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EDITORIAL     
  
  
Readers  of  ONE  IN  CHRIST  will  have  surely  shared  Dame  Mary  Tanner's  
experience,   related   in   this   issue:   ‘As   I   read   through   Archbishop  
Rowan’s  addresses  and  sermons,  I   found  myself  often  near  to  tears—
tears  of  delight,  “yes,  that’s  it!”,  mixed  with  tears  of  frustration—“why  
can’t   we   all   get   it?”’   ...   So  we   too   express   our   heartfelt   gratitude   for  
Rowan  Williams’  gifts  to  the  Church,  and  offer  him  our  good  wishes,  
as  he  steps  down  from  the  See  of  Canterbury.  
  
In   his   final   New   Year's   Message   of   1   January   2013,   the   Archbishop  
highlighted   the   Robes   Project,   London,   in   which   churches   from   a  
variety  of  denominations   collaborate   to  provide  a  hot  meal,  bed  and  
shelter   for   a   group   of   homeless   people.   ‘Religion   here   isn’t   a   social  
problem   or   an   old-‐fashioned   embarrassment,   it’s   a   wellspring   of  
energy   and   a   source   of   life-‐giving   vision   for   how   people   should   be  
regarded  and  treated.’  
  
This  life-‐giving  vision  is  vitally  connected  to  the  ‘renewal  of  Christian  
anthropology’   which   Rowan   Williams,   in   addressing   the   Synod   of  
Bishops  in  Rome,  hailed  as   ‘one  of  the  most  important  aspects  of  the  
theology   of   the   second   Vaticanum’.   Here   is   the   inspiration   for   the  
Churches’   commitment   to   ‘Evangelization,   old  or  new,   [which]  must  
be  rooted  in  a  profound  confidence  that  we  have  a  distinctive  human  
destiny  to  show  and  share  with  the  world’.      
  
Every  aspect  of  ‘being  Church’  is  subject  to  the  evangelical  imperative  
to   show   and   to   share   this   destiny,   to  which   the   longing   for   unity   is  
integral.  
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COUNCILS,  CONFERENCES  AND  CHURCHES  
TOGETHER:  UNITY  IN  RECOGNITION,  UNITY  IN  VIA    

Alan  D.  Falconer*  

This  paper   is  a  contribution   to  a  discussion   in  Action  of   the  Churches  
Together  in  Scotland  (ACTS),  and  to  reflections  on  structure  and  raison  
d’etre   currently   being   conducted   in   national   and   international  
ecumenical  instruments.  In  the  light  of  the  Gospel  imperative  for  unity,  
and   the   various   stages   from   conflict   to   communion   on   the   way   to  
embody  unity,   the  paper   explores  different  models  of  unity,   and   raises  
questions  as  to  the  precise  task,  character  and  contribution  of  Councils,  
and  Churches  Together  movements,  as  churches  seek  to  call  each  other  
to  the  goal  of  visible  unity.  

This  paper1  is  a  contribution  to  a  discussion  in  Action  of  the  Churches  
Together   in   Scotland   (ACTS).   It   is   occasioned   by   an   ongoing  
discussion   as   to   the   role,   character   and   function   of   the   ecumenical  
instrument   as   it   celebrates   the   21st   anniversary   of   its   formation.  
However   the  paper  also  has  a  wider   context,   since  many  ecumenical  
instruments,  national  and  international,  are  undertaking  reviews  as  to  
their  structure  and  raison  d’être.  
      Councils   of   Churches,   Conferences   of   Churches,   and   Churches  
Together   are   instruments   seeking   to  maintain   and   foster   a   vision   of  
unity   and   at   a   time  when   the   churches   seem   reluctant   to   place   the  
search  for  unity  at  the  heart  of  their  life  and  work.    
      Unity   lies   at   the  heart  of   the  Gospel.  After  more   than  a   century  of  
reflection   and   action,   through   which   churches   have  moved   towards  
more   positive   relations   with   each   other,   the   various   reviews   and  
                                                                                                                          
*  Revd  Dr  Alan  Falconer   is  Convener  of   the  Church  of  Scotland  Ecumenical  
Relations  Committee.  On  the  staff  of  the  Irish  School  of  Ecumenics  from  1974-‐
95,   he   served   as   director   from   1989-‐1995.   Director   of   the  World   Council   of  
Churches  Faith   and  Order  Commission   from   1995-‐2004,  he  was   called   to  be  
minister  of  the  Cathedral  Church  of  St  Machar  in  Aberdeen.  He  is  now  retired.  
1  The  phrase  in  the  title  ‘unity  in  recognition,  unity  in  via’  comes  from  the  pen  
of  the  distinguished  Roman  Catholic  ecumenist,  the  late  Fr  Jean-‐Marie  Tillard    
in  his  ‘An  ecclesiology  of  Councils  of  Churches’  in  Mid-‐Stream  22(1983):  189.  
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celebrations  offer  the  opportunity  to  recover  the  vision  and  impulse  of  
and  for  unity.  

Unity:  the  impulse  of  the  Bible    
The  New  Testament  scholar,  Paul  Minear  discerned  some  eighty-‐five  
images   of   the   unity   of   the   church   in   the   New   Testament   writings.1    
Undoubtedly   some  of   these   images   are  more  prominent   than  others  
—e.g.   the   Body   of   Christ,   the   pilgrim   people   of   God.   While   these  
images  emphasise  the  importance  of  the  concern  for  unity,  the  prayer  
of  Jesus  in  John  17  and  the  Ephesian  hymn  provide  a  theological  basis  
for   the   imperative   of   unity.   Not   surprisingly   these   passages   became  
the   loci   classici   for   the   ecumenical   movement,   and   appear   in   the  
Constitution  of  Ecumenical  Instruments  and  in  the  elaboration  of  the  
unity  we  seek,  evident  in  successive  statements  on  unity  from  World  
Council  of  Churches.  
      The   prayer   of   Jesus   calls   for   the   embodiment   of   unity   so   that   the  
world   might   believe.   Ernst   Käsemann   called   the   prayer   the   last  
testament   of   Jesus—to   be   considered   as   expressing   the   most  
important   last   wishes   of   Jesus,   just   as      we   receive   the   last   will   and  
testament   of   family   and   friends.2   Raymond   Brown   makes   a   similar  
point  when  he  sees  parallels  between  the  prayer  and  the  last  speech  of  
Moses  to  the  People  of  Israel  before  they  move  to  the  Promised  Land.3  
In  both  cases  they  are  emphasising  that  the  prayer   implores  that  the  
community   around   Jesus   might   be   as   they   are   called   to   be—thus  
challenging,  being  a  counterwitness,  to  the  divisions  and  exclusions  of  
surrounding  societies  and  cultures.  
      The   prayer   calls   the   community   of   the   disciples   to   be   one   as   the  
Father   and   the   Son   are   one.   Mark   Appold4   has   noted   that   in   this  

                                                                                                                          
1   See   Paul   S.   Minear,   Images   of   the   Church   in   the   New   Testament  
(Westminster,   1960).   I  have  suggested  a   further   image:   the  Church  as  Poem,  
based   on   Ephesians   2:10.   See   ‘The   Church—God’s   gift   to   the   world’,    
International  Review  of  Mission,  90/4  (2001):  389-‐400.  
2  Ernst  Käsemann,  Jesus  Means  Freedom    (London:  SCM,  1969).    
3  Raymond  Brown,  The  Gospel    according  to  St  John,  vol.  2,  Anchor  Bible  (Yale  
University   Press,   1970).   See   also   Rudolf   Bultmann   in   The   Gospel   of   John    
(Philadelphia:  Westminster  Press,   1971)  who  characterizes   the  prayer  as   ‘The  
Farewell  Speech  of  Jesus’.  
4   Mark   Appold,   The   Oneness   Motif   in   the   Fourth   Gospel   (Tubingen:   Mohr  
Siebeck,  1976).  
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prayer,   as   in   other   books   of   the   New   Testament,   the   word   ‘as’   has  
causative  as  well  as  similitude  character.1  Because  the  Father  and  the  
Son   are   one,   therefore   the  disciples   are  drawn  up   into   that   oneness,  
and  are  to  embody  that  oneness.  Such  a  oneness  is  to  be  embodied.2  In  
his  comprehensive  study,  Appold  notes   that  on  only  one  occasion   in  
the   Gospel   of   John   is   the   noun   form   heis   employed,   suggesting   a  
numerical—maybe   even   metaphysical—oneness.   On   every   other  
occasion   in   St   John’s   writing,   as   in   St   Paul’s,   one/oneness   is   not   a  
static   entity   or   state   of   being   that   is   being   described,   but   always  
relations   and   events.  What   is   to   be   embodied   through   the   Spirit   is  
that  oneness  of  the  Father,  Son  and  Holy  Spirit.  This  oneness  is  both  a  
gift   and   a   task,   as   Jesus   Himself   saw.   The   prayer   arises   out   of  
consciousness   of   the   divisiveness   of   human   beings—the   disciples  
themselves   exhibiting   such   a   tendency.3   Unity   was   central   to   the  
Gospel  of  Jesus.  
      It  was  such  an  understanding  of  unity  which  lay  at  the    heart  of  the  
famous   1920   Appeal   to   All   Christian   People   from   the   Lambeth  
Conference  in  1920  :  

It  (unity)  is  in  God,  who  is  the  perfection  of  unity,  the  one  Father,  the  
one  Lord,  the  one  Spirit,  who  gives  life  to  the  one  Body.  Again,  the  one  
Body  exists.  It  needs  not  to  be  made  or  remade  but  to  become  organic  
and  visible.  We  have  only  to  discover  it  ,  and  to  set  free  its  activities.4  

The   1920   Appeal   could   well   have   been   a   summary   statement   of   the  
hymn   which   heralds   the   beginning   of   the   Letter   to   the   Ephesians.5  

Crafted   as   one   sentence   the   hymn   focuses   on   the   activity   of   God,  
                                                                                                                          
1  Kathos,  hos  and  hosper  appear  in,  amongst  other  texts,  the  Lord’s  Prayer  and  
the  Ephesian  Hymn.  
2   John   Robinson   in  The   Body   :   A   study   in   Pauline   Theology   (London:   SCM,  
1952)  emphasised  that   in  the  New  Testament  there   is  no  separation  between  
‘body’  and  ‘spirit’.  The  body  requires  the  animation  of  the  Spirit,  and  the  Spirit  
is  enfleshed,  embodies.      
3   The   statement   on   unity   adopted   by   the  WCC  Assembly   at   Canberra   takes  
‘gift  and  task’  as   its   framework.  Such  an  understanding  is  also  evident  at  the    
World  Conference  on  Faith  and  Order  in  Santiago  de  Compostela:  see  T.  Best  
and  G.  Gassmann,  On  the  Way  to  Fuller  Koinonia  (Geneva:  WCC,  1994).    
4   Lambeth   Conference   in   G.   K.   A.   Bell   (ed.),  Documents   on   Christian  Unity  
1920-‐1924  (London:  OUP,  1924).  
5  For  a  full  exposition  of  the  hymn  see  Markus  Barth,  Ephesians,    vol  1,    Anchor  
Bible  (New  York:  Doubleday,  1974).  
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Father,   Son   and   Holy   Spirit   drawing   into   being   ‘in   Christ’   a  
community.  The  single  sentence  structure    points  to  the  inseparability  
of  all   the  elements.  The  community   is  called  to  be  one   in  Christ  and  
one  with  each  other.   It   is  a  profoundly  communitarian  expression  of  
praise  and  thanks  to  God.  The  movement   is,  as   in   John   17,  driven  by  
the  conjunctions  which  emphasise  the  causality  of  the  activity  of  God.  
The   author   of   Ephesians   then   goes   on   to   speak   to   the   community  
reminding  them  of  their  bondedness  in  Christ  through  baptism,  citing  
an   early   baptismal   liturgy.   Unity   with   God   and   others   is   seen   to   be  
both  gift  and  task,  call  and  response  throughout  the  New  Testament.  
The  embodiment  of  such  unity  is  seen  to  be  urgent  if  the  divisiveness  
of   the   surrounding   societies   and   cultures   is   to   be   challenged—and  
divisions  healed.  
      Such   an   embodiment   was   facilitated   through   different   forms   of  
community  structure.  Wayne  Meeks  has  argued  persuasively  that  the  
early  Christians  adopted  the  form  of  cohering  germane  to  their  culture  
and   society.   Thus   in   Jewish   Christian   communities   the   mode   of  
cohering   was   conciliar,   patterned   on   the   organization   of   the  
synagogue   with   its   elders.   In   Greek   city   communities   the   structure  
incorporated  the  role  of  episkopos,  while   in  Roman  communities  the  
home  was   central—hence   the   development   of   house   churches.   Each  
ordering   of   the   community   reflected   the   social   governance   to  which  
the   community   was   accustomed.1   Communication   and   community  
was  evident  across  the  cultural  divides.  Unity  was  lived  in  the  context  
of  this  cultural  diversity.2  
      Despite  this  gift  of  unity,  however,  and  the  centrality  of  the  theme  in  
the  scriptures,  and  despite  our  bondedness  in  Christ  through  baptism,  
church   history   is   the   story   of   divisions   in   the   Church   and   of   the  
alienation   of   communities   from   each   other.   The   causes   of   such  
division   are   manifold.   Some   stem   from   different   theologies   and  
ecclesial   cultures,   while   others   derive   from   ‘non–doctrinal’   factors—    

                                                                                                                          
1  Wayne  Meeks,  The  First  Urban  Christians   (New  York:  Yale  University  Press  
2003,   2nd   ed.)   and   James   Dunn,  Unity   and   Diversity   in   the   New   Testament  
(London:  SCM,  2006,  3rd  ed.)  
2   It   is   interesting   to   note   that   this   diversity   of   structures   was   noted   in   the  
report  of  the  First  World  Conference  on  Faith  and  Order,  Lausanne  1927.  See  
H.   N.   Bate   (ed.),   Faith   and   Order   Proceedings   of   the   World   Conference  
Lausanne,  1927  (New  York:  Doran,  1927).  
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often   then  providing  a   theological   rationale   for  divisions  which  have  
taken   place   for   other   reasons.1   The   contemporary   ecumenical  
movement  has  arisen  in  an  attempt  to  call  the  churches  to  move  from  
conflict  to  communion,  the  embodiment  of  unity.  

From  Conflict  to  Communion  
In  moving   from  conflict   to  communion,   there  are  at   least   ten  stages,  
or   staging   posts   on   the  way.   In   a   situation   of   conflict,   there   are   no  
relationships   between   churches.   In   such   a   situation,   theologies–in–  
opposition  may   emerge,   and   practices   and   instruments   of   exclusion  
develop.2  Over  a  period  of  time,  an  acceptance  of  the  existence  of  the  
‘other’   may   occur—and   thus   a   situation   of   co-‐existence   arises.3  
Clearly,  however,  in  such  a  situation  there  are  competing  claims.  Each  
community   affirms   what   it   declares   to   be   the   truth,   and   seeks   to  
attract   individuals   to   associate   with   themselves.   A   relationship   of  
competition   arises,   in   which   each   community,   acknowledging   the  
right  of  the  other(s)  to  exist,  embarks  on  the  quest  to  draw  members  
from  other  communities.  
      As   churches  and  communities   live   in   the   same  geographical   space,  
as   they   respond   to   the   same   issues   addressed   to   them   through   the  
state  and  society,  so  there  is  an  awareness  that  there  is  that  which  the  
communities   hold   in   common.   A   comparison   is  made   between   the  
teachings  of  the  Churches,  and   ‘the  other’   is  accepted  insofar  as  they  
share   the   same   stance,   theology,   practice   as   ‘ourselves’.   There   is   a  

                                                                                                                          
1     See  H  Richard  Niebuhr,  Social  Sources  of  Denominationalism  (1929)  and  C.  
H.  Dodd,  G.  R.  Cragg  &   Jacques  Ellul,  Social   and  Cultural   Factors   in  Church  
Divisions   (London:   SCM,   1952)   prepared   for   the   Lund   Faith   and   Order  
Conference  1952.  
2  See  Alan  Falconer  (ed.),  Reconciling  Memories  (Dublin:  Columba  Press  1988),  
1-‐7.  
3  E.g.  the  relationship  between  the  Roman  Catholic  and  Reformed  Churches  in  
France   promulgated   through   the   Edict   of   Nantes   in   1598.   The   Reformed  
Church  was  confined  to  specific  towns,  and  the  legislation  ensured  that  there  
would  be  no  contact  between  the  communities.  See  Ruth  Whelan  and  Carol  
Baxter  (eds.),  Tolerance  and  Religious  Identity:  The  Implications  of  the  Edict  of  
Nantes   for   France,   Britain   and   Ireland   (Dublin:   Four   Courts,   2001).  My   own  
contribution   to   this   volume   is   a   reflection   on   the   Latin   root   of   tolerance:  
tolero      viz.   to   build   the   other   up,   to   strengthen   the   other,   as   I   sought   to  
develop  a  culture  of  tolerance.  
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relationship  of  comparative  acceptance—accepting,  insofar  as  we  each  
agree.1  
      When  a  relationship  of  comparative  acceptance  exists  ,  churches  and  
communities   move   towards   co-‐operation   on   certain   questions.   It  
may  be  that  initially  such  co-‐operation  is  on  an  ad  hoc  basis  ,  but  such  
a   relationship   may   develop   into   supporting   and   developing  
instruments   for   such  co-‐operation.2  Through  continuing  contact   and  
working   together,   convergence   is   sought   on   divisive   questions—
seeking  to  draw  the  communities  to  become  aware  of  convergence  in  
liturgy,   doctrine   and   ethical   issues,   even   though   each   community  
might   have   a   different   ethos,   culture   and   appropriation   of   their  
historical   journey.   As   churches   and   communities   continue   their  
journeying  together,  there  may  emerge  a  sense  of  complementarity,  
where   each   sees   in   the   other   elements—or   emphases—which   may  
have  been  neglected  in  their  own  tradition.3  In  this  there  is  a  receiving  
of  insights  from  the  other,  and  an  awareness  that  each  cannot  exist  or  
live  without  the  other.  
      With  an  awareness  of  complementarity,  greater  confidence  exists  as  
consensus   is  sought—having  the  same  mind  as  each  other.  Through  
such  consensus  commitment  to  the  other  is  made—a  commitment  to  
share,   to   work   together,   to   take   decisions   together,   and   finally   to  
establish  communion,  fullness  of  life,  in  one  decision-‐taking  body.  
      As   churches   and   communities   move   from   conflict   to   communion  
they   pass   through   stages   of   co-‐existence,   competition,   comparative  
acceptance,   co-‐operation,   complementarity,   convergence,   consensus  
and  commitment.  
      Of  course  such  a  characterization  of  the  ten  stages,  while  suggestive,  
is  facile.  There  are  many  qualifications  which  need  to  be  made  to  the  
process.   A   century   of   ecumenical   dialogue   has   shown   that   no  
community   is   monological.   No   community   speaks   or   acts    
univocally—diversity  exists  not  only  between  communities,  but  within  
communities.  

                                                                                                                          
1  Such  a  comparative    approach  was  evident  in  the  Church  of  Scotland  report  
Agreement   and   Disagreement:   The   beliefs   of   the   Church   of   Scotland   and   the  
Roman  Catholic  Church,    Alasdair  Heron  (Edinburgh:  1984).    
2  E.g.  ACT  International.  
3  See  Margaret  O’Gara,  The  Ecumenical  Gift  Exchange  (Collegeville:  Liturgical  
Press,  1998).  
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      Movement   along   the   trajectory   from   conflict   to   communion   may  
also   arise   from   impulses   outwith   the   Churches   themselves.   As  
churches  tell  their  stories  to  each  other,  they  often  discern  their  own  
unwillingness   to   move   towards   a   new   relationship   with   others,   and    
perceive  that  they  were  drawn  to  one  another  through  the  activity  of  
the   Holy   Spirit.1   Often   the   agent   of   change   comes   from   outside   the  
community.  
      Movement   along   the   trajectory   from   conflict   to   communion   can  
oscillate.  Churches  are  engaged  in  a  multiplicity  of  relationships  with  
other   Churches.   They  may   not   be   at   a   similar   point   on   the   journey  
with  all  partners.  The  situations  is  further  complicated  by  needing  to  
ensure   consistency   of   thought   and   approach   to   the   whole   range   of  
relationships  entered.  It  should  not  be  possible  to  say  one  thing  to  one  
dialogue   partner,   and   another   to   another.   The   various   statements  
should  exhibit  consonance.  
      Movement  along  the  trajectory  from  conflict  to  communion  is  itself  
uneven.   Communities     may   oscillate   on   the   points   of   the   trajectory.  
Where  a  certain  progression    may  seem  to  have  been  achieved,  a  new  
element  may  arise  which  negates    agreement,  or  commitment  or  seeks  
to  suspend  a  relationship,2  and  the  communities  find  themselves  at  an  
earlier  stage    on  the  way.  
      With   these   qualifications,   the   ecumenical   journey   is   a   progression  
by  stages   from  conflict   to  communion,  however  uneven  and  difficult  
that   journey   might   be.   But   what   of   the   destination?   What   are   the  
parameters  of  the  communion  sought?  Clearly  a  sense  of  the  goal  will  
help  to  determine  the  mode  of   journeying.  What  is  the  nature  of  the  
unity   we   seek?   What   understanding   of   unity   empowers   the  
pilgrimage,  inspires  our  prayers  and  animates  our  feeble  steps  ?  Above  
all,  what  is  the  unity  promised  to  the  Church  and  which  will  be  given  
to  us   in  God’s  time,  as  and  if  we  respond  to  God’s  calling  to  embody  
reconciling   love?  A  variety  of  models  of  unity  have  been  proffered  as  
concepts  of  the  goal  of  unity.  Let  us  briefly    explore  a  number  of  these,    

                                                                                                                          
1  This  was  particularly  evident  in  the  sessions  of  the  WCC  Canberra  Assembly,  
1991  
2  Difficulties   in   the   implementation  of   the  Covenant  between   the  Church  of  
Scotland  and  the  United  Free  Church  of  Scotland  in  the  light  of  the  Church  of  
Scotland   discussion—and   General   Assembly   decision   of   the   Ordination   of  
persons  in  same  sex  relationships.  
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and      the   instruments   which   have   arisen   to   help   express   or   embody  
either  ways  to  the  goal,  or  the  goal  of  unity  itself.  

Models  of  Unity  
Unity  in  each  place  and  all  places  
The   first   commonly   agreed   concept   of   unity   was   articulated   at   the  
Third   Assembly   of   the   World   Council   of   Churches   in   1961   at   New  
Delhi.   In   the   light   of   the      so-‐called  Lund  Principle   ‘to  do   everything  
together   except   those   things   which   conscience   compels   us   to   do  
separately’,1  and  the  explorations  of  the  Church  as  the  Pilgrim  People  
so   evident   at   the   Lund   Faith   and  Order   Conference   of   1952   and   the  
Second   Assembly   of   the  World   Council   of   Churches   in   Evanston   in  
1954,   the   question  was   again   posed   as   to   the  nature   of   the   unity  we  
seek.   The   vision   expressed2   is   one   sentence,   perhaps   taking   its   cue  
from  the  Ephesian  Hymn.  Each  element  is  essential  to  the  whole.  

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  in  Jesus  Christ  and  confess  him  
as  Lord  and  Saviour  
one  fully  committed  fellowship,  
are  brought  by  the  Holy  Spirit  
into  holding  the  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.3    

                                                                                                                          
1  See  Michael  Kinnamon  and  Brian  Cope  (eds.),  The  Ecumenical  Movement:  An  
Anthology   of   Key   Texts   and   Voices   (Geneva:   WCC,   1997),   462f   (hereafter  
Kinnamon  and  Cope).  A  prominent  place  was  played  at  the  Lund  Conference  
by  Revd  Prof.  T.F.Torrance  and  by  Bishop  Oliver  Tomkins.  
2  Prominent  among  the  drafters  was  Bishop  Lesslie  Newbigin.  
3  Kinnamon  and  Cope,  88-‐92.  
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The  section  report  on  Unity,  in  which  this  sentence  is  embedded,  then  
spells   out   the   implications   of   such   a   vision.   Such   a   vision   is   also  
substantially  the  same  as  that  of  the  later  Second  Vatican  Council.1  It  
is   evident   that   over   the   decades   this   vision   has   been   reaffirmed.  
Indeed,   it   has   been   suggested   that   this   vision   of   unity   has   been  
reaffirmed   at   Assembly   after   Assembly.   To   take   one   example,   the  
Canberra   Statement   on   the  Unity   of   the   Church   as   Gift   and   Calling  
clearly   picks   up   and   explores   the   New   Delhi   phrase   ‘which   is   both  
God’s  will  and  his  gift  to  the  church’  and  the  subsequent  elaboration  
of  the  task  and  character  of  that  gift.2    
      The   unity   of   the   Church   was   thus   seen   as   organic,   encompassing  
both   local   and   universal.   It   is   described   as   ‘one   fully   committed  
fellowship’   where   the  member   churches   actively   seek   to   pursue   the  
goal  of  manifesting  visible  unity.   Such  visible  unity  was  described  at  
the  Fourth  Assembly  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches  at  Uppsala  in  
1968  as  a  ‘dynamic  catholicity’,  and  at  the  Fifth  Assembly  in  Nairobi  in  
1975  as  ‘conciliar  fellowship’:  

The   one   church   is   to   be   envisioned   as   a   conciliar   fellowship   of   local  
churches   which   are   themselves   truly   united.   In   this   fellowship   each  
church   possesses,   in   communion   with   the   others,   the   fullness   of  
catholicity,   witnesses   to   the   same   apostolic   faith,   and   therefore  
recognizes   the  others   as   belonging   to   the   same   church  of  Christ   and  
guided  by  the  same  Spirit.3  

The  Assembly  then  went  on  to  reaffirm  the  New  Delhi  vision.4  Such  a  
conciliar   fellowship   was   and   is   an   expression   of   organic   unity—of  
churches   truly   united   in   each   place   in   structural   oneness   with  
churches  truly  united  in  other  places.  
  

                                                                                                                          
1  See  Decree  on  Ecumenism  in  Kinnamon  and  Cope,  27-‐34.  For  the  full  text  see  
Austin   Flannery   (ed.),   Vatican   Council   II:   The   Conciliar   and   Post-‐Conciliar  
Documents   (Dublin:  Dominican   Publications,   1975),   452-‐70;   and   also  Lumen  
Gentium,  which  lays  a  foundation  for  ecclesiology,  350-‐426.  
2  Kinnamon  and  Cope,  124f.  
3  Ibid.  110.  
4    ‘What  is  a  Local  Church  Truly  United?’  full  text  in  In  Each  Place:  Towards  a  
Fellowship   of   Churches   Truly   United   (Geneva:   WCC,   1977),   extract   in  
Kinnamon  and  Cope,  114-‐21.  
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      A  notable  contribution  to  the  discussion  on  the  nature  of   ‘conciliar  
fellowship’   was   a   paper   by   Bishop   Lesslie   Newbigin,   one   of   those  
involved  in  the  drafting  of  the  New  Delhi  Statement.  Asking  ‘What  is  a  
Local  Church   truly  united?’,  he  drew  on  his  experience   in   India.  The  
Church   of   South   India   brought   together   in   1947   churches   having  
Congregational,   Presbyterian,   and   Episcopal   orders,   just   as   the   later  
Church   of   North   India   did   in   1970.   Each   took   a   different   route   to  
union.  The  Church  of  South  India  had  chosen  to  unite  and  then  work  
out   their   doctrinal   unity   on   the   basis   and   experience   of   living  
together,   and   drawing   out   of   their   different   experiences   and  
theologies  a  coherent  basis  of  fellowship.1  The  Church  of  North  India,  
however,  united  on  the  basis  of  a  theology  which  had  been  worked  on  
and   agreed   by   the   participating   churches.2   The   Churches   of   North  
India   and   South   India   conceived   of   themselves   as   participating   in   a  
wider  movement  to  embody  the  unity  of  the  church.    
      In   a   similar  manner   the   churches   in  Australia   also   sought   to   come  
together   in  unity.   In  their  discussions  they  drew  heavily  on  the  work  
of   the   World   Council   of   Churches   Faith   and   Order   Commission,  
especially   the   Lund   Report   and   then   subsequently   the   Montreal  
Report   of   1963.3   The   Australian   conversations   involved   the   same  
spectrum   of   churches   as   those   in   South   India,   but      eventually   the  
Anglican  Church  withdrew  from  the  conversations.4  Those  involved  in  

                                                                                                                          
1   See   Bengt   Sundkler,   Church   of   South   India   (London:   Lutterworth,   1965);  
Lesslie   Newbigin,   The   Reunion   of   the   Church   (Westport:   Greenwood,   1960,    
reprinted).  
2  I  am  drawing  from  personal  papers  of  Bishop  Donald  Kennedy,  one  of  those  
most  closely  involved  in  the  discussions.  
3  See  Patrick  Rodger  and  Lukas  Vischer   (eds.),  The  Fourth  World  Conference  
on  Faith  and  Order  (London:  SPCK  1964).  The  report  on  ‘Scripture,  Tradition  
and  Traditions’  was  important  in  providing  a  basis  for  theological  reflection  in  
Australia.  
4   See   Davis   McCaughey,   Commentary   on   the   Basis   of   Union   (Melbourne:  
Uniting  Church  Press,   1980);   and  D’Arcy  Wood,  Building   on   a   Solid  Basis:  A  
Guide   to   the  Basis   of  Union   (Melbourne:  Uniting  Church  Press,   1986).  Davis  
McCaughey  had  been  involved  in  both  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  and  
in   the   discussions   towards   union.   Although   the  Anglican  Church  withdrew,  
the  basis  of  union  left  space  for  an  Episcopal  structure  for  the  Church,  and  the  
hope   that   the   Anglican   Church   would   later   re-‐join   the   conversations.   My  
understanding  is  that  they  withdrew  as  at  that  time  they  were  not  a  separate  
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the   conversations   envisaged   being   a   uniting   church   in   Australia   in  
communion  with  uniting  churches  in  other  nations—in  effect  working  
towards   a   conciliar   fellowship   of   local,   national   churches   in  
communion   with   each   other,   and   coming   together   in   conciliar  
fellowship  to  take  decisions  and  actions  which  express  solidarity  with  
churches   in   the   different   nations,   offering   a   space   for   accountability  
and   taking   actions   and   decisions   affecting   the   churches   throughout  
the  world.  
      It  was,  I  believe,  a  similar  impulse  which  led  to  the  British  Council  of  
Churches  Faith  and  Order  Conference’s  call  to  the  British  Churches  to  
seek  unity  in  appropriate  groupings  of    the  different  nations  by  Easter  
Day   1980.   While   the   British   Council   of   Churches   had   initiated   the  
discussion,   it   was   envisaged   that   the   churches   themselves   would  
engage  in  dialogue.  The  Nottingham  call  to  unity  led  to  the  formation  
of  multilateral  conversations  in  Scotland,  England,  Ireland  and  Wales,  
and   to   the   formation   of   what   became   known   as   ‘Local   Ecumenical  
Partnerships’1  throughout  the  United  Kingdom.2    
      Conciliar  Fellowship  has  remained  an  important  model  of  unity,  and  
has  continued  to  find  expression  in  the  formation  of  uniting  churches,  
who   envisage   a   conciliar   fellowship   of   churches   truly   united   in   each  
place  and  in  all  places.  

Reconciled  Diversity  
A  second  model  of  unity  is  that  of  reconciled  diversity.  As  Paul  Crow  
notes,  this  model  was  developed  in  the  mid-‐1970s  amid  the  resurgence  
of  World  Confessional  Families—or  as  they  are  now  called—Christian  

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
Province   of   the   Anglican   community,   but   were   the   Church   of   England   in  
Australia.  The  change  occurred  in  1962,  at  which  point  they  became  a  separate  
Province  of  the  Anglican  Communion.  
1  One  of   the  group  proposing   the  conference,   and  heavily   involved   in   it  was  
Oliver  Tomkins,  Bishop  of  Bristol.  He  had  been  the  Director  of  Studies  in  the  
World  Council   of   Churches   responsible   for   the   Third  World  Conference   on  
Faith  and  Order  at  Lund,  1952.  For  an  account  of  his  role  in  the  Nottingham  
Conference,   1964   see   Adrian   Hastings,   Oliver   Tomkins:   The   Ecumneical  
Enterprise    (London:  SPCK,  2001),  125-‐9.  
2   See,   for   example,   Multilateral   Church   Conversation   in   Scotland—Interim  
Report   1972   (Edinburgh:   St   Andrew   Press,   1972);   also   Multilateral   Church  
Conversation  in  Scotland:  Worship  and  the  Sacraments  (Edinburgh:  St  Andrew  
Press,  1974).  
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World   Communions.1   While   the   coming   into   existence   of   each   of  
these  bodies  has  its  own  history,  they  are  expressions  at  world  level  of  
the   different   Christian   traditions.2   This   model   assumes   that   the  
constituent   elements   of   full   church   unity   are,   as   with   the   conciliar  
fellowship  model,    agreement  on  the  one  apostolic  faith,  fellowship  in  
baptism  and  eucharist,  and  mutual  recognition  of  ordained  ministries.  
Those   holding   to   this   model   accept   that   confessional   identity   e.g.  
Lutheran,   Reformed,   Roman   Catholic,   Anglican,   Methodist,   and  
Baptist   are   primary   legitimate   expressions   of   the   diversity   of   the  
Church.   These   communions      express   diverse   spiritual   gifts,   and   are  
essential   components   of   the   universal   church.  A   discussion   paper   at  
the   1974  Conference  of  Secretaries     of  Christian  World  Communions  
stated:  

We   consider   the   variety   of   denominational   heritages   as   legitimate  
insofar   as   the   truth   of   the   one   faith   explicates   itself   in   history   in   a  
variety  of  expressions.3  

The   Lutheran   World   Communion   at   its   1977   World   Conference  
declared  that:  

[Reconciled  diversity]  is  a  way  of  living  encounter,  spiritual  experience  
together,  theological  dialogue,  and  mutual  correction,  a  way  in  which  
the   distinctiveness   of   each   partner   is   not   lost   sight   of   but   is  
transformed   and   renewed,   and   in   this   way   becomes   visible   and  
palpable   to   the   other   partners   as   a   legitimate   form   of   Christian  
existence  and  of  the  one  Christian  faith.4  

Unity   in   no   sense   therefore   requires   the   surrender   of   confessional  
traditions   and   confessional   identities—these   forms   have   an   abiding  
value  in  all  their  variety.5  Such  a  model  clearly  envisages  that  progress  

                                                                                                                          
1  Paul  Crow,   ‘Ecumenics   as  Reflections  on  Models  of  Christian  Unity’   in  The  
Ecumenical  Review  39/4  (1987):  399.    
2  To  give  one  example  see  M.  Pradervand,  A  Century  of  Service  (Edinburgh:  St  
Andrew  Press,   1977)  which  charts   the  history   and  concerns  of   the  Reformed    
tradition.  
3  WCC,  Exchange,  3/2,  July  1977.  
4  Arne  Sovik  (ed.),  In  Christ—a  New  Community:  the  Proceedings  of  the  Sixth  
assembly  of  the  Lutheran  World  Federation:  Dar  es  Salaam  1977  (Geneva:  LWF,  
1977).  
5   See   Gunther   Gassmann   and   Harding   Meyer,   The   Unity   of   the   Church:  
Requirements  and  Structure,    LWF  Report  no.  15  (Geneva:  LWF,  1983).  
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towards  such  a  unity  in  reconciled  diversity  would  be  furthered  above  
all  by  international  bilateral  dialogues.  
      Such   a  model   was   initially   perceived   as   an   alternative   to   conciliar  
fellowship,  and  heated  debates  on  these  models  recurred  throughout  
the  1970s  and  1980s.  This  led  to  declarations  of  their  complementarity,  
and  the  insight  that  both,  at  least,  express    provisional  forms  of  church  
unity.  
      However  the  limitation  of  the  model  was    comprehensively  explored  
by   the   Lutheran   theologian   Ulrich   Duchrow,   and   the   limitations   of  
Christian  World  Communions  became  evident  in  the  process  towards  
the   Joint   Declaration   on   Justification   between   the   Roman   Catholic  
Church   and   the   Lutheran  World   Federation.1   Unlike  moves   towards  
conciliar   fellowship   where   the   actors   of   the   conversation   are   the  
churches   of   a   specific   place   themselves,   in   international   bilateral  
dialogues   the   partners   are   Christian  World   Communions   which   are  
fora   for   discussion   on   common   issues,   affirmations   of   common  
perspectives   and   the   theological   exploration   of   the   confessional  
heritage.   The   Christian  World   Communions   as   such   have   not   been  
granted  authority  to  take  decisions  on  behalf  of  the  member  churches.  
Rather   the   discussions   and   actions   taken   by   the   international   body  
need  to  be  received  and  approved  by  each  member  church.  This  leads  
to  an  asymmetry   in  dialogues  with   the  Roman  Catholic  Church.   It   is  
also  clear   in  situations  of  dialogue  that  each  confessional   tradition   is  
not   univocal.   Within   each   tradition   there   is   exhibited   a   variety   of  
theological   positions.   There   is   diversity   within   each   confessional  
tradition,   as   is   evident   to   all   who   participate   in   bilateral   and  
multilateral  theological  discussions.  
      Our   second   model   of   unity   therefore   places   the   focus   on   the  
diversity   of   theological   heritage,   while   for   conciliar   fellowship,   the  
focus  is  upon  cultural  or  geographical  diversity.  As  with  the  model  of  
conciliar   fellowship,   there   is   an   awareness   that   reconciled   diversity  
will  involve  change  and  reconciliation,  though  it  clearly  envisages  that  
each   church   and   tradition   will   continue   to   be   autonomous   in  
decision-‐taking   while   moving   into   a   situation   of   recognition   and  
perhaps  communion  with  those  of  other  churches  and  traditions.  

                                                                                                                          
1  See  Ulrich  Duchrow,  Conflict  over  the  Ecumenical  Movement  (Geneva:  WCC,  
1981).  
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      It  may  be  that  one  embodiment  of  this  model  of  unity  may  be  found  
in   the   agreements   between  particular  Churches   of   the  Lutheran   and  
Anglican   traditions.   Churches   from   these   traditions   in   the   United  
Kingdom  and  the  Scandinavian  and  Baltic  areas  have  come  together  in  
fellowship  and  communion  in  the  Porvoo  communion  of  Churches.1  
      The  Churches      acknowledged  each  other  as  Churches  belonging   to  
the   One   Holy   Catholic   and   Apostolic   Church   and   committed  
themselves   to   share   a   common   life   in   mission   and   service   ,   to  
recognize   members   and   ministers,   to   participate   in   each   other’s  
Episcopal   ordinations   or   setting   apart,   and   to   establish   collegial   and  
conciliar   consultations   on   issues   of   faith   and   order   and   on   life   and  
work.2  All  of   this  has  been   furthered  by  continuing  consultation  and  
contacts.  The  Porvoo  Churches  remain  autonomous  Churches  due  to  
their  character  in  many  instances  as  established  or  national  churches  
in   different   nations,   and   see   themselves   as   exhibiting   communion.  
Anglicans  see  Reconciled  Diversity  as  a  stage  on  the  way  to  full  visible  
unity.  Reconciled  Diversity  for  them  is  not  the  goal.3  

Communion  of  Communions  
This  model    is  similar  to,  and  a  variation  on  ‘reconciled  diversity’  but,  
as  Paul  Crow  has  observed,  in  other  ways  it  may  speak  more  forcefully  
about   the   depth   of   unity   in   Christ   sought   by   organic   union   and  
conciliar   fellowship.   This   model   comes   from   theological   reflections  
within  the  Roman  Catholic  Church.  On  the  eve  of  the  Second  Vatican  
Council,   Fr   Bernard   Lambert   proposed   that   future   ecumenical  
ecclesiology  focus  on  ‘typologies  of  the  form  of  union’  which  represent  
different  Christian   traditions   through  which   the   one  Gospel   of   Jesus  
Christ  has  been  received.  Fr  Emmanuel  Lanne  OSB    expanded  this  by  
describing   the   image   of   unity   as   a   ‘variety   of   typologies   within   the  
same  ecclesial  allegiance’.  He  declared:  ‘It  is  clear  that  we  must  try  to  
discover  together  in  what  manner  and  measure  God  intends  the  unity  

                                                                                                                          
1   Similar   agreements   are   also   in   place   in   Canada   through   the   Waterloo  
Agreement.  
2   Together   in   Mission   and   Ministry:   The   Porvoo   Common   Statement   with  
Essays   on   Church   and  Ministry   in   Northern   Europe   (London:   Church  House  
Publishing,  1993).  
3  Dame  Mary  Tanner  emphasised  this,  in  a  response  to  an  earlier  draft  of  this  
paper.  
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of   the   Church   to   express   also   diversity   and   pluralism   in   a   single  
communion  of  faith  and  church  life.’1  
      Building   on   these   ideas,   in   an   address   at   Cambridge   University,  
Cardinal  Willebrands   proposed   that   the   church’s   visible   unity  might  
be  expressed  in  a  variety  of    ‘types’  (typoi),  living  in  communion.  Each  
typos   is   distinguished   by   the   following   elements:   a   characteristic  
theological   method   and   perspective,   a   characteristic   canonical  
discipline,  a  tradition  of  spirituality  and  devotion,  and  a  characteristic  
liturgical   expression.   The   signs   of   their   communion   would   be  
common   teaching   in   faith   and   morals,   eucharist   and   sharing,   and  
agreements  on  ministry  and  papacy.  
      Such  a  model  of  unity  is  evident    within  the  Roman  Catholic  Church.  
The   so-‐called   Eastern   Rite   Catholic   Churches   exhibit   these   features.  
These   churches   had   originated   in   very   diverse   circumstances   but,  
while   retaining   their   own   traditions   are   in   full   communion   in   faith  
and  sacraments  with  the  Roman  Catholic  Church.  Indeed  throughout  
her   history   the   Roman   Catholic   Church   has   exhibited   diversity.  
Historically   and   culturally   the   church   in   Milan   saw   itself   as   quite  
distinctive  within  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  with  its  Ambrosian  Rite  
and   its   particular   history   and   ethos.   Cardinal   Willebrands   in   his  
presentation   in   Cambridge   tellingly   cited   from  Bede’s  History   of   the  
English   Church   quoting   Pope   Gregory   in   his   charge   to   Augustine   of  
Canterbury:  

My  brother,  you  are  familiar  with  the  usage  of  the  Roman  Church,   in  
which  you  were  brought  up.  But  if  you  have  found  customs,  whether  in  
the   Roman,   Gallican,   or   any   other   Churches   that   may   be   more  
acceptable  to  God,  I  wish  you  to  make  a  careful  selection  of  them,  and  
teach   the   Church   of   the   English,   which   is   still   young   in   the   Faith,  
whatever  you  may  learn  from  the  various  Churches.  For  things  should  
not   be   loved   for   the   sake   of   places,   but   places   for   the   sake   of   good  
things.  Therefore  select  from  each  of  the  Churches  whatever  things  are  
devout,  religious,  and  right;  and  when  you  have  arranged  them  into  a  
unified  rite,  let  the  minds  of  the  English  grow  accustomed  to  it.2  

  
                                                                                                                          
1   ‘Pluralism   and   Unity:   the   Possibility   of   a   Variety   of   Typologies   within   the  
same  Ecclesial  Allegiance’  in  One  in  Christ,  6/3  (1970):  430-‐51.  
2  Full  text  in  Joseph  Witmer  and  J.  Robert  Wright  (eds.),  Called  to  Full  Unity:  
Documents   on   Anglican–Roman   Catholic   Relations   1966-‐1983   (New   York:  
United  States  Catholic  Conference,  1986),  50-‐3.  
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This  model   invites  us  to  reflect   further  on  diversity.   Is  unity  possible  
on  the  basis  of  agreement  on  fundamental  doctrines,  and  diversity  in  
matters  which  are   less  central?  The  Second  Vatican  Council  spoke  of  
an   ‘hierarchy   of   truths’,1  making   a   distinction   between   that  which   is  
essential  and  that  which  is  of  relative  significance.  In  a  recent  lecture  
in  Rome,  Archbishop  Rowan  Williams  spoke  of  first  order  and  second  
order  truths.2  
      But   there   can   be   legitimate   diversity   in   the   way   in   which   central  
truths   are   expressed.   In   opening   the   Second   Vatican   Council,   Pope  
John   XXIII   distinguished   between   ‘the   substance   of   the   ancient  
deposit   of   faith,   and   the   way   in   which   it   is   presented’.3   Such   a  
distinction  was  seen  to  apply  to  the  way  in  which  in  different  contexts  
and  ages  the  truth  had  been  expressed.4  
      In   moving   into   such   a   relationship   of   communion,   each   tradition  
would   necessarily   be   transformed.   This   model   of   unity   is   able   to  
encompass   the   fact   of   diversity   of   expression   and   experience  within  
the   Church,   and   to   view   Churches   as   dynamic   communities,   which  
have   grown   and   developed.5  What   is   not   clear   in   this  model   is   how    
common   decision-‐taking   and   accountability   would   be   expressed,  
though  it  might  be  that  something  like  the  Roman  Catholic  Synod  of  
Bishops  could  be  such  a  vehicle.  

                                                                                                                          
1  Decree   on   Ecumenism,   11.   See   also   the   report   of   the   Joint  Working   Group  
between  the  WCC  and  the  Roman  Catholic  Church,  The  Notion  of  Hierarchy  
of  Truths:  An  Ecumenical  Interpretation  (1990).  
2  Noted  in  a  presentation  to  CCBI  by  Mary  Tanner,  January,  2010.  
3  Opening  speech  on  11  October  1962.  
4  In  the  second  Reformed–Roman  Catholic  International  Dialogue:  Towards  a  
Common  Understanding  of  the  Church  (in  Gros  et  al.,  Growth  in  Agreement  II,  
Eerdmans,  801-‐5)  there  is  a  recognition  that  ‘creatura  Verbi’  and  ‘the  church  as  
sacrament’  were  attempts  at  trying  to  express  the  same  theological  truth.  
5  A  further  explication  of  this  model  may  be  seen  in  the  theses  developed  by  
the  distinguished  Roman  Catholic  theologians  Heinrich  Fries  and  Karl  Rahner  
in   their  Unity   of   the   Churches:   An   Actual   Possibility   (Philadelphia:   Fortress  
Press,   1985).   These   also   are   echoed   in   the   insights   of   the   New   Testament  
scholar  Oscar  Cullmann  in  his  Unity  through  Diversity  (Philadelphia:  Fortress,  
1988).  
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Unity  in  Solidarity  
The   fourth   model   of   unity   emerged   from   the   experience   of  
theologians   and   churches   in  Latin  America.  The   theologian  who  has  
most   cogently   developed   this   theme   is   Jan   Sobrino,   the   Jesuit  
theologian  from  El  Salvador.  For  him,  unity  and  catholicity  mean  ‘co-‐
responsibility   between   local   churches’.1   This   involves   mutual   giving  
and  receiving,  and  bearing  one  another’s  burdens.  It  is  seen  to  extend  
to   diverse   areas   in   the   churches’   lives:   liturgy,   pastoral   issues   and  
matters   of   faith.   The   focus   is   not   the   relationship   between   different  
confessional   traditions,  but   rather   their   common  solidarity,   suffering  
with   the   poor.   The   fundamental   division   in   this   model   is   the  
alienation   between   rich   and   poor,   between   the   oppressed   and   the  
oppressors.  As  Paul  Crow  notes  of  this  model:  

The  scandal  of  the  divided  church  is    no  longer  in  the  division  between  
churches   or   types   of   traditions,   but   between   different   ways   of   living  
the   faith   in   a   Christian   and   ecclesial  manner,   and   this   division   runs  
through  the  diverse    confessions.  The  essence  of  this  division  is  not  the  
contrast   between   formulations   of   faith   or   orders   of   ministry.   The  
scandalous  division  is  between  those  who  live  and  those  who  die:  the  
deepest  reality  of  brokenness  is  those  situations  where  the  unity  of  the  
human   race   which   God   promised   and   gives   to   all   in   Jesus   Christ   is  
denied.2  

Clearly   here   the   model   of   unity   is   focussed   on   our   contemporary  
world.   It   calls   the   churches   to   embody   the   unity   of   the   church   as   a  
sign  of  God’s   intention   for  humankind.  The   focus   is  on  unity  so   that  
the  world  may  believe.3  
      These  various  models  of  unity  have  offered  perspectives  which  raise  
important  questions  to  our  Churches  as  we  seek  to  embody  that  unity  
which  is  God’s  gift  to  the  Church.  On  the  whole  these  are  questions  of  
ecclesiology,  questions  of  the  nature  and  mission  of  the  church,  of  its  
shape,  coherence.  

                                                                                                                          
1   Jon   Sobrino   and   Juan   Hernandes   Pico,   Theology   of   Christian   Solidarity    
(Maryknoll,  NY:  Orbis  Books,  1985).  
2  Paul  Crow,  ‘Ecumenics  as  Reflections  ...’,  401.  
3   Lesslie  Newbigin   offers   a   similar   challenge   in   ‘The  Basis   and   the   Forms   of  
Unity’  in  Mid-‐Stream  23/1  (1984):  1-‐12.  
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Churches  Together  
Churches  Together  emerged  as  a  new  form  of  ecumenical  instrument    
in  the  light  of  decades  of  ecumenical  endeavour.  Although  none  of  the  
multilateral  conversations  within  the  nations  of  these  islands  brought  
about   unity   by   Easter  Day   1980,   as   the  Nottingham  Conference   had    
resolved,   the   experience  of   the  discussions   and   the  negotiations;   the  
experience   of   the   Local   Ecumenical   Partnerships;   the   impulses   from  
the   Second   Vatican   Council;   the   publication   of   the   Lima   Report   on  
Baptism,  Eucharist  and  Ministry;  and  the  Week  of  Prayer  for  Christian  
Unity—all  led  to  a  new  situation  in  the  ecumenical  landscape  of  these  
islands.1   While   not   formally   a   member   of   any   of   the   multilateral  
discussions,   the   Roman   Catholic   Church   in   England   and   Wales  
appointed   Fr   John  Coventry   SJ   as   an   official   observer   to   the   English  
discussions,  and  the  Roman  Catholic  Church   in  Ireland  was   involved  
in   the   Irish   Inter-‐Church   Meeting   from   its   foundation   in   1973.2  
Because   of   increased   ecumenical   endeavour,   and   in   order   to   include  
the   Roman   Catholic   Church   and   the   Black   Led   Churches,   it   was  
resolved  to  establish  The  Council  of  Churches  for  Britain  and  Ireland  
(CCBI).  
      The  basis  was   that  of  other  ecumenical  bodies,  viz.   ‘a   fellowship  of  
churches   ...  which   confess   the   Lord   Jesus  Christ   as  God   and   Saviour  
according  to  the  Scriptures  and  seek  to  fulfil  their  common  calling  to  
the  glory  of   the  one  God,  Father,   Son  and  Holy  Spirit.’3  The  Council    
was   expected   to   be   a  meeting   place   for   the   national   instruments   in  
Britain   and   Ireland;   to   encourage   the  Churches   to   grow   in   the  unity  
Christ  gives  the  and  wills  for  his  Church  so  that  the  world  may  believe,  
affirming   the   centrality   of   worship   in   all   tasks   and   undertakings,  
enabling  the  churches  to  face  together  the  matters  that  divide  them  so  
that  they  grow  into  a  fuller  understanding  of  the  nature,  purpose  and  
unity   of   the   Church,   undertake   together   ventures   in   mission   and  
evangelism,   respond   together   to   situations   of   need   in   these   islands  
and   internationally,   enable   dialogue   with   secular   authorities   on  

                                                                                                                          
1   Not   Strangers   but   Pilgrims.   The   Next   Steps   for   Churches   Together   in  
Pilgrimage  (London:  BCC  and  CTS,  1989),  10.  
2   Ian   Ellis   and  Michael   Hurley,  The   Irish   Inter-‐Church  Meeting:   Background  
and  Development  (1998).  
3  Not  Strangers  but  Pilgrims...,  79.  
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appropriate   matters,   and   help   the   churches   to   take   decisions  
together.1  
      While   there   is   a   similar   ethos   for   the   formation   of   Action   of  
Churches   Together   in   Scotland   (ACTS),   the   first   Aim   of   ACTS   is  
Oneness,  which  is  described  as:  

a   fuller   realisation   of   the   unity   that   Christ   wills   in   accordance   with                        
the  prayer,   ‘that   they  all  may  be  one;  even  as   thou,  Father  art   in  me,  
and  I  in  Thee,  that  they  may  also  be  in  us,  that  the  world  may  believe  
that  thou  has  sent  me  ‘  (John  17:21)    to  express  the  degree  of  unity  that  
is  already  theirs  by  Christ’s  gift;  their  commitment  to  one  another,  and  
their  resolve  to  continue  as  Pilgrims  Together.2  

ACTS  was   also   to   foster   the  Growth  of  Understanding  and  Common  
Life  through  experiencing  each  other’s   living  traditions  of  spirituality  
and  worship,  to  co-‐operate  through  prayer,  theological  reflection  and  
consultation   in   all   that   concerns   their   common   life,   especially   the  
nature,   purpose   and   unity   of   the   Church   and   to  work   through   joint  
study  towards  a  Christian  evaluation  of  moral  and  social  issues,  and  to  
undertake   unified   action   in   evangelism,   service   to   the   community,  
bringing  a  Christian  perspective  to  bear  on  issues  confronting  society  
and  engaging  in  dialogue  with  secular  authorities  on  such  matters.3  
      In  moving  to  these  new  ecumenical  instruments  for  both  Britain  and  
Ireland  and  for  each  of  the  nations,  the  churches  built   in  a  review  of  
their   life   and  work   for   1997-‐1998,   with   an   expectation   of   revision   in  
time   for   the   new   millennium.   Reviews   of   each   of   the   national  
instruments   had   taken   place   by   then,   with   little   or   no   reference   to  
each   other,   and   to   CCBI.   The   review   of   CCBI  was   complex   and  was  
carried   out   by   Raymond   Clarke,   a  member   of   the   United   Reformed  
Church.   It   began   in   1996   and   was   presented   a   year   later.   He   had  
identified  a  serious  unresolved  question  about  the  basic  structure  and  
reference  of  CCBI.  Should  it  remain  a  Council  of  Churches  or  become  
a   different   type   of   instrument   not   directly   answerable   to   the  

                                                                                                                          
1  Ibid.  79-‐80.  
2  Ibid.  50.  
3  These  same  principles  and  aims  are  reiterated  in  the  revised  constitution  of  
ACTS   in   2006,   and   amended   in   2009.   This  Constitution  was   the   result   of   a  
major  review  of  ACTS    and  is  the  Memorandum  and  Articles  of  Association  of  
Action  of  Churches  Together  in  Scotland  establishing  ACTS  as  a  Company  to  
enable  it  to  achieve  its  charitable  purposes.  
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Churches?  He  noted   that   there  needed   to  be  clarity  as   to  what  work  
should  be  done  together,  where  that  work  should  be   located  and  co-‐
ordinated,   and   how   such   work   would   be   resourced.   In   the   ensuing  
debate   in   1997,   Raymond   Clarke   said   that   he   had   not   detected   a  
departure  from  the  principles  that  established  CCBI,  but  had  detected  
problems  about  its  visibility  and  communication  and  he  observed  that  
‘ecumenism  was   often   the   victim   of   financial   stringency’.1  While   the  
basic  aims  and  objectives   remained   for   the   instruments,   their  modes  
of  operation  were  modified,  and  with   the  reduction  of   staff  numbers  
their  capacity  for  carrying  out  work  on  behalf  of  the  churches  together  
seriously  affected.  Finally  in  1999,  the  name  of  the  body  was  changed  
to  Churches  Together  in  Britain  and  Ireland.  The  intention  was  to  re-‐
emphasise  the  fact  that  the  churches  were  the  actors  in  moving  from  
conflict  to  communion.  
      Is   this   a   new   model   of   unity?   Clearly   it   was   confirmed   and  
reaffirmed  that  the  ecumenical  instrument  was  a  Council  of  Churches,  
and  its  aims  echo  those  of  councils.  The  intention  was  to  move  from  a  
situation  where  the  search  to  manifest  visible  unity  was  perceived  to  
be  an  extra  to  one  where    that  search  and  ecumenism  was  a  dimension  
of   all   that   the   churches  do—in  effect   the  manifestation   in   via   of   the  
Lund  Principle.  
      But   where   is   the   theological   dialogue   on   divisive   questions   taking  
place?   Where   is   the   space   which   encourages   the   Churches   on   the  
journey  from  conflict  to  communion?  Does  such  a  dialogue  reflect  the  
conciliar  fellowship  model  or  that  of  reconciled  diversity?  Is  the  focus  
on  being  the  church  in  each  place  in  fellowship  with  churches  united  
in   other   places,   or   is   it   on   the   reconciliation   of   confessional  
theologies?   While   these   may   not   be   incompatible,   each   offers   a  
different  methodology,  and  different  assumptions  about  the  nature  of  
the  unity  sought.  
      In  Churches  Together  in  England  (CTE)  a  process  was  undertaken  in  
1996   which   may   have   had   an   impact   on   the   understanding   of   the  
nature  of  CTBI,  as  well  as    of  CTE  itself.  In  1996  the  Called  To  Be  One  
process   was   initiated   and  was   an   attempt   to   reflect   ‘on   what   we   all  
mean   by   visible   unity’.2   The   attempt   was   made   to   involve   as   many  

                                                                                                                          
1   I   am   grateful   to   the   Very   Revd   Dr   Sheilagh   Kesting   for   supplying   this  
information  on  the  Reviews.  
2  Called  to  be  One  :  the  workbook  (London:  CTE,  1996),  1.    
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members  as  possible  of   the  different  churches   in   the  discussion,  and  
to   draw   together   some   conclusions   and   recommendations.   The  
process   culminated   in   1997.   The   approach   was   comparative.   Each  
Church  was  invited  to  articulate  its  view  of  unity  and  of  the  nature  of  
the  Church.  The  responses  

convey   differing   patterns   of   unity  which  may   show  different   ideas   of  
the  goal  of  visible  unity,  or  different  stages  on  the  way  to  that  unity,  or  
perhaps  both.1  

When  considering  the  Challenge  to  Unity,  there  was  an  emphasis  on  
the  exchange  of  Gifts.  

