 
to his people and the end to which the Covenant aspires. The mission 
of the one holy, catholic and apostolic church will be greatly 
strengthened by reaching this important point on our journey 
together.                  

In 2013, the governing bodies heard that the Methodist Church had 
acted in accordance with the earlier Statements and had agreed an 
Order of Service for the Installation of the President of the Methodist 
Church that recognised the role of the President as ‘Episcopal 
Minister’ noting that though the language was new, the concept was 
not.   
   The Church of Ireland had worked on a Bill recognising the 
personal, communal and collegial episcope in the polity of the 
Methodist Church and, in particular, the office and function of the 
President as ‘Episcopal Minister’.  
   Following the passing of the final stages of that Bill at the General 
Synod of 2014, the way was open for the installation of the first 
Methodist President as an Episcopal Minister. At the Conference in 
June, the Revd Peter Murray was so installed, with prayer and the 
laying on of hands. Among those laying hands were Archbishop 
Richard Clarke of Armagh, Archbishop Michael Jackson of Dublin and 
Bishop Harold Miller of Down and Dromore.  
   The process will be completed early in 2015 when the President of 
the Methodist Church in Ireland, along with two former Presidents, 
will be among those laying hands on the incoming Bishop of Limerick 
and Killaloe, Dr Kenneth Kearon.  
   Both churches have committed themselves to living with ‘a period of 
anomaly’ (as did the Church of South India) where those ordained as 
priests/presbyters and consecrated/installed as bishops, archbishops 
and Presidents before the mutual participation of both churches in 
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each other’s consecrations be fully recognised and accepted within 
both churches.  

And now? 
The journey continues, however, and not least as the two churches 
together relate to other churches in Ireland. From the outset, it was 
made clear that the developments in this relationship would not 
preclude relationships either church might have with others. In 
particular, the door was kept open for the Presbyterian Church to 
participate, if only in observer status, in the meetings of the Covenant 
Council.  
   The practical issues as to how interchangeability will operate ‘on the 
ground’ will require ongoing attention. However, two significant 
things are clear:  

• An ordained presbyter/priest of either church may administer Holy 
Communion in the other Church according to either rite or 
ceremony.  

• A presbyter/priest of one church ministering in the context of the 
other will be treated as being within the order and discipline of both 
churches.  

Throughout the entire journey, the reports to the governing bodies 
have urged that all in leadership positions in the two churches should 
embrace, in word and spirit, the opportunities offered by this special 
relationship. It is imperative that our people are led from the front 
and by example. The Council continues to urge the churches to 
celebrate their special relationship and particularly on 24 May, the 
date observed by ‘the people called Methodist’ as that on which John 
Wesley felt his heart to be ‘strangely warmed’. This experience of 
conversion was top lead to the establishment of the Methodist 
movement and, eventually, of the Methodist Church, a world 
communion of some 75 million people.   
   The spirit of the Covenant relationship between the Church of 
Ireland and the Methodist Church in Ireland is admirably 
encapsulated in the words of a hymn by Charles Wesley, hymn writer 
and younger brother of John: 
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THOU God of truth and love, 
We seek thy perfect way, 
Ready thy choice to approve, 
Thy providence to obey: 
Enter into thy wise design, 
And sweetly lose our will in thine.  

Why hast thou cast our lot 
In the same age and place? 
And why together brought 
To see each other’s face? 
To join with softest sympathy, 
And mix our friendly souls in thee?  

Didst thou not make us one, 
That we might one remain, 
Together travel on, 
And bear each other’s pain; 
Till all thy utmost goodness prove, 
And rise renewed in perfect love?  

Then let us ever bear 
The blessed end in view, 
And join, with mutual care, 
To fight our passage through; 
And kindly help each other on, 
Till all receive the starry crown.  

O may thy Spirit seal 
Our souls unto that day, 
With all thy fulness fill, 
And then transport away! 
Away to our eternal rest, 
Away to our Redeemer’s breast!  
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PROGRESS TOWARDS ANGLICAN-METHODIST UNITY 

David Carter* 

This article deals with recent progress towards Anglican-Methodist 
unity, most particularly looking at the very recent report of the 
Anglican Methodist International Commission for Unity in Mission 
(AMICUM), but also noting the recent Irish agreement on 
interchangeability of ministry, a matter dealt with in greater detail in 
two other articles in this issue of One in Christ, and the methodology of 
the Joint Implementation Commission for the Anglican-Methodist 
Covenant in England. It sets these developments within the overall 
historical context of Anglican-Methodist relationships and earlier 
attempts at closer unity. It looks at some of the lessons that might be 
learnt for other ecumenical relationships. 

The year 2014 was marked by two developments of potentially great 
significance for the global reconciliation of the Anglican and 
Methodist communions. The first was the ratification in the summer 
by the Irish Methodist Conference and the General Synod of the 
(Anglican) Church of Ireland of an agreement to establish full 
interchangeability of ministry.1 This was the first breakthrough to full 
visible unity between the two traditions since their joint participation 
in the pioneering united churches, established in the Indian sub-
continent in 1947 and 1970.2 It has been rightly hailed by Bishop 

                                                             
* David Carter is a Methodist local preacher, who is engaged in several spheres 
of ecumenical activity. He is secretary of the Theology and Unity Group of 
Churches Together in England.  
1 The agreement will come into effect on 24 January 2015, after the 
participation of the Methodist President in the consecration of a new Bishop 
of Limerick, thus completing the process of mutual recognition of 
interchangeable episcopal ministry. 
2 The Church of South India was established in 1947 and the Church of North 
India in 1970. Both churches included churches form the reformed tradition. 
The North India union also included churches from the Baptist, Brethren and 
Disciples of Christ traditions. See AMICUM report, Into all the World: Being 
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Harold Miller, Bishop of Down and Dromore, as a development that 
‘cannot be underestimated after what has been something of an 
ecumenical winter’.1 Moreover, it may have significance for the 
relationship between churches that possess the historic episcopate 
and non-episcopal churches of other traditions. 
   The second development was the publication, in November, of the 
report of the Anglican-Methodist International Commission for Unity 
in Mission (AMICUM), Into all the World: Being and Becoming 
Apostolic Churches. This report mentions the Irish initiative, but 
primarily harvests important relevant developments in ecumenical 
thinking since the 1980s on episcope, episcopacy and apostolicity, 
which help to show how Anglicans and Methodists worldwide can 
identify and work from the very broad consensus that they already 
share on the apostolic tradition and oversight and orderly 
transmission of ministry towards a finally agreed joint participation in 
the historic episcopate. This would then allow them to share fully 
interchangeable ministry at every level and thus to co-operate 
uninhibitedly in mission in every place where both exist as 
neighbouring sister churches. It surveys developing relationships 
across a variety of Anglican provinces and national Methodist 
conferences, illustrating particularly the varying ways in which the 
two traditions work in different contexts within the broad consensus 
stated. 

Methodism born in an Anglican womb 
Historically, the relationship between the Anglican and Methodist 
communions is very close. Methodism emerged as it were from the 
womb of Anglicanism, or to put it more accurately, specifically from 
the Church of England. The intention of the Wesley brothers was to 
stimulate revival within the Church of England. They had no intention 
of creating a new and separate church. Indeed, such an idea never 
ceased to horrify them, especially the younger brother, the celebrated 
hymn writer, Charles Wesley. When, from 1784 in America and 1795 in 
England, Methodism broke with significant aspects of Anglican 
discipline and thus became a separate denomination, this was not 
                                                                                                                                 
and Becoming Apostolic Churches, paras. 139, 145. Available from the Anglican 
Communion on-line bookshop: not available electronically at time of writing. 
1 ‘Interchangeability of Ministries between Methodists and Anglicans in 
Ireland: A wider perspective’, see above p. 165. 
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because of any conscientious rejection of Anglican doctrine or order 
per se but for missionary reasons. It was for missionary reasons, in 
order to meet the unchurched, that Wesley played ducks and drakes 
with contemporary Anglican rules, crossing parish boundaries and 
innovating with lay preachers—and not because he disagreed in 
principle with Anglican canonical order.1 Similarly, he took steps to 
provide order and ministry for his people in America where no 
initiative had yet been taken, despite his request to an Anglican 
bishop to ordain priests for America.2 After Wesley’s death, the 
Conference of Methodist preachers, most of whom were unordained, 
decided that if they did not allow the widespread demand of many of 
the societies to receive the sacraments at the hands of their own 
preachers the future cohesion and growth of the connexion of 
societies established under their founder would be imperilled.3 By the 
end of the eighteenth century, Methodism had separated from 
Anglicanism both in Britain and America. 
   In England as in America, Methodism retained key elements from 
the original Anglican heritage. Wesley, convinced that the Church of 
England was the most scripturally ordered church in Christendom, 
endowed the American brethren with a revised version of the Book of 
Common Prayer and the Anglican articles of Religion. In England, the 
Wesleyan Methodists continued to use the 1662 Communion service 
and, in some places, the Order of Morning Prayer. Wesley had always 
seen the innovatory forms of worship and fellowship of Methodism as 
complementary to the worship of the Anglican parish churches and 

                                                             
1 It was a matter of necessity. Wesley began his open air preaching, in 
Kingswood near Bristol, in a mining settlement that was three miles from any 
parish church. There was no church or minister there because the place had 
not been populated in earlier times when the Anglican parochial system had 
developed.  
2 Wesley had long importuned the Bishop of London, then responsible for 
overseas Anglican communities, to ordain priests for America, saying ‘My 
Lord, there are a million souls in America and but three priests for them’. 
Finally, in 1784, he set aside Thomas Coke, an Anglican priest as 
superintendent with authority to ordain Francis Asbury to the same office in 
supervision of the American work. It was at the request of the American 
preachers that Asbury took the title and role of bishop. 
3 This was the Plan of Pacification, which some ‘church Methodists’ opposed 
on the grounds it would be a clear breach of Anglican order. 
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not as an alternative or substitute. For two generations or more after 
1795, many Methodists continued to receive the sacraments in the 
parish church whilst also worshipping in their own chapels. Double 
belonging has not been unknown in any generation. 
   There has perhaps been ever since a feeling amongst some 
Methodists of a sense of incompleteness, of a loss of something 
through the institutional break. The Wesleyan Revival had been 
eucharistic as well as evangelical and the nineteenth century was to 
see a decline from the frequency of celebration and the richness of 
doctrine that the Wesleys had represented.1 This was a point that the 
United Methodist Church, the largest Methodist church in the USA, 
was to make in its response to the Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry 
report of 1982.2 In the late twentieth century both British and 
American Methodism were to see some, though not full, recovery of 
the Wesleyan standard.3 

The search for Anglican-Methodist rapprochement 
Even in the nineteenth century in England, well before the 
development of the ecumenical movement as we know it today, there 
were occasional suggestions as to reunion. Since most of them were 
made by Anglicans and predicated on the basis of an effective 
absorption into the Church of England and the simple re-ordination 
of Methodist ministers, they gained no significant Methodist support. 
   However, in the combined conditions of post World War II 
optimism, of a burgeoning Ecumenical Movement, and of the creation 
of the Church of South India, several moves towards Anglican-
Methodist unity were made in a variety of countries, including Sri 

                                                             
1 For an account of the practice of the Wesleys, see John C. Bowmer, The 
Lord’s Supper in early Methodism (1951). For a classic study of the doctrine in 
Charles Wesley’s Hymns on the Lord’s Supper of 1745, see J. Ernest 
Rattenbury, The Eucharistic Hymns of John and Charles Wesley (1948). 
2 See M. Thurian (ed.), Churches Respond to BEM, vol. 2, pp. 187-193. See 
especially p.188, ‘like other Protestants, we have allowed the pulpit to obscure 
the altar’. Note also the recommendations for Christian education, pp. 191-2. 
3 For a general account of the situation in British Methodism, see J. Newton, 
‘The Eucharist in Methodism’, Methodist Sacramental Fellowship Bulletin 
(1996), pp. 6-16. The publication of the Methodist Worship Book (1999) saw 
the appearance of a rich range of seasonal Eucharistic rites, much appreciated 
also by some Anglicans. 
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Lanka, England, Ghana, Nigeria and New Zealand throughout the 50s 
and 60s. However, they all fell down, at least in part, over the question 
of reconciliation of ministries, no solution then being found which 
could achieve the required majority in the governing bodies of both 
churches. There was no difficulty in the negotiations in agreeing on 
three of the four points of the famous Lambeth Quadrilateral, i.e. on 
the authority of the Holy Scriptures, the Apostles’ and Nicene Creeds 
and the two gospel sacraments of baptism and eucharist. The 
difficulty remained not so much over the historic episcopate as such, 
but over how existing ministries could be reconciled.1 In some cases, 
particularly in England, high hopes were raised and then dashed, the 
result, at least on the English Methodist side being to disillusion 
many.2 
   Since the beginning of the 1980s, there have been many fruitful and 
helpful developments in ecumenical thinking and dialogue that have 
proved of value over the last decade or so. First came the highly 
influential World Council of Churches Faith and Order study, 
Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry which contributed important insights 
on episcope and apostolicity to ecumenical dialogue and particularly 
to Anglican rapprochement both with Lutherans and Methodists. 
BEM was followed up by further studies in episcopacy and episcope, 
particularly helping churches that had received and valued the 
historic episcopate to realise how seriously episcope was taken in 

                                                             
1 The Church of South India method had been to receive all previously 
ordained to the ministry of word and sacraments, whether episcopally or 
otherwise, in the participating communions as presbyters in the new church. 
From the date of union all ordinations within the new church would be by 
bishops. In some subsequent union schemes, including the Church of North 
India scheme, this solution had been rejected in favour of an act of 
reconciliation involving the laying on of hands which could be and by some 
was interpreted as a form of conditional or supplemental ordination, an 
interpretation objected to by many from the non-episcopal traditions and not 
always accepted by ‘Catholic’ Anglicans who also found it ambiguous in terms 
of being interpretable as valid ordination to the presbyterate. 
2 The Methodist Conference voted twice, in 1969 and 1972 to accept the then 
proposed two-stage scheme of reconciliation and unity between the Church of 
England and the Methodist Church of Great Britain. Each time, it failed to get 
a sufficient majority in the Church of England. 
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many traditions that lacked an episcopate in historic succession as 
such.  
   Before the 1980s, many though by no means all Anglicans, had grave 
doubts about the truly apostolic and authentic nature of churches that 
lacked the historic episcopate in unbroken succession. Most Anglicans 
in the ‘Catholic’ tradition then held the branch theory of the Church 
which effectively limited authentic churchly life to three episcopal 
communions, Roman Catholic, Orthodox and Anglican.1  
   One of the results of the BEM process was a wide consensus to the 
effect that apostolicity depended on multiple strands of teaching, life 
and practice and could not be said to depend solely or exclusively on 
the maintenance of a particular form of ministry.2 It was nevertheless 
argued that the historic episcopate was ‘sign but not guarantee’ of 
apostolicity, thereby removing one of the traditional objections of 
some Protestants, to the effect that the episcopate had not always 
faithfully safeguarded true doctrine and practice. The case for the 
threefold order of ministry in historic succession as the most ancient 
and widespread practice of Christendom in general could however be 
maintained. 
   It was also recognised that true apostolic teaching had been 
maintained in all the ecumenically engaged non-episcopal churches.3 
It was recognised that they had their own systems of oversight and 
that the whole range of systems of oversight in the Christian world 
included personal, collegial and communal elements, the exact 
balance between which could and did vary amongst churches, both 
those with the historic episcopate and others.4 
   All this was to help Anglican relations with churches that lacked the 
historic episcopate. Anglicans became fully prepared to recognise the 
                                                             
1 Some also recognised the Swedish and Finnish Lutheran churches, which 
enjoyed an unbroken episcopal succession, and as a small but authentic 
church, the Old Catholics. 
2 The key paragraph was M34, detailing the several strands of apostolicity and 
frequently cited e.g. in the Porvoo Agreement.  
3 The AMICUM report, Into all the World, para 63 refers to BEM, para. M37 
which stresses that continuity in apostolic faith has been maintained in such 
churches. 
4 This was a theme explored in the ministry section of BEM and also later in P. 
Bouteneff and A. Falconer (eds), Episkope and Episcopacy and the Quest for 
Visible Unity (WCC, Faith and Order paper 183, 1999). 
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authenticity of non-episcopal churches. This first happened with the 
Meissen Agreement between the Church of England and the 
Evangelical Church of Germany.1 The next stage was the Porvoo 
Common Statement of 1992, which went even further and was made 
between the British and Irish Anglican churches and the Baltic and 
Nordic Lutheran churches, some of which had experienced a break in 
the episcopal succession at the Reformation, but which had kept 
episcopacy thereafter in the context of the pre-existing historic sees. It 
was held that a single break in the line did not invalidate the later 
succession in these churches with which British and Irish Anglicans 
could now be in full communion.2 
   The next stage, particularly relevant to the subject of this paper, was 
the conclusion of Covenants with the Irish Methodist Conference 
(2002) and the British Conference (2003).3 The wording and provisions 
of the two covenants were very similar without being absolutely 
identical. As we are going now to examine the particular development 
in Ireland, I will cite from that agreement. 
   The first provision was the acknowledgement of one another’s 
churches ‘as belonging to the One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic 
Church of Jesus Christ, and as truly participating in the mission of the 
whole people of God’. The authentic preaching of the Word and 
administration of the sacraments in both churches was also attested.  
The fourth commitment acknowledged ‘the common inheritance’ of 
both churches and also rejoiced in their ‘diversity from which we may 
mutually benefit’. The fifth commitment ‘acknowledged each other’s 
ordained ministries as given by God and as instruments of his grace by 
which our Churches are served and built up’. Finally and particularly 
important in view of the concern of both churches for faithfulness to 
the Apostolic Tradition, ‘we acknowledge that personal, collegial and 
communal oversight is embodied and practised in both Churches, as 
                                                             
1 Signed in 1983, providing for mutual recognition and eucharistic hospitality, 
but not for interchangeability of ministry. 
2 At first the Danish and Latvian churches felt unable to sign the statement. 
The Danish church has recently done so, though the Latvian church has not 
yet accepted it. 
3 For the text of the English Covenant and general explanation, see An 
Anglican-Methodist Covenant. Common Statement of the formal conversations 
between the Methodist Church of Great Britain and the Church of England 
(2001). See also my article in Ecumenical Trends (October  2004), pp 10-15. 
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each seeks to express continuity of apostolic life, mission and 
ministry’. 
   This last point links especially with the later stress in the AMICUM 
report on the extent to which Anglicans and Methodists hold so much 
in common in terms of understanding and practice of oversight.1    
   In both the English and Irish partnerships, a continuation body was 
appointed to keep the relationship growing and developing. In 
England, it was called the Joint Implementation Commission, in 
Ireland the Covenant Council. The latter was quicker off the mark in 
creative theological work and consistently sought to present to the 
governing bodies of both churches points which would strengthen 
common agreement. In 2013, the Joint Implementation Commission 
(JIC) in England caught up somewhat, producing a report at once 
thorough, thought-provoking and visionary, the means by which full 
communion and interchangeability of ministry might be established.2 
We will consider it briefly later. 

Key Developments in Ireland 
In 2005, the Irish Covenant Council produced ten statements under 
the heading A Study of Episkope. The points included the following: 

A three-fold expression of overseeing, leadership and service is 
accepted by both our churches. 
A personal oversight exercised faithfully within the context of a 
communal and collegial oversight contributes significantly to the well-
being of the Church. 
Any episcopal ministry should always function in the context of a team 
of presbyters.  

Finally, and echoing very closely the teaching of BEM:  
The essential meaning of apostolic succession is the faithful passing on 
from one generation to another of the teaching of the gospel, in 
continuity with the apostles. Any continuity of ministry and oversight 
is to be understood within the continuity of the apostolic life and 
mission of the whole church.  

These points were particularly well chosen with a view to satisfying 
Methodists that personal episcope, whether that of a bishop in 

                                                             
1 See paras. 122, 123, 125. 
2 This report, accessible via the British Methodist website, is entitled, The 
Challenge of the Covenant, Uniting in Mission and Holiness. 
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historic succession or otherwise, always needed to be exercised in 
conjunction and consultation with others. The stress on the bishop 
working in the context of his team of presbyters has roots in the very 
early teaching of St Cyprian, but also addresses the Methodist 
understanding that ministers in Conference always had a joint 
responsibility for the oversight and welfare of the whole Connexion. 
   Through the work of the Covenant Council, Irish Anglicans and 
Methodists were helped to realise how similar their concerns and 
practices were in serving both  the faithful  passing on of the Gospel 
and orderly transmission of ministry. 
   The next and key stage came with the examination of the position of 
the annually elected President of the Methodist Church in Ireland and 
comparison of its function with that of the bishops of the Church of 
Ireland. It was eventually agreed in the document Agreed Principles on 
the Interchangeability of Ministry that  

we affirm that we discern personal, communal and collegial episcope 
(oversight) in each of our denominations and that all three expressions 
of episcope are essential to the polities of our traditions; 

[secondly that] we have discerned consonance between the office and 
function of Presidents and Past Presidents of the Methodist Church in 
Ireland and the office and function of Bishops in the Church of Ireland 
based on the current doctrinal understanding and ecclesiology of both 
churches; 
[and finally that] we affirm the collegial participation of at least three 
people, who express the office and function of Episcopal ministry, in 
the act of dedication of a new President and in the consecration of 
Bishops and the communal affirmation of the action by the people of 
God.1  

   As a result of these agreements, the Irish General Synod and the 
Irish Methodist Conference voted, with very little dissent, to establish 
complete interchangeability of ministry, this applying to all existing 
ministers, including those ordained before 2014, whether episcopally 
or not. Irish Presidents are from this point on to be styled as 'episcopal 
                                                             
1 Listed in the very useful historical booklet by Gillian Kingston, Names and 
Sects and Parties Fall. A Methodist Contribution to reconciliation and 
ecumenism in Ireland (Methodist Sacramental Fellowship, 2014), p. 21. For a 
fuller and much more comprehensive account of all the stages and issues 
involved, see the articles by Bishop Harold Miller and Gillian Kingston in this 
issue of One in Christ. 
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ministers' and are to share in Anglican ordinations as well as the Irish 
bishops sharing in Methodist ones. 
   Bishop Harold Miller, who has been a key influence both on the 
breakthrough agreement in Ireland and on the Methodist-Anglican 
Panel for Unity in Mission (MAPUM), points out that making such an 
agreement has been easier in Ireland than might be the case 
elsewhere.1 The two churches are both minority churches, particularly 
in Eire as opposed to Northern Ireland. They are both strongly 
evangelical in ethos. There are no issues over ‘establishment’, as in 
England.  
   The Irish precedent was already being studied with interest in 
England and New Zealand even before it was officially ratified. The 
English JIC report of 2013 has suggested that the most appropriate way 
in which British Methodism might receive the sign of the episcopal 
succession, thus opening the way to full communion and inter-
changeability of ministry, could be through consecrating future 
Presidents of the British Conference, who, as in Ireland, preside at 
presbyteral and diaconal ordinations.  
   To some Anglicans the idea that people who hold the office of 
President only for a single year should be ordained bishops may seem 
strange. In the Anglican tradition bishops remain bishops for life even 
though they do not necessarily retain their first diocesan 
responsibilities. However, past Presidents of both the English and 
Irish Conferences continue to preside at ordinations. They often 
continue to hold major supervisory positions within their Conference 
and these could come in future to include specific responsibilities for 
relating to the wider Church, not just to Anglican and Methodist 
partners.2 

The AMICUM Report 
We turn now to the AMICUM report.3 This does four things. First of 
all, it stresses the essential relationship between unity and mission, 
‘two sides of the same coin’ as it specifies, unity being ‘that the world 

                                                             
1 See above, p. 175. 
2 To an extent this already happens. Several past Presidents have already 
visited the Holy See and been received by the Pope.  
3 Into All the World: Being and Becoming Apostolic Churches. Henceforward 
referred to as 'AMICUM'. 
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might believe’ (John 17:21).1 It does so in the context of two global 
communions of approximately equal size, both committed to the 
same apostolic mission.2 Secondly, it seeks to show Anglicans and 
Methodists how close they are not simply in essentials of belief but 
also in their stress on effective oversight and orderly and faithful 
passing on of the Gospel and transmission of ministerial authority.3 
Thirdly, in the second part of the report entitled ‘Monitoring 
Relationships’, it offers a series of short studies of the state of play in 
the dialogues between the two communions in various countries. 
Fourthly, it makes some concluding recommendations to all the 
provinces and conferences concerned.  
   Finally, it appends three ‘tool kits’ for ongoing Anglican-Methodist 
conversations at all levels, relating to wider considerations, to 
relationships at local church level and to theological education. These 
contain much practical wisdom, generally applicable to all bilateral 
confessional relationships and not just those between Anglicans and 
Methodists. Questions of frequent ecumenical sensitivity are 
addressed. Thus para. 207 raises the question: are both churches being 
treated with equal respect, or is one dominating the other? Such 
questions are particularly important where one of the partners feels 
itself to be in a decidedly minority situation. England is a good 
example. There, practising Anglicans probably outnumber practising 
Methodists in a ratio of about four to one, the balance being further 
disturbed by the greater prestige of the Church of England in the 
popular mind, deriving from its ‘establishment’ status. The question of 
mutual respect for differing worship styles (para. 211) is also raised and 
can be acute even within denominations as well as between them. 
English Methodism and the Church of England are both characterised 
by very considerable diversity in this respect.4  
   The second tool kit, designed for the local church, addresses key 
questions of ministerial collaboration, joint missional projects and 

                                                             
1 AMICUM, para. 30. 
2 AMICUM, paras. 19, 10, estimates the world Methodist community as being 
about 80 million and the Anglican Communion as about 85 million. 
3 AMICUM, paras. 50-60 on ‘discerning the apostolic tradition’, paras. 61-68 
on passing on the faith of the apostles.  
4 There is no doubt that the variety of worship styles has increased both 
within the Church of England and British Methodism over the last fifty years. 
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fruitful experience of joint worship. The third tool kit addresses the 
question of ecumenical input into theological education and even 
challenges all students to learn and use another language in this 
context, a challenge particularly relevant to British, American and 
Australasian theological students. 
   Key points that stand out in this report otherwise are as follows. 
Firstly, there is a strong endorsement of variety within the lives of the 
two communions and the wider oikoumene.  The previous internal 
dialogue is cited: 

Achieving fuller communion calls us to build on the God-given reality 
of variety and difference. [...] Difference is not merely something we 
tolerate, it is our gift to each other for pleasure, for learning, for 
enrichment in the Faith.1 

Such a statement not merely reassures minority churches that they 
will not just be absorbed into a stronger partner, but that they have 
something to offer to the larger partner. It would perhaps also have 
been worth stressing that all churches are constantly evolving, that 
though they need to keep to the assured core of the Apostolic 
Tradition, the ways in which they explore that Tradition, letting it be 
fruitful in life, witness and service in the world, can and do vary and, 
indeed, must do so in a changing world. Para. 46 stresses that ‘the 
unity we seek will be characterised by diversity in harmony’, a phrase 
that echoes the expression popular since the late 1970s, unity in 
reconciled diversity. Such unity, one may add, must always be 
responsible and mutually accountable. 
   Allied with this, however, is a stress on the need for a common 
understanding of the past. One feels this could have been explored in 
a little more depth. There are undoubtedly still some British 
Methodists who have a very partisan view of the original split between 
the Methodist movement in England and the Church of England. 
Wesley himself was not always fair to the real if low key piety and 
conscientiousness of many of the parochial clergy of his time.2 It is 

                                                             
1 AMICUM para. 45, citing Sharing in the Apostolic Communion (1995), para. 11 
(the only previous international Anglican-Methodist dialogue report). 
2 More recent studies have shown that the eighteenth century Church of 
England was not as unenterprising as some later Methodist and even 
Tractarian opinion held it to have been. See e.g. A. Armstrong, The Church of 
England, the Methodists and Society 1700-1850 (1973), pp. 30-35. 
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important in studying any schism to seek to understand human faults 
and failings on all sides and then, putting the past behind us, to seek 
to make a new start towards fully renewed communion. 
   Much of the first part of the Report is dedicated to giving an 
historically based account of the development of ministry and 
oversight in both traditions. Particular care is taken in seeking to 
identify as much common ground and purpose as possible from the 
history of the two traditions. It is strongly stressed that not merely 
have both traditions aimed at scrupulously passing on the common 
Apostolic Tradition, but that both have valued episcopacy as such, a 
point not necessarily fully appreciated by British and Irish Methodists 
in the past.1 Wesley provided for such a ministry for the American 
Methodists in 1784 together with what was effectively a revised 
version of the Book of Common Prayer. Since then almost all 
American Methodists have been ‘episcopalians’, as have the later 
missionary churches founded by them. British Methodism did not opt 
for personal episcopacy. However, in the late twentieth century, 
several Methodist churches of British missionary origin opted to 
develop an episcopal order. Page 41 of the report describes the 
decision in 1985 of the South African Conference to adopt such an 
order and the rationale given for it.2 
   It might be thought in the light of the Porvoo agreement of 1992, in 
which the British and Irish Anglican churches entered into full 
communion with three Scandinavian Lutheran churches that also had 
an episcopate re-established after a break, that there would be no 
difficulty for Anglicans in making similar agreements with the 
episcopal Methodist churches. However, a difference between the 
situations is that in the Scandinavian case there was a clear intention 

                                                             
1 AMICUM, paras. 98-101. The reason British and Irish Methodists have not 
appreciated this is that neither tradition adopted a separate episcopal order of 
ministry. However, British and Irish Methodists have indicated their 
willingness at various points to embrace it (ibid.). The American Methodist 
episcopates are discussed in AMICUM, paras. 110-120. 
2 One may add that Anglican-Methodist rapprochement in South Africa is 
closely linked with a growing relationship of both with the Presbyterian and 
Congregationalist churches, involving extensive sharing of ministry. I owe this 
information to John de Gruchy who stresses the fact that the Anglican 
tradition in South Africa is largely Anglo-Catholic and it is thus all the more 
remarkable that such a close relationship has been established. 
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to ordain bishops who would preside over the previous historic sees of 
the countries concerned. To this, it can be answered that Wesley’s 
intention for America was to establish a church where none had 
previously existed and that he only acted as he did after nearly forty 
years of vainly urging the Bishop of London to address the issue.1 
There can be no doubt that the ministry that Bishop Asbury exerted 
after his consecration as the first Bishop of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church in 1784 was a truly apostolic, pioneering ministry.2 
   The Report admits that the Porvoo precedent may indeed have 
relevance in this context. One might also refer to the even closer 
domestic precedent in the United States when the Episcopal Church 
entered into full communion with the Evangelical Lutheran Church, 
which, like the United Methodist Church, had bishops but not in the 
unbroken succession. The agreement was that, in future Lutheran 
episcopal consecrations, bishops in the historic succession should 
participate.3 
   The core of what the Commission want to say and recommend is 
contained in the conclusion to Part 1 and particularly in para. 124. First 
of all, it states that,  

in the light of everything that we have learned about each other, there 
are no church-dividing differences in faith, in ordered ministry, in the 
succession of such ministries, and in the value of episcopacy. 