Archbishop  Robert  Runcie  and  Pope  John  Paul  II  declared  together  in  
1989  that  the  way  forward  to  unity  was  not  only  about  the  removal  of  
obstacles  but  also  about  the  exchange  of  gifts.  This  requires  Christians  
of  different  churches  to  get  to  know  one  another,  and  to  be  willing  to  
enter   sympathetically  but  not  uncritically,   into  one  another’s  history,  
traditions  and  ongoing  life  and  to  forge  deeper  and  stronger  bonds  of  
love.2  

The   observation   is   made   that   ‘none   of   the   member   churches   is  
committed   by   its   membership   to   a   particular   understanding   of   the  
visible  unity  of   the   church.  The   churches   are  however   committed   to  
each   other   to   engage   in   dialogue,   and   note   is   taken   of   the   fact   that  
some   of   the   member   churches   were   entering   formal   covenant  
relationships   as   a   result   of   bilateral   dialogues.   Such   dialogues   and  
arrangements    were  to  be  commended    ‘provided  that  these  groupings  
of  churches  see  their  union  as  a  spur  and  a  stage  on  the  way  to  a  wider  
unity.’  For  CTE  the  features  of  both  the  models  of  conciliar  fellowship  
and   of   reconciled   diversity   are   evident,   and   since   the   CTE  member  
churches   also   played   a   significant   role   in  CTBI   review   this  may  well  
have   influenced   the   change   to   Churches   Together   in   Britain   and  
Ireland.   While   it   is   not   possible   to   attribute   a   direct   link,   it   is  
interesting  that  the  constitution  of  CTBI3  states  that  the  charity  is  ‘To  
provide   a   meeting   place   for   churches   in   England,   Ireland,   Scotland  
and  Wales,   so   that   they  may   listen   to  and  appreciate  one  another   in  

                                                                                                                          
1  Called  to  be  One,  5.  
2  Ibid.  56.  
3   As   in   the   current   Memorandum   of   Association   of   Churches   Together   in  
Britain  and  Ireland.  
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their   Diversity   and   increasingly   share   their   talents   and   their  
traditions.’  
      Raymond  Clarke’s  observation  about  whether  CTBI  was  a  Council  or  
a   different   type   of   ecumenical   instrument   may   be   understandable.  
Were   the   ecumenical   instruments   fora   for   churches   to   meet   each  
other  and  exchange   ideas  and  concerns,  or  are   they  an  expression  of  
the  unity  of  the  Church  in  via?  

Councils,  Conferences,  Churches  Together:  theatres  of  
ecumenical  space  and  time    
Councils1  afford  unique  opportunities  to  the  churches  to  grow  towards  
the   fuller   manifestation   of   their   koinonia   by   providing   a   space   in  
which   divisive   issues   can   be   explored;   by   providing   a   space   for  
discernment,   by   providing   a   space   for   an   integrated   vision   of   unity,  
and   a   space   for   facing   unity   in   the   context   of   the   mission   of   the  
church.  Councils  are  dramatic  theatres  of  space  and  time.2  
      Councils   come   into   being   because   of   the   disunity   of   the   Church.  
They  are  spaces  in  which  the  issues  which  divide  the  Churches  can  be  
addressed   while   the   fellowship   of   the   churches   is   maintained.   The  
fellowship  of  the  Churches  does  not  assume  the  unity  of  the  Church,  
but  works  towards  the  resolution  of  conflicts  so  that  communion  can  
be  strengthened  on  the  way  towards  the  manifestation  of  visible  unity.  
In   these   fora,  churches  are   invited  to  be  both  self-‐reflective  and  self-‐
critical.   In   the   exchange   of   insights,   in   the   mutual   questioning   and  
challenging,   perspectives   which   may   not   have   been   central   to   their  
understanding   are   received   and   their   horizons   broadened.   As   Jean  

                                                                                                                          
1   In   this   section   I   am   using   ‘Councils’   as   a   generic   term   to   cover   Councils,  
conferences  and  churches  together.  
2   For   an   exploration   of   ‘ecumenical   space’   see   A.   Falconer   and   P.   Bouteneff  
(eds.),  Episcope  and  Episcopacy  within   the  Quest   for  Visible  Unity   and   in   the  
Service   of   the  Apostolic  Mission   of   the  Church   (Geneva:  WCC,   1997);   also  A.  
Falconer,  ‘Ecumenical  Space’  in  Ecumenical  Review,  56/1  (2004):  85-‐92.  In  this  
section   I   am   drawing   on   my   article   ‘An   Ecclesiological   understanding   of  
Councils   of   Churches’   in   Colin   Podmore   (ed.),   Community-‐Union-‐
Communion:   Essays   in   Honour   of   Mary   Tanner   (London:   Church   House  
Publishing,  1998),  104-‐16.  
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Tillard  noted,  councils  are  the  crucible  in  which  the  churches  receive  
the  Gospel  afresh.1  
      The   report   of   the   Venice   Consultation   on   the   Significance   and  
Contribution   of   Councils   of   Churches   in   the   Ecumenical  Movement  
asserted:  

A   Council   of   Churches   provides   an   ecclesial   situation   in   which  
inherited   values   and   elements   of   separated   churches   are   tested   and  
discerned  and  in  which  there  is  a  real  though  imperfect  experience  of  
the   future   diversity   of   full   conciliar   fellowship   ...   Membership   …  
expresses  some  real  measure  of  mutual  recognition  and  reconciliation  
of  every  level  of  church  life.    

The   commitment   to   give   fuller   expression   to   the   koinonia   achieved  
involves   a   preparedness   to   be   open   to   change—to   be   vulnerable   so  
that  ‘others’  can  be  recognized  and  can  become  more  fully  part  of  ‘our’  
life.   Councils   are   a   space   for   renewal   and   transformation.   Such    
koinonia  is  not  simply  a  discernment  on  doctrinal  questions—though  
it  is  also  that.  It  involves  the  whole  life  of  what  it  means  to  be  Church.  
Participation   in   a  Council   entails   a   commitment   to   a   relationship   of  
solidarity   and  mutual   accountability.2   Churches   are   invited   to   enter  
the  space  not  only  on  their  terms.  The  space  is  not  for  monologue,  but  
dialogue.   There   is   in   Councils   a   commitment   not   only   to   the   other  
member  churches  but  to  the  space  itself.  Councils  exhibit  the  unity  of  
the  Church  in  via.  The  actors  in  Churches  Together  are  the  Churches  
themselves.   In  and   through   the  ecumenical   instruments   they  engage  
in   the   task   of   recognition   and   of  moving   towards   reception   and   the  
manifestation  of  this  in  visible  unity.  As  Jean  Tillard  has  noted:  

Recognition   has   two   sides.   On   one   side,   faced   with   a   reminder   of  
revelation   and   its   authentic   meaning   as   presented   by   certain  
authorities,   we   look   at   ourselves   in   order   to   judge  whether   our   own  
church   life   can  be   recognized   either   in   its   entirety   or   to   a   greater   or  
lesser  extent,   in  what  is  proposed  as  a  faithful  expression  of  the  mind  
of   Christ   or   the   mind   of   the   Church.   On   the   other   side,   we   turn  
towards   other   churches   to   see   if   this   authentic   expression   is  

                                                                                                                          
1   Jean   Tillard,   ‘The  Mission   of   Councils   of   Churches’   in   Ecumenical   Review,  
45/2  (1993):  276.  
2  For  a  full  discussion  of     mutual  accountability  see  Olv  Fykse  Tveit,     Mutual  
Accountability   as   Ecumenical   Attitude:   A   study   in   ecumenical   ecclesiology  
based   on   Faith   and   Order   Texts   1948-‐1998,   dissertation   submitted   to   the  
Norwegian  Lutheran  School  of  Theology,  November,  2001.  
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recognized  in  what  they  confess  as  their  Christian  conviction  and  this  
becomes  a  challenge  for  us.1  

While  Councils  are  not  themselves  the  space  where  such  recognition  
is   declared   they   are   the   space   where   the   exploration   of   the  
fundamentals   of   the   faith  might   be   explored,   recognition   discerned,  
reconciliation   sought   and   visible   communion   anticipated.   For  
example,   the   work   undertaken   by   the   Faith   and  Order   Commission    
on   the   Common   Confession   of   the   One   Apostolic   Faith,   or   the  
important  work  undertaken  by  the  British  Council  of  Churches—The  
Forgotten  Trinity—are  examples  of  work  undertaken  in  conciliar  space  
to  enable  the  Churches  to  move  towards  recognition.2  
      At  the  recent  WCC  sponsored  Consultation  on  Conciliar  Ecumenism  
sustained  reflection  was  given  to  the  role  of  Councils.  One  important  
role  was  noted  in  the  final  report:  

Where  commitment  to  the  ecumenical  movement  falters  in  churches,  
Councils   have   a   role   in   calling   the   churches   back   to   their  
commitments   to   each   other,   and   in   encouraging   the   deepening   of  
ecumenical  experience  and  understanding.3  

Might  not  ACTS   call   the   churches   to   engage   in   a   sustained   study  of  
such  texts  and  questions?  The  Consultation  on  Conciliar  Ecumenism  
sees  a  role  for  councils  in  calling  the  churches  to  account  in  terms  of  
their   commitments   to   each   other   and   to   the   total   fellowship.   Is   it  
possible  for  ACTS  to  embrace  such  a  role?  
      With   such   a   process,   ACTS  would   assist   the   churches   as   they   call  
each  other  to  the  goal  of  visible  unity,  offering  a  sign  of  hope,  however  
fragile,   to  a   fragmented  society  and  a  broken  world.  Such  could  help  
the  churches  discern  that  which   is  essential,  and  come  to  a  common  
affirmation,  while  noting  those  issues  which,  while  important,  should  
not   be   seen   as   church-‐dividing.   In   so   doing,   however,   a   new  
understanding  of  the    nature  and  mission  of  the  Church  is  necessary.  
Perhaps   we   may   look   to   the   new   Faith   and   Order   document,   ‘The  

                                                                                                                          
1   In  the  preface  to  Gerard  Kelly,  Recognition:  Advancing  Ecumenical  Thinking    
(New  York:  Peter  Land,  1996),  xxv.  
2  Towards  the  Common  Confession  of  the  One  Apostolic  Faith  (Geneva:  WCC,  
1995);  The  Forgotten  Trinity,  version  published  by  CTBI,  2011.  
3   Report   on   the   Consultation   on   Conciliar   Ecumenism   (Saydet   el   Jabal,  
Lebanon,  5-‐11  February  2012),  5.  
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Church:  Towards  a  Common  Vision’1  and  the  statement  on  unity  to  be  
received  by  the  Busan  Assembly  of  the  WCC  in  2013.  
      There  are  also,  as  we  have  suggested,  ecclesiological  implications  in  
membership  of  a  Council  or  Churches  Together.  Jean  Tillard  reflected:          

Hitherto  ecclesiology  has  not  reflected  seriously  on  the  ecclesiological  
status  of  groups  which  are  moving  towards  the  restoration  of  koinonia.  
It  knows  0nly  two  states  of  the  Church  of  God:  the  state  of  communion  
in   organic   unity   and   the   state   of   separation   or   schism.   It   has   not  
considered   the   state   of   those   churches   hic   et   nunc   separated   but   in  
voto  communionis.  Of  the  unity  realized  by  those  councils  of  churches,  
I  shall  say  that  it  is  a  unity  in  recognition,  a  unity  in  via.2  

Incorporation   in  and   recognition  of  baptism,  an   identical  purpose   in  
mission,   indeed   participation   in   the   one   mission   and   ministry   of  
Christ,  involving  martyria,  diakonia  and  leitourgia—all  lead  not  simply  
to   a   transitory   unity   but   to   a   germinal   unity   which   has   ecclesial  
density,  even  though  it  does  not  yet  constitute  the  goal  aimed  at,  but  
remains  by  definition  open  to  that  goal.  On  this  basis  Jean  Tillard  in  a  
later   article   asserted   that   councils   of   churches   have   a   sacramental  
basis:   ‘They  are   the   fruit  of   the  Spirit  who  keeps   the  churches   in   the  
initial  dynamic  of  baptism  which  incorporates  them  into  Christ’.3  
      Councils,  Conferences,  Churches  Together  as   theatres  of   space  and  
time  are  expressions  and  instruments  of  unity  in  recognition,  unity  in  
via.  They  are  not  simply  instruments  of  the  Churches,  but  expressions  
of  what  it  means  to  be  church  on  the  way  towards  visible  unity.  

Councils,  Conferences,  Churches  Together—unity  in  
recognition,  unity  in  via  
Councils,   Conferences,   Churches   Together   keep   before   all   churches  
the  call  and  challenge  to  manifest  unity.  As  instruments  they  provide  
the   space   for   dialogue   and   action   so   that   the   church   may   be   the  

                                                                                                                          
1  Approved  for  transmission  to  the  Churches  by  the  WCC  Central  Committee,  
August,  2012.  
2  Tillard,  op.cit.  189.  
3   J.   Tillard,   ‘The  Mission   of   Councils   of   Churches’   in  Ecumenical   Review,   45  
(1993):  274.  For  an  exploration  of  baptismal  ecclesiology  and  its  spirituality  see  
my  ‘Baptism  and  Ecumenical  Spirituality’  in  D.  Heller  et  al  (eds.),  Mache  Dich  
auf  und  werde  licht!  Festschrift  für  Konrad  Raiser  (Frankfurt:  Lembeck,  2008):  
263-‐72.  
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community   as  God   intends.  Clearly   there   is   a   tension   in   the  models  
and   fora   of   unity   as   to   whether   the   goal   of   unity   is   the   continuing  
existence  of  different  confessional  bodies,  but  in  a  state  of    reconciled  
diversity  or  a  conciliar  fellowship  of  churches  truly  united.  There  lies  a  
tension  between   confessional   or   geographic   and   cultural   diversity   as  
the  expression  of  unity.  In  each  case,  however,  diversity  is  acceptable  
in   the   context   of   the   determination,   the   discernment,   of   legitimate  
diversity.1   The   ecumenical   instruments   are   spaces   for   that   work   of  
discernment,2   and   thus   agents   of   helping   churches   to   move   from  
conflict   to   communion,   the   embodiment   of   the   unity  which   is   both  
the  gift  and  the  call  of  God.  
      When   the   member   churches   of   ACTS   celebrated   the   twenty-‐first  
anniversary  of   its  coming   into  being  at  a  service   in  Coatbridge  on  26  
October   2011,   vows   were   taken.   To   what   were   we   as   churches  
committing?  Was  it  to  the  goal  of  visible  unity?  Was  it  to  a  particular  
model   of   unity?   Was   it   a   commitment   to   each   other—through  
recognition  and  mutual  accountability?  Was   it  a  commitment  to   live  
and  work  in  the  ecumenical  space?  Was  it  a  commitment  to  examine  
together  the  nature,  function  and  shape  of  the  church  and  to  discern  
together  the  affirmations  of  unity  and  the  limits  to  diversity?  Was  it  to  
celebrate   ACTS   as   the   crucible   in   which   together   we   receive   the  
Gospel  afresh?  As  we  reflect  on  these  things  may  we  be  strengthened  
to  pray  together:  

Lord  God,  we  thank  you  
for  calling  us  into  the  company  
of  those  who  trust  in  Christ  
and  seek  to  obey  his  will.  
May  your  Spirit  guide  and  strengthen  us  
in  mission  and  service  to  the  world;  
for  we  are  strangers  no  longer  
but  pilgrims  together  on  the  way  to  your  Kingdom.  

                                                                                                                          
1  This  was  the  force  of  the  Fries–Rahner  theses,  op.  cit.  
2   The   CTE   process   Called   to   be   One   Church   exhibited   the   diversity   of   the  
Churches  in  England  but  did  not  pursue  the  next  stage  of  seeking  to  explore  
the   limits   to   diversity   in   the   attempt   to   move   towards   an   affirmation   of  
legitimate  diversity  and  perhaps  move  to  reconciled  diversity.  
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‘WHO  WOULD  HAVE  THOUGHT  IT  POSSIBLE?’          
VATICAN  II  FROM  THE  PERSPECTIVE  OF  YVES  CONGAR  

Ruth  Reardon*    

After  being  silenced  as  a  theologian  for  many  years,  Yves  Congar  OP  was  
summoned  to  be  an  expert  at  Vatican  II,  and  played  an  important  part  in  
shaping  many  of  the  conciliar  documents.  His  diary  of  the  Council  gives  a  
frank  and  immediate  account  of  his  experiences,  and  is  a  valuable  source  
of   information   for   anyone  who  wants   to   get   behind   the   documents   and  
understand  something  of  the  workings  of  the  Council.  In  particular  we  see  
the   interplay   between   the   natural   conservatism   of   the   Curia   and   the  
developing   understanding   of   the   Bishops   for   the   ‘new   theology’  
represented  by  Congar  and  others  among  the  experts.    

At  first  Yves  Congar  thought  that  the  Second  Vatican  Council  had  been  
called  too  early.  ‘In  twenty  years  time,’  he  wrote  in  July  1960,  ‘we  might  
have  had  an  episcopate  comprised  of  men  who  had  grown  up   in   ideas  
rooted   in   the   Bible   and   in   tradition,   in   a   realistic   pastoral   and  
missionary   outlook.  We   have   not   reached   that   point   yet.   However,   …  
the   very   announcement   of   the  Council,  with   its   long-‐term   ecumenical  
aim,  in  the  more  humane  and  more  Christian  climate  of  the  pontificate  
of   John   XXIII   might   well   accelerate   this   process.’   (My   Journal   of   the  
Council,  p.4.)1  The  ideas  existed,  but  the  theologians  who  had  expressed  
them   had   at   best   been   tolerated   for   the   past   twenty   years.   Some   had  
been  silenced.    
      To  Congar’s  joy,  during  the  next  few  years  Vatican  II  involved  a  kind  of  
extended  seminar  for  bishops;  they  had  an  opportunity  to  listen  to  those  
ideas,   to  discuss  them  with  one  another,   to  begin  to  understand  them,  
to   embrace   them.   Many   went   through   a   conversion   process;   they  
                                                                                                                          
*    Ruth  Reardon  was  a  co-‐editor  of  One  in  Christ  during  and  after  the  period  of  
the  Council,  and  counts  herself  very  fortunate  to  have  lived  in  Louvain  between  
1958   and   1964,   thus   having   a   Louvain’s   eye   view   of   Vatican   II   during   the  
preparatory  period  and  its  first  two  sessions.  
1  My  Journal  of  the  Council,  Yves  Congar  (Adelaide,  Australia:  ATF  Press;  Dublin,  
Ireland:  Dominican  Publications;  Collegeville,  MA,  USA:  Liturgical  Press,  2012),  
lx  +  979:  ISBN  978-‐0-‐8146-‐8029-‐2.  
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changed   their  minds.   ‘Five   years   ago,   who  would   have   thought   it   was  
possible?’  wrote  Congar  on  4  December  1995  (p.865).  He  had  just  come  
from   the   Service   of   the  Word   celebrated   at   St   Paul-‐Outside-‐the-‐Walls  
by  Pope  Paul  VI  and  the  Orthodox,  Anglican  and  Protestant  Observers  
who  had  faithfully  followed  the  conciliar  process  from  beginning  to  end,  
and  by  their  presence  had  made  no  small  contribution  to  its  work.  
      The  importance  of  Congar’s  diary  of  the  Council,   for  those  who  want  
to   get   a   sense   of   its   day-‐to-‐day   workings   and   to   understand   its  
significance,   can   hardly   be   overestimated.   He   was   one   of   those  
theologians   who   had   suffered   ecclesiastical   censure   for   many   years  
before   Pope   John   XXIII   so   unexpectedly   on   25   January   1959   called   a  
council   to   ‘open   the   windows’   of   the   Roman   Catholic   Church   and   to  
promote  unity  with  other  Christians.  Theologians  who  had  been  under  
suspicion  from  the  Holy  Office  for  years  were  called  in  to  help.  Congar’s  
journal   begins   in   July   1960   when   he   was   named   a   Consultor   to   the  
Preparatory   Theological   Commission   of   the  Council.   It   gives   a   day-‐to-‐
day   account   of   the   four   conciliar   sessions   (1962-‐65)   as  well   as   relating  
his   part   in   the   preparations   for   the   Council   before   it   opened   in   the  
autumn   of   1962,   during   the   periods   between   the   sessions   and   in   the  
months  following  the  Council.  It  ends  in  September  1966.  Congar  wrote  
frankly   of   his   experiences,   wanting   to   set   down   the   truth   of   what  
happened   as   he   saw   it   unfolding,   and   insisting   that   it   should   not   be  
publicly  available  until  the  year  2000.    
      The  French  edition  of  the  diary  duly  came  out  in  two  volumes  in  2002;  
the   English   translation   has   appeared   as   we   celebrate   the   fiftieth  
anniversary  of  the  opening  of  the  Council—a  single  volume,  weighty  in  
more  ways  than  one.  The  translators  were  Mary  John  Ronayne  OP  and  
Mary   Cecily   Boulding   OP,   and   the   English   translation   editor   Denis  
Minns  OP.  The  French  editor,  Eric  Mahieu,  contributes  an  introduction,  
supplemented   by   Cecily   Boulding.   There   are   notes   on   every   page,  
sometimes  many  of  them,  identifying  the  people  Congar  mentions  in  his  
daily  entries.  These  are  indispensable.  (Although  I  noticed  one  note  that  
attempted—wrongly—to   correct   Congar’s   identification   of   the  
Archbishop  of  Canterbury’s  representative  in  Rome:  see  n.2  on  p.850.)  
      Following   the  diary   itself   there  are   some  very  useful   sections   to  help  
the  reader  to  cope  with  such  a  lengthy  journal,  left  as  far  as  possible  in  
its   original   form.   We   are   given   Congar’s   own   ‘points   of   reference’,  
chronological   tables,   Latin   titles   used   by   Congar,   names   he   used   for  
Commissions,   a   glossary,   Congar’s   principal   works   mentioned   in   the  
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journal,  a  plan  of  Rome,  an  index  of  the  council  fathers,  and  an  index  of  
names.  Alas,   there   is  no  subject   index,  but   it   seems  churlish   to  ask   for  
more.    

Congar’s  ecumenical  vocation  
Christian  unity  was  at  the  heart  of  Congar’s  vocation.  As  a  young  French  
Dominican  he  studied  theology  at  Le  Saulchoir  (then  in  Belgium),  where  
one   of   the   professors,   Marie-‐Dominique   Chenu   OP,   not   much   older  
than   himself,   influenced   his   choice   of   ecclesiology   in   historical  
perspective  as  the  abiding  focus  of  his  work.  He  decided  on  the  unity  of  
the  Church   as   the   subject   of   his   lectorate   thesis,   and   prepared   for   his  
ordination   as   a   priest   in   1930   by   meditating   on   chapter   17   of   John’s  
gospel.   It  was  the  time  when  he  recognised  his  vocation  as  ecumenical  
and   ecclesiological,   but   he   felt   that   its   seeds  had  been  planted   in  him  
much  earlier,  even  during  his  childhood.  
      From   1932   he   taught   ecclesiology   at   Le   Saulchoir,   at   the   same   time  
developing  ecumenical  contacts  in  Belgium,  France  and  elsewhere.  The  
two  went  together.  Because  his  historical  perspective  took  him  back  to  a  
scriptural   and   patristic   tradition   of   the   Church   which   had   sadly   been  
overlaid  by  a  more  juridical  and  curial  view  in  recent  centuries,  he  was  
also  able  to  understand  much  better  the  concerns  of  the  Reformers.  This  
was  a  dual  perspective  that  led  him  in  1937  to  found,  with  the  Editions  
du  Cerf,  the  collection  of  ecclesiological  studies  which  he  named  ‘Unam  
Sanctam’,  and  to  inaugurate  the  collection  with  his  own  book  Chrétiens  
désuni.   Principes   d’un   ‘oecuménisme’   catholique.   It   was   his   first   major  
theological   work,   and   it   caused   a   sensation   (the   English   translation  
appeared   in   1939).   Among   other   Christian   bodies   it   aroused   the   hope  
that   maybe   the   Roman   Catholic   Church  might   be   able   to   join   in   the  
ecumenical   movement.   It   no   longer   presented   reunion   in   terms   of   a  
‘return’   of   non-‐Catholic   Christians   to   the   one   true   Church,   but   as   a  
development   in  which   the  Roman  Catholic  Church   too  had   its  part   to  
play.  It  needed  to  recognise  elements  of  the  Church  in  other  churches,  
and   to   understand   that   these   others   had   sometimes   preserved   or  
developed   ecclesial   values   that   had   lain   dormant   within   its   own  
tradition.   These   startling   ideas   were   a   threat   to   the   status   quo   and  
Congar   came   under   suspicion   in   Rome,   but   he   was   not   condemned,  
unlike   Chenu,   whose   1937   book   on   historical   theology   (Une   école   de  
théologie:  le  Saulchoir)  was  put  on  the  Index.  
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      Congar  spent  1940-‐45  as  a  prisoner  of  war,  and  then  returned  to  teach  
at   Le   Saulchoir,   now   re-‐established   in   France,   near   Paris.   In   1950   he  
published  Vraie  et  fausse  réforme  dans  l’Église,  volume  20  in  the  ‘Unam  
Sanctam’   collection,   and   in   1953   Jalons   pour   une   théologie   du   laїcat.  
These   books,   together   with   Chrétiens   désunis,   were   to   have   a   great  
influence  on  the  Council.  In  1952  Congar  participated  in  the  creation  of  
the   Catholic   Conference   for   Ecumenical   Questions,   quietly   called  
together   by   the   Dutch   professor   Jan   Willebrands   so   that   those   few  
Catholic  theologians  who  had  begun  to  study  ecumenical  matters  had  a  
forum  in  which  to  share  their  views  and  experiences.    
      However,   in   1954  Congar  was   banned   from   teaching   and  publishing,  
and  was  summoned  to  Rome  by  the  Holy  Office,  though  never  formally  
condemned.  In  1956  he  was  exiled  to  Cambridge,  but  at  the  end  of  the  
year   was   able   to   return   to   France,   living   in   the   Dominican   priory   in  
Strasbourg.  He  was  not  allowed  to  teach,  but  Bishop  Weber  supported  
him   and   he   was   able   to   resume   publishing   and   editing,   as   well   as  
preaching.   Before   the  Council   opened,   the  Bishop  of   Strasbourg   chose  
Congar  as  his  personal  expert.  Even  after  he  was  recognised  as  an  official  
Council   expert,   however,   Congar   wrote   sadly   after   a   discussion   with  
Cardinal   Ottaviani,   head   of   the   Holy   Office,   in   December   1962:   ‘I  
perceive  that  I  am  once  and  for  all  and  for  ever  under  suspicion’  (p.222).  
A   year   later   he   wrote:   ‘Since   1938,   I   have   been   UNCEASINGLY   under  
suspicion,   pursued,   reprimanded,   limited,   crushed’   (p.370).   By   1963   he  
had  every  reason  to  think  that  he  was  fully  rehabilitated.  His  work  was  
appreciated  both  by  Pope  John  XXIII  and  by  Paul  VI.  He  was  in  constant  
demand   to   lecture   to   bishops.   The  Master  General   of   the  Dominicans  
asked  to  see  him  ‘to  say  some  nice  things  to  me:  the  first  time  in  my  life  
that   a   superior  has   summoned  me   for   such  a  purpose’   (p.281).  He  was  
declared  a  Master  of  Theology  in  the  Dominican  Order.  Yet  even  in  1964  
he  could  write:  ‘Personally,  I  have  never  been,  I  am  still  not,  free  of  the  
fears   attached   to   a   man   who   is   suspect,   sanctioned,   judged,  
discriminated  against’.    

‘Prefabricated  in  Rome’  
‘The  great  risk  is  that  the  Council  will  prove  to  have  been  prefabricated  
in  Rome  or  under  Roman  direction’,  wrote  Congar  at   the  beginning  of  
his  journal  (p.8).  His  work  on  the  history  of  ecclesiology  had  convinced  
him  that  for  fifteen  centuries  Rome  had  tried  to  monopolise  all  the  lines  
of  direction   and   control   in   the  Church.   It  had   largely   succeeded.   So   it  
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was   not   surprising   that   the   ‘old   guard’   in   the   Roman   Curia   saw   the  
prospect   of   a  Council   as   a   threat   to   its   own  power   and   authority,   and  
sought  to  minimise  the  danger.  Congar  was  even  afraid  that  there  would  
be  a  kind  of  Council  by  correspondence—texts  prepared  by  the  Curia  to  
which   the   bishops   would   be   asked   to   respond   in   writing;   they   would  
only  meet   together  briefly   to  give   final  approval   to  texts   to  which  they  
had   themselves   made   little   contribution.   As   a   theologian,   Congar  
believed   that   this   would   not   be   a   Council   at   all.   Only   an   ‘assembled  
episcopate’,   an   ‘effective   meeting   of   the   bishops,   involving   free  
discussion   and  decision-‐making’   could  be   a   genuine  Council.  Whereas  
‘dispersed’,  the  bishops  ‘can  only  express  isolated,  unplanned  reactions,  
which  will   be   received   and   doctored   by   a   Roman   commission’  …   they  
‘will  not  even  realise  they  have  been  tricked’  (pp.8-‐9).    
      So   right   at   the   beginning   of   the   diary,   the   reader   is   drawn   into   an  
understanding   of   how  much  was   at   stake.  Would   Pope   John   XXIII   be  
able   to   defend   the   infant   Council   he   had   called,   and   keep   true   to   his  
original   inspiration?   Congar   was   determined   to   do   what   he   could.   In  
1959  he  had  prepared  a  draft  reply  for  Mgr  Weber  to  the  request  sent  to  
all  bishops  asking  for  topics  to  be  discussed  at  the  Council,  and  another  
paper   for  Mgr   Elchinger,   Coadjutor   Bishop   of   Strasbourg.   But  when   it  
turned  out  in  June  1960  that  the  result  of  this  preliminary  consultation  
was   the   setting  up  of   ten  preparatory  commissions,  with   the  President  
of   each   commission  being   the   cardinal   in   charge  of   the   corresponding  
Roman   congregation,   Congar  was   depressed.   The   one   bright   spot  was  
the   Secretariat   for   Christian   Unity—’a   new   creation   uncluttered   by  
precedent’.  But   for   the   rest   ‘the  machine  which  Rome  had   so  carefully  
put  together  was  taking  into  its  iron  grip  this  tiny  infant  Council  which  
had  only   just  been  born.  …  Within   these  arms  of   steel   it  would  not  be  
allowed  to  move,   speak  or  even  breathe  except  as   [the  Curia]  directed’  
(p.11).    
      In  a  couple  of  published  letters,  Congar  wrote  in  very  careful  terms  of  
his  anxieties,  for  ‘experience  and  history  have  taught  me  that  one  must  
ALWAYS   protest   when   one   feels   in   conscience   or   by   conviction   that  
there  are  grounds  for  doing  so’  (p.12).  In  July  he  heard  that  he  had  been  
appointed   as   consultor   of   the   Theological   Commission,   and   accepted  
with   hesitation   and   in   deep   depression,   not   knowing   whether   the  
consultors   would   ever   be   consulted,   and   feeling   that   the   secrecy  
required  from  them  would  isolate  them.  The  commission  was  slanted  in  
a  thoroughly  conservative  direction.  In  fact  Congar  wondered  if  he  and  
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Henri  de  Lubac  (a  Jesuit  from  Lyons  who  had  also  been  discredited  and  
forbidden   to   teach   by   the   Roman   authorities   between   1950   and   1958)  
had   been   included   among   the   consultors   ‘as   a   form   of   WINDOW  
DRESSING?’   Later   he   was   told   that   the   two   nominations   had   come  
personally   from   the   Pope.   Congar   was   determined   not   to   collaborate  
with   the  Unitas  Centre   run  by  Charles  Boyer   SJ   in  Rome—it   espoused  
the   ‘return’   mentality   current   under   Pope   Pius   XII.   ‘If   I   found  myself  
being   asked   to   do   something   that   contradicted   ecumenism,   I   would  
have  to  resign’,  he  mused  (p.16).  
      On  the  other  hand,   ‘I  must  do  my  duty’.  Congar’s  great  desire  was  to  
serve  ‘loyally  and  humbly’  the  great  enterprise  of  the  Council  opened  up  
by  Pope   John  XXIII  under   the   impulse  of   the  Holy  Spirit.   ‘I  pray  every  
day   that   I  may   offer  myself   in   this  way,   that   God  will   not   allow   lying  
men   or   power-‐seekers   to   hijack   it,   and   that   he   will   safeguard   and  
strengthen  Pope  John.  …  I  wish  to  serve  the  truth’   (p.17).   It  was   in  this  
spirit   that   Congar   committed   himself   to   the   work   of   the   Preparatory  
Theological  Commission.    
      From  November   1960  he  was  back   and   forth   to  Rome   four   times   for  
commission   meetings.   It   was   not   an   encouraging   period.   He   was   not  
even   informed  of  one  meeting,   and   speculating  about   the   reason   ‘puts  
me  in  the  dumps:  it  seems  quite  clear  to  me  that  I  would  not  be  able  to  
make  my  voice  heard’  (p.38).  The  consultors  were  not  given  much  work  
to  do,  and  the  memoranda  they  wrote  received  little  attention  from  the  
commission  members.  They  were  rarely  invited  to  the  sub-‐commissions,  
where  the  real  work  was  done,  and  they  were  not  allowed  to  express  or  
defend   their   views   verbally.  They  only   ‘managed   to   secure   a   few   small  
improvements   by   deletions,   additions   or   changes’.   Later   Congar  
upbraided   himself   for   being   ‘too   timid’   during   this   period   (p.186).   He  
had  intervened  on  the  question  of  Tradition,  both  against  the  idea  of  the  
two  sources,  and  also  against  the  attribution  of  the  preservation  of  the  
Tradition   by   the   Magisterium   alone.   (Congar’s   La   Tradition   et   les  
traditions  was  published  in  1960,  and  La  Tradition  et  la  vie  de  l’Église  in  
1963.)   These   interventions   fared   no   better   than   his   memoranda   on  
bishops  or  ecumenism.  Later  he   thought  he   should  have  argued  more,  
but  at  the  time  it  seemed  useless.    
      Texts   on   ecumenism   were   written   without   any   consultation   with  
Cardinal   Bea’s   Secretariat   for   Unity,   although   Congar   had   thought   it  
would   be   essential.   ‘Always   the   same   atomising   and   separating  
structure’,  he  commented  (p.34).  In  July  1961  Congar  wrote  to  the  Pope,  



REARDON    Vatican  II  from  the  perspective  of  Yves  Congar   217  

to  express  his  ‘anguish  and  suffering’  at  the  way  in  which  the  Secretariat  
had   been   totally   ignored   by   the  Theological  Commission.  And   yet   the  
Pope   himself   had   said   that   the   Council   ‘ought   to   be   aiming   at,   and  
arranging   everything   in   such  a  way   as  ultimately   to   serve   the   cause  of  
Christian  unity’  (p.45).    
      The  texts  prepared  and  defended   in  Rome  were   ‘very  scholastic’  with  
‘no   trace   of   an   ecumenical   perspective   or   concern’,   and   ‘Scripture   is  
almost  never  quoted  except  as  a  kind  of  ornamentation’  (p.48).  Doctrine  
was   seen   as   a   set   of   propositions,   practically   unrelated   to   pastoral   or  
ecumenical  questions.  Papal  encyclicals  took  precedence  over  Scripture.  
‘These   Rome-‐based   theologians   have   no   respect   for   the   Tradition.   All  
they   can   see   are   papal   utterances.   That   is   where   the   great   battle   will  
continue  to  be  waged.  The  truth  will  prevail’  (p.58).  ‘We  are  stuck  with  a  
Denziger   point   of   view:   one   of   the   deadliest   of   books   in   spite   of   its  
usefulness’  (p.63).  
      Yet   even   before   the   Council   opened   in   October   1962,   there   were  
hopeful  signs.  In  the  various  Commissions  there  was  beginning  to  be  a  
split   between   the   bishops   from   outside   Rome   and   those   who   were  
members   of   the   Roman   Congregations.   ‘The   bishops   are   beginning   to  
like   seeing   one   another,   talking   to   one   another’,   said   Mgr   Marty,  
Archbishop  of  Rheims  (p.44).  And  back  in  Rome  in  March  1962,  Congar  
found  ‘a  very  different  climate  from  what  it  was  a  year  ago’  (p.70).  The  
consultors  could  intervene;  discussion  was  free  and  fruitful.  One  of  the  
fascinating   things   about   a   diary   is   that   it   shows   its   author   fluctuating  
between  pessimism  and  optimism  on  a  daily  basis.    

‘Dead  tired’  
The   diary   also   shows   how   very   unwell   Congar   felt   during   the   whole  
period  of   the  Council.  The   first   evening  he  was   in  Rome   in  November  
1960   he   recorded   that   he   was   ‘extremely   tired’.   He   later   added   to   his  
typescript   that   he   remembered   being   at   the   end   of   his   tether   as   he  
dragged   his   case   from   the   bus   station   to   Saint-‐Louis.   ‘I   am   convinced  
that  my   hemiplegic-‐type   neurological   disease  was   already   developing’,  
he  wrote   (p.22).   In   fact   it  was   in   1936  when  he  was  preaching   in  Paris  
during   the   Week   of   Prayer   for   Christian   Unity   that   he   had   the   first  
symptoms  of  a  neurological  illness  that  causes  a  form  of  sclerosis.  After  
decades   of   remission,   these   symptoms   resurfaced   in   1960,   becoming  
increasingly   severe   and   restricting   his  movement,   gradually   paralysing  
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his  entire  right  side.  He  used  a  walking-‐stick  during  the  Council,  and  a  
year  or  two  later  was  confined  to  a  wheelchair.    
      He   was   acutely   aware   of   his   limitations.   ‘The   problem   is   that   my  
extreme   physical   weakness   means   that   I   have   not   the   energy   to   be  
indignant  and  to  react’,  he  wrote  in  November  1961  (p.64).  And  in  March  
1962:   ‘Wherever  I  go,  I  arrive  dead  tired  and  worn  out  whenever  I  have  
had   to   walk   a   little’   (p.78).   The   day   after   the   Council   opened   Congar  
‘dragged  myself   over   to   the  Procure   de   St   Sulpice   in   order   to   see  Mgr  
Weber  and  Mgr  Marty,  “my”  bishops  …  I  went  back  almost  on  my  hands  
and   knees.’   Someone   who   saw   him   that   day   wrote   in   his   own   diary:  
‘Went   to   the  Angelicum  where  we  met  Fr  Congar,  as   serene  as  he  was  
exhausted  by  his  illness’  (n.5,  p.89).  It  was  a  little  easier  when  he  moved  
from  the  Angelicum  to  a  more  central  location,  but  sometimes  he  could  
‘only   just   stand   on   my   feet   and   hold   a   pencil   or   a   fork’   (p.374).   The  
doctors   he   saw   did   not   agree   on   a   diagnosis,   and   left   him   ‘very  
perplexed’   (p.409).   When   travelling   by   train   between   Strasbourg   and  
Milan   he   met   Mgr   Elchinger’s   brother,   who   had   multiple   sclerosis  
(paraplegia),  and  noted  that  they  had  remarkably  similar  symptoms.  He  
felt  unable  to  follow  the  medical  advice  to  ‘stop  and  rest  when  tired’;   ‘I  
told  myself  that  it  is  useless  to  expect  any  improvement  as  long  as  I  have  
so  much   correspondence   every   day,   so  many   requests,   difficult   letters  
which  take  several  hours  to  answer’  (p.488).   ‘Year  by  year  I   lose  a  little  
more’,   he  wrote   in   April   1964   (p.522).   And   a   year   later:   ‘I   feel   so   ill!   I  
cannot  lift  my  right  leg  more  than  three  centimetres;  I  slide  it  along  the  
ground.  And  I  have  developed  very  painful  neuralgia  in  my  shoulder  and  
right  arm.  I  have  seldom  been  as  low  as  this’  (p.737).   ‘No  strength  left’,  
he  recorded  in  May  1965,   ‘and  every  day  I  must  go  on  as  if  I  had  some’  
(p.763).  ‘I  envy  those  who  are  able  to  come  and  go,  walk,  be  alive  to  the  
questions  of  others  with  enthusiasm  and  vigour.  I  haven’t  the  strength’  
(p.778).   Yet   all   the   time   he   was   having   an   effective   influence   in   the  
Council,   as   he  himself   recognised:   ‘There   is   no  movement   in  my   right  
leg.  I  am  always,  and  every  day,  without  vitality  and  strength:  like  a  tree  
struck  by  lightning,  no  longer  alive,  exhausted,  except  by  a  centimetre  of  
bark  and  wood  by  means  of  which  a  minimum  of  sap  rises.  All  the  same,  
it  produces  some  apples  or  some  plums.  Oh,  but  it’s  hard!!!’  (p.801).    
      Congar  was  something  of  a  workaholic,  and  laboured  incredibly  hard  
both   in   the   pre-‐conciliar   period   and   throughout   the   four   years   of   the  
Council  itself.  As  an  official  peritus  of  the  Council,  he  attended  endless  
meetings  and  drafted  innumerable  texts.  At  the  same  time  he  was  trying  
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to  pursue  his  own   theological   research,  writing  and  editing,   convinced  
that  for  the  Council  and  for  the  post-‐conciliar  period  this  was  essential  
work.  He  was   increasingly   in  demand  by  groups  of  bishops  wanting   to  
understand  the  issues  at  stake  in  the  texts  they  had  to  vote  upon,  and  he  
had   tremendous   influence   in   this   way.   Italian   bishops   wanted   him   to  
lecture   to   their   seminarians,   and   he  was   glad   to   do   this,   as  well   as   to  
influence  the  Italian  Dominicans  as  far  as  he  could,  knowing  how  much  
influence   Italians   had   in   the   Church,   and   how   ‘curial’   many   of   them  
were.   ‘In  my  opinion  everything  that   is  done  with  a  view  to  converting  
Italy   to   the   Gospel   from   political,   ecclesiological   or   devotional  
ultramontism,  is  that  much  gained  for  the  universal  Church  as  well’,  he  
wrote   (p.247).   He   was   assiduous   in   explaining   to   the   Observers   what  
was  going  on  in  the  Council  debates,  and  how  these  linked  up  with  their  
own   concerns   and   with   ecumenical   progress.   He   continued   to   advise  
individual  students.  
      At   night   he   was   always   trying   to   keep   up   with   his   voluminous  
correspondence,  ‘my  cross’,  he  called  it  (p.681).  ‘A  crushing  load  of  work  
to   clear   away   my   backlog   of   correspondence   (I   finished   the   letters  
typing  with  one   finger,  because  my  right  hand  can’t  do  any  more)  and  
correction   of   proofs.   There   is   no   end   to   them!!!’   (p.863).   He   very  
occasionally  took  a  half-‐day  off  when  invited  to  go  on  an  excursion  away  
from  Rome.  When  he  did  he  thoroughly  enjoyed  it,  always  responsive  to  
the   quality   of   light   in   the   Italian   countryside.   ‘What   a   joy   to   see   trees  
again,   and   breathe   air   that   didn’t   stink   of   petrol!!!   The   light   was  
beautiful,  and  the  trees  had  autumn  tints  of  such  a  soft  brightness  that  
my  old  love  for  them  became  wholly  joyful’  (p.833).  Much  of  the  time  he  
was  weighed  down  with  all  that  had  to  be  done.  Yet  right  at  the  end  of  
the  Council,  on  a  Sunday  when  he  had  ‘worked  without  stopping  on  the  
writing  of   the  paper  on  dialogue   for   the   Joint  Committee  of   the  WCC-‐
Catholic   Church,   in   between   visitors   and   telephone   calls—all   about  
invitations,   appointments,   requests   to   visit,   lectures,   ceremonies   …   it  
could   not   have   been   done   better   if   the   intention   had   been   to   KILL  
someone’—he   went   in   the   evening   to   a   performance   given   by   the  
French   seminarians   for   the   Council   fathers.   ‘Despite   my   incredible  
overload  of  work,  I  went  to  it,  remembering  our  own  feelings  when  we  
were  young  and  our   lecturers  did,  or  did  not,   come  to   things   like   this’  
(pp.865-‐7).  
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Congar’s  contribution  to  the  Council  
Was  all   the  effort  worth  it?     Sometimes  it  seemed  that  he  was  drafting  
and   re-‐drafting   texts   to   no   purpose—they  were   overtaken   even   before  
they   were   seen.   Interventions   were   prepared   for   bishops   who   did   not  
present   them   in   the   end,   so   that   the   commissions   had   no   basis   for  
introducing   the   thinking   they   contained.   ‘So  much  work   has   come   to  
nothing!  I  could  have  written  three  volumes  in  the  time  I  have  spent  on  
works   that  have   fallen   into  the  abyss  of  nothingness!’   (p.831).  And   ‘our  
texts,  in  the  end,  are  pretty  banal.  So  much  effort,  so  much  time  spent,  
to   achieve  middling   declarations.’   But   all   the   same   ‘the   opening   up   of  
dialogue,   the  gaining  of   liberty,  are  of  an   incomparable  value  …   I  have  
just  re-‐read  the  whole  of  the  De  Ecclesia  …  there  is,  after  all,  MUCH  that  
is   very   good;   sometimes   a   great   density   of   dogmatic   thought,   and  
throughout,  openings,   seeds.   I  believe   in   seeds’   (pp.522-‐3).  Congar  had  
suffered   a   lot   in   the   pre-‐conciliar   period,   from   the   ‘Machiavellian   and  
depressing   secrecy’,   ‘obtained   and   sanctioned   by   oath,   which   Rome  
imposes  on  all  who  work  with  her  …  It  is  contrary  to  human  nature  and  
to   the   nature   of   intelligence,   which   is   DIALOGICAL.’   But   once   the  
bishops   had   arrived   in   Rome   and   started   talking   to   one   another,   ‘the  
Church   has   been   placed   in   a   state   of   dialogue,   at   least   internally   …  
feeling  alive  from  the  fact  of  the  enriching  contact  with  others  and  with  
an   environment   vowed   to   free   discussion,   marked   by   the   seal   of  
questioning  and  of  freedom’  (p.116).    
      All   his   working   life   Congar   had   been   trying,   apparently   in   vain,   to  
open  up  dialogue  within  the  Church  and  between  the  churches;  now  he  
was  able  to  take  part  in  it  at  the  highest  level.  He  was  clearly  on  one  side  
in   the   great   struggle   which   he   saw   as   ‘a   battle   between   the   almighty  
reign   of   the   “Holy   Office”   and   the   Church,   which   is   alive   and   is   in  
apostolic  contact  with  the  world’  (p.205).  But  he  was  always  fair;  it  was  
never  a  case  of  winning,  but  of  seeking  the  truth.  Early  on  Hans  Küng,  
Swiss   priest   and   theologian,   professor   at   the   University   of   Tübingen,  
wanted  to  hold  a  meeting  of  theologians  in  Rome,  to  see  how  they  could  
influence  the  Council.  Congar  advised  against  it,  ‘saying  that  for  my  part  
I  would  not   attend   such  a  meeting,  or   that   I  would  at   least   insist   that  
theologians   of   an   integrist   cast   should   also   take   part’   (p.82).   (A   third  
introductory   essay   to   the   Journal,   by   Paul   Philibert  OP,   explains  what  
Congar  meant  by  ‘intégristes’  –  ultramontane,  authoritarian,  clericalised  
ecclesiastics  who  wanted   to   control   everything,   so   that   it   remained   as  
they  had  always  known  it  to  be.)    
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      Congar   wanted   people   to   change   through   dialogue,   not   through  
manipulation.   He   was   always   respectful   of   the   views   of   the  
traditionalists,  if  they  were  argued  intelligently  and  with  a  real  desire  to  
seek   the   truth;   he   appreciated   how   they   sometimes   forced   the  
‘progressives’   to  refine   their   thinking  and  revise   the  way   in  which  they  
expressed   their   ideas.   What   angered   him   was   the   underhand,  
manipulative   and   dishonest   way   in   which   the   Curia   tried   to   suppress  
thinking  of  which  they  did  not  approve.  There  was  always  the  danger  of  
last-‐minute  changes—one  could  never  be  quite   sure   that  a   text  agreed  
by   the   Council   fathers   would   actually   get   through   ‘until   AFTER   its  
solemn  promulgation’  (p.862).  
      At   the   end   of   the   Council   Congar   summed   up   his   personal  
contribution   to   its   documents,   after   the   session   of   7   December   1965  
when   the   lifting   of   the   anathemas   between   Rome   and  Constantinople  
was  announced,  to  his  great  joy,  and  finally  the  texts  on  religious  liberty  
and  the  Church  in  the  modern  world  were  promulgated.     He  came  out  
from  St  Peter’s   ‘slowly  and  with  difficulty,  barely  able  to  stand.  A  great  
many  bishops  congratulated  me,   thanked  me.  To  a  good  extent,   it  was  
my  work,  they  said.’  ‘Yes’,  he  reflected,  ‘I  did  a  great  deal  to  prepare  for  
the   Council,   elaborating   and   diffusing   the   ideas   that   the   Council  
consecrated.’  He   had  worked  hard   at   the  Council   itself,   too   timidly   at  
first,   doing   what   was   asked   of   him,   but   taking   too   few   initiatives  
himself.  But  God  ‘gifted  me  profusely,  infinitely  beyond  my  non-‐existent  
merits’.   He   listed   all   the   contributions   he   had   made   to   the   conciliar  
constitutions  and  decrees—on  the  Church,  revelation,  ecumenism,  non-‐
Christian   religions,   the   Church   in   the   modern   world,   the   missions,  
religious  liberty,  the  priesthood  (pp.870-‐1).  It  was  an  objective  corrective  
to  his  self-‐critical  and  self-‐deprecating  attitude,  often  found  in  his  diary.  
‘Pretty  feeble,  like  everything  else  I  do’,  he  commented  on  an  article  he  
had   written   (p.678),   and   he   spoke   of   feeling   crushed   ‘by   the  
consciousness  of  the  mediocrity  of  my  life  and  my  work’  (p.781).  It  was  
not  the  assessment  that  others  made,  either  at  the  time,  or  since.  

Popes  and  papacy              
Congar’s  thinking  had  undoubtedly  influenced  both  Pope  John  XXII  and  
Pope  Paul  VI,  who  succeeded  him  in  July  1963.  He  was  pleased  to  be  told  
that  Roncalli  (later  Pope  John)  had  been  reading  Vraie  et  fausse  réforme  
in  1952.  He  learned  that  Roncalli  had  said:  ‘Can  one  speak  of  the  reform  
of  the  Church,  can  the  Church,  or  ought  it,  reform  itself?  However,  the  
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author   of   this   book   is   a   good   theologian   and  historian  …’   (p.816).   The  
seed  had  been  sown.    
      As   soon   as   Pope   John   XXIII   made   his   momentous   announcement,  
Congar  wrote  that  ‘a  number  of  us  saw  in  the  Council  an  opening  for  the  
cause,   not   only   of   unionism,   but   also   of   ecclesiology—the   recovery   of  
the  values  of  episcopacy  and  Ecclesia.  …  After  the  stifling  regime  of  Pius  
XII,   the   windows   were   at   last   being   opened;   one   could   breathe.   The  
Church  was  being  given  its  chance  …  becoming  open  to  dialogue’  (pp.4-‐
5).  After  his  consecration  the  Pope  had  said  ‘some  very  incredible,  even  
downright   heretical,   things   to   him’,   Roger   Schutz,   Prior   of   Taizé,   told  
Congar,  ‘such  as:  the  Catholic  Church  does  not  possess  the  whole  truth;  
we   should   search   together   …’   (p.7).   It   was   not   long,   however,   before  
Congar  had   the   impression—‘confirmed  by  people   coming   from  Rome  
with   the   latest   gossip   from   that   “miserable   court”—that   in   Rome   a  
whole   team   of   people   was   applying   itself   to   sabotaging   the   Pope’s  
project’   (p.5).   Pope   John’s   ‘human   style   was   warm   and   friendly,  
Christian.’  However,  all  the  ‘old  guard’  were  still  in  charge  in  the  Curia.  
Would  the  Pope  be  strong  enough?  There  were  indications  that  he  knew  
what   was   happening,   and   that   he   was   determined   not   to   give   in   to  
pressure.    
      Once  the  bishops  arrived  in  Rome  and  the  Council  began,  there  was  a  
counter-‐balance   to   the  power  of   the  curia.  During   the   first   session   the  
Pope   allowed   the   bishops   to   reject   the   preparatory   papers   and   elect  
their  own  commissions  to  prepare  new  ones.  It  was  clear  that  he  wanted  
the  Council  to  be  truly  conciliar,  and  had  no  intention  of  dominating  it  
himself  nor  of  allowing  the  curia  to  do  so.  There  was  a  real  hope  that  his  
adjiornamento   and   Congar’s   resourcement   could   come   together   and  
create  something  new.  Yet  there  were  backward  steps  too.  In  November  
1962  the  Pope  inserted  St  Joseph’s  name  into  the  Canon  of  the  Mass  on  
his  own  authority,  without  consulting  the  Council,  although  the  bishops  
were   discussing   the   liturgy   at   the   time.   The   French   bishops   were  
unhappy;   the   Observers   were   appalled.   ‘Good   John   XXIII   keeps   on  
combining   some   lovely   gestures   with   others   that   are   regrettable   or  
retrograde’  (p.165).  But  a  little  later,  when  the  Pope  was  said  to  be  very  
ill,  and  had  stopped  giving  audiences,  Congar  wrote:  ‘God  preserve  him  
for   us,   or   give   us   Elisha   after   Elijah!’   (p.218)   He   was   pleased   in   the  
following  spring  when  Mgr  Marty  told  him  that  the  Pope  had  spoken  to  
him  of  the  good  work  of  Fr  Congar  (p.303).  
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      In   July,   when   Pope   John   died,   Congar   paid   tribute   to   the   ‘immense  
impact   this   extraordinary  man  has  had  …  He  did  not  operate  by   great  
expositions  of  ideas,  but  by  gestures  and  a  certain  personal  style.  He  did  
not  speak   in  the  name  of   the  system,  of   its   legitimacy,  of   its  authority,  
but  simply   in   the  name  of   the   intuitions  and  the  movement  of  a  heart  
which,  on  the  one  hand,  was  obedient  to  God  and  on  the  other  loved  by  
all  people’  (p.304).  
      He  believed  that  Cardinal  Montini  (Paul  VI),  ‘extremely  intelligent  and  
well-‐informed’,  who   ‘creates  a  deep  impression  of  holiness’  would   ‘take  
up  John  XXIII’s  programme,  but  not  in  the  same  way.’  ‘He  will  be  much  
more  Roman;  like  Pius  XII  he  will  want  to  decide  things  on  the  basis  of  
ideas,   and   not   simply   let   things   evolve   by   themselves   from   openings  
created  by  a  movement  of  the  heart.  He  will  love  the  world  as  much,  but  
more  by  way  of  solicitude’  (p.305).  
      Later  Congar  appreciated  Paul  VI’s  openness,  but  regretted  that  he  did  
not   have   the   theology   it   called   for,   that   ‘he   does   not   have   the  
ecclesiology   that   goes   with   his   grand   ecumenical   gestures’   (p.679).  
Sometimes   he   did   not   realise  what   the   effect  would   be  when   he   tried  
even-‐handedly  to  make  a  gesture  to  the  traditionalists—as  in  the  small  
modifications   made   on   the   Pope’s   authority   in   the   Decree   on  
Ecumenism   at   the   end   of   the   Third   Session.   Congar   was   as   upset   as  
anyone   as   events   unfolded,   but   tried   hard   ‘to   get   things   back   into  
proportion’.      Certainly,   ‘what   took   place   is   VERY   serious   …   THE  
SEPARATED   BRETHREN   HAVE   GONE   BACK   TO   HAVING   DOUBTS  
ABOUT   US.   On   the   other   hand,   I   tell   myself,   without   this   sowing   of  
enemy   seed   among   the   wheat   of   our   hope,   OUR   victory   would   have  
been   too  complete  …  a  victory  of  one  group  over   the  other.  The  Pope,  
who   is   the  man   for   all,  wanted   to  give   satisfaction   to   all.  But   in  doing  
this  he  has   come   to   appear   like   someone  who   cannot  be   fully   trusted’  
(p.697).  
      Congar  disliked  intensely  the  papal  pomp  and  ceremony  in  Rome.  He  
always   recorded   his   approval   when   the   Pope   walked   into   St   Peter’s  
rather   than   being   carried   in.   Above   all,   it   was   wrong   that   the   Pope  
should  have  such  influence.  This  was  what  the  Curia  was  determined  to  
preserve:   ‘The  difficulties   raised  by   the  Romans   all   amount   exclusively  
to  a  SINGLE  absolutely  unique  point  (they  are  quite  obsessed):  to  give  as  
little  as  possible,  and  even  to  give  nothing  at  all  either  to  the  bishops  or  
to  the  Church!!!  There  is  only  the  pope,  one  principle  or  one  source:  the  
pope’   (p.282).   What   the   Pope   wanted   was   so   important.   Congar  
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appreciated   the   fact   that   the   Pope   did   not   want   Mary’s   ‘mediation’  
spoken  of;  this  was  a  ‘considerable  support’.  However,  ‘I  am  uneasy  that  
such  an  important  point  should  hang  on  the  opinion  or  position  of  ONE  
person.   If   it   had  been  Pius  XII   or   Pius  XI  …  pressure   could  have   been  
applied  in  a  maximising  mariological  direction!  …  the  Church  would  be  
dragged  along  in  this  direction.  That  is  not  right!’  (p.476).  Neither  Mary  
nor   the  Pope   should  be   seen   as   ‘above’   the  Church,   but   as  within   and  
part  of  it.    
      Paul   VI   certainly   appreciated   Congar’s   work.   In   September   1963   he  
spontaneously  told  the  Dominican  General  that  he  held  Congar  in  great  
esteem  and  had  read  his  books  (p.314).  A  month  later  he  told  the  French  
ambassador   how   highly   he   thought   of   Congar   and   de   Lubac   (p.338).  
Congar  was  pleased  to  be  given  a  private  audience  with  Pope  Paul  VI  in  
June  1964  (pp.556-‐8),  but  wryly  realised  that  some  people  changed  their  
behaviour   towards   him   because   of   it.   ‘Rome   is   a   court,   where   favour  
from  on  high  is  decisive’  (p.613).    
      At  the  final  ceremony  in  St  Peter’s  Square  on  8  December  1965  (which  
Congar  watched  on  Italian  TV  because  he  could  not  stand)  he  ‘felt  some  
unease’   because   ‘the  Pope  got   all   the   attention.  He   sat   enthroned  as   a  
sovereign.  He  did  not  appear  to  be  so  much  IN  the  Church,  as  above  it’  
(p.874).    