Para. 124 continues: 
To be plain, only one thing remains for churches in our two traditions 
in order to manifest our unity through the interchangeability of 

                                                             
1 Wesley had also become convinced that, in the earliest centuries of the 
Church, presbyters and bishops had often been treated as equals. He knew 
that, until the third century, the Patriarchs of Alexandria had been ordained 
not by other bishops but their own presbyters. He believed that, in 
emergency, he could act as ‘a scriptural episcopos’. 
2 AMICUM, para 115. See also my article ‘Episkope and episcopacy in British 
and American Methodism’, in International Journal for the Study of the 
Christian Church (2002), no 2, pp. 47-64, esp. p. 64. 
3 These could be bishops from other Lutheran churches, such as the Church of 
Sweden, that had retained the historic succession. They did not necessarily 
have to be Anglican bishops. For the agreement, see G.S. Cady and C.L. 
Webber, Lutherans and Episcopalians Together (2001). We may also note that, 
in 2009, the ELCA and the United Methodist Church entered into full 
communion. 
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ordained ministry, namely for Methodists and Anglicans to come 
together under the sign of the historic episcopate, for that represents 
the larger history of transmission of which Methodist churches are 
already a part.   

   One may add, at this point, that an additional reference to 
Methodist connexional ecclesiology might have helped. Methodists 
have always stressed the interdependence in mission of the Church at 
every level.1 However, they have perhaps been better at stressing this 
in terms of present mutual aid rather than in terms of past heritage. 
Like many other Protestants they have often succumbed to the 
temptation to regard church history as consisting of periods of revival 
sadly separated by longer periods of torpor and even unfaithfulness. 
Such a picture does not do justice to the way in which, even in periods 
when many church leaders have been ineffective or even corrupt, 
there have also been striking developments in Christian witness and 
service. The Middle Ages, for example, may have seen questionable 
developments in the power of the papacy, but they also saw the life of 
St Francis and the resultant development of an order that had the 
same passion for the poor and the outcast that Wesley was later to 
seek to emulate.2 
   There can be no doubt that the historic episcopate is a vivid sign of 
continuity across the ages of the Church, whilst not being an ex opere 
operato guarantee that every bishop will be a shining example and a 
universally effective pastor. One can argue that its reception by 
Methodist churches would represent an intensification of their own 
connexionalism, particularly that across time. In times past, there 
have been some Anglicans who have made the validity of any 
presbyteral ministry depend entirely upon whether it has been 
conferred by a bishop in the historic succession. Modern Anglican 

                                                             
1 A difference to be noted between British and American derived churches is 
that the British Conference has devolved complete autonomy to its former 
missionary churches, whilst retaining strong informal links with them. The 
American practice has been to establish regional conferences overseas, with 
considerable local autonomy, but still linked to the General Conference of the 
United Methodist Church. For a comparison of these systems see the article in 
One in Christ (1998), pp. 320-336, by Bruce Robbins and myself, 
‘Connexionalism and Koinonia. A Wesleyan Contribution to Ecclesiology’. 
2 AMICUM, para. 94 stresses the value of episcopacy in ‘embodying the 
Church’s continuity in time’. 
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thinking, dating as far back as 1920 with the declaration of the bishops 
at the Lambeth Conference, has given a positive estimation of the 
ministries of word and sacrament in non-episcopal churches.1 That 
has been particularly reinforced in recent agreements with Lutheran, 
Reformed and Methodist churches and should now satisfy Methodists 
that their previous ministry is not being denied when they receive the 
sign of the episcopal succession. Rather it is entering into a fuller unity 
with the Church across the ages and continents. It is worth 
remembering that episcopacy was the norm almost everywhere from 
the second to the sixteenth centuries and still is the norm for most 
Christians. One would need to have very strong and convincing 
reasons for refusing to accept it as a gift.  
   The second part of the Report clearly indicates that Anglican-
Methodist relationships are at very different stages of development. In 
India, the two communions are, and have for a long time been, in full 
visible and organic unity. In Ireland, the two churches will from 24 
January 2015 enjoy full interchangeability of ministry.2 In Britain and 
New Zealand, they are in covenant relationships involving important 
commitments to work towards fuller unity. In America, they are in a 
long standing dialogue relationship, which has recently issued a 
significant report (2012). In some places, there is no formal 
relationship. 
   The Commission recommend that the World Methodist Council and 
the Anglican Communion set up a joint Co-ordinating Committee to 
monitor developments around the world, to advise on their 
consistency and to encourage closer co-operation in mission 
everywhere and to act as a catalyst for further developments toward 
fuller unity.3 

The English Joint Implementation Committee Report 
The AMICUM report presents a promising series of developments and 
holds out vital hope of further progress. It now needs to be carefully 
studied and received in all the partner churches. I will conclude 
discussion of it with one last point. It is a pity that the very interesting 

                                                             
1 ‘We thankfully acknowledge that these ministries have been manifestly 
owned and blessed by the Holy Spirit as effective means of grace.’ 
2 See above p.194 n.1. 
3 AMICUM, para. 128.  
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report of the English Joint Implementation Committee in 2013, The 
Challenge of the Covenant. Uniting in Mission and Holiness, came too 
late for fuller appraisal in this report.1 I say this not so much because 
of its proposals but because of its methodology which reveals a 
commission in which the members have really wrestled with the 
ecclesiological concerns of the partner church. A particularly good 
example is the account of how the Anglican members came to see that 
Methodists looked to the ‘corporate episcope’ of Conference in much 
the same way as they themselves valued the guidance of the 
episcopate.2 
   Both churches receive a significant warning. ‘There are truths about 
the nature of God and his Church which will remain forever closed to 
us unless we act in obedience to the unity that is already ours.’3  
   The JIC report is both severely realistic and yet theologically 
profound. It recognises that the reception of the English Covenant of 
2013 has been patchy, leading to important developments in some 
areas, but almost ignored in others.4 It recognises the asymmetry of 
the Anglican-Methodist relationship in England with the Church of 
England being bigger both in numerical terms and in public profile 
and prestige, a situation that makes some Methodists fear closer 
relationships as leading to a simple ‘takeover’.5 It recognises that ‘the 
tensions that exist between Methodist and Anglican models of 
oversight are as much to do with cultural values as with ecclesiological 
differences’. It recognises a key paradox which could be said to be 
present to some extent in all bilateral confessional relationships 
anywhere. ‘As we grow closer, we find that we are so very much alike, 
but also so very different.’ What is called for in such a situation is 
empathy, ‘getting inside each other’s skin’, coming to understand 
those elements in the ecclesiology of the other that that other finds 
inalienable, ‘a treasure that cannot be abandoned’.6 For Methodism, it 

                                                             
1 The report can be accessed via the British Methodist website. The quotations 
which follow are referenced by the paragraph within the relevant subsection. 
2 ‘Developing Bonds of Communion’, para. 12. 
3 ‘Ten Years in Covenant’, para. 18. 
4 Ibid. esp. paras. 1,2,7,9,13,17 for mixed progress and the JIC’s challenge to the 
two churches to make further progress, para. 7.   
5 ‘Models for uniting in oversight’, para. 10. 
6 ‘Ten Years in Covenant’, para 6. 
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is the traditions of conferencing, of regular consultation on teaching, 
witness and worship, and of connexionalism in the interests of 
mission and connectivity. For Anglicans, it is the heritage of the 
historic episcopate as sign of the faithfulness of the Church across the 
ages in apostolic continuity.1 
   One may add that recent years have seen a significant and necessary 
stress on the importance both of spiritual and of Receptive 
Ecumenism. A third closely related strand needs to be added, 
empathetic ecumenism, an ecumenism in which we discipline 
ourselves to stand in the shoes of our ecumenical partners, seeking to 
understand their living of the totality of Christian discipleship so that 
we may come to an empathetic understanding of the things that 
concern them, this being especially important when we come to such 
issues from a very different perspective. It is in this spirit that the JIC 
commends the importance of members of both churches being 
involved in each other’s deliberating and decision making bodies, in a 
partnership within which they can both learn from the other church 
and share insights with it. 
   The JIC also indicates the spiritual ethos within which alone 
proposals for closer unity can bear lasting fruit. It is a matter of having 
to ‘trust each other, honour each other and take a great deal of care of 
each other’.2 It is a matter of expecting mutual transformation ‘as each 
church responds to the other in ways which involve real changes in 
both as we each receive from each other’.3 This last will indeed 
constitute an acid test of the true understanding of the demands of 
unity in both churches. It will test the extent to which each prefers the 
other in honour (Romans 12:10). 
   MAPUM in its Tool Kit asserts the importance of the goal of unity 
being owned at the local level.4 Church leaders, theologians and 
ordinary church members with a particular passion for ecumenism 
can all play a vital part in the process of global Anglican-Methodist 

                                                             
1 JIC report, ‘Signs of Continuity’, para. 42. 
2 ‘Let it Be according to your will’, para. 4. 
3 Ibid. para 5 (my emphases). 
4  MAPUM, para 203, ‘Is the goal owned at local level?’ See also the statement 
in the Preface, p. Ix. 
, ‘Christian unity is not brought into being at the  international level: the 
Church is local and our hopes lie with you’ (my emphasis). 
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unity, but not unless they are to take the people of God at every level 
and in each place with them and help them to catch the vision of the 
wider unity of which Anglican-Methodist rapprochement is but a 
part.1 

Wider ecumenical implications 
It is on the relevance of these Anglican-Methodist developments to 
the wider oikoumene that I wish to conclude. In a very real sense, the 
two communions are bridge churches. The Anglican Communion has 
always stressed its Catholic continuity with the pre-Reformation 
church alongside its Reformation heritage. Methodism, through both 
its Anglican heritage and its links with the Puritan and free church 
traditions, is something of a bridge church between the reformed 
Catholicism of the Anglican tradition and the more radical Protestant 
free churches.2 Between them, the two communions have a capacity to 
speak with understanding to and across the complex range of 
Christian communities old and new. They should be able to do so all 
the more powerfully out of their developing fuller communion with 
each other and its resultant internal exchange of gifts and charisms.  
   It may well be that the pioneering work of the Irish Covenant 
Commission in discerning the consonance between the role and 
functions of the Irish Bishops and the Methodist Presidents could lead 
to similar acts of recognition of such consonance between the 
Anglican episcopate and those ministers in non-episcopal churches 
who exercise key functions of wider oversight, including of apostolic 
faithfulness in handing on the Tradition. Already some in the 
Reformed tradition may see such possibilities, a timely development 
particularly in England where the United Reformed Church and the 
Church of England are already holding exploratory conversations on 
closer relationships.3 

                                                             
1 MAPUM, para. 203 and ‘Preface’, p. Ix. 
2 A point made as early as 1840 by William Shrewsbury in his Essay on the 
Scriptural Character of the Wesleyan Methodist Economy, pp. 146-7. He 
acknowledged that the ‘Methodists are the debtors of all’ (including the 
continental pietists as well as Anglicans and Puritan influences). He expressed 
the hope that Methodism might eventually become ‘the middle bond of union 
between the Church of England and the dissenting churches’.  
3 These are being held in the wake of the service held at Westminster Abbey 
in February 2012, commemorating the Great Ejection of 1662 and expressing 
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   As far as the Church of England and British Methodism are 
concerned, it is good to be able to record that the report of the Joint 
Implementation Commission, with their challenge to the Methodists 
to consider the ordination of their Presidents of Conference as bishops 
and to the Church of England to agree on interchangeability of 
presbyteral and diaconal ministry with Methodism, has been warmly 
received, with no significant dissent at either the June Conference or 
the November General Synod of 2014.1 The Faith and Order 
committees of both churches will soon be considering their response 
and hoping to make further proposals to both governing bodies.  
   There may also be some important European implications. At the 
moment, most of the European churches from the Lutheran and 
Reformed, Anglican and Methodist traditions belong to one of two 
groups in which there is pulpit and altar fellowship and widespread 
consultation on issues of common concern. The two groups are the 
Community of Protestant churches in Europe (CPCE: formerly the 
Leuenberg Fellowship) and the Porvoo Communion.2 Three Lutheran 
churches belong to both bodies.3 The main differences between them 
are in ecclesiological emphasis, the CPCE regarding both episcopal 
and non-episcopal forms of church structure as equally acceptable, 
whilst the Porvoo churches place stress on the episcopal succession as 
‘sign but not guarantee’ of apostolic continuity and faithfulness.  
   It may be that the Irish Methodist Church might now be invited to 
join Porvoo and thus form, as its first Methodist member, an 
important link between the two bodies, further facilitating their 
continuing conversation. 
   Anglicans and Methodists alike recognise that their unity is not an 
end in itself but simply another stage on the way to the unity of all 

                                                                                                                                 
penitence on behalf of both churches for acts of persecution committed 
against the other during the seventeenth century conflicts in England. 
1 JIC report, ‘The Challenge of the Covenant: Uniting in Mission and Holiness’, 
paras. 15, 20. 
2 The Porvoo Communion includes all four Anglican churches in the British 
Isles plus all the Baltic and Scandinavian Lutheran churches, except that of 
Latvia. The CPCE includes most Lutheran, Reformed and Methodist churches 
in Europe (but no Anglicans). 
3 The Churches of Norway, Denmark and Estonia. 
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Christians.1 It is significant that the English JIC report of 2013 recorded 
that earlier progress in local Anglican-Methodist co-operation had 
frequently occurred within the context of even wider rapprochement, 
particularly with Roman Catholics and the United Reformed Church.2   
   It is fitting to close with a quotation from the English Joint 
Implementation Commission which is appropriate to every search for 
unity, whatever partner churches may be involved.  

We do not, however, have to create this unity from nothing. All we 
have to do is accept the grace and unity that God is already giving us, 
and allow ourselves to be transformed into what God would have us 
be.  
Jesus’ prayer means that we cannot remain as disciples and 
friends of Jesus that are separated from each other in churches 
that have little or nothing to do with each other. We have not so 
much chosen each other as been given to each other, whether we 
like each other or not.3 

                                                             
1 A point strongly stressed in AMICUM, para. 38 with its emphasis on ‘the 
wider goal of full visible unity of the Church of Jesus Christ’ and in para. 47 
seeing global Anglican-Methodist unity as ‘a significant contribution’ to this 
wider unity. 
2 JIC Report, ‘Covenant partnerships in Extended Areas’, para. 29. 
3 Ibid. ‘Uniting in Mission and Holiness: A Biblical Meditation’, para. 14 (bold 
type in original). 
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ANGLICAN PATRIMONY AND ITS ECUMENICAL 
CONTRIBUTION1 

Charles Sherlock* 

This article sketches what is called the ‘Anglican patrimony’ in the 
provision for an Ordinariate. It is argued that much of this is shared by 
other Christian traditions, but its distinctive contemporary form is 
characterised by openness to the world, history and a sense of freedom. 
Culturally, it has ‘Englican’ roots, as illustrated by a case study of the 
‘Collect for Purity’. The article concludes that any Anglican patrimony 
must be received ecumenically, if it is to remain true to its historic 
nature.  

The term ‘Anglican patrimony’ forms part of the provision for an 
Ordinariate within the Roman Catholic Church for former Anglican 
congregations. What this means, however, is not articulated. 
‘Patrimony’ is a word I had to look up in my Latin dictionary! I found 
that it means ‘inheritance from a father’. This paper seeks to explore 
the Anglican patrimony with two inter-related questions in mind: 
what does the Anglican tradition inherit from its fathers? And what 
does it seek to pass on to succeeding generations, for the sake of a 
more ecumenical Church, the true ‘sign, instrument and foretaste’ of  
the kingdom of God?2  
   But first, who are the fathers from whom the Anglican tradition 
inherits? Most importantly, and in the first place, it is the apostles, 
who first shaped ‘the faith once delivered to the saints’ (Jude 3). For 
the Church of England since Elizabethan times, and for Anglican 
since, this patrimony is summarised in ‘The Catechism’ in the Book of 

                                                             
1 A paper given at Trinity College, Parkville on 29 October 2012  
at a seminar on the Roman Catholic Ordinariate for Anglicans. 
* The Revd Dr Charles Sherlock, a priest and deacon of the Anglican Diocese 
of Bendigo, Australia, has taught theology and liturgy for four decades, most 
notably at Ridley and Trinity Colleges, Melbourne. A member of ARCIC since 
1991, he is an Honorary Research Fellow of the University of Divinity. 
2 Cf. ARCIC II, Church as Communion, paras. 17, 24. 
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Common Prayer (BCP),1 bringing together the Creed, Lord’s Prayer, 
Ten Commandments and gospel sacraments. This educational 
tradition was understood as received from the ‘Fathers’ of the so-
called ‘undivided Church’ up to Chalcedon. More particularly, the 
‘father’ who shaped what would become a distinctively Anglican 
patrimony was Thomas Cranmer, the sixty-ninth Archbishop of 
Canterbury. But let me return to the first question—what does the 
Anglican tradition receive as its patrimony from these fathers? 

Anglican patrimony and the wider Christian tradition  
Like other Christians, Anglicans accept the scriptures as embracing 
all that we need to know to be saved from sin, Satan, evil and death, 
and live as members of Christ’s body, the Church. Yet Anglicans have 
learnt from history not to judge too hastily how the scriptures offer 
precise guidance on wider matters. Article VI (of the Thirty-Nine) 
begins with the positive affirmation, ‘Holy scripture containeth all 
things necessary to salvation’, but goes on in the double negative to 
exclude requiring of a Christian more than what relates to this central 
matter. 
   Like other Christian traditions, Anglicans believe that Christ’s 
Church is joined through baptism, and that the Church is called to 
proclaim the gospel through the ministries of Word, common prayer 
and sacrament, especially in the holy communion or eucharist. Yet 
Anglicans are wary of drawing the boundaries of the Church too 
tightly. High ideals are set, and provision is made for discipline, 
especially of clergy (cf. Article 26). But the principle of ‘charitable 
presumption’ as to the spiritual state of those touched by the Church’s 
ministries is pervasive. If Anglicans are sometimes perceived as ‘a bit 
woolly’, it is because hard experience has taught us that the flock does 
best when there is mutual trust between shepherds and sheep.  
   Like other Christian churches, Anglicans accept the classical 
Creeds as expressing Christian faith: the Apostle’s Creed is used in 
baptism and at Morning & Evening Prayer; the Nicene Creed is prayed 
in the eucharist.2 Yet Anglicans speak of them in the first place as 
                                                             
1 A modern translation can be found in A Prayer Book for Australia 
(Broughton, 1995), 814-818. 
2 BCP provides for the Athanasian Creed to be said on eleven occasions ‘At 
Morning Prayer’ (its title in BCP), including Christmas, Easter and Whit 
Sunday, but this requirement no longer applies. 
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‘used’ and ‘prayed’ in order that those saying them might believe, 
rather than because each person present is expected to give their 
informed assent. 
   Like other episcopal traditions, Anglicans receive the ordained 
ministry of deacons, priests and bishops, those called by Christ to 
preach the gospel and administer the sacraments. The bishop, as chief 
pastor of the local church, has particular responsibility to guard its 
faith and discipline, and ordain ministers of the gospel. Yet there is no 
single pattern to how clergy in different parts of the Anglican 
Communion are discerned, prepared, supported and disciplined, 
though valid ordination is recognised in all. 
   The ‘Lambeth Quadrilateral’ (1888) sets out the Anglican approach 
to how Christian unity may be set forward. This emphasises the 
‘sufficiency’ of scripture and the Creeds, and speaks of the ‘historic 
episcopate, locally adapted in the methods of its administration to the 
varying needs of the nations and peoples called of God into the Unity 
of His Church.’ 
   In short, characteristic of the Anglican patrimony is a consistent 
concern to have confidence in the central resources of the Christian 
faith, permission to explore creatively, and boundaries as open as 
possible to all people. Other traditions share this ‘catholic and 
reformed’ ethos, however. What then is distinctive about this 
Anglican inheritance? And how does it relate to the future of 
ecumenical endeavour? 

Distinctive elements of Anglican patrimony 
A few years ago I was asked to draft ‘What Anglicans believe’ for the 
website of the Anglican Diocese of Melbourne. After sketching the 
ideas above, the challenge came to say what is distinctively Anglican. 
Three points emerged, here reworked in terms of the patrimony which 
the Anglican tradition receives as its inheritance, and what matters in 
terms of what is handed on in an ecumenical future. 
   First, Anglicans believe in the world. While all too aware of wrong 
in the world, in people and in the churches, Anglicans believe that 
God continues to act in every aspect of the universe as we know it. The 
Laws of Ecclesastical Polity of the Elizabethan theologian Richard 
Hooker typifies this attitude, with its careful unfolding of ‘laws’ divine, 
angelic, terrestial and human, setting ecclesial law in that wide 
context. It is seen in the Anglican affirmation of the doctrine of 
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providence, that seeks in humility to discern the ‘finger of God’ in 
historical movements, scientific discovery, worldly affairs and the 
arts—a process often fraught with ambiguity. 
   This inheritance is shaped by the ongoing involvement of the 
Church of England in the official life of the nation, as the ‘established 
church’. ‘Establishment’ has proved to be problematic, however. It saw 
the Church of England persecute others in the sixteenth to eighteenth 
centuries, and has led to many Anglicans adopting a superior attitude 
towards other Christians elsewhere. This patrimony has no 
ecumenical future whatsoever. 
   Yet this world-affirming ethos—by no means an uncritical one—has 
carried across into the Anglican Communion. Anglicans reject any 
dualism between ‘sacred’ and ‘secular’, believing that God is involved 
in every part of life, not just the Church. So they pray regularly for 
political and community leaders, about the issues of the day, and for 
all in need (as, of course, do many other Christian traditions). They 
expect their bishops and other leaders to engage with the issues and 
authorities of the day, even where this causes misunderstanding, 
criticism or persecution. 
   Further, the Anglican tradition sustains a positive (but not 
uncritical) openness to culture. Thus the Solemnization of 
Matrimony service in BCP states that not only did God institute 
matrimony ‘in the time of Man’s innocency’, but that Jesus sanctified 
and blessed the state of matrimony in the first miracle that he 
wrought at the wedding in Cana of Galilee. So Anglicans believe that 
every married couple shares Christ’s nuptial blessing, not only those 
in which wife and husband are baptised, and thus reflects the union 
between Christ and the Church. This has affected the changes in 
approach taken to divorce across the Anglican Communion since 
World War II. A similar openness to cultural changes—many 
themselves arising from Christian influence—motivated the 
theological work which led to ordained ministries being opened to 
women, and is fuelling current debate over same-sex relationships. 
The Anglican patrimony thus includes a heritage of taking history, the 
sciences, culture and reasoning with full seriousness. 
   This openness to history and culture involves ambiguity. Patience is 
required when it is unclear how our inheritance meshes with a new 
context—differences on this point are what has led some to accept 
Benedict XVI’s offer of the Ordinariate. There is no ecumenical future 
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in either untrammelled diversity, or differences developing into 
division and fragmentation. An ecumenical future demands patience 
and humility, openness to cultural changes arising from Christian 
influence, the whole integrated with a determination not to fall into 
the trap of seeing the latest trend as led by the Spirit. 
   Closely associated with this belief in the world is the strong sense 
of history which pervades the Anglican tradition, much of which 
again goes back to English roots. Anglicans today live in many lands, 
come from many cultures and speak many languages: yet the 
significance of history as a theological datum remains strong. The 
average Anglican experiences this in liturgy: Anglican services 
continue to blend words and customs of age-long provenance with 
newer ones; their prayers come from the Church of various times and 
places, including the present.  
   This growing variety of liturgical expression points to a more recent 
characteristic of the Anglican tradition—the desire to cultivate 
freedom. Anglicans have only gradually come to believe in the 
importance of this—not freedom from its patrimony, but allowing an 
openness about how it is lived out. With firm roots in scripture, 
sacraments, creeds and ordained ministry, Anglicans are in a good 
position to tolerate a good deal of variety about faith and lifestyle, and 
welcome anyone reaching out to God. Yet the Church of England 
persecuted many who would not live strictly within its boundaries, 
especially in the years 1662-1689, and the sense that others are ‘less’, or 
barely to be tolerated, is still to be found in some Anglican circles. The 
idea that the Anglican tradition is ‘inclusive’ is significant today, 
especially in the West. Yet it is not typical of its historic patrimony: for 
the sake of an ecumenical future, this aspect needs to be buried in the 
dustbin of history. 
   Until the 1960s, the Book of Common Prayer, used with small 
variations related to ‘churchmanship’ preferences, sustained a high 
degree of uniformity in ethos and style across the Anglican 
Communion.1 Today different Anglican congregations have different 

                                                             
1 There have always been two main streams of BCP, a reality of which not all 
Anglican are aware. The larger stream derives from the Church of England’s 
1662 book (including the Deposited Books of 1927 and 1928). The other goes 
back to the 1637 book of the Episcopal Church of Scotland, a version of which 
was adopted by the Protestant Episcopal Church of the USA in 1784. 
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ways of doing things, even in the same diocese. Liturgy today at local 
level, especially in the West, is shaped less by ‘churchmanship’ issues 
than by varied responses to post-modern sub-cultures (cf. the 
influence of the photocopier, data projector and websites). Liturgical 
revisions in the 1960s led to flexibility becoming part of a 
contemporary Anglican ethos, allowing much more weight to be given 
to local practice than the historic ‘principle of uniformity’ enshrined 
in BCP and observed until recent times.1 This is still officially 
respected, though some falsely equate ‘being a proper Anglican’ with a 
high-culture ethos. Others, keen to adapt to contemporary culture, 
seem to want constant change and lust after the latest in technology. 
Liturgical diversity can stretch to the point where someone moving 
house might find their local Anglican service hard to recognise as 
such. Yet with all this said, a recognisable liturgical ethos pervades the 
Anglican Communion, grounded in common acceptance of the 
patrimony of the Book of Common Prayer. 

An ‘Englican’, liturgical patrimony and the ‘Collect for 
Purity’ 
With liturgy in mind, let me take up one particular aspect of this 
patrimony – the English language. Today it is by no means the only 
language of the Anglican tradition, but the roots of the Anglican 
tradition lie in England not only geographically but also socio-
politically and culturally.  
   England is part of an island, which inevitably affects the outlook of 
the English on life. In the early sixteenth century the island was 
recovering from the Wars of the Roses, and the great concern was to 
avoid division and conflict in political, social and church life—a 
sensibility heightened by the seventeenth century Civil War. The 
emergence of an indigenous language, aided by printing, greatly 
fostered living ‘in peaceable and godly quietness’ (a phrase found in 
several places in BCP). The English of Cranmer’s BCP was heard across 
the realm from the mid-sixteenth century on for 400 years, joined by 
that of the King James Bible. Shakespeare’s plays and the growing 

                                                             
1 This principle lay behind the prosecution of English clergy using ‘Anglo-
Catholic’ practices in the nineteenth century, and the 1947 Australian ‘Red 
Book’ case against the Bishop of Bathurst. Both would be unthinkable today. 
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body of English poetry consolidated English as the language of the 
people—a language which now, due to the circumstances of England’s 
sea-going history, is the lingua franca of much of the globe. 
   The language of the Book of Common Prayer and the King James 
Bible was, until the 1960s, what was heard in church. It combines 
clarity and dignity, strength and beauty, plain words and majesty.1 
When the liturgical movement began to take effect in the 1960s, this 
linguistic patrimony permeated the hearts and minds of Anglican 
revisers, and it continues to shape much contemporary Anglican 
liturgical work. This can raise difficulties, however: how liturgy works 
in Aboriginal languages and Kriol, which have very different speech 
rhythms and allusions to English, is a case in point. I am not arguing 
that the use of ‘good’ English must be part of the Anglican patrimony 
for the future, but it is without question a key part of its inheritance. 
   Let me take a particular example from the collects—in my opinion 
the weakest aspect of English-language Roman Catholic rites. The 
opening prayer in BCP Holy Communion and most Anglican rites 
since, the Collect for Purity (as it is known), lies deep in Anglican 
hearts. It is known only in rites of the Church of England, seen first in 
the sacramentary of Alcuin (c. 780), then in that of Leofric of Exeter 
(c. 1050). In Sarum (1085, the basis for BCP) it is part of the priest’s 
preparation. It is thus a ‘local’ English feature. Sarum is as follows: 

Deus cui omne cor patet et omnia voluntas loquitur, et quem nullum 
latet secretum; purifica per infusionem sancti Spiritus cogitationes 
cordis nostri; ut perfecte te diligere et digne laudare mereamur. Per 
Dominum Christum. 

A literalist translation would run: 
God to whom every heart is open and every will speaks, and for whom 
nothing lies hidden; purify by the infusion of the holy Spirit the 
reflections of our heart; that we may merit perfectly to love and 
worthily to praise you. Through Christ the Lord. 

Just one English translation is known before Cranmer, penned ‘on a 
blank leaf between two treatises in English, forming part of a volume 
of religious tracts’ from a York monastery c. 1420 (thus prior to 
printing), and is in the first person singular.  

                                                             
1 So Adam Nicolson, Power and Glory: Jacobean England and the making of the 
King James Bible (HarperCollins, 2003). 
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BCP renders the collect as follows: 
Almighty God, unto whom all hearts be open, all desires known, and 
from whom no secrets are hid; Cleanse the thoughts of our hearts by 
the inspiration of thy Holy Spirit, that we may perfectly love thee, and 
worthily magnify thy holy Name; through Christ our Lord. Amen. 

Sarum’s terse Latin Deus, ‘God’, is enriched to ‘Almighty God’, to 
sixteenth century English ears echoing Abraham’s covenant with the 
Lord rather than reflecting ideas of power.  
   Omne shifting from ‘every’ to ‘all’ conveys a corporate rather than 
collective sense—it is not just that my heart and his heart and her 
heart are open … but that all are included as a whole. The Latin 
voluntas, usually translated ‘will’, carries the sense that, if a heart is 
open, then the will has its intended goal in God—very Augustinian, 
and a favourite idea in Hooker. Yet having such a will could be heard 
as if conditional upon having an open heart—a doctrinal point of great 
concern in the Reformation.  
   The rendition of voluntas by ‘desires’ is brilliant, and reflects the 
positive idea behind the Latin beautifully, i.e. Augustine’s notion that 
the true voluntas of those made in the divine likeness is the desire for 
God and the good (albeit a desire rendered incapable of re-direction 
once diverted to creaturely things). ‘All desires known’ is 
quintessentially English, and echoes Julian of Norwich (which may lie 
behind Janet Morley’s use of this term as the title for her book of 
prayers).1 
   Each phrase of the first clause is plain English, and uses no Latinate 
terms, with their abstract tendency. The typical Cranmerian ‘triple’ 
carries the ear from ‘all’ to ‘all’ to ‘no’, reiterating the truth that God 
knows our pasts (‘secrets’), our present (‘hearts’) and looks on our 
future, our hopes at their best (‘desires’). In view of this, we need to be 
‘purified’: this Latin term, carrying unhelpful cultic associations to the 
Reformers, is replaced by the strong English ‘cleanse’. And steering 
away from the implicit reference to ‘merit’ in the Latin more clearly 
discloses a Reformed sensibility. 
   Translating infusionem as ‘inspiration’ may be due to avoiding 
‘impartation’ notions of grace—and of course English ears knew 
‘infusion’ was about making tea! Conversely, ‘inspiration’ here is 
associated with the Spirit’s work in and through people, rather than in 

                                                             
1 Janet Morley, All Desires Known (SPCK, 1992). 
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texts, thus avoiding the overly didactic approach to scripture of some 
Reformed emphases (and rejected by Hooker). And finally, pairing 
‘love’ with ‘praise’—and not just any old versions of these, but 
‘perfectly’ and ‘worthily’, i.e. us at our best—is deeply satisfying as the 
outcome of this ‘prayer of preparation’ (as modern books denote it). 
   This example—a classic one—points to a patrimony in which the 
priority of all the baptised having access to the core realities of the 
faith is to the fore. Re-receiving this inheritance involves more than 
simplistic ‘updating’, but calls for careful attention to integrating 
scriptural teaching, historical learning, theological awareness and 
cultural sensitivity in such a way that the lex orandi is indeed our lex 
credendi. 

Conclusion 
In sum, I put it that the Anglican patrimony has as its indissoluble 
core the inheritance which the whole Christian Church—one, holy, 
catholic and apostolic—receives. It receives this in an ethos whose 
distinctive roots are grounded in English language and culture—its 
particular ‘patrimony’. In the past Anglicans have been bombastic and 
imperialistic towards other Christian traditions, though never 
claiming to be more than a part of Christ’s Church catholic. Today 
they see themselves as by no means the only Christian tradition, but 
seek to hand on faithfully the apostolic (genuine) and catholic 
(inclusive) faith, always being open to reform, and looking to be one 
with all others who through  the Spirit confess Jesus Christ as Lord, to 
the glory of God the Father. 
   Only to the extent that the Anglican tradition does this can it 
participate authentically in an ecumenical future. Its true patrimony is 
neither Celtic romanticism, medieval anti-papalism, Reformation 
freeze-framing, Restoration snobbishness, Hanoverian laxity, 
Victorian piousness, Gilbert & Sullivan frivolity, Edwardian 
superiority, post-war lowest common denominator, quasi-secular 
plainness, electronic faddity or post-modern niche religion. Rather, it 
is graced delight in the faith once delivered to the saints, lived in the 
world God loves, viewing the realities of history by faith not sight, in 
the blessed hope of God’s new creation of all things in Christ.  
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ACTING TOGETHER FOR ECONOMIC JUSTICE 

Angus Ritchie and Muhammad Abdul Bari*  

Ever since the financial crisis of 2008, people of faith have been working 
together to respond to its effects and the structural flaws it revealed. In 
this essay, the authors reflect on the experiences of these engagements 
and what they can teach us about the role of faith in engaging with the 
ongoing political debate about the shape of our financial institutions.1  

It is now just over five years since Lehman Brothers filed for 
bankruptcy. That event triggered a wider financial crash which has 
affected economies and households around the world. It is now 
estimated that it will be at least 2018 before disposable incomes 
recover to pre-crash levels.  
   The scale and speed of the crash left politicians and commentators 
hopelessly out of their depth, unable to placate an increasingly 
bewildered and anxious public. Words written by Maurice Glasman in 
2009 still ring true today:  

The financial crash of autumn 2008 has yet to be fully appreciated. 
The mobilisation of resources [to bail out the banks] was 
unprecedented; indeed the transfer of assets is the greatest 
redistribution from poor to rich since the Norman Conquest, when the 
common and freehold lands of England were transferred to the 
ownership of William the Conqueror. And yet it was received into a 
strange political silence, as if it were an administrative error that 
needed correcting, rather than a systematic crisis of a financial model 

                                                             
* Angus Ritchie is the Director of the Centre for Theology and Community 
and the Assistant Priest at St Peter’s Church in Bethnal Green. Muhammad 
Abdul Bari is an educationalist, community activist, author and parenting 
consultant. He was awarded an MBE in 2003 for services to the community 
and served as the Secretary General of the Muslim Council for Britain from 
2006 to 2010. 
1 This article first appeared in God and the Moneylenders: Faith and the battle 
against exploitative lending, ed. Angus Ritchie and David Barclay (The Centre 
for Theology and Community, 2013). 
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within which greed, fantasy and recklessness had combined in lethal 
combination.1 

   Five years on, widespread dissatisfaction with the status quo has not 
led on to a compelling political vision of a better future. This political 
silence on such a fundamental issue is very dangerous. At the heart of 
any democratic society there must be an opportunity for ordinary 
citizens to discern and promote a truly common good. That is to say, 
we must be able to shape our future together. But the bewildering 
complexity of our financial systems, and the forces which are 
unleashed when they malfunction, leave ordinary citizens feeling 
fearful and powerless.  
   In such a bleak landscape, where might ordinary citizens turn to 
find hope? How might we begin to imagine and to build a positive 
future together?  
   It is striking that the voices which offer hope and of vision are still 
so often religious ones. When people look for a space to ask deeper, 
more fundamental questions about where their society is going—and 
how to build a more just and stable economic system—they still turn 
to the leaders, the books and the buildings of faith.  
   In this essay, we will look at three examples of this phenomenon, 
and consider their implications for the work of Christians and 
Muslims in the public sphere. They suggest firstly that different faith 
traditions can have something both distinctive and constructive to 
add to public debate, and secondly that working together across faith 
divides has been and is an effective way to make positive change for 
the common good.  

2009: Citizens UK challenge exploitative lending  
Ten months after the Lehman bankruptcy, Citizens UK offered the 
first significant grassroots response to the crisis. (Citizens UK is the 
national community organising movement, and its founding members 
include the east London churches and mosques with which we both 
work.) A delegation of which we were members delivered the holy 
texts of Judaism, Christianity and Islam to the chairman of RBS—one 
of the banks the UK government had just bailed out. This symbolic 
action carried with it a serious message: that the banking system 

                                                             
1 Essay in Angus Ritchie (ed.), Crunch Time: A Call to Action (Contextual 
Theology Centre, 2009), 88-9. 
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needed to pay attention to the wisdom contained within these books 
if it was once again to serve the common good. In particular, as 
ordinary taxpayers had bailed out the banks (to the tune of almost one 
trillion pounds1), we wanted an end to exploitative lending through a 
cap of 20% on the total cost of credit, and we called on the 
government to invest 1% of the bailout funds in the local and mutual 
banking sector.  

As journalists acknowledged, faith was adding a unique and 
vital voice to the economic debate:  

It is telling that the lead voices in this new effort are from mosques, 
inner-city churches and synagogues. The politicians have been left 
looking flummoxed by the financial crisis, apparently desperate for 
normal business to resume as soon as possible. It has been left to the 
Pope to offer the most comprehensive critique of our devastated 
economic landscape, in his latest encyclical.2  

In that encyclical, Pope Benedict XVI attacked the way our financial 
systems had been cut loose from any vision of the common good:  

The conviction that the economy must be autonomous, that it must be 
shielded from ‘influences’ of a moral character, has led man to abuse 
the economic process in a thoroughly destructive way. In the long 
term, these convictions have led to economic, social and political 
systems that trample upon personal and social freedom, and are 
therefore unable to deliver the justice that they promise. (Caritas in 
veritate, 34)  

Grave imbalances are produced when economic action, conceived 
merely as an engine for wealth creation, is detached from political 
action, conceived as a means for pursuing justice through 
redistribution. (Ibid. 36)  

   Italy’s Muslim association welcomed the Pope’s intervention. 
Responding to the encyclical, it’s Vice-President Imam Yayha 
Pallavancini said that:  

Islamic ethics, from its origins, develops the common principles of the 
Abrahamic civilisation as a whole aimed at providing joint satisfaction 
in material and spiritual needs. For example, the Islamic ban on loans 
with interest (ribâ) also existed in ancient Christianity. As early as the 
4th and 5th centuries, the Fathers of the Church, both Greeks and 

                                                             
1 Ibid. 88. 
2 Jonathan Freedland, ‘Heard the one about a rabbi, an imam and a priest who 
walk into a bank?’ in The Guardian, 22 July 2009. 
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Latins, ardently opposed it based on both the Old Testament and the 
Gospel.1  

He went on to observe that ‘the West has wished to forget the 
economic principles present in religions, basically considering them to 
be, in modern times, a heritage of archaic thought.’ This is an area 
where Muslim practice has something to teach Christians. Indeed, 
their growing relationship with Muslims here in east London has 
helped Christians to engage more deeply with Biblical teachings on 
economic issues, and to take to heart their very concrete and practical 
injunctions on the way money is lent and borrowed.2 
   Like the Living Wage, the call of churches and mosques for a cap on 
the cost of credit was initially dismissed as unrealistic and impractical. 
And now, just like the Living Wage, the witness of these local 
congregations—drawing on the testimony of local people and the 
moral vision of their faiths—is beginning to reshape the wider 
economic discourse.  

2011: Occupy LSX at St Paul’s Cathedral  
The coverage generated by the actions taken in 2009 was generally 
positive. The next time religion and economics were in the headlines, 
it was a rather less happy experience. On 15 October 2011, Occupy 
LSX set up its camp outside St Paul’s Cathedral. Its arrival led to a 
painful debate within the church, and the ultimate resignation of the 
cathedral’s Dean. This is not the place for a detailed analysis of the 
rights and wrongs of those events. However, it is frustrating that the 
argument about the camp’s location distracted attention from the 
more fundamental concerns (concerns shared by both camp and 
church) about the growing inequalities between rich and poor, and 
the dysfunctions of our economic system.  
   Nonetheless, there are positive lessons to be drawn from these 
events. As Archbishop Rowan Williams observed, our allegedly secular 
society again turned to a religious building and to religious language 
to discuss these vital issues. Questions about Biblical teaching on 
usury and about Jesus’ attitude to wealth played a striking role in the 
                                                             
1 Contribution to Italian Ecumenical Day of Christian-Islamic Dialogue, 
October 2009. 
2 Angus Ritchie, Caitlin Burbridge & Andy Walton, Just Church: Local 
congregations transforming their communities (Contextual Theology Centre, 
2013), pp. 20-1. 
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rhetoric of the Occupy camp. One of the most powerful images of the 
protest was of a banner placed outside St Paul’s asking ‘What would 
Jesus do?’ It was a question being posed, not just to the Chapter of 
the Cathedral, but to our whole society.  
   As the media focused on the controversies around the camp, the 
congregations in Citizens UK continued to take action—listening to 
their members, and engaging with the wider community to hear more 
local people’s experiences, and build a wider alliance for change. This 
action is now bearing fruit. ‘Just Money’ (the alliance’s campaign 
against exploitative lending) continues to gain momentum. Like 
Citizens UK’s Living Wage Campaign, it involves both patience and 
determination. Both of these campaigns are rooted in the testimony 
and action of tens of thousands of ordinary people, across some of 
England’s poorest neighbourhoods. Both campaigns go far beyond 
gesture politics or protest. They harness the energy and moral vision 
of our religious institutions, and enable them to work together to 
discern and to promote a truly common good.  
   Such a practice is mandated by Islamic and Christian teaching alike. 
For example, the Qu’ran urges its readers to  

Co-operate in righteousness and piety, but do not cooperate in sin and 
aggression. (Surah Al Maidah 5.2)  

   The worldwide Anglican Communion has issued this statement on 
engagement with people of other faiths, and the basis for common 
action:  

It is not for us to set limits to the work of God, for the energy of the 
Holy Spirit cannot be confined. ‘The tree is known by its fruits’ 
(Matthew 12.33) and ‘the fruit of the Spirit is love, joy, peace, patience, 
kindness, generosity, faithfulness, gentleness and self-control.’ 
(Galatians 5.22f) When we meet these qualities in our encounter with 
people of other faiths, we must engage joyfully with the Spirit’s work in 
their lives and in their communities.1 

   One of the reasons that Christianity and Islam are able to co-operate 
is that both recognise the need for a change in the human heart as 
well as in our outward conditions. This is yet another reason why faith 
has been such a powerful voice in the economic debate—because it 

                                                             
1 Generous Love: The truth of the Gospel and the call to dialogue (Anglican 
Consultative Council, 2008), p.2.  
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recognises the connection between personal and social 
transformation, and the need for both structural changes and 
individual conversion:  

Indeed, Allah will not change the condition of a people until they 
change what is in themselves. (Surah Ar Ra’d 13.11)  

This same combination—of the transformation of the individual heart 
and of action to transform an unjust social order—stands at the heart 
of the Christian Gospel. The Epistle of James expresses this very 
clearly, with a call both to personal faith and to practical action:  

Come near to God and he will come near to you. Wash your hands, 
you sinners, and purify your hearts, you double-minded ... Humble 
yourselves before the Lord, and he will lift you up. (James 4: 8-10)  

2013: Pope and Archbishop speak out on economic issues, 
while Islamic finance grows  
This year saw the appointment of new leaders for two worldwide 
churches—the Roman Catholic and Anglican Communions. Pope 
Francis and Archbishop Justin Welby are ‘both/and’ Christians, who 
emphasise the personal and the social dimensions of the faith.1 Each 
has spoken out forcefully on issues of economic justice. Once again, 
they seem to be voicing something which is absent from the secular 
political debate, and which resonates with citizens of all faiths and of 
none.  
   Pope Francis’ words and deeds provide a powerful rationale for the 
work Christians and Muslims are doing in Citizens UK. His behaviour 
speaks of a confident and yet humble engagement with other faiths. 
We saw this most strikingly in his unprecedented decision to wash the 
feet of a Muslim woman as part of the Maundy Thursday liturgy. His 
visit to Lampedusa (the Italian island which is one of the nearest 
gateways to Europe for Africans fleeing poverty and conflict) 
challenged the treatment of refugees and migrants by the world’s 
wealthiest nations. He has repeatedly demanded that we pay more 
attention to the voices of the poorest—so that social action is not 
simply a condescending attempt to speak for those in greatest need, 
but begins by engaging with what they have to say. This insight stands 
at the heart of community organising, with its ‘iron rule’ that we do 
not do for others what they can do for themselves. It is action by the 

                                                             
1 Angus Ritchie, ‘Both/And Christianity’, Theos Team Blog, 29 July 2013. 



ONE IN CHRIST VOL.48. NO. 2 230 

poorest, and not simply for them, which has led to the extraordinary 
success of the Living Wage Campaign, and which is at the heart of the 
Citizens UK’s campaign against exploitative lending.  
   The new Archbishop of Canterbury brings a weight of business 
experience which has won him a serious hearing from economic 
commentators. This is an exciting and important turn of events. As 
Imam Pallavincini observed, engagement between faith and 
economics is ‘not about "turning back" to some anachronistic and 
ideal restoration, but [considering] the real contribution that a 
religious sensibility can offer in fields such as the economy’.1 The 
Archbishop’s interventions on exploitative lending, and his call for an 
expanded mutual banking sector, are part of that very ‘real 
contribution’.  
   While Christian leaders are making waves, Islamic finance is quietly 
growing across the globe and particularly in the UK. Based on the 
unacceptability of interest in Islam a number of interest-free Islamic 
banks (more correctly ‘Sharia compliant finance’) were established as 
private or semiprivate commercial institutions in some Muslim 
countries since the late twentieth century.2 Britain is the first country 
outside of the Muslim world that has accommodated Islamic banking, 
doing so now for over a decade. Islamic finance has been growing 50% 
faster than traditional banking and global Islamic investments were 
set to grow to £1.3 trillion by 2014. Prime Minister David Cameron 
announced at the 2013 World Islamic Economic Forum (WIEF) in 
London his Government’s plan to issue a £200m Sukuk (a form of 
bond that complies with Islamic financial law).3 This should indeed 
power Britain’s economy with a possibility of direct benefit to a 
significant section of disadvantaged British people.4  
   Of course Christians and Muslims have some very significant areas 
of theological disagreement—and these lead on to practical 
differences on economics, as on some other issues. In this essay, we do 

                                                             
1 Contribution to Italian Ecumenical Day of Christian-Islamic Dialogue, 
October 2009. 
2 '... whereas Allah has permitted trading and forbidden usury.' (Surah Al-
Baqarah 2.275) 
3 www.politics.co.uk/comment-analysis/2013/10/30/comment-islamic-finance-
is-powering-britain-s-economy 
4 Ibid. 
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not wish to deny or minimise these differences. But we believe that in 
the midst of such differences, it is possible to act together in ways that 
benefit us all. Such action does not dilute our religious identity—
rather, in many cases, our engagement with brothers and sisters of 
another religion helps us to become more authentic and faithful in 
our own religious practice.  
   It is these distinctive voices which have blended together to power 
community organising in the UK. Religious groups, including Muslims 
and Christians, have been part and parcel of the broad movement 
initiated some time ago by The East London Communities 
Organisation (TELCO) and London Citizens in alleviating poverty 
from ordinary people’s life, be it through the Living Wage or Just 
Money campaigns. These two initiatives have now become national 
pointers for politicians to discuss the hardships faced by people on the 
lowest rungs of our society.  
   The events of the last five years reveal that our society urgently 
needs a ‘religious sensibility’ in fields such as economics. Christians 
and Muslims must continue to work together to ensure that this 
vision of a more just social order becomes a practical reality—a reality 
shaped by the voices and experience of the poorest citizens, as well as 
the richest and most powerful.  
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LEARNING HOW TO LOVE: THE RELEVANCE OF ST 
MAXIMUS’S UNDERSTANDING OF VIRTUE FOR THE 
ETHICS OF WAR 1 

Aristotle Papanikolaou* 

This paper looks to the ascetical tradition, instanced by St Maximus, to 
overcome the natural/supernatural divide of Thomist tradition, and to 
present ‘virtue’ as fundamentally growth in the love of God: ‘embodied 
deification’. This process is enabled—or disabled—by the practice, or 
experience, of constructive—or destructive—human relations. The 
possibility of just war theory, and the challenge of educating those in 
degraded social circumstances, are considered in this perspective. 

After centuries of domination by deontological and utilitarian ethics, 
what is being called virtue ethics in Europe and North America has 
experienced a revival over the last two decades. This revival is often 
traced to Elizabeth Anscombe’s 1958 article, ‘Modern Moral 
Philosophy,’ in which she launches a scathing critique on both 
deontological and utilitarian ethics.2 Anscombe’s efforts to revive a 
virtue form of ethics within both philosophical and theological ethics 
would not bear fruit until the publication of Alisdair MacIntyre’s After 
Virtue in 1981. Since then, there has been increasing attention to what 
has been called virtue ethics as an alternative to deontological and 
utilitarian ethics. 

                                                             
1 Previously published  in Knowing the Purpose of Creation Through the 
Resurrection:  Proceedings of the Symposium on St. Maximus the Confessor, ed. 
Bishop Maxim Vasiljević (Alhambra, CA: Sebastian Press & The Faculty of 
Orthodox Theology – University of Belgrade, 2013), 239-250. 
* Aristotle Papanikolaou is Archbishop Demetrios Chair in Orthodox 
Theology and Culture at Fordham University.  He is the author of Being with 
God: Trinity, Apophaticism and Divine-Human Communion and The Mystical 
as Political:  Democracy and Non-Radical Orthodoxy. 
2 G. E. M. Anscombe, ‘Modern Moral Philosophy,’ Philosophy, 33:124 (January 
1958). 
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   In the limited amount of literature I have read on virtue ethics, it 
seems to me that although virtue ethics has emphasized the 
contextuality of both moral decision-making and moral action, it 
tends to slide toward deontology in that the emphasis is still on 
discerning the rule in a given context. Where virtue ethicists are 
hesitant is in offering a thick understanding of what it means to be 
human, which could then ground their understanding of the relation 
between virtues and the good inherent to being human. 
   In After Virtue, Alisdair MacIntyre famously argued that what 
divided modern from pre-modern ethics is that pre-modern ethics 
was based on a three-fold structure ‘of untutored human-nature-as-it-
happens-to-be,human-nature-as-it-could-be-if-it-realized-itstelos, and 
the precepts of rational ethics as the means for the transition from 
one to the other.’1 Modern ethics, he argues, eliminated the second 
element of this structure, which is ‘human-nature-as-it-could-be-if-it-
realized-its-telos,’ and, as a result, is both incoherent and destined to 
fail insofar as it attempts to retain the precepts of pre-modern ethics 
while eliminating the teleological framework within which those 
precepts developed. While there has been discussion within virtue 
ethics about the goods inherent to being human, philosophical virtue 
ethicists, including MacIntyre himself, have been less successful, and 
almost hesitant, about providing a thick and well-grounded notion of 
‘human-natureas-it-could-be-if-it-realized-its-telos.’ 
   Providing a conception of ‘human-nature-as-it-could-be-if-it-
realized-its-telos’ is not a problem for Christian theological virtue 
ethics. Virtue ethics within Christian thought has almost entirely 
focused on the thought of Thomas Aquinas. An important discussion 
over the past two decades has been the relation between the cardinal 
and the theological virtues in Aquinas. The cardinal virtues are those 
acquired in which the human realizes her natural end; the theological 
virtues are those infused by God as gift, in which the human realizes 
his supernatural end, which is knowledge of God in charity. In virtue 
ethics in Aquinas, there is no question that virtue is linked to a thick 
understanding of the human telos; what is complicated to understand 
in Aquinas is the relation  between two distinct-though-not-separated 

                                                             
1 Alisdair MacIntyre, After Virtue (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame 
Press, 1981), 53. 
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teloi for the human.1 
   Before I discuss the thought of St Maximus, let me admit that I have 
been convinced by recent literature that has affirmed that both 
Aquinas and his predecessor by many centuries, Augustine, believed 
that the human was created for theosis. Put anther way, I reject the 
idea that what separates Aquinas from the Greek Fathers is that 
Aquinas rejected the idea of deification. Rather than seeing a 
diametrical opposition between the East and the West, I would rather 
frame the difference as one of conceptualities within the common 
framework or belief that the human was created for union with God. 
With that said, I do think there is a point of difference between 
Thomistic virtue ethics as transmitted through the Catholic tradition 
and the virtue ethics of the ascetical tradition as developed in the 
thought of St Maximus the Confessor. It should be noticed that the 
revival of virtue ethics within philosophical and theological ethics has 
almost entirely focused on the thought of Aristotle and Aquinas. It is 
often argued that the best insights of the ascetical tradition were 
folded into Aquinas’ synthesis. This assessment is inaccurate, and the 
time is now ripe to interrupt the current discussions of philosophical 
and theological virtue ethics with the tradition of thinking on virtue in 
the ascetical tradition, most especially the thought of St Maximus the 
Confessor. 
   St Maximus and Aquinas agree that the telos of the human is to be 
more loving, to learn how to love, which is embodied deification. 
Thomistic virtue ethics, however, over the centuries increasingly 
divided the natural from the supernatural end so as to render the 
impression that the virtue of love is an infused gift from God that is 
absolutely unrelated to any kind of human action or practice, or to a 
human’s so-called ‘natural’ end. This separation has affected the 
Christian approach to social ethics. What is unclear and endlessly 
debated in the tradition of Thomistic virtue ethics is the relations 
between practices, the cardinal virtues, and the virtue of love. It is in 
the interrelation between practices, virtues (St Maximus doesn’t 
restrict himself to the cardinal virtues), and the manifestation of the 

                                                             
1 For Aquinas on virtue, see Joseph Pieper, The Four Cardinal Virtues (Notre 
Dame, IN:University of Notre Dame Press, 1966), and Jean Porter, The 
Recovery of Virtue: The Relevance of Aquinas for Christian Ethics (Louisville, 
KY: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1990). 
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virtue of love as the telos of the human that St Maximus can offer a 
substantive contribution to current discussions in virtue ethics. 
   In what follows, I wish to briefly outline some elements of St 
Maximus’ understanding of the virtues as related to the virtue of 
virtues, which is love. I want to end with some suggestions for how 
and why St Maximus’ account of the virtues makes a difference, 
especially in the human experience of violence. 

Virtue and Love 
In the writings of St Maximus the Confessor, communion with God, 
which is an embodied presencing of the divine, is simultaneous with 
the acquisition of virtue: Virtue is embodied deification. Within the 
Greek patristic texts, and I would also argue in Augustine, if 
deification means that God is love, then the human was created to 
love. And this love is simultaneously a uniting oneself with God, since 
God is love. As St Maximus himself says in his second letter, which is 
addressed to John: ‘And the divine and blessed love, which is 
fashioned from these and through which these come to be [by ‘these’ 
he means the virtues], will embrace God and manifest the one who 
loves God to be God himself.’1 In his ascetical writings in particular, St 
Maximus discusses a trajectory of the manifestation of virtues through 
ascetical practices toward the manifestation of the virtue of virtues—
Love. For St Maximus, the human is created to learn how to love and 
is in constant battle against that which weakens the capacity to love. 
   Virtue, for St Maximus, is not a building of character for character’s 
sake; it is not a state of being where one displays one’s virtues like 
badges of honor; it is not simply the basis for proper moral decision 
making within a particular context. The acquisition of virtue is the 
precondition for enabling the human capacity to love. As St Maximus 
says in his Four-Hundred Chapters on Love, ‘All the virtues assist the 
mind in the pursuit of divine love.’2 St Maximus does not restrict 
himself to only the four cardinal virtues but, consistent with the 
Eastern Christian patristic tradition, gives a wider catalogue of virtues 
and vices that correspond to the three parts of the soul: sensible, 

                                                             
1 Ep. 2, in Maximus the Confessor, trans. Andrew Louth (New York: Routledge, 
1996), 87. 
2 Carit. 1, 11, in Maximus the Confessor: Selected Writings, trans. George C. 
Berthold (Paulist Press, 1985), 36. 
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irascible, and the rational. The hermeneutical key to St Maximus’ 
complicated detailing of the relation of virtues and vices to the inner 
life of the human person and to human agency is ‘progress in the love 
of God,’1 which is measured ultimately by how one relates to others, 
especially those to whom one feels hatred or anger.2 As St Maximus 
explains, ‘The one who sees a trace of hatred in his own heart through 
any fault at all toward any man whoever he may be makes himself 
completely foreign to the love for God, because love for God in no way 
admits of hatred for man.’3 
   If virtues are embodied deification, the precondition for the learning 
of the virtue of virtues, which is love, then vice impairs the capacity 
for love. St Maximus explains that ‘[t]he purpose of divine Providence 
is to unify by an upright faith and spiritual love those who have been 
separated in diverse ways by vice’.4 He elaborates that the ‘vice that 
separates you from your brother’ includes ‘envying and being envied, 
hurting or being hurt, insulting or being insulted, and suspicious 
thoughts’.5 St Maximus is also astute to know that vice breeds vice; i.e. 
that it is not simply the doing of vice that harms the capacity for love, 
it is being ‘viced upon’: ‘The things which destroy love are these: 
dishonor, damage, slander (either against faith or against conduct), 
beatings, blows, and so forth, whether these happen to oneself or to 
one’s relatives or friends’.6 Vices produce and are such affective 
emotions as anger, hatred, and fear. Throughout his writings, St 
Maximus is attempting both to advise and exhort a form of training 
that can overcome what are ultimately corrosive emotions, no matter 
how justified. 
   Also relevant is St Maximus’ discussion of the relation of images to 
the cultivation of vices and virtues. According to St Maximus, what 
often incites and reifies a vice are images or thoughts that present 
themselves to the human person. St Maximus explains that ‘Love and 
selfmastery keep the mind detached from things and from their 
representations. ... The whole war of the monk against demons is to 

                                                             
1 Maximus the Confessor: Selected Writings. 48. 
2 Ibid. 42. 
3 Ibid. 37. 
4 Ibid. 4.17. 
5 Ibid. 4.18-19. 
6 Ibid. 4.81. 
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separate the passions from the representations.’1 St Maximus also 
warns that when ‘insulted by someone or offended in any matter, then 
beware of angry thoughts, lest by distress they sever you from charity 
and place you in the region of hatred.’2 In terms of images that incite 
vice, this resistance is not a removal of the image, but a disabling of its 
power to evoke such feelings of anger or hatred. To be virtuous is to 
experience in the face of images the emotions and desires that 
cultivate authentic relationships. 
   Insofar as virtue is related to love, then virtues build relationships of 
intimacy, trust, compassion, empathy, friendship, sharing, caring, 
humility, and honesty: all that is apparently threatened by the 
experience of vice, which destroys relationships. According to St 
Maximus, the acquisition of virtue is a training, realized in and 
through certain practices, that forms both the body and the inner life 
(the soul) of the human person; virtue is a wiring of the self as 
openness to love. 