The  Observers  
The   Journal   shows   Congar’s   delight   that   Orthodox,   Anglican   and  
Protestant   Observers   were   officially   part   of   the   Council,   and   the  
importance   of   their   participation   in   its   work.   He   records   that   some  
people   found  that  Pope   John  XXIII’s   speech  of  welcome  to   them  when  
he   received   them   in   audience   at   the   beginning   of   the   Council   was  
inadequate.   ‘That   is   not   my   opinion’,   Congar   wrote.   ‘He   was   cordial,  
very  simple,  Christian.  The  monumental  fact  is  that  a  speech  was  made,  
that  there  are  Observers,  that  the  Pope  has  received  them,  that  there  is  a  
Council.  Who  would   have   thought   that   all   this   would   have   happened  
before   I   reach   my   sixtieth   year?’   (p.94).   The   next   day   he   attended   a  
reception   organised   by   the   Secretariat   for   Unity   in   honour   of   the  
Observers.  ‘It  has  HAPPENED’,  he  wrote.  ‘“They”  are  in  Rome,  and  have  
been  received  by  a  cardinal  and  an  organisation  dedicated  to  dialogue;  
and   Chrétiens   désunis   appeared   twenty-‐five   years   ago’   (p.94).   At   the  
opening   of   the   Second   Session   of   the   Council   Congar   greeted   all   the  
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Observers  individually.  ‘Like  last  year,  there  were  tears  in  my  eyes.  What  
a  happening!  How  God  has  been  at  work  in  the  world!’  (p.321).    
      Such   a   hard   worker   himself,   Congar   was   impressed   by   the   way   the  
Observers  threw  themselves  into  their  task  at  the  Council.  ‘I  admire  the  
attention   of   the  Observers,   who   are   really  WORKING   (p.329).   After   a  
discussion  on  De  Ecclesia,  he  commented:   ‘The  quality  of   this  meeting  
was   exceptional.   It   is   fantastic:   one   discusses   dogmatic   texts   with   the  
Others,  and  in  such  a  way  that  they  feel  that  these  texts  concern  them,  
and   that   we   feel   they   have   something   to   tell   us’   (p.331).   And   after   an  
informal  discussion  in  a  small  group  with  some  Protestant  Observers,  he  
commented:   ‘When   conversing   with   the   Observers,   one   reaches  
immediately   a   level   of   problems   behind   the   system,   whereas   among  
ourselves   we   easily   remain   at   the   level   of   improvements   within   the  
system.   Basically,   without   ecumenical   dialogue,   there   can   be   no  
complete  renewal  through  a  recovery  of  the  sources’  (p.347).  After  a  day  
talking   to   some   Orthodox   Observers,   followed   by   an   evening   with  
Melkite   and   Maronite   bishops,   he   reflected:   ‘I   realised   once   again   to  
what  an  extent  the  Catholic  Church  is  Latin,  to  what  extent  she  deceives  
herself,   in   good   faith,   by   believing   herself   to   be   “Catholic”.   She   is  
nothing  of  the  sort.  Romanism,  Italianism,  Latinism,  scholasticism,  the  
analytical   spirit,   have   swallowed   up   everything   and   have   almost  
established  themselves  as  a  dogma!’  (p.383).  
      On  the  day  that  discussion  on  De  Œcumenismo  was  to  begin,  Congar  
went   to   sit   ‘at   the  Mass   with   the  Observers,   in   order   to   be   united   in  
prayer  with  them.  They  clearly  felt  it’  (p.427).  At  the  end  of  the  Council,  
Congar  was  particularly  keen  to  be  present  at  the  ‘historic  moment  …  a  
reversal  of  history’  when  in  public  session  the  ceremony  of  the  lifting  of  
excommunications   between   Rome   and   Constantinople   was   to   take  
place.  He  found  it  difficult  to  find  anywhere  to  sit  in  a  packed  St  Peter’s,  
so  he  was  delighted  when  the  Observers  made  room  for  him  to  sit  with  
them.   ‘Thanks  to  God  and  my  friends,   I  had  a  seat  with  the  Observers’  
(p.869).  
      He  did  not  go  to  St  Peter’s  on  4  December  1965  because  of  ‘a  crushing  
load  of  work’,  but  records  that  the  French  bishops  returned  very  moved  
by  a   letter   from  the  Observers   to  the  Council  Fathers   ‘of  great  nobility  
and   lofty   religious   feeling’.   ‘A   bishop   told   me   that   an   Italian   bishop  
beside   him   was   weeping   with   emotion.   For   myself,   I   would   not   have  
been  able  to  restrain  myself,  for  these  things  move  me  deeply’  (p.864).  
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      He  went  that  evening  to  the  celebration  at  St  Paul-‐Outside-‐the-‐Walls,  
and  ‘noted  down  there  and  then  the  change  of  the  form  of  the  address  
from   “Sirs”   to   “Brothers”’,   and   many   other   points   from   the   Pope’s  
speech:  ‘Your  departure  will  create  around  us  a  solitude  we  used  not  to  
be  aware  of  before  the  Council’;  ‘Through  your  persons,  we  have  entered  
into  contact  with  Christian  communities  who  pray,  act   in   the  name  of  
Christ  …  with  some  treasures  of  great  value.’   ‘The  Observers  have  been  
“associated”   with   the   Council’s   work   right   up   to   the   formulation   of  
doctrinal   and   disciplinary   expressions.’   ‘We   have   begun   again   to   love  
one  another.’  He  learned  from  the  Secretariat  that  the  Pope  had  written  
his  address  himself;  the  staff  only  learned  its  contents  when  they  heard  
it.   Congar   found   the   ceremony   ‘almost   natural’,   yet   at   the   same   time  
almost   unbelievable.   Afterwards   he   stopped   at   the   tomb   of   St   Paul,  
remembering  Luther’s  re-‐affirmation  of  ‘the  Gospel’  for  which  Paul  had  
struggled,  and  praying  that  after  the  Council  he  would   ‘guide  the  Pope  
and  ALL  OF  US’  (pp.864-‐5).    

Personal  assessments  and  comments  
It   is   of   great   interest   to   read   Congar’s   reactions   to   his   friends,  
colleagues,  council  fathers  and  others  as  he  entrusted  them  to  his  diary.  
I   can   indicate   only   a   few.  Hans   Küng  was   ‘full   of   intelligence,   health,  
youth   and   insistent   demands  …   extremely   critical  …   charges   at   things,  
he   goes   straight   ahead   like   an   arrow’.   In   comparison   Congar   realised  
‘the   fairly   horrifying   degree   to   which   I   have   been   too   timid’,   but   also  
that   ‘some  time-‐lags  are  necessary  and  an  active  patience  has  strength’  
(pp.369-‐70).  He  reported  that  Pope  Paul  VI  had  hoped  that  Küng  could  
be   a   theological   leader   for   the   future,   but   that   ‘he   is  without   love   and  
would   not   be   able   to   do   that’.   Congar   comments:   ‘I   find   this   remark  
profound.  Küng  is  critical.  He  loves  the  truth,  but  has  he  any  mercy  for  
human   beings?  Has   he   the  warmth   and   the  measure   of   love?’   (p.733).  
And   later,   after   Küng   had   organised   an   ‘interesting   and   congenial’  
meeting   intended   to   ‘anticipate   theologically   the   period   after   the  
Council’:   ‘Schillebeeckx   and   Ratzinger  made   some   relevant   and   subtle  
comments,   but  Küng   is   always   very   radical.  He   says   some   true   things,  
but   in   which   the   critical   research   into   what   is   true   is   not   sufficiently  
tempered  by  concern  for  concrete  situations’  (p.861).  
      Of  Joseph  Ratzinger  from  Münster  (now  Benedict  XVI),  Congar  wrote:  
‘Fortunately,  Ratzinger  is  there.  He  is  reasonable,  modest,  disinterested,  
a   great   help.’   (p.748).   They   clearly   worked   closely   together.   When  
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Congar   had   to   leave   the  Commission   on  Missions   to   go   to   one   on  De  
Presbyteris,   ‘in   the   evening   Ratzinger   telephoned   me   to   say   that  
everything  had  gone  well  and  had  been  finalised’  (p.844).    
      As  for  Karl  Rahner  SJ,  from  Innsbruck,  ‘he  is  magnificent,  he  is  brave,  
he   is   clear-‐sighted   and   deep,   but,   in   the   end,   he   is   indiscreet’   (p.302).  
Sometimes  Congar   felt   that  Rahner   tended  to  monopolise  a  discussion  
(pp.302,   393).   But   he   spoke   with   ‘the   forcefulness   and   candour   that  
demands  to  be  heard’  (p.537),  was   ‘so  intellectually  honest’  (p.815),  and  
had  ‘A  DEPTH  of  thought,  of  HUMANITY  of  speech,  of  courage  and  of  
fairness.  He  is  truly  a  gentlemen’  (p.888).    
      When  Congar   first  went   to   Rome   in  November   1960   and   visited   the  
Holy  Office  to  do  some  background  reading  on  the  Postulata  sent  in  by  
the  bishops,  he  recorded  that  he  did   this   ‘stupidly,   that   is   to  say,   from  
the   beginning.   Anglia’   (p.24).   ‘Almost   no   doctrinal   horizon’,   he  
commented,   ‘but  practical  questions’.  However,  he  was   appreciative  of  
an   early   intervention  by  Abbot  Butler   of  Downside   in  November   1962,  
speaking  as  an  exegete,  and  asking  for  a  small  group,  representing  both  
schools  of  thought,  to  produce  a  schema  that  would  please  everyone.  ‘A  
really  excellent  intervention’,  he  commented.  ‘Unfortunately  the  English  
accent  will  have  made  it  difficult  for  many  ears  to  understand.  This  very  
English   idea   of   a   Joint   Committee’   (p.178).   Later   he   appreciated   very  
much  Butler’s  intervention  in  the  Theological  Commisssion,  against  re-‐
introducing   the   title  Mater   Ecclesiae   into   the   text   on  Mary.   Ottaviani  
said   it   was   the   Pope’s   wish,   but   Butler   challenged   the   relevance   or  
cogency  of  this.  ‘Dom  Butler  made  an  important  intervention.  We  have  
not   been   given   the   task   of   echoing   all   the   words   of   the   Pope:   habet  
curiam   suam   [he  has   got  his   own   curia].  We   are   a  Commission  of   the  
Council’   (pp.532-‐3).   Congar   was   at   first   ‘very   disappointed’   in   John  
Heenan,  then  Archbishop  of  Liverpool  (p.196);  in  the  Council  ‘he  spoke  
at   length   to   say   little.   HE   SPOKE   IN   TERMS   OF   A   RETURN.  
Sentimentality   and  apologetic.  Praise   for   the  Pope’   (p.221).  However,   a  
year   later,   in   November   1963,   Congar   was   delighted   by   the   welcome  
given   by  Heenan,   then  Archbishop   of  Westminster,   to   the   schema   on  
ecumenism.   ‘I   find   that  declaration  SENSATIONAL’,  he  wrote,   ‘it   is   an  
official  declaration  of  conversion  to  ecumenism  and  to  dialogue  on  the  
part  of  the  English  hierarchy.  I  did  not  dare  to  expect  that’  (p.438).  He  
made  it  his  business  to  thank  Heenan  next  day  for  this   ‘HISTORIC  act’  
(p.441).   He   was   not   so   pleased   later   by   the   ‘extremely   violent’  
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intervention  by  Heenan  against  schema  XIII:  ‘the  English  bishops  do  not  
want  to  hear  mention  at  the  Council  of  the  pill  or  the  bomb’  (p.639).  
      Congar   enjoyed   very  much  being   invited   to   the  American  College.   ‘I  
feel  very  much  at  ease  with  these  simple  men  who,  encountered  in  their  
American   setting,   are  authentic.  My   lecture  went  well’   (p.629).   Invited  
out   to   dinner  with   four  American   priests,   he   recorded   that   they   ‘were  
simple,  direct,  sane,  full  of  longing  and  openness.  My  poor  writings  are  
much   read   among   them.   They   questioned   me   as   though   I   were   a  
prophet   about   everything’   (p.828).  The  American   Jesuit   John  Courtney  
Murray,   who   had   been   silenced   by   Rome   in   1955   on   account   of   his  
position  on  religious   freedom,  was  appointed  a  Council  expert   in   1963,  
and   worked   hard   towards   what   became   the   conciliar   Decree   on  
Religious  Liberty.  Congar  wrote  of  him:  ‘He  certainly  has  a  lovely  ability  
to   make   welcome   the   questions   of   others,   which   implies   an   interior  
humility  and  an  authentic   intellectual  code  of  ethics.  He  also  brings  to  
his   response   a   serenity   characterised   by   a   composure   and   a   courteous  
distinction  more  British,  even  Oxonian,  than  American’  (p.736).  
      When   Congar   first   met   Cardinal   Bea,   head   of   the   Secretariat   for  
Promoting   Christian   Unity,   in   the   spring   of   1962,   he   felt   that   he   ‘was  
back   in   an   open   world   where   one   could   breathe’   (p.72).   He   was  
sometimes   critical   of   Bea,   particularly   over   his   support   for   the   ‘two  
source’   theory,   but   he   was   always   full   of   praise   for   the   Secretary,   his  
second  in  command.  ‘I  have  great  admiration  for  Mgr  Willebrands,  who  
has   a   presence,   a   precision,   a   respect   for   ideas   and   nuances,   that   are  
truly   extraordinary’,   he   wrote   (p.805).   Cardinal  Ottaviani,   head   of   the  
Holy   Office,   represented   the   opposition   to   what   the   Secretariat   and  
Congar   stood   for.   Congar   could   not   but   be   glad   at   the   decline   of   his  
influence  as  the  Council  proceeded,  but  he  had  a  real  sympathy  for  him.  
Ottaviani  compared  himself   in  an  interview  to  an  old,  blind  policeman  
who  had  all  his  life  seen  to  it  that  certain  laws  were  observed,  and  now  
those  laws  are  changed.  It  will  be  difficult  for  him,  he  admits,  but  he  will  
give  himself  to  seeing  that  the  new  rules  are  observed.  ‘There  is  in  this’,  
says  Congar,  ‘a  certain  nobility  of  the  faithful  old  servant’  (p.830).  

‘The  Council  of  Louvain  held  in  Rome’  
It  is  very  rare  that  Congar  refers  in  his  diary  to  an  awareness  that  he  is  
writing  for  history.  The  fact  that  he  does  so  in  relation  to  his  assessment  
of  the  Belgian  influence  at  the  Council   indicates  the   importance  of  the  
subject  for  him  (p.508).  From  the  beginning  Congar  was  appreciative  of  
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the   work   of   Gérard   Philips,   Professor   of   Dogmatic   Theology   at   the  
University   of   Louvain,   as   a   member   of   the   Preparatory   Theological  
Commission.   At   first   the   Commission  was   dominated   by   its   secretary,  
Sebastian  Tromp,  a  Dutch   Jesuit  who  was  Professor  of  Theology  at   the  
Gregorian   and   consultor   at   the  Holy  Office—a   henchmen   of   Cardinal  
Ottaviani.  Tromp  had  no  sense  of   ‘the  concrete  and  historical  reality  of  
things’  (p.67).  Often  he  did  not  allow  Congar  to  speak.  Mgr  Philips,  said  
Congar,  was  one  of  the  few  who  ‘astutely  and  delicately  secure  the  best  
hearing   for   good   ideas   or,   without   seeming   to   do   so,   tone   down   the  
formulae  to  the  point  of  making  them  inoffensive.  We  owe  them  a  great  
deal’  (p.67).  In  March  1962,  after  a  meeting  on  De  Laicis,  Congar  spoke  
of  Philips’  ‘admirable  temperament’,  his  ‘perfect  command  of  Latin’.  ‘He  
is   very   gracious,   extremely   affable,   based   on   an   interior   respect   for  
others   and   for   the   truth.   If   everyone   were   in   his   image,   how   well  
everything  would  go!’  (p.75).  
      In   January   1963   Congar   was   invited   to   Louvain   by   Canon   Gustave  
Thils,  Professor  of  Fundamental  Theology  at  Louvain  and  a  member  of  
the   Secretariat   for   Unity.   He   was   to   help   Thils   and   Émile   De   Smedt,  
Bishop  of  Bruges  (a  member  and  later  Vice-‐President  of  the  Secretariat)  
to   work   out   an   ecclesiological   plan   which   would   take   account   of   the  
concerns  of  the  Secretariat,  and  which  Cardinal  Suenens  would  defend.  
They   were   also   to   suggest   further   improvements   to   Philips   for   his  
revised  De  Ecclesia.  They   concluded   that   the  outline   should   start  with  
the  mystery  and  mission  of  the  Church,  continue  with  the  Bishops  and  
collegiality,   go   on   to   the   laity,   and   then   integrate   the   Blessed   Virgin  
Mary  within  the  Church  (rather   than  devoting  a  separate  document  to  
her,  as  many  wanted).   ‘A  tiring   journey,  but  a   fruitful  one’  commented  
Congar  (p.252).  Back  in  Rome  in  March,   ‘practically  speaking,  the  work  
is   being   done   at   the   Belgian   College,   centred   on   Philips   and   Thils’,  
reported   Congar   (p.261).  He  worked   there   on  De   Ecclesia  mainly  with  
Philips,  Charles  Moeller,  Professor  of  Theology  at  Louvain,  and  also  Karl  
Rahner   SJ,   from   Innsbruck.   ‘Mgr   Philips   can   get   things   done,   and   is  
given  things  to  get  done.  Undoubtedly,  our  little  group  is  homogenous;  
there  is  no  problem  at  this  level’  (p.265).  He  noted  that  the  Rector  of  the  
Belgian  College,  Albert  Prignon,  was  also  working,  typing  the  texts,  and  
keeping  Cardinal  Suenens  informed  of  what  was  going  on.  On  5  March  
Congar  moved  into  the  Belgian  College  to  facilitate  the  work,  and  found  
it  a  congenial  place  to   live.   In  the  Theological  Commission  Philips  was  
‘marvellously   lucid,   imposing   and   focused,   prompt   to   explain   and   to  
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assuage  …  Poor  Fr  Tromp  hardly  counts  at  all  now’  (p.278).  Philips  had  
‘gained  the  CONFIDENCE  of  Cardinal  Ottaviani’  (p.282).    
      Back   again   in  Rome   in  May,   he  worked  with  Philips   and  Moeller   on  
the   report   that   Cardinal   Suenens   was   to   give   on   schema   XVII   (later  
schema  XIII,  which  became  the  Pastoral  Constitution  on  the  Church  in  
the   Modern   World).   Later   in   the   year,   after   the   death   of   Pope   John  
XXIII,   he   was   invited   to  Malines   by   Cardinal   Suenens   to   work   with   a  
small  team  on  a  slight  revision  of  De  Ecclesia  and  a  thorough  re-‐working  
of  schema  XVII  along  the  lines  that  Congar  had  suggested  in  May.  Along  
with   Philips,   Thils,  Moeller,   Prignon,   the   two   Belgian   exegetes   Lucien  
Cerfaux   and  Beda  Rigaux,   and  Albert  Dondeyne,   also   of   Louvain,  with  
the   Belgian   moral   theologian   Philippe   Delhaye,   were   Rahner   and  
Roberto   Tucci,   editor   of  Civiltà   Cattolica.   ‘We   were   very   relaxed,   and  
could  work  well’,  commented  Congar  (p.313).  Philips  had  ‘an  astonishing  
art  of  integrating  everything  into  a  text’,  and  Cardinal  Suenens  was  ‘very  
open  to  the  suggestions  that  are  made  to  him’  (p.316).  
      During   the   Second   Session   of   the   Council,   in   November,   Congar  
recorded   that   Philips   had   ‘virtually   replaced’   Tromp.   ‘A   year   ago,   the  
schema   [De   Ecclesia]   produced   by   the   Preparatory   Commission   held  
sway.  Without  creating  problems,  and  imperceptibly,  Philips  has  taken  
over   everything.  HE   ALONE   COULD  HAVE  DONE   THAT’   (p.436).   In  
December   Congar   mused   that   ‘to   some   extent   Cardinal   Suenens   is  
directing  the  Council  and  the  little  Belgian  group  is  practically  running  
things’   (p.456).   At   the   end   of   January   he   was   back   in   Rome   from  
Strasbourg,  and  found  himself  once  again  ‘in  the  climate  of  “the  Council  
of  Louvain  held   in  Rome”  …   it   is  clear   that   the  Belgians  are,   to  a  great  
extent,  the  “drivers”’  (p.473).  ‘But  what  have  OUR  Faculties  of  Theology  
done?’,  he  asked  himself.    
      Returning   to   Strasbourg   in   March   he   ‘set   down   his   testimony’,  
covering   several   pages   in   explaining   how   the   Belgians   had   become   so  
important.   They   were   not   numerous,   but   ‘they   are   EVERYWHERE.’  
They  come  from  Louvain,  and  most  have  been  students  there  together.  
They   trust   one   another’s   competence.  They   organise   themselves.   They  
are   very   effective.   Everyone   comes   to   the   Belgian   College   to   try   to  
influence  this  or   that.   ‘Without  any  doubt,  Mgr  Philips   is   the  architect  
no.1  of  the  theological  work  of  the  Council.’  The  Belgians  (Cerfaux  and  
Rigaux,  with  Bishops  Heuschen  and  Charue)   ‘hold  all   the  stakes   in   the  
“biblical   sub-‐commission”   which   exercises   a   final   monitoring   of   the  
texts   and   can   thus   modify   them.   They   are   militant,   pro-‐active;   they  
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intervene,   they   mobilise   their   friends   until   they   have   got   what   they  
want.   There   are   none   who   stick   together   as   much,   apart   from   the  
Chileans,   and   to   some  extent   the  Germans’.   ‘The  Belgians  DARE’;   they  
do   not   feel   they   are   under   surveillance,   as   the   French   do.   ‘They   are  
CONCRETE,  they  have  an  instinct  for  effective  action.’  The  bishops  and  
experts  work  together  as  equals,  on  the  level  of  ex-‐students  of  Louvain,  
whereas   most   of   the   French   experts   are   religious,   so   there   is   a   slight  
barrier.   The   Belgian   experts   are   diocesan   priests,   except   for   the  
Franciscan  Rigaux,  but  ‘his  being  an  ex-‐student  of  Louvain  makes  up  for  
the  defect’  (pp.508-‐10).  
      Congar   keeps   returning   to   this   theme.   Again   there   is   an   unusual  
reference  to  writing  for  history.  ‘Since  I  am  recording  here  what  I  know  
of   the  minor   history   with   respect   to   the   greater,   I   want   to   record   an  
appreciation   of  Mgr   Prignon.’   The   Belgians   could   not   have   played   the  
part   they   did   without   his   personality.   He   had   a   theological   sense,   a  
practical   sense,   and   a   sense   of   tactics.   He   followed   everything   in  
conjunction  with  Cardinal  Suenens,  also  with  Charue,  Philips,  Moeller,  
Cerfaux,   very   well-‐informed.   He   had   a   talent   for   making   people  
welcome   at   the   Belgian   College,   as   ‘a   man   of   the   gospel,   entirely  
DEDICATED,  very  oblivious  of  self,  who  has  made  the  service  of  others  
a  sort  of  absolute  rule  for  his  own  conduct’.  Without  him,  the  Belgians  
could   not   have   done   what   they   did   (p.523).   Congar   continued   to  
compare   the   French   bishops   with   the   Belgians.   In   October   1964   he  
commented   on   the   atmosphere   at   table   among   the   French   bishops,  
‘different   in   the   extreme   from   that   of   the   Belgians   and   at   the   Belgian  
College.   The   French   bishops   are   much   more   calm,   peaceable,   kindly,  
much  less  passionate;  much  less  actively  engaged  in  conciliar  strategy  …  
In   fact,   they   have   hardly   played   an   active   part   in   the   Council   …   The  
French  bishops  have   little   (too   little)   of   the   “irascible”’   (p.617).  And   in  
February  1965  he  wrote:  ‘We  are  once  again  in  a  complete  shambles.  The  
French  team  is  still,  in  a  way,  in  the  dark.  This  certainly  would  not  have  
happened  with  a  Belgian  team’  (p.723).  
      Congar’s   admiration   for   Philips   never   wavered.   Back   at   the   end   of  
September   for   the   Fourth   Session,   he  wrote:   ‘Tired   as   I   am,   I   am  here  
again.   I   realised   this   evening   that,   basically,   I   love   the   work   and   the  
atmosphere   of   the   Theological   Commission.   But   everything   (or   a   lot!)  
depends   on   Philips,   on   his   clarity,   his   presence   of   mind,   his   obvious  
fairness.   He   has   created   and   continues   to   create   the   climate   of   the  
Commission’   (p.793).  Philips   left  Rome,   ill,   in  November   ‘rather   sad   to  
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go,  but  serene.  So  much  is  owed  to  him!  Without  him,  the  Theological  
Commission  would  never  have  functioned  as  it  did  function,  nor  would  
it  have  produced  the  fine  texts  that  it  did  produce’  (p.835).    
      As  for  Moeller,  after  the  Council  Congar  rejoiced  to  hear  that  he  had  
been  appointed  Under-‐Secretary  of  the  Congregation  for  the  Doctrine  of  
the  Faith,  which  replaced  the  Holy  Office.  ‘With  Moeller,  what  we  have  
is  100%  ecumenism,  what  we  have  is  openness  to  humankind,  interest  in  
human   searchings,   in   culture,   what   we   have   is   dialogue.   …   What   a  
change!  Here   is   the   spiritual   son  of  Dom  Beauduin,   the  man  of  all   the  
dialogues   of   Chevetogne,   the   man   of   all   the   schemas   at   the   Council,  
installed   in  a  house  where  he  will  not  be  spied  on  …  It   is  a  marvellous  
harbinger  of   the  springtime  of   reform.   It  will  also  be  a   support   for   the  
three  Secretariats  (Unity,  Religions,  Non-‐Believers)’  (p.878).  

The  beginning  of  a  process  
This  is  a  happy  note  on  which  to  end.  With  hindsight  we  see  that  spring  
does  not  last  for  ever,  but  that  winter  has  to  come  before  a  new  spring  
returns.  It  is  like  the  fairy  tales  that  end  with  the  wedding  of  the  prince  
and  the  princess.  We  know  that  the  hard  work  of  love  only  begins  with  
the  wedding,  that  a  life-‐time  of  fidelity  must  follow,  and  the  way  will  not  
always   be   smooth.   The   Council’s   ‘laboriously   slow   but   progressive  
victory   of   the   Ecclesia   over   the   Curia’   (p.543)   was   not   a   once-‐for-‐all  
event,  but  the  beginning  of  a  process  in  which  there  would  be  inevitable  
set-‐backs.   Congar   unfailingly   sought   the   truth   and   pursued   unity.   He  
often   accused   himself   of   timidity,   and   admired   courage   in   others.   But  
though  fearful  by  nature,  he  was  courageous  through  grace,  constantly  
‘reviving   [his]   courage   and   attention,  motivating   them  by   the   spirit   of  
obedience   to   God   in   the   service   of   truth   and   of   my   brothers’,   even  
though   the  work  was   sometimes   ‘very   dull   and   very   trying’   (p.791).   In  
the  end,   like  Congar,  we  can  never  entirely   lose  heart.  One  closes   this  
book   with   a   sense   of   enormous   gratitude   for   all   that   Vatican   II   has  
meant,  still  means,  and  will  mean  in  the  future  life  of  the  Church  and  in  
the   coming   together   of   the   churches,   encouraged   to   follow   on   in   the  
same  direction.  
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ARCHBISHOP    ANASTASIOS  :    MISSION  IN  CHRIST’S  WAY    

Stavros  S.  Fotiou*  

A   worthy   servant   of   the   Orthodox   Church,   a   prominent   academic  
teacher   and   an   outstanding   missionary,   Archbishop   Anastasios   of  
Albania   contributes   to   the   global   dialogue   for   understanding   and  
solidarity   among   people   and   nations.   In   his   recent   work,  Mission   in  
Christ’s  Way,1   he  offers   to  global   society  a   specific  proposal  of   life:   the  
harmonious   communion   of   human   beings   with   God   and   therefore,   by  
extension,  with  themselves,  their  fellow  human  beings,  and  nature.  With  
a   view   to   the   freedom   of   people   he   brings   the   vision   of   a   ‘universal  
communion   of   love.’   This   is   the   existential   goal   of   mission   in   Christ’s  
way.  

Worship,  Ministry,  Witness  
A  humble  missionary,  Archbishop  Anastasios  of  Albania  offers   to   the  
world  a  particular  concept  of  human   life,  namely,  one  of  harmonious  
communion   of   human   beings   with   God,   and   therefore   by   extension  
with   themselves,   their   fellow  humans,   and  nature,   that   is   a   universal  
communion  of   love.2  We  are   talking  about  a  harmonious   interplay  of  
worship,   ministry   and   witness.3   Temple,   society,   planet:   the  
worshipper,   social   reformer   and   true  martyr,   all   encapsulated   in   the  
person  of   the  believer.  This   is   the   life   in  Christ,  which  all   the   faithful  
are  called  to  proclaim  ‘everywhere,  always,  by  all.’4  Because  every  true  
thing  that  is  shared  increases  and  gives  fruit:  this  is  the  miracle  of  life.       
                                                                                                                          
*   Stavros   S.   Fotiou   studied   Education   and   Theology.   He   is   an   Associate  
Professor  of  Theology  and  Religious  Education  at  the  Department  of  Education  
of   the  University   of  Cyprus.  He   is   a  writer   of   ten  books   and   editor   of   thirty,  
principally   in  Greek.  His   latest  book  is  L’Eglise  dans   le  monde  moderne,  Paris:  
Cerf,  2008.  
1  Brookline,  Mass.:  Holy  Cross  Orthodox  Press,  2010,  316  pages.  
2   Archbishop   Anastasios   (Yannulatos),   Facing   the   World   (Geneva:   World  
Council  of  Churches,  2003),  21.  
3  Mission  in  Christ’s  Way,  145-‐54.  Henceforward:  Mission.  
4  Mission,  93.  ‘However,  we  think  that  the  real  motive  of  mission,  for  both  the  
individual   and   the   Church,   is   something   deeper.   It   is   not   simply   obedience,  
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Holy  Trinity,  Christ,  Church  
Archbishop   Anastasios   sets   out   the   prospect   of   a   ‘universal  
communion  of  love’  as  a  possible  option  for  humankind.  The  archetype  
of   this   communion   is   the  Holy  Trinity.  God   is   a   community   of   three  
persons,  who  freely   love  one  another:  the  Father,  Son  and  Holy  Spirit  
exist  together  in  the  ‘we’:  the  one  with  the  other,  through  the  other,  for  
the  other.1  Within  this  communion,  otherness  and  unity  harmoniously  
coexist.   Otherness:   each   person   is   unrepeatable,   unprecedented   and  
irreplaceable.   Unity:   each   person   shares   the   life   of   the   other   to   the  
fullest;   they   offer   themselves   entirely   to   one   another.   Therefore   this  
communion   ‘entails   transcending   numerical   categories.   It   is   a  
departure   from  the  confusion   inherent  both   in  multiplicity  as  well   as  
in  the  isolation  of  oneness.  It  is  neither  static  nor  simply  dynamic,  but  
transcends  both   through  a  koinonia  of   love.’2  Thus   freedom  and   love  
become  the  main  characteristics  of  interpersonal  communion:  freedom  
that  loves  and  love  that  liberates:  herein  is  life.3  
      This  triune  communion,  the  way  in  which  God  exists,   is  revealed  to  
humans  by  Christ.  Christ   reveals   the   ethos   of   self-‐transcendence   and  
self-‐offering  and  invites  everyone  to  take  part  in  it.  Therefore,  in  their  
communion   with   God,   human   beings   experience   the   coherence   of  
freedom  and  love,  of  difference  and  unity.  This  experience  is  based  on  
the  fact  that  in  the  communion  of  God  and  humanity  in  the  person  of  
Christ,  humans  are  not  eliminated  by  God;  on  the  contrary,  they  fully  
experience   their   otherness.   At   the   same   time,   by   virtue   of   the  
communion   of   God   and   human   in   the   person   of   Christ,   humans   are  
not  left  helpless;  on  the  contrary,  they  experience  immortality  through  
grace.    

[Christ],   uniting   divine   and   human   nature   in   a   unique   and  
unrepeatable   way,   remolds   human   nature   and   communicates,   I   dare  
say,   new   chromosomes—spiritual   chromosomes,   which   determine   a  
mystic  code  of  evolution:  Moving  from  the  human  person  to  the  Christ-‐

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
duty  or  altruism.  It  is  an  inner  necessity  …  If  they  refuse  it,  they  not  only  omit  a  
duty,  they  deny  themselves.’  Mission,  58.  
1   ‘The  Father  is  love.  The  Son  is  love  incarnate.  The  Spirit  is  the  inexhaustible  
dynamic  of   love.  This   love   is  not   a   vague   “principle.”   It   is   a   “communion”  of  
persons;  it  is  the  Supreme  Being,  the  Holy  Trinity.  God  is  love  because  He  is  an  
eternal  trinity,  a  communion  of  living,  equal,  distinct  persons.’  Mission,  9.    
2  Facing  the  World,  24.  
3  Cf.  Facing  the  World,  59.  
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like  person,   from  the   rational   to  union  of   the  human  person  with   the  
Logos.  From  human  community  to  a  fellowship  (koinonia)  of  Love;  and  
by  extension,  it  constitutes  a  transformation  of  all  creation.1  

The   emergence   of   personal   otherness   and   victory   over   death   is   the  
‘highest   human   right:’2   this   is   the   Christian   gospel.3   Since   human  
beings  are  required  to  become  the  image  of  Christ,  the  children  of  God  
by   grace,   they   are   called   to   respond   positively   to   God’s   invitation   of  
love.  This   is  made  possible   in   the   church.  Church   is   the  place  where  
humans,   through   the   gifts   of   the  Holy   Spirit,   take   part   in   the   triune  
communion  of  freedom  and  love.  This  participation  ‘makes  it  possible  
to  overcome  both  the  selfish  individualism  cultivated  by  the  capitalist  
mentality  of  the  west  and  the  danger  of  massification,  reducing  people  
to  dehumanized  masses,  under   the  various   forms  of  dictatorship   that  
harass   and  burden   so  many   countries.’4   The   faithful   share   the   things  
they   own   and,   above   all,   their   very   existence   with   others.  
Simultaneously,   the   faithful   obtain   a   name   by   which   they   are  
addressed   by   God   and   their   fellows   and   their   complete   otherness   is  
highlighted.5   Neither   division   nor   confusion,   but   an   unconfused   and  
undivided  communion  of  persons:  this  is  the  life  of  the  church.    
      Therefore,  the  church’s  mission  is  to  liberate  people  and  history  from  
the  consequences  of  the  fall.6  Rejecting  God’s  offered  love,  individuals  
fall   into   selfishness,   self-‐love.  Self-‐love   is  manifested   in  a   life   in   three  

                                                                                                                          
1  Mission,  186.  
2  ‘Considering  humankind  and  our  work  in  the  light  of  Ascension,  we  come  to  
realize  more  and  more  that  our  Christian  mission  is  a  proclamation  about  and  
a   struggle   for   the   highest   human   right—to   become   that   for   which   we   are  
created;   to   become   “Christ-‐like”,   by   the   grace   of   God;   to   realize   our   true  
nature.   All   other   human   rights   are   derived   from   this   right.   In   this   they   find  
their  fulfilment.’  Mission,  142-‐3.  
3  ‘Life  in  Christ,  like  every  form  of  life,  must  conquer  death  daily.’  Mission,  74.    
4   Mission,   128-‐9.   ‘The   Trinitarian   theology   of   the   East   remains   the   best  
theological   foundation   for   the  development  of   the   significance  of   the  human  
person  and  its  harmonious  co-‐existence  with  other  persons  in  a  communion  of  
love   in  the  mystery  of  the  Trinitarian  God.  In  this  way  it  overcomes  both  the  
egotistical   “individualism”   cultivated   by   the   capitalist  mentality   of   the  West,  
and   the   risk   of   “massification”—a   melding   together   of   the   masses   into   a  
dehumanized   throng—under   the  kind  of  arid  and  ruthless  black  dictatorship  
which  afflicts  and  is  the  scourge  of  many  African  countries.’  Mission,  107-‐8.  
5  Cf.  Mission,  229.  
6  Cf.  Facing  the  World,  25-‐6.  
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main  modalities:  vainglory―alienated  human  beings  see  themselves  as  
the   center   of   the   universe,   which   others   must   serve;  
voluptuousness―human  beings   treat   their   fellow  humans  as  a  means  
to   satisfy   hedonistic   needs,   mental   or   physical;   and   avarice―fallen  
human  beings  see  things  as  objects  for  use  and  abuse,  possession  and  
conquest.1   The   obligation   of   the   church   is   to   lead   humans   from   self-‐
love  to  love  for  God,  others  and  the  world.2  

Self,  Fellow-‐humans,  Nature  
Through   their   participation   in   the   triune   life,   humans   experience  
harmonic   communion   with   God,   with   themselves   and   with   nature.  
Thus,   along  with   the   knowledge   of   God,   Christian  mission   promotes  
self-‐knowledge,  sociability  and  ecological  sensitivity.    
      Christian   mission   primarily   aims   at   harmonious   relationship   with  
self.  A  human  being  is  a  psychosomatic  union,  body  and  soul  within  an  
organic  coupling.  Beyond  any  kind  of  idealism,  which  neglects  matter,  
and  any  kind  of  materialism,  which  neglects  spirit,  a  human  being  is  a  
psychosomatic   whole.3   Therefore   reason   and   will,   imagination   and  
emotions,  the  senses  and  the  sensory  are  equally  cultivated.  Every  part  
of  a  human’s  psychosomatic  dynamism  are  called  to  co-‐think  and  co-‐
will,   to   co-‐feel   and   co-‐work   on   their   way   towards   perfection.   This  
recognition   of   the   body’s4   equi-‐valence   to   soul   was   a   new,  
revolutionary   notion   that   Christianity   suggested—a   notion   which  
allowed   the   development   of   relevant   sciences.   Nowadays,   whilst   a  
latent   Augustinian   devaluation   of   nature   continues   to   foster   illusory  

                                                                                                                          
1  ‘The  cross,  with  its  relentless  afflictions  and  tragic  uncertainties,  continues  to  
dominate  our  lives  in  the  form  of  suffering  and  misfortune  and  in  the  failures  
of  our  noble  aspirations  and  struggles.  The   forces  of  evil   and  sin  continue   to  
mount   their   defence,   to   fight   back,   and   to   sow   hatred   and   discord   among  
people.’  Facing  the  World,  30.    
2  ‘A  message  of  good  news  which  ignores  tragedy  and  sin  in  personal  and  social  
life   and   refers   to   the   salvation   of   the   world   only   in   generic   terms   is   of  
questionable  sincerity  and  credibility.’  Mission,  88.  
3   ‘The   absolute   distinction   between   matter   and   spirit,   as   imagined   by  
representatives  of  ancient  Greek  or  Indian  thought,  is  rejected,  and  humanity  
is  raised  up  as  a  whole.  Jesus  Christ  is  not  only  the  Savior  of  souls,  but  of  the  
entire  human  being  and  the  whole  material-‐spiritual  creation.’  Mission,  9.        Cf.  
140.  
4  Body  is  the  ‘masterpiece  of  creation.’  Mission,  237.  
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and  idealistic  perceptions  of  the  human  being,1  Christian  mission  bears  
witness  to  the  whole  of  human  nature  as  a  ‘very  good’  creature  of  God,  
destined  for  transformation  and  immortality.      
      Furthermore,  within  the  church  the  faithful  do  not  view  their  fellows  
as   opponents   and   enemies,   but   as   brothers,   sisters   and   friends.  
Difference  does  not  lead  to  division  but  drives  to  unity.2  This  leads  to  
the   creation   of   a   charismatic   communion,   where   each   one’s   discreet  
charismas   are   offered   for   the   common   good.   Everyone   possesses  
certain  charismas,  all  charismas  are  equal  and  all  are  exercised  for  the  
sake   of   the   ‘we’.   So,   the   continuous   offering   of  what   people   have,   of  
what   they   are,   constitutes   the  mystery   of   their   existence.  When   they  
give,  their  goods  are  multiplied—which  is  just  what  happens  when  we  
share  our   joy.  Whenever  people  hold  their  possessions  exclusively   for  
themselves   they   go   to   waste.   This   basic   principle   holds   true   for  
spiritual   gifts,   as   well   as   material   goods;   it   is   true   at   every   level   of  
existence   from   the   simple   to   the   complex.3   Despite   any   kind   of  
egotistic   mentality,   the   more   a   human   being   offers   the   richer   they  
become.   Here   everything   is   offered   to   everyone,   ‘regardless   of   their  
religious   faith,   their   moral   character,   or   the   spiritual   or   cultural  
circumstances  of  their  lives.’4      
      In   addition,   within   this   harmonious   communion   that   humans   are  
called   to  experience,   the  environment   is   also   included.5  For  Christian  
mission,  nature  is  the  ‘great  house’  of  humanity,  the  matrix  of  life.  The  
relationship  of  a  believer  with  nature  is  far  from  the  magic  perception  
of  paganism  or  the  exploitative  mentality  of  technocracy.6  Every  being  
is  a  creature  of  God,  and  therefore  none  must  be  idolized.  On  the  other  
hand,  precisely  because  all  things  are  creatures  of  God,  they  all  deserve  
our   respect.   Every   being   possesses   its   own   place   and   its   distinct   role  

                                                                                                                          
1  Cf.  Mission,  141.  
2    ‘Every  person,  as  well  as  every  assembly  of  persons,  is  called  upon  to  realize  
his  or  her  own  unique  self,  to  develop  his  or  her  inner  powers  in  harmony  with  
the  whole  and  in  love.’  Facing  the  World,  29.  
3  Cf.  Mission,  150.  
4  Facing  the  World,  32.  
5   ‘According  to  Orthodox  thought  and  tradition,  the  whole  world  is  being  led  
toward   transformation.   The   whole   universe   has   been   invited   to   enter   the  
Church,  to  become  the  Church  of  Christ,  in  order  to  be  transformed  at  the  end  
of  time  into  the  heavenly  Kingdom  of  God.’  Mission,  215.  Cf.  56-‐57.    
6  Cf.  Facing  the  World,  37.  
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within   God's   embrace.   Discovering   that   role   is   the   priestly   task   of  
humanity:  establishing  harmony  in  the  world  of  creation,  as  an  offering  
of   love   to   the   creator   God.   Accordingly,   the   connection   of   humans  
with  nature  is  that  of  a  liturgical  sanctification:  in  humanity’s   journey  
towards  God,   nature   is   sanctified   and   transfigured.1   This   implies   and  
necessitates   the   development   of   an   appropriate   technology   which  
expresses  the  vital  connection  between  matter  and  spirit.  An  ecological  
technology  and  a   technological  ecology:   these  are  necessarily   implied  
by  the  conception  of  life  intrinsic  to  Christian  mission.2           

Divine  Eucharist,  “Liturgy  After  the  Liturgy”,  Local  and  
Universal    
It   is   in   the  Divine   Liturgy   par   excellence   that   the   faithful   experience  
harmonious   communion   with   God,   with   themselves,   their   fellow  
humans  and  with  nature.3  In  the  Divine  Liturgy  the  triune  communion  
of   freedom   and   love   is   revealed,   the   free   love   of   God   for   humans   is  
disclosed,  and  the  harmonious  relationship  of  people  with  their  fellow  
humans   and   nature   is   highlighted.   The   faithful   participate   in   the  
Divine   Liturgy   with   their   whole   psychosomatic   dynamism:   they   kiss  
icons,  listen  to  chants,  smell  the  incense,  behold  dramatic  events,  taste  
the   divine   gifts,   stand   and   sit.   At   one   and      the   same   time,   worship  
demands   rational   understanding,   arouses   emotions   of   joy   and  
gratitude,  and  fortifies  our  determination  to  struggle  for  the  realization  
of  the  new  world  of  God.        
      Furthermore,  every  member  of  any  given  parish  is  free  to  take  part  in  
the  Divine  Liturgy,  without  any  physical  or  social  discrimination.  Men  
and   women,   children,   the   elderly,   white,   black   or   yellow,   Africans,  
Europeans  and  Americans,  the  living  and  the  dead,  the  Theotokos  and  
the   angels:   all   take   part   in   the   Divine   Liturgy.   The   faithful   become  
‘universal,   united   with   all   those   whom   Christ   has   included   in   his  
limitless   love.’4  Everyone  communes  with  everyone.   It   is   a   fact  of   the  
                                                                                                                          
1  Cf.  Mission,  21.  
2   Cf.   ‘Orthodoxy   and   the   Startling  Development   of   Exact   Sciences,’   Sciences,  
Technologies   and   Orthodoxy   (Athens:   Holy   Synod   of   the   Church   of   Greece,  
2002):  34-‐7  (in  Greek).  
3   ‘The   Church   continually   seeks   to   renew   this   holy   intoxication   of   love,  
especially   by   the   sacrament   of   the   Holy   Eucharist—which   remains   the   pre-‐
eminent  missionary  event—everywhere  on  earth.’  Mission,  16.  
4  Facing  the  World,34.  Cf.  ‘All  the  Nations,’  Panta  ta  Ethni  1(1981):  2  (in  Greek).  
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human  condition,  that  the  other  is  one’s  other  self;  that  we  truly  exist  
only  when  we  love.1  So  it  is  that  the  faithful  live  ‘another  human  right  
that   has   never   been   included   in   any   rights   charter,   but   which   is  
constantly   singled   out   in  Christian   thought:   the   right   to   love   and   be  
loved.’2  
      Moreover,   in   the   Divine   Liturgy,   the   association   of   human   beings  
with   nature   is   summed   up.  Humans   bring   to   the   temple   the   gifts   of  
God.  They  transfigure  wheat  and  grapes—the  symbols  of  what  sustains  
humans  in  life—into  bread  and  wine  and  give  them  to  God  as  a  gift  in  
return;3  and  God,  in  a  new  gesture  of  love,  transfigures  bread  and  wine  
into  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ.  In  turn  the  faithful,  through  a  new  
gesture  of   love,  receive  the  bread  of   life,   the  Christ,  and  thus  become  
children   of   God,   and   brothers   and   sisters   to   one   another.   Hence,  
Divine  Liturgy  recapitulates  the  total  truth  of  the  Christian  gospel:  life  
is  grace,  a  gift  of  God.  In  this  way  the  faithful  learn  that  the  Eucharistic  
ethos—love  given  and  received—is  the  mystical  axis  around  which  the  
totality  of  creation  revolves.4  
      That   the   faithful   have   indeed   experienced   the   Eucharistic   ethos   of  
the   Divine   Liturgy5   is   verified   when   its   reality   is   taken   out   of   the  
                                                                                                                          
1   ‘The   decisively   new   in   the   love   which   Christ   revealed   is   not   to   “love   one  
another”,   but   primarily   what   follows:   “as   I   have   loved   you”,   that   is,   with  
selflessness,  with   fullness,  with   respect   for   human   freedom,   and  with   all   the  
consequential  dimensions  of  suffering.’  Mission,  173.  
2  Facing  the  World,  62.    
3   ‘The  first  Christians  brought  the   fruit  of   their   labor  to  God  (which  were  the  
products   harvested   from   nature)   not   only   for   sanctification,   but   also   as   an  
offering   of   sacrifice   and   praise   to  God.   Today  we   are   also   called   to   offer   our  
fruits—from  nature,   of   our  mind   and   labor—as   an   offering   of   praise   to  Him  
who   is   the   Alpha   and   Omega,   by   whose   will   all   things   “existed   and   were  
created”.’  Mission,  57.  
4  Cf.  Facing  the  World,  96.  
5  ‘The  worshipping  experience  of  Orthodoxy  has  immediate  and  direct  pastoral  
and  missionary   implications.   It   liberates  the  believer   from  narrow  patterns  of  
thought,  from  passions,  and  most  of  all  from  his  suffocating  egoism.  Worship  
unites   him   with   Christ,   and   with   the   entire   Church   of   the   faithful,   with   all  
those  who  have   lived   and   conquered,  who   live  now   and  who  will   live   in   the  
future.  In  other  words,  with  all  those  whom  He,  “who  is  who  was  and  who  is  to  
come”  holds   and  enfolds   in  His   love.’  Mission,   91.   ‘The  participation  of   every  
communicant  must  be   sought  with   the   same   insistence  and  emphasis  on  his  
participation  in  worship.’  Mission,  31.    
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Temple,  to  be  infused  into  every  aspect  of  life,  through  a  ‘liturgy-‐after-‐
the-‐Liturgy.’1   Every   aspect   of   life   is   called   to   a   Eucharistic   trans-‐
formation,2   transforming   politics   into   diakonia,   and   creating   a  
collective  vision  of  life  that  discourages  all  kinds  of  individualism  and  
ruptured   relationships.   Work   is   transformed   into   ministry,   releasing  
our   capacity   to   humanize   nature   and   deify   humanity.   Economics   is  
transformed   into  philanthropy,   into  caring   for   the  particular  needs  of  
specific   people.   Art   is   transformed   into   creativity:   by   its   capacity   to  
create   the  new,  humanity  demonstrates   its  aptness,   through  grace,   to  
become  God’s  ‘co-‐worker’.3    
      Divine  liturgy  and  the  liturgy-‐after-‐the  Liturgy,  performed  by  a  given  
church  community  in  a  particular  place  and  time,  disclose  the  Catholic  
Church.  For  Christian  mission,   local  and  universal  cohere  and  coexist  
in  catholicity.  For  the  Church,  mission  is  as  natural  as  breathing.  Thus  
‘no   local   Church   has   the   right   to   individually   enjoy   the   Christian  
tradition  and  keep  it  exclusively  as  her  own  treasure.  The  basic  duty  of  
every   local   "catholic"  Church  must  be   to   live   the  whole   tradition  and  
offer   it   in   its   fullness,   peacefully,   but   decisively,   in   a   universal  
perspective.’4  Those  who  have  experienced  the  gift  of  God  cannot  keep  
it  to  themselves  or  confine  it  to  a  single  place,  nation  or  continent,  but  
feel  compelled  to  transport  it  everywhere  and  share  it  with  everybody.5  

                                                                                                                          
1  ‘Since  the  Liturgy  is  the  participation  in  the  great  event  of  liberation  from  the  
demonic   powers,   then   the   continuation   of   the   Liturgy   in   life   means   a  
continuous   liberation   from   the   powers   of   evil   that   are   working   inside   us;   a  
continual   reorientation   and   openness   toward   insights   and   efforts   aimed   at  
liberating   human   persons   from   all   demonic   structures   of   injustice,  
exploitation,  agony,   loneliness,  and  at  creating  real  communion  of  persons   in  
love.’  Mission,  96.  
2   ‘Every   expression   of   human   creativity,   science,   technology   and   the  
relationships  of  persons  as  individuals,  peoples  and  various  groupings  are  to  be  
found  among  its  concerns.’  Mission,  17.  Cf.  Mission,  92.  
3   ‘Opening   Sermon,’   The   Ecumenical   Review   58   (2006):   8.   Also:   ‘The  
manifestation  of   the  glory,   revealed   to   rational   creation  with   the  presence  of  
Christ  …  must  penetrate   into  history,   into   the   social   structures,   and   into   the  
cultural  expressions  …All  the  expressions  of  human  creativity,  “all  things,”  are  
called  to  participate  in  this  doxological  movement.’  Mission,  165.  
4  Mission,  213.  
5   ‘This   is   the   first   step.   The   end   of   the   road   of   an   Orthodox   mission   must  
wherever   be:   the   growth   of   an   indigenous   Church,   which   will   sanctify   and  
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Consequently,   locality   does   not   entail   provincialism   and   universality  
does   not   imply   leveling.   Against   those   incorrect   perceptions  mission  
reminds   that   catholicity   is   revealed   through  particular   environments,  
hence   every   place   can   express   truth   in   their   own   way.1   Universality  
wards   off   the  danger   of   a   local   narcissism;   localism   can  protect   from  
the   peril   of   an   abstract   universality.   The   former   is   a   reminder   ‘that  
humanity   shares   one   common   nature’;   the   latter,   ‘that   people   and  
nations  have  individuality.’2  Christian  mission  epitomises  the  synthesis  
of   nationalism   and   internationalism,   of   provincialism   and  
cosmopolitanism,  of  sectarianism  and  syncretism.    