Virtue and Violence 
When it comes to the question of war, the Orthodox are probably 
most well known for asserting that there is no just war theory in the 
Orthodox tradition. Beyond that negative assertion, it is very difficult 
to discern what the Orthodox think about war. For the just war 
naysayers, it would not be difficult to find among the Orthodox such 
statements as, ‘[t]here is no just war, no just violence, no just revenge 
or recompense, no just accumulation of wealth.’3 In this statement, it 
is a little unclear why—other than for rhetorical effect—war, violence, 
revenge, and accumulation of wealth are grouped together, since the 
whole point of the idea of just war is to differentiate morally 
sanctioned forms of violence from those that are clearly immoral, such 
as revenge. From one of the leading Orthodox voices in ethics in the 
past fifty years, one hears how  

[t]hese two seminal writers [Ambrose and Augustine] led the Western 
Church not only to an acceptance of the military role by Christians, 
but to its enhancement into a positive virtue through the development 

                                                             
1 Ibid. 66. 
2 Ibid. 38. 
3 George Dragas, ‘Justice and Peace in the Orthodox Tradition,’ in Justice, 
Peace and The Integrity of Creation: Insights from Orthodoxy, ed. Gennadios 
Limouris (Geneva: WCC Publications, 1990), 42. 
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of criteria by which a war could be distinguished from an unjust war, 
and be called ‘just.’ It is my contention that the East developed a 
different approach to the issue. Rather than seek to morally elevate 
war and Christian participation in it so that it could be termed ‘just,’ 
the East treated it as a necessary evil. ... Contrary to Augustine ... the 
Eastern Patristic tradition rarely praised war, and to my knowledge, 
almost never called it ‘just’ or a moral good. ... The East did not seek to 
deal with just war themes such as the correct conditions for entering 
war [jus ad bellum], and the correct conduct of war [jus in bello] on the 
basis of the possibility of the existence of a ‘just war,’ precisely because 
it did not hold to such a view of war.1 

This denial of any form of just war theory in the Christian East is often 
extended to some form of praise for the Christian Roman Empire for 
embodying a primarily defensive, non-aggressive ethos in relation to 
war.2 
   One is tempted to attribute this denial of a just war theory, together 
with its praise of the Christian Roman attitude to war, as another 
example of self-identification of the Orthodox vis-à-vis the proximate 
other—the ‘West.’3 Even though something like this distorted 
apophaticism—Orthodoxy is what the West is not—may be operative 
in some Orthodox denials of just war theory, it is irrefutable that a 
‘theory’ of just war, consisting of distinctions between conditions for 
entering war and conditions for conducting war, together with their 
respective criteria, is nowhere to be found in what has come to be 
known as the Orthodox trajectory within the Christian tradition. Such 
an absence makes Fr. Alexander Webster’s defense of a justifiable war 
tradition within Orthodoxy somewhat of an anomaly.4 While 
admitting that the Orthodox tradition never developed a just war 
theory—on this point, there seems to be a consensus—Webster 

                                                             
1 ‘The Teaching on Peace in the Fathers,’ in Wholeness of Faith and Life: 
Orthodox Christian Ethics, Part One: Patristic Ethics (Brookline: Holy Cross 
Orthodox Press, 1999), 154. 
2 Ibid. 156-7. 
3 For such examples of self-identification, see George Demacopoulos and 
Aristotle Papanikolaou eds., Orthodox Constructions of the ‘West’ (Bronx: 
Fordham University Press, 2012). 
4 Alexander F.C. Webster and Darrell Cole, The Virtue of War: Reclaiming the 
Classic Christian Traditions East and West (Salisbury: Regina Orthodox Press 
Inc. 2004). 
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argues against the position that the Orthodox consistently saw war 
only as a necessary evil and never as a moral good. Webster amasses a 
pile of citations from biblical, patristic, canonical, liturgical, and 
imperial sources, which he feels collectively point to an affirmation of 
the moral value of war under certain conditions. As Webster argues, 
‘[w]e hope the abundant textual and iconic evidence adduced in the 
present volume will restore among them [Orthodox bishops, 
theologians and activists] the longstanding traditional moral position 
that war may be engaged and conducted as a virtuous or righteous act, 
or at least as a “lesser good” instead of a lesser or necessary evil.’1 In an 
ironic twist, Webster actually attributes the Orthodox denial of its 
own justifiable war tradition to the ‘flurry of ecumenical contacts with 
Western Christians and an accelerated emigration of Orthodox 
Christians to Western Europe and North America.’2 Instead of 
blaming the West for poisoning the East with notions of just or 
justifiable war, the West gets blamed by Webster for influencing the 
Orthodox to forget its justifiable war tradition. One way or the other, 
the Orthodox always seem to find a way to blame the West. 
   The Orthodox, thus, agree that there is no just war ‘theory’ in the 
Orthodox tradition in the form of distinctions between jus in bello and 
jus ad bellum, and their respective criteria; there is also consensus that 
within the tradition there is discussion about the need to go to war; 
the current debate, however, centers on how going to war is 
characterized: For Harakas, it is always a necessary evil; for Webster, 
under certain conditions, it is virtuous and of moral value. This 
difference, however, reveals another, more implicit, agreement 
between Harakas and Webster: although both agree there is no just 
war theory within the Orthodox tradition, both seem to operate 
within the moral categories and framework of the just war tradition. 
What the just war tradition attempts to discern is whether both the 
action to go to war and the conduct within war fall on the right/wrong 
moral divide. Although Harakas and Webster distance themselves 
from a just war theory, they are still looking for the moral categories 
that would establish certain actions to go to war and conduct within 
war on either side of the right/wrong divide. To characterize war as 
either a necessary evil, lesser evil, lesser good, justifiable, or as a 
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virtuous and righteous act is to attempt to do the same thing that a 
just war theory tries to do—establish the moral rightness or 
wrongness of an act, given the specific conditions. Even such 
distinctions between killing as murder and killing for defense 
reinforce this particular moral framework that centers on the 
rightness or wrongness of moral acts. From a Christian perspective, 
the concern with the rightness or wrongness of moral acts has to do 
with one’s positioning in relation to God and, in the end, with one’s 
positioning within the eschatological consummation, or heaven. 
   What is remarkable about the entire debate is that there is little 
attention to what is arguably the core and central axiom of the 
Orthodox tradition—the principle of divine-human communion. 
Webster speaks of war as ‘virtuous,’ and yet pays absolutely no 
attention to the tradition of thinking on virtue in either the ascetical 
writings or in such thinkers as Maximus the Confessor; in both cases, 
the understanding of virtue is inherently linked to one’s struggle 
toward communion with God—theosis. How exactly is claiming to 
have fought in a virtuous war, or to have killed virtuously consistent 
with this tradition of thinking on virtue in light of the principle of 
divine-human communion? Is it really the case that being virtuous in 
war means moving toward a deeper communion with God? Webster 
does not give an answer to these questions. Although Harakas does 
argue for the patristic bias for peace, approaching the issue from an 
eschatological perspective, his emphasis is still on how to label the 
action to go to war or the conduct during war, and there is no 
attention to war from the perspective of the Orthodox understanding 
of creation’s destiny for communion with God. 
   It is very common in the United States now to hear of stories of 
combat soldiers from the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq suffering from 
post-traumatic stress disorder. One hears horrible stories of combat 
veterans who have a difficult time simply being with their wives, their 
children, their friends, in bars, restaurants, social groups that give 
most of us some pleasure. They have a hard time keeping jobs, and 
many of them end up homeless on American streets. They are plagued 
by demonic images and memories of the war. There are many, many 
stories that I could give here, but I will restrict myself to the story of 
the combat veteran John, who was fighting with his fiancé about bus 
schedules. The argument escalated to the point where John became 
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enraged and went into what is clinically called a ‘Berserk state.’1 He 
took a knife and cut his fiancé many times. After he awoke in the 
hospital, he could not remember what he did, and the first thing he 
asked was, “did I kill my daughter”?2 In John’s situation, what we see 
are two of the key vices that, according to St Maximus, get in the way 
of love: fear and anger. We don’t see self-love here as much as self-
hatred and self-loathing. 
   Combat soldiers are trained to kill, to treat all others as threats.3 
This training becomes intensified when in the combat situation, 
where the body is training itself to protect itself. In addition to the 
constant fear of violence, which can only provoke the feeling of anger, 
combat soldiers are put in situations where they must inflict violence, 
often on innocent non-combatants. What emphasis on just war theory 
does in the ethics of war is to fail to account for the effects of violence 
on the combat veteran’s capacity to love: to love self in the proper way 
and to love the other, even the enemy or the stranger. This effect 
occurs on the combat veteran even if it is clear that they are fighting 
on the supposedly ‘just’ side of the war, as in World War II. The 
mistake that just war theory makes is not so much trying to establish 
criteria for thinking about justified uses of violence; but implying that 
simply because one is on the so-called just side of a war that his 
relationship with God is unaffected. Whether one is on the just or 
unjust side, the combat veteran’s experience of violence will affect his 
relationship with God insofar as it affects his capacity to love. 
   If one is impaired in the ability to love, one is impaired in one’s 
ability to be gifted with theosis. Jonathan Shay, one of the pioneers in 
the United States in treating combat veterans suffering from PTSD, 
describes the effects of the violence of war on the combat solider in 
terms of the ‘ruin of good character.’4 More recently, a new clinical 
diagnosis has emerged called ‘moral injury,’ which attempts to 
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describe the particular effects of violence on the human.1 If we follow 
St Maximus, which I think we should, this ‘ruin of good character’ and 
‘moral injury’ must be understood in terms of the diminished capacity 
to love. 
   The effects of violence on the human is also clearly visible in the 
poor neighborhoods in the big cities of the United States (and I’m sure 
of Europe), where the threat of violence is constant. One teenager 
who lived in a poor neighborhood of Chicago, which is infested with 
violent gangs, described his neighborhood as a daily war zone. Related 
to this, one of the most difficult questions confronting educators in 
the United States is how to educate children in poorer neighborhoods, 
who are consistently underperforming in comparison with children in 
more middle-class or affluent neighborhoods. Paul Tough has recently 
reported on approaches to this problem that focus on character, such 
as the recent work and studies of the Nobel-Prize economist from the 
University of Chicago, James Heckman.2 Tough describes how 
educators for decades were focusing on improving what are called 
‘cognitive skills,’ which have to do with such things as reading and 
mathematics. Studies have shown that the skills correlated with 
success in such things as college graduation, or well-paying job are 
what are called ‘non-cognitive skills.’ It is the development of non-
cognitive skills that allow for the development of cognitive skills. 
Examples of non-cognitive skills are self-control, impulse control, 
anger management, delayed gratification, or thinking before making a 
bad decision. If you have not noticed already, these sound a lot like St 
Maximus’ virtues. 
   What they have also discovered is that the stress from adverse 
experiences in childhood, such as the experience of violence or the 
threat of violence, can prevent non-cognitive skills from developing 
properly. If a child has experienced four or more adverse effects as a 
child, she is thirty-two times more likely to develop learning 
problems. If a child is experiencing the constant threat of violence in 
the home, the stress that such a threat generates can prevent the 
development of the part of the brain responsible for non-cognitive 
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skills. Another way it was explained is this: if one is in the forest and is 
confronted by a bear, then the part of the brain responsible for 
aggression will activate and the part of the brain responsible for 
reading and writing will deactivate in order for the person to prepare 
for an emergency response. Such an emergency response, however, is 
meant to be infrequent. For some children living in a family home 
situation in which the threat of violence is constant, the brain 
responds as if facing a bear every single day. If the emergency 
response of the brain is activated repeatedly, the brain forms pathways 
that get increasingly ingrained. In day-to-day situations, this means 
that it is difficult for such children to learn reading and mathematics 
in class when the brain is constantly on emergency response mode. It 
also explains why such children are plagued with two of the vices that 
St Maximus says get in the way of love—fear and anger. It is not 
uncommon for such children to have behavioral problems in school 
that often manifest themselves in rage. Being surrounded by or 
experiencing violence can actually form the brain in such a way as to 
form the vices of fear and anger (again, not necessarily self-love as 
much as self-loathing). These vices are impairing the ability to be in 
the kind of relationships that would not simply allow for love to occur, 
but to allow for learning to occur. 
   What was also interesting about these studies is that it is being 
shown how proper attachment to a parent or parents can help a child 
manage the stress of adverse situations. In other words, the 
development of proper relations through the virtues can counter the 
vices formed through the experience or threat of violence. What’s 
most hopeful is that these non-cognitive skills can be learned even 
throughout adulthood; in other words, the human was created in such 
a way that these non-cognitive skills can be learned no matter the age 
of the person. What is really remarkable about all this, at least for me, 
is the connection between all that these studies are showing with all 
that St Maximus says about the interrelation between the 
manifestation of the virtues and contemplation. 
   What I have attempted to suggest in this paper is that St Maximus’ 
account of virtue can disrupt the current status quo in both 
philosophical and theological virtue ethics by offering a thick 
understanding of the human telos as one that entails learning how to 
love. And while Thomistic virtue ethics provides a thick 
understanding of the human self, the nature/grace divide that haunts 
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Thomistic virtue ethics separates love from the natural good inherent 
to being human, which leads to an emphasis on social justice in terms 
of human rights to social goods, such as healthcare, just wages, etc. I 
think St Maximus’ account can and should affirm all that, and more. It 
can offer an account of virtue that can both illuminate the effects of 
violence and poverty on being human, specifically on the human 
capacity to love and to form relationships, and can contribute to the 
interdisciplinary effort of understanding how the cultivation of virtues 
leads to human flourishing in areas such as education, or how the 
cultivation of virtues mitigates the effects of violence and poverty. 
   St John Chrysostom once said that even the poor need virtue. St 
Maximus helps us to understand this comment in the sense that what 
is distinctive about an Orthodox social ethics for today goes well 
beyond simply helping the poor during a time of need, or advocating 
for systemic change. By never wavering in its understanding of the 
human being as being created to learn how to love, a Christian social 
ethics offers the very wisdom of the practices needed to form the 
human being in the virtues that would allow the human to mitigate 
the effects of poverty and violence and enable the person to learn how 
to love, which is nothing less, according to St Maximus, than the 
experience of God. If poverty and violence potentially depersonalize 
and render the human being faceless, then the ascetical practices that 
manifest the virtues and that enable the capacity to love are essential 
for the realization of the person as a eucharistic being in the world 
that is free (ekstatic) and irreducibly unique (hypostatic). 
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ADDRESSES, REPORTS & DOCUMENTS 
VISIT OF POPE FRANCIS TO THE PHANAR, NOVEMBER 2014* 
Joint Declaration of His Holiness Pope Francis and His             
All-Holiness Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew 
We, Pope Francis and Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew I, express our 
profound gratitude to God for the gift of this new encounter enabling 
us, in the presence of the members of the Holy Synod, the clergy and 
the faithful of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, to celebrate together the 
feast of Saint Andrew, the First–called and brother of the Apostle Peter. 
Our remembrance of the Apostles, who proclaimed the good news of 
the Gospel to the world through their preaching and their witness of 
martyrdom, strengthens in us the aspiration to continue to walk 
together in order to overcome, in love and in truth, the obstacles that 
divide us. 
   On the occasion of our meeting in Jerusalem last May, in which we 
remembered the historical embrace of our venerable predecessors Pope 
Paul VI and the Ecumenical Patriarch Athenagoras, we signed a joint 
declaration. Today on the happy occasion of this further fraternal 
encounter, we wish to re–affirm together our shared intentions and 
concerns. 
   We express our sincere and firm resolution, in obedience to the will of 
our Lord Jesus Christ, to intensify our efforts to promote the full unity 
of all Christians, and above all between Catholics and Orthodox. As 
well, we intend to support the theological dialogue promoted by the 
Joint International Commission, instituted exactly thirty–five years ago 
by the Ecumenical Patriarch Dimitrios and Pope John Paul II here at the 
Phanar, and which is currently dealing with the most difficult questions 
that have marked the history of our division and that require careful 
and detailed study. To this end, we offer the assurance of our fervent 
prayer as Pastors of the Church, asking our faithful to join us in praying 
‘that all may be one, that the world may believe’ (John 17:21). 
   We express our common concern for the current situation in Iraq, 
Syria and the whole Middle East. We are united in the desire for peace 
and stability and in the will to promote the resolution of conflicts 
through dialogue and reconciliation. While recognizing the efforts 

                                                             
* All texts © Libreria Editrice Vaticana 
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already being made to offer assistance to the region, at the same time, 
we call on all those who bear responsibility for the destiny of peoples to 
deepen their commitment to suffering communities, and to enable 
them, including the Christian ones, to remain in their native land. We 
cannot resign ourselves to a Middle East without Christians, who have 
professed the name of Jesus there for two thousand years. Many of our 
brothers and sisters are being persecuted and have been forced violently 
from their homes. It even seems that the value of human life has been 
lost, that the human person no longer matters and may be sacrificed to 
other interests. And, tragically, all this is met by the indifference of 
many. As Saint Paul reminds us, ‘If one member suffers, all suffer 
together; if one member is honoured, all rejoice together’ (1 Cor. 12:26). 
This is the law of the Christian life, and in this sense we can say that 
there is also an ecumenism of suffering. Just as the blood of the martyrs 
was a seed of strength and fertility for the Church, so too the sharing of 
daily sufferings can become an effective instrument of unity. The 
terrible situation of Christians and all those who are suffering in the 
Middle East calls not only for our constant prayer, but also for an 
appropriate response on the part of the international community. 
   The grave challenges facing the world in the present situation require 
the solidarity of all people of good will, and so we also recognize the 
importance of promoting a constructive dialogue with Islam based on 
mutual respect and friendship. Inspired by common values and 
strengthened by genuine fraternal sentiments, Muslims and Christians 
are called to work together for the sake of justice, peace and respect for 
the dignity and rights of every person, especially in those regions where 
they once lived for centuries in peaceful coexistence and now tragically 
suffer together the horrors of war. Moreover, as Christian leaders, we 
call on all religious leaders to pursue and to strengthen interreligious 
dialogue and to make every effort to build a culture of peace and 
solidarity between persons and between peoples. We also remember all 
the people who experience the sufferings of war. In particular, we pray 
for peace in Ukraine, a country of ancient Christian tradition, while we 
call upon all parties involved to pursue the path of dialogue and of 
respect for international law in order to bring an end to the conflict and 
allow all Ukrainians to live in harmony. 
   Our thoughts turn to all the faithful of our Churches throughout the 
world, whom we greet, entrusting them to Christ our Saviour, that they 
may be untiring witnesses to the love of God. We raise our fervent 
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prayer that the Lord may grant the gift of peace in love and unity to the 
entire human family. 
   ‘May the Lord of peace himself give you peace at all times and in every 
way. The Lord be with all of you’ (2 Thess. 3:16). 
 
Address of His Holiness Pope Francis during the Divine Liturgy 
for the Feast of St Andrew 
When I was the Archbishop of Buenos Aires, I often took part in the 
celebration of the Divine Liturgy of the Orthodox communities there. 
Today, the Lord has given me the singular grace to be present in this 
Patriarchal Church of Saint George for the celebration of the Feast of 
the holy Apostle Andrew, the First-called, the brother of Saint Peter, 
and the Patron Saint of the Ecumenical Patriarchate. 
   Meeting each other, seeing each other face to face, exchanging the 
embrace of peace, and praying for each other, are all essential aspects of 
our journey towards the restoration of full communion. All of this 
precedes and always accompanies that other essential aspect of this 
journey, namely, theological dialogue. An authentic dialogue is, in every 
case, an encounter between persons with a name, a face, a past, and not 
merely a meeting of ideas. 
   This is especially true for us Christians, because for us the truth is the 
person of Jesus Christ. The example of Saint Andrew, who with another 
disciple accepted the invitation of the Divine Master, ‘Come and see’, 
and ‘stayed with him that day’ (John 1:39), shows us plainly that the 
Christian life is a personal experience, a transforming encounter with 
the One who loves us and who wants to save us. In addition, the 
Christian message is spread thanks to men and women who are in love 
with Christ, and cannot help but pass on the joy of being loved and 
saved. Here again, the example of the apostle Andrew is instructive. 
After following Jesus to his home and spending time with him, Andrew 
‘first found his brother Simon, and said to him, “We have found the 
Messiah” (which means Christ). He brought him to Jesus’ (John 1:40-42). 
It is clear, therefore, that not even dialogue among Christians can 
prescind from this logic of personal encounter. 
   It is not by chance that the path of reconciliation and peace between 
Catholics and Orthodox was, in some way, ushered in by an encounter, 
by an embrace between our venerable predecessors, Ecumenical 
Patriarch Athenagoras and Pope Paul VI, which took place fifty years 
ago in Jerusalem. Your Holiness and I wished to commemorate that 
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moment when we met recently in the same city where our Lord Jesus 
Christ died and rose. 
   By happy coincidence, my visit falls a few days after the fiftieth 
anniversary of the promulgation of Unitatis Redintegratio, the Second 
Vatican Council’s Decree on Christian Unity. This is a fundamental 
document which opened new avenues for encounter between Catholics 
and their brothers and sisters of other Churches and ecclesial 
communities. 
   In particular, in that Decree the Catholic Church acknowledges that 
the Orthodox Churches ‘possess true sacraments, above all—by 
apostolic succession—the priesthood and the Eucharist, whereby they 
are still joined to us in closest intimacy’ (15). The Decree goes on to state 
that in order to guard faithfully the fullness of the Christian tradition 
and to bring to fulfilment the reconciliation of Eastern and Western 
Christians, it is of the greatest importance to preserve and support the 
rich patrimony of the Eastern Churches. This regards not only their 
liturgical and spiritual traditions, but also their canonical disciplines, 
sanctioned as they are by the Fathers and by Councils, which regulate 
the lives of these Churches (cf. 15-16). 
   I believe that it is important to reaffirm respect for this principle as an 
essential condition, accepted by both, for the restoration of full 
communion, which does not signify the submission of one to the other, 
or assimilation. Rather, it means welcoming all the gifts that God has 
given to each, thus demonstrating to the entire world the great mystery 
of salvation accomplished by Christ the Lord through the Holy Spirit. I 
want to assure each one of you here that, to reach the desired goal of 
full unity, the Catholic Church does not intend to impose any 
conditions except that of the shared profession of faith. Further, I would 
add that we are ready to seek together, in light of Scriptural teaching 
and the experience of the first millennium, the ways in which we can 
guarantee the needed unity of the Church in the present circumstances. 
The one thing that the Catholic Church desires, and that I seek as 
Bishop of Rome, ‘the Church which presides in charity’, is communion 
with the Orthodox Churches. Such communion will always be the fruit 
of that love which ‘has been poured into our hearts through the Holy 
Spirit who has been given to us’ (cf. Rom. 5:5), a fraternal love which 
expresses the spiritual and transcendent bond which unites us as 
disciples of the Lord. 
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   In today’s world, voices are being raised which we cannot ignore and 
which implore our Churches to live deeply our identity as disciples of 
the Lord Jesus Christ. 
   The first of these voices is that of the poor. In the world, there are too 
many women and men who suffer from severe malnutrition, growing 
unemployment, the rising numbers of unemployed youth, and from 
increasing social exclusion. These can give rise to criminal activity and 
even the recruitment of terrorists. We cannot remain indifferent before 
the cries of our brothers and sisters. These ask of us not only material 
assistance—needed in so many circumstances—but above all, our help 
to defend their dignity as human persons, so that they can find the 
spiritual energy to become once again protagonists in their own lives. 
They ask us to fight, in the light of the Gospel, the structural causes of 
poverty: inequality, the shortage of dignified work and housing, and the 
denial of their rights as members of society and as workers. As 
Christians we are called together to eliminate that globalization of 
indifference which today seems to reign supreme, while building a new 
civilization of love and solidarity. 
   A second plea comes from the victims of the conflicts in so many parts 
of our world. We hear this resoundingly here, because some 
neighbouring countries are scarred by an inhumane and brutal war. 
Taking away the peace of a people, committing every act of violence—
or consenting to such acts—especially when directed against the 
weakest and defenceless, is a profoundly grave sin against God, since it 
means showing contempt for the image of God which is in man. The cry 
of the victims of conflict urges us to move with haste along the path of 
reconciliation and communion between Catholics and Orthodox. 
Indeed, how can we credibly proclaim the message of peace which 
comes from Christ, if there continues to be rivalry and disagreement 
between us (cf. Paul VI, Evangelii Nuntiandi, 77)? 
   A third cry which challenges us is that of young people. Today, 
tragically, there are many young men and women who live without 
hope, overcome by mistrust and resignation. Many of the young, 
influenced by the prevailing culture, seek happiness solely in possessing 
material things and in satisfying their fleeting emotions. New 
generations will never be able to acquire true wisdom and keep hope 
alive unless we are able to esteem and transmit the true humanism 
which comes from the Gospel and from the Church’s age-old 
experience. It is precisely the young who today implore us to make 
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progress towards full communion. I think for example of the many 
Orthodox, Catholic and Protestant youth who come together at 
meetings organized by the Taizé community. They do this not because 
they ignore the differences which still separate us, but because they are 
able to see beyond them; they are able to embrace what is essential and 
what already unites us. 
   Your Holiness, we are already on the way towards full communion 
and already we can experience eloquent signs of an authentic, albeit 
incomplete union. This offers us reassurance and encourages us to 
continue on this journey. We are certain that along this journey we are 
helped by the intercession of the Apostle Andrew and his brother Peter, 
held by tradition to be the founders of the Churches of Constantinople 
and of Rome. We ask God for the great gift of full unity, and the ability 
to accept it in our lives. Let us never forget to pray for one another. 
 
Address by His All-Holiness Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew 
during the Divine Liturgy for the Feast of St Andrew  
Your Holiness Pope Francis, beloved brother in Christ, bishop of Senior 
Rome, We offer glory and praise to our God in Trinity for deeming us 
worthy of the ineffable joy and special honor of the personal presence 
here of Your Holiness on the occasion of this year’s celebration of the 
sacred memory of the First-called Apostle Andrew, who founded our 
Church through his preaching. We are profoundly grateful to Your 
Holiness for the precious gift of Your blessed presence among us, 
together with Your honorable entourage. We embrace you 
wholeheartedly and honorably, addressing you fervently with a greeting 
of peace and love: ‘Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the 
Lord Jesus Christ’ (Rom. 1:7). ‘For the love of Christ controls us’ (2 Cor. 
5:14). 
   We still vividly preserve in our heart the recollection of our encounter 
with Your Holiness in the Holy Land for a joint pious pilgrimage in the 
place where the pioneer of our faith was once born, lived, taught, 
suffered, was  risen and ascended as well as for a thankful remembrance 
of the historical event of the meeting there by our predecessors, the late 
Pope Paul VI and Ecumenical Patriarch Athenagoras. As a result of their 
meeting in the Holy City fifty years ago, the flow of history has literally 
changed direction: the parallel and occasionally conflicting journeys of 
our Churches have coincided in the common vision of restoring our lost 
unity; the cold love between us has been rekindled, while our desire to 
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do everything in our capacity so that our communion in the same faith 
and the same chalice may once again emerge has been galvanized. 
Thenceforth, the road to Emmaus has opened up before us—a road 
that, while perhaps lengthy and sometimes even rugged, is nonetheless 
irreversible—with the Lord as our companion, until He is revealed to us 
‘in the breaking of the bread’ (Luke 24:35). 
   This way has since been followed—and is still being followed—by all 
of the successors of those inspired leaders, in turn establishing, 
dedicating and endorsing the dialogue of love and truth between our 
Churches in order to lift a millennium of burdens amassed in our 
relations. This dialogue is one that befits friends and not, as in former 
times, adversaries, inasmuch as they sincerely seek the word of truth 
while respecting one another as brothers. 
   In such an atmosphere fashioned by our aforementioned predecessors 
with respect to our common journey, we too fraternally welcome Your 
Holiness as bearing the love of St Peter towards his brother, St Andrew, 
whose sacred feast we celebrate today. In accordance with a holy 
custom established and observed for decades now by the Churches of 
the Senior and of the New Rome, official delegations exchange visits on 
the occasion of their respective patronal feasts in order to demonstrate 
by this manner as well, the fraternal bond between the two chief 
Apostles, who together came to know Jesus Christ and to believe in Him 
as God and Saviour. These Apostles transmitted this common faith to 
the Churches founded by their preaching and sanctified by their 
martyrdom. This faith was also jointly experienced and articulated into 
doctrine by our Church Fathers, who assembled from East and West in 
ecumenical councils, bequeathing it to our Churches as an unshakable 
foundation of our unity. It is this same faith, which we have together 
preserved in both East and West for an entire millennium, that we are 
once again called to lay down as the basis of our unity in order that, 
‘being in full accord and of one mind’ (Phil. 2:2), we may press on with 
Paul ‘forgetting what lies behind and straining forward to what lies 
ahead’ (Phil. 3:13). 
   After all, Your Holiness and dear Brother, our obligation is surely not 
exhausted in the past but extends above all to the future, especially in 
our own times. For what is the value of our fidelity to the past unless 
this means something for the future? What is the benefit of boasting 
about what we have received unless these gifts translate into life for 
humanity and for our world? For the Church is called to keep its sight 
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fixed not so much on yesterday as on today and tomorrow. The Church 
exists not for itself, but for the world and for humanity. 
   Therefore, in directing our sight toward today, we cannot avoid being 
anxious also for tomorrow. ‘There is fighting without and fear within’ (2 
Cor. 7:5). This awareness of the Apostle Paul regarding his own age is 
indisputably valid also for us today. Indeed, even as we are preoccupied 
with our own concerns, the world experiences the fear of survival, the 
concern for tomorrow. How can humanity survive tomorrow when it is 
divided today by so many conflicts and animosities, frequently even in 
the name of God? How will the earth’s wealth be distributed more 
equitably in order for humanity tomorrow to avoid the most heinous 
slavery ever known in history? What sort of planet will future 
generations inherit when modern man is destroying it so mercilessly 
and irrevocably through greed? 
   Nowadays many people place their hope on science; others on 
politics; still others on technology. Yet none of these can guarantee the 
future, unless humanity espouses the message of reconciliation, love 
and justice; the mission of embracing the other, the stranger, and even 
the enemy. The Church of Christ, who first proclaimed and practised 
this teaching, is compelled to be the first to apply this teaching ‘so that 
the world may believe’ (John 17:21). This is precisely why the path 
toward unity is more urgent than ever for those who invoke the name of 
the great Peacemaker. This is precisely why our responsibility as 
Christians is so great before God, humankind and history. 
   Your Holiness, the short time You have been at the helm of Your 
Church has already shown You in people’s conscience today to be a 
herald of love, peace and reconciliation. You preach with words, but 
above and beyond all with the simplicity, humility and love toward 
everyone for whom you exercise your high ministry. You inspire trust in 
those who doubt, hope in those who despair, anticipation in those who 
expect a Church that nurtures all people. Moreover, You offer to Your 
Orthodox brothers and sisters the aspiration that during Your tenure 
the rapprochement of our two great ancient Churches will continue to 
be established on the solid foundations of our common tradition, which 
always preserved and acknowledged in the constitution of the Church a 
primacy of love, honor and service within the framework of collegiality, 
in order that ‘with one mouth and one heart’ we may confess the 
Trinitarian God and that His love may be poured out upon the world. 