Exorcism,  Baptism,  Transfiguration  
This  signifies  that  all  cultures  can  serve  the  Christian  worldview  and  all  
can  be   received  by   the  church   in  a   threefold  movement:  a)  exorcism,  
i.e.   the  expulsion  of   those  elements  which  diverge   from  the  Christian  
faith;   b)   baptism,   i.e.   the   recognition   and   fulfillment   of   all   those  
elements  which  converge  upon  it;  and  c)  their  total  transfiguration.3  In  
this  way  every  culture   is   reborn  and  serves  the  Christian  gospel   in   its  
own  way.  Architecture  and  painting,  poetry  and  music—in  the  context  
of   the   distinctive   geographical   and   historical   conditions   of   each  
culture—praise   the   coherent   coexistence   of   truth,   goodness   and  
beauty.4      
      Thus   every   aspect   of   a   culture   serves   the   particular   needs   of  
particular   people,   here   and  now,   always   and   everywhere.   ‘The   gospel  

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
make  proper  use  of  all  pure  elements  in  the  popular  traditions,  and  will  uphold  
and   support   the   people’s   personality.’   Mission,   33.   ‘In   accordance   with  
Byzantine  theological  tradition,  Christian  unity  was  not  harmed  by  a  variety  of  
mentalities,  languages,  customs,  cultures  and  national  identities.’  Mission,  122.  
Cf.  Mission,  52.  
1   ‘The   Orthodox   tradition   on   this   point   has   been,   fortunately,   very   clear:  
Sincere   respect   for   the   identity   of   the   individuals   and   of   the   peoples,   and  
sanctification   of   their   characteristics   in   order   that   they   may   become   truly  
themselves.’  Mission,  32.  ‘The  rendering  specific  of  the  Gospel  message  and  its  
“incarnation”   in   a   local   situation   remain  basic   elements   of  Christian  witness.  
Worldwide  mission  cannot  be  successful  unless  it  becomes  highly  specific,  i.e.  
adapted  to  the  specific  environment.’  Mission,  87-‐8.  
2  Facing  the  World,  39.  
3  Cf  Facing  the  World,  92  and  Mission,  251.  
4  Cf.  ‘Opening  Sermon,’  13.  
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does   not   concern   itself   with   secondary   phenomena   but   proceeds  
directly  to  the  source,  seeking  to  change  what  is  most  profound  in  the  
human   person   by   bringing   it   back   to   life.   It   is   this   internal  
regeneration   that   sets   everything  else   in  motion.  The  gospel   changed  
the  basic  premises  of   life.’1   In  this  way  the  great  truths  of   life  and  the  
proper   order   of   things   are   given   pride   of   place:   human   beings  
determine   systems,   and   not   vice   versa;   needs   have   to   determine  
production,   and   not   vice   versa.   Life   must   be   guided   by   quality   not  
quantity.   And   quality   of   life   means   spiritual   growth   and   not   the  
accumulation   of   knowledge;   life,   not   mere   survival.   The   Christian  
missions   struggle   ‘for   a   society   of   understanding,   healing,  
reconciliation   and   fraternization,   based   on   respect   for   each   human  
person   and   each   people,   promoting   mutual   understanding   and  
solidarity  throughout  the  planet.’2  
      This   reception   of   cultures   has   nothing   to   do   with   cultural  
imperialism  or  spiritual  colonialism,  because  ‘the  power  and  means  for  
promoting   worldwide   equality   and   brotherhood   lie   not   in   waging  
crusades  but  in  freely  accepting  the  cross.’3  Wherever  this  reception  is  
realized,   its   realization   is   the   result   of   the   free   acceptance   of   the  
Christian  worldview.  For  in  the  end,  what  else  is  life  but  a  struggle  for  
an  enlightened  understanding  of  the  everlasting,  existential  questions:  
what   is  God,  human  existence,   and   the  world?  What   is   life,   love   and  
death?   Can   humanity   overcome   corruption   and   death?   When   ‘we  
reach   the  heart  of   these  matters,  we  Orthodox   feel   that   the  quest   for  
Love   is   inseparable   from   the   quest   for   Truth   and   that   the   essential  
critical  theological  dialogue,  even  in  this  area,  is  not  simply  a  right,  but  
an   obligation.’4   In   response   to   those   everlasting   questions   of  
humankind,   each  worldview  puts   forward   its   own  way   of   life,   calling  
every  human  being  to  experience   it  and  therefore  to  personally  attest  
to  the  truth  or  the  invalidity  of  the  proposed  view  of  things.5    

                                                                                                                          
1  Facing  the  World,  93.  
2  ‘Opening  sermon,’  10.  
3  Facing  the  World,  73.  
4  Mission,  126.  
5   ‘Certainly   for   the   Church,   God’s   will,   as   it   was   lived   out   in   its   fullness   by  
Christ,   remains   its  essential  heritage  and  contribution   in   the  world.   It   is  not,  
therefore,   a   sign   of   respect   for   others   to   agree   on   a   so-‐called   common  
denominator   that  minimizes  our  convictions  about   the   truth  that  constitutes  
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      Furthermore  Christian  mission  fully  recognizes  the  great  privilege  of  
human  beings:  they  are  not  reducible  either  to  biological  entities  or  to  
economic   and   social   entities.   A   human   being   can   overcome   every  
determination  inherited  at  birth,  in  the  context  of  a  certain  group,  and  
can  freely  choose  his/her  identity.  Therefore,  mission  presents  human  
beings   with   the   possibility   of   freely   choosing   their   spiritual   identity,  
their  fundamental  values.1          

Grace,  Freedom,  Resurrection  
For  Christian  mission,  God  alone  is  lord  of  history,  the  one  who  takes  
the   first  step,  offering  a  universal  communion  of   love  to  humans.  His  
grace  is  therefore  offered  unceasingly,  unconditionally  and  universally.  
The  God  of   the  Church  does  not   reside   in   some  distant   supernatural  
realm,   indifferent   to   humankind.   On   the   contrary   he   is   a   God   who  
becomes  incarnate  and  thus  occupies  a  place  in  human  history,  so  as  to  
orientate   it   towards   universal   unity.   And   he   does   this   with   unfailing  
respect  for  human  freedom,  without  violence  or  compulsion.    
      This   implies   that   the   grace   of   God   expects   the   free   response   of  
humans.  The  ‘condescending’  love  of  God  meets  the  ascending  love  of  
humans.   Consequently,   a   human   being   is   not   a   passive   and  will-‐less  
spectator   of   history   but   a   fellow-‐traveler   with   God,   his   ally   in   the  
radical   transfiguration   of   the   world.2   Hence   history   is   not  moved   by  
predetermined,   mechanical   laws   but   expresses   the   free   response   of  
humans   to   the   invitation  of  God.3  To  accept   this   invitation   is   to  be  a  
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
the  givenness  of  the  Church’s  experience.  It  is  one  thing—imposition  by  force-‐
—that   is   unacceptable,   and   has   always   been   anti-‐Christian   and   quite   a  
different   thing,   a  withholding  or  diminution,   that   leads   to  a  double  betrayal,  
both  of  our  own  faith  and  of  others’   right   to  know  the  whole  truth.’  Mission,  
20.  Cf.  Mission,  228-‐9.  
1   ‘With   this   love,   which   could   be   called   a   sixth   sense,   the   faithful   Christian  
uncovers  the  deeper  reality  in  things  and  sees  each  and  every  human  being  as  
he  or  she  really  is:  a  creation  of  God,  an  image  of  God,  a  child  of  God,  our  sister  
or  our  brother.’  Facing  the  World,  62.  
2  Cf.  Mission,  16.  
3  ‘This  anticipation,  however,  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  social  passivity  which  
characterizes   the   pietistic   tendencies   of   some,   who   face   the   world   with  
timidity  and  escape  into  the  vision  of  the  last  days.  It  is  a  dynamic  anticipation,  
marked  by  positive   action  and  a  positive   attitude,  derived   from   the  certainty  
that,   in   the   divine   condescension,   this   eschatological   fulfilment   requires   our  
participation.’  Mission,  55.  
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lover  of  God  and  a  philanthropic  being;  to  reject  it,  an  assassin  of  God  
and  an  inhuman  being.  
      This   dialogical   relationship   between   the   grace   of   God   and   human  
freedom   is   echoed   in   the   experience   of   power-‐in-‐weakness,   which  
characterizes   every   missioner,   and   brings   with   it   ‘a   serene   freedom  
from  “power”  complexes  and  anxiety-‐for-‐success  which  often  torment  
“missionaries”  and  “missionary  societies”.  There  is  awareness  that  often  
what  may  appear  as  failure  is  only  the  death  of  the  seed  of  wheat  that  
falls  on  the  earth  and  brings  much  fruit  later.’1  The  faithful  are  aware  of  
their  limitations,  their  inability  to  shape  history  themselves.  Much  less  
do  they  succumb  to  any  Promethean  messianism,  since  this  awareness  
does  not  make   them  desperate,   for   they   know   that   their  weakness   is  
replenished  by   the   grace  of  God.2  Thus  Christian  mission   follows   the  
apostle   Paul   and   his   sermon   (kerygma)   on   the   Areopagus.   Mission  
plants  the  seed  which  is  capable  of  transforming  any  circumstance;  and  
it  allows  time  for  the  seed  to  flower  and  bear  fruit.3      
      But  Christian  mission  in  Christ’s  way  does  not  end  in  the  possibility  
of  a  harmonious  social  coexistence.  For  let  us  suppose  that  all  humans  
manage   to   achieve   their   symbiosis,   as   described   above.   Death,  
separation   from   persons   that   love   has  made   irreplaceable   to   us,   will  
still  exist.   If   immortality   is  not  a  real  prospect,   if  a  new  meeting  with  
those   persons   is   not   possible,   then   human   beings   are   nothing   but  
tragic  figures  living  in  a  futile  world.  Here  Christian  mission  proclaims  
the   resurrection,   the   love   which   transcends   the   ephemeral   and   the  
transient.  The  Christian  gospel  ‘reaches  its  zenith  in  the  proclamation  
of  the  resurrection  of  the  dead,  the  ontological  regeneration  of  human  
nature.’4   In   the   eschatological   communion   with   God,   within   a  
transfigured  creation,  human  beings  will  experience  a  new  dimension  
of  life.  In  that  ultimate  communion  every  tear  will  be  consoled.  What  
makes   Christian   mission   significantly   different   from   any   other  
worldview   is   resurrection,   the   demise   of   death.   This   is   ultimately   a  
foretaste   of   the   eschatological   ‘universal   community   of   love’   and   a  
‘mission  in  Christ’s  way’,  as  exemplified  by  Bishop  Anastasios:  

                                                                                                                          
1  Mission,  132-‐3.    
2  Cf.  Mission,  222-‐4.  
3   ‘Three   Everlasting   Truths   in   the   Times   of   Globalization,’   Newspaper  
Kathimerini,  18  November  2001:  32  (in  Greek).  
4  Mission,  184.  
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I   recall  a  personal  experience,   in  an  out-‐of-‐the-‐way  region  of  Western  
Kenya.  We  arrived  at  night  at  a  house  that  was  in  mourning.  The  little  
girl,  stricken  mortally  by  malaria,  was  lying  on  a  big  bed,  as  if  sleeping  
peacefully.  ‘She  was  such  a  good  child.  She  was  always  the  first  to  greet  
me’,   whispered   the   afflicted   father   in   perplexity.   We   read   a   short  
funeral  prayer,  and  I  said  a  few  words  of  consolation.  Alone  in  the  room  
of  the  school  house  where  we  were  staying,  by  the  light  of  the  oil  lamp,  
with   the   sound   of   rain   on   the   banana   leaves   and   zinc   roof,   I  
remembered   the  events  of   the  day.  Away   in   the  darkness  a  drum  was  
beating.  It  was  in  the  house  of  mourning.  In  my  tiredness  I  wondered,  
Why   are   you   here?   There   came   confusedly   to   my   mind   the   various  
things   that   are   spoken   about   in   connection   with  mission:   preaching,  
love,   education,   civilization,   peace,   development.   Suddenly   a   light  
flashed   and   lit   up   in   the   mist   of   my   tired   brain   the   essence   of   the  
matter:  You  bring  the  message,  the  hope  of  Resurrection.  Every  human  
person   has   a   unique   worth.   They   will   rise   again.   Herein   lies   human  
dignity,   value   and   hope.   Christ   is   Risen!   You   teach   them   to   celebrate  
the  Resurrection  in  the  mystery  of  the  Church;  to  have  a  foretaste  of  it.  
As  if  in  a  fleeting  vision,  I  saw  the  little  African  girl  hurrying  up  to  greet  
me  first,  as  was  her  habit;  helping  me  to  determine  more  precisely  the  
kernel  of  the  Christian  mission:  That  is,  to  infuse  all  with  the  truth  and  
hope  of  the  Resurrection;  to  teach  them  to  celebrate  it.  And  this  we  do  
in  the  Church.1    

                                                                                                                          
1  Mission,  13.  
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FORM  AND  METHOD  IN  THE  PRODUCTION  OF  
ECUMENICAL  DIALOGUE  STATEMENTS:    A  TEST  CASE  

Nathan  Thiel*  

Ecumenical   dialogue   statements   are   most   often   mined   for   their  
theological   content.  Rarely,  however,  has  extended  attention  been  give  
to  the  form  and  methodology  behind  the  text.  To  make  a  foray  into  that  
question,   this   essay   examines   the   Roman   Catholic-‐World   Methodist  
Council   dialogue   series   as   a   test   case.   The   study   traces   what   is   here  
termed   a   process   of   thematic   integration   throughout   the   reports,   the  
creation  of  a  common  ecumenical  language,  and  the  implementation  of  
hermeneutical   lenses.   Analysis   of   form   and  method   allows   for   further  
evaluation   of   the   effectiveness   or   ineffectiveness   of   these   texts   with  
potential  implications  for  other  ecumenical  documents.        

I.  Introduction  
Ecumenical   dialogue   statements   are   most   often   mined   for   their  
theological   content:   What   do   they   say,   and   what   are   the   areas   of  
agreement   or   disagreement   between   the   churches   represented?  
Rarely,   however,   has   extended   attention   been   give   to   how   that  
substance   is   conveyed.   What,   in   other   words,   is   the   methodology  
behind   the   production   of   these   documents?   The   distinction   I   am  
envisioning  is  one  between  form  and  content.  Ideas  are  not  contained  
in  bare  words  but  also  in  the  mode,  tone,  and  structure  of  expression.  
      For  New  Testament   scholars,   such   as  myself,   this   differentiation   is  
most  familiar  via  form  and  genre  criticism.  The  former,  whose  primary  
aim  is  to  determine  the  Sitz  im  Leben,  or  life  setting,  of  a  textual  unit,  
looks  for  grammatical,  verbal,  and  narrative  patterns  within  individual  
pericopes.  The  latter  has  an  analogous  function  at  the  macrostructural  
level.   It   discerns   the   literary   expectations   that   characterize   entire  
documents.  In  both  disciplines,  identification  of  patterns  informs  how  

                                                                                                                          
*  Nathan  Thiel   is   a  PhD  candidate   at  Marquette  University,  Milwaukee,  WI.  
He   specializes   in   the   study  of   the   Bible   and   related   literature  with   a  
particular  interest   in   the   ‘parting   of   the   ways’   between   Judaism   and  
Christianity.  
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a  book  or  passage  is  read.  While  content  is  not  the  primary  object  of  
interest,   it   is,   in   the   end,   elucidated   through   a   better   grasp   of   the  
framework  within  which  it  resides.      
      While  the  principles  of  biblical  scholarship  will  not  translate  in  any  
one-‐to-‐one  fashion  to  the  study  of  ecumenical  dialogue  statements,  I  
would   like  to  harness  these   insights,  very  broadly  conceived,   for  that  
task.   The   construction   of   ecumenical   documents   and   their  
characteristic   conventions   shape   how   the   theological   issues   at   their  
heart   are   presented   and   perceived.   The   present   study,   then,   will  
attempt   to   identify   these   literary   features   along   with   the  
hermeneutical  lenses  lying  behind  them.  
      As  Lorelei  Fuchs  notes,   the   reading  of   these  works  engages  us   in  a  
multi-‐step  process.  We  must  take  into  account  the  framing  of  the  text,  
its   genre,   the   authors   and   their   sociocultural   background,   the  
audience  addressed,  and  finally  the  interpretation  of  the  document  in  
se.1   David   Wagschal   echoes,   ‘There   are   many   layers   of   meaning  
embedded   in   ecumenical   texts,   and   many   ways   of   embedding   this  
meaning.   All   of   these  must   be   carefully   explored   to   understand   not  
only   the   formal   responses   of   churches   to   the   documents,   but   what  
“really   happens”—or   does   not   happen—to   texts   as   they   are   created  
and   move   through   the   infrastructures   of   the   various   churches   and  
ecumenical  councils.’2    
      Given   the   vast   sea   of   both   bi-‐   and   multilateral   ecumenical  
documents,  I  must  of  necessity  constrict  the  scope  of  analysis.  I  have  
chosen   the   international   dialogue   series   of   the   Catholic   Church   and  
World  Methodist  Council,  whose  reports  have  been  published  at  five-‐
year  intervals  beginning  in  1971,  as  the  basis  for  my  investigation.    
      The  eight  reports  are  as  follows:  
  
  
  
  
  
  

                                                                                                                          
1   Fuchs,   ‘The   Reading   of   Ecumenical   Texts,’  Centro   Pro   Unione   Bulletin,   46  
(1994):  3-‐5.    
2   Wagschal,   ‘The   Form   and   Function   of   Ecumenical   Statements:   Orthodox  
Reflections  on  the  Way  to  Porto  Alegre,’  Speaking  of  Unity,  1  (2005):  38-‐48.    
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Quinquen

-‐nium  
Report   Year     Topics  Addressed  

1967-‐1971   Denver   1971   Christian  spirituality,  
home  and  family,  
eucharist,  ministry,  
authority  

1972-‐1976   Dublin   1976   Christian  spirituality,  
home  and  family,  
eucharist,  ministry,  
authority  

1977-‐1981   Honolulu   1981   Holy  Spirit,  authority,    
moral  decisions,  marriage  

1982-‐1986   Nairobi:  Towards  a  
Statement  on  the  Church  

1986   ecclesiology,  ministry,  
Petrine  office  

1987-‐1991   Paris  (Singapore):    
The  Apostolic  Tradition  

1991   apostolic  faith,  ministry  

1991-‐1996   Rio  de  Janeiro:  The  Word  of    
Life:  A  Statement  on    
Revelation  and  Faith  

1996   divine  revelation,  faith,    
Christian  mission,  
sacraments  

1997-‐2001   Brighton:  Speaking  the  
Truth  in  Love:  Teaching  
Authority  Among  Catholics  
and  Methodists  

2001   teaching  authority,  Meth-‐
odist  understanding  and  
practice,  Catholic  under-‐
standing  and  practice  

2002-‐2006   Seoul:    The  Grace  Given  You  
in  Christ:  Catholics  and  
Methodists  Reflect  Further  
on  the  Church  

2006   historical  overview  of  
Catholic-‐Methodist  
relations,  ecumenical    
exchange  of  gifts  

  
The  past  work  of   the  RC/WMC  dialogue  commission,   in  conjunction  
with  the  WMC’s  official  endorsement  of  the  Joint  Declaration  on  the  
Doctrine   of   Justification   in   2006,   has   set   the   stage   for   the   Durban  
Report   (Encountering   Christ   the   Savior:   Church   and   Sacraments),  
which  has  been  published  by  the  WMC  but  has  yet  to  receive  official  
commentary  from  Vatican  representatives.    
      The  decision  to  narrow  the  scope  of  the  study  has  been  made  in  part  
for   pragmatic   reasons   and   in   part   because   a   complete   sequence   of  
texts  may  reveal  both  the  continuities  and  discontinuities  in  form  and  
method.  Fuchs  observes  that  ‘the  context  from  which  ecumenical  texts  
emerge  is  not  an  even,  methodical  occurrence  of  events  which  can  be    
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sketched  out  onto  a  revealing  linear  pattern  of  organized  content  and  
process.’   Rather   the   pattern   of   development   is   ‘circular’   and   ‘spiral.’  
The  methodology  behind  the  texts  evolves   through  the  ebb  and  flow  
of  the  ecumenical  endeavor.    
      This   is   also   the   case   for   membership   on   the   dialogue.   On   the  
Methodist   side,   Bishop  William  R.  Cannon   served   as   co-‐chair   of   the  
commission   for   the   first   four   series,   succeeded   by   Geoffrey  
Wainwright.  On  the  Catholic  side,  John  Murphy  (first  series),  Michael  
Bowen   (second   series),   Francis   Stafford   (third   and   fourth   series),  
James   W.   Malone   (fifth   and   sixth   series),   and   Michael   E.   Putney  
(seventh  and  eighth  series)  have  all  acted  in  that  capacity.  Continuity  
in  membership  has  fluctuated  considerably  in  both  camps  with  a  few  
exceptions.  George  Tavard,   among   the  Catholic  participants,   and   Joe  
Hale,   among   the   Methodists,   for   example,   have   been   active   in   the  
dialogues  from  an  early  phase.  And  while  I  will  not  trace  how  change  
in  membership  has  affected  the  production  of  the  reports,  it  cannot  be  
ruled  out  as  a  contributing  factor  in  the  evolution  of  the  series.    
      As   a   consequence   of   the   limitations   of   this   study,   I   am   not   in   a  
position  to  make  expansive  claims  about  the  form  of  other  ecumenical  
statements,  even  though  many  textual  components  that  I  will  discuss  
may   be   present   in   them.   The   value   in   this   attempt   is   not   to   find  
universally   applicable   sub-‐structures   or   the   like   but   to   turn   our  
attention  to  the  actual  creation  and  development  of  a  statement—an  
effort  which  could  be  extended  elsewhere.  
      The   following   essay   will   swing   around   three   pivots.   First,   I   will  
explore  what  I  have  termed  a  process  of  thematic  integration  that  runs  
through   the   RC/WMC   dialogue   series.   How   is   each   document   held  
together  as  a  whole?  Do   its   individual  parts  cohere  with  each  other?  
Second,   this   study   will   consider   recurring  motifs—the   creation   of   a  
common   language.   Third,   I   will   analyze   the   hermeneutical   lenses  
which  shape  the  choice  and  ordering  of  material,  a  movement  which  I  
shall   call   the   exploration   of   a   foundation.   I   will   conclude   with   an  
assessment  of  the  form  and  method  of  the  texts.  Having  described  the  
patterns  in  the  documents,  we  may  begin  to  determine  in  what  ways  
they  contribute  to  or  detract  from  the  expressed  goal  of  visible  unity.    
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II.  Thematic  Integration  
I   will   begin   briefly   with   the   organization   and   structure   of   the  
RC/WMC   dialogue   reports.   The   most   stereotyped   sections   are,   as  
might   be   supposed,   the   introductions   and   conclusions.   In   all   except  
the   Rio   Report,   the   introductory   paragraphs   recount   the   history   of  
cooperation   between   the  Catholic   Church   and   the  World  Methodist  
Council,  delineating  the  progress  achieved   in   the  quinquennium  and  
referencing   the   past   reports   upon   which   the   document   at   hand   is  
indebted.  The  Rio  Report  retains  these  elements  but  reserves  them  for  
the  concluding  remarks,  opening  instead  with  the  church’s  mission  to  
the   world.   The   conclusions   of   the   reports   frequently   contain   the  
following:   thanksgiving   to  God   for   the  progress   that  has  been  made,  
an   acknowledgement   of   the   journey   ahead   and   the   work   still   to   be  
done,  and  an  invocation  of  acclamation  of  trust  in  the  help  of  the  Holy  
Spirit.  
      Apart   from   these   more   stable   forms,   no   single   organizational  
principle   characterizes   the   series.  Moreover,   there   is   a   decisive   shift  
incipient   in  and  carried  over   from  the  Honolulu  Report.  The  Denver  
and   Dublin   Reports   are   arranged   topically   each   treating   Christian  
spirituality,   the   home   and   family,   the   eucharist,   ministry,   and  
authority.   Honolulu   follows   a   similar   pattern   fronted   by   an   agreed  
statement  on  the  Holy  Spirit.  Denver  and  Dublin  are  characterized  by  
a   saltatory   style,   moving   from   section   to   section   without   much  
transition   or   integration.   Consideration   of   the   methodology   in   the  
creation  of  the  text  proper  appears  to  have  been  minimal.  
      The   first   two   dialogue   statements,   then,   read   something   like   the  
minutes   of   a  meeting.   They  detail   the   papers   given,   the   structure   of  
their   meetings,   and   the   setbacks   encountered.   To   illustrate,   Dublin  
(107),  addressing  the  topic  of  ecclesial  authority,  reads:  ‘Unfortunately  
this   field   is   the  one   in  which  we  suffered  most  delay   in  enlisting   the  
kind  of  cooperation  on  which  our  general  plan  of  work  depended.’  An  
English  joint  commission  had  taken  up  the  task,  but  ‘by  the  time  they  
did  so,   it  was  too  late  to  have  any  reasonable  expectation  of  material  
in   a   form   suitable   to   be   included   here.’   There   is   a   consciousness  
within   the   final   report  of   the  preliminary  work,  which   is  kept   to   the  
introduction  of  the  following  six  documents.  
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      A  deficiency  in  thematic  coherence  was  likely  sensed  by  the  drafters  
of  the  Honolulu  Report.  It  is,  as  the  drafters  of  Nairobi  reflect,  written  
in   a   ‘more   popular   style’   than   its   predecessors   (Preface).1   From   1981  
forward   two   patterns   emerge   that   fill   in   the   perceived   lacuna.   First,  
the   proliferation   of   scriptural   quotation   adds   consistency   in  
perspective   and   language.   Quite   astonishingly,   the   Denver   Report  
only   explicitly   cites   Scripture   4   times.   Dublin   follows   suit   with   6  
citations,  4  of  which  are  clustered  around  the  topic  of  priesthood  (93-‐
4).   With   Honolulu,   the   deliberate   grounding   of   the   report   in   the  
biblical  text  is  much  more  to  the  fore  with  nearly  40  citations.  
      The  trend  continues  with   the  subsequent   texts:   in  Nairobi  we  have  
some   45   references,   in   Paris   approximately   70,   in   Rio   over   80,   in  
Brighton   around   60,   and   lastly   in   the   Seoul   Report   some   30.   In  
addition,   the   last   3   commence  with   a   biblical   passage   that   served   as  
inspiration  for  that  quinquennium.  Each  returns  to  those  passages  at  
various   junctures   in   the   final   report   and   weaves   its   language   and  
imagery   into   the   fabric  of   the  whole.  The   language  of   the  Bible   thus  
pervades  these  texts  and  connects  the  individual  sections  through  its  
network  of  allusions.    
      Second,   thematic   integration   is   pursued   through   the   narrowing   of  
the  scope  of  the  report.  The  method  taken  in  Denver  and  Dublin  was  
something   of   a   stepping-‐stone   approach.   Topics   were   handled  
cursorily   and   without   much   interpenetration.   The   drafters   of   the  
Honolulu  Report  thus  advised  that   ‘any   further  stage  of  our  dialogue  
should   concentrate   more   intensive   study   on   such   problems   or  
differences   as   have   recurred   and   seemed  most   obstinate   in   the   past  
three  quinquennium’  (57).  What  the  successive  reports  lack  in  defined  
structure   is   therefore   compensated   for,   in   some   respect,   by  having   a  
nucleus   around   which   the   other   components   revolve.   Notably,   the  
Seoul  Report  begins  to  depart  from  this  model,  focusing  its  interest  on  
a  mutual  sharing  of  gifts  and  away  from  areas  of  disagreement.  
      This  development  in  the  series,  I  would  argue,  has  enriched  the  final  
reports  of  each  quinquennium  and  facilitated  the  process  of  reception  
in  the  respective  churches.  In  retrospect  it  is  evident  that  the  style  and  
organization  of  the  Denver  and  Dublin  Reports  was  not  able  to  sustain  

                                                                                                                          
1   The   lack   of   thematic   coherence   is   also   noted   by  Geoffrey  Wainwright,   ‘An  
Ecclesiological   Journey:   The   Way   of   the   Methodist-‐Roman   Catholic  
International  Dialogue,’  Ecclesiology,  7  (2011):  52.    
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the  weight  of   theological   reflection  and  deliberation  which  would  be  
necessary   to   surmount   the   ecclesial   impasses.   Nor   was   it   easily  
accessible   to   members   of   the   respective   church   bodies   who  
presumably   would   have   greater   interest   in   the   theological   content  
itself  rather  than  the  logistics  of  ecumenical  dialogue.    

III.  Creation/Implementation  of  a  Common  Language    
The  RC/WMC  dialogue  series  evinces,  as  other  sustained  ecumenical  
relationships,   a   particular   language   or   phraseology   often   crystallized  
in   a   number   of   recurring   motifs.   These   tropes   form   a   network   of  
shared   assumptions   and   hopes   of   the   dialogue   participants,  
accumulating   as   time   progresses.   An   exhaustive   listing   of   all   these  
conventions  cannot  be  taken  up  here,  but  I  present  a  few  of  the  most  
salient.   In   examples   a)   and   b),   statements   in   earlier   reports   are  
directly   quoted   in   subsequent   works;   examples   c)   through   d)   are  
matters  of  verbal  resonance  rather  than  verbatim  repetition.    
a)   Beginning   with   Towards   a   Statement   on   the   Church,   we   find   an  
affirmation   of   the   goal   of   visible   church   unity,   sometimes  
accompanied  with   a   lament   over   the   present   division   as   contrary   to  
the  will  of  Christ.  This  language  reverberates  from  Vatican  II’s  Decree  
on  Ecumenism.    

Nairobi:   As  Methodists   and   Roman   Catholics   we   recognize  
that   the   divisions   .   .   .   are   contrary   to   the   unity   that   Christ  
wills   for   his   Church.   In   obedience   to   Him   who   will   bring  
about   this   unity  we   are   committed   to   a   vision   that   includes  
the  goal  of  full  communion  in  faith,  mission  and  sacramental  
life.  (20)  
Paris:  When   the   time   comes   that  Methodists   and   Catholics  
declare   their   readiness   for   that   ‘full   communion   in   faith,  
mission  and  sacramental   life’  toward  which  they  are  working  
(Towards   a   Statement   on   the   Church,   20),   the   mutual  
recognition  of  ministry  will  be  achieved.  (94)  
Rio:  The  more  we  can  do  these  things  together,  the  more  we  
shall  be  in  harmony  with  the  Gospel  of  reconciliation,  and  the  
more  credible  will  be  our  witness,  to  the  glory  of  God,  Father,  
Son   and   Holy   Spirit.   Therefore   we   seek   full   communion   in  
faith,  mission,  and  sacramental  life.  (Preface)    
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Brighton:  The  Joint  Commission  has  ...  once  more  developed  
the  mutual  trust  that  comes  from  devotion  to  a  common  Lord  
and   to   a   common  goal,   named,   the   attainment   between  our  
churches   of   ‘full   communion   in   faith,   mission,   and  
sacramental  life.’  (Preface)  
Seoul:  Any  division  is  contrary  to  Christ’s  will  for  his  Church  
…   and   seriously   impairs   the   missions   of   the   Church.   As  
Catholics   and   Methodists   we   are   committed   to   pursuing  
together   the   path   toward   the   full   visible   unity   in   faith,  
mission  and  sacramental  life.’  (62)  

b)  In  a  similar  fashion,  Nairobi’s  definition  of  the  church  is  quoted  in  
three  of   the  next   four  reports,  Rio  the  only  exception.  The  definition  
reads,  ‘Because  God  so  loved  the  world,  he  sent  his  Son  and  the  Holy  
Spirit  to  draw  us  into  communion  with  himself.  This  sharing  in  God’s  
life,  which  results  of  the  Son  and  the  Holy  Spirit,  found  expression  in  a  
visible   koinonia   of   Christ’s   disciples,   the  Church.’   As  will   be   seen   in  
part   four,   this   expression   also   encapsulates   two   of   the   prominent  
themes—Trinity   and   koinonia—that   are   transformed   into   textual  
building  blocks.  
c)  Another  recurring  motif  is  the  stress  on  agreement  and  progress.  Of  
note   are   the   adjectives   frequently   appended   to   ‘agreement,’  
‘convergence’   and   related   terms.   Areas   of   agreement   are   said   to   be  
‘profound’   (Denver   34),   ‘astonishing,   helpful,   and   hopeful’   (Denver  
82),   ‘significant’   (Dublin   49;   Brighton   61),   ‘larger   than   expected’  
(Dublin   67),   ‘considerable’   (Rio   125;   Seoul   141),   etc.   This   waxes   and  
wanes   with   each   report,   occurring   most   prevalently   in   Denver   and  
Dublin  and  in  the  two  most  recent  rounds,  but   it   is   indicative  of   the  
irenic  tone  at  play.1  
d)   Since   the  Honolulu   report,   the   RC/WMC   series   has   had   a   strong  
pneumatological   focus.   The   Holy   Spirit’s   guidance   of   and   presence  
within   the   church   is   often   professed.   This   includes   guidance   of   the  
ecumenical  movement   itself.  We  may  again  examine   the  phrasing  of  
the  reports.  

                                                                                                                          
1  Minna  Hietamäki   in  Agreeable  Agreement:  An  Examination  of   the  Quest   for  
Consensus   in   Ecumenical   Dialogue   (New   York:   T&T   Clark,   2010)   offers   a  
comprehensive   study  of   agreement   and  convergence   terminology  within   the  
wider  ecumenical  movement.    
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Denver:   Measured   against   our   age-‐old   estrangements,   our  
progress  in  ecumenical  experience  in  the  past  three  years  has  
been  swift  and  surely  led  by  the  Spirit.  (131)  
Honolulu:  What  we  have  shared  and  said  together  about  the  
Holy  Spirit   enhances  our   confidence  about   the   future  of  our  
relations.  We   are   …   all   alike   confident   of   the   presence   and  
power  of  His  Spirit,  which  is  Love.  (60)  
Paris:  We   rejoice   in   the  work   of   the   Spirit  who   has   already  
brought  us  this  far  together,  recognizing  that  the  ecumenical  
movement   of  which  we   are   part   is   itself   a   grace   of   the  Holy  
Spirit  for  the  unity  of  Christians.  (94)  
Seoul:   The   Spirit   of   God   has   been   renewing   both   of   our  
churches,   and   this,   in   the  mystery   of   divine   providence,   has  
opened  new  opportunities  for  witness  to  the  reign  of  God.  (14,  
cf.  85)  

The  motif  of  the  Holy  Spirit’s  continual  power  in  the  life  of  the  church  
is  among  the  persistent   images   from  Denver  all   the  way  to  Seoul.   Its  
permutations   are   numerous,   but   an   underlying   pattern   is  
recognizable.   The   Spirit   is   active   within   the   Church,   leads   into   all  
truth,   renews   the   faithful,   and   equips   Christians   for   service   in   the  
modern  world.  These   are,   of   course,   basic  Christian   convictions,   but  
their  density  in  the  RC/WMC  dialogue  series  makes  them  more  than  
scattered  professions  of  belief.    
      The   dialogue   participants   have   not   in   this   instance   created   a  
common  vocabulary  but  have  implemented  it  from  a  shared  source  so  
as   to   make   it   one   of   the   bedrocks   of   their   linguistic   culture.   The  
pneumatological   focus   is   rooted   especially   in   the   formation   of   the  
Methodist  movement.  As  already  the  Denver  Report  states,  the  spread  
of   ‘Scriptural   holiness’   throughout   the   land   was   among   the   primary  
missions  of  John  Wesley.    
e)   The   language   of   social   justice   also   permeates   these   texts,  
particularly  in  relation  to  the  church’s  mission.  The  church  is  called  to  
denounce   injustice   and   oppression   (Honolulu   38;   Rio   52,   123),   work  
together   for   peace   and   justice   (Denver   49;   Rio   41,   80;   Seoul   43,   110,  
159),  and  maintain  the  integrity  of  God’s  creation  (Rio  80).  It  strives  to  
manifest   the   Kingdom   of   God   in   the   present   before   its   full  
consummation   and   to   proclaim   the   gospel   which   speaks   to  
humankind’s  spiritual,  social,  and  physical  needs  as  it  is  authentically  
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lived  out  (Dublin  14;  Honolulu  22;  Seoul  69).  The  frequent  recounting  
of   Jesus’   life   and   ministry   in   the   dialogue   reports   also   often  
incorporates   these   motifs,   pointing   to   Jesus’   love   for   the   poor,  
oppressed,  and  outcast.        

IV.  Formation  of  a  Foundation    
Together   with   a   movement   toward   thematic   integration   and   the  
implementation  of  shared  language,  we  also  witness  the  development  
of  hermeneutical  frameworks  which  order  the  end  product.  Again  we  
may  observe  that  the  Denver  and  Dublin  Reports  were  in  many  ways  
exploratory  in  nature,  the  first  stages  in  an  encounter  between  relative  
strangers.   Honolulu   represents   the   first   of   several   attempts   to  
establish  a  theological  prism  through  which  other  questions  could  be  
filtered.  
        In  each  of  the  eight  reports  in  the  series,  areas  of  agreement  precede  
disputed   matters.   In   this   vein,   the   authors   of   Denver   thought   it  
‘fundamentally   important   to   begin,   not   with   our   differences   and  
disagreements,   but   with   our   agreements   and  with   that   fundamental  
unity   without   which   all   our   conversations   would   cease   to   be  
conversations   between   Christians’   (100).   They   list   seven  
commonalities   as   aids   to   joint   efforts   for   encountering   the  
contemporary   world:   1)   Jesus   Christ   as   the   supreme   and   final  
authority,   2)   the   Bible   as   the   living  word   of   God,   3)   a   ‘total   theistic  
world-‐view’   (37),   4)   a   concern   to   remedy   the  human  predicament   in  
the   modern   world,   5)   an   emphasis   on   human   dignity,   6)   a   call   to  
responsible   living   in   community,   and  7)   a   shared   stress  on  Christian  
spirituality.  None  of  these,  however,  is  applied  in  systematic  fashion  to  
the  subsequent  topics.  
      The  Honolulu  Report   takes   the   last   of   these,   Christian   spirituality,  
and   creates   an   overarching   principle   in   hopes   of   elucidating   other  
ancillary   issues.   This   is   translated   into   an   agreed   statement   on   the  
Holy  Spirit.  The  drafters  reflect,  ‘Methodists  and  Catholics  repeatedly  
discover  a  notable  rapport  when  they  speak  of  spirituality,   the   life  of  
the  Spirit’  (7).  They  add  shortly  thereafter,   ‘Finally,  we  are  aware  that  
the   doctrine   of   the   Holy   Spirit   underlies   much   of   the   “ecumenical  
agenda”  still  to  be  considered  by  our  Churches.’  
      The  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Spirit   is   thus  set  as  a   foundation  which  is  
prior   to   the   discussions   of   ecclesial   authority,   Christian   moral  
decisions,  and  marriage  which  were  broached  in  the  first  two  reports  
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and   are   treated   anew   from   this   more   comprehensive   standpoint   in  
Honolulu.   This   is   executed   most   thoroughly   in   the   case   of   church  
authority  and  ordained  ministry.  It  is  agreed  that  all  authority  is  ‘part  
of   God’s   good   gift’   as   it   is   the   authority   of   Christ   himself   ‘mediated  
through  the  Spirit,  who  is  Love’  (33).  Moreover,  the  church  has  power  
to  teach,  since   ‘the  Spirit  moves  the  church  to  constant  reflection  on  
the  Scriptures   ...   so   that  she  may  speak  with  undiminished  authority  
to  men  in  different  times  and  places’  (34).        
      From  Nairobi   to   Brighton   a   comparable  method   is   visible,   though  
the   hermeneutical   grid   is   expanded   even   further.   Disputes   over  
teaching  and  church  structure  are  analyzed  from  the  vantage  point  of  
broad-‐based   agreement   in   areas   of   basic   Christian   doctrine   such   as  
Trinity,   faith,   and   the   creeds.   In   The   Apostolic   Tradition   that  
methodological  horizon  is  spelled  out.  The  authors  inform  us  that  the  
report  ‘has  deliberately  not  addressed  all  the  differences  of  doctrine  or  
practice  that  exist  between  us  in  respect  of  the  questions  it  deals  with’  
(Preface).   Instead,   their   concern   was   to   discover   theological  
perspectives  within  which  more  specific  questions  could  be  addressed.  
The  goal  is  thus  given:  ‘What  we  hope  is  that  a  careful  reading  of  this  
report  may  enable  Catholics  and  Methodists  to  see  their  own  and  each  
other’s  doctrine   in  a  wide   theological   and  historical  perspective,   and  
to  discern  convergences  between  them.’  
      We   may   describe   this   as   a   Christological   methodology   of   sorts  
embedded   into   the   documents.   As   Jeffrey   Gros,   et   al.   explain,   this  
methodology  focuses  on  the  common  heritage  in  Christ,  the  treasures  
inherited   by   all   the   faithful.1   The   tangible   consequences   of   pursuing  
this  path   in   the  RC/WMC  dialogue  statements  are  several.  First,   this  
method  gives  rise  to  stereotyped  textual  components  that  are  present  
in   multiple   reports.   Among   the   most   conspicuous   is   the   attention  
given  to  the  Trinity  as  the  most  fundamental  of  Christian  beliefs.    
      The  Apostolic  Tradition,  for  example,  opens  its  first  part  by  outlining  
the   trinitarian   origins   of   the   church.  The  Word   of   Life   devotes   three  
paragraphs   (108-‐10)   to   the   trinitarian   dimensions   of   koinonia.   The  
Brighton  Report   reiterates   that   the   core  of  Christian  doctrine   is   that  
‘the  Godhead  is  three  Persons  who  are  distinct  from  one  another,  yet  
in   such   a  way   that   the  divine  being   is   perfectly   present   in   each’   (9).  

                                                                                                                          
1   Jeffrey  Gros,   Eamon  McManus,   and  Ann  Riggs,   Introduction   to   Ecumenism  
(Mahwah,  NJ:  Paulist  Press,  1998),  120.      
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Seoul  continues  the  pattern,  again  relating  koinonia  between  churches  
to  intra-‐Trinitarian  dynamism.  We  may  compare  the  Rio  Report  with  
Seoul.  

Rio:   It   is   of   the   essence   of   the   church   to   be   sharing   in   this  
communion  of   love  between  the  three  persons  of   the  Trinity  
…  The  every  existence  of  the  Church  as  a  visible  institution  in  
this  world   becomes   a  manifestation   of   communion  with   the  
persons  of  the  Trinity.  (109)  
Seoul:   The  koinonia  or   communion  of  Christ’s   disciples   is   a  
visible  reflection  of  the  eternal  koinonia  or  communion  of  the  
Triune  God  who  is  the  source,  meaning,  purpose,  and  destiny  
of  the  Church.  Indeed,  it  is  the  essence  of  the  Church  to  be  a  
sharing  in  this  communion  of  love  between  the  three  Persons  
of  the  Trinity.  (53)  

As  already  hinted,  the  model  of  church  as  koinonia  acts  as  another  of  
these  foci  along  with  biblical  images  for  the  church  such  as  bride  and  
body  of  Christ.  All  but  Rio  spend  at  minimum  one  section  describing  
the  variety  of  New  Testament  metaphors  for  the  Christian  community.  
These   sections   are   regularly   introduced   according   to   a   definite  
pattern.  

Nairobi:   The   New   Testament   provides   a   great   variety   of  
images  for  the  Church.  (4)  
Brighton:   The   Church   is   designated   in   Holy   Scripture   by  
many  images  and  metaphors.  (13)  
Seoul:  The  New  Testament  provides  a  great  variety  of  images  
and  models…to  express  what  it  means  to  be  the  Church.  (53)  

Similarly,   only   the   Paris   Report   fails   to   dedicate   a   section   to   the  
church  as  koinonia,  though  it  is  mentioned  several  times.    
      Other   common   elements   include   a   unit   on   the   Nicene-‐
Constantinopolitan   Creed   (Paris   38;   Rio   34-‐6;   Brighton   11;   Seoul   65,  
107),  baptism  and  eucharist  (Nairobi  12-‐3;  Paris  40,  63-‐6;  Brighton  109),  
and  the  gifts  of  the  Holy  Spirit  (Honolulu  20;  Paris  27;  Brighton  4,  45,  
50;   Seoul   86-‐87).   The  mode   of   operation   therefore   is   to   continually  
return   to   the   rudiments   of   the   Christian   faith.   In  many   cases,   these  
parts  of   the  text  could  be   interchanged  between  dialogue  statements  
without  a   significant  alteration   in  meaning,  despite   some  differences  
in  placement  or  phrasing.    
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      A   second,   and   closely   related,   consequence   of   the   RC/WMC  
Christological  methodology  as  it  is  embodied  in  the  written  word  is  a  
tendency  to  an  expansive  recounting  of  salvation  history.  The  most  in-‐
depth   interaction   with   the   Bible,   I   would   suggest,   occurs   in   the  
analysis   of   the  Petrine   office   in  Towards   a   Statement   on   the  Church.  
Elsewhere,   citation  of  Scripture   is  prevalent  but   remains  at  a   surface  
level:  God  chose  Abraham  and  the  nation  of  Israel  to  be  his  covenant  
people.   He   sent   Jesus,   as   the   culmination   of   salvation   history.   Jesus  
lived,   died,   and   rose   again,   forming   the   church   as   a   community   of  
salvation.  The  apostles  went  forth  to  preach  the  gospel  to  all  peoples.  
The   Rio   Report   illustrates   this   approach   to   the   biblical   text   quite  
succinctly:  

Having  already  left  a  divine  mark  in  all  that  he  has  made,  God  initiated  
a  more  direct  self-‐revelation  by  speaking  to  Abraham…  Giving  the  law  
through  Moses   and   leading   the   chosen   people   through   judges,   kings  
and  prophets,  God  was  known  to  the  people  of  Israel  in  a  unique  way  
among   the   nations…   In   the   midst   of   this   chosen   people,   as   the  
appointed   time,  God   sent   the   divine  Word,  who   took   flesh   from   the  
Virgin  Mary  as  Jesus,  the  Christ,  the  Redeemer  and  Mediator,  in  whom  
the  divine  revelation  was  fully  embodied.  (5-‐6)    

The  successive  stages  of  salvation  history  are  not  typically  laid  out  as  
neatly   in   other   statements   but   are   still   amply   attested.   Scripture   is  
invoked   to   establish   a   common   heritage   which   both   Catholics   and  
Methodists  affirm;  it  is  seldom  brought  to  bear  in  a  direct  fashion  on  
disputed  teachings  and  practices.  
      A  third  consequence  is  a  tendency  to  downplay  disagreements.  They  
are   acknowledged   but   not   always   explored   with   great   vigor.   The  
Apostolic   Tradition,   for   example,   does   not   address   the   controverted  
subject   of   apostolic   succession   in   ministerial   office.   Or   again,   the  
drafters   of   The   Word   of   Life   refer   to   differences   ‘concerning   some  
areas   of   personal   and   social   ethics’   (89)   and   suggest   that   a   dialogue  
about   those   differences   would   be   fruitful   but   do   not   specify   any  
further.  When  points  of  difference  are  articulated,  they  are  sometimes  
merely  set  alongside  each  other  without  theological  assessment  of  the  
positions.      
      The  more  frank  and  open  presentation  of  doctrinal  disagreements  as  
we   find   in   the  Denver   and  Dublin   Reports   has   in   some  ways   faded.  
Areas   of   disagreement   have   not   been   effaced,   but   they   are   treaded  
around   rather   cautiously.   Thus  when  The   Grace   Given   You   in   Christ  
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sets  as  its  task  a  deepening  ‘exchange  of  gifts’  instead  of  a  dialogue  of  
ideas,   it   is—perhaps   unconsciously—following   a   trajectory   latent   in  
earlier  reports.  
      That   divergences   in   belief   and   practice   between   the   respective  
churches   are   couched   in   irenic   terms   is  not   at   all   unexpected   for   an  
ecumenical   dialogue   text.   Recognition   of   a   common   faith   and  
development   of   a   shared   given  must   precede   disagreements   so   that  
mutual  respect  and  appreciation  for  the  other  may  prevail.  The  danger  
is   that   speaking   the   truth   may   be   curtailed   in   hopes   of   avoiding  
offense.   As   the   title   of   the   Brighton  Report   intimates,   Catholics   and  
Methodists—and   all   those   engaged   in   the   quest   for   visible   unity  
among  the  churches—are  challenged  to  speak  the  truth  in  love.    
      Another  shift   in  hermeneutical  horizons  commences  with  Speaking  
the   Truth   in   Love.   Alongside   a   textually   embedded   Christological  
methodology  is  an  amalgamation  of  a  comparative  ecclesiological  and  
intercontextual   approach.   The   former   is   operative   when   ‘different  
churches   compare   their   expressions   of   faith,   worship   life,   decision-‐
making  structures,   spirituality,  and  the   like’   (119).  An   intercontextual  
methodology,   for   its   part,   shows   a   greater   sensitivity   to   the   cultural  
heritage   of   the   various   churches   and   communities.   These   concerns  
have  been  scattered  in  the  RC/WMC  ecumenical  statements  from  the  
beginning,   but   only  with   the   last   two   are   they   incorporated   so   fully  
and  systematically.    
      If   we   turn   to   the   Brighton   Report,   we   immediately   observe   the  
change   in   organization.   After   a   scriptural   meditation   and   joint  
statement   on   teaching   authority,   separate   remarks   from   the  
Methodist  and  Catholic  participants  ensue.  Each  party  briefly  explores  
their   respective   histories   and   procedures   for   authoritative   decision-‐
making.  Whereas   prior   reports   had   occasionally   juxtaposed  Catholic  
and   Methodist   positions   on   a   particular   issue,   this   was   often   done  
with   a   tone   of   complimentarity   and   within   the   same   paragraph   or  
section.  
      The  attention  to  the  historical   identity  of  Catholics  and  Methodists  
and   concern   to   represent   their   voices   independently   is   even   more  
pronounced  in  The  Grace  Given  You  in  Christ.  After  the  initial  biblical  
passages,   an   entire   chapter   covers   the   emergence   of   Methodism,  
contemporary  Catholic  developments,  and  early  views  of  each  toward  
the   other.   In   chapter   3,   the   Methodist   and   Catholic   dialogue  
participants   each   lay   out   their   own   perspectives   on   the   exchange   of  
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gifts  between  the  churches  before  making  joint  proposals  to  bring  that  
exchange  to  fruition  at  all  levels  of  the  church  
      The   advantage   of   this   approach   is   to   orient   the   positions   and  
agreements  detailed  in  the  report.  Not  only  is  the  distinct  heritage  of  
each  tradition  registered;  we  also  glimpse  the  rationale  and  historical  
events   that  underlie   the  continued  distance  between  Methodists  and  
Catholics.   This  may   assist   the   partners   in   not   only   identifying   areas  
where   agreement   is   insufficient   or   lacking   but   also   pushing   to   the  
source  of  the  divide.  For  those  in  the  respective  churches  receiving  the  
texts,   this  method  may   have  more   resonance,   allowing   all   parties   to  
locate  themselves  in  the  dialogue.  Furthermore,  in  some  capacity  the  
separate   statements   as   in  Brighton   and   Seoul   counterbalance  what   I  
have   deemed   a   tendency   away   from   forthright   and   comprehensive  
analysis  of  differences.    
      It   remains   to   be   seen   whether   the   decision   to   have   independent  
sections  for  Methodist  and  Catholic  reflection  will  further  the  goal  of  
visible  unity.  How  tightly,  for  example,  will  each  side  hold  on  to  their  
ecclesial   identity   as   currently   understood?   Will   a   feeling   of  
vulnerability   or   desire   to   maintain   a   strong,   independent   identity  
impede  the  way  forward?    
      Behind   both   Brighton   and   Seoul,   then,   is   a   searching   for   ecclesial  
identity   that   makes   its   way   into   the   fabric   of   the   documents.   This  
principle  had  already  been  articulated  by  the  authors  of  the  Honolulu  
Report.   They  write,   ‘Thus  we   have   agreed   that   a   reclamation   of   our  
complex   heritage   by   both   sides   would   benefit   our   respective  
communities  and  also  enhance  our  present  experience  of  unity  in  the  
Spirit’  (25).  It  took  twenty  years,  however,  for  that  counsel  to  make  its  
way   into   the   RC/WMC   dialogue   reports   as   something   structurally  
determinative.  
      I  refer  to  this  not  only  as  a  comparative-‐ecclesiological  method  but  
also   as   intercontextual   because   of   the   emphasis   on   the   heritage   of  
each  church.  The  procedure  is  not  only  to  set  Catholic  and  Methodist  
beliefs   alongside   each  other  but   to   reach  back   to   spiritual   roots.   For  
Methodists  this  finds  expression  in  quotations  of  the  hymnody  of  the  
Wesleys.  Already  the  authors  of  the  Denver  Report  had  acknowledged  
the   centrality   of   hymnody   to  Methodist   spirituality   and   occasionally  
mention  John  Wesley’s  eucharistic  hymns.  In  The  Word  of  Life,  for  the  
first   time,   this   font   of   Methodist   life   is   explicitly   cited,   albeit   only  
once.  The  Brighton  Report   incorporates   five  quotations   from  Hymns  
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and  Psalms  and  Seoul  adds  six  more,  along  with  multiple  references  to  
John  Wesley’s  works  and  sermons.  
      On   the  Catholic   side,   this   process   of   reclamation   is   less  noticeable  
since  they  had  from  the  outset  regularly  appealed  to  official  Catholic  
teaching,   especially   that   of   Vatican   II.   It   may   be   the   case   that   the  
Methodist   participants   felt   the   pressure   for   self-‐definition   more  
acutely  than  their  Catholic  counterparts.1  However  that  is  assessed,  an  
exploration  of  ecclesial   identity  has  been  infused  into  the  production  
of  the  Brighton  and  Seoul  Reports,  perhaps  inaugurating  a  new  stage  
in  the  RC/WMC  series.    

V.  Assessment  and  Conclusion    
The   goal   of   ecumenism   as   held   out   in   Vatican   II’s   Decree   on  
Ecumenism   and   affirmed   over   and   again   in   the   RC/WMC   dialogue  
series  is  the  visible  unity  of  the  church.  Having  identified  the  patterns  
of  these  texts  with  their  underlying  methodologies—or  at  least  having  
made   a   beginning   therein—we   may   assess   their   contributions   or  
hindrance  to  the  vision  of  a  united  people  of  God.    
      On   the   one   hand,   the   discovery   and   implementation   of   a   shared  
language   results   in   a   finished  product   that   is  more   accessible   to   the  
reader.   If   one  has   read   the  Rio  Report,   for   instance,   the  Brighton  or  
Seoul  Reports  will  have  a  certain  familiarity.  The  cumulative  nature  of  
the   dialogue   series,   in   this   regard,   can   prove   beneficial.   It   reflects   a  
deepening   relationship   at   least   on   the   level   of   the   dialogue  
participants  themselves.    
      The   potential   pitfall   is   to   create   a   language   that   is   too   narrow,  
particular,  or  so  given  to  convention  as  to  deprive   it  of   its  real   force.  
While  I  will  suggest  that  some  textual  components  have  fallen  prey  to  
those  snares,  the  motifs  put  forth  in  part  three,  in  my  estimation,  have  
not.  Instead,  they  reinforce  and  refocus  the  main  thrust  of  the  whole  
ecumenical   process.   Given   the   five   year   intervals   between   the  
publication   of   documents,   a   restatement   of   the   hopes,   convictions,  
and   mission   of   the   dialogue   partners   is   appropriate.   Nor   is   the  
language  unduly  specific   to  Methodists  and  Catholics.  The  definition  

                                                                                                                          
1  There  is  a  discussion  of  Methodist  self-‐identity  within  an  ecumenical  context  
in   Walter   F.   Klaiber,   ‘Methodist   Identity   and   Ecumenical   Perspective’,  
Ecumenical   Theology   in   Worship,   Doctrine,   and   Life:   Essays   Presented   to  
Geoffrey  Wainwright  on  his  Sixtieth  Birthday  (Oxford:  Oxford  University  Press,  
1999),  251-‐61.    
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of   the  church   taken  up   from  the  Nairobi  Report,   for  example,   shows  
awareness   of   the   wider   ecumenical   movement   and   other   bi-‐   and  
multilateral  dialogues.1    
      So   too   the   move   toward   thematic   integration   with   a   concomitant  
narrowing   of   topics   has   been  much   needed.   The   deficiencies   of   the  
Denver  and  Dublin  Reports  on  this  note  are  readily  apparent.  A  more  
unified  style  facilitates  the  reception  process  among  church  members  
who  are  not  attuned  to   the  mechanics  of   the  ecumenical  movement.  
This   thematic   harmonization   also   allows   for  more   detailed   analysis.  
The  first  and  second  series  simply  did  not  allow  sufficient  theological  
depth   to   address   the   pressing   problems   between   the   two   churches.  
Whether   later   reports   achieved   that   goal   is   open   for  debate,  but   the  
format  is  much  more  amenable  to  that  end.    
      My   remarks,   however,   must   be   directed   foremost   to   the  
hermeneutical   horizons   that   have   colored   the   statements   under  
consideration.   The   implementation   of   a   Christological   methodology  
as   embodied   in   textual   form  has   contributed   to  mutual   appreciation  
between   the   two  partners,   revealing  deep-‐seated   agreements   that   go  
beyond   a   facile   ecumenical   optimism—if   I   may   put   it   starkly.   The  
experiments   in   Denver   and   Dublin   had   shown   the   necessity   of   a  
broader   theological   foundation   upon   which   to   anchor   relations.   In  
that  respect  the  next  six  reports  have  succeeded.    
      But  has  this  method  brought  the  two  churches  any  closer  to  visible  
unity  in  faith,  mission,  and  sacramental  life?  I  maintain  that  on  several  
church-‐dividing   issues   such   as   papal   primacy,   the   eucharist,   and  
certain   points   of   social-‐ethics,   Roman   Catholics   and   Methodists  
remain   sharply   divided.   The   advantage   of   a   Christological  
methodology   is   to   establish   a   common   source   from   which   to   move  
forward,   but   the   RC/WMC   dialogue   statements   have   often   been  
content   to   exposit   this   shared   tradition   without   applying   it   in   a  
sufficiently  thorough  manner  to  doctrinal  divergences.    
      Repetition  of  the  fundamentals  of  the  Christian  faith  in  each  report  
may   assure   Catholics   and   Methodists   that   they   do   already   have   a  
                                                                                                                          
1   As   Jean-‐Marie   Tillard   (‘Commentary   on   “Towards   a   Statement   on   the  
Church”,’  Information  Service  62  [1986]:  216-‐9)  observes  the  image  of  church  as  
koinonia  had  already  been  prominent   in   the  Final  Report  of  ARCIC   I  and   in  
the   Munich   Statement   of   the   Catholic-‐Orthodox   International   Commission  
and   has   become   even   more   dominant   after   the   1985   report   of   the  
Extraordinary  Synod  of  Bishops.      
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degree   of   existing   communion,   but   if   it   becomes   a   perfunctory  
rehearsal,   it   will   not   avail   of   much.   The   road   to   the   goal   of   visible  
union  includes  a  sharing  of  gifts  to  be  sure,  but  it  cannot  end  there.  It  
must   also   encompass   a  mutual   search   for   the   truth.   As   John   Paul   II  
writes  in  Ut  Unum  Sint,   ‘A  “being  together”  which  betrayed  the  truth  
would   thus   be   opposed   both   to   the   nature   of   God   who   offers   his  
communion   and   to   the   need   for   truth   found   in   the   depths   of   every  
human  heart’  (18).      
      The  challenge,  then,  is  for  the  dialogue  partners,  having  articulated  
this   foundation,   to   bring   it   to   bear   more   systematically   and   with  
greater  insight  into  those  areas  of  teaching  and  practice  that  continue  
to  be  stumbling  blocks.     It   is   the   transition   from   broad   theological  
sketches   to   a   detailed   revisitation   of   the   issues   that   still   divide  
Catholics  and  Methodists  that  is  yet  to  be  worked  out  fully.          
      That  challenge   is  only  amplified  with  the   increasing  tension  within  
ecclesial   bodies  over   self-‐definition.  An   intercontextual  methodology  
as   developed   in   the   Brighton   and   Seoul   Reports   is   by   no   means   in  
itself   an   obstacle   to   Christian   unity.   Diversity   within   unity   is   a  
hallmark  of  our  history  as  Christians.  The  question   remains  how  the  
participants   in   the   international   dialogue   between   the   Catholic  
Church   and   World   Methodist   Council   will   balance   these   concerns.  
Can  ‘speaking  the  truth  in  love,’  be  actualized  in  both  the  content  and  
form  of  ecumenical  dialogue  texts?      
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AN  EMERGING  PENTECOSTAL  ECUMENISM?  