 Visit of Pope Francis to the Phanar, November 2014  

 

253 

   Your Holiness, the Church of Constantinople, which today for the first 
time receives You with fervent love and honour as well as with heartfelt 
gratitude, bears upon its shoulders a heavy legacy, but also a 
responsibility for the present and the future. In this Church, through 
the order instituted by the holy Ecumenical Councils, divine providence 
has assigned the responsibility of coordinating and expressing the 
unanimity of the most holy local Orthodox Churches. In the context of 
this responsibility, we are already working very assiduously for the 
preparation of the Holy and Great Council of the Orthodox Church, 
which—as decided—will convene here, God willing, in 2016. As we 
speak, the appropriate committees are laboring diligently to prepare 
this great event in the history of the Orthodox Church, for whose 
success we also implore Your prayers. Unfortunately, the Eucharistic 
communion of our Churches that was interrupted one thousand years 
ago does not yet permit the convocation of a joint Great Ecumenical 
Council. Let us pray that, once full communion is restored, this 
significant and special day will also not be prolonged. However, until 
that blessed day, the participation in one another’s synodal life will be 
expressed through the involvement of observers, as we already see, with 
Your gracious invitation to attend Synods of Your Church, just as we 
hope will also occur when, with God’s grace, our Holy and Great 
Council becomes reality. 
   Your Holiness, the challenges presented to our Churches by today’s 
historical circumstances oblige us to transcend our introversion in order 
to meet them with the greatest degree of collaboration. We no longer 
have the luxury of isolated action. The modern persecutors of Christians 
do not ask which Church their victims belong to. The unity that 
concerns us is regrettably already occurring in certain regions of the 
world through the blood of martyrdom. Together let us extend our 
hand to people of our time; together let us extend the hand of Him, 
who alone can save humankind through His Cross and Resurrection. 
   With these thoughts and sentiments, once again we express our joy 
and thanks at the presence here of Your Holiness, even as we pray that 
the Lord—through the intercessions of the one we celebrate today, the 
First-called Apostle and brother of the Chief of the Apostles Peter—may 
protect His Church and direct it to the fulfillment of His sacred will. 
Welcome among us, dearly beloved brother! 
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PATRIARCH ATHENAGORAS AND THE DIALOGUE OF LOVE: 
HOW A GREEK BORN DURING THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE BECAME 
A PEACEMAKER1 

+ Metropolitan Athenagoras* 

Translated by John Bolger 

It is a great honour for me to be able to address you today about a 
leading figure of the twentieth century, as far as the rapprochement of 
the Christian churches is concerned, and a great spiritual leader who 
personally guided and inspired my own ecumenical commitment. The 
late lamented Patriarch Athenagoras truly became ‘a symbol and a 
legacy: symbol of Christian reconciliation, symbol of striving to bring 
about the Unity of Christians in one flock under Christ, the one 
shepherd; symbol of the road to communion in the one chalice’. It was 
with these words that the present Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew 
gave me the name of Patriarch Athenagoras when I was ordained 
deacon, exactly twenty-five years ago, as a commission to fulfil! His 
final words were: ‘This then is the legacy of Patriarch Athenagoras, 
and your responsibility, in bearing his name.’2 
   There were two reasons for Patriarch Bartholomew giving me this 
name. First, he had witnessed our meeting with Patriarch Athenagoras 
in the summer of 1969 at the Theological School of Halki, then still in 
operation. He was aware of our admiration for Patriarch Athenagoras 
and understood how deeply the meeting had touched us. Secondly, he 
saw in my poor person someone who could easily provide a link 
                                                             
1 Translation from the French of an address given at the 22nd International 
Ecumenical Conference on Orthodox Spirituality, ‘Blessed are the 
Peacemakers’, Bose, September 2014. 
* His Eminence Metropolitan Athenagoras is, since November 2013, 
Metropolitan of Belgium and Hierarch of the Low Countries and Luxembourg 
(Ecumenical Patriarchate) and president of the Orthodox Episcopal 
Conference of the Benelux.  
2 Words spoken by Metropolitan Bartholomew of Philadelphia, now 
Ecumenical Patriarch, at my diaconal ordination when he gave me the name 
‘Athenagoras’ (Brussels, 12 November 1989). See Apostel Andreas, 12 (Ghent, 
1989): 12-15. 
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between Eastern and Western Christianity and consequently extend, 
however humbly, the legacy of Patriarch Athenagoras.  

A Byzantine from Epirus 
Returning to the figure of the great Patriarch, let us ask how it is that 
a Byzantine, born in the area of Epirus, could have become the 
protagonist of ecumenical dialogue and of the rapprochement of 
Christian churches? This is what I shall now try to explain, step by 
step, through the various stages of his life, ending at last with the 
lifting of the mutual anathemas. 
   Patriarch Athenagoras was born Aristoklis Spyrou on 25 March 1886 
in the village of Vassilikon in Epirus. At the time, Epirus was in a part 
of the Balkans characterised by an ethos of multicultural civilisation. 
Alongside the indigenous Greek population there lived a Slav 
minority, a group of Albanian converts to Islam, and a number of 
Wallachian shepherds roaming the neighbouring mountains. His 
father was a doctor, the village’s first. 
   Athenagoras was born in the time of the Ottoman Empire. The 
Greeks living in the Empire were not nationalists, as we understand 
the word today. They were Byzantines, inheriting from Byzantium the 
spirit of Greek-Orthodox ecumenicity. What mattered was to be 
‘Orthodox’ and to speak Greek, even if only as a second language. 
   In his village Christians and Muslims lived together in mutual 
respect. The children, Muslims and Christians, played together. 
Muslim friends were invited to baptismal celebrations, and Greeks to 
the celebration of circumcision. Muslims took part in parish feasts of 
St George. 

Halki 
A number of books helped Athenagoras in his personal development 
to prioritise harmony, tolerance, and peaceful coexistence. A student 
at the prestigious Theological Institute of Halki near Constantinople, 
he read mostly in French, having acquired the language of Voltaire in 
Konitsa, near where he grew up. Among others he read Dostoevsky’s 
Brothers Karamazov, Victor Hugo’s Les Misérables, Wagner’s Parsifal, 
and the Countess of Briancourt’s novel, Les Deux Navires. Each of 
these books helped to form his ecumenical thinking, and made him 
aware of something his professors at Halki never mentioned: the other 
Christian churches. Whenever the subject was mentioned, it was only 
to point out their differences, never to stress their similarities, or their 
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positive aspects; all this doubtless through fear. It is true that Latins 
had often taken advantage of Orthodox weaknesses during the 
Ottoman occupation, instead of coming to their aid. While 
Athenagoras was a student in Constantinople, a Roman Catholic 
priest would look the other way if he passed an Orthodox priest in the 
street.  
   Nonetheless, while at Halki Athenagoras realised that change was in 
the air. A period of mutual rediscovery was about to replace 
indifference and ignorance! 

Monastiri (Bitola) 
Having completed his studies at Halki, the newly-ordained deacon 
Aristoklis moved to Monastiri (present-day Bitola in the FYROM, the 
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia). When he was ordained 
deacon he was given the name ‘Athenagoras’, and was put in charge of 
the Greek schools in the diocese of Monastiri. He was soon promoted 
to archdeacon. Two years later, when Metropolitan Stephen of 
Monastiri died to be succeeded by Chrysostom Kavouridis, he was 
named vicar general. In this capacity he was in daily contact with 
people in need of help, whom he was able to serve. The town and its 
surrounding area were known for their very diverse population. 
Greeks, Turks, Bulgars, Serbs, Christians, Muslims, Jews... This 
apprenticeship in living together made a profound impression on the 
future Patriarch, while still appreciating the complexities of the 
situation. In the meantime, from 1912, a new war broke out, fuelled by 
nationalist ambitions which created tensions between the various 
communities. The young Athenagoras did not allow himself to go 
down that slippery slope. He continued to visit any and everybody, 
caring for the sick and offering words of comfort. The storm of 
nationalism sweeping the region left him untouched. He kept up his 
links with Slavs, Germans, Austrians and French. In his eyes, all 
people were good. Everyone deserved respect and appreciation. He 
believed that everyone needs love. The word ‘love’ became a key word 
in the life of Athenagoras, by which he understood that true love, 
which is the source of light and life. 
   Monastiri suffered dreadfully in the course of this war. But 
Athenagoras preferred to remember the good things he had 
experienced, the times when he had learnt the value of love for one’s 
neighbour; a love in all simplicity, for dialogue, and for those first 
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contacts with Christians of the West. In order to get to know Roman 
Catholics better, he often visited the school run by the Marist brothers 
in Monastiri—ostensibly to improve his French. 

Mount Athos  
After the dramatic events of 1918, Metropolitan Chrysostomos had to 
leave Monastiri and withdrew to Mount Athos, where Athenagoras 
followed him, remaining there for six months—six months of total 
spiritual life, wholly dedicated to prayer and purification from the 
atmosphere of hatred in which he had been obliged to live. He had a 
great love for monasticism, but felt called, like St Cosmas the Aitolian, 
to a monasticism of active love, rather than of ‘pure prayer’: though 
these two forms of monasticism are closely related. 

Athens 
Later, in 1919, he was appointed principal secretary of the Holy Synod 
of the Church of Greece, just at the time that the ecumenical 
movement was taking off, thanks to the support of the Ecumenical 
Patriarch. That same year a Faith and Order delegation came to 
Athens to ask the Church of Greece about its participation. The 
archbishop and four metropolitans signed up to signal the Church’s 
commitment to this project. Athenagoras had shown great interest in 
this matter, so it was decided he should set about learning English. It 
was likewise in Athens that Athenagoras met St Nectarios of Aegina a 
few days before the latter’s death. Nectarios had met with great 
adversity during his life, and became a great saint and wonderworker. 
He earned public notoriety for his fraternal correspondence with 
Roman Catholic and Anglicans, and for pleading that the Old 
Catholics should be welcomed into the Orthodox fold. Athenagoras 
received the saint’s blessing, and later in 1961, it was Patriarch 
Athenagoras himself who proclaimed him saint! 

Metropolitan of Corfu 
In 1923, at the age of 37, Athenagoras was elected Metropolitan of 
Corfu by the Holy Synod of the Church of Greece, which opened up a 
new area in which his ecumenical vocation could develop. On this 
island, occupied by the Venetians for many centuries, there lived a 
large number of Roman Catholics. Athenagoras quickly made friends 
with their bishop, Mgr Leonardo Printezi, and was happy to be seen 
out walking with him. When children came up to him to kiss his 
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hand, he indicated that they should first kiss the hand of his Roman 
colleague. This was a gesture of considerable significance in the 
Mediterranean world.  

Archbishop of America 
In 1930 the Holy Synod of the Ecumenical Patriarchate named him 
Archbishop of North and South America. As in Corfu, his statesman-
like qualities, as a church leader of vision, were soon in evidence. He 
was a tireless worker, always happy to converse with colleagues, 
friends and guests. He took counsel, but his mind made up, there was 
no room at all for argument. He was particularly concerned that 
Orthodoxy should become profoundly inculturated in the Americas: 
he founded a theological institute, permitted organ music during 
services, forbad priests to wear the soutane, and sought to encourage 
local vocations. 

Successor of the Apostle Andrew 
On 1 November 1948, Athenagoras found himself elected Ecumenical 
Patriarch of Constantinople. As such, he will be best remembered for 
his historical meeting with Pope Paul VI in Jerusalem in 1964. This was 
the first meeting between the primates of the Churches of Rome and 
Constantinople since 1439. They met again in Constantinople in 1967, 
and in Rome, the same year. In 1965. the two religious leaders agreed 
to lift the reciprocal excommunications of 1054 imposed by Pope Leo 
IX and Ecumenical Patriarch Michael I, excommunications which led 
to the greatest schism in history. His other great achievement was the 
rapprochement of local Orthodox churches, and the preparation of 
the Great and Holy Pan-Orthodox Council. 
   At his enthronement, Patriarch Athenagoras said that ‘without a 
return to the religion of love and forgiveness, peace cannot reign’. This 
was his profound conviction, and he made it the golden rule of his 
pastoral work. 
   On his arrival at the Phanar, Athenagoras asked that official contacts 
be set up with the Vatican representatives in Constantinople. He had 
already taken an interest in what Roncalli had set in motion, even 
before World War II. January 1952 saw the publication of the third 
patriarchal encyclical on the Ecumenical Movement—the first and 
second were published in 1902 and 1920 respectively. Contacts with 
the apostolic nuncio in Constantinople, Mgr Cassulo, were intensified, 
but cut short by the latter’s untimely death. Finally, it was Cardinal 
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Roncalli’s election in 1958 as Pope of Rome under the name of John 
XXIII which provided the opportunity for a breakthrough. Roncalli 
had been apostolic nuncio for Turkey and Greece, with his see at 
Constantinople. It was at the initiative of Athenagoras and John XXIII 
that a dialogue of peace, love and faith between Rome and 
Constantinople saw the light of day, that the Lord’s will be done. In 
speaking of ‘Rome and Constantinople’ we mean the whole world of 
Roman Catholicism and Orthodoxy respectively: for these two 
constitute the first two historic sees of the Christian world. This is 
why the See of Constantinople is also known as the ‘Second Rome’.  
From that time on, there were successive delegations between the 
primates of Rome and Constantinople. In their encyclicals, the two 
primates insisted more and more on the need for dialogue, to re-
establish the unity of Christian Churches. Athenagoras declared that 
‘nothing in the world justifies the separation and isolation of the 
Christian Churches’. Councils were called: in Rome, the Second 
Vatican Council; at Rhodes, the pan-orthodox conference to prepare a 
‘Great and Holy Pan-Orthodox Council’. In 1963, John XXIII was 
succeeded by Cardinal Montini who took the name of Paul VI. 
Metropolitan Athenagoras of Thyatira and Great Britain was sent to 
Rome and addressed the new Pope Paul VI as follows:  

Your Holiness, conscious of the significance of this historic moment, I 
come before you in all humility. After so many centuries of silence, the 
Latin West and the Greek East desire to meet once again in a spirit of 
love and mutual respect, as we are commanded by the Gospel and by 
the hearts of all Christians. They wish for a change of mind. [...] Your 
Holiness climbs the mountain from one side, and the Ecumenical 
Patriarch from the other. Let those who appreciate the significance of 
this project pray that you may meet together at the summit of this 
mountain, in the Holy Land, near the place of the Cross, of the empty 
Tomb; and that you may continue to advance on the road of Christian 
solidarity. 

Historic meeting in Jerusalem 
Less than a month later. the momentous meeting between Paul VI 
and the Ecumenical Patriarch Athenagoras at last took place in 
Jerusalem, on 5 January 1964. A pope and an ecumenical patriarch had 
last met in 1439 in Florence, on the occasion of the eponymous 
council. After the Jerusalem meeting the Patriarch spoke as follows: 
‘We embraced for a first, then for a second time, then again and again 
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like two brothers refinding each other after a  long separation’. They 
spoke and prayed together—for much longer than planned! A joint 
declaration, a veritable thanksgiving, was made known to the world: 
‘The two pilgrims, eyes turned towards Christ—who, together with 
the Father, is both exemplar and author of unity and peace—pray God 
that this meeting may become a sign and a first step towards what is 
yet to come for the Glory of God and the enlightenment of the 
faithful’. 
   Before undertaking his journey to the Holy Land, Athenagoras had 
consulted with all the local Orthodox Churches. With the exception of 
the Church of Greece, all were behind the initiative. Pope, Patriarch, 
and all who were present at this meeting, bore witness to the power of 
this sign. They felt that Christ himself was at work, and that the 
individuals concerned were being swept along. The initial meeting 
expressed the spirit of Pentecost. The kiss of peace symbolised a 
communio seeking to re-establish itself in love. ‘So if you are about to 
offer your gift at the altar and you remember that your brother has 
something against you, leave your gift there, go and make peace with 
your brother, and then come back and offer your gift’ (Matt. 5: 23-4). 
How many times the pope and the patriarch called these words to 
mind! Images of the meeting between Athenagoras and Paul VI went 
round the world; on television, in all the newspapers and glossy 
magazines, which did much to make Roman Catholics realise that the 
Latin Church is not the only Church. Though well aware of 
Protestants, they had been quite oblivious of the existence of the 
Orthodox.  
   Following this meeting, many relics of the apostles were given back 
to the Orthodox Church, including the skulls of the Apostle Andrew 
and St Titus, and the relics of St Sabas. 

Lifting the Anathemas 
The historic event that followed the Jerusalem meeting was the lifting 
of the mutual anathemas, which took place simultaneously in Rome 
and at the Phanar, on 7 December 1965. The Ecumenical Patriarch’s 
emissary at the Vatican had been the late Metropolitan Meliton of 
Heliopolis and Thera (subsequently Metropolitan of Chalcedon), who 
was also president of the Third Pan-Orthodox Conference at Rhodes 
in 1964. The other local Orthodox Churches had not seen their way to 
take this step. But Meliton had eventually found a way to complete his 
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mission, and so was able to deliver a copy of the Rhodes conclusions. 
This at last put an end to ten centuries of separation and painful 
misunderstanding between Christians. But that does not mean that, 
from that date, the unity of the Church has been achieved! In their 
joint declaration the primates of the two Churches stated. among 
other things, that they regretted the words pronounced at the time of 
the schism, and the excommunications which followed, and that they 
regretted the breaking of ecclesial communio. They pronounced words 
of mutual forgiveness, and of hope that with the aid of the Holy Spirit 
the gulf between the Roman Catholic and Orthodox Churches could 
be bridged. And above all they hoped that their action would be 
accepted by the whole Christian world, and provide an impetus to the 
rapprochement whose goal is the visible unity of the Christian 
Churches. 

Old Rome, New Rome 
Further meetings between Paul VI and Athenagoras took place during 
1967, in Constantinople and Rome. These meetings, no less than that 
in Jerusalem, were loaded with symbolic meaning and a sacred 
impetus, reaching beyond any human horizon. At Constantinople, the 
Pope was fully aware that it was in this part of the world that the 
foundations of the Christian faith had been laid down: Nicea, 
Constantinople, Ephesus, Chalcedon... In Constantinople the Pope 
visited Holy Wisdom, the Great and Holy Church of Christ, where he 
knelt before the place the altar should have been. This act of the Pope 
aroused lively protests in Turkey, for in this secular state religious 
gestures in public buildings are prohibited (Holy Wisdom being a 
museum since 1935). Yet Paul had but one purpose: to pray for 
forgiveness at the very place that the papal legates had, in 1054, 
deposited the bull of excommunication! The next day, in the 
patriarchal church of St George, prayers were said for ‘his Holiness 
Pope Paul of Rome and for our Archbishop Athenagoras, that their 
paths may always lead to what is good’. 

A dialogue of Love in Truth 
There was a gradual and growing awareness of the need for a 
theological dialogue. In Paul VI’s words: ‘We have come to such a full 
and rich communio ... which unites us in the mystery of the Church’, 
but ‘it is as yet incomplete and it is necessary that the Holy Spirit 
guide us all together into the fulness of this communio’. To which 
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Athenagoras replied: ‘We commit ourselves wholeheartedly to the way 
of eucharistic communio, at the command of the Lord who washed the 
disciples’ feet [...] we must now work to restore the situation of the 
first millennium, when differences and diversities coexisted in the 
unity of one chalice’. It is for this shared eucharistic chalice that Paul 
VI and Athenagoras worked with everything in their power. It is for 
this shared eucharistic chalice that we, who continue this ecumenical 
ideal, also strive. But the road is still long and we need God’s help to 
reach this goal.  
   In the life of Paul VI, one particular incident shines out, like a 
prophetic act: on 14 December 1975 he knelt before Patriarch 
Athenagoras’ emissary, Metropolitan Meliton of Chalcedon, and 
kissed his feet. He did this in the name of the whole Roman Catholic 
Church to once again ask the forgiveness of Orthodoxy for everything 
that happened at the time of the great schism of 1054. Today, it would 
seem difficult to imagine such an act. There is still an abiding urgency 
to beg the Lord for the gift of unity among Christians. 
   To bring about the visible unity of Christians, there is a need for the 
whole ‘people of God’ to open their hearts to the great hope which this 
prospect offers. Everything must be done to at last bring about this 
reality, with a determined hope. It is for us to go forward together into 
this third period of the Church, that of love and reconciliation, of 
unity amongst equals. This third period of the Church will at last lead 
us to the full realisation of our desire for unity and peace, those values 
lodged in our deepest being, and which the late lamented Patriarch 
Athenagoras had made the golden thread of his existence. 
   Athenagoras fell asleep in the Lord on the night of 6 July 1972. His 
work has been worthily pursued by his successors, the Ecumenical 
Patriarchs Dimitrios and Bartholomew.  
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METROPOLITAN ANTHONY OF  SOUROZH FOUNDATION (MASF) 
CENTENARY CONFERENCE, 15-16 NOVEMBER 2014 
We are indebted to Irina von Schlippe for this conference report, and to 
MASF for permission to publish the conference addresses of Dr Rowan 
Williams and Brother Adalbarto Mainardi, below. The conference 
proceedings will be published in full in the near future. For further 
information see masf.org.uk. 

A capacity audience of 200 people attended the two-day conference at 
King’s College, London to mark the 100th Anniversary of the birth of 
Metropolitan Anthony (Bloom) of Sourozh (1914-2003), head of the 
Russian Orthodox Church in Great Britain for over 50 years, and 
renowned as one of the great spiritual leaders of the 20th Century. The 
unifying theme of the Conference was ‘The Glory of God is a Man Fully 
Alive’, words of St Irenaeus of Lyons quoted often by Metropolitan 
Anthony, and which he himself never ceased trying to live. 
   As a centenary this conference had a high profile—in the number and 
eminence and stature of speakers, in the scope of talks and their 
exceptionally high standard, in the variety of books and recordings on 
sale, in the excellent photographic exhibits of Metropolitan Anthony 
executed and brought to London from Moscow with energy and love by 
young Russians. And I was struck by the easy and friendly general 
atmosphere which reigned on both days, and the human variety and 
personal feeling which permeated the presentations: so many of the 
speakers (and of the participants) were personal friends of our late 
Metropolitan, so many were his disciples, so many his co-workers.  
   The keynote speaker on Saturday was Dr Rowan Williams, who as 
Archbishop of Canterbury had given such a moving sermon at the 
burial service of Metropolitan Anthony and who now spoke of a man 
and his teaching which were a part of his own experience. Brother 
Adalberto Mainardi from the monastery of Bose (Italy) presented 
‘Encountering God in the Living Man’. Then three people, active in very 
different fields who had worked closely with him, spoke of the ways in 
which Metropolitan Anthony’s teaching was embodied in the reality of 
our work and life: Karin Greenhead’s rich and comprehensive talk, ‘The 
Community, the Stranger and the Outsider’ was followed by a 
searching, dramatic presentation from Susanne Sklar: ‘The Glory of God 
is Greater than the Horrors of Man’; and Archpriest Alexander 
Fostiropoulos (a Priest of the Exarchate and Orthodox Chaplain of 
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King’s College London) was particularly striking in ‘Metropolitan 
Anthony: A Living Example of Witness of the Gospel in the World’. 
   On Sunday after the Liturgy we heard a most impressive keynote 
presentation by Metropolitan John (Zizioulas) of Pergamon: ‘Man as 
Priest of Creation: Insights from Metropolitan Anthony’s Thought’. His 
talk was followed by a complex and finely honed presentation: 
‘Metropolitan Anthony’s Teaching on the Holy Trinity’ by one of our 
Bishop’s major co-workers, Costa Carras. And finally we had two 
important reminders of the huge impact of our late Metropolitan in many 
parts of the world through his many broadcasts on radio and television: 
first, Dr Elisabeth Robson (former Head of the BBC Ukrainian and later 
Russian Services) gave a fascinating account of the immense number and 
variety of his broadcasts in English, Russian, French and German; and 
then we saw the main part of the celebrated dialogue, ‘The Atheist and 
the Archbishop’—Marghanita Laski and Metropolitan Anthony—shown 
on BBC television about fifty years ago. We suddenly saw the young and 
fiery bishop in a situation which looked alien—but his wit, his 
intelligence, his respect for the person facing him were immediately 
familiar, and the strength of his faith was all the more striking. 
   Perhaps most impressive was the depth and integrity of dialogue 
which ran through the conference, between speakers and participants, 
in the Powerful Round Table on Saturday, and in Metropolitan John’s 
untiring answers to questions on Sunday. These opened up a  spiritual 
and theological discourse which will certainly invite further exploration 
and research. 
   Both days ended with moving prayers in the magnificent chapel of the 
College, including a memorial service for Metropolitan Anthony. On 
Sunday morning we celebrated the Divine Liturgy there. This was an 
exceptionally beautiful service, full of peace, flowing without the slightest 
hiatus in full accord between the priest, the deacon, the choir, the 
readers, the many faithful. This conference was a profound experience 
not only on an intellectual level, not only because it allowed us to meet so 
many different people of various nationalities united by a common 
interest, a common attitude to God and Man, not even because it allowed 
us to pray together is such deep peace, nor because we could see the 
input of the young Russians who came to God through the teaching of 
our late Metropolitan. Rather it was a taste of life as it should be lived—
for two days we too were Fully Alive and we praised God for this.   
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METROPOLITAN ANTHONY: CHRIST AS GOD AND MAN* 

Rowan Williams 

It is a very great pleasure and a very real honour to be present here to 
commemorate one of the greatest Christian teachers of our time. I 
asked on this occasion to speak about Metropolitan Anthony’s 
teaching on Christ as God and man, for one very simple reason. 
Strange as it may sound to put it like this there are those who might 
not always remember that Metropolitan Anthony was Russian 
Orthodox. By that I mean he was somebody formed both by classical 
Orthodox theology and by a particular Russian tradition of its 
interpretation. I believe that these ancestries come through 
particularly clearly when he writes about the person of Christ. So by 
looking at how he explains and expounds the mystery of the 
Incarnation we learn a great deal about who he was and where his 
spiritual life was nourished. But I’d want to say at the same time that 
we also learn about the subject itself—that is to say we learn about 
what it meant and means to confess Christ as truly God and truly 
human and to see how that is a confession which shapes not just ideas 
but practices of prayer and of service.  
   One of Metropolitan Anthony’s most systematic statements about 
the doctrine of Christ is to found in a lecture which he delivered in 
1983, published in The Messenger1 of November 2013. It’s a lecture 
which in its broad outlines simply states the classical Orthodox 
doctrine of Christ, the doctrine of the Council of Chalcedon, but it is 
flavoured very distinctively by a theme which was close always to 
Metropolitan Anthony’s heart, and that is the understanding of the 
doctrine of the Incarnation as revealing not something simply about 
God but about humanity. What he writes about the doctrine of the 
Incarnation is invariably flavoured by the affirmation that the 
Incarnation is the revelation of the greatness of human nature.   

The Incarnation is also a revelation of the greatness of man. It is a 
revelation of the fact that man was created by God in such a way that 
not only in spirit but also in soul and in body he can be not only spirit-

                                                             
* © Rowan Williams. 
1 The Messenger published by the Deanery of Great Britain and Ireland within 
the Exarchate of parishes of Russian Tradition in Western Europe. 
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bearing but God-bearing. He can not only see God face to face, be a 
friend to God, stand in the deepest possible relation of obedience and 
communion but can also, in the daring and inspiring words of St Peter, 
become a partaker of the divine nature.  

Metropolitan Anthony invariably insists that a balanced Christian 
theology will never seek to elevate God by demeaning humanity. On 
the contrary, the most extravagant truths we can utter about God are 
at the same time extravagant truths about humanity, what it was 
created for, what its destiny is. And it’s not only that Metropolitan 
Anthony understands the Incarnation in the sense of its relation to 
humanity: he reminds us that humanity itself is always and already 
embedded in relationship to the creation at large. So again I quote 
from the same 1983 lecture: 

If this is true for the body of Christ, it is true for all the material reality 
of this world. It means that the words of St Paul when he says that a 
day will come when God shall be all in all must be taken in the most 
realistic sense. God the divine presence will pervade all things created, 
all humanity, and all the created world.  

   So the doctrine of the Incarnation is not simply a revelation of God, 
nor even simply a revelation of God and humanity, but a revelation of 
the destiny of the whole creation: the glory not only of man but the 
glory of all things potentially in and through God. The Incarnation 
reveals the God who makes himself defenceless and weak for our sake 
but does so in order that humanity may be glorified, and the world 
with humanity. And that close connection which Metropolitan 
Anthony draws between the glorification of our human destiny and 
the destiny of all things becomes again, in talk after talk which he 
gave, a controlling theme. So that is the spirit, the context within 
which Metropolitan Anthony’s reflections on Christology are always 
framed.  That’s why it is so appropriate that discussion later today 
builds on the words of St Irenaeus, which Metropolitan Anthony so 
loved, that ‘the glory of God is a human being fully alive’.  
   There’s one other, general feature of Metropolitan Anthony’s 
Christology worth mentioning by way of introduction, which will 
come back later in this discussion, and it’s a point which again he 
makes in the 1983 lecture, almost in passing, so that we can almost 
miss just how significant a point it is: that is, that the doctrine of the 
Incarnation with all that it says about the glory of humanity, implicitly 



WILLIAMS  Metropolitan Anthony: Christ as God and Man 

 

267 

affirms that in the eternal life of God there is (so to speak) an eternal 
prototype of humanity. 

The Son of God is the prototype of man, we are created in His image, 
our ideal presence is already there in the Trinity. This image is 
projected into history and finds its place in history when the time is 
ripe.  

What exactly that might mean I’ll come to later but I mention it at 
this stage because it is quite clearly both an important and a 
distinctive feature of the Christology which he is developing.  
   But now I want to move on to one particular feature of Metropolitan 
Anthony’s Christology which is deeply anchored in classical Orthodox 
Christian teaching and yet is really rather difficult for nearly every 
contemporary Christian to get a grip on. That is the way in which 
Metropolitan Anthony revives and explores the teaching set out 
especially by theologians such as Maximus the Confessor, that if we 
believe in the voluntary character of Christ’s death we have to say that 
the humanity which Christ takes on in the Incarnation is not 
necessarily mortal. That’s to say, there is a difference between saying 
that Christ becomes human, and that Christ becomes mortal. Christ 
takes on a humanity which is inseparably united to God as humanity 
is meant to be, a humanity which is therefore suffused with the 
eternal, indestructible life of God. We cannot therefore suppose that 
the humanity of Christ is mortal in precisely the same sense that we 
are. And this as I say is a doctrine which raises a good many eyebrows 
for contemporary theologians of any colouring. Yet it’s a very 
important aspect of that particular phase in Eastern Christian writing, 
and it’s clearly something which Metropolitan Anthony cared about 
very deeply. He writes about it in many different places. In the 
luminous little book ‘God and Man’ from 1971, for example, he writes 
this: 

We read that Christ is truly man. When we try to see what he has got 
in common with us we see that he was born, he lived, he died. When 
we think of the way in which he participates in our life, we see he is 
not only a partaker of the glories of mankind—rather of anything but 
its glories. He makes himself solid, he identifies himself not merely 
with those who are in glory. He identifies himself with everyone. [...] 
He died on the cross, and the operative words are the most tragic 
words of history: He, who is the Son of God, because he has accepted 
total, final, unreserved and unlimited solidarity with men in all their 
conditions, without participation in evil but accepting all its 
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consequences; He, nailed on the cross, cries out the cry of forlorn 
humanity, ‘My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me!’  

But, between the two parts of that quotation, all of which I think 
would be fairly readily intelligible, he adds:  

One cannot be, as it were, plugged into life eternal and die. [...] In his 
humanity Christ had no participation in death, because his humanity 
was pervaded with the eternal life of his divinity. He could not die.  

Now there are some very complex things going on here and I shan’t 
offer to resolve the theological issues but simply to point out how 
Metropolitan Anthony handles all of this. Essentially, what I believe 
he’s saying is something along these lines.  
   Christ embraces, assumes, and transfigures human nature. But as a 
Person of the Godhead, as a divine hypostasis, he cannot die. 
Therefore the humanity he has assumed, in a very important sense, 
cannot die. It is fixed to the eternal hypostatic life of God the Son. But 
what are we saying? Surely Christ renews our humanity in his death 
and resurrection—we can’t separate the Incarnation from the 
crucifixion. That is why what has to happen in the Incarnation is that 
human nature, which because it is fixed to, united inseparably with, 
the divinity of God the Son, is a human nature which in itself need not 
die, is nonetheless driven towards death because the one who has 
assumed it is not only the eternal Son of God, but the eternal Son of 
God whose life is always worked through in self-sacrifice. Therefore the 
incarnate humanity has to be a humanity moving inexorably towards 
death. Christ, says Metropolitan Anthony, has to sever himself from 
the source of Life in his identification with the suffering and 
abandoned humanity he has come to save. And so he will write again 
in the 1983 lecture:  

Christ cannot die otherwise than by losing God. This is the tragedy of 
the Cross: this is the inconceivable greatness of divine love: he is not 
only vulnerable at that moment: he is undone.   