Peter  Hocken*  

The   world   of   academic   theology   has   been   slow   to   recognize   the  
significance  of  the  Pentecostal  patterns  of  Christian  faith  that  have  been  
spreading   so   rapidly,   especially   in   Africa,   Asia   and   Latin   America.    
However,   the   relationships   between   historic   patterns   of   church   and  
theology   and   the   Evangelical-‐Pentecostal   worlds   suspicious   of  
ecumenism   have   been   changing   with   the   formation   of   the   Global  
Christian  Forum,  with  the  emergence  of  serious  Pentecostal  scholarship  
and   of  more   positive   Pentecostal   approaches   to   ecumenism.      A   newly-‐
published   symposium1   on   European   Pentecostalism   reveals   older  
sectarian  mentalities,  that  do  not  accord  with  the  more  open  attitude  of  
its  editors.      

The   worldwide   growth   of   the   Pentecostal   movement,   especially   its  
dissemination   in   Africa,   Asia   and   Latin   America,   is   generally   known  
but   differently   interpreted.   In   unsympathetic   circles   in   the   Western  
world,   particularly   within   the   Catholic   Church,   this   phenomenon   is  
seen   in  negative   terms  as   the  proliferation  of   sects,  generally  with  no  
distinctions   being   made   between   undoubtedly   Christian   groups   and  
clearly   heterodox   bodies,   that   believe   in   authoritative   revelation  
subsequent   to   Jesus   Christ   and   the   New   Testament.   While   church  
leaders   are   worried   about   the   loss   of   members   to   these   newcomers,  
theologians  in  the  West  have  largely  ignored  the  whole  phenomenon.    
The  exceptions  explicitly  confirm  the  general  pattern.  So,  for  example,  
Walter  Hollenweger  was  inveighing  for  years  against  this  blindness  of  

                                                                                                                          
*   Peter   Hocken   is   a   priest   of   the   diocese   of   Northampton,   now   living   in  
Hainburg   an  der  Donau,  Austria.  He   served  on   the   editorial   board   of  One   in  
Christ   for  many  years.  He  has  been  active  in  the  charismatic  movement  since  
1971   as   well   as   in   Pentecostal   and   charismatic   studies,   and   ecumenically  
committed  since  ordination  as  a  priest  in  1964.    He  was  executive  secretary  of  
the  Society  for  Pentecostal  Studies  in  North  America  from  1988–1997.  He  is  the  
author  of  several  books  and  of  contributions  to  symposia,  dictionaries,  etc.    
1   William   K.   Kay   &   Anne   E.   Dyer   (eds.),   European   Pentecostalism   (Leiden,  
Netherlands:  Brill,  2011).  
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academia,   while   Harvey   Cox   reported   on   the   astonishment   of   his  
professional   colleagues   as   he   pursued   his   investigation   of  
Pentecostalism   during   his   global   travels.1   However,   the   Pentecostal  
explosion   was   being   studied   in   academic   circles,   above   all   in   the  
departments  of  the  social  sciences  and  of  anthropology.  This  has  been  
especially  in  relation  to  Latin  America.2  
      Apart   from   its   first-‐world   centredness,  most   academic   theology   is   a  
theology   of   texts   and   concepts.   For   this   reason,   the   slowness   of  
Western  academia  to  pay  attention  to  the  Pentecostal  ‘explosion’  in  the  
‘third’   or   ‘developing’   world   is   no   doubt   because   of   the   ‘oral’  
experiential   character   of   Pentecostal-‐charismatic   faith,   that   was  
primarily   expressed   in   worship   and   testimony.   From   his   time   in   the  
1960s   at   the   World   Council   of   Churches,   Hollenweger   was   strongly  
contesting   the   assumption   that   Pentecostals   did   not   have   a   theology  
just   because   they   did   not   produce   professional   theological   texts.   He  
always  insisted  that  the  theology  of  Pentecostals  was  an  ‘oral  theology’  
expressed  in  songs  and  testimonies.3  But  theologians  were  not  inclined  
to   take   Pentecostalism   seriously   when   the   Pentecostals   themselves  
were   dismissive   of   intellectual   skills   and   regularly   denounced   the  
unbelief  and  apostasy  of  the  churches.  
                                                                                                                          
1     Harvey   Cox,  Fire   from  Heaven:   The   Rise   of   Pentecostal   Spirituality   and   the  
Reshaping   of   Religion   in   the   Twenty-‐first   Century   (Reading,   MA:   Addison-‐
Wesley  Publishing  Co,  1994).  
2      See   among   others   Emilio   Willems,   Followers   of   the   New   Faith:   Culture  
Change   and   the   Rise   of   Protestantism   in   Brazil   and   Chile   (Nashville,   TN:  
Vanderbilt   University   Press,   1967);   David   Martin,   Tongues   of   Fire:   The  
Explosion   of   Protestantism   in   Latin   America   (Oxford:   Basil   Blackwell,   1990);  
Virginia   Garrard-‐Burnett   and   David   Stoll   (eds.),  Rethinking   Protestantism   in  
Latin  America  (Philadelphia:  Temple  University  Press,  1993);  André  Corten,  Le  
pentecôtisme   au   Brésil   (Paris:   Editions   Karthala,   1995);   Frans   H.   Kamsteeg,  
Prophetic   Pentecostalism   in  Chile   (Lanham,  MD:   The   Scarecrow  Press,   1998).    
Three   studies   that   are   inter-‐continental,   again   by   social   scientists,   are   Paul  
Freston,  Evangelicals  and  Politics  in  Asia,  Africa  and  Latin  America  (Cambridge:  
Cambridge   University   Press,   2001);   André   Corten   and   Ruth  Marshall-‐Fratani  
(eds.),  Between  Babel  and  Pentecost:  Transnational  Pentecostalism  in  Africa  and  
Latin   America   (Bloomington,   IN.:   Indiana   University   Press,   2001);   David  
Martin,  Pentecostalism:  The  World  Their  Parish  (Oxford:  Blackwell,  2002).  
3   Walter   J.   Hollenweger,   ‘After   Twenty   Years   Research   on   Pentecostalism’,  
Theology,   87/720   (1984):   403-‐12;   Pentecostalism:   Origins   and   Developments  
Worldwide  (Peabody,  MA:  Hendrickson  Publishers,  1997).  
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A  Slow  Awakening  in  the  Christian  World  
In  the  last  twenty  years,  there  has  been  a  slowly  increasing  awareness  
that   the   older   Churches   need   to   take   the   Pentecostal   explosion  
seriously.   A   major   factor   has   clearly   been   the   sheer   size   of   the  
Pentecostal   constituency   in   the   developing   world.   It   was   becoming  
more  difficult  to  ignore.  Another  factor  has  been  the  decolonization  of  
the  Christian  Churches  with  virtually  all  churches  and  denominations  
in  Africa,  Asia,  Latin  America  and  Polynesia  now  having  an  indigenous  
leadership,   who  make   their   voice   heard   in   global   gatherings   of   their  
confessional   families.  This  was  evident  at   the  Lambeth  Conference  of  
1998,  and  has  since  become  even  clearer  with  the  controversies  within  
the  Anglican  Communion,  and  the   formation  of  GAFCON  as  a  global  
instrument   to   defend   traditional   Anglican   values   and   to   oppose   the  
liberal  trends  most  strongly  represented  in  the  Episcopalian  Church  of  
the  United  States  and  the  Anglican  Church  of  Canada.  
      The   changing   shape   of   world   Christianity   has   been   highlighted   by  
the   work   of   Philip   Jenkins,   The   Next   Christendom.1   For   Jenkins,   the  
centre   of   gravity   of   world   Christianity   has   been   moving   south,   a  
process  that  will  continue.2  While  he   is  cautious  about  predicting  the  
future,   he   writes   that   ‘As   southern   churches   grow   and  mature,   they  
will   increasingly  define   their  own   interests   in  ways   that  have   little   to  
do   with   the   preferences   and   parties   of   Americans   and   Europeans.’3      
The  diverse   southern  churches  are   in  most   cases   ‘fundamentalist   and  
charismatic   by   nature,   theologically   conservative,   with   a   powerful  
belief   in   the   spiritual   dimension,   in   visions   and   spiritual   healing.’4    
Jenkins   is   not   speaking   simply   about   the   new   patterns   of   Christian  
faith,   but   also   about   the   changing   trends   in   the   former   mission  
churches  as  they  seek  authentic  forms  of  indigenization  faithful  to  the  
biblical  revelation  and  historic  Christian  orthodoxy.  
      Hollenweger   was   Professor   of   Mission   at   the   University   of  
Birmingham  (England)   in   the   1970s  and   1980s,  making  Birmingham  a  

                                                                                                                          
1      Philip   Jenkins,   The   Next   Christendom:   The   Coming   of   Global   Christianity  
(Oxford  &  New  York:  Oxford  University  Press,  rev.  edn.  2007).  
2     ‘Over  the  last  century,  however,  the  center  of  gravity  in  the  Christian  world  
has   shifted   inexorably   southward,   to   Africa   and   Latin   America.’   (p.1);   ‘This  
trend  will  continue  apace  in  coming  years.’  (p.2).  
3    Ibid.  16.  
4    Ibid.  158.  
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first   choice   for   many   students   of   the   Pentecostal   and   charismatic  
movements   to   do   doctoral   studies.1   After   his   retirement   his   massive  
personal  archives  were  acquired  by  the  Free  University  of  Amsterdam,  
that   appointed   first   a   professorial   chair   for   Pentecostal   studies   and  
then   a   second   chair   for   charismatic   studies.   At   the   same   time,  
Birmingham   continued   to   be   a  major   centre   for   Pentecostal   studies,  
particularly   since   the   appointment   of  Allan  Anderson   as   Professor   of  
Global   Pentecostal   Studies.   Anderson   brings   to   his   academic   work  
years   of   pastoral   experience   and   research   in   Zimbabwe   and   South  
Africa,   so   his   theological   contribution   is   untypical   of   European  
professional  theology  and  deeply  marked  by  the  challenges  of  African  
culture   and   spirituality.   He   is   thus   well-‐placed   to   speak   to   the  
awakening  interest  in  Pentecostal  studies  and  to  bridge  the  disciplines  
in   a   constructive   way.   In   recent   years,   other   scholars   have  
strengthened  the  theology  department  at  Birmingham  in  this  area,  e.g.  
Mark  Cartledge,  a  charismatic  Anglican  scholar,  and  Andrew  Davies,  a  
Pentecostal.  Other  European  universities  have  been  following  suit  with  
centres  for  Pentecostal  studies  in  Heidelberg,  Germany  and  in  Uppsala,  
Sweden.    

A  New  Ecumenical  Initiative  
The   massive   growth   in   the   Pentecostal–charismatic   and   Evangelical  
sectors   did   not   of   course   pass   unnoticed   at   the   World   Council   of  
Churches   (WCC).   Leaders   at   the   WCC   were   acutely   aware   of   the  
decrease  in  membership  in  many  denominations  of  the  West,  resulting  
in   reduced   financial   support.   These   factors   together   diminished   the  
credibility   of   the   World   Council   that   was   representing   a   decreasing  
percentage   of   the  world’s   Christians.  During   the   1990s   among   senior  
WCC   staff   arose   the   sense   that   a   new   initiative  was   needed   to   bring  
together   leaders   from   all   parts   of   the   Christian   spectrum,   and   to  
overcome  the  ecumenical-‐Evangelical  divide.  A  consultation  was  held  
at   Bossey   in   Switzerland   in   1998,   which   led   to   a   lengthy   process   of  
consultation,   gradually   drawing   in   more   and   more   leaders   from   the  
Evangelical   and   Pentecostal   churches.2   From   the   start,   it   was  
                                                                                                                          
1    The  present  author  was  one  of  his  doctoral  students.  
2      The   story   of   this   process   is   told   by   Sarah   Rowland   Jones   in   ‘The   Global  
Christian  Forum—A  Narrative  History’   in  Huibert  van  Beek  (ed.),  Revisioning  
Christian   Unity:   The   Global   Christian   Forum   (Oxford:   Regnum   Books  
International,  2009):  3–22.  
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recognized   that   what   was   needed   was   not   another   ecumenical  
organization,   but   a   forum   where   all   could   meet   as   equals   and   as  
Christians.  As   a   consequence,   the  Global  Christian  Forum   (GCF)  was  
launched  at  Limuru,  Kenya,  in  November  2007.      
      GCF   was   formed   with   the   intention   that   the   Evangelical   and  
Pentecostal  constituencies  should  form  at  least  one  half  of  the  Forum’s  
participants.1   This   was   ‘done   in   recognition   of   their   extraordinary  
growth  over  the  past  century  and  in  order  to  strengthen  their  presence  
as  they  meet  with  the  “older”  churches  and  make  their  voices  heard.’2  
Maximum  effort  was  made  to  ensure  the  Evangelicals  and  Pentecostals  
felt  at  home.  Each  day  began  and  ended  with  a  time  of  prayer.  On  the  
first   day,   all   participants  were   invited   to   share   their   faith   journeys   in  
small  groups  showing  who  Jesus  Christ  is  for  them.    Bible  studies  were  
also  held   in   small  groups  and   the   two  plenary  papers  were  presented  
by   two   Pentecostal   scholars,   a   Korean   man   and   a   woman   from   the  
United  States.  

Changing  Attitudes  in  the  Pentecostal  World      
The   Pentecostal   world   had   been   unsympathetic   to   all   things  
ecumenical,  with  a  few  exceptions.3  The  general  Pentecostal  antipathy  
makes  the  bridge-‐building  ministry  of  David  du  Plessis  from  the  1950s  
all   the  more  remarkable.  The   first  dialogue  between  Pentecostals  and  
other  Christians  was  the  Catholic  –  Pentecostal  dialogue,  dating   from  
1972,  which  was  the  fruit  of  du  Plessis’s  visits  to  Rome.  In  effect,  at  the  
beginning   the   dialogue   was   between   an   officially   appointed   Catholic  
team   and   a   group   of   friends   of   du   Plessis.4   Only   gradually   did   the  
Pentecostal   participants   become   authorized   by   their   denominations,  
though   this   authorization   signified   a   gradual   evolution   in   their  

                                                                                                                          
1   ‘Care   had   been   taken   to   ensure   that   half   of   the   participants   were   from  
Evangelical,  Holiness,  Pentecostal  and  Independent  constituencies.’  (van  Beek  
ed.,  op.  cit.  Introduction,  xvii).    
2  Ibid.  
3   Hollenweger   had   included   among   his   five   roots   of   Pentecostalism   an  
‘Ecumenical   Root’   (Pentecostalism,   334-‐8),   pointing   to   some   pioneers   who  
remained   within   their   churches   of   origin,   all   Europeans   (334-‐49).   But   those  
listed  did  not  have  a  vision  for  church  reconciliation,  except  for  Louis  Dallière,  
who  was  a  generation  after  the  others  and  who  never  accepted  being  labelled  a  
Pentecostal.    
4  See  P.  Hocken,  ‘Dialogue  Extraordinary’,  One  in  Christ,  24/3  (1988):  202-‐13.  
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attitudes   but   not   yet   an   acceptance   of   the   ecumenical  movement   as  
such.  
The   Emergence   of   Pentecostal   Scholarship.   As   the   Pentecostal  
groupings   grow   out   of   their   earlier   sectarian   patterns   and   develop  
more   typical   denominational   ways,   their   anti-‐intellectualism   wanes  
and   their   institutes   of   formation   develop   from   unaffiliated   Bible  
colleges   to   theological   colleges   and   seminaries,   even   to   universities.    
The  major   change   in   Pentecostal   attitudes   to   ecumenism   is   a   direct  
consequence  of   this   emergence   from   isolation  and  entry   into  a  wider  
world.1  More  and  more  teachers  of  theology  at  Pentecostal  institutions  
have  Ph.D.s,  quite  a  number   from  prestigious  universities   in   the  USA  
and   Europe.   Significant   theological   works   are   appearing   from  
Pentecostal   scholars   bringing   a   distinctively   Pentecostal   perspective  
into   mainline   theological   debates.   Among   the   theologians   are   Frank  
Macchia   (USA)2,   Veli-‐Matti   Kärkkäinen   (Finland   and   USA),   Amos  
Yong  (USA),  Simon  Chan  (Singapore),  with  Gordon  Fee  one  of  the  first  
Pentecostals  to  be  widely  recognized  as  a  biblical  scholar.      
      As   a   result   the   climate   towards   ecumenism   has   undergone   a   huge  
change   in   the   educated   Pentecostal   constituency.   This   is   especially  
marked   in  North  America,  but   the  same  trend   is  present,   though   less  
advanced  in  Asia,   in  Latin  America  and  in  Europe.   In  North  America,  
the   atmosphere   in   the   Society   for   Pentecostal   Studies   has   changed  
dramatically.   In   1980,   when   I   became   a   member   of   the   Society,  
‘ecumenism’   was   a   suspect   term,   that   one   did   not   use   without  
subsequent   justification.  Today,   the  Society   is   three   times   larger   than  
in   1980,   it   has   formed   specialist   Interest   Groups,   of   which   one   is   an  
Ecumenical   Group.   This   group   is   well-‐supported   and   its   existence   is  
taken   for   granted.   Several  members   are   also   involved   in   professional  
academic   societies,   particularly   those   relating   to  biblical   studies.   It   is  
from   the   ranks   of   this   Society   that   almost   all   North   American  
participants  are  drawn  for  the  increasing  number  of  bilateral  dialogues  

                                                                                                                          
1   For   some   Pentecostal   institutions,   this   is   entry   into   the   wider   Evangelical  
world,  but  for  others  it  is  also  entry  into  the  ecumenical  world  of  thought.  
2   See  Frank  D.  Macchia,  Baptized   in   the  Spirit:  A  Global  Pentecostal  Theology  
(Grand  Rapids,  MI:  Zondervan,  2006)  and  Justified  in  the  Spirit  (Grand  Rapids,  
MI:  Eerdmans,  2010).  
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in   which   Pentecostals   are   involved.1   While   most   marked   in   North  
America,   this  trend  is  also  evident  on  the  other  continents,  especially  
in  Australia  and  Asia.  These  trends  are  making  more  Pentecostals  open  
to   ecumenism,   the   teachers   in   their   colleges   more   rapidly   than   the  
denominational  leaders.  There  is  also  an  Asian  Pentecostal  Theological  
Society,  which  publishes  its  own  journal  and  another  in  Australia.  Here  
similar  trends  can  be  seen.  This  gap  is  clearly  present  in  Europe,  as  will  
be  indicated  in  the  rest  of  this  article.    How  this  tension  will  play  out  in  
the   future   is   a   major   issue   in   world   Pentecostalism,   where   the  
denominational   leadership   probably   reflects   the   grass-‐roots   church  
membership  more  than  the  scholars  and  the  theologians.2  
      Another  fruit  of  the  emergence  of  Pentecostal  scholarship  is  a  much  
better  understanding  of  their  own  historical  origins.  This  development  
has  drawn  more  attention  to  what  some  see  as  an  ecumenical  strand  in  
Pentecostal  origins.  Among  several  Pentecostal  pioneers   there  was  an  
emphasis   on   the  Holy   Spirit   bringing   believers   into   unity.   This   leads  
Amos   Yong   to   propose   that   ‘the   Pentecostal   experience   of   the   Spirit  
provides   a   reconciling  dynamic   able   to  heal   the   fragmentation  of   the  
church’.3   But   it   is   important   to   recognize   that   this   form   of   proto-‐
ecumenism  had  no  vision  for  ecclesial  reconciliation,  Yong  noting  that  
the  reasons  for  the  ‘ecumenical  failure’  of  the  Pentecostals  include  ‘the  
pentecostal  valuing  of  spiritual  over  visible  unity;  pentecostal  fears  that  
ecumenical  relationships  erode  the  doctrinal  foundations  of  the  gospel,  
and   the   influence   of   dispensational   eschatology,  which   identifies   the  
ecumenical  movement  with  the  apostasy  of  the  end  times’.4  

Likely  Consequences  for  the  Future  of  Ecumenism    
If   the   GCF   initiative   continues   to   unfold,   it   is   impossible   that   the  
ecumenical  patterns  of  the  past  fifty  years  will  remain  unchanged.  All  

                                                                                                                          
1   Virtually   all   of   these   dialogues   have   begun   with   Cecil  M.   Robeck,   Jr.   from  
Fuller   Theological   Seminary,   Pasadena,   California,   playing   a   major   role.    
Robeck  has  had  a  delicate  task,  since  he  is  a  pastor  of  the  Assemblies  of  God  of  
the  USA,  which  has  in  general  taken  an  anti-‐ecumenical  stance,  more  so  than  
other  major  Pentecostal  denominations  in  the  USA.  
2  See  Amos  Yong,  ‘Pentecostal  Scholarship  and  Scholarship  on  Pentecostalism:  
The  Next  Generation’,  Pneuma,  34  (2012):  161-‐5.    
3   Amos   Yong,   The   Spirit   Poured   Out   on   All   Flesh:   Pentecostalism   and   the  
Possibility  of  a  Global  Theology  (Grand  Rapids,MI:  Baker  Academic,  2005),  168.      
4  Ibid.  note  1.  
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involved  understand  that  the  GCF  can  never  evolve  into  a  replacement  
for   the   WCC.   It   is   also   clear   that   the   future   relations   between   the  
hitherto   ecumenical   world   and   the   Pentecostal–Evangelical  
constituency  will   fit   the   pattern   and   indeed   intensify   it   of   increasing  
weight   being   attached   to   the   younger   churches   of   Africa,   Asia   and  
Latin   America.   This   has   to   have   consequences   for   the   forms   of  
theology  that  serve  the  movement  for  unity.  It  will  undoubtedly  bring  
to   the   fore  pneumatology  and   its   relation   to  Christology,   and  a  more  
holistic  anthropology  doing  full  justice  to  the  spiritual,  the  psychic  and  
the  bodily.      
      The  emergence  of  significant  Pentecostal  scholars,  both  exegetes  and  
theologians,   will   clearly   enrich   the   ecumenical   journey.  Not   only   are  
many   knocking   at   our   door,   they   want   to   play   a   full   part.   These  
Pentecostal   ecumenists   have   for   the   most   part   been   formed   in   the  
USA,  and  the  theological  world  they  have  entered   is  primarily  that  of  
the   North   American   academy.   But   as   Pentecostals,   they   bring   an  
awareness   of   the   world-‐wide   Pentecostal   explosion   and   a   connatural  
sympathy   that   could   make   them   ecumenical   bridge-‐builders   in   the  
future.   Scholars   such   as   Frank   Macchia,   Veli-‐Matti   Kärkkäinen,  
Wolfgang  Vondey  and  Amos  Yong  are  already   seeking   to  play   such  a  
role.1              

A  Newly-‐Published  Symposium    
The   changing   situation   is   well   illustrated   though   not   described   in   a  
recently   published   symposium   on   European   Pentecostalism.2   This  
volume  demonstrates   the  ongoing  emergence  of  Pentecostalism   from  
sectarian  and  isolationalist  attitudes,  showing  that  this  process  is  more  
advanced  in  countries  with  a  pluralist  Christian  presence  than  in  those  
with   a   Catholic   or   Orthodox   majority.   I   want   to   focus   first   on   two  
related   tendencies   concerning   ‘what   is   Pentecostalism?’   and   the  
differences   between   Pentecostals   and   non-‐denominational  
charismatics.  

                                                                                                                          
1  See  Wolfgang  Vondey  (ed.),  Pentecostalism  and  Christian  Unity:  Ecumenical  
Documents   and   Critical   Assessments   (Eugene,   OR:   Wipf   and   Stock,   2010);  
Yong,  op.cit.  where  ch.  4  treats  of  ‘The  Ecumenical  Potential  of  Pentecostalism  
for  World  Theology’.  
2  W.  K.  Kay  &  A.  E.  Dyer  (eds.),  European  Pentecostalism  (Leiden:  Brill,  2011).  
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Terminology   and   Classification.   A   non-‐sectarian   attitude   is  
demonstrated   by   the   editors   in   their   evident   desire   to   understand  
‘Pentecostalism’  in  a  wide  sense,  that  is  to  say,  a  sense  that  includes  the  
various  brands  of  charismatic  Christians  and  of  Spirit-‐Churches  with  a  
strong  emphasis  on  experience  and  spiritual  power.  The  stance  of  the  
editors   reflects   a   debate   between   the   scholars   as   to   the   definition   of  
Pentecostalism,  who  is   included  and  who  is  not,  with  some  like  Allan  
Anderson   of   Birmingham   being   inclusivist   using   primarily  
phenomenological   criteria   and   others   more   restrictive   like   the   late  
Ogbu   Kalu,   having   a   stronger   theological   component   in   their  
classifications.  Kay  and  Dyer  basically  follow  the  thinking  of  Anderson,  
who  includes  as  Pentecostal  all  Spirit-‐inspired  movements  appealing  to  
the   Christian   Bible.   So,   there   is   a   clear   intention   to   include   Catholic  
charismatic  renewal  in  their  survey  of  European  Pentecostalism.  In  the  
Introduction,   Anne   Dyer   seeks   to   include   under   the   heading  
‘Pentecostal’   at   least   three   categories   (see   p.5):   classical   (those  
belonging   to   or   connected   with   recognized   Pentecostal  
denominations),  renewalist  (participants  in  charismatic  renewal  within  
the  Protestant  and  Catholic  churches),  and  neo-‐Pentecostal,  which   in  
context  seems  to  cover  both  the  new  charismatic  networks,  on  which  
Kay  has  published  a  full-‐length  study  of  the  British  developments1,  and  
the   new   migrant   or   migrant-‐founded   churches   springing   up   across  
Europe.      
      The   first   problem   with   this   lumping   together   is   that   it   does   not  
correspond   to   the   perceptions   of   the   people   being   so   numbered   and  
classified.   Very   few   ‘classical   Pentecostals’   would   regard   the  
renewalists,  Catholic  and  Protestant,  as  Pentecostal.  Neither  do  those  
in   charismatic   renewal   or   in   the   new   charismatic   sector   consider  
themselves   to   be   Pentecostals.   It   would   have   aided   the   reader   not  
familiar   with   the   complexities   of   terminology   within   the   whole  
Pentecostal–charismatic   realm   to   have   provided   some   further  
clarification.   There   is   clearly   a   major   difference   between   the   new  
charismatic   assemblies   and   networks   in   Europe   and   North   America,  
which  also  have  considerable  outreach   into  the  other  continents,  and  
the   new   charismatic   churches   and   ministries   springing   up   in   Africa  
that  are  very  different  both  from  the  Pentecostal  mission  churches  and  

                                                                                                                          
1  William   K.   Kay,  Apostolic   Networks   in   Britain:   New  Ways   of   Being   Church  
(Milton  Keynes:  Paternoster,  2007).    
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from  the  older   forms  of  African   independent/instituted  churches  that  
mushroomed   earlier   in   the   twentieth   century.   The   Pentecostals  were  
always   chary   of   the   latter,   seeing   them   as   syncretistic,   whereas   the  
Pentecostal   hesitations   about   the   newer   groupings   are   more   ethical,  
concerning   the   eccentricity   and   exploitative   character   of   some  
practitioners.  
      How   much   does   this   matter   when   the   inclusive   terminology   is  
basically  restricted  to  the  scholarly  realm,  and  has  little  or  no  influence  
on  how  these  groups  do  or  do  not  relate  to  each  other?  In  fact,  it  raises  
an   important   theological   point,   that   of   fellowship   and   mutual  
recognition.   For   who   is   classified   with   whom   must   bear   some  
relationship   to   who   associates   with   whom.   Ecumenism   has   to   begin  
with   those   in  whom  you   recognize   some  affinity  as  Christians  and   to  
whom  you  are  willing  to  talk.  It  has  a  direct  bearing  on  the  increasing  
openness   of   Pentecostal   scholars   to   ecumenism,   for   this   is   not   yet  
paralleled   among   the   new   charismatic   groupings.   However,   in   the  
Western  world,  the  new  charismatic  groupings  are  less  sectarian  than  
the   earlier   Pentecostals,   but   their   openness   is   more   pragmatic   than  
theological   leading   at   this   stage   to   some  collaboration   rather   than   to  
any  dialogue.  
      Another   issue   concerns   the   renewal   currents   within   the   Protestant  
churches,  where  the  terminology  of  charismatic  renewal  is  now  rarely  
used.   How   much   does   this   indicate   that   a   distinctive   movement   of  
charismatic   renewal   no   longer   exists   in   the   Protestant   churches?   Its  
decline   in   French   Protestantism   is   explicitly   noted   (p.   329),   and   it  
seems   to   have   been   poorly   received   in   Protestant   Eastern   Europe.   In  
some   places,   one   speaks   of   ‘spiritual   renewal’   as   among   German-‐
speaking  Lutherans;   in   others   the   sense   of   a   distinctive  movement   is  
fading,  with  charismatic  practices  being  received  into  the  wider  church  
life,   as   for   example   through   the   Alpha   course.   However,   specific  
currents   that   are   undoubtedly   charismatic   in   the   older   sense   still  
continue,   as   with   New   Wine   and   Soul   Survivor   in   Britain.   The   one  
sphere   where   the   language   of   charismatic   renewal   is   still   common  
usage   is   in   the   Catholic   Church,   where   the   worldwide   movement   is  
served  by  International  Catholic  Charismatic  Renewal  Services  (ICCRS)  
and   most   countries   have   their   own   service   committees   for   Catholic  
Charismatic   Renewal.   However,   even   here   we   should   note   that   the  
large  movement  Rinnovamento  nello  Spirito  Santo  in  Italy  does  not  use  
the  term  ‘charismatic’  and  in  France  which  has  exercised  a  much  wider  



ONE  IN  CHRIST  VOL.  46  NO.  2  274  

influence   through   the   major   French   communities,   the   usage   has  
become  simply  le  Renouveau  (the  Renewal).      
The   Actual   Coverage   of   the   Symposium.   The   wider   definition   of  
Pentecostalism   espoused   by   the   editors   indicates   a   desire   that   the  
symposium  should  cover  all  these  Pentecostal-‐charismatic  expressions  
as   they  are   found   in  Europe   today.  The   following  comments  apply   to  
the  first  two-‐thirds  of  the  symposium  which  contains  ten  contributions  
from  the  various  areas  of  Europe  with  the  first   five  covering  northern  
and  west-‐central  Europe  being  very  different  in  style  and  approach  to  
the  second  five,  covering  Mediterranean  and  Eastern  Europe,  including  
the  Balkans.  With  two  exceptions,  almost  all   the  actual  coverage  is  of  
the  ‘classical  Pentecostals’,  i.e.  those  whom  everyone  calls  Pentecostals.  
By  contrast,  the  charismatic  developments,  whether  mainline  renewal  
or   new   networks   unrelated   to   existing   churches   and   denominations,  
receive  but   passing   attention,   except   in   the   contributions   of  Cornelis  
van   der   Laan   (Netherlands)   and   Raymond   Pfister   (francophone  
Europe),   to   which   we   will   turn.   In   general,   the   references   to  
charismatic   renewal   (Dyer’s   ‘renewalists’)   concern   the   origins   and  
primarily   treat   it   from   the   angle   of   its   challenge   to   the  Pentecostals.1  
There   is   a   little  more   on   the   new   charismatic   bodies,   though   this   is  
clearly  not  an  adequate  survey  of  the  phenomenon.  
      What   has   produced   this   disconnect   between   the   description   of  
European  Pentecostalism  in  the  Introduction  and  the  vast  majority  of  
the   contributions?   One   factor   is   no   doubt   the   understanding   of  
Pentecostalism   of   the   majority   of   the   contributors.   When   asked   to  
write  about  Pentecostalism   in   their   regions  or  nations,   they  naturally  
write  about  what   they  have  regarded  all   their   lives  as   the  Pentecostal  
movement.   Another   factor   is   that   they   are   deeply   familiar   with   the  
Pentecostal   movement   in   this   strict   sense,   and   are   not   so   well  
informed  about  the  charismatic  developments.  The  authors  of  the  first  
five  surveys,  being  teachers  with  university  education,  are  more  aware  
of   the   charismatic   and   are   also   more   sympathetic.   The   last   five   are  
written  by  pastor-‐leaders  from  southern  and  eastern  Europe,  who  have  
not   been   part   of   the   theological   ferment   described   above,   and   show  
few  signs  of  an  incipient  ecumenism.  The  fact  that  these  leaders  in  no  
way   see   charismatic  Catholics   as   fellow  Pentecostals   is   no  doubt   one  

                                                                                                                          
1   See   Alvarsson   on   Scandinavia   (p.   33),   Hudson   on   Britain   (pp.   54-‐5),   and  
Simpson  on  Germany  (pp.  77-‐8).  
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factor   necessitating   a   separate   chapter   on   Catholic   charismatic  
renewal.  
      How   useful   then   is   the   overall   survey   in   the   first   ten   chapters,  
granted   that   it   is   largely   limited   to   the   classical   Pentecostals?   It   is  
thorough,  including  virtually  every  European  nation,  extending  even  to  
such  smaller   states  as   Iceland  and  Macedonia.  Several  entries   (Russia  
and   Ukraine,   Central   European   countries,   the   Iberian   peninsula)  
provide  more  information  on  Pentecostal  history  than  has  been  readily  
available  in  English.  But  the  data  in  these  chapters  are  largely  limited  
to  the  names  of   leaders,  the  development  of  denominations  and  their  
institutions,   together  with  key  dates  and  statistics.  They  register   little  
change   in   the   outlook   of   Pentecostals   towards   the   wider   Christian  
world,   focusing   instead   on   the   movement’s   growth   and   the  
controversies   leading   to   splits   and   new   groupings.1   Most   surveys   go  
from  the  Pentecostal  origins  to  the  present  day,  though  that  on  Russia  
and   the  Ukraine   has   less   than   a   page   on   the   period   between   Stalin’s  
clampdown   in   1927   and   the   present.2   Interestingly,   the   largest   local  
congregation   mentioned   is   a   charismatic   free   church   in   Central  
Europe,  the  Faith  Church  in  Budapest,  Hungary  (p.  247),  but  nothing  is  
said   about   its   distinctive   teaching   and   how   it   is   perceived   by   the  
Pentecostals   and   other   Christians   (in   fact,   quite   negatively   as   being  
sectarian).      

The  Coverage  of  Catholic  Charismatic  Renewal  
The   practical   necessity   of   devoting   a   separate   chapter   to   Catholic  
charismatic  renewal  (CCR)  reflects  a  widespread  Pentecostal  hesitation  
about   its   inclusion  as  well  as  a   lack  of  contact  and  knowledge  among  
the   contributors,   apart   from   van   der   Laan   and   Pfister,   the   only   ones  
who   are   well-‐informed   on   all   the   categories   of   ‘Pentecostalism’   as  
defined  by  the  editors.  But  it  also  draws  attention  to  the  relative  lack  of  
mention   of   renewalist   currents   within   the   Protestant   Churches,  

                                                                                                                          
1      Pfister’s   final   article   on   ‘The   Future(s)   of   Pentecostalism   in   Europe’   has   a  
footnote  illustrating  this  lack  of  Pentecostal  engagement  with  societal  changes:  
‘The   2008   Pentecostal   Europe   Conference   was   held   in   November   in  Madrid  
(Spain).    The  chosen  theme  did  focus  on  “a  new  outpouring  for  a  new  Europe”,  
yet   the  discourse  pointed  solely   to   the  need  of  divine  visitation  and  Europe’s  
need  to  turn  back  to  Jesus.’  (p.  361,  note  13)    
2   The   article   by   Peter  Kuzmic   in   the   final   theological   section   has   some   later  
information  on  Soviet  Russia.  
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restricted   to   their   origins   in   Scandinavia   and   in   Germany,   while   the  
main  mention  of  current  Anglican  renewal  currents  in  Britain  comes  in  
the   chapter   on   the   Netherlands,   where   there   is   significant   influence  
from  Britain  (p.  108).      
      With   minimal   references   to   CCR   in   the   other   chapters,   the  
contributions  of  van  der  Laan  on  CCR  in  the  Netherlands  and  of  Pfister  
on   francophone   Europe   had   to   be   removed   from   their   respective  
chapters  and  made  part  of  an  additional  chapter  on  CCR,  placed  in  the  
third  section  on  theology  and  sociology,  entitled  ‘Pentecostal  Theology  
and  Catholic  Europe’,  despite  having  minimal  theological  content.1  So  
the  Catholic  chapter  is  an  editorial  amalgam  of  the  research  of  van  der  
Laan  and  Pfister,  lifted  from  its  original  context,  and  of  data  forwarded  
by   Kees   Slijkerman,   who   runs   a   news   service   for   CCR   in   Europe.2  
Slijkerman   has   clearly   provided   a   survey   based   on   reports   he   has  
received  from  CCR  national   leaders.  While  there  is  much  information  
here   pertinent   to   an   historical   account   of   CCR,   the   material   is   too  
occasional   and   erratic   to   provide   the   basis   for   a   coherent   overall  
account,  either  of  the  history  or  of  the  current  reality.  In  some  places,  
there  are  reasons  to  question  how  much  the  official  office  for  CCR  is  in  
touch   with   the   reality   on   the   ground   (e.g.   Slovakia,   with   which   the  
present   author   is   familiar).   There   is   nothing   on   the   large   Italian  
movement   Rinnovamento   nello   Spirito   Santo,   as   Italy   has   only   three  
lines   about   the   first   prayer   group   at   the   Gregorian   in   Rome,   and  
nothing   on   Malta,   where   CCR   has   had   a   considerable   impact.   The  
United   Kingdom   has   half   a   page,   with   nothing   significant   after   the  
1970s.   This   is   ludicrous   in   a   purported   European   survey.   Not  
surprisingly,   the   contributions   of   van   der   Laan   and   Pfister   on   CCR  
within  their  own  territories  are  fuller  and  more  significant.        
      Van   der   Laan   mentions   a   dialogue   between   the   Roman   Catholic  
Church  and   the  Brotherhood  of  Pentecostal  Churches   started   in   1999  
(p.  322).  This  dialogue  is  in  fact  between  the  Pentecostal  Brotherhood  
and   CCR,   until   now   a   development   unique   to   the   Netherlands.    

                                                                                                                          
1   A   footnote   under   France   and   French-‐speaking   areas   mentions   that   ‘This  
section  about  Catholic  charismatics  was  originally  written  by  Raymond  Pfister  
as   integral  part  of  his   chapter  on  Pentecostalism   in   francophone  Europe.’   (p.  
324,  note  3).  
2  The  chapter  is  presented  as  written  by  William  K.  Kay,  with  Kees  Slijkerman,  
Raymond  Pfister  and  Cornelis  van  der  Laan  (see  p.  313).  
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Otherwise  the  symposium  gives  little  or  no  idea  at  all  of  the  places  and  
occasions   where   Pentecostals   and   Catholics   in   Europe   meet   each  
other.   One   such   is   the   Austrian   Round   Table   mentioned   as  
‘ecumenical   leaders   …   working   for   reconciliation   between   the   “old”  
churches  and  the  newer  Free  Churches’  (p.317).  There  is  also  some  such  
contact   in   Charismatic   Leaders   groupings   that   meet   in   Britain   and  
Germany,   as   also   in   the   European   Pentecostal   and   Charismatic  
Research   Association   (EPCRA),   coordinated   by   a   contributor,   Jean-‐
Daniel   Plüss.   While   mention   is   made   under   Scandinavian  
Pentecostalism   of   the   Word   of   Life   Church   in   Uppsala,   Sweden,  
founded   and   led   by   Ulf   Ekman   (p.35),   nothing   is   said   about   the  
remarkable   transformation   of   Ekman   and   Word   of   Life   in   the   last  
fifteen  years  from  a  sectarian  stance  to  more  liturgical  worship  and  an  
ecumenical  engagement  with  the  historic  churches  (Ekman  has  made  
several  visits  to  the  Pontifical  Council  for  Promoting  Christian  Unity).  
In  the  charismatic  free  sector,  there  is  also  the  remarkable  ministry  in  
Paris  of  Carlos  Payan,  who  has  authored  a  book  on  Mary  with  a  preface  
by  Mgr  Léonard,  the  primate  of  Belgium.            
      The   final   five   chapters   of   the   symposium   are   intended   to   provide  
theological   (chs.   11–13)   and   sociological   (chs.   14–15)   reflection.   The  
most  useful  article  in  considering  ecumenical  relations  is  undoubtedly  
‘Pentecostal  Theology  and  Protestant  Europe’  by  Jean-‐Daniel  Plüss,  the  
Swiss  convener  of  EPCRA,  who  considers  Pentecostal  life  and  thought  
from   the   angle   of   the   five   pillars   of   the   Reformation:   sola   scriptura,  
sola  fide,  sola  gratia,  solus  Christus  and  soli  Dei  gloria.  Plüss  highlights  
those  aspects  of  Pentecostalism  that  not  only  endorse  the  principles  of  
the  Reformation,  but  also  those  that  can  enrich  them  and  contribute  to  
a  wider  ecumenical  reconciliation.  
      The  other   theological  contribution  by  Peter  Kuzmic  on   ‘Pentecostal  
Theology  and  Communist  Europe’  adds  an  important  dimension  to  the  
symposium.  Among   the  Pentecostal   pioneers   in   the   Soviet  Union,  he  
highlights  the  role  of  Ivan  Voronaev,  a  heroic  figure  who  died  a  martyr  
after  years   in   labour  camps.  Kuzmic  examines  the  threefold  modes  of  
survival   adopted   by   Pentecostals   under   Communist   oppression:  
resignation,  resistance,  and  accommodation  (pp.  340-‐6).  He  notes  that  
‘Pentecostal   believers   in  Marxist-‐dominated   lands   were  marked   by   a  
theology  of  the  cross.’  (p.  347),  while  commenting  that   ‘A  full-‐fledged  
study  of   the   theology  of   suffering   in   light  of   the  experience  of  Spirit-‐
filled   believers   also   waits   to   be   written’   (p.   335).   These   elements   of  
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suffering   and   the   cross,   often   cited   as   lacunae   in   the   more   recent  
prosperity-‐gospel  patterns  of  charismatic   faith,  are  also  central   in   the  
underground   church   in   China,   which   has   marked   Pentecostal-‐
charismatic  characteristics.          
Statistics.  The  unresolved  issue  of  the  Pentecostal  and  the  charismatic  
recurs   in   the  statistical  chart  provided  at   the  end  (p.  403).  Under   the  
general   heading   ‘Statistics   for   European  Pentecostalism  per  Nation’   a  
column  entitled  ‘P/C  numbers’,  we  find  generous  statistics  that  clearly  
include  every  type  of  charismatic  Christian,  including  Catholics.  So,  for  
example,  for  the  UK  the  figure  2,950,000  is  given,  whereas  the  relevant  
article   shows   150,000   classical   Pentecostals   (p.   41);   that   for   Italy   lists  
1,740,000,   whereas   the   section   on   Italy   indicates   250,000   classical  
Pentecostals   (p.   199).   Similarly   for   Germany,   the   P/C   figure   is  
1,660,000,   whereas   the   combined   figure   for   self-‐confessing  
Pentecostals  can  hardly  be  more  than  50,000  (see  p.  77).  Here  it  would  
seem  that  the  Pentecostal  desire  to  present  impressive  statistics  to  the  
world   leads   to   a   much   easier   accommodation   of   all   types   of  
charismatic  Christian.  
      A  straight  reading  of  this  symposium  could  easily  give  the  impression  
that   ecumenism   is   almost   completely   absent   from   the   thinking   of  
European   Pentecostals.   But   the   felt   need   to   include   the   charismatics  
despite   Pentecostal   ambivalence   points   to   a   world   in   transition.  
Although  Europe  is  the  weakest  continent  as  far  as  Pentecostal  growth  
and  influence  are  concerned,  and  the  European  leaders  are  clearly  not  
the  pace-‐setters  at   the  global   level,  European  Pentecostals  have  some  
sensitivity   to   global   trends   in   their   movement.   Particularly   relevant  
here   is   European   Pentecostal   participation   in   the   Global   Christian  
Forum  now  spreading  since  its  first  global  assembly  at  Limuru,  Kenya,  
in  2007,  not  mentioned  in  the  symposium.  For  these  reasons,  I  would  
draw  more  optimistic  conclusions  concerning  an  incipient  Pentecostal  
ecumenism  in  Europe  than  a  cursory  reading  of  this  symposium  would  
suggest.  
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  BROTHER  ALOIS,  PRIOR  OF  TAIZÉ:  AN  INTERVIEW  

In   August   1940,   the   Swiss   theology   student   Roger   Schutz-‐Marsauche  
moved  to  the  village  of  Taizé  in  Burgundy,  France.  Forced  by  the  war  to  
return   to   Switzerland,   Brother   Roger   was   joined   by   others   who   were  
interested   in   living   a   common   life.   They   returned   to   Taizé   in   1944.  
Gradually,   others   came   to   join   the   original   group,   and  at  Easter   1949,  
seven   men   committed   themselves   for   life   to   celibacy   and   to   a   life  
together   in  great   simplicity.  From   its  origins  as  a   small   community  of  
Protestants,   the   Taizé   Community   is   today   made   up   of   over   one  
hundred   brothers,   Catholics   and   Protestants,   from   around   thirty  
nations.  Over   the   years,   young  adults   from   every   continent   have   been  
coming   to   Taizé   in   ever   greater   numbers,   to   take   part   in   weekly  
meetings.   Brother   Roger   died   violently   during   Evening   Prayer   on   16  
August  2005,  at  the  age  of  90.    
      Since   then,   Brother   Alois,   a   Catholic,   has   been   the   Prior   of   the  
Community.   Brother   Alois   was   born   in   Bavaria   and   grew   up   in  
Stuttgart.  He  joined  the  community  in  1974  and  has  lived  in  Taizé  since  
then.   Brother   Roger   designated   him   as   his   successor   during   the  
Community’s   Council   in   January   1998.   He   had   already   chosen   him  
discreetly   in   1978.   Brother   Alois   was   in   Dublin   for   the   International  
Eucharistic  Congress   in   June  2012,  where  he   spoke   to  Martin  Browne  
OSB.*    

MB   What  prompted  you  to  join  the  Community  of  Taizé?  
Al   I  was  very  young  when   I  went   there   for   the   first   time—  

sixteen   years   old.   I   was   struck   by   the   prayer—by   the  
simplicity  of   the  prayer   and   the   silence;  but   also  by   the  
fact  that  people  were  there  from  all  over  the  world.  It  was  
an  experience  of  the  universal  Church  that  I’d  never  had  
before.  All  of  this  had  a  strong  impact  on  me.  And  then,  
when   I   went   a   second   time,   I   met   Brother   Roger   and  
more  of  the  community.  And  I  felt  I  should  follow  Christ  
there.  

MB   Were   there   many   Catholic   brothers   in   the  
community  at  the  time?  

                                                                                                                          
*  Br  Martin  is  a  monk  of  Glenstal  and  Headmaster  of  Glenstal  Abbey  School.  
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Al   There   were   already   some   Catholic   brothers,   but   it   was  
still   the   beginning.   1969   was   when   the   first   Catholic  
brother   joined   the   community,   so   it   was   still   an  
‘adventure’.  But  Brother  Roger  waited  for  that  for  such  a  
long   time   that   to   actually   finally   take   this   step  was   not  
difficult  or  complicated.    

MB   You  were  told  that  you  would  succeed  Brother  Roger  
a  long  time  before  you  actually  did.  How  did  you  live  
with  that  knowledge?  

Al   It   was   strange.   I   was   very   young   when   Brother   Roger  
spoke  to  me  about  it  for  the  first  time  [1978].  It  was  still  
far   away   at   that   time,   because   Brother   Roger   was   very  
well   and   healthy.   During   the   last   years   when   Brother  
Roger   was   very   old—he   lived   till   ninety—it   was   a   very  
special   time,   and  we  only   realised   afterwards   that   these  
years   when   Brother   Roger   was   very   old   were   years   of  
preparation,   not   only   for   me   personally,   but   for   the  
whole   community.   And   then  when   Brother   Roger   died,  
even   though   it   was   a   tragic   death,   we   came   closer  
together  and  were  very  much  aware  that  together  we  live  
out  the  heritage  of  Brother  Roger.  That  made  it  easier  for  
me  to  take  on  this  responsibility.  

MB   What  is  the  heart  of  your  vocation,  both  as  a  Brother  
of  Taizé  and  as  Prior?  

Al   To   put   my   whole   trust   in   Christ…   and   allow   him   to  
transform  me,   even   to   the   smallest   details   of   daily   life.  
Also,   to   love   my   brothers…   To   admire   them…  Which   I  
do!  And  to  carry  what  is  difficult  along  with  them.  

MB   The   brothers   knew   in   advance   that   you   would  
succeed   Brother   Roger,   but   nobody   knew   how  
suddenly   and   how   violently   that   transition   would  
take   place.   How   did   you   and   the   community   live  
through  those  days?  

Al   Eight  years  before  he  died,  Brother  Roger  said  to  all   the  
brothers   when   we   were   all   together   for   our   yearly  
Council   meeting   that   I   should   take   this   responsibility  
after   him.   But   then,   in   the   January   before   he   died,   he  
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said:  We  have  to  make  a  change  this  year.  I’m  too  old.  He  
said   to   the   brothers:   We   will   do   this   in   August.   But  
August  came  and  he  did  not  say  anything  and  we  did  not  
speak.  And  then  it  happened.  In  August...  

MB   It  is  very  mysterious.  Have  you  any  reflection  on  that  
mystery?  

Al   It  was  such  a  violent  death.  It  was  done  by  a  person  who  
was  mentally   ill,  but   this   is  not  a  definitive  explanation.  
You  could  be  ill,  but  why  would  you  need  to  kill  Brother  
Roger?  What   is   the   explanation?   There   is   a   mystery   in  
that…  yes.  Perhaps  there  is  a  meaning  that  God  knows…  
That  Brother  Roger,  to  give  his  life  like  this—he  who  was  
a  man  of  peace—had  such  a  violent  death…  

MB   Being   the   first   successor   of   the   founder   in   any  
organisation  can  be  difficult,  especially  in  a  religious  
community.   It   is   a   heavy   responsibility   to   be   in   the  
shadow  of  the  founder.  How  was  that  experience  for  
you?  

Al   God  will  lead  us  step  by  step.  Brother  Roger  never  spoke  
to  me   about  what   I  would   need   to   do.  He   didn’t   speak  
very   much   about   it   at   all,   only   some   small   things.   It’s  
much   more   the   trust   that   he   gave,   not   only   to   me  
personally,   but   to   the   community,   that   enables   us   to  
continue   the   life   of   the   community.  We   live   very  much  
from  this  trust  given  by  Brother  Roger,  and  we  are  glad,  
first   of   all,   about   the   continuity   in   Taizé.   That   was   the  
most   important   thing:   that   there   was   no   break,   but  
continuity.  This  was  a  gift  of  God.    

         Continuity   in   two   things:   Firstly,   in   our   community—
the   death   of   Brother   Roger   brought   us   even   closer  
together,   in   a   real   brotherly   love.   Brother   Roger   always  
wanted   that   our   life   as   a   community   be   based   on   a  
minimum   of   structures.   He   wrote   a   Rule.   This   Rule   is  
based  on  the  monastic  Rules  that  exist,  but  he  wanted  a  
minimum   of   structures.   It   should   be   based   on   the  
personal,   fraternal   love   and   affection   that   we   have   for  
one   another.   This   is   a   strong   reality.   It   was   a   strong  
reality  after  the  death  of  Brother  Roger  and  it  continues.  
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And  secondly,  continuity  in  the  young  people  that  come  
to   Taizé.   It   is   astonishing   now,   seven   years   after   his  
death,  that  so  many  young  people  continue  to  come.  This  
shows  that  Brother  Roger  did  not  point  towards  himself,  
but  he  pointed,  like  John  the  Baptist,  towards  Christ.  He  
said  often:  We  should  be   like   John  the  Baptist,  pointing  
towards   Christ   and   not   to   ourselves.   The   fact   that   the  
young  people  still  come,  seeking  the  wellsprings  of  faith  
in  Taizé,  is  a  gift  of  God  that  helps  us  also  to  continue  as  
a  community.    

MB   In  your  first  months  as  Prior,  you  undertook  a  round  
of   visits   to   Rome,   Constantinople,   Moscow   and   so  
on.  Why  was  that  important  for  you?  

Al   It  was  important  to  express  communion—communion  in  
the  Church  and  in  the  different  Churches.  We  were  very  
touched  by  Pope  Benedict  XVI.  He  spoke  about  Brother  
Roger  the  day  after  his  death,  at  Castel  Gandolfo,  saying  
that  he  was  moved  because  he  had  just  received  a   letter  
from  him.  It  was  the  last  letter  that  Brother  Roger  wrote,  
saying   that   he   couldn’t   go   to   the  World   Youth   Day   in  
Cologne,  but  that  he  would  come  to  Rome  to  see  him  as  
soon  as  possible,  to  express  our  communion.      

         So,  I  wrote  to  the  Pope,  saying  that  since  Brother  Roger  
could  not  come,  I  would  like  to  visit  him,  to  express  that  
communion.  And  each  year  since  then,  he  has  given  me  a  
private   audience.   It   was   important   to   do   this   also   with  
the   other   Churches—with   the   Orthodox   Churches,   the  
Protestant   Churches   and   the   Anglican   Church—to  
express  our  communion.  

MB   You   say   that  Brother  Roger   spoke  about  needing   to  
be   like   John   the   Baptist,   but   nevertheless,   to   many  
people   the   words   ‘Taizé’   and   ‘Brother   Roger’   were  
synonymous.   How   has   the   new   reality   of   life   after  
him  been  for  the  community?  

Al   Brother   Roger   had   an   incredible   imagination   and   an  
incredible   endurance.   The   community   was   not   just  
‘founded’  when  he  came  to  Taizé  and  bought   the  house  
in   1940.   It  was   ‘founded’   throughout   his  whole   lifetime.  
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There  were  several  steps  in  this  foundation.  First,  he  was  
alone;  then  a  small  community  of  brothers;  then  the  first  
ecumenical  meetings;   then  the  young  people.  Very  early  
on,  Brother  Roger  said  that  we  had  to  give  trust  to  young  
people.  If  they  do  not  find  a  personal  faith  they  will  leave  
the  church.  So,  there  were  different  ‘steps’  of  foundation.  
This   continued   for   his   whole   lifetime,   and   this   is   why  
Taizé   was   synonymous   with   Brother   Roger.   But   the  
beautiful   thing   now   is   that   so   many   young   people   do  
come,   not   because   of   Brother   Roger,   but   because   of  
Christ.  

MB   Are  men  still  coming  to  join  the  community?  
Al   Yes!   The   last   brother   who   joined   us   came   from  

Bangladesh.  He   is   from   a   Baptist   background   and   grew  
up   in  the  Anglican  Church  there.  We  are  glad  that  each  
year,   one   or   two   or   three   new   brothers   join   the  
community.  This  is  important  because  we  also  have  some  
very  old  brothers  now—the  eldest  is  94  now.    

MB   You   have   maintained   the   tradition   of   the   annual  
Letter   from   Taizé,   and   you   began   by   publishing  
Brother   Roger’s   last,   unfinished   letter.   It   ends   with  
the   mysterious   phrase,   ‘To   the   extent   that   our  
community  creates  possibilities  in  the  human  family  
to  widen…’  How  have  you  interpreted  that?  

Al   Firstly,   it’s  about  the  widening  of  our  hearts.  We  should  
not   become  bitter   because   of   failures   in   life,   because   of  
things   that   do   not   work,   because   of   our   imperfections,  
because  of  the  suffering  in  the  world.  We  should  become  
more  and  more  human.  That’s  widening  our  hearts…  The  
universal  love  which  we  are  called  to,  we  always  have  to  
live  with   the  person  we  meet  now.  That  was  very  much  
Brother  Roger.  He  had  an  instinct  for  universal  love  and  
he  was  ready  to  go  to  the  ends  of  the  earth—and  he  did!  
He   went   to   the   border   of   China,   to   Chile,   to   Calcutta  
with  Mother  Teresa,  but  always  meeting  persons.   It  was  
always  universal  love.  

         So  that’s  one  kind  of  widening.  But  also,  in  our  Church,  
we   should  not  be   afraid  of  opening   the  doors—opening  
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the   doors   for   communion   between   different  
denominations….   Welcoming   the   young   people   and  
going  with   them,   even   if   sometimes   they   are   searching,  
not  knowing   very   clearly  what   they   are   looking   for.  We  
should  be  accompanying  them…  opening  the  doors…  

MB   As  well   as   writing   the   annual   Letter,   you   have   also  
kept  up  the  tradition  of  sometimes  writing  the  Letter  
from   a   city   in   the   developing   world.   Why   is   that  
important?  

Al   It   is   important   to   keep   in   mind   the   universality   of   the  
Church.   I   wrote   one   Letter   from   China,   and   that   was  
because  something  quite  exceptional  was  given  for  us  to  
do—to  print  one  million  Bibles   in  China  and  send  them  
to  all  the  dioceses  of  the  Catholic  Church.  So  I  went  there  
and  wrote  the  Letter,  not  so  much  to  speak  about  China,  
but   much   more   about   faith   and   about   perseverance   in  
faith.  

MB   The  vocation  most  people  associate  with  Taizé  is  the  
welcoming  of  young  people  to  the  hill  of  Taizé  itself,  
yet  you  have  fraternities   in  other  parts  of  the  world  
too.  How   do   these   fraternities   express   the   vocation  
of  the  community?  