   Christ cannot die otherwise than by losing God. That is to say, 
Christ’s utter self-abandonment for our redemption which takes him 
not only to the Cross but to the moment of extreme dereliction—that 
deliberate solidarity with the lostness of humanity—that is the 
working out in our flesh and our history of the eternal self-giving, the 
eternal self-abandonment which characterises all the divine Persons. 
For the Son of God, or for God the Son I should say, to be immortal is 
to be taken into the Godlessness of Hell, of Sheol, of the land of the 
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dead, where God is not. But of course (because this argument turns 
round on itself in a kind of Möbius strip, a sort of conceptual twist) 
because that humanity is inseparably united with the Son of God, 
death itself is swallowed up in life: and Hell, Sheol, the place where 
God is not, becomes the place where God is. Everything is flooded 
with communion, because of Christ’s embrace, through death, of 
solidarity with suffering humanity. Hell cannot survive the presence of 
the incarnate Son. 
   To quote again from God and Man, the 1971 book: 

The Hell of the Old Testament has nothing to do with this spectacular 
Hell of Christian literature. The Hell of the Old Testament is 
something infinitely more horrid; it is the place where God is not. It is 
the place of final dereliction; it is the place where you continue to exist 
and there is no life left. And when we say that He descended into Hell, 
we mean that having accepted the loss of God, to be one of us in the 
only major tragedy of that kind, he accepted also the consequences 
and goes to the place where God is not, to the place of final dereliction; 
and there, as ancient hymns put it, the Gates of Hell open to receive 
him who was unconquered on earth, and who now is conquered, a 
prisoner, and they receive this man who has accepted death in an 
immortal humanity, and Godlessness without sin, and they are 
confronted with the divine presence because he is both man and God, 
and Hell is destroyed—there is no place left where God is not. 

So for Metropolitan Anthony the affirmation of Christ’s full humanity 
and full divinity is ultimately a belief about how it is that God makes 
creation to be a place where there is no Godlessness left; where death 
is in a very direct and powerful sense, swallowed up; where the very 
embrace of death by the infinite self-sacrificing love of God negates 
the negation; says ‘no’ to the no that is Godlessness.  
   Now this very compelling and intense picture, with the dereliction, 
the mental and spiritual anguish of the incarnate Christ at its centre, 
is both powerful and conceptually very problematic. As I say, I don’t 
pretend to resolve some of the theological issues that arise here; but 
we don’t begin to understand Metropolitan Anthony’s theology 
overall, I would say, without understanding the significance for him of 
that descent into Godlessness as the essence of the Incarnation. It’s 
the theme which other theologians of the twentieth century have put 
very much at the heart of their thought—I think particularly of the 
Roman Catholic Hans Urs von Balthasar here—but it’s a theme which 
has its roots in quite a lot of specifically Russian reflection on the 
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Incarnation and the Trinity. I said earlier that we need to remember 
that Metropolitan Anthony was Russian Orthodox. So far I’ve located 
him against the background of a particular tradition in Orthodox 
theology, what’s often called the ‘neo-Chalcedonian’ style of 
Christology, associated with Maximus—but I’d want also to unite him 
here with a tradition of reflection on the relation between the Cross 
and the Trinity which is pervasive in Russian thought since the middle 
of the nineteenth century.  
   It’s a theme which surfaces strongly in some of the sermons of 
Metropolitan Philaret of Moscow in the mid-nineteenth century who 
speaks of the eternal Cross of love at the heart of the Trinity; and that 
phrase was picked up by other Russian writers at the end of the 
nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth century. It’s a theme which 
emerges at many points in the work of Fr Sergei Bulgakov, and it’s also 
there to be found in the work of Vladimir Lossky. Bulgakov and 
Lossky, as most of you will be aware, did not have a great deal in 
common theologically; and yet this theme and these quotes from 
Metropolitan Philaret occur regularly in both of them. So I think it’s 
fair enough to say that there is a common language, a common 
worldview. And within that lies something which Metropolitan 
Anthony explores here and there in his work, never very 
systematically but with the same sort of absorbed enthusiasm that you 
find in his writing about the dereliction of Christ on the Cross; and 
that theme is, that we have to understand the Trinitarian love in 
terms of self-abandonment in a very strong sense; that the love of God 
as expressed in the Holy Trinity is a love which, without negating 
itself—that’s the wrong phrase—constantly steps aside, is displaced, 
and in his reflections on the Trinity in God and Man we see how 
Metropolitan Anthony works out some of this. 
   He refers us to what St John the Baptist says about the friend of the 
bridegroom who stands aside so that the bridegroom enjoys the bride. 

Such is his love for both bridegroom and bride that he brings them 
together—he is their witness and their companion in the marriage 
feast; he brings them to the chamber where they will meet face to face 
alone in a fulfilled relationship of soul and body. [...] This act of self-
annihilation is essential to love, and if there is no such thing in our 
love with regard not only to one person but to all persons, all 
situations, all things, our love is still deficient. This is very important 
for us to understand because in God we find the three things. We find 
the exulting joy of three persons who love in giving perfectly and 
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receiving perfectly, but who being in a trinitarian relationship, if I may 
put it in this form of speech, are not in the way of each other, in which 
each of them accepts every single moment not to exist for the two 
others to be face to face—the miracle of total communion, fusion and 
oneness.  

Once again, a complex but very important idea. The love of the 
persons of the Trinity is here figured as a love in which each one steps 
back so that the other two may be ‘face to face’. The intimacy of the 
persons of the Trinity is something which is always (could we say?) 
‘facilitated’ by that third dimension of divine life which brings the 
others into communion. The Father and the Son are in unbreakable 
intimacy because the Spirit, as it were, steps back in self-abandoning 
love. The Son and the Spirit work together in unbroken intimacy 
because the Father hides his face; and so on.  
   So that notion of self-abandonment, self-occlusion, almost the 
mutual veiling of the faces of the persons of the Divinity in relation to 
one another, that shapes what Metropolitan Anthony has to say about 
the love shown in the Incarnation. The Cross of Calvary becomes a 
transcribing into history of the self-emptying, the self-abandoning of 
the divine person in eternity. That is where what Metropolitan 
Anthony writes about the Trinity and what he writes about 
Christology come together. He uses, in a way which is admittedly very 
difficult, the word ‘tragedy’ in this context. He writes in God and Man 
once again about the tragic dimension of eternal love:  

God in his divine wisdom willed and called the world into being in full 
awareness of the consequences which this divine call which made a 
free world appear out of nothing, would have for God himself. This is a 
contest between God and the world if we may say so, and the tragedy 
we so often complain about is more tragic for God than for the world. 

God’s self-abnegating, self-abandoning, is seen in the very act of 
creation, because of course that is the nature of divine love, it is self-
abnegation. Therefore creation is, Metropolitan Anthony says, ‘tragic’ 
for God, in the sense that the very fact of creation implies the cost that 
human liberty will create for God on the Cross. In the work referred to 
earlier, on ‘The Light that shineth in darkness’, Metropolitan Anthony 
once again uses this language of the tragic. 

You may say, is it possible that man has introduced tragedy into the 
Godhead, is it possible that God can be acted upon, wounded by a 
decision made by man? No, not quite, because what makes it even 
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more tragic, more serious, is that there is tragedy in the very being of 
the Holy Trinity. 

By which I believe he means that the self-sacrifice, the cost of love, is 
inscribed in the nature of the divine relations. 
   Now this is a very problematic theological position. It has enormous 
power rhetorically and emotionally, and what I’m not entirely sure of 
in reading and listening to Metropolitan Anthony is how closely or 
how precisely we are meant to be taking this. Clearly there’s a sense in 
which the concept of loss or inflicted pain in the eternal life of God 
cannot make sense. God is, by definition, eternal and changeless bliss, 
and to speak of tragedy within the Godhead is clearly a very 
problematic notion indeed. Likewise, to speak of the fact of creation 
as ‘tragic’ because it implies cost for God, could imply (as 
Metropolitan Anthony I think doesn’t want to say in the lectures I 
quoted from just now) that humanity can cause loss to the divine 
being and the divine life. So I think that we probably have to take this 
language in Metropolitan Anthony’s work as a deliberately over-
strengthened statement of the nature of divine love. We can only 
speak truthfully about the divine love in Trinity and Incarnation, so he 
seems to be saying to us, if we are willing to think of it (however 
imprecisely) in terms of what would be for human agents the most 
costly activity imaginable. We can only imagine how serious the love 
of God is, so to speak, if we imagine it in terms of loss, in terms of 
sacrifice, in terms of self-emptying and self-abnegating. And the 
mystery of our theological discourse is that having taken our 
imagining to that far point of drama, we are then pulled back sharply 
to be reminded of the inseparable character of the divine trinitarian 
life, of the inseparable union of divinity and humanity in Christ, of the 
definitive overcoming of death by life; all those other things.  
   It’s rather as if the Metropolitan is urging us to more and more risky 
and dangerous theological and imaginative speculations in order to 
jolt us into the recognition of how global and utterly transformative is 
the effect of the Cross and the Resurrection. So I’m inclined to see 
some of this language as deliberately a rhetorical device to push us to 
that edge of recognition about the seriousness of divine love. 
Metropolitan Anthony repeatedly said of course that he wasn’t a 
theologian; and while he was in very many significant respects a 
seriously truthful person, I don’t believe that is true. But he would 
certainly have resisted some of the conceptual anxieties that I have 
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just expressed as probably rather irrelevant to the business of 
preaching the Gospel and of urging us to receive that divine love and 
that divine victory in ourselves. Nonetheless, those of us who make a 
living by theology are I suppose entitled to ask the odd awkward 
question and I leave that in the margin of reflecting on Metropolitan 
Anthony’s thoughts on Incarnation and Trinity. 
   But to try and focus finally on what I believe the central points are in 
Metropolitan Anthony’s teaching on Christ as God and Man, I would 
want to pick up five controlling themes which recur again and again 
in work over three or four decades, sometimes in very similar words 
but always, and intriguingly, with some slightly fresh perspective built 
in. 
   The first obvious point is the point I began with. The doctrine of the 
Incarnation is about how the eternal God includes within his life and 
action, Hell or Sheol, the realm of Godlessness, the realm of refusal, 
the sense of abandonment. Nowhere is left Godless, to use his 
language. And that is, I think, the single most important feature of 
how he speaks about the Incarnation: a very distinctively Orthodox 
perspective on the Incarnation, to the extent that the Incarnation 
drives towards the Harrowing of Hell and the Resurrection. Without 
that overall perspective this would not make sense. This is not just 
about God’s solidarity with human suffering; it is about the solidarity 
of God with human suffering, which, because it is inseparable, eternal, 
immutable, impassible divine life, fills and overwhelms and overflows 
death and emptiness, and those areas of human life where God is not 
sensed. 
   So that leads to the second overall point: the Incarnation is about 
solidarity with every aspect and every corner of human experience 
with all that that entails. In a very powerful image in the 1983 lecture 
Metropolitan Anthony picks up the haunting classical legend of the 
death of Hercules.  

In order to avenge himself the centaur drenches his tunic in his own 
blood and sends it to Hercules who puts it on. It clings to his flesh and 
burns him cruelly and yet he cannot take it off. Eventually he tears it 
away with his flesh and with his life. This is an image which one could 
aptly use for what happens to Christ when he takes upon himself our 
humanity—our humanity which is like the Centaur’s tunic, drenched 
with murderous, lethal blood. 
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So, not merely solidarity with pain, not even with loss, but solidarity  
with (as that image suggests) the effect of deliberate, murderous, life-
denying violence, absorbed in the incarnate life. 
   A third point which I made early on in these reflections: all of this 
means that while the abasement, the failure, the suffering of humanity 
is at the centre of the picture, the way in which it’s explored is 
consistently the way which drives us towards an exaltation of 
humanity—the restoration of lost glory, humanity exalted, not by 
denying God, but by affirming God’s self-denying, a very different 
thing. Thus, again and again, we are brought back to the theme that 
we do not exalt God by suppressing or demeaning the human, nor can 
humanity be affirmed in its dignity only by denying God. On the 
contrary, once we have seen what God’s self-denial means, then we 
see that the exaltation of God and the exaltation of humanity belong 
inseparably together. God is not exalted by abasing humanity, or vice 
versa. 
   A fourth point, then: again, we return to the points sketched not 
only in the 1983 lecture but in the God and Man book, in many places 
in talks given in the last couple of decades of Metropolitan Anthony’s 
life, where there is the connection between humanity and creation. 
Once we’ve said that God in Christ embraces all corners or aspects of 
human life, we’re also saying creation itself becomes God-drenched 
through the Incarnation. For anyone who is looking for a solid 
theological foundation for Christians to reflect on our environmental 
crises, this of course is a key point—a key point which is not unique to 
Metropolitan Anthony, because so many writers in the Orthodox 
tradition have for the last twenty or thirty years been underlining it. 
Long before theological thinking about ecology was fashionable in the 
Western world, a very large number of Orthodox writers, 
philosophical theologians such as Christos Yannaras and Olivier 
Clément, liturgical theologians like Alexander Schmemann—all of 
them were making this point. The Incarnation is about the future of 
creation, not just humanity in a narrow sense, and therefore to work 
this through requires us to be thinking consistently and carefully abut 
how we inhabit our material world, because that material world is the 
world that God has drenched with his presence by becoming human. 
   And finally, the Church comes to be defined in relation to all this. 
The new Adam, Jesus Christ, who lives in that perfectly restored 
relationship of all creation to its maker, the one who is both created 
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and creator, it is his newness of life that shapes the reality that is the 
Church. We live in, and from, and as, the new Adam. We are as 
Church the place where the created and the creator are bound 
together; and our own sense of relation with God and with one 
another and with creation is shaped by all that we’ve said about Christ 
as God and man, so that the Church is never a human association of  
the admirers of Jesus, never the human association of people with a 
certain group of ideas or commitments in common: it is the life of the 
second Adam; and our life as Church has to be a life which makes 
sense as, and only as, the living out of the new Adam’s reality. 
   So again, one or two quotations to reinforce that if I may, here from 
God and Man: 

For the people of the Church, to be a man, has been to seek 
identification with the Christ-man in the same way as he accepted his 
identification with the empirical man that we have become by our Fall  
and that we are by definition in the created world. Thus action, service 
and contemplation within the Church are correlative and linked 
necessarily with one another, for it is only to the extent to which we 
can see, that we can grow to the measure of that which we see. Only to 
the extent that we can see and hear the God-man in action can we act 
in conformity with the divine plan and take our part in the world.  

One must be sufficiently disengaged not to be an integral part of the 
sin of the world even if we do not succeed in freeing ourselves entirely 
from this imprisonment. We are called to disengage ourselves from the 
bonds which hold us prisoners in order to give ourselves freely as 
Christ did. Thus we shall be able to live and die, but in Christ’s way.  

   For Metropolitan Anthony the doctrine that Christ is truly God and 
truly human is first and foremost a doctrine which tells us with 
unmistakeable clarity who we are, who we may be, who we are called 
to be. It tells us that in whatever condition of apparent Godlessness or 
loss we find ourselves, Christ is already always present before us. It 
tells us that the character of radical love expressed in the crucified 
Christ is not an accident of history, but the translation of eternal fact. 
It tells us that only by understanding how this unique moment where 
the created and the creator live inseparably together; only in that light 
can we see ourselves for what we are, as Church. So let Metropolitan 
Anthony have the last word. It’s the conclusion of the lecture which I 
have quoted so many times. 

This then is the victory. This is what happens on Good Friday when at 
the end of Matins we already sing of the Resurrection. The 
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Resurrection is not simply the Resurrection of the body of Christ. It is 
victory over death, over sin, over Satan. Hell is emptied and laid waste 
and Christ rests in the tomb like God on the seventh day. The victory is 
won—not only the victory of creation that opened the tragic history of 
mankind but the ultimate victory. On Saturday we sing the 
Resurrection because body and soul are now united. Christ appears to 
us victorious, separation is undone by the Cross and by the descent 
into Hell. Separation can now no longer hold Christ either in the tomb 
or in Hell. The Resurrection is the inevitable, glorious result of this 
victory. 
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METROPOLITAN ANTHONY:  ENCOUNTERING GOD IN THE 
LIVING MAN  

Adalberto Mainardi 

I would like to begin my talk with a story, the story of an encounter, 
which was passed on to me. 
   At the beginning of the 1970s Metropolitan Anthony Bloom 
unexpectedly visited our monastery at Bose, a small village at the foot 
of the Alps in Northern Italy. At that time our community was just a 
handful of young people who were trying to follow the path of 
monastic life in the conditions of our modern world. The founder of 
this new community, Father Enzo Bianchi, had already read some of 
the talks Metropolitan Anthony had given in French, which were 
transcribed and duplicated.1 
   Metropolitan Anthony stayed at Bose a full day, praying and 
conversing with the brothers and sisters. In memory of this meeting 
he gave them a copy of his book School for Prayer, with the following 
dedication (in French): 

To my brothers, to my sisters 
In memory of a first encounter 
Which dwells in my heart 
As a profound and warm joy 
                                                     Bose, 17. X.71    ! M. Anthony 

Then he added two quotations which appear frequently in his 
writings: ‘Find peace in your heart—and thousands will be saved 
around you’ (St Seraphim of Sarov); and, ‘Find the key of your heart: it 
opens the doors of Paradise’ (St John Chrysostom). 
   The ‘joy of the encounter’ flows from within, it is not a superficial or 
chance emotion, but one of the gifts of the Holy Spirit. It is 
particularly in this little book, and in his other books on prayer (Living 
Prayer, Courage to Pray, Beginning to Pray), that we find sketched 
what we may call a ‘theology of meeting’. Although Metropolitan 
Anthony did not consider himself a systematic theologian, he was a 

                                                             
1 A. Bloom, La rencontre (Chartres Cathedrale, 1970); A. Bloom, L’intercession 
(Neuvy s. Barangeon, 1970); A. Bloom, Vie religieuse et prière (Issoudun, 1970). 
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man of prayer, and as Evagrius stated in a famous sentence, ‘He who 
prays is a real theologian’.1 
   In his books Living Prayer and The School for Prayer, Metropolitan 
Anthony expresses his conviction that God is a personal reality, ‘with 
whom a relationship can be established’.2 Prayer itself, he writes, ‘is an 
encounter and a relationship, a relationship which is deep, and this 
relationship cannot be forced either on us or on God’. Praying does 
not mean forcing God to meet us, but it is a lifetime process of 
learning: in the exercise of prayer we learn to see our neighbour with 
God’s eyes. 

There is an old saying, ‘He who has seen his brother, has seen his God’. 
Each of us is an icon of Christ, of the Mother of God, perhaps not a 
perfect one, perhaps one that is ridden with faults, but an icon 
nonetheless. And we should treat everyone around us as if they were 
saintly. Once this knowledge, this experience has made each of us 
stronger, we will be able to go into the world to tell people that they 
are loved by God.3 

‘He who has seen his brother, has seen his God’. This sentence of the 
desert fathers4 was often repeated by Metropolitan Anthony in his 
talks. Another sentence often quoted by Metropolitan Anthony was 
from St Irenaeus of Lyons, which is also the title of our centenary 
conference: ‘The glory of God is a man fully alive’. These two 
sentences show the inner polarity of the theme of encounter, which 
has extremely rich theological and spiritual overtones: it is a key to the 
revelation of God and the revelation of man. 
   The theme of encounter runs like a gold thread through the works of 
Metropolitan Anthony, it shapes his very understanding of Christian 
life: ‘If you examine the Gospels anew, read them with new eyes, if you 
look at how they are constructed, you will see that apart from 
encounter there is nothing else in the Gospels’.5 In his eyes encounter 

                                                             
1 On prayer, 61. 
2 Metropolitan Anthony of Surozh (Anthony Bloom), Living Prayer (London: 
Darton-Longman, 1966, 19993), p. 7. 
3 From the film Apostle of Love III. Encounters in Russia, directed by Valentina 
Matveeva. 
4 Cf. Detti dei padri, Serie alfabetica, Apollo 3, in I padri del deserto, Detti editi 
e inediti, pp. 152-153. 
5 A. Bloom, Encounter (London: Darton Longman & Todd, 2005), p. 1. 



MAINARDI Metropolitan Anthony: Encountering God in the Living Man 

 

279 

manifested the mystery of divine Love, the very mystery of the Church 
as the sacrament of the communion with God in Christ. 
   Human life is an encounter. Spiritual life is an encounter with the 
living God. The transfiguration of our life entails the transformation of 
our relations: the passage from hatred to love, form despair to hope, 
from death to life. Metropolitan Anthony himself singled out some 
decisive encounters in his life: the first encounter with Christ on 
reading the Gospel according to Mark; the meeting with Father 
Afanasy, his spiritual father (‘if you don’t have a spiritual father, you 
should make an effort to look for him’ is a well known sentence of the 
Fathers). Christianity is not an abstract outlook on the world. It is 
communion and personal experience. Metropolitan Anthony would 
often repeat the saying, ‘No one will find eternity unless they see it 
shining in the eyes of Christians’.1 Faith itself is the transmission of the 
narrative of an encounter: 

It is the encounter of Christ with the Apostles, of the Apostles with 
other people, of other people with Christ, of people in Christ’s 
presence with other people without Christ, apart from Christ, against 
Christ, and so on … These are concrete, living encounters, each of 
which has a universal significance … 
… the encounter continues. The encounter with God continues, the 
encounter between people continues, and the encounter of people 
before God and of people outside God continues.2 

   Metropolitan Anthony was a wonderful story-teller. Every story 
witnessed in fact the reality and the marvel of an encounter. He could 
speak of saints as of ordinary people, of great writers and of humble 
people he met in his life. He might quote in his books Theophanes the 
Recluse along with Ramakrishna, Julia de Beausobre and Dostoievsky, 
Charles Williams and Seraphim of Sarov, Victor Hugo and the Curé 
d’Ars, Silouan of Mount Athos and Charles Dickens. We shall try to 
understand this mystery of the encounter between God and man, under 
the guidance of Metropolitan Anthony’s writings, through three steps: 
 1. God encounters man 
 2. Man encounters God 
 3. The ‘proper time’ (kairos) of encounter. 

                                                             
1 Quoted by G. Crow, ‘This Holy Man’. Impressions of Metropolitan Anthony 
(London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 2005), p. 49. 
2 Encounter, pp. 1-2. 



ONE IN CHRIST VOL.48. NO. 2 280 

1. God encounters Man 
The first movement of encounter is not man’s striving towards God, 
but God’s decision to come towards man. 

The fact that God can make Himself present or can leave us with the 
sense of His absence is part of this live and real relationship. If we 
could mechanically draw Him into an encounter, force Him, simply 
because we have chosen this moment to meet Him, there would be no 
relationship and no encounter.1 

   Metropolitan Anthony regarded creation itself an act of God’s love: 
as the meeting of the Creator with his creation. 

… if you look at Scripture or if you look at your own life you will see 
that practically everything is encounter. When we think of the Old 
Testament and the act of God’s creation we can imagine God calling 
into being, out of radical absence, one being after another.2 

   By his powerful Word, God called to existence what previously did 
not exist in order to meet all creation. He did not create slaves, but 
free beings that could answer in freedom to His love, sowing bliss 
around them. God created all beings in order to share with them his 
wealth, and more than that: to give Himself to his creatures.3 St 
Irenaeus has this marvellous image of God who is shaping man with 
his two holy hands: his eternal Word and the Holy Spirit. 
   Human dignity—the greatness of man—consists of this free 
encounter with his loving Creator. Our human vocation is to know 
God, to adore Him, to serve Him, to participate in His divine nature (2 
Peter 1:4). ‘The immensity of our vocation is to share the divine 
nature, and in discovering our own depths, we discover God’.4 This 
vocation has been revealed to us by the man Jesus Christ, the 
incarnate Word of God: for ‘no one has ever seen God; the only 
begotten God, who is in the bosom of the Father, He has explained 
Him’ (John 1:18). The art of encounter is this deep, mutual 
acknowledgement between God and man, which was perfectly 
fulfilled in the Son of God. But this unique relationship continues in 
the history of mankind, because ‘the revelation of God is our 

                                                             
1 Archbishop Anthony Bloom, School for prayer (London: 1970), p. 2. 
2 ‘On Encounter’, The Messenger, 24, 2013, p. 10. 
3 Ibid. 
4 Courage to pray (London: 1973), p. 6. 
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confrontation with the living God, who must be apprehended by each 
of us with all the power we possess of intellect and of heart, in our 
soul and our body, in our uniqueness and in our togetherness’.1 
   This is precisely the work of the Holy Spirit, who teaches us all 
things and brings to our remembrance all that Jesus has said to us 
(John 14:26): 

The Spirit reveals to us the depth of Man. And He reveals to us the 
relatedness that is between us and God. He searches the depth of Man. 
He reveals to us that depth which is beyond psychological depth, 
which is our rootedness in the creative Word of God, our rootedness in 
the life-giving Word of God … We are consubstantial with Him.2 

   Metropolitan Anthony took from Lossky the idea that the Holy 
Spirit fulfils differently in every person the salvation realised by Christ. 
That explains why the encounter with God is  

personal and universal, unique and exemplary. It always has two poles: 
encounter with God and in him with creation, an encounter with man 
in his depths rooted in God’s creative will, straining towards fulfilment 
when God will be all in all. This encounter is personal because each of 
us must experience it for himself … It is our own … And at the same 
time, because human nature is universal, each encounter is exemplary. 
It is a revelation to all of what is known personally by each.3 

2. Man encounters God 
Metropolitan Anthony was convinced that ‘if we cannot meet God 
within us, in the very depth of ourselves, our chances of meeting him 
outside ourselves are very remote’.4 But if prayer is authentic search 
for God and real encounter with Him, then our prayer allows us to go 
beyond this encounter in communion with our fellow men.5 Solitude 
and communion are the twofold dimensions of encounter: 

To pray to God is to commit oneself to obey God’s commandments in 
daily life, and to enter into a relationship with God in the depths of 

                                                             
1 Our Life in God. Talks on the Holy Spirit and the Trinity, Metropolitan 
Anthony of Sourozh Foundation (Oxford: 2007), p. 18. 
2 Ibid. pp. 40-41. 
3 Courage to pray, pp. 7-8. 
4 Beginning to Pray, Paulist Press. 
5 Cf. Courage to pray, p. 5. 
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one’s being is to commit oneself to a loving relationship with one’s 
neighbour.1  

   In prayer we look for the meeting with God! Any meeting is a 
creative event and quite particularly that with God.2 The Christian 
prayer is a dialogue with God whom Jesus taught us to call ‘Father’: we 
are not confronted with an impersonal divinity, but we find an 
affectionate Father who comes to meet us (cf. Luke 15:20). 
   In one of his interviews, Metropolitan Anthony explains how the 
hard life in emigration, in the condition of strangers and outcasts, 
taught Russian Orthodox Christians in exile a totally new experience 
of God (‘indescribably important’, as he qualified it later): 

… we found that God who before the Revolution lived—if one can put 
it this way—as a Lord in great temples, as the Master, was not like 
that. He was one of us. He was a refugee just as we were, He had 
nowhere to lay His head … He was a stranger in this world, He was cast 
out … We knew he was poorer than us, no matter how low we might 
fall in terms of physical poverty, in spiritual despair, and in our sense 
of loss, no matter how low we were, beneath us were the outstretched 
arms of Christ.3 

   ‘Our time without God, which is under the sign of the ruin, is a 
Christian time par excellence’, once wrote Mother Maria Skobtsova, 
now Saint Maria of Paris. She understood that the condition of 
émigrés was an opportunity for inner and outward freedom: it was  

a sort of absolute falling out of the rule of law, a sort of ultimate 
deliverance from all external responsibility, an extremely painful and 
at the same time blissful sense of being beyond the influence of 
power.4  

A sort of degree zero of Christian history, where Christianity could 
begin anew. And the first reality which she discovered, was that  

the poor and unhappy man is indeed poor and unhappy, and in him 
Christ is indeed present in a humiliated way, and we receive him in the 

                                                             
1 H. Wybrew, ‘Introduction’ in Metropolitan Anthony of Sourozh. A selection of 
his writings and with an introduction by Hugh Wybrew (Springfield: 
Templegate Publishers, 1988 = London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1987), p. 16. 
2 Škola molitvy (Klin: 2001), p. 297. 
3 Apostle of Love, II. 
4 Mother Maria Skobtsova, Essential Writings, with an Introduction by Jim 
Forest (New York: Orbis Books, 2002), p. 109. 
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name of the love of Christ, not because we will be rewarded, but 
because we are aflame with the sacrificial love of Christ.1  

This love will be the judge of all our deeds, when we will be asked how 
we dealt with our neighbour, whether we visited him in prison, 
whether we fed him when he was hungry, comforted him—in short, 
whether we loved our fellow man, whether this love stood before us as 
an immutable commandment of Christ.2 
   This love animated the whole life of Metropolitan Anthony. This 
love will be our judge on the last day: ‘in truth I tell you, in so far as 
you did this to one of the least of these brothers of mine, you did it to 
me’ (Mt. 25:40). In the dynamics of encounter, God’s revelation is 
inseparably connected to that of man. It is ‘a new vision of the world’3 
and a new vision of man.  
   When people met Jesus during his human life on earth, some of 
them were conscious of God’s presence in him. Some of them, but of 
course not all. ‘Christ came to bring “not peace but a sword” (Matt. 
10:34), to divide and not only to unite. Christ came as a stumbling-
block: some accepted Him, others rejected him. Because of the 
encounter with Him, some turned away from God; others, because of 
the encounter, came to God’. Jesus represented an ‘inconceivable 
revelation of God’: ‘a God who was helpless, vulnerable, and humble, 
as if defeated’. Some turned away, ‘because they did not wish to have 
such a God’. But those who had learned to see, those who looked at 
him with the eyes of the Spirit, ‘saw that only in this truly lay God’s 
glory’.4 In the words of the Gospel according to John—those who ‘have 
seen his glory, glory as of the only Son from the Father, full of grace 
and truth’ (John 1:14), even at the feet of the cross, they ‘have borne 
witness’ (John 19:35). 
   In this way we may see even a criminal, even our enemy, in a 
completely different way. It will be still an encounter of man with man 
but, as Metropolitan Anthony puts it, ‘in the light of Christ or under 
the shadow of the Cross’. Metropolitan Anthony connects this with 
the spiritual experience of St Silouan of Mount Athos, of Russian 

                                                             
1 Ibid. p. 49. 
2 Ibid. p. 48. 
3 Courage to pray, p. 7. 
4 Encounter, p. 7. 
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martyrs during the Revolution, of numbers of anonymous Christians 
he met and who revealed to him their faith and their testimony. 