Al   They   are   an   expression   of   the   fact   that   our   community  
does  not  want  to  withdraw  into  one  monastery.  We  also  
want   to   be   present,   as   a   community,   in   different  
situations   in   the  world.  We  have  brothers   living   in  very  
small   groups   in   Bangladesh,   in   Korea,   in   Kenya,   in  
Senegal   and   in   Brazil.   They   are   in   very   different  
situations.  Several  are  in  very  poor  situations,  living  very  
close  to  the  poor.  
      In  a  context  like  Bangladesh,  where  there  are  almost  no  
Christians,   ecumenism   becomes   very   necessary.   In   a  
society  where   there   are   so  many  Muslims,   the   brothers  
started  a  project  bringing  disabled  children  together.  It  is  
a   very   simple   initiative.   It   has   since   become   a   L’Arche  
community.   It  was  very  natural   to  do  this  not  only  with  
Christians   but   with   Muslims.   So   it   became   a   kind   of  
‘dialogue  of  life’.  
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      I  visited  them  and  it  was  so  beautiful!  I  was  so  moved.  
They   brought   together   the   disabled   children   and   their  
parents   and   there   was   a   feast.   They   celebrated   and   we  
were  dancing.  The  parents—only  the  mothers  came;  the  
fathers   did   not   come—met   in   groups   to   discuss   and   to  
speak  about  their  situation.  It  was  the  first  time  for  some  
of   the   mothers,   because   there   you   do   not   speak   about  
disability.   You   are   ashamed   and   you   hide   it.   But   they  
spoke  about  it,  and  then  all  of  the  mothers  gave  a  small  
amount  of  money  to  help  to  finance  the  transportation  of  
their  children.  They  were  very  poor  people.  At  the  end  of  
the  meeting   I   realised   that   I  was   in   a   small   group  with  
fifteen  mothers,  but  only  two  were  Christians.  The  others  
were  Muslims,  but   I  only   realised   this   at   the  end  of   the  
meeting!    
      It  was   like   an   extension   of   the  Church  without   giving  
that  name  to  it.  You  create  misunderstandings  if  you  give  
it   the   name.   But   if   you   don’t   give   it   the   name,   it   is   the  
reality  of  the  Gospel.  What  I  experienced  there  was  like  a  
page   of   the   Gospel.   Like   in   the   pages   that   Saint   John  
wrote…   I   cannot   finish   it.   I   cannot   write   everything  
because   the  whole  world   could  not   contain   it!  This  was  
one  of  those  pages….  Christ  was  present  in  this  situation!  
Of   course,   theological   dialogue   is  needed,   but   you  have  
to  prepare   for   it   in  the  dialogue  of   life.   It   is   the  same  in  
ecumenism:   we   have   to   prepare   for   the   theological  
dialogue  in  the  dialogue  of  life.  

MB   A   lot   of   people   who   aren’t   aware   of   Taizé’s  
ecumenical   dimension   will   be   aware   of   your   music  
and   your   style   of   prayer.  Why  do   you  pray   together  
the  way  you  do?  
AL  The  prayer  was  much  more  in  a  ‘monastic’  style  at  the  
beginning.   And   then,   Brother   Roger   said:   We   have   to  
change…  because  all  of  the  people  who  come  should  not  
be  here  as  visitors—spectators—but  should  participate  as  
we   participate.   The   Vatican   Council   asked   that  
everybody  should  participate  in  the  liturgy.  We  still  have  
not   found   the   right   way   to   do   it   really…   It’s   not   that  
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everybody  needs  to  speak  or  everybody  needs  to  be  doing  
something.   What   is   needed   is   the   participation   of   our  
hearts.    
      Through   the   repetitive   songs   in   different   languages—
and   now   we   have  multiplied   the   languages—everybody  
can  participate.  The  songs  are   just  a   short   sentence  and  
an   easy  melody,   repeated   over   and   over   again,   and   this  
allows   prayer   to   be   awakened   within   people.   And   even  
people   who   come   and   are   not   used   to   taking   time   for  
personal   prayer   will   sometimes   discover   that   they   are  
praying.  They  can  enter  into  the  prayer.  
      The   singing   is   a   deepening   of   personal   prayer,   and   at  
the   same   time   creates   unity   among   a   crowd—an  
international   crowd.  And   this   is   the  Church!  The   fire  of  
the  Holy  Spirit  comes  on  everybody.  It  is  the  communion  
of   all.   And   that   is   what   we   want   to   do   in   the   prayer—  
through   the   repetitive   songs;   listening   to   the   Word   of  
God—short   texts,   not   too   long,   because   people   don’t  
listen  for  a  very  long  time;  and  silence.  

MB   In   his   message   to   the   community   for   its   75th  
anniversary,   Pope  Benedict   spoke   of   an   ‘ecumenism  
of  holiness’.  Can  you  say  what  that  means  to  you?  

Al   Ecumenism   cannot   be   just   negotiations,   not   even  
theological   negotiations   about   truth.   Sometimes   our  
theological   arguments   are   partly   about   negotiation,   but  
ecumenism  needs  to  be  first  of  all  the  life  of  the  Gospel—
following   Christ   in   humility.   Of   course,   there   is  
theological  dialogue,  but  this  will  always  necessary.  Even  
in   a   united   Church,   theological   dialogue   will   always   be  
necessary,  about  the  right  understanding  of  the  Eucharist  
and   the  Creed   and   so  on—the  basic   truths  of   our   faith.  
But  today,  we  see  them  too  readily  as  an  argument  not  to  
reconcile   but   to   remain   at   a   distance.   And   that   was  
something   Brother   Roger   could   not   stand.   We   can  
reconcile!   Everything   is   given   now.   After   the   Second  
Vatican   Council,   everything   is   given   to   reconcile  
Christians  belonging  to  different  denominations.  
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MB   Why  have  we  not  done  so  then?  
Al   Why   have   we   not?   That’s   the   question!   Brother   Roger  

suffered  over  that…  After  the  Second  Vatican  Council,  he  
thought  that  it  would  come  quite  quickly.  But  we  have  to  
continue   on   this  way.  And  now,   the   fiftieth   anniversary  
of   the   opening   of   the   Second   Vatican   Council   is   an  
occasion  to  remember  the  way  that  has  been  opened  for  
us.  

MB   Linked   to   the   idea   of   an   ‘ecumenism   of   holiness’   is  
the  phrase  Pope  John  Paul  often  used:  the  ‘exchange  
of   gifts’.   Can   you   help   me   understand   what   that  
means?  

Al   I   am   glad   that   John   Paul   II   used   this   expression   quite  
often   to   speak   about   ecumenism.   It  means   to   recognise  
that   there  are  gifts  of   the  Gospel   in  the  other  Churches.  
We  do  this  in  theory,  but  do  we  do  it  enough  in  practice?  
Do  we   really   recognise   these   gifts?  Do  we   tell   others   of  
the  gifts  of  theirs  which  we  admire  or  could  receive?    

         For   example,   in   the   Protestant   Churches,   one   can  
admire  their  attention  to  the  Word  of  God,  and  that  the  
grace  of  God  is  always  first.  Also,  freedom  of  conscience.  
The   Catholic   Church   has   opened   a   lot   to   these   values,  
but  still  we  know  that  in  certain  periods  of  history  it  was  
the  Protestant  Churches  which  kept  them  alive.  And  the  
Catholic  Church  has  kept  very  much  the  visibility  of  the  
universal  Church  alive.  We  cannot  speak  about  universal  
communion   if   it   is  not   visible,   or   if  we   are  divided   into  
national  Churches.  How  does  unity  become  visible?  We  
believe,   and   Brother   Roger   believed,   very   much   in   the  
necessity   of   a   ministry   of   communion;   a   ministry   of  
unity.  Pope  John  Paul  II  opened  the  dialogue  about  this,  
but  the  dialogue  did  not  really  start.  It  should  start  now!  

MB   The   Ecumenical   Patriarch   has   described   the  
Community   of   Taizé   as   having   a   ‘charism   of  
gathering’.  Does  this  description  resonate  with  you?  

Al   Very   much.   It’s   true.   But   that’s   what   the   Church   is   all  
about…  And   young   people   today   need   an   experience   of  
the  Church  beyond  their  local  situation.  Often  they  turn  
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away   from   the   local   Churches,   but   if   they   have   an  
experience   of   the   universal   Church   and   something  
strikes  them,  an  understanding  can  grow  in  them  of  their  
limited  local  situation.  We  see  more  of  the  nature  of  the  
Church  through  coming  together  in  these  gatherings.  We  
want  to  deepen  within  us—in  the  brothers  and  within  all  
the  young  people  who  join  us—a  sense  of  the  Church.      

MB   How  does  the  community  in  Taizé  live  the  tension  of  
being   one   community   with   varying   denominational  
identities?  

Al   We  don’t  have  denominational  groups  as  such  within  our  
community.   As   a   community,   we   took   two   important  
steps:  all  the  brothers  share  in  the  Catholic  Eucharist  and  
we   refer   to   and   respect   the   ministry   of   unity   of   the  
Bishop  of  Rome.  But  that  does  not  imply  renouncing  our  
origins.  Not  at  all!  

MB   Brother   Roger   said:   I   have   found  my   own  Christian  
identity  by  reconciling  within  myself  the  faith  of  my  
origins   with   the   mystery   of   the   Catholic   faith,  
without  breaking  fellowship  with  anyone.  And  that  is  
the   answer   the   community   has   always   made   to  
media   speculation   about   whether   he   had   every  
formally   ‘become   a   Catholic’.   But   that   kind   of  
decision   isn’t   always   possible   for   others.   It’s   a  
journey  of   the  heart   that  doesn’t  always   fit   into   the  
Churches’  more  juridical  categories.  

Al   Yes…   But,   it   has   been   possible   in   Taizé   for   such   a   long  
time.  Why  is  this  only  possible  in  Taizé?  

MB   That’s  exactly  what  I’m  asking!  
Al   It’s  a  question  that  we  ask  to  the  Churches.  We  want  to  

be  a  question…  The  fact  is  that  for  such  a  long  time  now  
we  have  been  living  like  that.  Such  a  great  trust  has  been  
placed  in  us  by  the  Churches.  It  is  also  a  question  to  the  
theologians   of   the   different   Churches:  What   do   you   do  
with  that?    

MB   Is   it   the   case   that   people   think   of   this   as   the   Taizé  
solution,  rather  than  as  the  solution?  
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Al   The  juridical  framework  is  always  evolving.  It  is  not  once  
and  for  all.  It’s  not  only  a  Taizé  way.  Not  only.  No.    

MB   Some   people   might   see   the   Taizé   approach   not   as  
simple  or  beautiful,  but  as  naïve.  

Al   Yes,   but   you   have   to   look   at   the   fruits.   And   one   of   the  
fruits   is   that   many   young   people   get   more   involved   in  
their   local   Churches,   but   also   have   a   really   wider  
understanding  of  the  Church,  and  create  links  with  other  
Churches  because  of  that.  Another  is  the  fruit  of  faith.  So  
many   young  people   really   deepen   their   faith   by   visiting  
Taizé  or  participating   in   the  gatherings  we  have  around  
the   world.   This   faith   helps   them   to   face   important  
decisions  in  their  lives  and  face  difficulties  in  their  lives.  
We  have  so  many  testimonies  of  that.  You  cannot  speak  
of   naivety   or   superficiality   when   you   see   how   deeply  
people  discover  faith  in  Christ.    
      These   young   people   come   from   the   Catholic   Church,  
from   the   Protestant   Churches   and   from   the   Orthodox  
Churches.   The   late   Patriarch   Alexy   of  Moscow   told  me  
that   his   Church  wanted   to   deepen   its   relationship  with  
Taizé  because  the  young  people  who  come  to  Taizé  from  
Russia   deepen   their   faith.   So,   you   cannot   just   speak   of  
naivety   or   superficiality.   It’s   a   way   of   the   Gospel   if   we  
give  the  baptismal  identity  a  priority.  

MB   You  travel  a  good  deal,  as  part  of  what  Taizé  calls  the  
‘Pilgrimage   of   trust   on   earth’.   What   does   the  
community  mean  by  this  term?  

Al   It   is   an   ongoing   pilgrimage.   It   continues.   In   2012,   there  
are  meetings  in  Rwanda  and  in  Rome,  as  well  as  smaller  
meetings   in   the  USA   and   in   Finland.   The   aim   is   not   to  
put   Taizé   at   the   centre,   but   to   go   to   different   local  
Churches,  and  there,  with  young  people,  create  a  special  
event  of  the  Church  that  is  wider  than  their  ordinary  life.  
It   is   a   pilgrimage   because   people   come   together   from  
different   places   to   deepen   their   faith   through   common  
celebration  of  their   faith  for  several  days.  The  theme  we  
want  to  deepen  now  is  trust  in  God  and  solidarity  among  
human  beings.  
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MB   In   your   letter   for   2012,   you   speak   about   solidarity  
and   list   various   themes   for   the   years   leading   to  
Taizé’s  75th  Anniversary  in  2015.  Can  you  explain  a  bit  
about   solidarity   and   Taizé’s   orientation   for   the  
future?  

Al   Faith  is  not  just  something  individual.  Faith  is  never  just  
‘for  me’.  Faith  always  opens  me  to  wider  realities.  Brother  
Roger  had  an  expression,  to  widen  our  hearts  for  others.  
And   today,   at   a   time   when   there   are   more   and   more  
material  difficulties  and  economic  difficulties,  we  way  to  
underline   that   the   solution   is   not   just   in   individualistic  
approaches,  but  in  finding  a  deeper  solidarity.    

         We  feel  it  very  much  between  Europe  and  Africa.  There  
are  so  many  tensions.  So  many  Africans  want  to  come  to  
Europe.   They   want   to   cross   over   but   they   die   in   the  
Mediterranean  Sea…  We  still  don’t  know  what  answer  to  
give  to  this  question  of   immigration.   It’s  not  good  to  be  
naïve  about  it,  but  it’s  also  not  good  just  to  close  up  and  
build  walls.  
      Young  people  are  very  sensitive  to  these  questions.  And  
so,   for   two   or   three   years,   till   2015,   we   want   to   deepen  
this   theme   and   encourage   young   people   to   embark   on  
this   way   of   solidarity.   This   is   not   only   about   a  
commitment   of   time   to   voluntary   work   and   so   on;   it  
needs  deeper  roots  in  the  Gospel.  We  need  to  understand  
that  Christ  left  us,  as  a  legacy,  a  new  solidarity.  We  want  
to  give  a  new  visibility  to  that.  

MB   The  theme  for  2014  is  the  very  explicit  ‘Seeking  visible  
communion  among  all  who  love  Christ’.  What  do  you  
plan  to  do  in  2014?  

Al   We  don’t   know   yet.   But  we  want   to   listen.   To   listen   to  
people   coming   from   all   the   different   denominational  
backgrounds  and  how  they  see  we  can  ‘anticipate’  unity,  
and   how   we   can   give   visibility   to   the   unity   that   exists.  
We  want  to  take  up  again  the  theme  of  the  priority  of  our  
baptismal   identity,   rather   than   our   denominational  
identity.    
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A  PASSION  FOR  THE  UNITY  OF  THE  BODY  OF  
CHRIST*  

Brother  Alois  

  

The  Christ  of  communion  
The   first   day   of   this   Eucharistic   Congress   wishes   to   deepen   the  
meaning   of   our   common   baptismal   faith.   Mutual   recognition   of  
baptism   among   the   various   Churches   is   a   great   gift   that   God   has  
given  us  in  the  last  century.  Despite  the  certainty  expressed  by  the  
apostle  Paul:  ‘There  is  one  Lord,  one  faith,  one  baptism’  (Eph.  4:5),  
this   recognition   has   not   always   been   obvious.   Definitively  
concluding   a   long   period   often   marked   by   suspicion,   the   Second  
Vatican   Council   asserted   confidently:   ‘Baptism   establishes   a  
sacramental  bond  of  unity  which  links  all  who  have  been  reborn  by  
it’  (Unitatis  Redintegratio,  22).  
      Can  I  allow  myself  today  to  illustrate  the  question  of  the  meaning  
of  our  common  baptismal  faith  by  sharing  with  you  our  experience  
in   the   Taizé   Community?   The   life   we   live   in   Taizé   is   intimately  
linked  to  the  rediscovery  of  our  common  baptism  as,   in  the  words  
of  Vatican  II,  a  ‘beginning,  an  inauguration  wholly  directed  toward  
the  fullness  of  life  in  Christ’  (ibid.).  
      Our  experience  in  Taizé  is  of  course  far  from  covering  all  aspects  
of  the  question.  But  it  can  be  shown  that—and  I  continue  to  quote  
Vatican   II—on   the   one   hand,   baptism   is   already   ‘the   sacramental  
bond  of  unity  existing  among  all  who  have  been  reborn  by   it’   and  
that,   secondly,   it   commits   us   to   continually   seek   ‘a   complete  
profession   of   faith,   complete   incorporation   into   the   system   of  
salvation   such   as   Christ   willed   it   to   be,   and   finally   complete  
ingrafting  into  eucharistic  communion’  (ibid.).  
      I  want  to  tell  you  specifically  how  we  seek  to  highlight  the  unity  
of  the  faith  that  baptism  implies  and  to  anticipate  it,  both  between  

                                                                                                                          
*  Brother  Alois,  prior  of  the  Taizé  Community,  delivered  this  catachesis  at  
the  International  Eucharistic  Congress,  Dublin,  11  June  2012.  
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the   brothers   of   the   community   and   with   the   young   people   of   all  
denominations  whom  we  receive  week  after  week  on  our  hill.  And  
since  Brother  Roger,  the  founder  of  our  community,  participated  in  
the   entire   Second   Vatican   Council,   whose   fiftieth   anniversary   we  
are   celebrating,   I   would   also   like   to   speak   about   his   personal  
journey,   since   he   opened   an   original   way   to   head   towards   the  
visible  unity  of  Christians.  
      In   the   early   days   of   our   community,   writing   the   Rule   of   Taizé,  
Brother   Roger   addressed   to   every   brother   of   the   community   the  
appeal,   ‘Make   the   unity   of   the   Body   of   Christ   your   passionate  
concern.’  It  is  that  passion  which  fills  our  hearts.  
      If  you  had  asked  Brother  Roger  what  the  essential  of  the  Christian  
faith   was,   the   focal   point   of   the   faith   confessed   in   baptism,   he  
might   have   quoted   the   words   of   Saint   John,   ‘God   is   love’   (1   John  
4:16).  For  him,  the  heart  of  the  Gospel  was  there.  The  vision  of  God  
as  a  stern  judge  had  wreaked  havoc  in  the  consciences  of  many.  He  
took   the   opposite   tack,   affirming   that   ‘all  God   can  do   is   love.’  He  
would   also   sometimes   tell   the   young  people   gathered   in  Taizé,   ‘If  
Christ  were   not   risen,  we  would   not   be   here.’   The   resurrection   is  
central   to   the   faith;   it   is   a   sign   that   God   loves   without   limits.   It  
brought   together   the   disciples   dispersed   by   Good   Friday   and   it  
continues   to   bring   Christians   together;   its   first   fruit   is   the   new  
communion  born  of   its  mystery.  The   centre  of   our   faith   is  Christ,  
the  Risen  Lord  present  among  us,  who  is  in  a  personal  bond  of  love  
with  us  and  who  by  a  common  baptism  brings  us  together.  Brother  
Roger  called  this  reality  ‘the  Christ  of  communion.’  In  his  last  book,  
published   a   few   weeks   before   his   death,   Brother   Roger   wrote:  
‘Christ  is  communion...  He  did  not  come  to  earth  to  start  one  more  
religion,  but  to  offer  to  all  a  communion  in  God...  “Communion”  is  
one  of  the  most  beautiful  names  of  the  Church.’  
      Personally,   I   can   say   that   it   was   this   vision   of   the   Church   as  
communion  that  struck  me  on  my  first  visit  to  the  hill  of  Taizé.  Still  
very   young,   I   was   impressed   on   the   one   hand   by   the   prayer   and  
silence,   but   also   by   the   communion   which   was   lived   out  
concretely—the   Gospel   lived   not   individually,   but   in   community.  
And  I  can  affirm  that,  as  a  Catholic,  it  was  in  Taizé  that  I  discovered  
more  deeply  the  catholicity  of  the  Church.  
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Reconciliation  in  the  Body  of  Christ  
I  would  like  now  to  begin  with  the  question:  what  do  the  words  ‘the  
Body   of   Christ’   mean,   and   why   is   reconciliation   in   the   Body   of  
Christ  so  important?  In  the  letters  that  St  Paul  addressed  to  various  
communities   of   his   time,   he   refers   to   the   Church   as   the   ‘Body   of  
Christ’   to   try   to   help   them   understand   the   mystery   of   the   unity  
between  Christ   and  Christians,   and   the  mystery   of   unity   between  
Christians.  ‘You  are  a  body,’  he  writes  to  the  Corinthian  Christians,  
‘and   this   body   is   Christ,   each   of   you   is   a   part   of   it’   (1   Cor.   12:27).  
Baptism  is  the  foundation  of  the  unity  of  this  body.  That  is  why  he  
writes:   ‘In  the  one  Spirit  we  were  all  baptized   into  a  single  body’(1  
Cor.  12:13).  
      Forming   one   body   in  Christ,  we   belong   to   each   other.   ‘Is  Christ  
divided?’   (1  Cor.   1:13)  Paul  asks,  concerned  at  seeing  the  Christians  
of   the  same  community  separate   from  one  another.  And  he  called  
for   them   to   be   reconciled.   His   words   remain   so   relevant   today:  
there  is  only  one  baptism,  and  you  are  the  Body  of  Christ,  so  do  not  
waste   so  much   energy   in   opposition,   sometimes   even  within   your  
Churches.  

Communion  Received  as  a  Gift  
On  the  eve  of  his  passion,  Christ  prayed,   ‘May   they  all  be  one!  As  
you,  Father,  are  in  me  and  I  in  you,  may  they  also  be  one  in  us,  so  
that   the   world   may   believe   that   you   have   sent   me’   (John   17:21).  
Often  the  words  ‘may  all  be  one’  are  construed  as  a  command  to  be  
put   into   practice.   But   they   express   first   of   all   the   gift   that   Christ  
gives  to  humankind:  he  bears  us  within  himself;  he  brings  us  with  
himself   into   the   communion   of   the   Holy   Trinity;   he   makes   us  
‘sharers   in   the   divine   nature’   (2   Peter   1:4).  He   does   not   only   pray  
that  all  may  be  one  but  that  they  may  be  one  ‘in  us’.  
      Christ  asks  that  ‘all’  may  be  one:  this  gift  is  not  restricted  to  a  few  
individuals;   it   is  offered   to  all   those  who  bear   the  name  of  Christ,  
and   is   intended   for   all   human   beings.   This   communion   in   God  
accomplished   through  baptism   is   an  exchange.   In  becoming   flesh,  
God  chooses  to  take  on  human  frailty.  He  comes  to  live  amidst  our  
divisions   and   our   pain.   Christ   meets   us   at   the   lowest   point;   he  
becomes  one  of  us  so  as  better  to  reach  out  his  hand  to  us.  In  him  
God  welcomes  our  humanity  and,  in  exchange,  he  gives  us  the  Holy  
Spirit,   his   own   life.   The  Virgin  Mary   is   forever   the   guarantee   that  
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this  exchange   is  real;   she  sustains  our  hope  that   it  will   lead  to  the  
life  of  humanity  in  God.  
      We   can   be   immensely   grateful   to  Orthodox   theology   for   having  
demonstrated   this   in   such   a   profound  way.   Last   year   I  went  with  
some  of  my  brothers  and  250  young  people   from  across  Europe  to  
take  part  in  the  Holy  Week  celebrations  with  the  Orthodox  Church  
in  Moscow.   ‘Christ   is   risen,’  we  repeated  umpteen  times  on  Easter  
night.  And  I  felt  down  to  the  depths  of  my  being  the  certainty  that  
Christ  enables  us  to  participate  in  his  resurrection  already  here  on  
earth.  
      When   we   discover   that   communion   with   God   is   an   exchange,  
then  we  understand  better  that  reconciliation  is  not  one  dimension  
of   the   Gospel   among   others;   it   is   the   very   core.   It   coincides   with  
what   is  central  to  our   life  as  baptized  persons;   it   is  the  restoration  
by   Christ   of   mutual   trust   between   God   and   humanity,   the  
beginning  of  a  new  creation.  And  that  transforms  the  relationships  
between  people.  
      Christ  makes  all  the  baptized  ambassadors  of  reconciliation  in  the  
world.  We  are  the  Body  of  Christ,  not  in  order  to  feel  good  together  
and   to   withdraw   into   ourselves,   but   to   reach   out   to   others.   The  
human   body   has   the   calling   of   expressing   the   person   on   the  
outside.  Likewise,  the  Body  of  Christ  has  the  calling  to  express  that  
Christ  wants  to  reconcile  all  humanity.  
      We  cannot  receive  unity  with  God  without  receiving  unity  among  
all   human   beings.   The   purpose   of   the   Church   is   to   be   the   visible  
sign,  the  sacrament  of  this.  The  Second  Vatican  Council  expressed  
it   with   great   clarity   by   saying:   ‘The   Church   is,   in   Christ,   like   a  
sacrament  or   as   a   sign   and   instrument  both  of   a   very   closely   knit  
union  with  God  and  of  the  unity  of  the  whole  human  race’  (Lumen  
Gentium  1,1).  

Ecumenism  and  Communion  in  God  
If  communion,  founded  in  baptism  in  one  Spirit,  is  a  gift  from  God,  
then  ecumenism  cannot  be  primarily  a  human  effort  to  harmonize  
different   traditions.   It   must   situate   us   within   the   truth   of   the  
redemption  of  Christ,  who  prayed:  ‘My  wish  is  that  where  I  am,  they  
too  may  be  with  me’  (John  17:24).  The  apostle  Paul  said,  ‘Our  life  is  
hidden  with  Christ  in  God’  (Col.  3:3).  The  first  ecumenical  effort  is  
to  seek  to  live  in  communion  with  God,  in  Christ,  through  the  Holy  



BROTHER  ALOIS    A  Passion  for  the  Unity  of  the  Body  of  Christ  295  

Spirit.   Maurice   Zundel,   a   Swiss   theologian   of   the   last   century,  
explained  admirably  how  ‘it  is  in  a  mystical  union  with  Christ  that  
ecumenism   can   find   its   ultimate   realization,’   otherwise,   he   said,  
‘ecumenism  is  just  idle  chatter.’  
      It   is   true   that   Churches   and   ecclesial   communities   sometimes  
demonstrate   different   paths   towards   achieving   this   communion.  
However,   the   more   deeply   each   one   belongs   to   Christ,   the   more  
they  are  enabled  to  see  the  others  correctly,  seeing  them  as  sisters  
and  brothers.  We  should  even  go  further:  recognizing  the  others  as  
sisters   and   brothers   is   the   sign   that   one   truly   belongs   to   Christ.  
Dorotheus  of  Gaza,  in  the  sixth  century,  described  this  reality  with  
an   image:   if   God   is   at   the   center   of   a   circle,   the   more   the   radii  
approach   the   center,   the   closer   they   come   to   one   another.   This  
vision  of  communion  requires  a  purification  of  our  way  of  believing,  
a  ‘conversion’  undertaken  over  and  over  again  in  an  Ecclesia  semper  
reformanda.  
      One   of   the   documents   of   the   ‘Groupe   des   Dombes,’   a   group   of  
Protestant   and   Catholic   theologians   in   France,   provided   a   solid  
basis  for  this  view  by  calling  for  priority  to  be  accorded  to  baptismal  
identity   over   denominational   identity.   Attributing   a   priority   to  
baptismal   identity   over   denominational   identity:   is   that   not   also  
what  we  want   to   reflect  on  during   this   first  day  of   the  Eucharistic  
Congress?  The  Dombes  document  explains  that,  to  define  Christian  
identity   today,   in   all   the   Churches   denominational   identity   has  
been   put   first.   People   define   themselves   first   of   all   as   Catholics,  
Protestants   or   Orthodox.   The   Dombes   theologians   show   that,   in  
reality,  baptismal  identity  should  be  put  first;  all  Christians  should  
define   themselves   first   of   all   as   baptized   persons.   The   document  
therefore   calls   on   Churches   to   enter   into   a   ‘dynamic   process   of  
conversion’.  

Reconciliation,  an  Exchange  of  Gifts  
We   sometimes   have   the   impression   that,   over   the   centuries,  
Christians   have   become   accustomed   to   being   divided,   as   if   this  
were  something  normal.  To  prepare  reconciliation,  it  is  up  to  us  to  
emphasize  the  best  of  the  different  traditions.  Then  an  exchange  of  
gifts  can  take  place:  sharing  what  we  have  received  from  God,  and  
also   seeing   the   gifts   that   God   has   placed   in   others.   And   this  
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exchange  is  possible  precisely  because  we  have  the  foundation  that  
unites  us,  baptism,  in  common.  
      An   exchange   of   gifts   has   begun.   Through   common   prayer   and  
personal   encounters,   mutual   appreciation   has   deepened.   Many  
have   realized   that   certain  aspects  of   the  Mystery  of   the   faith  have  
been  exploited  better  by  another  tradition  than  their  own.  How  can  
we   go   further   in   sharing   these   treasures?   And   what   are   these  
treasures?  
      Eastern   Christians   have   focused   on   the   resurrection   of   Christ,  
which   is   already   transforming   the  world.   Is   it   not   because   of   this  
that  many  of  them  managed  to  survive  decades  of  suffering  in  past  
centuries?   The   East   has   preserved   the   teaching   of   the   Church  
Fathers  with   great   faithfulness.  Monasticism,  which   it   gave   to   the  
West,   has   instilled   in   the   whole   Church   a   life   of   contemplation.  
Could  Western  Christians  be  more  open  to  these  treasures?  
      The   Christians   of   the   Reformation   have   emphasized   certain  
realities   of   the  Gospel:   God   offers   his   love   freely;   by   his  Word   he  
encounters   anyone  who   listens   to   it   and   puts   it   into   practice;   the  
simple  trusting  of  faith  leads  to  the  freedom  of  the  children  of  God,  
to   the   immediacy   of   a   life   with   God   today;   singing   together  
internalizes   the  Word   of  God.   Are   not   these   values,   to  which   the  
Christians  of  the  Reformation  are  attached,  essential  for  us  all?  
      The   Catholic   Church   has   kept   visible,   throughout   history,   the  
universality   of   communion   in  Christ.   She   has   constantly   sought   a  
balance   between   the   local  Church   and   the  Church  universal.  One  
cannot   exist   without   the   other.   A   ministry   of   communion   at   all  
levels  has  helped  to  maintain  unanimity  in  the  faith.  Could  not  all  
the   baptized   go   further   in   a   progressive   understanding   of   this  
ministry?  

Brother  Roger’s  Path  
After  expressing  how  our  common  baptism  is  the  foundation  of  the  
call   for   reconciliation   in   the   Body   of   Christ,   I   now   turn   more  
specifically   to   the  path  of  Brother  Roger  and  our  community.   Is   it  
because   Brother   Roger   was   so   consistent   with   this   vision   of   the  
Church  bringing  together  all  the  baptized,  and  lived  it  out  with  all  
its   consequences,   that   he   was   recognized   by   different   Church  
leaders  as  a  brother  sharing  communion  in  Christ?  
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      Five   years   after   his   death,   Pope   Benedict   XVI   wrote,   ‘May   his  
witness   to   an   ecumenism   of   holiness   inspire   us   in   our   march  
towards   unity’.   Patriarch   Bartholomew   of   Constantinople   added:  
‘This   search   for   unity,   in   joy,   humility,   love   and   truth,   both   in  
relation   to   others—“sacrament      of   the   brother”   as   well   as   in   the  
relationship   with   God,   “sacrament   of   the   altar”—sums   up   the  
essence  of  this  approach,  the  path  of  Taizé’.   ‘Combining  fidelity  to  
the   teaching   of   the   Holy   Fathers   with   creative   adaptation   to   the  
needs   of   today,   in   a   missionary   ministry   among   youth,  
characterized  the  path  of  Brother  Roger  and  that  of  the  community  
founded  by  him,’  commented  the  Patriarch  of  Moscow,  Kirill.  And  
the  Secretary  General  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches,  Olav  Fykse  
Tveit,   recalled   that   what   Brother   Roger   has   done   ‘has   inspired  
churches  throughout  the  world’.  
      Brother  Roger  lived  in  Christ.  Is  that  what  enabled  him  to  discern  
the  presence  of  Christ  in  others?  He  did  not  let  himself  be  brought  
to  a  halt  by  the  splits  between  different  tendencies.  He  discovered  
Christ  in  the  baptized  of  all  denominations.  He  even  saw  as  ‘bearers  
of  Christ’  women  and  men  who,  without  professing  an  explicit  faith,  
were  witnesses   to   charity   and   peace:   some   of   them,   he  wrote,   ‘go  
before  us  into  the  Kingdom.’  
      In   the   course   of   his   journey,   he   never   worried   about   losing   his  
identity.  He  saw  the  identity  of  a  Christian  above  all  in  communion  
with  Christ,  working   itself  out   in   the  communion  among  all   those  
who  belong  to  Christ.  He  undertook  a  step   that  had  no  precedent  
since   the  Reformation,   going   to   the  point  of   saying,   ‘I   have   found  
my  own  Christian  identity  by  reconciling  within  myself  the  faith  of  
my  origins  with  the  mystery  of  the  Catholic  faith,  without  breaking  
fellowship  with  anyone.’  And  sometimes  he  would  add:  ‘...and  with  
the   Orthodox   faith,’   since   he   felt   so   close   to   the   Orthodox  
Churches.  Entering  into  communion  with  others  without  breaking  
with   his   origins:   since   this   approach   was   so   new,   it   was   easy   to  
misinterpret  it  and  overlook  its  significance.  

Our  Taizé  Community,  a  Little  Parable  of  Communion  
When  he  was  still  very  young,  Brother  Roger  had  the  intuition  that  
a   life   of   community   made   up   of   men   constantly   searching   for  
reconciliation  could  become  a  sign.  That  is  the  primary  vocation  of  
Taizé,   to   constitute  what  he   called   ‘a   parable   of   communion.’   But  
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monastic   life   had   disappeared   from   the   Churches   of   the  
Reformation.   So,   without   repudiating   his   origins,   he   created   a  
community   which   had   its   roots   in   the   undivided   Church   beyond  
Protestantism,   and   which   by   its   very   existence   was   inextricably  
linked  to  the  Catholic  and  Orthodox  tradition.  
      Brother  Roger  was   convinced   that   such  a   community   could  give  
visible  expression  to  the  unity  of  the  Body  of  Christ,  which  not  only  
lies  before  us  as  a  goal,  but  which  already  exists  in  God.  The  Church  
is  divided,  but  in  its  depths  it  is  undivided.  In  the  heart  of  God  it  is  
one.  So  it   is  up  to  us  to  create  places  where  this  unity  can  emerge  
and  be  manifested.  Brother  Roger  lived  a  life  so  deeply  rooted  in  the  
undivided   Church   that,   born   in   a   Church   of   the   Reformation,   he  
wanted   the   community   he   created   to   anticipate   communion  with  
the  Catholic  Church  and  with  the  Orthodox  Churches.  
      Our  community  sought  early  on  to  express  a  communion  with  the  
Orthodox   Church.   In   1965,   Patriarch   Athenagoras   sent   monks   to  
Taizé   to   share   monastic   life   with   us   for   several   years.   Bonds   of  
friendship   and   trust   with   the   Orthodox   Churches   have   become  
deeper  and  deeper  down  to  the  present  day.  
      And   when,   at   the   end   of   the   1960s,   the   first   Catholic   brothers  
entered   our   community,   the   question   of   how   to   anticipate  
communion   with   the   Catholic   Church   became   still   more   urgent  
within   the   community:   how   could   the   barrier   of   the   separation  
between  these  two  traditions  be  overcome?  
      For  Brother  Roger  in  his  personal  life,  gradually  entering  into  full  
communion   with   the   Catholic   Church   became   a   reality   in   two  
ways—by  receiving  the  Eucharist  and  by  recognizing  the  need  for  a  
ministry  of  unity  exercised  by  the  Bishop  of  Rome.  He  did  not  see  
this  as  expressing  an   ‘ecumenism  of  return  to  the  fold,’  because   in  
his   eyes,   beginning   with   John   XXIII   and   Vatican   II,   the   Catholic  
Church  had  welcomed   the  basic  demands  of   the  Reformation:   the  
priority  of  the  grace  of  God,  freedom  of  conscience,  Christ-‐centered  
faith  and  the  emphasis  on  the  Bible.  And  he  would  have  been  glad  
to  learn  that  in  2008  the  Synod  of  Bishops  in  Rome,  devoted  to  the  
Word   of   God,   recalled   that   two   realities   already   unite   all  
Christians—Baptism  and  the  Word  of  God.  
      Brother   Roger’s   path   is   a   delicate   and   demanding   one,   and   we  
have   not   finished   exploring   it.   In   his   steps,  we  want   to   anticipate  
reconciliation  in  our  lives,  starting  from  the  baptism  that  unites  us,  
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by  living  as  people  who  are  already  reconciled,  and  this  experience  
certainly   prepares   theological   developments.   In   the   history   of   the  
Church,   has   not   lived-‐out   faith   always   preceded   the   theological  
expression  of  it?  In  the  future,  we  will  continue  to  rely  on  two  steps  
which  our  community  took  at  the  beginning  of  the  1970s:  
      –  The  first  step:  since  1973,  with  the  approval  and  encouragement  
of   the   bishop   of  Autun,   the   diocese   in  which  Taizé   is   located,  we  
have  all  been  receiving  communion  in  the  Catholic  Church.  It  was  
the   only   possibility   given   to   us   to   take   communion   together.   The  
progress   of   ecumenical   theology,   particularly   the   work   of   our  
Brother  Max  on  the  meaning  of  memorial,  allowed  us  to  come  to  a  
common  understanding  of  the  Eucharist.  
      –  And  the  second  basic  step  of  our  community  is  this:  during  the  
annual   council-‐meeting   of   1969,   the   brothers   had   found   that   the  
mere  presence  of  Catholic  brothers  in  the  community  led  them  ‘to  
live  ever  more  an  anticipation  of  unity  by  remaining  in  communion  
with   the   one   who   exercises   the   ministry   of   the   servant   of   the  
servants  of  God’.  
      Our  community  had  become  convinced  that  the  reconciliation  of  
non-‐Catholics   with   the   Church   of   Rome   would   not   be  
accomplished  by  indefinitely  setting  conditions,  but  by  helping  it  to  
evolve   from   within.   The   twentieth   century   has   shown   how   the  
Petrine  ministry  has  been  able  to  change.   John  Paul   II  himself  has  
appealed   to   non-‐Catholics   to   assist   with   this   evolution.   In   his  
encyclical  Ut  unum  sint,  he  wrote  these  words:   ‘Could  not  the  real  
but   imperfect   communion   existing   between   us   persuade   Church  
leaders   and   their   theologians   to   engage  with  me   in   a   patient   and  
fraternal   dialogue   on   this   subject,   a   dialogue   in   which,   leaving  
useless   controversies   behind,   we   could   listen   to   one   another,  
keeping  before  us  only  the  will  of  Christ  for  his  Church?’  
      The   brothers   in   our   community   who   come   from   Protestant  
families   accept   these   two   steps—receiving   Catholic   communion  
and   anticipating   communion   with   the   universal   pastor—without  
repudiating  their  backgrounds,  but  as  a  broadening  of  their  faith.  
      For  their  part,  the  brothers  from  Catholic  families  find  their  faith  
enriched   by   opening   themselves,   in   line   with   Vatican   II,   to   the  
questions   and   gifts   of   the   Churches   of   the   Reformation.   This   has  
become   quite   natural   for   us.   If   these   efforts   sometimes   involve  
limitations  and  sacrifices—can  there  be  any  reconciliation  without  
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sacrifices?—the  broadening  of  a  life  of  communion  is  incomparably  
more  important.  

A  Period  of  Transition  towards  Reconciliation  
I   have   spoken   up   till   now   about   the   brothers   of   the   community.  
What  about  the  young  people  who  come  for  a  stay  at  Taizé?  For  us,  
all   that   has   to   do  with   the   young   is   primordial.   It   is   even   a   daily  
concern:  how  can  we  find  new  ways  to  communicate  the  Gospel  to  
the  younger  generations  today?  
      Week   after   week,   we   welcome   to   Taizé   youth   from   all   the  
countries  of  Europe,  and  also   from  other  continents,  with  all   their  
differences.   Prayer   three   times   a   day   brings   us   together   in   the  
presence  of  Christ,  and  in  praying  together,  the  Holy  Spirit  already  
unites  us.  The  biblical  teaching  given  each  day  to  the  young  people  
enables   them   to   go   to   the   wellsprings   common   to   all.   And   we  
reflect   with   them   about   how   to   continue   this   search   in   their  
everyday  life.  
      These   young   people   are   growing   up   in   a   fragmented   society,  
which  does  not  offer  clear  points  of  reference.  They  are  faced  with  
life-‐choices   which   are   often   difficult.   In   the   domain   of   ethics   as  
well,   the   divisions   between   Christians   do   not   help   young   people  
find   ways   of   living   out   the   gospel   in   their   personal   lives.   In   this  
delicate   area,   rather   than   defining   positions   too   quickly   resolved,  
which  distance   them   from  one   another,   could  not  Christians   take  
more  time  for  dialogue  and  to  look  for  a  common  path?  
      For   our   part,   we   try   to   help   the   young   people   glimpse   ‘the   one  
Church  of  Christ’   in   its  visibility  while   respecting   the   traditions  of  
the   different   Churches,   and   this   necessarily   involves   a   tension.  
Concerning  the  Eucharist,  we  give  the  young  people  the  possibility  
of  receiving  communion  in  their  own  traditions.  A  Catholic  Mass  is  
celebrated   every   day.   The   Orthodox   liturgy   is   celebrated   when  
there   are   Orthodox   participants   who   come   with   priests.   When  
there   are   Anglican,   Lutheran   or   Presbyterian   groups,   they   are  
invited  to  celebrate  a  Eucharist  according  to  their  tradition.  
      We   find   that   many   young   people,   after   having   spent   time   in  
Taizé,  are  more  active  in  their  Church  of  origin,  while  at  the  same  
time  having   acquired   a   keener   sense   of   the  universal  Church.  We  
do  not  claim  to  have  found  the  solution  at  Taizé.  Our  ways  of  doing  
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things   are   imperfect.   We   know   that   our   situation   is   provisional,  
awaiting  a  fully  realized  unity.  
      The  visible  character  of  the  unity  that  we  attempt  to  live  does  not  
resolve   all   the   issues.   But   we   are   trying   to   enter   into   an   ongoing  
process   of   reconciliation.   We   would   like   it   to   lead   separated  
Christians   to   become   more   aware   of   their   common   baptism,   to  
learn   that   they   belong   to   one   another,   to   purify   their   respective  
traditions,  to  distinguish  between  the  Tradition  and  traditions  that  
are   only   customs,   to   go   forward   in   an   ecumenism   which   is   not  
content  to  keep  Christians  on  parallel  tracks.  In  this  way  a  period  of  
transition  towards  reconciliation  could  be  begun.  

Common  Baptism  and  Service  
I  now  begin  a  final  chapter  to  emphasize  that  the  fellowship  offered  
by   Christ   makes   his   disciples   men   and   women   with   a   universal  
outlook.  It  stimulates  them  to  reach  out  to  others,  to  be  attentive  to  
the   weakest,   to   those   who   are   poorer   than   they   are,   and   also   to  
seekers  of  God  belonging      to   another   religion  or   to   those  without  
any   reference   to   God.   In   many   places,   Christians   of   different  
denominations  live  this  openness  together.  
      Brother   Roger   often   repeated:   ‘God   is   united   to   every   human  
being  without  exception.’  He  held  in  his  heart  all  human  beings  of  
all   nations,   especially   the   poorest,   young   people,   children.   This  
vision   of   universal   communion   led   us   to   send   brothers   in   small  
groups   to   share   the   lives  of   the  most  destitute   in  Africa,  Asia   and  
Latin  America,  and  also  to  try  and  forge  links  between  cultures  and  
peoples.  
      These  brothers  are  not  equipped  to  change  countless  situations  of  
distress.   But   for   some   of   them,   remaining   each   day   before   the  
Eucharist   is   a   source   of   life   that   allows   them,   by   their   mere  
presence,   to   ‘wash   the   feet,’   if   I  may  dare   say   so,   of   the  people   in  
their   neighborhood.  And   gradually  modest   initiatives   of   solidarity  
arise.  They  are  only  signs,  but  they  can  lead  the  way  to  Christ,  who  
transfigures  humanity  and  who  opens,  at   the  heart  of   the  world,  a  
horizon  of  hope.  
      I  open  a  parenthesis  here.  Those  of  our  brothers  who  live  on  other  
continents   are   in   frequent   contact   with   new   assemblies   of  
Christians   which   are   arising   in   large   numbers,   especially   in   the  
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Southern   continents.   Whether   we   like   it   or   not,   these   new  
assemblies  confront  us  all  with  a  question.  
      Closing   ourselves   up   in   a   categorical   negative   judgment   can  
certainly   be   justified   by   good   arguments.   But   a   purely   negative  
attitude   ignores,   in   my   opinion,   all   the   reality   of   the   situation.  
There   is   much   diversity   among   these   new   assemblies;   they  
sometimes  profess  doctrines  that  the  great  tradition  of  the  Church  
cannot  accept.  But,  perhaps  more  than  we  think,  those  who  belong  
to   those   communities   have   a   genuine   love   for   Jesus   because   drug  
addicts   are   cured,   alcoholics   give   up   drinking,  men   take   up   again  
their   responsibilities   as   fathers...   Do   not   we   Christians   of   the  
historic  Churches  have  the  responsibility  to  seek,  with  discernment,  
dialogue   with   these   new   assemblies?   Instead   of   looking   only   at  
what   they   lack,   could  we  not   see   the   positive   things   they  have   as  
well?  Of  course  this  question   leads  us  away   from  our  subject,   that  
of   baptism   as   a   basis   for   communion,   but   Christ’s   call   to   unity  
requires  this  openness  of  us  today.  
      One  day,  Brother  Roger  wrote  these  words  that  we  would  like  to  
meditate   and   keep   on   meditating:   ‘When   tirelessly   the   Church  
listens,   heals,   and   reconciles,   it   becomes   what   it   is   at   its   most  
luminous—a  communion  of   love,  of  compassion,  of  consolation,  a  
transparent   reflection  of   the  Risen  Christ.  Never  distant,  never  on  
the   defensive,   freed   from   all   harshness,   it   can   radiate   the   humble  
trusting  of  love  right  into  our  human  hearts.’  
      I  am  coming  to   the  end.   I   spoke  a   lot  about  Taizé   this  morning.  
This  was  not  to  put  forward  our  experience,  but  to  share  with  you  
our   hope,   and   to   express   our   certainty   that   it   is   possible   already  
now  to  give  visibility  to  communion  in  one  and  the  same  baptism.  
Let   me   stress   again:   since   Christ   came   ‘to   gather   into   one   the  
dispersed   children   of   God’   (John   11:52),   it   is   essential   in   our   eyes  
that  our  common  baptism  leads  us  to  be  visibly  one  in  him.  Christ  
is  the  Good  Shepherd  of  all.  He  is  also  the  Gate,  to  the  Father  and  
to  others.  Will  we  go  through  that  gate  to  enter  the  Father’s  house  
to  meet  all   together,  visibly  united?  This  would  certainly   lead  to  a  
new  dynamism   for  our  Churches,   filled  with   the   joy  of  Christ   and  
the  trust  that  the  Holy  Spirit  will  show  us  the  future  step  by  step.  
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TRIBUTE  TO  ARCHBISHOP  ROWAN  WILLIAMS    

Mary  Tanner  

ONE   IN   CHRIST   is   grateful   to   Dame   Mary   Tanner   for   permission   to  
publish   this   personal   tribute,   given   at   the   Nikaen   Club   Dinner,   26  
September  2012.  

Tonight  must  be  for  each  of  us  a  time  of  mixed  emotions.  Sadness  as  
the  time  draws  near  for  us  to  bid  farewell  to  Rowan  as  Archbishop  of  
Canterbury   and   to   Jane.   But   our   sadness   has   to   be   tempered  by   our  
understanding   that   10   years   of   relentless   demands   and   almost  
unbearable   pressures   of   office   are   enough   and,   however   selfishly  we  
might   wish   it   were   not   so,   we   must   feel   a   sense   of   relief   for   both  
Rowan  and   Jane.  But   tonight   as  we  wine   and  dine   it   is  not   so  much  
sadness   but   deep   gratitude   for   Archbishop   Rowan’s   ecumenical  
ministry  that  must  fill  this  hall.    
      As  one  of   the  Presidents  of   the  World  Council  of  Churches,   I  have  
had  the  privilege  these  last  years  of  meeting  leaders  of  many  churches.  
Without   exception   they   have   spoken   of   their   deep   affection   for  
Archbishop   Rowan.   ‘Ah   Rowan’   and   a   look   of   awe   comes   over   their  
faces.  A  few  days  ago  as  I  said  farewell  at  the  end  of  a  meeting  to  the  
saintly   Archbishop   Anastasias   of   Albania,   his   parting   words   were—
’greet   Rowan,   how   we   shall   miss   dear   Rowan   as   Archbishop   of  
Canterbury’.   I   have   so   often   basked   in   the   reflected   love   and  
admiration   of   our   ecumenical   friends   for   Archbishop   Rowan.   Our  
Archbishop   is   much   loved   and   looked   to   for   wisdom,   in   old  
monasteries  and  new  ecclesial  movements  alike.    
      In  2008  Archbishop  Rowan  hosted  the  Lambeth  Conference  inviting  
75  ecumenical  participants—insisting  that  they  were  not  observers  but  
participants.   I   remember  that  when  they  gathered  together  to  reflect  
on   the   Conference,   they   spoke   of   their   admiration   for   the  
Archbishop’s  leadership,  his  insightful  reflections    at  the  mid-‐point  of  
the   Conference,   and   then,   at   the   end   gathering   it   all   together,   and  
making   space   for   ecumenical   guests   to   respond   freely   to   what   they  
had  been  a  part  of.  
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      Some  months   ago   I  was   invited   to   read   a  paper   to   the  Ecumenical  
Society   on   any   subject   of   my   choice.   I   knew   immediately   what   I  
wanted  to  explore—the  ecumenical  ministry  of  one  Rowan  Williams.    
I   spent   days   breathlessly   following   Rowan’s   ecumenical   travels,  
pondering   his   sermons   and   addresses   on   Christian   unity.   I  
encountered  an  all-‐round  ecumenist,  like  his  predecessor,  Archbishop  
Robert   Runcie.   This   was   seen   in   the   many   events   that   Archbishop  
Rowan  has  been  a  part  of.  It’s  hard  to  select  from  them:  but  who  can  
forget   the   Archbishop   of   Canterbury   with   his   brother   bishops  
welcoming   the  Pope  and  Roman  Catholic  Bishops  of  England,  Wales  
and   Scotland   here   at   Lambeth   Palace   and   then   accompanying   them  
across   the   river   to   the   service   of   evening   prayer   in   Westminster  
Abbey,   and   the   sight   of   Pope   Benedict   and   Archbishop   Rowan  
standing   at   the   altar,   reverencing   the   Canterbury   Gospels   together,  
exchanging   the   kiss   of   peace,   kneeling   in   prayer   and   giving   the  
blessing  together?  Symbolic  actions  convey  so  much  more  than  words.  
And   there   have   been  many  meetings   with   Pope   Benedict.  Wouldn’t  
you   love   to   be   a   fly   on   the   wall   listening   to   these   two   great   giants  
enjoying   theological   conversation.  At   troubled   times   in  our  Anglican  
Communion,   Rowan   has   not   been   too   proud   to   ask   our   friends   to  
accompany  us,  nor,  at  delicate  times,  has  he  been  afraid  to  challenge.  
      Then   there  was   the  visit   to   the  Ecumenical  Patriarch  Bartholomew  
in   Constantinople   and   a   welcoming   of   His   All   Holiness   here,   again  
symbolised   in   Vespers   at   Westminster   Abbey;   and   that   very   quiet  
landmark   visit   this   Eastertide,   the   first   of   a   serving   Archbishop,   to  
Mount  Athos  heralded  by  bells  wherever  he  went.  Rowan  has  spoken  
out   on   the   fate   of   Christians   in   Palestine,   Iraq,   Egypt,   Syria   and  
Lebanon  and  attempted  to  draw  the  Patriarchs  and  Heads  of  churches  
in  Jerusalem  into  closer  collaboration  with  one  another.    
      But   not   only   has   he   developed   relations   with   Rome   and   the  
Orthodox.  There  have  been  addresses  to  the  General  Assembly  of  the  
Church   of   Scotland;   the   Lutheran   World   Federation   and   the  
Methodist  Conference  and  the  recent  service  of  reconciliation  to  mark  
the  350th  Anniversary  of   the  Great  Ejection.  Probably,   the  most  often  
remembered  presentation  at   the   last  Assembly  of   the  World  Council  
of  Churches   is   the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury’s   on   ‘Christian   Identity  
and  Religious  Plurality’.  And  it  has  not  ended  yet.  Our  prayers  will  go  
with   you   Rowan   as   you   address   the   Synod   of   Bishops   in   Rome   and  
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attend   the   Mass   to   celebrate   the   Jubilee   of   the   opening   sessions   of  
Vatican  II.      
      All  of  these  and  so  many  other  all-‐round  ecumenical  commitments  
have  been  mirrored   in  your   local  ecumenical  activity   in  this  country,  
nurturing   the  Methodist  Covenant,   the   relations  with  Black  Majority  
Churches  and  the  relations  of  growing  communion  with  the  Meissen  
and  Porvoo  Churches.  Undergirding  all  these  relations,   locally  and  at  
world   level,   has   been   your   insistence   on   the   place   of   theological  
convergence   in   the  work  of   the  dialogues—setting  up  ARCIC   III,   the  
new   phase   of   Anglican-‐Orthodox   conversations,   and   always  
supporting  the  work  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  of  the  World  
Council  of  Churches.                
      As   I   read   through   Archbishop   Rowan’s   addresses   and   sermons,   I  
found  myself  often  near  to  tears—tears  of  delight,  ‘yes  that’s  it’,  mixed  
with  tears  of   frustration—‘why  can’t  we  all  get   it’,  as  I  encountered  a  
vision  of  the  unity  of  the  Church  in  the  biggest  picture  of  the  unity  of  
human   community,   the   unity   of   creation—a   church,   eucharistically  
centred   and   turned   outwards   in   service   and  mission.   The   argument  
about  Church  unity  was  never  about  the  structural  or  institutional  but  
always  grounded   in   the  personal   and   relational   life   and   love  of  God.  
‘The  Church  and  its  unity  has  to  look  like  God  and  speak  of  God’s  life.’  
Rowan  has  given  us  an  ecumenical  agenda,  but  most  important  is  his  
constant  insistence  that  we  must  look  at  one  another  and  recognise  in  
one  another  the  same  attractiveness,  not  ours  but  Christ’s,  so  that  we  
can  say—‘in  this  Christian  community  the  radiance  of  Christ   is  to  be  
seen’.   This   is   not   arid   ecumenical   joinery:   it   is   transformative  
ecumenism.  
      Friends,      let   any   sadness  we  have   tonight  give  way   to  gratitude   for  
Archbishop  Rowan’s    ecumenical    ministry    in  the  Church  of  England,  
the   Anglican   Communion   and   in   the   broadest   ecumenical  
movement—an   attractive,   lovely   personal     ministry   of   unity—which  
Archbishop  Rowan  has  shared  with  us   in   this  Club,  as  he  has  shared  
his   ecumenical   friends  with   us.   Friendship   is   the   seed   bed   in  which  
unity   blossoms   as   our   Nikaean   Club   knows.   Jane,   thank   you   for  
gracing  us  with  your  presence  and  for  your  own  theological  writings.    
Archbishop  Rowan,  thank  you  for  leading  us  in  the  cause  of  Christian  
unity.  When  you  have  both  taken  some  rest,  please  go  on  inspiring  us  
and  urging  us  on  to  visible  unity.    
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  MONASTIC  VIRTUES  AND  ECUMENICAL  HOPES  

The  Archbishop  of  Canterbury’s  Address  at    
San  Gregorio  al  Celio,  11  March  2012*  
  

Solitude  and  Communion  
1. The  monastic   reform  movements  of   the  eleventh  century  have   in  
common   the   strong   commitment   to   a   return   to   the   gospel.   Stephen  of  
Muret’s   simple   declaration   that,   for   his   community   of   ascetics,   ‘our  
regula   is   the  Gospel’   is   typical   of   the  widespread   sense   in   that   era   that  
the  Church  in  general  and  the  monastic  institution  in  particular  needed  
to  be  refreshed  from  its  primitive  springs.  In  monastic  terms  that  meant  
a   movement   away   from   the   intensely   organized   corporate   life   of   the  
great  Benedictine  houses,   above  all   the   family  of  Cluny,   away   from   the  
close  association  of  monasteries  with  the  needs  or  demands  of  the  ruling  
elites,   and   towards   simplicity   and   solitude.   It   is   significant   that   two   of  
the   most   durable   reforms   that   have   their   origins   in   this   period—
Camaldoli   and   the   Carthusians—have   always   sought   in   their   different  
ways  to  hold  together  the  community  life  and  the  vocation  to  solitude.  
2. This  search  to  hold  together  what  seem  like  opposites  is  of  course  
grounded   in   a   deeply   traditional   Christian   anthropology.   Christian  
solitude   is   the  way   in  which  we   allow  God   to   challenge   and   overcome  
our   individualism;   in  solitude,  we  are   led  to  recognize  the  strength  and  
resilience   of   our   selfishness,   and   the   need   to   let   God   dissolve   the  
fantasies  with  which  we  protect  ourselves.  In  the  desert  there  is  no-‐one  
to   impress   or   persuade;   there   it   is   necessary   to   confront   your   own  
emptiness   or   be   consumed   by   it.   But   such   solitude   is   framed   by   the  
common   life   in   which   we   have   begun   to   learn   the   basic   habits   of  
selflessness   through   mutual   service,   and   in   which   we   are   enabled   to  
serve  more  radically  and  completely,  to  be  more  profoundly  in  the  heart  
of  common  life  in  Christ’s  Body,  because  we  have  had  our  private  myths  
and  defensive  strategies  stripped  away  by  God  in  silence.  
3. Monastic   practice   is,   therefore,   at   its   root,   a   living   out   of   the  
fundamental  Christian   doctrine   of   human  nature   as   restored   in  Christ.    

                                                                                                                          
*  ©    Rowan  Williams,  2012;  all  rights  reserved.  Reprinted  by  permission.  
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And  in  the  committed  mutual  service  and  mutual  listening  that  the  Rule  
of   St   Benedict   enjoins,   we   can   see   fleshed   out   the   belief   that,   in  
Tertullian’s   words,   ‘no   Christian   is   a   Christian   alone’   (unus   christianus  
nullus  christianus);   that  we  are  never  healed  without  the  healing  of   the  
neighbour  also.   ‘Our  life  and  our  death  is  with  our  neighbour’   is  one  of  
the  best  known  sayings  of  St  Antony,  after  all.  And   in   this  we  begin   to  
see  something  of  how  the  monastic  life,  especially  as  it  includes  solitude  
as   a   dimension   of   community,   speaks   to   the   entire   world   of   Christian  
diversity.   One   of   the   hardest   yet   most   important   lessons   the   different  
Christian   communities   today   have   to   learn   is   that   they   cannot   live  
without  each  other  and  that  no  single  one  of  them  in  isolation  possesses  
the   entirety   of   the   Gospel.   God   has   used   the   often   tragic   divisions   of  
Christian  history  in  such  a  way  that  each  community  has  been  permitted  
to  discover  new  depths  in  this  or  that  particular  emphasis  in  doctrine  or  
devotion.  And  the  challenge  of  the  Lord  of  the  Church  is  that  we  should  
recognize   this   diversity   of   providential   discovery   in   one   another.   The  
enforced   ‘solitude’   of   a   Christian   community,   cut   off   from   others   by  
doctrinal  dispute,  is  from  one  point  of  view  a  disaster,  in  that  it  takes  all  
Christians   that   little   bit   further   away   from   the   fullness   of   truth.   But  
God’s  providence  has  also  ordered   things   so   that  diverse  and  separated  
communities   are   able   to   go   deeper   into   diverse   aspects   of   discipleship  
and   orthodoxy.  Who   could   deny,   for   example,   that   the   historic   ‘peace  
churches’   of   the   Anabaptist   tradition   have   been   for   the   older   ecclesial  
communions  a  sign  of  judgement,  a  way  in  which  God  has  called  all  the  
churches  to  recover  their  abhorrence  of  violence  in  his  name?  

A  new  creation:    the  Community  of  the  Word  
4. The   life   of   solitude   and   communion   together,   then,   is   itself   a  
matter   of   ecumenical   significance.   Thinking   about   our   divisions   in   the  
light   of   this   allows   us   both   to   repent   for   whatever   has   divided   the  
churches   as   a   result   of   sheer   human   pride   or   perversity,   and   also   to  
thank  God  that  in  our  enforced  ‘solitude’  we  have  been  shown  treasures  
that  we  now  have  to  share  with  one  another.  But  there  is  another  lesson  
that   monastic   practice   has   to   show   to   the   ecumenical   world   by   its  
attempt  to  return  to   the  Gospel.   It  was  once  customary  to  speak  of   the  
religious  life  as  a  response  to  the  ‘evangelical  counsels’;  then,  in  the  light  
of  the  twentieth  century  renewal  of  the  sense  of  the  radical  calling  of  the  
whole   people   of   God,   such   language   became   something   of   an  
embarrassment.  Yet  it  still  has  some  real  significance.    The  call  that  Jesus  
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utters  in  the  pages  of  the  Gospels  is  undoubtedly  a  call  into  a  community  
in  which  other  kinds  of  human  belonging  together  are  cast  into  shadow.  
It  is  a  call  into  a  community  that  finds  its  deepest  unity  in  God,  and  not  
in   the  simple  natural  affinities  of   the  world  around.   It   stands  alongside  
all   these   forms   of   belonging—ethnic,   political,   linguistic,   familial—and  
says   that   the  Body  of  Christ   is  a  new  nation,  a  new  polis  or  city,  a  new  
language  taught  by  the  spirit,  a  new  family.  
5. What   would   a   church   life   look   like   that   saw   itself   as   shaped  
primarily  by  the  Word  in  such  a  way  that  the  relation  to  God’s  call  was  
the   single   determining   factor   in   holding   a   community   together?   It   is  
possible   to   read   the   history   of   monasticism   as   a   continuing   wrestling  
with   this   question.   The  monastic   community   did   not   depend   on   race,  
family,   natural   affinity;   it   is   striking   how   ‘international’   the   monastic  
world  of  the  fourth  and  fifth  centuries  is,   in  the  sense  of  the  number  of  
people   who   find   their   vocation   in   settings   alien   to   their   class   and  
upbringing.   Think   of   the   presence   together   in   Scetis   of   the   Ethiopian  
peasant  Moses  and  the  cosmopolitan  Arsenius  or  Evagrius.  The  language  
of  this  new  community  is  not  simply  one  of  the  dialects  of  local  society  
but  the  language  of  the  Word.  It  coheres  around  the  divine  Word,  both  
in   listening   and   in   speaking.   The   community   listens   to   the   Scriptures,  
but   it   also   speaks   Scripture.   When   monastic   communities   recited   the  
Psalter,  they  were  not  repeating  texts  form  a  human  hymnbook,  but—on  
the   prevailing   understanding   of   the   psalms—joining   in   the  words   that  
Christ  himself  was  speaking  on  behalf  of  his  Body.  It  is  a  theme  that  finds  
its   strongest   and  most  beautiful   articulation   in  Augustine,   but   it   is  not  
unique  to  him:  the  psalms  are  the  place  where  Christ  makes  our  speech  
his  own;  and  so  when  we  recite   the  psalms,  we  are  deliberately  putting  
ourselves   in   the   context   of   this   speech   that   is   both  divine   and  human,  
the   dialect   of   the   incarnation.   In   the   psalms,   our   passion   and  
questionings  are  touched  and  lifted  and  transfigured  by  Christ.  
6. To  be  a  community  of  the  Word,  then,   is   to  be  assembled  by  the  
authority   of   Christ’s   call   and,   in   response,   to   speak   Christ’s   own  
language.  This  is  what  is  utterly  new  and  distinct  about  the  Church,  and  
in   this   sense   monasticism   is   a   reminder   of   the   Church’s   newness,   its  
perpetual   recovery   of   what   makes   it   different   from   any   other   human  
gathering.  Of  course  the  Church  in  history  is  frequently  a  body  that  slips  
towards   identification  with   kin   and   nation   and   class.   St   Teresa   had   to  
struggle   in   sixteenth   century   Avila   to   prevent   convents   being   flooded  
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with  indigent  relatives  of  the  sisters  in  search  of  a  comfortable  life.  Some  
monasteries   have   an   ambiguous   record,   not   least   in   the   twentieth  
century,  of  passionate  identification  with  nationalist  causes,  because  of  a  
long  and  often  generous  and  positive  sense  of  being  at  the  heart  of  local  
communities.  Many  houses  have   imperceptibly  restricted  themselves   to  
a   certain   class   of   postulant   (Teresa   has   much   to   say   about   this   too).  
Every  serious  monastic  reform  has  to  tackle  at  least  one  of  these  issues.  
7. And  the  willingness  to  undertake  such  self-‐critical  reform  is  one  of  
the   reasons   for   the  wider  Church   to   celebrate   the  monastic   life   and   to  
learn  from  it.  Christian  communions  can  become  wedded  to  nation,  class  
and  family  (either  literally,  or  in  the  shape  of  a  comfortable  middle-‐class  
attitude  to  ‘family  values’);  they  need  to  be  recalled  to  the  truth  that  it  is  
the  Word—the  free  outpouring  of  God  the  Father  in  the  eternal  reality  of  
God   the   Son—that   creates   the   Church:   creatura   verbi,   in   the   old  
terminology.  We  are  sisters  and  brothers  in  the  Church  not  because  we  
naturally   and   instinctively   belong   together,   agree,   or   speak   the   same  
language;   but   because   we   are   summoned   to   be   together   in   our  
strangeness   to   each   other,   and   to   be   faithful   to   each   other   in   that  
strangeness—not   because   we   naturally   like   one   another   and   would   be  
loyal  to  one  another  anyway!  
8. The  monastic  ideal  is  thus  something  that  stands  in  opposition  to  
anything   that   looks   like   a   ‘tribal’   Church.   It   tells   us   that   the  hope   of   a  
truly  universal  reconciliation  is  only  to  be  found  in  a  Church  that  is  able  
to  look  beyond  natural  affinity  and  to  sustain  bonds  that  are  in  their  way  
as  strong  as  those  of  kinship  or  marriage—a  bold  aspiration  indeed.  How  
many   or   how   few   are   the  monastic   communities   which   really   embody  
this,   the   important   truth   is   that   it   is   possible   and   that   the   Church   at  
large   needs   monastic   community   life   as   almost   a   sacrament   of   its  
dependence   on   the   Word.   If   we   want   to   speak   about   the   ecumenical  
significance  of  monasticism,  this,  I  believe,  is  the  heart  of  the  matter:  the  
monastery   shows   a   Church   that   is   unified   simply   in   the   divine  Word,  
spoken  and  heard.  
9. But   this   ecumenical   significance   is   not,   therefore,   a   question   of  
monasticism   somehow   being   able   to   resolve   conflicts   by   sheer   human  
charity  or   fraternity;   it   is   in   its  plain  appeal   to  the  roots  of  distinctively  
Christian   identity   in  the  summons  that   Jesus  addresses  to  every  human  
identity—city,  nation  or   family.  Natural  affinities  are  not  by  any  means  
evil   or   to   be   destroyed;   they   may   well   be   used   positively   in   their  
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diversity,   as   are   the   diversities   of   Christian   belonging.   But   they   do   not  
themselves   embody   the   newness   of   the   Gospel,   which   is   seen   in   the  
holding   together,   in   one   language   of   prayer   and   praise,   of   different  
identities,  Jew  and  Greek,  slave  and  free,  male  and  female.  Whenever  we  
are   tempted   to   take   refuge   in   confessionalism,   in   an   over-‐seriousness  
about   our   particular   historic   identity   over   against   other   Christian  
communities,  we  are  going  to  need  communities,  whether  conventional  
monastic   communities   or   the   less   conventional   communities   that  have  
arisen  in  recent  decades  as  well  (Iona,  Sant’  Egidio  and  so  on)  to  hold  us  
to   the   radicality   of   the  Gospel’s   promise   to  make   a   holy   nation,   a   new  
city  and  a  universal  kindred  out  of  strangers.  

Prayer,  hospitality  and  simplicity  
10. Enzo  Bianchi,  in  a  seminal  meditation  on  ‘Monastic  Life  and  the  
Ecumenical   Dialogue’   (Monasterio   di   Bose,   2000,   p.15),   speaks   of  
monastic   life   as   ‘truly   an   epiclesis   in   action’,   an   invoking   of   the   Holy  
Spirit  who  creates  unity   in  plurality  at  Pentecost.  One  of   the  aspects  of  
the  way  the  New  Testament  talks  about  the  Holy  Spirit  is  that  this  Spirit  
is  both  the  power  that  creates  the  explosion  of  diversity  at  Pentecost  and  
the   power   that   creates   in   us   the   one   devastatingly   simple   utterance   in  
which  we  express  our  identity  in  Christ—’Abba,  Father’.  That  prayer,  as  
it   is   understood   by   St   Paul   in   Romans   and   Galatians,   is   about   both  
maturity  and  absolute  dependence;   it  speaks  of  our  growing  out  of   fear  
and  out  of  the  state  of  mindless  servitude,  and  equally  of  our  sense  of  a  
new  identity  that  is  simply  given  by  grace.  Praying  such  a  prayer,  we  are  
at  one  and  the  same  time  as  totally  dependent  as  a  newborn  child  and  as  
authoritatively  free  as  an  adult.  The  prayer  tells  us  that  a  kinship  is  now  
established  with  the  eternal  Word,  who  enables  us  to  say  what  he  says  to  
the  Father;  and  that  this  kinship   is  open  to  all,  capable  of  being  shared  
with  all.  This   is   the  heart  of  our  belonging  together—the  Spirit’s  gift  of  
saying  what  the  eternal  Word  says.  
11. And  so  a  community  living  out  this  ‘epiclesis  in  action’  is  bound  to  
be  a  hospitable  community.  Faced  with  the  stranger,  its  first  instinct  is  to  
listen   for   the   Word   spoken   in   them,   because   there   is   no   ready-‐made  
assumption  that  we  know  what  kind  of  person,  what  kind  of  visitor,  will  
be   more   or   less   likely   to   speak   God’s   Word.   The   historic  
indiscriminateness   of   monastic   hospitality   reflects   this   listening  
expectancy.   It   is   put   with   memorable   and   typical   directness   by  
Madleleine  Delbrel   in  one  of   the  aphorisms   in  her  Alcide   (translated  as  
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The   Little   Monk,  New   York,   Crossroads,   2005,   p.11);   ‘When   the   phone  
rings,  expect  a  call   from  God.  (The  little  monk,  upon  receiving  a  phone  
call  at   11.30  p.m.)’.  And  when   it  happens  that  a  community  or   family  of  
communities   deliberately   dedicates   itself   to   engagement   with   the  
imaginative   and   intellectual   life   of   a   society,   this   is   an   extension   of  
hospitality;   the  history  of  Camaldoli  up  to   the  present  day  shows  many  
examples  of  what  this  might  mean.  We  have  seen  many  instances  also  of  
what   may   happen   when   this   hospitality   is   extended   to   those   of   other  
faiths;   it   would   need   another   full-‐length   discussion   to   explore   the  
importance  of  monastic  families  in  interfaith  encounter,  but  it  is  perhaps  
enough   to   recall   that   Thomas   Merton’s   last   address   was   given   in   just  
such  a  context.  Once  again,   this   is  about   the  readiness   to   listen   for   the  
Word   in   the   stranger,   even   if   they   have   no   familiar   vocabulary   for  
articulating  that  Word.  Always,  the  stripping  and  simplicity  of  authentic  
monastic   life  makes   the  monastic   alert   to   the   simplicity   of   the  Word’s  
utterance—those  plain  words  of   intimacy,   dependence   and   confidence,  
‘Abba,  Father.’  

The  whole  People  of  God  
12. Perhaps   this   is   indeed  what  monastic   asceticism   is   ultimately   all  
about—a   simplification  of   life   and   language,   so   that   this  one  utterance  
can  be  spoken  and  heard  as  clearly  as  possible,  the  taking  away  of  both  
chatter  and  rhetoric,  both  in  life  and  in  liturgy,  so  that  no-‐one  should  be  
prevented   from   recognizing   the   Word   either   by   any   indulgent  
elaboration,  or  any  borrowing  of  the  ways  in  which  the  world  at  large  (or  
for   that  matter   the  Church   at   large)   declares   the   presence   of   power   or  
advantage.   This   is   not   to   say   that   something   like   early   Cistercian  
Puritanism   is   the   only   aesthetic   for   a   true  monastic   environment,   only  
that  there  needs  to  be  a  basic  simplicity  of  structure  in  building,  art  and  
liturgy  so  that  the  plain  centrality  of  the  Word  spoken  and  heard  can  be  
seen   to   shape   the  whole  community  enterprise.  This  connects  with   the  
ancient   insistence   that   monasticism   is   first   and   foremost   a   lay  
movement,   and   that   those   whom   Benedict   calls   ‘the   priests   of   the  
community’   are   simply   the   servants   of   the   brothers   or   sisters,   not  
automatically  a  group  with  privileges  or  powers  within  the  community.  
And   the   importance   of   the   lay   character   of   monasticism   is   another  
significant   contribution   to   the   ecumenical   encounter.   So   much   of   the  
detail  of   ecumenical  debate   seems   to   focus  compulsively  on   issues   that  
affect   the  understanding  of  ordained  ministry.  These   are  not   trivial,   by  
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any  means,   and  we   are   not   absolved   from   thinking   them   through.   But  
the  Church   is   the  whole  People   of  God,   the   assembly   convened  by   the  
Word;   the   clergy   are   there   to   repeat—in   some   sense   to   embody—that  
call,   but   the   common   experience   of   the   laity   in   every   Christian  
community  is  to  be  called.     To  the  extent  that  the  monastic  community  
steps  aside  from  simply  replicating  clerical  modes  of  power  or  privilege  it  
is   at   once   recognizable   as   a   place  where   the  Word   is   heard,   as   it   is   by  
laypeople  of  every  confession.  

Conclusion  
13. The  importance  of  monastic  life  to  the  ecumenical  conversation  is  
thus  not  simply  in  the  undoubted  fact  that  monks  and  nuns  of  different  
confession   are   able   to   relate   to   one   another   freely   and   appreciatively,  
significant   and   creative   as   that   undoubtedly   is.   I   have   been   suggesting  
that   there   are   aspects   of   monasticism   as   such   that   enable   us   to  
understand   more   fully   some   things   about   ecumenism,   and   that   make  
monastic  communities  crucial  partners  in  all  ecumenical  encounter.      
14. The  first  point  is  to  do  with  the  general  understanding  of  Christian  
personhood:  there  is  no  solitary  self-‐definition  for  the  Christian  person,  
and   so   there   cannot   be   for   the   Christian   confessional   group.   If   we   are  
divided,   if   we   live   in   a   sort   of   imposed   ‘solitude’   and   separation   from  
each  other,  we  must  ask  what  gifts  God  has  allowed  us  to  develop  in  that  
‘solitude’  so  that  we  may  learn  to  give  them  afresh  to  each  other.  In  this  
respect,   the   experience   especially   of   those   communities   that   seek   to  
balance  solitude  and  community  life  is  of  special  interest.    
15. The   second  point   is   about  how   the  monastic   community  models  
the  Christian  life  as  one  in  which  the  ultimate  determining  agency  is  the  
Word  of  God.  Decisively,  what  makes  the  Church  the  Church  is  not  any  
kind  of  contingent  affinity  or  planned  strategy  of  alliance  but  the  single  
fact   of   the  Word,   heard   in   worship   and   echoed   in   worship   (in   a   very  
particular   sense   in   the   psalms   understood   as   the   prayer   of   Christ,   our  
language  being  taken  up  into  his).  Since  the  Church  always  needs  signs  
and  reminders  of  its  nature  when  it  is  tempted  to  slip  into  the  tribalism  
of  race  or  class  or  ‘agenda’,  the  dependence  of  the  monastic  community  
simply  on  the  Word  is  a  gift  to  the  Church’s  self-‐critical  energy.  
16. And   third,   the   understanding   of   the   monastic   life   as   epiclesis  
means  that  it  prays  for  the  Spirit  not  only  to  create  diversity  in  plurality  
but   to   focus   life   and  prayer  on   the  one   ‘word’   in  which  we  express  our  
growing-‐up  into  Christ  and  our  dependence  on  his  indwelling.  Monastic  
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simplicity   is   one   of   the   ways   in   which   we   are   recalled   to   this   central  
reality.   And   when   we   begin   again   from   there,   we   are   liberated   for  
hospitality   at   a   profound   level.   Standing   ‘at   an   angle’   to   the   Christian  
conventions   of   hierarchy,   the   monastic   community   represents  
straightforwardly  the  people  of  God,  the  laos,  in  a  way  that  allows  a  real  
commonalty   of   experience   to   create   unexpected   relationships   of  
understanding  and  sympathy.  
17. Of   course   monastic   communities   will   embody   all   this   in   very  
uneven   ways.   The   rich   dialectic   of   solitude   and   community   can   break  
down  into  a  polarity  of  conformist  and  regimented  common  life  and  the  
longing  to  escape  from  it.  Read  Thomas  Merton’s   journals,  and  you  can  
see  how  hard  it  is  (how  hard  it  was  for  him)  to  discern  what  was  a  matter  
of   an   authentic   vocation   to   solitude   and   what   was   conditioned   by  
reaction   to   just   such   a   regimented   common   life.   Again,   as   we   noted  
earlier,   monastic   reform   happens   because   even   monastic   families   are  
liable  to  ‘tribalize’  community  life  in  one  way  or  another  and  to  obscure  
the   basic   singleness   of   the   call   of   God’s  Word.  Monastic   communities  
like   all   other   Christian   families   may   become   defensive   and   anxious,  
surrounding  the  essence  of  their  life  with  various  more  or  less  elaborate  
‘subcultures’,  or  reproducing  power  relations  that  belong  elsewhere.  But  
the  history  of  monasticism  is  a  history  of  rediscovery  and  reconstruction,  
of  continuous  self-‐questioning  as  to  whether  the  simplicity  of  the  Word’s  
calling  has  been  overlaid.  From  Romuald,  Bruno  and  Bernard  to  Teresa  
to   Roger   Schutz   the   same   impetus   has   been   at   work.   And   in   that  
constant   return   to   poverty,   the   refusal   of   anything   that   suggests   we  
depend  on  anything  but  the  Word,  there  is  a  word  of  profound  challenge  
to  the  whole  Church.      
18. In   its   struggle   for   fidelity   to   this  vision,   the  monastic  community  
always   calls   the   church   to   reformation;   and   one   thing   we   have  
discovered  in  the  last  century  is  how  deeply  that  re-‐formation  demands  
of   us   a   re-‐discovery   of   one   another   in   our   confessional   diversity   and   a  
search  for  how  we  may  become  able  to  serve  one  another  more  freely  in  
Christ’s   Body—in   the   profound   hope   that   we   shall   be   together   once  
more   at   Christ’s   table,   where   he   ‘speaks   himself’   into   our   lives   in   the  
speaking  of  his  words  over  us,  and  his  gifts  of  bread  and  wine,  and  where  
we  become,  by  his  Spirit,  a  new  creation.  
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MONKS  AND  MISSION:  A  PERSPECTIVE  FROM  ENGLAND  

The  Archbishop  of  Canterbury’s  Address  at  the  Abbey  of  Monte  
Cassino,  12  March  2012.*                                                                        

1. The  role  of  Benedictine  monasticism  in  spreading  the  Christian  
gospel   in   Europe   is   too   well-‐known   to   need   much   retelling.   My  
purpose   in  these  remarks   is  simply  to  highlight  a   few  aspects  of  how  
that  mission  worked   in  England  and  what   its   long-‐term  effects  were,  
in   the   hope   of   opening   up   some   reflection   on   the   missionary  
dimension   of  monastic   life   in   general.   This   weekend,   we   have   been  
celebrating   the   millennium   of   the   Camaldolese   section   of   the  
Benedictine  family;    and  it  may  seem  as  though  this  tradition,  with  its  
strong  emphasis  on  integrating  the  hermit  life  into  the  common  life  of  
the  monastic  community,   stands   for  something  rather  different   from  
the   apparently   activist   commitments   of   missionary   monks.   But   I  
believe   this   is   a  misunderstanding  of  how  monastic  mission  worked,  
certainly   in  Britain  and  no  doubt  elsewhere.  And  if   reflecting  on  this  
helps  us   to   see   the   inseparability  of  mission  and  contemplation,   this  
may   in   turn  help  us   to   rethink  our  priorities   in  mission   in  ways   that  
protect  us  from  over-‐busy  and  superficial  approaches  to  the  subject.  
2. When   the   Venerable   Bede   describes   the   early   days   of  
Augustine’s  mission   in   England,   he   lays   great   stress   on   the   fact   that  
the  missionaries  ‘began  to  imitate  the  way  of  life  of  the  apostles  and  of  
the  primitive  church’  (HE  I.26).  What  draws  converts  to  the  faith,  we  
are  told,  is  poverty  and  prayer.  Augustine’s  community  depends  for  its  
basic  material  survival  on  the  generosity  of  local  people  and  maintains  
what  is  obviously  an  austere  regime  of  prayer  and  fasting.  Bede  insists  
that  the  Saxon  king  does  not  force  his  people  to  be  baptised;  they  are  
drawn   to  Christian   faith  by   the   simplicity   of   the   lives   of  Augustine’s  
monks.  And  when  Augustine  writes  to  Pope  Gregory  for  advice  about  
how  bishops  should  live  with  their  clergy,  he  receives  a  reply  (HE  I.27)  
in  which  the  Pope  reminds  Augustine  that,  as  a  monk,  he  will  already  
know  that  he  should  live  a  common  life  with  his  clergy,  modelled  on  
the  common  life  of  the  apostles:   ‘none  of  them  said  that  anything  he  
possessed   was   his   own,   but   they   had   all   things   in   common’,   in   the  
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words  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  quoted  by  Gregory.  And,  living  the  
common   life,   bishop   and   clergy   will   have   no   problem   remembering  
the   priority   of   hospitality   and   charity;   what   is   surplus   to   the   basic  
requirements   of   a   living   stipend   will   obviously   go   towards   these  
things.  
3. It   is   not   that   the   Pope   is   assuming   that   all   Augustine’s   clergy  
will   be   monks—and   we   should   almost   certainly   assume   that   his  
immediate  missionary  community  contained  only  a   small  number  of  
ordained  priests,  as  would  be  usual  at  the  time.  But  he  does  take  it  for  
granted  that  the  clergy  should  live  an  ‘apostolic’  life  as  defined  in  Acts.    
Throughout  Bede’s  History,  the  theme  recurs  frequently:  what  makes  
a  community  effective  in  terms  of  mission  and  witness  is  the  apostolic  
life.   The   communities   of   Lindisfarne   under   Colman   (HE   III.26)   and  
Whitby  under  Hilda  (IV.23)  are,  like  Augustine’s,  described  in  terms  of  
the   paradigm   in   Acts.   Aidan   is   praised   (III.5)   for   his   willingness   to  
hand  over  for  the  use  of  the  poor  any  gifts  he  receives.  There  are  many  
other   instances:   but   the   point   is   clear   enough:   the   mission   of   the  
Church   is  bound  up  with  the  common  life  and  with  the  readiness   to  
share   with   everyone   and   anyone   the   goods   that   are   received.   And  
while  not  every  missionary  has  to  be  a  monk,  Bede  clearly  has  a  vision  
of  clergy  who  have  learned  enough  from  the  monastic  environment  to  
model   something   of   the   same   radical   poverty   and   mutual  
dispossession  so  that  the  apostolic  model  may  come  through  in  its  full  
converting  force.  
4. In   short,  what   changes  hearts,   in  Bede’s   understanding,   is   the  
visible   demonstration   of   new   possibilities   for   life   together—a   life  
without   acquisitiveness,   a   life   not   ashamed   of   depending   on   the  
generosity  of  others,  inside  and  outside  the  community,  a  life  unified  
by  prayer.  The  bishop  belongs  within  such  a  pattern  of  life,  not  apart  
from  it  or  above  it.  And  it   is  a  way  of   life  deeply  shaped  by  monastic  
commitment.  It  is  significant  that  in  England,  alone  among  the  major  
European   nations,   many   of   the   cathedrals   continued   until   the  
Reformation   to   be   Benedictine   houses—as   if   the   centrality   of   the  
apostolic   and   monastic   vision   in   the   life   of   the   Church   could   find  
expression  in  setting  community  life  visibly  at  the  centre  of  a  diocese.    
Of   course,  many   of   these   houses  were,   like   others,   liable   to   become  
wealthy,   self-‐absorbed   and   spiritually   slack—though   any   reader   of  
that  great  memoir  of  one  pre-‐Reformation  community  known  as  The  
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Rites  of  Durham,  will  be   impressed  by  the  standards  of  devotion  and  
austerity  that  survived  in  some  settings.  And  in  the  post-‐Reformation  
period,   it   is   striking   that—against   expectation   and   often   against  
explicit   policy—the   cathedrals   remained   committed   to   the   solemn  
public   celebration   of   the   Divine   Office   and   to   some   residue   of  
common  clerical   life.  No   less  striking   is  what  happened  on  the  other  
side   of   the   Reformation   split,   with   the   reconstituted   English  
Benedictine   Congregation   supplying   so   many   missionaries—and  
martyrs—to  Britain,   sustaining   the  small  persecuted  Roman  Catholic  
communities  for  three  centuries  and  more.  It  was  one  such  missionary  
monk,  Augustine  Baker,  who,  in  the  midst  of  the  pressures  of  ministry  
both   in   Britain   and   abroad   (as   a   convent   chaplain   for   some   of   his  
career),   produced   the   seminal   writings   on   the   contemplative   life  
edited  and  collected  under  the  title  of  Holy  Wisdom.  And  even  when  
the   conventual   life   of   the   houses   of   the   English   Congregation   was  
most   disrupted   by   the   demands   of   ‘the   mission’,   the   tradition   of  
prayer   as   expounded   by   Baker  was  maintained,   and   a   contemplative  
formation   was   still   preserved.   For   many   generations   of   English  
Benedictines,   the  pressures   and  multiple   activities   of   the  mission,   in  
parishes  and  schools,  served  as  a  way  of  experiencing  something  of  the  
‘poverty’  of  monastic  witness,  even  when  outward  circumstances  were  
not  particularly  austere.  
5. But   to   return   to   Bede   for   a   moment:   the   idea   that   apostolic  
witness  is  in  itself  a  means  of  mission  suggests  that  we  misunderstand  
mission   of   we   think   it   is   a   matter   of   persuading   people   to   accept  
certain   ideas.   The   truth   of   any   ideas   or   doctrines   is   something   that  
becomes  apparent  in  the  light  of  the  sort  of  life  that  those  ideas  make  
possible.   To   see   a   common   life   of   unconditional  mutual   generosity,  
sustained   by   the   sanctification   of   each   part   of   the   day   in   God’s  
honour,  is  to  grasp  that  the  defensive  and  self-‐referential  habits  of  the  
world  at   large   can  be  decisively  overcome  by  grace.  The   ‘promise’  of  
Christian   teaching,   the   hope   of   heaven,   becomes   credible   when  
earthly  life  is  transformed.  And  perhaps  this  is  where  we  should  begin  
in  thinking  about  mission:  what  does  a  ‘promising’  life  look  like?  The  
life  that  Augustine,  Aidan,  Hilda  and  others  lived  was  one  that  offered  
a  new  future  to  those  around—a  new  level  of  mutual  care,  but  also  a  
new  language  in  which  to  address  God,  the  language  of  Christ  himself.    
As   I   have   noted   elsewhere,   the   language   of   the   Psalms   is,   in   early  
Christian  thought,  very  much  the  speech  of  Christ,  the  divine  speaker  
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taking   on   the   words   of   humanity   even   in   their   suffering   and  
confusion.  A  life  built  on  the  recitation  of  the  Psalms  is  one  in  which  it  
is   possible   to   understand   all   daily   human   experience   as   capable   of  
being  taken  up  and  transformed  by  God  in  Jesus.  
6. The   monastic   paradigm   is   one   which   embodies   two   major  
counter-‐cultural   themes.   First   is   the   idea   that   all   of   time   can   be  
sanctified—that   is,   that   the   time  we  may   instinctively  consider   to  be  
unproductive,   waiting   or   routine   activity,   is   indispensable   to   our  
growth   into  Christian   and  human  maturity.  How  we   spend   the   time  
we   think   is   insignificant   is   important.   It   is   not   only   the  well-‐known  
Benedictine  union  of   laborare   and  orare,   but   the  wider   commitment  
to  a  life  under  ‘rule’,  a  life  which  takes  it  for  granted  that  every  aspect  
of   the   day   is   part   of   a   single   offering.   The   second   theme   is   that   of  
dependence:   these  are  communities   in  which  no-‐one   is  without  some  
sort   of   dependent   relation   to   others,   including   even   the  most   junior  
and   inexperienced,   and   which   also   depend   in   some   degree   on   the  
generosity  of  others.  These  are  counter-‐cultural  today,  and  perhaps  in  
every   age,   because   of   the   sharp   disjunction   we   regularly   make  
between   labour   and   leisure—the   time   in   which   we   do   something  
productive  and  the  time  in  which  we  indulge  ourselves—and  because  
of   the   way   we   are   repeatedly   seduced   by   visions   or   promises   of  
autonomy  as  the  greatest  imaginable  human  good.      
7. So   a   life   in  which   these   themes   appear   is   one   that   challenges  
assumptions   about   the   character   of   our   humanity.   For   the   Anglo-‐
Saxons  who   first   encountered   the  apostolic   life  of  Augustine  and  his  
companions,   the  monastic  witness  must   have   signified   that   physical  
labour  and  dependency  (the  marks  of  social  inferiority)  were  not  after  
all   evils   to   be   overcome,   and   that   the   human   ideal   was   not   the  
aristocratic   mastery   prevailing   in   the   royal   warbands.   Leisure   and  
power   are   not   (after   all)   the   guarantors   of   human   significance;   and  
whether   this   is  discovered   in  Anglo-‐Saxon  Kent  and  Northumbria  or  
in  twenty-‐first  century  Europe  or  America,  the  radical  character  of  the  
discovery  is  the  same.  
8. But  we  can   take   the  point  a   stage   further.  A  humanity  serving  
God   in   steady   engagement   with   the   material   world   and   in   mutual  
giving  and  receiving  is  a  humanity  shaped  by  Christ.  The  style  of   life  
exemplified   in   Augustine’s   community  was   not   only   apostolic   but   it  
was   also   incarnational.   Christ’s   human   life   is   open   to   the   divine   at  
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every   moment;   it   is   not   that   God   the   Word   deigns   to   take   up  
residence   in   those   parts   of   our   lives   that   we   consider   important   or  
successful   or   exceptional.   Every   aspect   of   Jesus’   humanity   and   every  
moment   of   his   life   is   imbued  with   the  divine   identity,   so   that   if   our  
lives   are   to   be   images   of   his,   they   must   seek   the   same   kind   of  
unbroken   transparency.   Likewise,   Jesus   lives   out   in   his   humanity   a  
complete   dependence   on   God   as   Father,   the   eternal   dependence   of  
the  Word   on   the   divine   Source,   and   is   thus   also   capable   of   living   a  
human   life   that   is   not   anxiously   in   search   of   the   highest   degree   of  
autonomy:  he  receives  gifts,  receives  friendship  and  hospitality.  A  life  
that  values  every  dimension  of  experience,   including  the  routine,  the  
repetitive   and   prosaic,   one   that   assumes   mutual   need   and   invites  
generosity  at  the  same  time  as  offering   it   in  hospitality—this   is  a   life  
that  is  not  merely  apostolic  but  Christlike  and  illustrates  the  freshness  
of  what  the  Gospel  makes  possible.  
9. Such  a  style  of  life  thus  fleshes  out  what  it  is  that  Christians  are  
required   to   believe   about   Jesus   Christ.   As   suggested   already,   the  
Church’s   doctrine   concerning   Christ   is   not   a   speculation   to   be  
explained:   it   simply   spells   out  what   the  Christian   life   implies   as   it   is  
experienced   and   prayed.   The   new   life   of   the   Body   of   Christ   carries  
within   it   the   implicit  understanding  of  who  and  what   the  Saviour   is.    
To  communicate  who  and  what  he  is,  the  life  must  be  lived:  if  this  life  
is  now  possible,  what  must  it  be  that  makes  it  possible?  And  to  repeat  
a   point  made   in   other   contexts,   it  may  be   that  Christology   becomes  
difficult   to   explain   precisely   when   the   difference   and   radicality   of  
Christian   life   has   become   dulled.   Monasticism   is   in   this   regard   a  
significant   defence   against   the   absorption   of   the   newness   of   the  
Gospel  into  the  familiarity  of  this  or  that  cultural  environment;  and  in  
this   way,   monasticism   is   a   necessary   part   of   any   truly   theological  
strategy  of  mission.  
10. So  often,  when  we  think  about  strategies  of  mission,  especially  
strategies   for   the   evangelization   or   re-‐evangelization   of   our  
historically   Christian   countries,   we   are   tempted   to   overlook   this  
dimension  of   the  converting  power   of   the  apostolic   life.   It   is  not   just  
that   people   are   attracted   by   lives   of   virtue   and   service,   true   as   that  
undoubtedly   is.  We  are   speaking  of   the   converting  power  of  poverty  
and   vulnerability,   of   silence   and   praise,   of   labour   and   fidelity.    
Especially  in  a  world  in  which  strong  bonds  between  people  are  hard  
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to   find—whether   it   is   the   world   in   which   Benedictine   monasticism  
began,   the   world   of   a   dissolving   empire   and   a   violent   and   chaotic  
social   environment,   or   the   world   we   know   today,   the   praying  
community   shows   how   people   can   be   bound   together   in   work   and  
contemplation.  The   connection  with   the  material  world   that   is   lived  
out  in  daily,  prosaic,  necessary,  but  not  in  the  obvious  sense   ‘wealth-‐
creating’   labour   teaches   perspective   and   patience.  We   are   not   gods;    
we  need  the  world  around,  and  we  need  sane  and  sustainable  relations  
with   the   world   around.   The   mutual   dependency   of   the   community  
teaches  realism  and  generosity  (the  generosity  of  the  receiver  as  well  
as   the  giver).  But  above  all,   the  discipline  of  worship,  sanctifying  the  
entire   day,   teaches   that   the   world   in   all   its   variety   can   be   given  
meaning  and  that  our  final  destiny  is  simply  to  be  held  in  the  delight  
of  God’s  presence.      
11. The   apostolic   life   is   thus   more   than   a   ‘good’   life   in   the  
conventional  sense,  but  a   life   that  exhibits  how  God   is  different,   that  
explains  what  we  mean  by  transcendence.  It  shows  that  the  world  can  
be  seen  at  one  and  the  same  time  in  its  wholeness  and  in  the  light  of  a  
presence  that  is  everywhere  and  nowhere.  And  it  points  to  worship  as  
the  culminating  and  fulfilling  form  of  self-‐dispossession  or  self-‐giving.    
It   is   about   joy   in   the   routine   and   everyday—not   simply   a   persistent  
human   happiness   but   a   pervasive   confidence   that   God’s   beauty   is  
there  waiting   for   our   homecoming.   It   certainly   is   not   that  monastic  
communities   unfailingly   exemplify   all   this;   only   that   this   and   this  
alone  makes   sense  of   the  monastic   life  as  a   ‘sharpening  of   the   focus’  
that  exists  in  all  Christian  life.  
12. And   so   to   think   about   how   monastic   life   works   within   the  
process  of  evangelization   is   to  ask  how  this  kind  of  common  life  can  
best  be  made  visible  so  as  to  embody  for  the  world  a  conviction  that  
our  humanity  can  be  different.  Of  course,  there  are  communities  that  
express   this  difference   in  ways   that  are  not   identical  with   traditional  
monasticism,   such   as   the   Iona  Community   in   Scotland,   a   ‘dispersed’  
community   including   the   single   and   the   married;   but   it   is   very  
important  that  part  of  Iona’s  enormous  influence  in  English-‐speaking  
Christianity  has  to  do  with  the  way  it  has  developed  a  quite  distinctive  
style   of  worship   and  music,   along  with   its   profound   commitment   to  
social   transformation.   The   importance   of   such   a   style   of   worship  
alongside  the  same  social  vision  is  equally  evident  in  Taizé  and  other  
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new   residential   communities,   including   the   Communautés   de  
Jérusalem.  The  mistake  we  have  to  avoid  is  to  suppose  that  first  we  get  
the  ideas  sorted  out  and  win  the  arguments  and  then  we  find  a  form  
of  worship   appropriate   to   the  needs  of   our   converts.   It  would  be   far  
more   true   to   say   that,   for  many  people,   especially   the  young,  on   the  
edge  of  discovering  faith,  what  happens  is  that  they  find  an  identity  in  
liturgy   and   then   seek  words   and   forms   of   life   that  will   do   justice   to  
this.  
13. In  the  Church  of  England,  one  area  of  quite  unexpected  growth  
in  recent  years  has  been  attendance  at  cathedral  liturgies,  not  least  by  
younger   people.   As   noted   already,   cathedrals   have   continued   to  
treasure   their   heritage,   often   though   not   exclusively   Benedictine,   as  
places   where   the   daily   office   is   performed   solemnly,   and   have  
increasingly  offered  models  of  excellence  in  worship  at  the  Eucharist.    
In   the   light   of   all   that   has   been   said   so   far,   this   is   not   some   sort   of  
‘luxury’  added  to  the  bare  bones  of  Christian  witness;    it  is  an  intrinsic  
part  of  that  witness,  insofar  as  it  is  a  witness  to  a  comprehensively  new  
style  of  human  living,  inseparable  from  mutual  service  and  the  giving  
and   receiving   of   gifts   (our   cathedrals   are  not  normally   supported  by  
public  funds).  It  is  not  the  same  as  the  simplicity  and  vulnerability  of  a  
monastic  environment  committed  to  the  full  ‘apostolic’  enterprise,  but  
it   is   a   clear   reflection   of   it,   which  makes   very   plain   to  many   in   the  
Church  of  England  that  our  mission  must  include  a  seriousness  about  
worship  in  community.  It  must—to  put  it  in  very  blunt  terms—convey  
something   of   why   it   might   be   desirable   to   hope   for   heaven   as   the  
context  where  our  vocation  to  praise  and  contemplate  will  be  fulfilled.  
And  this  is  not  in  any  way  an  appeal  to  an  elitist  audience.  One  of  the  
most   damaging   assumptions   we   can   make   is   that   people   from   a  
culturally   different   background,   people   with   less   conventional  
educational   attainment   or   whatever   are   somehow   less   capable   of  
absorbing   the   message   of   the   apostolic   life   and   the   worship   of   a  
dedicated  community.  Many  different  kinds  of  excellence  and  beauty  
are  involved  here,  and  the  challenge  is  always  to  find  what  is  authentic  
to  the  community  itself,  without  being  too  much  distracted  by  worries  
about  what  will  ‘communicate’.  
14. To  sum  up,   the  history  of  Benedictine  mission   in  England   is  a  
history—at  best—of  how   the   apostolic   life   as  Bede  understands   it,   a  
life   of   simplicity,   mutual   dependence   and   service   and   committed  
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worship   conducted  with   thoughtfulness   and   imagination,   has   served  
to  focus  the  evangelizing  work  of  the  Church.  It  does  so  by  presenting  
a  new  model  of  humanity,  a  model  at  odds  with  functionalist,  anxious,  
impatient,  would-‐be   autonomous  paradigms,   offering   a   vision   of   the  
kind   of   humanity   that   finds   its   fulfilment   in   reciprocal   service   and  
shared   joy.   The   monastic   life   represents   in   an   intense   way   the  
Christological   focus   of   the   new   humanity,   holding   together  
dependence   and   liberty,   labour   and   contemplation.   A   truly   integral  
programme   of   evangelization   will   give   priority   not   so   much   to  
explanation   or   winning   arguments   as   to   this   displaying   of   the   new  
humanity.  The  rising  popularity   in  the  USA  of  experiments   in  a   ‘new  
monasticism’   as   part   of   the   ‘emergent   church’   network   of   initiatives  
reflects  just  this  awareness  of  how  the  dedicated  life,  in  traditional  as  
well   as   non-‐traditional   forms,   can   again   become   central   to   the  
Church’s  mission.  
15. Yet   the   one   great   qualification   remains   to   be   made.   The  
missional   witness   of   the   dedicated   worshipping   community   exists  
because  people  fall  in  love  with  God,  not  because  they  are  told  that  it  
is   part   of   a   strategy   for   evangelization.   In   all   that   we   say   about  
monasticism   and  mission,  we  have   to   keep   first   in  mind   the   root   of  
the  monastic  life  in  the  plain  sense  of  a  calling  into  intimacy  with  God  
through   life   lived   with   brothers   and   sisters,   nothing   more,   nothing  
less.  There  could  have  been  no  Gregorian  mission  to  England  had  not  
Augustine  and  his  brothers  first  sought  the  Lord  for  his  own  sake.  We  
may   rightly   reflect   upon   how   the   contemplative   vision   draws   others  
in,  in  search  of  the  experience  of  the  new  creation.  But  contemplation  
does   not   begin   by   calculating   its   results.   As   has   often   been   said,  
Benedict  did  not  begin  his   life  of  dedication   in  this  place   in  order   to  
save  European   civilization!  To  be   too   self-‐conscious  of   the  missional  
impact  of  monastic  life  is  to  invite  an  element  not  exactly  of  falsity  but  
of  strain—and  perhaps  too  of  giving  God  less  than  his  due.  And  given  
that  we  cannot  successfully  struggle  self-‐consciously  against  being  too  
self-‐conscious,   what   will   save   us   from   functionalizing   the   life   of  
service  and  contemplation?  Nothing,  of  course,  but  the  overwhelming  
consciousness  of  Christ.   ‘Your  way  of  acting  should  be  different  from  
the  world’s  way’,   says  chapter  4  of   the  Rule:   “the   love  of  Christ  must  
come   before   all   else.”   And,   “Let   them   prefer   nothing   whatever   to  
Christ”,   declares   chapter   72.   It   is   the   only   place   from   which   a   fully  
transforming  mission  can  begin.  
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Your  Holiness,  Reverend  Fathers,    
brothers  and  sisters  in  Christ—dear  Friends  
I  am  deeply  honoured  by  the  Holy  Father’s  invitation  to  speak  in  this  
gathering:  as  the  Psalmist  says,  ‘Ecce  quam  bonum  et  quam  jucundum  
habitare   fratres   in  unum’.  The  gathering  of  bishops   in  Synod   for   the  
good  of  all  Christ’s  people  is  one  of  those  disciplines  that  sustain  the  
health  of  Christ’s  Church.  And  today  especially  we  cannot  forget  that  
great   gathering   of   ‘fratres   in   unum’   that   was   the   Second   Vatican  
Council,  which  did  so  much  for  the  health  of  the  Church  and  helped  
the  Church  to  recover  so  much  of  the  energy  needed  to  proclaim  the  
Good  News  of   Jesus  Christ  effectively   in  our  age.  For   so  many  of  my  
own  generation,   even  beyond   the  boundaries  of   the  Roman  Catholic  
Church,   that   Council   was   a   sign   of   great   promise,   a   sign   that   the  
Church   was   strong   enough   to   ask   itself   some   demanding   questions  
about  whether  its  culture  and  structures  were  adequate  to  the  task  of  
sharing  the  Gospel  with  the  complex,  often  rebellious,  always  restless  
mind  of  the  modern  world.  
1. The   Council   was,   in   so   many   ways,   a   rediscovery   of  
evangelistic  concern  and  passion,   focused  not  only  on  the  renewal  of  
the  Church’s  own  life  but  on  its  credibility  in  the  world.  Texts  such  as  
Lumen  gentium  and  Gaudium  et  spes  laid  out  a  fresh  and  joyful  vision  
of   how   the   unchanging   reality   of   Christ   living   in   his   Body   on   earth  
through   the  gift   of   the  Holy  Spirit  might   speak   in  new  words   to   the  
society  of  our  age  and  even  to  those  of  other  faiths.  It  is  not  surprising  
that   we   are   still,   fifty   years   later,   struggling   with  many   of   the   same  
questions  and  with  the  implications  of  the  Council;  and  I  take  it  that  
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this   Synod’s   concern   with   the   new   evangelization   is   part   of   that  
continuing  exploration  of  the  Council’s  legacy.  
2. But  one  of  the  most  important  aspects  of  the  theology  of  the  
second  Vaticanum  was  a  renewal  of  Christian  anthropology.   In  place  
of  an  often  strained  and  artificial  neo-‐scholastic  account  of  how  grace  
and   nature   were   related   in   the   constitution   of   human   beings,   the  
Council  built  on  the  greatest  insights  of  a  theology  that  had  returned  
to   earlier   and   richer   sources—the   theology   of   spiritual   geniuses   like  
Henri   de   Lubac,   who   reminded   us   of   what   it   meant   for   early   and  
mediaeval  Christianity   to  speak  of  humanity  as  made   in  God’s   image  
and   of   grace   as   perfecting   and   transfiguring   that   image   so   long  
overlaid  by  our  habitual  ‘inhumanity’.  In  such  a  light,  to  proclaim  the  
Gospel  is  to  proclaim  that  it   is  at  last  possible  to  be  properly  human:    
the   Catholic   and   Christian   faith   is   a   ‘true   humanism’,   to   borrow   a  
phrase  from  another  genius  of  the  last  century,  Jacques  Maritain.  
3. Yet   de   Lubac   is   clear   what   this   does   not   mean.  We   do   not  
replace   the   evangelistic   task   by   a   campaign   of   ‘humanization’.    
‘Humanize   before   Christianizing?’   he   asks—‘If   the   enterprise  
succeeds,  Christianity  will  come  too  late:   its  place  will  be  taken.  And  
who   thinks   that  Christianity  has  no  humanizing  value?’   So  de  Lubac  
writes  in  his  wonderful  collection  of  aphorisms,  Paradoxes  of  Faith.  It  
is   the   faith   itself   that   shapes   the   work   of   humanizing   and   the  
humanizing   enterprise   will   be   empty   without   the   definition   of  
humanity  given  in  the  Second  Adam.  Evangelization,  old  or  new,  must  
be  rooted  in  a  profound  confidence  that  we  have  a  distinctive  human  
destiny   to   show   and   share   with   the   world.   There   are  many   ways   of  
spelling  this  out,  but  in  these  brief  remarks  I  want  to  concentrate  on  
one  aspect  in  particular.  
4. To  be  fully  human  is  to  be  recreated  in  the   image  of  Christ’s  
humanity;    and  that  humanity  is  the  perfect  human  ‘translation’  of  the  
relationship  of  the  eternal  Son  to  the  eternal  Father,  a  relationship  of  
loving  and  adoring  self-‐giving,  a  pouring  out  of  life  towards  the  Other.    
Thus   the   humanity  we   are   growing   into   in   the   Spirit,   the   humanity  
that  we  seek  to  share  with  the  world  as  the  fruit  of  Christ’s  redeeming  
work,   is   a   contemplative   humanity.   St   Edith   Stein   observed   that   we  
begin   to   understand   theology   when   we   see   God   as   the   ‘First  
Theologian’,  the  first  to  speak  out  the  reality  of  divine  life,  because  ‘all  
speaking   about   God   presupposes   God’s   own   speaking’;   in   an  
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analogous   way   we   could   say   that   we   begin   to   understand  
contemplation  when  we  see  God  as  the  first  contemplative,  the  eternal  
paradigm  of  that  selfless  attention  to  the  Other  that  brings  not  death  
but   life   to   the  self.  All  contemplating  of  God  presupposes  God’s  own  
absorbed   and   joyful   knowing   of   himself   and   gazing   upon   himself   in  
the  trinitarian  life.  
5. To  be  contemplative  as  Christ   is  contemplative  is  to  be  open  
to  all  the  fullness  that  the  Father  wishes  to  pour  into  our  hearts.  With  
our   minds   made   still   and   ready   to   receive,   with   our   self-‐generated  
fantasies  about  God  and  ourselves  reduced  to  silence,  we  are  at  last  at  
the  point  where  we  may  begin  to  grow.  And  the  face  we  need  to  show  
to  our  world  is  the  face  of  a  humanity  in  endless  growth  towards  love,  
a   humanity   so   delighted   and   engaged   by   the   glory   of   what   we   look  
towards  that  we  are  prepared  to  embark  on  a  journey  without  end  to  
find  our  way  more  deeply  into  it,  into  the  heart  of  the  trinitarian  life.    
St   Paul   speaks   (in   2   Cor.   3:18)   of   how   ‘with   our   unveiled   faces  
reflecting  the  glory  of  the  Lord’,  we  are  transfigured  with  a  greater  and  
greater   radiance.   That   is   the   face   we   seek   to   show   to   our   fellow-‐
human  beings.  
6. And  we  seek  this  not  because  we  are  in  search  of  some  private  
‘religious  experience’  that  will  make  us  feel  secure  or  holy.  We  seek  it  
because   in   this   self-‐forgetting   gazing   towards   the   light   of   God   in  
Christ  we  learn  how  to  look  at  one  another  and  at  the  whole  of  God’s  
creation.  In  the  early  Church,  there  was  a  clear  understanding  that  we  
needed  to  advance  from  the  self-‐understanding  or  self-‐contemplation  
that   taught   us   to   discipline   our   greedy   instincts   and   cravings   to   the  
‘natural   contemplation’   that   perceived   and   venerated   the  wisdom   of  
God  in  the  order  of  the  world  and  allowed  us  to  see  created  reality  for  
what  it  truly  was  in  the  sight  of  God—rather  than  what  it  was  in  terms  
of  how  we  might  use   it   or  dominate   it.  And   from   there  grace  would  
lead  us  forward  into  true  ‘theology’,  the  silent  gazing  upon  God  that  is  
the  goal  of  all  our  discipleship.  
7. In  this  perspective,  contemplation   is  very   far   from  being   just  
one  kind  of  thing  that  Christians  do:  it  is  the  key  to  prayer,  liturgy,  art  
and   ethics,   the   key   to   the   essence   of   a   renewed   humanity   that   is  
capable   of   seeing   the   world   and   other   subjects   in   the   world   with  
freedom—freedom   from   self-‐oriented,   acquisitive   habits   and   the  
distorted   understanding   that   comes   from   them.   To   put   it   boldly,  
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contemplation   is   the   only   ultimate   answer   to   the   unreal   and   insane  
world   that  our   financial   systems  and  our  advertising  culture  and  our  
chaotic   and  unexamined  emotions  encourage  us   to   inhabit.  To   learn  
contemplative  practice  is  to  learn  what  we  need  so  as  to  live  truthfully  
and  honestly  and  lovingly.    It  is  a  deeply  revolutionary  matter.      
8. In  his  autobiography  Thomas  Merton  describes  an  experience  
not   long  after  he  had  entered   the  monastery  where  he  was   to   spend  
the  rest  of  his  life  (Elected  Silence,  p.303).  He  had  contracted  flu,  and  
was   confined   to   the   infirmary   for   a   few  days,   and,   he   says,   he   felt   a  
‘secret   joy’   at   the   opportunity   this   gave   him   for   prayer—and   ‘to   do  
everything  that  I  want  to  do,  without  having  to  run  all  over  the  place  
answering   bells.’   He   is   forced   to   recognise   that   this   attitude   reveals  
that  ‘All  my  bad  habits…had  sneaked  into  the  monastery  with  me  and  
had   received   the   religious   vesture   along  with  me:   spiritual   gluttony,  
spiritual  sensuality,  spiritual  pride.’  In  other  words,  he  is  trying  to  live  
the   Christian   life   with   the   emotional   equipment   of   someone   still  
deeply   wedded   to   the   search   for   individual   satisfaction.   It   is   a  
powerful  warning:  we   have   to   be   every   careful   in   our   evangelisation  
not  simply  to  persuade  people  to  apply  to  God  and  the  life  of  the  spirit  
all  the  longings  for  drama,  excitement  and  self-‐congratulation  that  we  
so   often   indulge   in   our   daily   lives.   It   was   expressed   even   more  
forcefully  some  decades  ago  by  the  American  scholar  of  religion,  Jacob  
Needleman,   in   a   controversial   and   challenging   book   called   Lost  
Christianity:  the  words  of  the  Gospel,  he  says,  are  addressed  to  human  
beings  who  ‘do  not  yet  exist’.  That  is  to  say,  responding  in  a  life-‐giving  
way   to  what   the  Gospel   requires   of   us  means   a   transforming   of   our  
whole  self,  our  feelings  and  thoughts  and  imaginings.  To  be  converted  
to  the   faith  does  not  mean  simply  acquiring  a  new  set  of  beliefs,  but  
becoming  a  new  person,  a  person  in  communion  with  God  and  others  
through  Jesus  Christ.  
9. Contemplation   is   an   intrinsic   element   in   this   transforming  
process.   To   learn   to   look   to   God  without   regard   to  my   own   instant  
satisfaction,   to   learn   to   scrutinise   and   to   relativise   the   cravings   and  
fantasies  that  arise  in  me—this  is  to  allow  God  to  be  God,  and  thus  to  
allow  the  prayer  of  Christ,  God’s  own  relation  to  God,  to  come  alive  in  
me.  Invoking  the  Holy  Spirit  is  a  matter  of  asking  the  third  person  of  
the  Trinity  to  enter  my  spirit  and  bring  the  clarity  I  need  to  see  where  
I  am  in  slavery  to  cravings  and  fantasies  and  to  give  me  patience  and  
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stillness  as  God’s   light  and   love  penetrate  my   inner   life.  Only  as   this  
begins  to  happen  will  I  be  delivered  from  treating  the  gifts  of  God  as  
yet   another   set   of   things   I   may   acquire   to   make   me   happy,   or   to  
dominate   other   people.  And   as   this   process   unfolds,   I   become  more  
free—to  borrow  a  phrase  of  St  Augustine  (Confessions  IV.7)—to  ‘love  
human  beings   in  a  human  way’,   to   love   them  not   for  what   they  may  
promise  me,  to  love  them  not  as  if  they  were  there  to  provide  me  with  
lasting  safety  and  comfort,  but  as   fragile   fellow-‐creatures  held   in   the  
love  of  God.  I  discover  (as  we  noted  earlier)  how  to  see  other  persons  
and  things   for  what   they  are   in  relation  to  God,  not   to  me.  And   it   is  
here  that  true  justice  as  well  as  true  love  has  its  roots.  
10. The  human  face  that  Christians  want  to  show  to  the  world  is  a  
face   marked   by   such   justice   and   love,   and   thus   a   face   formed   by  
contemplation,  by   the  disciplines  of  silence  and  the  detaching  of   the  
self  from  the  objects  that  enslave  it  and  the  unexamined  instincts  that  
can  deceive   it.   If  evangelisation   is  a  matter  of  showing  the  world  the  
‘unveiled’  human  face  that  reflects  the  face  of  the  Son  turned  towards  
the  Father,   it  must  carry  with   it  a  serious  commitment  to  promoting  
and  nurturing  such  prayer  and  practice.  It  should  not  need  saying  that  
this   is   not   at   all   to   argue   that   ‘internal’   transformation   is   more  
important  than  action  for  justice;  rather,  it  is  to  insist  that  the  clarity  
and  energy  we  need  for  doing  justice  requires  us  to  make  space  for  the  
truth,   for   God’s   reality   to   come   through.   Otherwise   our   search   for  
justice   or   for   peace   becomes   another   exercise   of   human   will,  
undermined   by   human   self-‐deception.   The   two   callings   are  
inseparable,   the   calling   to   ‘prayer   and   righteous   action’,   as   the  
Protestant  martyr  Dietrich  Bonhoeffer  put   it,  writing   from  his  prison  
cell   in   1944.   True   prayer   purifies   the   motive,   true   justice   is   the  
necessary  work   of   sharing   and   liberating   in   others   the   humanity  we  
have  discovered  in  our  contemplative  encounter.  
11. Those  who  know  little  and  care  less  about  the  institutions  and  
hierarchies   of   the   Church   these   days   are   often   attracted   and  
challenged  by   lives   that   exhibit   something   of   this.   It   is   the  new   and  
renewed   religious   communities   that   most   effectively   reach   out   to  
those   who   have   never   known   belief   or   who   have   abandoned   it   as  
empty   and   stale.   When   the   Christian   history   of   our   age   is   written  
especially,   though  not  only,   as   regards  Europe  and  North  America—
we  shall  see  how  central  and  vital  was  the  witness  of  places  like  Taizé  
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or  Bose,  but  also  of  more   traditional   communities   that  have  become  
focal   points   for   the   exploration   of   a   humanity   broader   and   deeper  
than   social  habit   encourages.  And   the  great   spiritual  networks,   Sant’  
Egidio,  the  Focolare,  Communione  e  Liberazione,  these  too  show  the  
same  phenomenon;   they  make   space   for   a  profounder  human  vision  
because  in  their  various  ways  all  of  them  offer  a  discipline  of  personal  
and  common  life  that  is  about  letting  the  reality  of  Jesus  come  alive  in  
us.  
12. And,  as  these  examples  show,  the  attraction  and  challenge  we  
are  talking  about  can  generate  commitments  and  enthusiasms  across  
historic  confessional  lines.  We  have  become  used  to  talking  about  the  
imperative   importance   of   ‘spiritual   ecumenism’   these   days;   but   this  
must   not   be   a   matter   of   somehow   opposing   the   spiritual   and   the  
institutional,  nor  replacing  specific  commitments  with  a  general  sense  
of   Christian   fellow-‐feeling.   If   we   have   a   robust   and   rich   account   of  
what  the  word   ‘spiritual’   itself  means,  grounded  in  scriptural  insights  
like  those  in  the  passages  from  2  Corinthians  that  we  noted  earlier,  we  
shall  understand  spiritual  ecumenism  as  the  shared  search  to  nourish  
and  sustain  disciplines  of  contemplation  in  the  hope  of  unveiling  the  
face   of   the   new   humanity.   And   the   more   we   keep   apart   from   each  
other   as   Christians   of   different   confessions,   the   less   convincing   that  
face  will   seem.   I  mentioned   the   Focolare  movement   a  moment   ago:  
you  will   recall   that   the   basic   imperative   in   the   spirituality   of   Chiara  
Lubich   was   ‘to   make   yourself   one’—one   with   the   crucified   and  
abandoned   Christ,   one   through   him   with   the   Father,   one   with   all  
those   called   to   this   unity   and   so   one  with   the   deepest   needs   of   the  
world.   ‘Those   who   live   unity   …   live   by   allowing   themselves   to  
penetrate   always  more   into  God.   They   grow   always   closer   to  God  …  
and  the  closer  they  get  to  him,  the  closer  they  get  to  the  hearts  of  their  
brothers   and   sisters’   (Chiara   Lubich:   Essential   Writings,   p.37).   The  
contemplative   habit   strips   away   an   unthinking   superiority   towards  
other   baptised   believers   and   the   assumption   that   I   have   nothing   to  
learn   from   them.   Insofar   as   the   habit   of   contemplation   helps   us  
approach   all   experience   as   gift,   we   shall   always   be   asking  what   it   is  
that   the   brother   or   sister   has   to   share  with   us—even   the   brother   or  
sister  who  is  in  one  way  or  another  separated  from  us  or  from  what  we  
suppose   to   be   the   fullness   of   communion.   ‘Quam   bonum   et   quam  
jucundum  …’  
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13. In   practice,   this   might   suggest   that   wherever   initiatives   are  
being   taken   to   reach  out   in  new  ways   to   a   lapsed  Christian   or   post-‐
Christian   public,   there   should   be   serious   work   done   on   how   such  
outreach  can  be  grounded  in  some  ecumenically  shared  contemplative  
practice.  In  addition  to  the  striking  way  in  which  Taizé  has  developed  
an   international   liturgical   ‘culture’   accessible   to   a   great   variety   of  
people,   a   network   like   the   World   Community   for   Christian  
Meditation,   with   its   strong   Benedictine   roots   and   affiliations,   has  
opened  up  fresh  possibilities  here.  What  is  more,  this  community  has  
worked  hard  at  making  contemplative  practice  accessible   to  children  
and   young   people,   and   this   needs   the   strongest   possible  
encouragement.   Having   seen   at   first   hand—in   Anglican   schools   in  
Britain—how   warmly   young   children   can   respond   to   the   invitation  
offered   by   meditation   in   this   tradition,   I   believe   its   potential   for  
introducing  young  people   to   the  depths  of  our   faith   to  be  very  great  
indeed.  And  for  those  who  have  drifted  away  from  the  regular  practice  
of  sacramental  faith,  the  rhythms  and  practices  of  Taizé  or  the  WCCM  
are  often  a  way  back  to  this  sacramental  heart  and  hearth.  
14. What   people   of   all   ages   recognise   in   these   practices   is   the  
possibility,   quite   simply,   of   living   more   humanly—living   with   less  
frantic   acquisitiveness,   living   with   space   for   stillness,   living   in   the  
expectation  of  learning,  and  most  of  all,  living  with  an  awareness  that  
there   is  a  solid  and  durable   joy   to  be  discovered   in  the  disciplines  of  
self-‐forgetfulness   that   is   quite   different   from   the   gratification  of   this  
or   that   impulse   of   the  moment.  Unless   our   evangelisation   can   open  
the  door  to  all  this,  it  will  run  the  risk  of  trying  to  sustain  faith  on  the  
basis   of   an   un-‐transformed   set   of   human   habits—with   the   all   too  
familiar  result  that  the  Church  comes  to  look  unhappily  like  so  many  
purely  human  institutions,  anxious,  busy,  competitive  and  controlling.    
In   a   very   important   sense,   a   true   enterprise   of   evangelisation   will  
always   be   a   re-‐evangelisation   of   ourselves   as   Christians   also,   a  
rediscovery  of  why  our   faith   is  different,   transfiguring—a  recovery  of  
our  own  new  humanity.  
15. And   of   course   it   happens  most   effectively   when   we   are   not  
planning  or  struggling  for  it.  To  turn  to  de  Lubac  once  again,  ‘He  who  
will  best  answer   the  needs  of  his   time  will  be   someone  who  will  not  
have   first   sought   to   answer   them’   (op.   cit.   pp.111—2);   and   ‘The  man  
who   seeks   sincerity,   instead   of   seeking   truth   in   self-‐forgetfulness,   is  
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like  the  man  who  seeks  to  be  detached  instead  of  laying  himself  open  
in   love’   (p.114).   The   enemy   of   all   proclamation   of   the  Gospel   is   self-‐
consciousness,   and,  by  definition,  we  cannot  overcome   this  by  being  
more  self-‐conscious.  We  have  to  return  to  St  Paul  and  ask,  ‘Where  are  
we   looking?’   Do   we   look   anxiously   to   the   problems   of   our   day,   the  
varieties   of   unfaithfulness   or   of   threat   to   faith   and   morals,   the  
weakness  of  the  institution?  Or  are  we  seeking  to  look  to  Jesus,  to  the  
unveiled   face  of  God’s   image   in   the   light  of  which  we   see   the   image  
further  reflected  in  ourselves  and  our  neighbours?  
16. That   simply   reminds   us   that   evangelisation   is   always   an  
overflow   of   something   else—the   disciple’s   journey   to   maturity   in  
Christ,  a  journey  not  organised  by  the  ambitious  ego  but  the  result  of  
the  prompting  and  drawing  of  the  Spirit  in  us.  In  our  considerations  of  
how   we   are   once   again   to   make   the   Gospel   of   Christ   compellingly  
attractive  to  men  and  women  of  our  age,  I  hope  we  never  lose  sight  of  
what  makes  it  compelling  to  ourselves,  to  each  one  of  us  in  our  diverse  
ministries.  So   I  wish  you   joy   in   these  discussions—not   simply  clarity  
or   effectiveness   in   planning,   but   joy   in   the   promise   of   the   vision   of  
Christ’s  face,  and  in  the  foreshadowings  of  that  fulfilment  in  the  joy  of  
communion  with  each  other  here  and  now.  
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ECUMENISM  ENCOUNTERS  THE  RELIGIONS  