In the gospel there is a radical change of values in the encounter 
between God and man. Not that good and evil lose their meaning, but 
evil is seen as a wound, as a sickness troubling our neighbour and from 
which we also suffer. We can hate evil and love our neighbour very 
much, to the death.1 

   In the exercise of praying we gradually get hold of the mind, which is 
ours in Christ Jesus (Phil. 2:5) and we are able to feel God’s presence in 
us and in our neighbour. But one more thing is needed: discerning the 
time we are visited. It will be the astonished question of both the 
upright and the unrighteous ones: ‘Lord, when did we see you hungry  
… or thirsty … or a stranger or naked or sick or in prison?’ (Matt. 25:37, 
44). 

3. The ‘proper time’ (kairos) of Encounter 
‘There is fire in the eyes of the young; there should be light in the eyes 
of the old’. With this quote from Victor Hugo, Metropolitan Anthony 
introduces the theme of the discernment of time.  

The time of the glowing fire passes, the time of light reaches us, but 
when the time of being a light has come, we no longer can do those 
things which can be done only in the days of our flaming. The days are 
deceptive. Time is deceptive. And when we are told that we must 
remember death, it is not in order to give us a fear of life; it is in order 
to make us live with all the intensity which we could possibly have if 
we were aware that every moment is the only moment which we 
possess and that each moment, every single moment of our life must 
be perfect, must be not a trough but the crest of a wave, not a defeat 
but a triumph.2 

Encounter cuts the flow of our lifetime in points which glow with 
their ultimate meaning. We face the definitive truth of our encounter 
with God in the moment of our death. Another such moment is the 
Divine Liturgy. 
   In some way, when we pray, when we strive to stay in the presence 
of God, we stay under the judgement. The entire Gospel is a narrative 
of encounters, but it is also the narrative of a judgement, of a crisis. 
                                                             
1 Courage to pray, p. 48. 
2 Metropolitan Anthony, Death and Bereavement (London: The Russian 
Orthodox Cathedral, 1985), p. 3. 
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Meeting with Jesus, people were confronted with their own truth; they 
could no longer deceive themselves. And this encounter for some was 
forgiveness (the woman caught in adultery, Peter himself), healing, 
joyful gratitude; for others it brought anger. On each occasion, people 
were confronted with their freedom: it depended on their own 
deliberation (their mind, their faith, their love) whether to know and 
accept ‘the gift of God’ (John 4:10) Jesus was giving them, or to refuse 
it. Any encounter is the last judgement, said Metropolitan Anthony. It 
will be not a simple condemnation of our sins, but a ‘crisis’ which 
shows us what lies in the depths of our soul: we are naked in front of 
God, in front of the choices we have to make. 
   When we think of our meeting with God under the sign of the 
judgment, we shall not forget that it leads us to the purification of our 
sins, and that all our life shall be embraced by God’s mercy. It is the 
opening to an infinite future, the beginning of our new life in Christ. 
   Meeting with others, in its Christian meaning, is not a casual event, 
but an act of liberty and creative love. That is why we need a sort of 
pedagogy of encounter. We have to learn it. We must pass through a 
long training (the Greek meaning of asceticism) in order to be given in 
each real encounter ‘the opportunity to see something divine in a 
person, something which is not darkness, but the true self of that 
person’.1 
   For this, says Metropolitan Anthony, it is necessary to develop the 
capacity to accept, the capacity to see, the capacity to listen to every 
person whom we meet.2 ‘It is not at all easy to listen with the 
intention of hearing: it is very difficult to look with the intention of 
seeing’.3 
   Any real meeting consists in recognising the other’s right to exist, 
and in accepting his otherness, his freedom, his total independence 
from us. In any relationship, no matter how close or intimate it may 
be, we must discern and respect a territory which is sacred to God 
alone. To do this, continues Metropolitan Anthony, ‘we must also be 
able to see, hear and judge. Otherwise the encounter cannot be 
fruitful’.4 

                                                             
1 Encounter, 14. 
2 Ibid. 
3 Ibid. p. 39. 
4 Courage to pray, p. 10. 
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   We must undergo a spiritual school, in order to learn to see, to learn 
to hear, to learn to judge. 
   First, learning to see. Christ speaks of the pure eye (cf. Matt. 6:22), ‘of 
the clear vision we need to see things as they are’. And this means that 
‘we must find the right distance’. Just as we have to find the right 
standpoint from which we can look at a work of art and understand it, 
in the spiritual life ‘we must find the right distance, not in space and 
time but in inner freedom; freedom which is a bond but not a chain’.1 
   Learning to hear: listening requires an act of steady attention. And 
attention, in its depth, is prayer. In order to be able to listen, we have 
to humble ourselves, to be all openness and attention. ‘Hearing means 
bowing our heads in humility which is capable of accepting what the 
other person is sowing on the ground of our mind and heart’.2 This is 
not a natural disposition: it is a condition of inner peace, which one 
acquires through the struggle of mind and the exertion of will. ‘It is 
very rare for us,’ writes Metropolitan Anthony, ‘to listen to one 
another with an open mind and with the passionate desire to 
understand the other person.’3 Encountering the other person in truth 
means changing our imaginary love into a real knowledge of the 
other: just as God loves our fragile reality and not our dreams of 
power. 
   Learning to judge. From the purification of our ears and our eyes we 
come to the purification of our heart and mind. A pure heart is also 
the crown of prayer. Here we see how keen was Metropolitan 
Anthony, in translating the great Orthodox ascetic tradition for his 
contemporaries. In his ‘pedagogy of encounter’ we find the same 
stages that lead to prayer. 

To know truly, to see reality in an adequate manner, it is not enough 
to look, listen or even to love. We must also have a pure heart capable 
of finding God beyond the darkness which hides him … So every 
encounter with God or man has more than technical requirements. 
When we seek God we must love our neighbour and when we seek our 
neighbours we must love God.4 

 

                                                             
1 Ibid. p. 10. 
2 Ibid. p. 11. 
3 Encounter, p. 39. 
4 Courage to pray, p. 13-14. 
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Conclusion 
Before leaving the Bose community so many years ago, Metropolitan 
Anthony reworked together with brother Enzo the French text of his 
‘Evening prayer’.1 To this very day, each member of our community 
has this prayer for compline in his/her cell at the close of day. I would 
like to conclude my talk with a brief comment on this prayer. 
   In this prayer we recite words of gratitude, comfort, peace, 
forgiveness, by remembering all the people we met during the day. 
Then come all those who will be entering a night full of anxiety, 
anguish, despair (in hospitals, prisons, wars); and those who will stay 
full of awe in the silent presence of God: the mother who sleeps with 
her child, the wife or husband who keeps a vigil over his/her spouse. 
In prayer we remember all those who are deprived of their sleep, 
doctors, nurses; even all those who enter a night of sin; and all those 
who are going to dedicate this night to prayer, and so many others—a 
whole world of life and suffering, of tears and hope, of joyful abandon 
in the divine presence. The night receives all this. 
   But every time we go to sleep in the arms of silent prayer, at the 
close of day which is also a daily prophecy of our ultimate encounter 
with God in the hour of our death, when we strain to say goodbye to 
all and everything and to leave everything of ours, everything but love, 
we ask the Lord that He may remember us, vulnerable and defenceless 
as we are. For ‘we give ourselves up to Him with faith, hope and joy, 
because with all our weaknesses we love Him and because we are 
loved by Him even to the Cross and the Resurrection. Amen’. 

                                                             
1 Mgr Anthony, Evening prayer, in Škola molitvy, pp. 490-491. 



ONE IN CHRIST VOL.48. NO. 2 288 

SAINT IRENAEUS JOINT ORTHODOX-CATHOLIC WORKING 
GROUP  

 
Communiqué – Rabat 2014 

 

The Saint Irenaeus Joint Orthodox-Catholic Working Group met for 
the eleventh time from 5 to 9 November 2014 at the Archdiocesan 
Seminary in Rabat, Malta. The 2014 meeting was chaired by the 
Orthodox Co-President of the Working Group, Archbishop Job 
(Getcha) of Telmessos, and by the Catholic Co-President, Bishop 
Gerhard Feige of Magdeburg, Germany. 

After the first session on Wednesday evening 5 November, the group 
was joined at dinner by Archbishop Aldo Cavalli, Apostolic Nuncio to 
Malta and Libya, and by Rev. Dr. Hector Scerri, the President of the 
Ecumenical Commission of the Archdiocese of Malta. During the 
course of the meeting both Catholic and Orthodox celebrations of the 
Eucharist took place, with the members of the other Church in 
attendance. The members of the Working Group were very grateful 
for the support of a number of sponsors including Renovabis. 

At this meeting a number of papers were presented dealing with 
recent developments in the international Catholic-Orthodox dialogue, 
contemporary approaches to primacy in the Orthodox Church 
(including the 2013 Moscow Synodal Statement on Primacy and 
reactions to it), synodality in theory and practice during the first 
millennium, Maximos the Confessor on primacy, and contemporary 
Orthodox and Catholic understandings of synodality. The future 
directions of the Working Group were discussed, and it was decided 
to move forward with a project to publish a succinct overview of what 
the group has achieved so far. 

The deliberations of this session were summarized by the members in 
the following theses: 
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History shows that the life of the Church has never been without 
assemblies and those who preside over them, two realities linked 
together in seeking to be faithful to the gospel. One must therefore 
have a theological understanding of synodality and primacy, which are 
both essential aspects of the life of the Church. 

A theological approach to primacy must be based on an analysis of 
authority in the Church. Institutional authority relates to both 
synodality and primacy. Preaching the gospel with authority 
presupposes cooperation with others in the community, because all 
the gifts of the Holy Spirit can be found in the Church and the 
churches as a whole—in the Pauline sense. A council is never an 
authority above the Church but an expression of the voice of the 
Church. As such it should never be interpreted merely in juridical or 
governmental terms.   

The authority of both primatial and synodical acts is recognized in the 
Church’s reception, manifested in its teaching, worship, canons, and 
institutions. The history of the councils shows that their authority too 
rests, among other things, upon their reception into the tradition of 
the Church. The mode of this reception does not follow precise rules 
but has varied in the course of history. Councils are also susceptible to 
significant re-readings in the tradition, e.g. the Council of Chalcedon. 
Ultimately the authority of a council can be determined only by its 
fidelity to apostolic tradition. 

At the councils of the first millennium the balance between primacy 
and synodality was not always explicitly defined. Primacy was 
exercised, but not explicitly codified. In order to understand the ways 
in which primacy was expressed at the ecumenical councils, the 
context, including imperial authority, dogmatic disputes, and cultural 
differences, must be taken into consideration in each case. 

In all these contexts, primacy remains a universal fact that expresses 
the relationship between an assembly and the one who presides over 
it, with different foundations and ways of functioning at the different 
levels on which communion in the Church is practiced. 

The relationship between primacy and conciliarity varies according to 
the different levels in the Church, and the same is true with regard to 



ONE IN CHRIST VOL.48. NO. 2 290 

the way in which primacy is exercised. For example, the primacy of a 
regional church is not of the same kind as that of a bishop in his 
diocese. In diocesan synodality, the diocesan bishop has a charisma 
sine paribus and a special weight related to the fact that he is the 
guarantor of the communion between his Church and the other local 
churches. 

A better understanding of the Catholic concept of primacy at the 
universal level would be reached by making a clearer distinction 
between the role of the Pope as head of the Latin Church and his role 
as primate in the world-wide communion of the churches. A universal 
primacy, drawing on the practice of the first millennium, could be 
recognized, for example, in the moderation of disputes, and taking 
initiatives in the ecumenical councils.   

Both primacy and synodality in the early church evolved, reflecting 
the challenges of their times. No single model seems to have been 
universally accepted.   

The development of ecclesial structures of primacy and synodality 
constitutes an important part of the self-perception of the churches, 
and came to be reflected in their ecclesiologies.   

In accordance with the biblical witness, it is safer to assume that 
Christology and pneumatology, rather than speculative Trinitarian 
theology, should serve as a paradigm of conciliarity. Biblical images, 
such as the body of Christ, the temple of the Holy Spirit, or the people 
of God, seem most adequate to express conciliarity in the Church. 

As a result of Orthodox-Catholic dialogues, there is now more 
reflection within the Orthodox Church on the meaning of primacy. 
The internal Orthodox debate on the understanding of primacy on the 
universal level should be understood as an invitation to increased 
reflection on the theological foundations of primacy. 

Even if in the Patristic era ecclesiology as such was not a subject of 
theological reflection, the fathers of the Church provide us with 
valuable insights on questions of primacy and synodality. For 
instance, Maximus the Confessor suggests a way of harmonizing these 
concepts. As a father of both the Western and Eastern churches, he 
demonstrates by his writings and personal example that no one 
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institution has a monopoly of authority in the Church, and that there 
is a way to synthesize differing traditions.  

Synodality is part of the self-understanding of both our churches. 
According to the promise of Christ and faith in the Holy Spirit, truth 
is revealed in the consensus of the assembled faithful. Never in the 
course of history, despite noticeable variations, did the Church exist 
without synods (whether local or regional) nor without councils on 
the level of the universal Church. We note, however, that practice 
does not always conform to theology and good theology does not 
always guarantee good practice.   

In the current context, the papacy in its institutional form is in the 
process of being reconsidered. The structures of autocephaly are 
similarly being reconsidered by the Orthodox. Instead of attempting 
separately to resolve a challenge we both face (the relationship 
between the local churches and the universal Church), it might be 
more effective to address the issue together, taking into account 
weaknesses in our respective practices and the need to deepen our 
theology. 

 

The Saint Irenaeus Joint Orthodox-Catholic Working Group is 
composed of 26 theologians, 13 Orthodox and 13 Catholics, from a 
number of European countries and the USA. It was established in 
2004 at Paderborn (Germany), and has met since then in Athens 
(Greece), Chevetogne (Belgium), Belgrade (Serbia), Vienna (Austria), 
Kiev (Ukraine), Magdeburg (Germany), Saint Petersburg (Russia), 
Bose (Italy), and Thessaloniki (Greece). It was agreed to hold the next 
meeting of the Working Group in November 2015 on the island of 
Halki, near Istanbul (Turkey). 
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CATHOLIC-ORTHODOX PASTORAL CONSULTATION IN 
ENGLAND 

After almost two years of careful preparation, the first meeting of a 
new pastoral consultation between Orthodox and Catholics in 
England took place in Oxford in February 2014. It is jointly sponsored 
by the Fellowship of St Alban & St Sergius and the Society of St John 
Chrysostom, the sister societies for East-West unity founded within a 
year of each other in the 1920s. The initiative has the blessing of the 
chairman of the Department for Dialogue and Unity of the Catholic 
Bishops’ Conference of England & Wales, Archbishop Bernard Longley 
of Birmingham, and of Archbishop Gregorios of the Greek Orthodox 
archdiocese of Thyateira and Great Britain, and Archbishop Elisey of 
the Russian Orthodox diocese of Sourozh. 
   Consultation will involve common pastoral concerns, and promote 
mutual understanding, contact and exchange, including theological 
dialogue that can contribute to greater unity among the two Churches 
in the setting of contemporary society in the UK and also disseminate 
in this country the work of the Joint International Commission for 
Theological Dialogue between the Orthodox Church and the Catholic 
Church. 
   At the first meeting, the Consultation looked at the place and 
education of Orthodox children in Roman Catholic schools, as well as 
present developments in the international dialogue. The second 
meeting in London on 29 September 2014 reviewed these discussions, 
and also began to examine questions of marriage and family life with a 
view to the forthcoming Synod of Bishops of the Catholic Church. 
   The lifetime of the Consultation is five years in the first instance and 
will conclude with a final report. Reports and statements may also be 
issued along the way. 
   At the end of their September meeting, the Consultation issued a 
message of solidarity and support for the Christians and their 
Churches in Iraq and Syria at the present moment of their suffering, 
dispersal and witness for the sake of faithfulness to Christ. 
 
 
Archpriest Stephen Platt   Fr Mark Woodruff 
Co-Secretaries 
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The Plight of the Christians of the Middle East: Message from 
the Catholic & Orthodox Pastoral Consultation in England 
 
The Catholic & Orthodox Pastoral Consultation in England, meeting 
in London for its 2nd Session, wishes to add its voice of support and 
union in prayer to the Apostolic Churches of Iraq and Syria, their 
Patriarchs and all their people, to the message of solidarity in prayer 
and hope from the 13th Session of the Joint International Commission 
for Theological Dialogue between the Orthodox and Catholic 
Churches, that met earlier this month in Amman, Jordan. 
At the present moment of their suffering, dispersal and witness for the 
sake of faithfulness to Christ, we pray for their continued growth, 
strength and enduring presence in the Middle East in peace and 
safety, as integral members of their societies’ history, identity and 
future. 
Increasingly, these very Churches in diaspora are becoming close to us 
in England as the Christians of the Middle East seek safety and a 
future in the West. Already they are forming part of the developing 
character and shape of the Christian Church in Britain as a whole, not 
least as we seek the restoration of our unity in the one Body of Christ. 
To them and to their bishops among us we also extend our heartfelt 
concern and prayer for the security and deliverance of their families 
and fellow Church members in their homelands. 
Above all we pray for a peace that is just, in which those of all faiths 
may live in harmony and freedom, Christian refugees can return to 
restore their Churches, wrongs are put right through mutual and 
equal respect, enemies reconciled and hope for the future assured. 
 
Membership of the Consultation: 
 
For the Fellowship of St Alban & St Sergius 
Metropolitan Kallistos of Diokleia, Archpriest Stephen Platt, Dr Julia 
Konstantinovsky (Sister Seraphima), Dr Brandon Gallaher.  
 
For the Society of St John Chrysostom: 
Archbishop Bernard Longley, Father Mark Woodruff, Bishop Robert 
Byrne CO, Sister Benedict Gaughan OSB, Dr Anthony O’Mahony.  
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A LETTER TO THE 2014 EXTRAORDINARY SYNOD ON THE 
FAMILY FROM INTERCHURCH FAMILIES  

Interchurch families found it somewhat disappointing that although 
there was a brief reference to mixed (Christian) marriages and inter-
religious marriages needing the Church’s attention and pastoral care in 
the lineamenta for the 2014 Extraordinary Synod on the Family, there 
was no section in the accompanying questionnaire that asked for views 
on them. However, question 9 asked respondents to identify other 
challenges and proposals that they considered urgent and useful to 
treat. Individual interchurch couples could therefore make responses 
through their dioceses. In England the Association of Interchurch 
Families decided also to take advantage of the invitation to respond 
directly to the Synod Office. We publish below the letter that was sent 
to Cardinal Baldisseri in January 2014, identifying what the Association 
believed to be the most urgent request that its members wished to make 
to the Synod.  

   When the Instrumentum Laboris was published in June, there was 
again no reference to mixed marriages, but the Introduction to the 
document promised that the topics not included this year, those in 
response to question 9 in the preparatory document, will be treated in 
the ordinary Synod of 2015. 

   The following is the text of the letter to the Synod. 

 

Your Eminence, 

We have been encouraged by your invitation to respond to the 
preparatory paper and questionnaire issued in view of the 
Extraordinary Synod on the Family due to meet in Rome in October 
2014, whose purpose is to proclaim the Gospel in the context of the 
pastoral challenges facing families today.  Some of the members of our 
Association of Interchurch Families have replied as individuals to the 
questionnaire through their dioceses, but we should also like to 
respond as a representative body specifically on the subject of the 
pastoral needs and potential of interchurch families. The Association 
has been in existence since 1968, first formed ‘for the mutual help and 
support of families where husband and wife are committed to 
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different church allegiances (usually a Roman Catholic and a Christian 
of another Communion)’. We also tried from the beginning to do 
what we could ‘to rekindle Christian faith and practice in those mixed 
marriages where one or both partners become despondent about the 
difficulty of their situation and have begun to fall away from the 
Christian faith’. These quotations are taken from our letter to the 1980 
Synod of Bishops on the Family. 

Much has changed for interchurch families since 1980. Familiaris 
Consortio took a positive approach to mixed marriages between 
baptised Christians, and used an inclusive terminology in speaking of 
Christian marriage rather than Catholic marriage. On his visit to 
Britain in 1982 Pope John Paul II encouraged interchurch families by 
his statement to them that ‘you live in your marriage the hopes and 
difficulties of the path to Christian unity’. A great step forward came 
in 1993 with the publication of the Directory for the Application of 
Principles and Norms on Ecumenism by the Pontifical Council for 
Promoting Christian Unity, which devoted a section to the pastoral 
care of mixed marriages. Interchurch families were grateful for the 
clear recognition that in some cases the other Christian partner might 
feel a like obligation to that of the Catholic to bring up the children of 
the marriage within his or her church or ecclesial community because 
of his/her own Christian commitment, although only the Catholic 
partner would be bound by a promise. They were grateful for explicit 
approval of shared baptismal celebrations.   

Eucharistic sharing 

But already in 1980 a major concern for interchurch couples was the 
question of eucharistic sharing, and we would like to focus especially 
on that, once again, in our appeal to the 2014 Synod. Cardinal 
Willebrands, addressing the 1980 Synod in the name of the Secretariat 
for Promoting Christian Unity, highlighted the spiritual need for 
eucharistic sharing experienced by some mixed marriage couples. He 
pointed out that one of the canonical requirements for admission to 
communion in cases of need (impossibility of access to one’s own 
minister for a prolonged period) was less closely connected with 
eucharistic doctrine and faith than the other conditions. This was the 
clause that seemed to close the door to the admission of the other 
baptised partner to Catholic communion; happily it was dropped 
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when the new Code of Canon Law was promulgated in 1983. This 
allowed bishops to identify certain interchurch couples as in a 
situation of need for eucharistic sharing, and the 1993 Ecumenical 
Directory made it clear that there could be exceptional admission of 
the other Christian partner in certain cases.   

The 1993 Ecumenical Directory is interpreted differently in different 
places and by various people. Some interchurch spouses who express 
their spiritual need and desire for eucharistic sharing are still told this 
is not possible.  Others to their great joy are admitted to communion 
on an on-going basis.  Yet others are told that they can be admitted 
only on rare occasions. 

What our Association would like to ask for from the Synod is an explicit 
statement that interchurch spouses who express a real need and desire 
for eucharistic sharing, and who fulfil the criteria for admission, can be 
allowed to receive communion alongside their Catholic partners on an 
on-going basis.   

Christian marriage is not a series of special occasions but an on-going 
daily commitment to becoming an intimate community of life and 
love, a ‘domestic church’. Exceptional eucharistic sharing is needed 
throughout an interchurch marriage to sustain this communion in 
Christ, to express it and to deepen it. It is needed as a witness to our 
children of God’s reconciling love in Christ. It is a worthy witness to 
others of the immense importance that the Catholic Church attaches 
to the marriage covenant and to supporting marriage and family life. 
It is an opportunity for an ecumenical witness to the joy expressed by 
Pope John Paul II because even now, although it is not yet possible for 
all the baptised to join in celebrating the one Eucharist of the Lord, 
Catholic ministers are able, in certain particular cases, to administer 
the Eucharist to those who are not in full communion with the 
Catholic Church but who greatly desire to receive it, freely request it 
and manifest Catholic eucharistic faith (Ut Unum Sint, 45). No 
doctrinal change is needed, just a pastoral understanding of the 
urgency of the continuing need of some of those who ‘share the 
sacraments of baptism and marriage’ to share the Eucharist. Not all 
couples will experience this burning desire, but for those who do, 
sharing communion can transform their life and witness. Indeed, the 
urgent need for on-going eucharistic sharing may well be felt most by 
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those ‘exceptional cases’ who in their mixed marriages ‘help in re-
establishing unity among Christians’ (Matrimonia mixta, 1970) 

In 1980 we wrote that ‘couples who have been refused communion 
together have to speak of the frustration, the sense of rejection and 
near despair which can all too easily overcome them in this situation, 
and may even lead to the danger of falling away from the faith’. This is 
still true today. We also wrote that ‘couples who have been allowed to 
share in communion together on the basis of a shared eucharistic 
faith, can testify to the joy and peace and intensification of their desire 
to increase and deepen unity both in the family and between their 
Churches which this sharing brings with it’. What has changed over 
the years is that many more couples have been able to experience that 
joy and peace, as they have been able to share communion together. 
But there is a general uneasiness about the present situation, because 
there is so much diversity of practice, from diocese to diocese, and 
parish to parish. Official and unofficial permissions are given at all 
levels and decisions are made that cannot be talked about. This is a 
bad witness.  Interchurch families often find it difficult to speak about 
their experiences openly, for fear of compromising others. They would 
like more freedom to witness to the joy of eucharistic sharing 
together, allowed because of their serious need and desire in their 
privileged situation of commitment to one another in their ‘domestic 
church’. They feel that they have an ecumenical witness to make that 
is hindered in the present situation, either because they are bearing 
the crushing burden of being unable to share communion except on 
rare occasions, or because they are unable to share openly their joy at 
being able to receive communion together. All Christians are called to 
suffer on account of divisions that are contrary to the will of Christ, 
but if growing understanding between the Churches can help to avoid 
unnecessary suffering, is this not to be celebrated with joy? 

Interchurch families have many concerns, but it seems to us that the 
most urgent one to lay before the Synod on the Family at the present 
time is that of exceptional eucharistic sharing for the sake of our 
ecumenical witness, as well as for our witness to other mixed marriage 
couples who are discouraged by their difficulties. Pope Benedict XVI 
referred to an interchurch family as a ‘practical laboratory of unity’ 
(Warsaw 2006). In a laboratory you can try out new ways forward. In 
his vade mecum on Spiritual Ecumenism Cardinal Kasper spoke of 
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mixed marriage couples living out their Christian discipleship 
‘faithfully and creatively’—a phrase he had already used in his 
message to the World Gathering of Interchurch Families held near 
Rome in 2003. Creativity calls for new approaches rather than slavish 
conformity to all that has been done in the past. Interchurch families 
live in a particular way the ‘already’ as well as the ‘not yet’ of Christian 
unity. In our calling to embody that unity in our marriages and family 
life as faithfully and creatively as we can, we should be greatly helped 
by the recognition of ongoing eucharistic sharing as appropriate to 
our situation. 
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BOOK REVIEWS 
Michael Kinnamon, Can a Renewal Movement Be Renewed? Questions 
for the Future of the Ecumenism, William B. Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, 
Michigan / Cambridge U.K.,  2014, ISBN 978-8028-7075-9, 176 pp. 
This book deserves both high praise and a wide circulation in 
university and seminary curricula, in ecumenical study groups and 
pastoral discussion. It will yield rich reward to anyone interested in 
the renewal of the Church—its ecumenical nature, life and mission—
expressed in the call to unity and justice, holiness and the search for 
truth and reconciliation—and the renewal of the ecumenical 
movement as a gift and call to the Church. It is not a heavy volume, 
but it invites study, dialogue and discussion and it will provide a 
sound foundation for ecumenical thinking and action. Theoria and 
Praxis are well met here in this slim yet substantive volume of essays 
that form a vital and coherent whole.  
   A word about the author will illuminate the book’s purpose. Michael 
Kinnamon is a youthful-looking veteran of the ecumenical movement, 
a dynamic ecumenical envoy, capable of seeing visions and dreaming 
dreams.  A member of the Church of Christ (Disciples of Christ), USA, 
a former Secretary General of the National Council of Churches USA, 
currently a theology professor in the University of Seattle, he is 
actively involved within the wider oikoumene. He is a creative and 
thoughtful contributor in the professional Ecumenical Studies circuit 
and in the international arena of interchurch dialogue. Working with 
him in the Ecclesiology ‘stream’ at the Centenary Missionary 
Conference, Edinburgh, 2010, I learned much from his insight and 
capacity to hold differences in dynamic equilibrium, while nudging 
the agenda gently forward. Here, in his writing, we encounter a 
scholar and ecumenical practitioner who combines intellectual 
acumen and significant ‘street cred’.  
   The book comprises fifteen chapters circling around the questions of 
its title: ‘Can a renewal movement be renewed? Questions for the 
Future of Ecumenism’—each chapter tackling the central theme from 
different angles and via a range of questions and topics germane to 
Ecumenics—i.e. the field of study of ecumenism—prayer, theology, 
ethics, social justice, political responsibility, ecumenical ecclesiology, 
interreligious dialogue and the importance of leadership, to name but 
some facets of ecumenism in its inner reality and outward orientation.  
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The author rightly locates ecumenism’s past and its future within the 
very life and being of the Christian Church as one, holy, catholic and 
apostolic, and as the churches seek to play their part in the Missio Dei 
by preaching and witnessing to Christ’s Gospel of reconciliation and 
justice in the world. His diagnostic of the present malaise in the field 
of ecumenism is as probing as it is perspicacious. So too are his 
suggested pathways of remedy.  
   Throughout, Kinnanmon demonstrates the danger of espousing 
extremes, whether of a blandly complacent type of liberalism, or of 
the traditionalist’s one-eyed and unholy zeal. Constantly, attention is 
directed beyond dried-up grooves of erstwhile wheel-tracks, and 
towards a humble openness to Biblical and Apostolic Tradition, and to 
discovery of the truest wisdom that may be distilled from confessional 
heritage and ecumenical legacy alike, with a view to journeying and 
learning together, participating in the Missio Dei Trinitatis—
ultimately a Missio of love and grace made known in Christ, entrusted 
by him to the Church through the power of the Holy Spirit, for the 
sake of God’s loving plan for the  salvation of the world.  
   While endorsing Bishop William Temple’s claim—‘Ecumenism is 
the great fact of our era’—Kinnamon presents the unvarnished reality 
that in day-to-day church, achievements fail to be implemented, often 
because not known. As immobile obstacles fail to trouble even 
churches formally engaged in the ecumenical movement, he presses 
the question of whether ecumenism has made any difference. To this 
he brings to bear a systematic analysis, further searching questions, 
and in the end, underscores ecumenism as a theological and moral 
imperative, while highlighting sharper questions and urging the 
necessity for renewing the common vision and re-focusing the 
direction.  
   For Kinnamon, the overarching challenge is not bad will, but the 
difficulty of imagining the next step. To provide assistance, he 
provides a framework for such imagination. He also signals frequent 
reminders of how far the churches have moved and changed in their 
discourse and dialogue, often citing key texts and voices of new 
realization, catalysts of breakthrough or touchstones of conversion 
and authentic desire for full communion, along the way. 
   Thus, for example, at the First General Assembly of the World 
Council of Churches,  Amsterdam, 1948, the declaration—‘Christ has 
made us His own and He is not divided’ (p. 38); at its Third General 
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Assembly in New Delhi, 1961: ‘without real structures of accountability 
[interchurch] relationships can become a way of feeling comfortable 
about continued divisions’ (p. 15); at Vatican II—Unitatis Redin-
tegratio, 1964—asserting that division ‘openly contradicts the will of 
Christ, scandalizes the world, and damages that most holy cause, the 
preaching of the Gospel  to every creature’ (p. 80); or fresh 
articulations of what it is to belong to Christ, as the Church to fulfill 
its own mission is called to engage with other world faiths. Thus, in a 
joint document of the WCC, the Pontifical Council for Interreligious 
Dialogue and the World Evangelical Alliance—‘Christian Witness in a 
Multi-Religious World’, 2011: ‘Christians should continue to build 
relationships of respect and trust with people of different religions so 
as to facilitate deeper mutual understanding, reconciliation, and 
cooperation for the common good’ (p. 99).  
   It is worth pointing out here that the author argues against the 
seductive fallacy that in the 21st Century, interfaith interests should 
displace or supersede the goal of interchurch reconciliation. He 
refuses the split, arguing paradoxically that the Christian Church’s 
opening to the world of interreligious dialogue and mutual 
understanding can more fully succeed if it deepens its faithfulness to 
the search for Christian unity in its own life and witness, and to make 
the oneness that characterized Christ’s own witness more visible 
within the Church and in its openness to learn from and with other 
faiths in confidence, humility and respect. For Kinnamon, the 
traditional yet unfinished ecumenical project cannot be tossed off in 
favour of vague generalized aspirations. Kinnamon follows through on 
specifics, e.g. the need for churches to persevere in formal dialogue on 
recalcitrant questions, but also to provide carefully for inclusive 
processes of learning, reception and implementation of decisions and 
agreements at every level of the churches’ faith and discipleship, so 
that these may impact on church life, worship, the exercise and 
structures of authority, decisions and change; so as also to intensify 
the networking potential of ecumenical instruments such as councils; 
or to develop practical covenanting commitments between churches 
in neighbouring or far-off places that embody and hold together 
ecumenical-ethical priorities of unity and justice, of Faith and Order 
and Life and Work  programmes; establishing projects that connect 
dialogue and evangelism in service of mission and God’s love for the 
whole creation. 
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   There is knowledge and wisdom here that will find resonance in 
diverse contexts, and in ecumenical hearts and minds within churches 
that have journeyed and searched together about what ecumenism 
means or requires if it is to be attuned to Christ’s New Creation. 
Although much of the reflection and illustration was indeed 
geographically grounded in the USA, and we can agree that there can 
be no ecumenism without involvement at the local level, the book 
keeps in view the broader horizons of history (ecumenism as both 
diachronic and synchronic). Never is the reader permitted to lose 
theological sight of the Church Catholic in both local and universal 
dimensions—‘all in each place.’ The writer leaves us in no doubt of the 
universal mission of the Church in the whole earth economically, 
politically and in the world of national politics and international 
relations. Kinnamon’s local-global knowledge and ecumenical 
wisdom, ensure a classical breadth and depth, and encourage 
mutually critical correlation with other contexts and with the 
Apostolic Tradition.  
   Michael Kinnamon is a writer with a deep grasp of Tradition as the 
living faith of the dead, rather than the dead faith of the living.  
Chapter 9—‘How Can the Orthodox Help Others Understand Them 
Better?’—is particularly apt, with both critique and appreciation 
couched innovatively in the form of ‘An Open Letter’. Rigidity and 
arrogance are shown to be counter-productive, and for followers of 
Jesus Christ the way of humble learning, conciliar dialogue on the 
unfolding truth of God’s New Creation are presented in terms of a 
Church ever open in eschatological faith, willing to be guided by 
transforming power of the Holy Spirit at work within and beyond the 
Church and its creedal enunciation. The church is Pilgrim, and 
Tradition is always present, ever new, as in the Pauline Koinonia of the 
paradosis—the Church of the tradition-ing. Kinnamon's writing vitally 
and coherently demonstrates a mind bent in dynamic receptivity to 
the great truths of the Christian faith as handed on, to be pondered 
afresh in every generation, in dialogue with the signs of the times and 
God’s will for the coming of Christ’s Kingdom in the world. A wealth 
of knowledge reflected as wisdom can be found here that will 
elucidate tough questions, and educate readers whatever their starting 
point, or desired destination. 
   This publication (as Kinnamon’s previous ones) is a learner’s 
dream—a model of systematic structure, imaginative vision, and 
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abundant in bibliographical resource. He provides commanding 
perspectives on the modern ecumenical movement—the ecumenical 
leaders of the twentieth century, are his familiars—Patriarch 
Bartholomew,Nathan Soderblom, Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Visser 't Hooft, 
George Florovsky, Alexander Schmemann, Thomas Merton, Julio de 
Santa Ana, John Paul II,  (mainly male, unfortunately as reflected in 
official histories of the ecumenical movement). His feel for epoch-
making events, crises and pivot-points, and his capacity to 
contextualize ecclesial failure or weakness of will in face of injustice, 
as much as prophetic witness for human rights, is grounded in a 
theologically robust, self-critical reflection, and a knowing grasp of the 
manoeuvres of worldly power whose thinly masked interests drive the 
wheels of globalization over the backs of the poor and most oppressed 
in our world.  
   The book exemplifies a dialectical mastery—showing the 
importance of examining every position and presupposition (one’s 
own included), of disciplined dialogue, accountable listening, and 
committed relationship. Conversation and conversion are seen here as 
near allies grounded in prayer and rendered possible and sustainable 
through faithful relationship—between religious leaders, individual 
persons and across the churches.  Dialectical thinking is shown in an 
ability to navigate between tensions, differences and indeed conflicts, 
so that they become life-giving polarities rather than dead-end 
polarisations.  
   This book demonstrates that the best hope of the churches to 
express the oneness that Christ intended is through caring, respectful 
friendship—staying true to one another in times of joy and gratitude, 
and in experiences of loss, suffering or indeed of internal difficulty or 
ecumenical crisis.  Freely given examples bear witness that it is above 
all in times of strain or misunderstanding that churches are invited to 
grow, discovering together how to live in love through creative fidelity 
to the Gospel and to the guiding of Holy Spirit. Testimony of the 
healing and prophetic power of personal friendship, and of the value 
of constant dialogue, painstaking review of ecumenical institutions, 
and a repudiation of stances of self-superiority or actions bent on 
marginalizing or eliminating those who think and act differently. All 
stand in need of healing. He proposes that ‘cardiac’, not just 
‘orthopaedic’ remedies are demanded if the renewing power of the 
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Holy Spirit is to influence the Church and the ecumenical movement 
at any depth.  
   In concrete terms, in successive chapters, the author has devised 
fairly comprehensive conceptual frameworks that can serve to 
function—now, as diagnostic tool, here, as examination of conscience, 
there, fruits to be tested, or, with an eye to the future, as lineamenta of 
a courageous programmatic agenda of change. These variously take 
the form of guiding principles, indicators, criteria, implications or 
recommendations, and are offered as a navigational resource for 
individual persons, for corporate strategic analysis or for ecumenical 
policy formation, to assist understanding and practical action on the 
particular topos or the broader force-field of tension or conflict: every 
chapter is thus geared to keeping analysis, reflection, prayer, action 
and evaluation in dynamic relationship, so that the ecumenical 
movement is always construed in terms of the one and the many, of 
interrelationship, of historical dynamism and embodied action; as 
always both gift and task, inviting new and obedient listening 
together, fresh interpretation and prophetic action—a church life 
rooted and grounded in koinonia and in metanoia. 
   The book’s construction and methodology bear these same 
hallmarks, enriched by the interplay of different Christian traditions, 
with some chapters co-authored with a writer from a different 
confessional or religious tradition: Chapter 8—‘What is the Way 
Forward for Catholic-Protestant Relations?’—with Fr Tom Ryan, offers 
an analysis which is all the broader and nuanced for being much more 
than a conjoint effort; but rather, an ecumenical oeuvre displaying a 
depth and range that embodies diversity, dialogue and dialectical 
conversation nurtured in the soil of respective traditions, but also in 
friendship, mutual respect and openness to a transcending horizon. 
On an interfaith basis, Chapter 11—‘How Can We Deal with Tough 
Issues in Jewish-Christian Relations?’—is co-written with Rabbi Steve 
Gutow. Its final form betokens an individual and shared process of 
struggle to be faithful to the givens of the respective faith tradition of 
each, but also to humbly listen and learn each from the other: the case 
in point here was that of the ancient Jewish practice of Hevrutah (from 
the Hebrew word for friend)—’a deliberately non-competitive way of 
study rooted in the assumption that shared insights can deepen 
understanding and correct misapprehensions’ (p. 124). 
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   I put down this book both challenged and deeply satisfied. It caused 
me to recall Paul Crowe Jnr, another ecumenical theologian and fellow 
member of the Church of Christ, when he avowed in a lecture at my 
Alma Mater, the Irish School of Ecumenics, ‘Those who say that the 
ecumenical movement is a thing of the past,’ he proclaimed, ‘have not 
lately met the Risen Christ’—a reminder that in the end the work of 
renewal will be fulfilled by Christ in the power of the Spirit. That said, 
this book is a vade mecum that will prove a guide and companion for 
those who believe that Christians and Churches have been entrusted 
by the Risen Christ to share the responsibility for the unity of the 
Church so that the world may believe. All who would play an active 
part in this mission will find concrete assistance in this book as they 
seek to ‘maintain the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace’ (Eph. 
4:3). One puts down the book chastened, challenged, but encouraged 
in hope for the future. Michael Kinnamon offers an account of the 
hope that is within him, as well as good counsel on how the churches 
together can keep hope alive now and into the future. In a world 
where faction and violence run rampant in the ever-present threat of 
destruction, the question I am left with at the end of the book, is: Can 
the Church be renewed without the ecumenical movement; without 
embracing the grace that the Holy Spirit offers in and through the 
ecumenical gift and responsibility of koinonia?   

Geraldine Smyth OP, Irish School of Ecumenics,  
Trinity College Dublin. 

 
Rowan Williams, The Edge of Words. God and the Habits of Language, 
Bloomsbury, London 2014 ISBN-13: 978-1472910431, pp.224. 
The parable elegantly crafted by Rowan Williams in his latest book 
The Edge of Words could be described as follows: beyond artificial 
dilemmas about language we complacently get lost in, we should 
delight in the difficulty of our practice of it; this leads to the discovery 
that representation answers more faithfully to reality than description 
and that the paradoxes of language are not symptoms of its 
inadequacy but expression of the life of that which meets us (the 
‘world’) in the process of knowledge; this life becomes intelligible as it 
unfolds narratively, that is relationally; such an exercise is not meant 
to prove God’s existence but to preserve and foster our humanity—
and nothing contributes more to this effect than acknowledging a 
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benevolent intelligent and intelligible field which encompasses and 
sustains the life we speak of or, better, the life spoken in and through 
us. 
   The first step is getting rid of artificial dilemmas about language. We 
should avoid to ‘be lured into postmodern dualism … of compromised 
speech and silent, formless, non-historical interiority, or into pre-
critical revival of would-be simple representation, representation 
without mediation … which is … the essence of fascism’ (193). Rowan 
Williams’ book is a powerful antidote against postmodern rash 
vilification of truthfulness in speech on the one hand and against uses 
of language that legitimate all forms of fundamentalism on the other. 
It is a refreshing read because it passionately stands up for the value of 
language not in spite of its shortcomings, but because of them: 
‘Language is not some kind of “fallen”, distorting medium or activity: 
it is finite and historical but not intrinsically corrupt; capable of 
truthtelling … but telling the truth often by indirection, by the 
admission of difficulty and limitation, and by its own scrutiny of its 
workings and its learning’ (167). 
   Misunderstandings about language are often based on simplistic 
approaches to it, ‘myths’ says Rowan Williams, that oppose ‘a purely 
active subject to a passive object’ (101), or imply a ‘“dead” or “mindless” 
matter’ (103) or see words as standing somehow between us and 
reality: ‘The problem is not that words stand between us and reality; it 
is that … our speech can never close itself off from further response 
and so any form of words will be open to development; what I now say 
is not the last word … There is no such thing as a fixed relationship 
between two different things called language and fact’. (109) 
   The ground is cleared from all these misconstructions the moment 
we realize that the most fruitful way of entering into a relation of 
intelligibility with reality is not description but representation (xi) as 
in the relation between literal and metaphorical speech: ‘Literal and 
metaphorical speech [cf. the poetic expression ‘Weeping skies’] are 
not related as more and less “faithful” representations of an object: 
both seek to secure the intelligible presence of what is perceived. But 
it is arguable that the metaphorical ... has in some circumstances a 
better chance of representing what is spoken of’ (21). 
   If language is often problematic or vulnerable it is not because it is 
arbitrary or hopelessly at the mercy of power structures, but because 
of the ‘excess of significance in what we encounter’ (121), i.e. the fact 
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that  ‘the object is consistently “proposing” more that any one account 
of itself … it continues to “give itself” for new kinds of knowing. It is 
there as an irreducible other, never to be finally absorbed into the 
knower’s version of things’ (62). 
   This is why language needs to be pushed to its limits, to its edges (cf. 
the title of the book), hence its often extreme character. We can 
observe ‘extremity’ in the use of language whenever ‘habitual or 
conventional speech [are pushed] out of shape by insisting on 
developing certain sorts of pattern (rhyme, assonance, metre), by 
coupling what is not normally coupled (metaphor, paradox), by 
undermining surface meaning (irony), or by forcing us to relearn 
speaking or perceiving (fractured and chaotic language, alienating or 
puzzling description) … [because] a degree of shock to the system … is  
a necessary aspect of becoming acquainted with the truth’ (150f). 
   The violence extreme language does ‘to unexamined habits of 
speech’ is meant to deliver us from ‘a merely complacent or defensive 
representing of ourselves to ourselves’ (151) and thus ‘can locate us 
differently in our world, undercutting our sense of being a finished 
subject with a clear agenda of need and desire, ironizing our claims to 
self-awareness and repeatedly persuading us to begin again in learning 
what it is to speak and to represent—it is a necessary tool of human 
maturity’ (153). What a poet does, for example, is ‘quite close to 
provoking a “crisis” in the language … so that a new perception is 
pushed into being’ (58). 
   This book collects the Gifford Lectures Rowan Williams delivered in 
2013 and it is tantalizing to see how he tackles the topic in these pages. 
He rescues this controversial issue by tying it closely to one of our 
most common activities, i.e. the practice of language. Natural 
theology is not asked to ‘deliver a “proof of God’s existence”‘ (184), but 
it is advocated  ‘as a method’ (16f), as ‘a practice of thinking to the 
edge of what can be said’ (16), as ‘an exercise in locating and mapping 
difficulty’ (181) in the use of language with the aim of finding out less 
about God than about how to become more human. The choice of the 
term ‘difficulty’ over that of ‘mystery’ is strategic: ‘A merely 
sentimental and impressionistic appeal to “mystery” is not enough; we 
have to follow through the range of ways in which language 
incorporates dangerous levels of trust, the possibilities of radical error 
and the strange phenomenon of putting itself under pressure in order 
to discover things not yet seen or said’ (184). 



ONE IN CHRIST VOL.48. NO. 2 308 

   What does this method consist in? How is this exercise to be 
conducted? What becomes of the practice of natural theology in this 
framework? 
   Anyone aware of Rowan Williams’ Augustinian background will not 
be surprised by his understanding of the process of knowledge and 
hence of the practice of language as life: ‘The act of representing, so 
far from being a flight, as we might say, from substance to substitute, 
is an act which simultaneously recognizes the other, the “object”, as 
thoroughly bound in to the life of the subject, and recognizes the self, 
the “subject”, as invested by the object—so that conventional 
categories of inner and outer, mind and matter, are suspended and 
transformed’ (194). To ‘re-present’ is not producing mental substitutes 
for the object known, but consists in the ‘life [of the object] in 
speaking and thinking’ (195). ‘Our intelligence manifests … the ability 
to absorb the life of what is encountered at a level that makes it 
possible both to recognize and to represent that life in another form. 
As speakers, we make things other than themselves’ (60). 
   This life encountered in the object or in reality is intelligible 
precisely through its resistance to description and through the 
paradoxes it fosters in our language. Williams is very keen to give 
justice to ‘Hegel’s much misunderstood axiom that the real is rational’ 
(31). This axiom ‘does not claim that what happens to be the case is 
“rationally” determined (and thus beyond challenge). It does mean 
that what we talk about is always a reality that is talked about—that 
has been, is being and will be talked about. … What is real is what is 
available for speech … it insists on establishing itself in our language 
and stirring that language to constant readjustment and new kinds of 
representation’ (70). 
   Thinking about representation helps to understand the nature of 
language because of the  malleability of representation, of its open-
handedness—‘we display “realism”, by “following” what has been said 
and done in ways that are open to continuing scrutiny and revision … 
by the exposure of our representations to response and correction or 
expansion, by behaving as though they were accountable to 
something more that their own inner logic or the convenience of the 
speaker’ (77). 
   The paradoxes of language and even its extremities therefore are not 
a sign of its inadequacy, but rather of its ability to follow reality, to 
respond to it, to remain accountable to it. ‘The element of pressing or 
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probing the language we use so as to generate fresh levels of meaning, 
fresh ways of seeing, implies a deep and provocative trust that 
intelligibility will emerge (rather than simply being deliberately 
created by sense-making speakers) if we allow enough space for it’ 
(170). Or, elsewhere: ‘If our language is systematically indeterminate, 
incomplete, embodied, developed through paradox, metaphor and 
formal structure, and interwoven with a silence that opens up further 
possibilities of speech, it is a reality which consistently indicates a 
“hinterland”; as if it is always following on, or always responding, 
living in the wake of or in the shadow of intelligible relations whose 
full scale is still obscure to us’ (170). 
   These paradoxes and extreme aspects of language alert us to the 
transcendent character of what it responds to and what it is after: 
‘examining our speech may bring us to the point where we recognize 
that language cannot describe or contain the conditions of its own 
possibility—and that this incapacity is precisely that source of its 
energy, its movement, its capacity for correction, innovation and 
imagination. Language behaves as if it were always “in the wake” of 
meaning, rather than owning and controlling it’ (173). In this process 
we discover that ‘we cannot represent [what the language is “after”] as 
an item within the sum total of things to be talked about’ (173). 
   Here something of a classical approach of natural theology is 
advocated. Williams’ argument is that ‘we cannot fully make sense of 
the temporal, unfinished, cooperative character of our speech without 
raising the ontological question—the question of whether we can in 
any way speak of what is not dependent, not originated, not an item 
among others in the universe’ (89).  Williams however is not looking 
for a natural theology which would replace revelation (180), nor for ‘an 
open-and-shut argument for an extra-mental non-finite reality’ (91), 
although he does claim that ‘a world saturated with embodied 
symbolic communication … raises the question of how we are to think 
of the entire system of the universe as an intelligible whole—as a 
“world” … in the expectation of consistency or regularity. … If there is 
“that for which the universe is an intelligible whole”, this cannot be 
characterized as a mind among others (only much bigger)’ (118). He is 
not shy of retrieving the Thomist principle of God as the cause of all 
things, according to which ‘things exist with intelligible form because 
intelligence is what actively structures them’ (120). In this context 
‘speaking about God is … recognizably related to … what it is to be a 
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linguistic being in a universe whose currency is intelligence and 
intelligibility’ (xiii). 
   But Williams’ ‘reconfigured natural theology’ is also innovative 
because it is meant to be instrumental to the integrity of language and 
hence to authentic humanity. 
   He draws attention to an intriguing parallel between the way in 
which God can be represented on the one hand and the way we can 
have access to our self on the other. How to represent a God who is 
neither an item in a list nor the sum of all the items in the world (173) 
but the ground of their intelligibility (148f)? This difficulty does not 
concern only representation of God but of any other object (62). 
Access to something that constantly gives itself, to a process of 
knowledge which is a life, to a constantly on-going activity results not 
in fixed and immutable descriptions or in ‘facts’ but in that particular 
form of representation which is narrative. 
   We can speak of God only as ‘Jesus [does it] in the gospel parables, 
through calling up a sequence of events, reactions and relations as a 
sort of complex metaphor. … God is represented by a whole narrative; 
to enter into this story and discover where you as a hearer fit and what 
role it is possible for you to adopt imaginatively, is to become able to 
offer a representation that claims truthfulness but not—in the usual 
sense—verisimilitude’ (148f). In an analogous way ‘to know myself or 
understand myself is to be involved in a narrative exercise: I do not 
look for a timeless true self at the heart of all I do or say, but I do look 
for a sequence of encounters I can narrate in which specific ways of 
seeing my history became available for me (and, presumably, specific 
versions of that history ceased to be available, versions that I must 
now characterize as fantasy). … I can only approach whatever the term 
‘real self’ designates by sifting through remembered narratives in 
which I identify my problems or failures as arising from self-deception 
or self-protection, from some sort of flight from the real’ (79). 
   This is a scholarly book based on an impressive range of readings 
parsed with insights which touch the core of human life in ways that 
are spiritually inspiring. No task is more urgent than retrieving a 
responsible use of language especially when the multiplication of the 
means of communication has powerfully increased the impact of our 
words. Rowan Williams’ book offers an invaluable contribution to this 
effect by binding together talk about language and God with self 
scrutiny. This is often an uncomfortable exercise since it can make our 
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humanity ‘difficult’ (144), make us strange to ourselves (147), but this 
‘is part of mature self-understanding’ never achieved once for all since 
‘imagining that we have arrived at a satisfactory level of self-
understanding is a fairly reliable indicator of the lack of it’ (144). 

Luigi Gioia, Pontifical University of S. Anselmo, Rome. 
 
Critical Issue in Ecclesiology: Essays in Honor of Carl E. Braaten, eds. 
Alberto L. García and Susan K. Wood, William B. Eerdmans, Grand 
Rapids, 2011, ISBN: 978-0-8028-6671-4, pp. 255. 
This is a collection of essays in honor and celebration of the work of 
one of the foremost Lutheran theologians in the US in recent memory. 
It is significant that, although there are many Lutherans of different 
persuasion among the contributors, there are also several 
contributions from scholars from various other parts of the wider 
Christian family, including one of the editors (Susan Wood) who is a 
Roman Catholic. Carl Braaten, a native of Saint Paul, Mn. (b.1929), was 
partly brought up in Madagascar, where his parents were pietist 
missionaries. This had a deeply formative influence upon Carl. His 
education included St Olaf College, then Luther Seminary, Harvard 
Divinity School—where he served as research assistant to Paul Tillich 
for a time—and a spell at Heidelberg University in Germany. His main 
teaching posts have been at Lutheran Seminary and the Lutheran 
School of Theology in Chicago. In those positions, and through the 
numerous works Braaten has published in the fields of theological 
hermeneutics, Lutheran theology, ecumenical theology and aspects of 
practical and pastoral theology, he has influenced generations of 
scholars and pastors. Braaten has not been afraid to be outspoken on 
multiple issues across his long career. His influence has also been 
extended through his editorial work with the journal Dialog, and 
especially through the work of the Center for Catholic and Evangelical 
Theology and its journal, Pro Ecclesia, both of which he founded with 
fellow Lutheran theologian, Robert Jenson, in 1991. The two have 
worked together on multiple projects and edited collections over the 
years. 
   Jenson and Braaten did not always get on so famously. In fact, the 
very first essay, a personal tribute from Jenson recounts how, early on 
in their respective careers, each judgmentally perceiving the other to 
be from a different (read inferior) Lutheran theological standpoint, 
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formation and background, they went of their way to avoid each 
other. This even extended to when fate threw them together for 
further studies in the city of Heidelberg. Determined to continue their 
aloofness to one another, they pretended not to see the other when 
out walking in the city one day with their respective wives. The ladies 
were obviously much more ecumenically and humanly minded and 
conspired to organize a dinner for all four unbeknownst to the 
gentlemen. Although theological and ecclesiological fireworks went 
off at the dinner, they soon became the best of friends and eventually 
close collaborators. Jenson defines his close friend and co-worker 
under three specific headings. First, as a reformer (of both the 
Lutheran and wide oikoumene alike)—Braaten felt that the evangelical 
and catholic aspects of the church were both equally important—the 
latter, for him, being ‘structural and dogmatic’ continuity with the 
wider Christian tradition in the church (xiv). Second, his dedication to 
the mission of the church—with Braaten opposing attempts to (as he 
perceived) replace evangelism with dialogue and social endeavors. 
Third and finally, Jenson states his friend has remained throughout a 
‘Lutheran thinker and churchman’ (xv)—despite his firm commitment 
to ecumenism, he remains most at home in the Lutheran church. 
   The church, local and universal one might say, has been the 
predominant focal point of the vast majority of Braaten’s work. And it 
is thus that this Festscrhift takes ecclesiology as its own celebratory 
theme. 
   Jenson is also the author of the second essay in the collection, which 
seeks to somewhat rehabilitate the importance of the Pauline ecclesial 
metaphor of the bride of Christ, which helps balance his earlier 
writings that stress the unity of Christ and the church by focusing on 
the church as body of Christ. This tribute urges readers to focus on 
the eschatological entailments of the bride metaphor. 
   Gabriel Fackre’s essay discusses ‘Ecumenism and Atonement’ and is 
a perspective from the United Church of Christ. He wishes to explore 
how the reconciliation wrought through the salvific work of Christ 
correlates to the reconciliation wrought through ecumenical 
endeavors. He explores achievements in the theological reflections of 
various traditions but concludes that this task is one ‘To be continued’ 
(22). Frank C. Senn, STS, chooses to focus upon ‘Rome, Reformation 
and Reunion’, recalling a controversial essay that Braaten himself 
penned in 1966. Fackre considers mid-nineteenth century conceptions 
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of ‘evangelical catholicity’, later refined for a new cultural milieu by 
Paul Tillich, then later interpretations from the likes of Jaroslav 
Pelikan. He seeks to chart the story of Lutheranism understood as a 
schism within the western Catholic Church. He works towards 
proposals that if Lutherans already began acting as if they were of one 
church with Roman Catholics (through revivifying evangelical catholic 
practices at the local level), then thornier doctrinal and organizational 
questions could be tackled more easily further down the line.  
   A contribution from Southern Baptist, Timothy George, follows next 
and considers a set of proposals for how evangelicals might best 
engage with the contemporary ecumenical movement going into the 
future. He considers both historical and theological background to the 
contributions of evangelicals to previous ecumenical initiatives, 
charting a helpful sketch of ‘evangelicals at the ecumenical table’. 
Revisiting the WCC’s New Delhi report (1961) on the grounds for 
unity, George believes evangelicals can help ecumenism today and 
tomorrow best by reflecting anew upon distinctions between the 
visible and invisible manifestations of church and upon the church 
local and universal alike. 
   Canadian Anglican Joseph L. Mangina reflects upon the ecclesiology 
of koinonia and proposes a ‘Pauline amendment’ toward an 
ecclesiology of a ‘cross-shaped church’. Ecclesial ontology presupposes 
a commitment to ecclesial ethics in Paul’s Corinthian corpus—a 
commitment to others who are weaker in the community. He suggests 
that due attention to the eschatological implication of ecclesiology 
leads to a commitment to service to the world, an ecumenical calling 
in and of itself. He believes the sense of koinonia in ecclesiology can 
be given a distinctive ‘edge’ and so further enhanced through 
additional attention to the costly grace of Christ and our communion 
with the crucified one. 
   Michael Root who was a prominent Lutheran but is now a Roman 
Catholic teaching at the Catholic University of America tackles a 
series of questions that lay at the heart of the genesis of Lutheran 
ecclesiology and which continue to be issues of controversy within 
Roman Catholicism, namely issues of freedom, authority and the 
priesthood of all believers. He considers how the teaching office can 
and should relate to the wider sensus fidelium, the authority of the 
entire people of God. 
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   Roman Catholic theologian and ecumenist Susan Wood’s 
contribution explores the ecclesial meaning of the eucharist—the 
celebration of the Lord’s Supper has much wider ecclesiological and so 
ecumenical ramifications than is often presumed. She explores the 
differing perceptions of a privatized individualistic piety and a more 
communal so truly ecclesial sense of the eucharist. Exploring 
historical and ecumenical treatments of eucharistic ecclesiology, she 
contends that this is essential to any sound ecclesiology of 
communion—the ecclesial meaning of the eucharist is vital to any 
understanding of what the church truly is and what it is called to be. 
   Former graduate student of Braaten, Cuban theologian Alberto L. 
García suggests that a more intense engagement with the local church 
is the best place to begin the shaping of a truly global ecclesiology. He 
revisits the concept of ‘catholic’ in the light of the modern ecumenical 
movement. García also offers some personal reflections on his own 
journey from Cuba, and in faith, to shed light on the journeys of 
Lutherans as ‘exiles’ from Catholicism, as well as employing a Latino 
perspectives on the importance of local and popular religiosity for 
reimagining catholicity today and the fundamental importance of 
baptism as ecumenically key. 
   Cheryl M. Peterson outlines and reflects upon the fundamental 
Lutheran principles for ecclesiology. She explores the distinctive 
Lutheran angles on Christology and justification before considering 
Lutheran perspectives on Trinitarian and specifically pneumatological 
approaches to ecclesiology. This enables a Lutheran appropriation of 
the sacramental principle and may, in turn, allow a ‘more robust’ 
linkage between the Christological principle and ecclesiology for 
contemporary Lutherans. 
   James M. Childs considers anew the obstacles that remain divisive 
between Lutherans and Roman Catholics alongside the imperative for 
unity. His reflections on Lutheran conceptions of church unity begin 
with Augsburg and come down to the Lutheran Missouri Synod, 
before analyzing Braaten’s own emphasis upon the wider ecumenical 
‘imperative’ of unity and the latter’s contributions toward trying to 
help bring about greater Christian unity. In such contributions, 
Lutheran perspectives on eschatology and the theology of the cross 
are wedded to catholic vision in the service of such unity. 
   The final essay comes from Leopoldo A. Sánchez M., who considers 
how a pneumatological Christology and in turn ecclesiology might 
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best serve the ecumenical cause today. He considers orthodox, Roman 
Catholic (Congar) and Lutheran contributions to discerning a ‘spirit 
Christology’, along with Lutheran insights into the same. He suggests 
a Spirit Christology can offer surprising resources for better 
understanding the unity in diversity of Christianity and allow people 
to be more comfortable with not only complementarity in difference 
but also with relations which fall short of full visible unity. 
   The volume closes with a helpful resource in a complete 
bibliography of Braaten’s writings between 1962 and 2010. It is a 
Festscrhift that captures not only the rich and varied 
accomplishments of its subject, but also of the past five decades or so 
in distinctive parts of American Lutheran theological and ecumenical 
endeavor alike, particularly in the field of ecclesiology. 

Gerard Mannion, Georgetown University. 
 
 

 
 

 
 