John  D’Arcy  May*  

On  23-‐28  August  2012   the  Societas  Oecumenica  (European  Society   for  
Ecumenical  Research)  held  its  XVIIth  academic  consultation  in  Belfast,  
Northern   Ireland,   on   the   theme   ‘Dialogue   Inside-‐out:   Ecumenism  
Encounters   the   Religions’.   As   a   founder  member   of   the   Society,  who  
has  watched   its   progress   from   afar   as   I  moved   overseas   and   into   the  
area  of  inter-‐religious  dialogue,  I  was  prompted  to  reflect  on  the  issues  
surrounding   the   so-‐called   ‘wider   ecumenism’,   and   I   welcome   the  
editor’s   invitation   to   share   these   thoughts   with   readers   of   One   in  
Christ.  There  are  committed  ecumenists,  not  least  in  some  Continental  
countries,  who  feel  threatened  by  what  is  sometimes  called   ‘interfaith  
ecumenism’,   while   for   others   it   supersedes   and   replaces   ecumenism  
among  Christians,  which  is  thought  to  be  obsolete.  Neither  perspective  
does   justice   to   the   problems   and   opportunities   presented   to  
ecumenism   by   interfaith   dialogue,   and   in   the   course   of   the  
consultation  the  issues  were  gradually  clarified  and  acknowledged.    
      The   location   of   the   consultation   in   Belfast   confronted   the  
participants  with  the  realities  of  one  of  the  most  stubborn  conflicts  of  
the  twentieth  century,  the  struggle  for  civil  rights  and  national  identity  
in   Northern   Ireland,   conducted   under   the   banners   of   ‘Catholic’  
nationalism  and  ‘Protestant’  unionism,  with  their  respective  republican  
and  loyalist  ideologies.  The  venue,  Fitzroy  Presbyterian  Church  in  the  
vicinity   of   Queen’s   University,   though   somewhat   daunting   with   its  
grey   stone   exterior   and   its   upright   pews,   was   a   reminder   of   the  
pioneering   and   risky   work   of   reconciliation   carried   on   by   its   former  
minister,   Revd   Ken   Newell,   with   Fr   Gerry   Reynolds   of   Clonard  
Monastery  on  the  ‘peace  line’  separating  the  hostile  communities.  The  
outgoing   president   of   the   Society,   Andrew   Pierce   (Irish   School   of  
Ecumenics,   Trinity   College   Dublin),   in   his   opening   address   put   this  
ecumenical   heritage   in   the   wider   context   of   the   ‘Christocentric  
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universalism’   proposed   by   Konrad   Raiser   (who   spoke   at   the  
consultation)   and   the  accusation  by  Michael  Kinnamon   that   this  had  
‘impoverished’   the   ecumenical   movement.1   Pierce   linked   this   to   the  
present  writer’s  proposal  of  an  ‘integral  ecumenism’  which  would  move  
beyond,   though   still   incorporate,   attempts   to   heal   divisions   among  
Christians  to  include  relations  between  the  world’s  religions  in  the  face  
of   racism,   sexism,   violence,   ecological   destruction   and   economic  
injustice   as   problems   confronting   them   all.2   These   two   related  
paradigms,  Pierce  maintained,  had  elicited  ‘paradigm  resistance’  and  a  
tendency   towards   restorationism,   exploiting   the   imbalance   in   the  
reception   of   the   Second   Vatican   Council’s   landmark   documents  
Unitatis  Redintegratio,   the  Decree  on  Ecumenism,  and  Nostra  Aetate,  
the   Declaration   on   the   Relationship   of   the   Church   to   Non-‐Christian  
Religions.    
      Questions   were   raised   about   the   aims   of   both   interchurch   and  
interfaith   ecumenism.  Oliver   Schuegraf   (United  Evangelical   Lutheran  
Church   of   Germany,   VELKD,   Hannover)   surveyed   ‘Models   and  
Methods  in  Ecumenical  Dialogue’,  noting  a  recent  tendency  to  retreat  
even  from  the  ‘reconciled  diversity’  model  proposed  by  the  Strasbourg  
Ecumenical   Institute   to  a   ‘conflict   ecumenism’  which  would  abandon  
the   very   idea   of   achieving   consensus.   Instead,   he   pleaded   for   the  
‘differentiated  consensus’  formulated  by  Harding  Meyer  on  the  basis  of  
a  distinction  between  a  ‘qualitative’  consensus  about  fundamentals  and  
the  ‘quantitative’  consensus  which  may  be  reached  at  various  levels  of  
the   truths  of   faith.  The   two   are   complementary   and   inseparable,   and  
allow   for   a   ‘differential   ecumenism’   which   goes   some   way   towards  
meeting   the   objections   to   consensus   ecumenism   advanced   by   Eilert  
Herms   and   Ulrich   Körtner,   who   claim   that   doctrinal   consensus   can  
never   be   the   basis   of   unity.   Doctrinal   consensus   can   come   about,  
according  to  Schuegraf,  but  only  when  it  is  rooted  in  the  encounter  of  
persons,   not   just   systems.   There   is   an   important   lesson   here   for  
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interfaith   dialogue,   which   cannot   have   organic   unity   or   doctrinal  
consensus   as   its   goal,   but   rather   a   respect   for   and   acceptance   of   the  
otherness  of  the  dialogue  partner.  The  relationships  established  on  this  
basis  are  an  ecumenical  achievement  in  themselves.  
      Hans-‐Peter  Grosshans  (University  of  Münster),  however,  pressed  the  
question   of   the   implications   of   inter-‐religious   dialogue   for   Christian  
identity:  what,  if  anything,  does  it  contribute  to  the  Christian  churches  
in   their   search   for  unity?  Boundaries  are  crucial   to   identity  and  must  
be   maintained,   especially   when   they   are   becoming   unstable.   He  
referred   to  a  problem  which  has  divided  Protestant   theologians   since  
Schleiermacher:   may   Christianity   be   subsumed   under   a   general  
concept   of   religion,   or   is   it   unique   in   its   particularity?   Common  
elements  may  be  discerned,  but  this  does  not  mean  that  other  religions  
contribute  anything  essential  to  Christianity  identity.  Schleiermacher’s  
identification  of  ‘feeling’  and  ‘piety’  across  the  religions  does  not  mean  
that  the  non-‐theistic  religions  are  as  ‘developed’  as  the  monotheisms  in  
fostering   freedom,   for   example,   and   for   Protestants   this   is   a  
fundamental   criterion   of   faith.   Both   types   of   dialogue   ‘mean  
contending  with  the  asynchronous  in  the  context  of  synchronicity’.  
      Johanna  Rahner  (University  of  Kassel)  approached  the  question  from  
a  different  perspective,  that  of  the  sociological  reality  of  identity  loss  in  
late  modern   societies.  With   some   amusing   asides   on   the   vagaries   of  
Catholic-‐Protestant  relationships  in  divided  societies  such  as  Northern  
Ireland   (‘Are   you   a   Catholic   atheist   or   a   Protestant   atheist?’),   she  
acknowledged  that  diversity  and  pluralism  are   the  matrix  of   relations  
between   denominations   and   religions   in   situations   dominated   by  
market  strategies  which  make  unity  projects  seem  futile.   ‘Denouncing  
the   secular   world   as   a   culture   of   untruth   and   suspecting   it   of   being  
filled  with  decay  and  destruction’  does  little  to  counter  the  widespread  
refusal   of   rational   reflection   and   foundational   ideas   common   to  both  
‘anti-‐modern   fundamentalism   and   late-‐modern   relativism’.   Despite  
modernity’s   championing   of   autonomy   and   self-‐determination,  
‘[f]reedom   seems   to   drift   into   a   doing   away   with   any   values’.   ‘Post-‐
denominational  identities’,  therefore,  tend  to  extremes  in  the  effort  to  
differentiate   themselves   from  one   another   in   the   general   atmosphere  
of   indifference.   This   is   reflected   in   what   Winfried   Gebhart   called   a  
‘trivialised   lay   ecumenism’,   an   ‘acquired   incompetence’   which   is   the  
very   opposite   of   informed   tolerance   of   acknowledged   difference.  
Pointing   to   a   re-‐discovery   of   catholicity   in   ecumenical  methodology,  
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she   advocated   a   ‘hermeneutics   of   complementarity’   which  would   see  
difference  as  enriching  rather  than  threatening.  
      Things   began   to   come   together   in   the   thought-‐provoking   paper   of  
Annemarie  Mayer  (World  Council  of  Churches,  Geneva).  She  too  took  
account  of  postmodern  pluralism  with   its  horror  unitatis,  which  does  
not   augur  well   for   ecumenical   endeavours   as   traditionally   conceived.  
These   are   further   complicated   by   rampant   sectarianism   and  
unregulated   proselytism   in   what   were   formerly   mission   countries.  
Stopping   short,   however,   of   affirming   the   inevitability   of   theological  
pluralism  as  argued  by  Perry  Schmidt-‐Leukel,  she  invited  examination  
of   the  more   recent   paradigm   of   ‘comparative   theology’   developed   by  
Francis   Clooney   and  Klaus   von   Stosch.  Nevertheless,   the   question   of  
the   ‘validity   of   religions   as   ways   of   salvation’   and   the   challenge   of  
making   statements  about   them   ‘which  do  not   simply   reproduce   their  
self-‐understanding,   but  which   are   formulated   from   the   standpoint   of  
the  Christian  faith’  cannot  be  avoided.  From  a  theological  perspective,  
she   argued,   ‘mere   tolerance   and  peaceful   coexistence  …   [are]   not   the  
final  goals’.  In  conclusion  she  urged  participants  not  to  lose  sight  of  the  
topic   of   the   consultation:   ‘Is   it   not   necessary   for   the   inter-‐religious  
dialogue  to  operate  as  a  prominent  theme  in  inter-‐church  dialogue?’  
      The  further  question  remains  open,  however,  how  this  is  to  be  done  
without   the  churches   receding   into   re-‐branding  and  profile-‐raising   in  
order  to  ward  off  the  perceived  threat  of  relativism.  Interfaith  activity  
tends   to   open   old   ecumenical   wounds   by   highlighting   each  
confessional   tradition’s   ‘theological   inhibitions’   (Arnulf   Camps)   and  
exacerbating   the   ‘meliorism’   (Ottmar   Fuchs)   which   insists   on   the  
ultimate  superiority  of  one’s  own  way  of  salvation.  It   is  perhaps  some  
consolation   that   the   realisation   is   dawning   that   all   the   religious  
traditions,   even   those   that   appear   outwardly   tolerant   or   blasé   in   the  
face   of   religious   differences   (Buddhism,   Hinduism),   in   one   way   or  
another   maintain   similar   entrenched   attitudes   of   exclusivism   and  
meliorism.  Each  is  confronted  with  internal  tensions  as  it  ventures  into  
the   sphere   of   inter-‐religious   relations   in   pluralist   contexts,   and   each  
instinctively  seeks  to  reinforce  its  own  identity  when  confronted  with  
its   religious   ‘others’.  This,   at   least,   is   a  problem  we  have   in   common,  
and  Mika  Vähäkangas  (Lund  University)  drew  attention  to  the  further  
problem   that   the   ‘hair-‐raising   plurality’   of   Christianity   as   it   splinters  
into   numberless   local   denominations   led   by   charismatic   founders  
leaves   us  with   no   shared   language  with  which   to   initiate   ecumenical  
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discourse.  Similarly,  in  the  wider  context  there  is  the  question  of  what  
counts  as  a  religion  in  what  he  called  the  ‘grey  zone’  of  non-‐traditional  
Christian   and   other   religious   groups   and   movements,   such   as   the  
Mormons.   The   borders   of   Christianity   become   porous   in   this  
ecumenical  and  religious  no  man’s  land.  
      Further  light  was  shed  on  these  issues  by  Asian  participants.  Jude  Lal  
Fernando   from   Sri   Lanka   (Irish   School   of   Ecumenics,   Trinity   College  
Dublin)  gave  a  moving  account  of  Christian   relations  with  Buddhism  
in  the  conflict  which  has  wreaked  havoc  in  his  native  land.  Here,  texts  
like   John   14:6   (‘No   one   can   come   to   the   Father   except   through  me’)  
take  on  a  new  meaning:  one’s  relationship  with  Christ  becomes  central  
and   determines   one’s   relationship   with   those   of   other   faiths   with  
whom  one   is  caught  up   in  the  conflict,  but  one   learns  that  revelation  
does   not   negate   one’s   human   conditioning.   Social   location   is   crucial,  
and  one  is  thrown  back  upon  primordial  experiences,  but  always  in  the  
conviction   that   Jesus   is   there   for   all   of   humanity   and   that   ‘catholic’  
means  multi-‐lingual  in  the  spirit  of  Pentecost.  Inderjit  Bhogal  (Leader  
of   the   Corrymeela   Community,   Northern   Ireland)   described   how   his  
community   enables   reconciliation   by   embracing   difference,   division  
and  healing.  Asian  theology  is  drawn  to  the  Gospel  of  John  rather  than  
the   synoptics,   as   long   as   John   14:6   is   not   regarded   as   the   key   to  
interpreting   the   whole   Bible.   The   goal   of   interfaith   dialogue   is   not  
some   abstract   unity   but   hospitality,   mercy   and   peace,   which   can   be  
shared   with   all.   It   presupposes,   however,   that   one   is   knowledgeable  
about   one’s   own   faith   and   connects   with   one’s   own   spiritual   roots.  
‘Faith   is   our   territory’,   and   it   goes   further   and   deeper   than  
‘government-‐speak’  about  ‘integration’  and  ‘cohesion’.  Ireland  now  has  
the  opportunity  to  be  a  ‘city  of  refuge’  (as  in  Deuteronomy  34).  
      Some  valuable  contributions  were  made  in  the  accompanying  group  
sessions.  Tim  Noble  (Prague)  gave  a  fascinating  account  of  the  Russian  
exiles  in  Paris  around  Nikolai  Berdyaev  and  their  connections  with  the  
leading   French   philosophers   and   theologians   who   gave   rise   to   the  
movement   known   as   ‘personalism’,   whose   relevance   for   an   inter-‐
religious  dialogue  that  deals  with  persons  rather  than  systems  needs  to  
be   further   explored.   Joseph   Palmisano   (Irish   School   of   Ecumenics,  
Trinity   College   Dublin)   also   pointed   to   ‘the   basic   lack   of   a   concrete  
concept  of  the  person’  (Dietrich  Bonhoeffer)  and  invited  ecumenists  to  
look  again  at  the  opportunities  opened  up  by  postmodernity  in  making  
possible   a   renewed   ‘conversation   about   the   ultimate   goals   of   life’  
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(Michael  Paul  Gallagher).  Bonhoeffer’s  call  to  radical  discipleship  does  
not   imply   lonely   individualism,   but   presupposes   communio;      this  
corrects   the   absence   of   the   I-‐thou   relationship   in   Kant’s   ethically  
responsible   person,   because   ‘his   concept   of   person   is   apersonal’.   In  
relations  with   Judaism  such  a  perspective   is   indispensable,  because   it  
opens  the  way  to  empathy.  
      Is   interfaith   dialogue,   then,   undermining   interchurch   dialogue?1   In  
the   ‘ethnic   frontier   society’   (Frank   Wright)   of   Northern   Ireland,  
Geraldine   Smyth   (Irish   School   of   Ecumenics,   Trinity   College  Dublin)  
reminded  us,  ‘crossing  the  Jordan’  between  imagined  communities  and  
their   entrenched   ideologies   can   be   ‘harder   than   the   armed   struggle’  
(Brian   Keenan).   Attitudes   such   as   ‘There’s   no   conflict   like   ours’   or  
‘Outsiders   can’t   understand   us’   harden   boundaries   and   isolate  
communities,   disempowering   and   excluding   those   taking   refuge  
behind  the  protective  walls.  We  had  seen  the  isolation  and  the  walls  on  
a   bus   tour   down   the   Shankill   Road   and   up   the   Falls   Road,   the   one  
festooned  with   British   flags,   the   other   dotted   with  memorials   to   the  
IRA’s   martyrs.   Despite   the   new   political   arrangements,   Northern  
Ireland   remains   a   ‘tinderbox’   as   the   communities   nurse   their  
grievances   in   socially   degraded   neighbourhoods.   Ecumenism   is   not  
accepted  as  the  antidote  to  sectarianism  because  it  threatens  cherished  
identities.  This  bleak  picture   is  a  parable  of   the  starting  points   for  all  
kinds  of  ecumenical  dialogues,  including  and  especially  those  between  
religious   traditions   alienated   by   difference   and   domination.   In   a  
concluding   panel   consisting   of   Konrad   Raiser   (formerly   General  
Secretary   of   the  World   Council   of   Churches),   the   Church   of   Ireland  
Archbishop   of   Dublin,   Michael   Jackson,   and   the   present   writer,  
Lutheran,   Anglican   and   Catholic   approaches   converged   in   affirming  
that,   far   from   undermining   interchurch   ecumenism,   interfaith  
dialogue  is  already  an  integral  part  of  it.  In  the  ‘realised  catholicity’  of  
increasing   inter-‐religious   witness,   the   Christian   quest   for   unity   is  
expanded  and  deepened,  not  diluted.    

                                                                                                                          
1   See   John   D’Arcy   May,   ‘Is   Interfaith   Dialogue   Undermining   Interchurch  
Dialogue?’  in  Oliver  Rafferty  (ed.),  Reconciliation:  Essays  in  Honour  of  Michael  
Hurley  (Dublin:  Columba  Press,  1993):  159-‐75.  
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BELONGING  TOGETHER  IN  EUROPE.    
A  JOINT  STATEMENT  ON  ASPECTS  OF  ECCLESIOLOGY  AND  
MISSION  BY  THE  ANGLICAN  OLD  CATHOLIC  
INTERNATIONAL  COORDINATING  COUNCIL  (AOCCIC)    
Preface  
The   present   paper   is   the   fruit   of   six   years   work   by   the   Anglican   Old  
Catholic   International  Coordinating  Council   (AOCICC)   in   fulfilment  of  
two  aspects  of  the  mandate  given  to  the  Council  by  the  Archbishops  of  
Canterbury  and  Utrecht:  
• To  promote   the  drafting  of  a   common  statement  of  ecclesiological  
understanding  to  assist  in  exploring  the  shape  of  the  future  relationship  
between   the   churches   of   the   Anglican   Communion   and   the   Union   of  
Utrecht,   and   to   advise   the   Anglican   Consultative   Council   and   the  
International   Bishops’   Conference   on   the   future   development   of   that  
relationship.  
• To  assist  the  Council  of  Anglican  Bishops  in  Continental  Europe  and  
the   International  Bishops’  Conference   to  develop  a  common  definition  
and  understanding  of  shared  mission  in  their  work  in  Europe.    
The   relationship  of   communion  between  Anglicans  and  Old  Catholics,  
signified  by  the  Bonn  Agreement  of  1931,   is  a  global  one.  However,  this  
paper  focusses  specifically  on  aspects  of  ecclesiology  and  mission  which  
arise  from  the  life  and  experiences  of  the  churches  of  our  Communions  
in  continental  Europe.   It   is   intended  to  be  a  theological   foundation  on  
which  to  base  future  concrete  practical  expressions.  Furthermore,  while  
it   is   a   study   of   ecclesiology   and   mission,   it   is   not   intended   to   be   a  
complete  exposition  of  our  agreement  in  faith,  which  is  assumed  in  the  
Bonn  Agreement  of  1931.    
At  key  moments  in  the  development  of  the  text  there  was  consultation  
with   bishops   and   theologians   of   both   communions   who   provided  
valuable  suggestions  and  critique.    
It  is  now  submitted  to  the  Archbishops  of  Canterbury  and  Utrecht  with  
our  proposal  that  it  is  a  confident  platform  upon  which  the  churches  of  
our   Communions   can   develop   more   practical   initiatives   towards   full  
visible   unity.  We  make   the   following   suggestions   for   the   content   of   a  
mandate  for  a  new  phase  of  the  Council:  
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1. To  continue  to  explore  the  nature  and  meaning  of  our  communion.  
2. To  promote  knowledge  of  our  churches  and  their  relationship.  
3. To  assist  the  Old  Catholic  and  Anglican  Bishops  in  Europe,  especially  

at   their   annual   meeting,   to   develop   a   common   definition   and  
understanding  of  shared  mission  and  coordinated  oversight  for  their  
work.  

4. To   explore   the   possibility   of   establishing   a   representative   body   to  
oversee  relationships  in  Europe.  

5. To   advise   on   the   establishment   of   appropriate   instruments   and  
concrete  proposals  for  joint  initiatives  in  mission  work  in  continental  
Europe.  

6. To   review   the   consistency  of   ecumenical   agreements   and  dialogues  
of   the   churches   of   the   Anglican   Communion   and   the   Union   of  
Utrecht.  

We   also   offer   this   joint   statement   to   Anglicans   and   Old   Catholics   in  
general  as  a  tool  to  enable  reflection  on  the  nature  of  our  common  life  
together  and  to  encourage  even  greater  cooperation  in  the  one  mission  
entrusted  to  us  by  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ.    
The  Rt  Revd  Jonathan  Gledhill,  Anglican  co-‐chair  
The  Rt  Revd  Joachim  Vobbe,  Old  Catholic  co-‐chair  
  

Feast  of  St  Willibrord,  7  November  2011,  York,  England  
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BELONGING  TOGETHER  IN  EUROPE.  A  JOINT  STATEMENT  ON  
ASPECTS  OF  ECCLESIOLOGY  AND  MISSION  
1. This  statement  is  intended  to  clarify  the  basis  and  scope  of  the  
relationship   now   existing   between   the   churches   of   the   Anglican  
Communion  and  the  Union  of  Utrecht,  in  order  to  explore  and  chart  the  
possibility   of   further   development   in   cooperation   and   common   life,  
especially   on   the   continent   of   Europe.1   It   is   written   jointly   by  
representatives   of   both   churches   in   the   Anglican   Old   Catholic  
International  Coordinating  Council  (AOCICC),  presuming  a  relationship  
of  communion  as  declared  in  the  Bonn  Agreement  of  1931:  

1.   Each   communion   recognizes   the   Catholicity   and   independence   of   the  
other,  and  maintains  its  own.    
2.   Each   communion   agrees   to   admit  members   of   the   other   communion   to  
participate  in  the  sacraments.    
3.  Intercommunion  does  not  require  from  either  communion  the  acceptance  
of   all   doctrinal   opinion,   sacramental   devotion,   or   liturgical   practice  
characteristic  of   the  other,  but   implies   that  each  believes  the  other  to  hold  
all  the  essentials  of  the  Christian  Faith.2  

2. This   statement’s   guiding   concern   is   not   ‘What   can   we   do   to  
establish   unity?’   but   ‘How   can   we  make   our   unity   more   manifest?’   It  
seeks  to  describe  ecclesiologically  the  basis  on  which  closer  cooperation  
in   institutional   features   and   in  mission   could   be   articulated.  We  hope  
that   it  will   stimulate   further   reflection  on  practical  ways   in  which   this  
could  be  achieved.3  
                                                                                                                          
1  The  term  ‘church’,  non-‐capitalized,  has  been  used  here  to  mean  the  churches  of  
the  Anglican  Communion,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  Old  Catholic  churches  of  
the  Union  of  Utrecht,  on  the  other,  in  preference  to  the  term  ‘communion’.  It  is  
used  only  as  shorthand,  in  order  to  attempt  to  minimize  misunderstandings  that  
might   otherwise   arise   from   the   multiple   senses   of   the   term   ‘communion’.  
Though  the  term  ‘Anglican’  refers  to  all  churches  of  the  Anglican  Communion,  
in  this  document  reference  is  mostly  made  to  the  Church  of  England’s  Diocese  
in   Europe   and   the   Convocation   of   American   Churches   in   Europe   of   the  
Episcopal  Church.   It  should  also  be  noted  that   the  subject  of   this  document   is  
the  relationship  of  these  churches  and  the  Old  Catholic  churches  of  the  Union  
of  Utrecht  on  the  continent  of  Europe.  
2  C.B.  Moss,  The  Old  Catholic  Movement,   its  Origins  and  History,  London,  1964  
(2nd  edition),  347  (1st  edition  1948).    
3   This   statement   draws   on   the   following   sources   from   the   meeting   of   the  
AOCICC   in   Madrid,   in   2007:   Angela   Berlis,   ‘Reflections   on   the   collaboration  
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I. What  does  the  Bonn  Agreement  presuppose?  
A. The  content  of  the  Bonn  Agreement  
3. The   Bonn   Agreement   implies   three   elements   on   which  
‘intercommunion’1   rests:   agreement   on   the   sacraments,   corresponding  
agreement   on   the   ordained   ministry,   and   agreement   on   ‘all   the  
essentials   of   the   Christian   faith’.   This   view   is   consonant   with   the  
Chicago-‐Lambeth   Quadrilateral   (1888),   the   Anglican   formula   of  
Scripture,   Creeds,   Sacraments   of   Baptism   and   Eucharist,   and   the  
Historic   Episcopate.2   It   is   also   consonant   with   the   ecclesiological  
principles   embedded   in   the   Declaration   of   the   Old   Catholic   bishops  
united  in  the  Union  of  Utrecht  (1889),  and  later  the  Statute.3    

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
between   Old   Catholics   and   Anglicans   on   a   local   church   level,   with   the  
Netherlands  as  model’;  Jeremy  Morris,   ‘Statement  on  ecclesiology  and  mission’;  
Dick  Schoon,  ‘Old  Catholic  Ecclesiological  Self-‐understanding  and  its  Relevance  
for  Closer  Collaboration  with  the  Anglican  Church  in  Europe’.  
1  On   the   terminology  of   ‘intercommunion’   and   ‘full-‐communion’   see:   J.  Robert  
Wright,   ‘Intercommunion  and  Full  Communion.  The  meanings  of   these   terms  
for  Anglicans   and   for   their   relations  with  Old  Catholics’,   in  Angela   Berlis   and  
Klaus-‐Dieter   Gerth   (eds),  Christus   Spes.   Liturgie   und  Glaube   im   ökumenischen  
Kontext.  Festschrift  für  Bischof  Sigisbert  Kraft  (Frankfurt,  1994),  335-‐345.  Cf.  Urs  
von   Arx,’   The   Historical   Background   to   the   Bonn   Agreement,’   unpublished  
paper   for   the   Anglican-‐Old   Catholic   Theologians’   Conference   in   Leeds   2005,  
footnote  204.  
2   ‘That,   in  the  opinion  of   this  Conference,   the   following  Articles  supply  a  basis  
on  which  approach  may  be  by  God’s  blessing  made  towards  Home  Reunion:    
(a)  The  Holy  Scriptures  of  the  Old  and  New  Testaments,  as  ‘containing  all  things  
necessary  to  salvation,’  and  as  being  the  rule  and  ultimate  standard  of  faith.  
(b)  The  Apostles’  Creed,  as  the  Baptismal  Symbol;  and  the  Nicene  Creed,  as  the  
sufficient  statement  of  the  Christian  faith.  
(c)  The  two  Sacraments  ordained  by  Christ  Himself–Baptism  and  the  Supper  of  
the  Lord–ministered  with  unfailing  use  of  Christ’s  words  of   Institution,   and  of  
the  elements  ordained  by  Him.  
(d)  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.’  
See:  http://anglicansonline.org/basics/Chicago_Lambeth.html  (1  April  2011).  
3  The  Utrecht  Declaration  of   1889   is   published   as   an   appendix   in  Urs   von  Arx  
and   Maja   Weyermann   (eds),   ‘Statut   der   in   der   Utrechter   Union   vereinigten  
altkatholischen   Bischöfe’,   Beiheft   zur   Internationalen   Kirchlichen   Zeitschrift   [=  
IKZ]  91  (2001),  25-‐27  (German);  40-‐42  (English).  
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4. By   providing   for   a   shared   sacramental   life—communio   in   sacris—
premised  on  basic   agreement   in   faith,   the  Bonn  Agreement   supplied  a  
foundation   on   which   a   real   and   substantial   convergence   of   faith   and  
practice   between   Anglicans   and   Old   Catholics   became   possible.   This  
had  already  been  anticipated  in  the  14  points  of  agreement  produced  by  
the  first  Bonn  reunion  conference  in  1874,   in  which  disputed  points  on  
Scripture   and   its   authority,   liturgy,   doctrine,   the   sacraments,   Marian  
dogmas,   commemoration   of   the   dead,   and   in   particular   the   eucharist,  
were  resolved  unanimously   in  agreement.1   It  rested  in  part  on  a  shared  
conviction   of   the   authority   of   the   Primitive   Church—a   conviction  
renewed  in  Anglicanism  particularly  under  the   influence  of  the  Oxford  
Movement.  It  required  only  actual  sacramental  sharing  to  give  it  effect.  
The   history   of   sharing   in   the   eucharist   amongst   Anglican   and   Old  
Catholic   congregations,   the   sharing   and   exchange   of   ministers   on  
occasions,  the  participation  of  bishops  in  consecrations  and  the  mutual  
delegation   of   confirmations,   the   presence   of   representatives   at   the  
Lambeth  Conferences  and  the  International  Bishops’  Conference  (IBC),  
have   all   filled   out   the   relationship   of   ‘full   communion’   (the   term  
increasingly  used  from  the  1950s  on  in  place  of  ‘intercommunion’)  since  
1931.  

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
See:http://www.utrechterUnion.org/pagina/152/appendix:_the_declaration_of_u
tr   (1   April   2011).   The   preamble   to   the   Statute   (ibid.   12-‐15   [German]   resp.   28-‐31  
[English])  contains  the  ecclesiological  principles  of   the  Old  Catholic  Churches.  
See  also:  http://www.utrechter-‐union.org/pagina/147/statute  (1  April  2011).  
1   Bericht   über   die   1874   und   1875   zu   Bonn   gehaltenen   Unions-‐Conferenzen.  
Herausgegeben  von  Heinrich  Reusch.  Neudruck  der  Ausgabe  in  zwei  Bänden  von  
1874   und   1875  mit   einer   Einführung   von   Günther   Esser   [Schriftenreihe   des   Alt-‐
Katholischen   Seminars   der   Rheinischen   Friedrich-‐Wilhelms-‐Universität   Bonn  
herausgegeben   von   Angela   Berlis,   Günther   Esser   und  Matthias   Ring,   Reihe   A  
(Quellen),  Band  2]  (Bonn,  2002).  English  edition:  Report  of  the  proceedings  of  the  
Reunion   Conference   held   at   Bonn   on   September   14,   15,   and   16,   1874.   Translated  
from   the  German   of   Professor  Reusch   by   E.M.B.  With   a   preface   by  H.P.   Liddon  
(London,  1875),  and  Report  of  the  proceedings  of  the  Reunion  Conference  held  at  
Bonn   (...)   August   1875.   Translated   from   the   German   of   Professor   Reusch   [by   A  
Plummer].   With   a   preface   by   H.P.   Liddon   (London,   1876).   Cf.   Moss,   The   Old  
Catholic  Movement,  263-‐4;  Frederick  Meyrick,  Correspondence  between  members  
of  the  Anglo-‐Continental  Society  and  (1)  Old  Catholics,  (2)  Oriental  Churchmen.  
With  an  Appendix,  containing  articles  agreed  to  at  the  Conference  of  Bonn,  held  
September  14,  1874,  (London,  1874).    
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5. The   agreement   has   been   praised   and   criticized   for   its   verbal  
economy,  or  ‘minimalism’.  The  Lambeth  Conference  of  1948,  noting  the  
provisions   of   the   agreement   with   approval,   hoped   that   ‘the   precedent  
set   by   the   terms   of   the   agreement   with   the   Old   Catholics’   would   be  
valuable   ‘for   similar   agreements  with   other   independent  Churches’.1   It  
thus   envisaged   the   possible   application   of   the   ‘Bonn   model’   in   other  
ecumenical   contexts.   It   also   implied   that   the   agreement   would   be  
merely   the   beginning   of   a   rapprochement   between   the   two  
communions,   noting   ‘how   well   the   intercommunion   is   working   out  
from   the  pastoral   point   of   view   in   the  different   countries   affected’.2   In  
1958   the   Lambeth   Conference   noted   ‘with   satisfaction’   that   the   Bonn  
Agreement  had  been  adopted  by  nearly  all  the  provinces  of  the  Anglican  
Communion.3  
6. In  1953  Andreas  Rinkel,  the  then  Archbishop  of  Utrecht,  did  not  
consider  an  organic  unio   to  be   the  aim  and  purpose  of   the  agreement,  
for   he   considered   the   deeper   unio   to   be   found   in   both   churches’  
catholicity—hence  the  conviction  that   ‘the  other  [church]  contains  the  
‘holon’,  the  entire  church,  in  doctrine,  office,  and  sacrament.’4    
7. Anglicans—in   the   emphasis   on   common   witness—see   both  
churches   as   ‘reconciled’,   whereas   the   Old   Catholics   give   greater  
emphasis  to  the  local  churches  becoming  sister  churches.5    
8. The   brevity   and   apparent   simplicity   of   the   Bonn   Agreement  
inevitably   left  much  undefined  or   ill  defined,  however.  To  what  extent  
did  the  communio  in  sacris  announced  there  leave  room  for  differences  
in   the  manner   in  which   local   churches   express   their   ‘being’   (Gestalt)?  
What   is   the  precise  dogmatic   scope  of   the  phrase   ‘all   essentials   of   the  
Christian   Faith’?   What   difference   would   the   agreement   make   to   the  
churches’   other   ecumenical   relationships,   and   in   particular   those  with  

                                                                                                                          
1  Lambeth  Conference  1948.  The  Encyclical  Letter  from  the  Bishops;  together  with  
Resolutions  and  Reports  (London,  1948),  73.  
2  Ibid.  
3  Lambeth  Conference  1958.  The  Encyclical  Letter  from  the  Bishops;  together  with  
Resolutions  and  Reports  (London,  1958),  Resolution  46,  p.  I.40.  
4   Andreas   Rinkel,   ‘Interkommunion.   Ihre   Grundlage,   ihr   Inhalt,   ihre  
Folgerungen’,  in  IKZ  43  (1953),  209-‐230,  here  212.  
5  See  Mary  Tanner,   ‘A  Theology  for  Europe:  the  raison  d’être  of  the  Church’,   in  
James   Barnett   (ed.),   A   Theology   for   Europe.   The   Churches   and   the   European  
Institutions  (Bern,  2005),  237-‐247.  
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the  churches  of  Eastern  Orthodoxy?  Would  the  agreement  presume  or  
facilitate   further   convergence?   The   Bonn   Agreement   left   unclear  
whether   it   would   in   time   encourage   an   organizational   development,  
adding  churches  together  to  form  a  single  church  (a  quantative  view),  or  
only   presuppose   a   mutual   concern   on   the   part   of   each   church   to  
enhance   the  other  church’s   inner  growth  and   flourishing  (a  qualitative  
view).  

B.   Developments  and  challenges  since  1931  
9. Since   the   conclusion  of   the  Bonn  Agreement   in   1931   there  has  
been  a  perceptible  growth  in  relations  of  common  action  and  affection  
between   the   churches   of   the   Anglican   Communion   and   of   the   Old  
Catholic  Union  of  Utrecht,  especially  in  Europe.  
10. Apart  from  the  sacramental  sharing  implied  in  the  communio  in  
sacris   there   has   been   a   notable   development   of   closer   contacts   at   the  
local   level   on   the   European  Continent.1   These   include  meetings   of   the  
Society  of  St  Willibrord2  and  instances  of  sharing  church  buildings,  joint  
services   and   projects,   meetings,   conferences   of   theologians   and  
students,   and   joint  pilgrimages.  Organizationally,   through   representat-‐
ion   at   the   Lambeth   Conference   and   the   IBC,   through   meetings   of  
Anglican   and   Old   Catholic   bishops,   and   through   the   work   of   the  
Anglican-‐Old   Catholic   International   Coordinating   Council   (AOCICC),  
as   well   as   through   some   ministerial   and   student   exchanges,   the   two  
churches   have   got   to   know   each   other   better,   and   there   has   been,  we  
trust,  a  real  growth  in  mutual  appreciation  and  fellowship.  
11. Since   1931   the   political   and   religious   landscape   has   changed  
considerably.   Not   only   have   political   relations   been   changed   by   the  
creation  of  the  European  Union,  which  still  struggles  with  the  question  
of   political   unity   in   diversity,   but   there   have   also   been   significant  
developments   in   both   churches.   Anglican   congregations   have   been  
established  on   the  continent  of  Europe   in  ever  greater  numbers   in   the  
last   forty   years.   Not   only   has   the   expatriate   English-‐speaking  
community  grown  and  become,   in  many  places,   a  permanent  one,  but  

                                                                                                                          
1   As   the   intercommunion  between   the  Polish  National  Catholic  Church   in   the  
USA  and  Canada  and  the  Episcopal  Church,  ratified  in  1958,  came  to  an  end  in  
1978,  we  confine  our  comments  to  the  European  situation.  
2  The  Society  of  St  Willibrord  which  was  founded  in  1908  has  branches  in  several  
countries.  
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the   congregations   also   include   growing   numbers   of   members   who  
though   nationals   of   the   local   country   wish   to   worship   in   English.  
Attention  has  been  drawn  to  the   implicit  development  of   the  Anglican  
congregations   in   the   Diocese   in   Europe   from   ‘Club   to   Church’:   the  
Anglican  presence  on  the  European  continent  is  developing  away  from  a  
state   of   transience   and   rapid   change   to   a  more   regular   and   regulated  
form   of   ‘parish’.1   This   process   has   gone   hand   in   hand   with   a   clearer  
understanding   of   the   Diocese   in   Europe’s   place   within   the   Church   of  
England.  Relevant  too  is  the  post-‐war  growth  of  the  congregations  of  the  
Episcopal   Church   (TEC,   formerly   ECUSA)   in   Europe,   forming   the  
Convocation  of  Episcopal  Churches  in  Europe.  On  the  Old  Catholic  side,  
too,   there   have   been   substantial   demographic   and   social   changes.  
Rooted  historically  in  the  countries  in  which  they  are  found  today,  they  
are  situated  in  contexts  of  rapid  social  change,  with  a  declining  popular  
interest   in   institutional   religion   and  a  quest   for  new   forms  of   spiritual  
expression.   Even   when   Old   Catholic   parishes   are   small,   there   is   a  
growing   sense   of   their   mission   as   local   Catholic   (but   not   Roman  
Catholic)  churches  and  of  their  societal  responsibility  for  evangelism.  
12. Much  remains  to  be  done  if  the  churches  of  both  communions  
are   to   continue   to   move   closer   together   and   their   different  
developments   are   not   to   obstruct   or   impede   their   relationship   of  
communion.   There   needs   to   be   careful   thinking   about   what   kind   of  
relationship   the   two   churches   might   appropriately   seek,   beyond   the  
warm  relations  already  established,  without  compromising  the   identity  
and   distinctiveness   of   their   different   traditions.   Currently,   there   is   a  
discrepancy  between  the  assumed  community  and  unity  already  existing  
between  the  two  churches  (on  the  basis  of  the  Una  Sancta  Catholica,  as  
specified   in   the   Bonn   Agreement),   and   talk   of   ‘collaboration’   which  
implies   the   two   churches   are   still   actually   separated   from   each   other.  
This  finds  expression  at  the  level  of  local  parish  collaboration.  This  is  an  
even   more   pressing   question   at   the   level   of   episcopal   consecrations,  
because   the   laying  on  of  hands   is  normally  understood   to  be  a   sign  of  
unity  and  not  of  collaboration  only.2    

                                                                                                                          
1  David  Hamid,  ‘From  Club  to  Church’,  in  The  European  Anglican,  30  (2006),  4-‐5.  
2  See  Declaration  of   the   International  Old-‐Catholic  Bishops  Conference  on   the  
participation  at  the  consecration  of  Anglican  Bishops,  Prague  November  2003.  
At:   www.utrechter-‐union.org/english/ibc_documents004a.htm   (10   February  
2010).  



ONE  IN  CHRIST  VOL.  46  NO.  2  344  

C.   Common  ecclesiological  considerations  
13. Anglican-‐Old   Catholic   relations   stand,   then,   in   a   curious  
position:   a   relationship   of   communion   is   premised   on   a   minimalist  
agreement   which   originally   spoke   merely   of   ‘intercommunion’   and   of  
each  church  maintaining   ‘its  own  [Catholicity  and]  independence’.  The  
further  goal  of  full  visible  unity—by  which  we  could  truly  call  ourselves  
one  church  on  the  continent  of  Europe—remains  a  seductive  but  as  yet  
almost   entirely   unspecified   horizon   of   possibility.   Anglicans   and   Old  
Catholics  might  do  further  work  to  develop  a  model  of  what  ‘full  visible  
unity’   could   look   like.   This   might   be   a   model   which   is   neither   the  
continuance  of  completely  separate  churches  nor  a  uniform  institution,  
but  is  based  upon  a  vision  of  a  ‘communion  of  communions’.1  
14. The  basis  of  the  relationship  between  the  two  churches  is  what  
the  Bonn  Agreement  describes  as  agreement  on  ‘all  the  essentials  of  the  
Christian  faith’.  This  is  an  agreement  which  is  not  so  closely  defined  or  
circumscribed   that   it   seeks   to   eliminate   legitimate   differences   over  
doctrinal   interpretation   both   between   and   within   the   two   churches.  
Rather,   it  emphasizes  that  both  churches  stand  together,  as  part  of  the  
One,  Holy,  Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church,  in  affirming  a  common  faith,  
rooted   in   worship   of   the   one   true   God,   Father,   Son   and   Holy   Spirit.2  

                                                                                                                          
1  In  this  work  of  developing  a  model,  the  AOCICC  could  play  a  role.  
2  Cf.  ‘Statute’  (as  in  footnote  3),  Preamble  3.2,  p.  29:  ‘Thus  the  catholicity  of  each  
local   church   becomes  manifest   in   the   unity   and   communion  with   other   local  
churches   perceived   in   faith   as   being   identical   in   their   foundation   in   the  
redemptive  work  of  the  triune  God.  The  unity  and  communion  of  local  churches  
in   their   supra-‐diocesan   link—i.e.   usually   in   national   churches,   ecclesiastical  
provinces,   patriarchates—is   a   representation   of   the   ‘one,   holy,   catholic   and  
apostolic   Church’   as   well:   however,   not   as   a   kind   of   super-‐diocese   of   supra-‐
regional  or  even  universal  dimensions,  but  as  a  communion  of  episcopally  and  
synodically   organized   local   churches.’   For   the   wholeness   of   the   church   in   its  
local  und  universal  dimension,  see  also:  Kirche  und  Kirchengemeinschaft.  Bericht  
der   Internationalen   Römisch-‐Katholisch–Altkatholischen   Dialogkommission  
(Paderborn–Frankfurt,   2009),   nr.   17:   ‘Die   Einheit   und   Gemeinschaft   der  
Ortskirchen  in  ihren  unterschiedlichen  überörtlichen  Ausdehnungen  bis  hin  zur  
universalen  Dimension  ist  jeweils  auch  eine  Vergegenwärtigung  der  Una  Sancta,  
und   zwar   als   Gemeinschaft   von   Ortskirchen,   als   communio   communionum  
ecclesiarum.   Dabei   eignet   in   diesen   Gemeinschaften   von   Ortskirchen   jeder  
Ortskirche   in   gleicher  Weise   die   volle   Katholizität.   Darum   sind   die   einzelnen  
Ortskirchen   auch   für   die   überörtliche   und   universale   Gemeinschaft  
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Together  they  profess  the  faith  uniquely  revealed  in  the  Holy  Scriptures  
and   expressed   in   the  Catholic  Creeds.   In   their   own  distinct   traditions,  
their  formularies  or  fundamental  documents  and  their  historic  witness,  
and   above   all   in   the   conviction   of   their   leadership   by   the  Holy   Spirit,  
both  churches  have  sought  to  proclaim  this  common  faith  afresh  in  each  
generation.1    
15. Six   particular   doctrinal   points   are   relevant,   though   these   are  
proposed  here   as   a   sufficient   but   not   as   a   comprehensive   or   complete  
basis  of  agreement.  The  aim  of  this  text  is  not  to  produce  an  equivalent  
to   an   ecumenical   dialogue   report,   since   the   relationship   that   already  
exists  under  the  Bonn  Agreement  goes  further  than  that.  
16. First,  in  both  churches  there  is  a  basic  understanding  that  local  
ecclesial   life   is   constitutive   of   the   very   being   of   the   Church.   Thus  
Anglicans  can  agree  in  essence  with  the  description  in  the  Statute  of  the  
IBC:   ‘It   [the   specific   Old   Catholic   ecclesiology]   presupposes   that   each  
fellowship   and   communion   of   people,   which   by   the   reconciliation   in  
Jesus  Christ  and  by  the  outpouring  and  the  continuous  work  of  the  Holy  
Spirit  is  constituted  as  a  unity  in  a  given  place  around  a  bishop  with  the  
eucharist   as   its   centre,   is   a   complete   church   that   carries   out   its   tasks  
autonomously   in   that   given   place.’2   This   does   not   mean   that   local  
ecclesial   life   is  self-‐sufficient:   its  catholicity   is  manifest   in   its  unity  and  
communion  with  other  local  churches.    
17. Second,   both   churches   recognize   the   bishop   as   serving   this  
unity   and   communion,   emphasizing   the   bishop   as   the   principal  
minister,   who   presides   over   each   worshipping   congregation   of   the  
diocese.   In  the  absence  of   the  bishop  the  priest   functions  as  his  or  her  
delegate,   as   is   reflected   in   the   canon   law   of   both   churches.   The  

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
mitverantwortlich.  Denn  die  lokale  Kirche  ist  ganz  Kirche,  aber  nicht  die  ganze  
Kirche.’  
1  This  paragraph  draws,  for  convenience’s  sake,  on  the  Preface  to  the  Church  of  
England’s   Declaration   of   Assent:   ‘The   Church   of   England   is   part   of   the   One,  
Holy,  Catholic  and  Apostolic  Church  worshipping  the  one  true  God,  Father,  Son  
and  Holy  Spirit.   It  professes   the   faith  uniquely   revealed   in   the  Holy  Scriptures  
and   set   forth   in   the  Catholic   creeds,  which   faith  the  Church   is   called   upon   to  
proclaim  afresh  in  each  generation.  Led  by  the  Holy  Spirit,  it  has  borne  witness  
to  Christian  truth  in  its  historic  formularies,  the  Thirty-‐Nine  Articles  of  Religion,  
the  Book  of  Common  Prayer  and  the  Ordering  of  Bishops,  Priests  and  Deacons.’  
2  From  the  ‘Statute’,  Preamble  3.1.  [italics  not  original].  
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episcopate   operates   in   both   churches   in   a   synodical   context:   in   both  
churches  the  authority  of  the  bishop  is  exercised  in  a  personal,  collegial,  
and  communal/synodal  form.1    
18. Third,  both  churches  understand  the  nature  of  authority  within  
the   Church   in   a   similar   way.   The   threefold   ministry,   in   historic  
succession,  is  exercised  out  of,  on  behalf  of  and  for  the  whole  people  of  
God.   Thus   it   is   an   authority   within   the   Church,   exercised   under   the  
supreme   authority   of   Scripture.   It   derives   its   authenticity   from   its  
faithfulness  to  the  deposit  of  faith.  
19. Fourth,   both   churches   agree   that   the   Church   is   an   apostolic  
community,  which  seeks  to  live  faithfully  to  the  early  Christian  witness  
to   the   life,   death   and   resurrection   of   Jesus   Christ,   and   his   Gospel   of  
redemption   for   the  whole  world.  Their  understanding  of  mission   flows  
from  this.  Again,  here  Anglicans  can  note  agreement  in  essence  with  the  
Preamble  of  the  Statute  of  the  IBC:  ‘In  continuity  with  its  soteriological-‐
trinitarian   foundation,   the   catholicity   of   the   Church   is   expressed   by  
those  elements  and  processes  which  are  signified  by  the  comprehensive  
term   ‘apostolic   succession’.   This   means   that   whatever   the   Church   is  
doing  in  word  and  sacrament,  doctrine  and  ministry,  has  and  must  have  
its   origin,   in   space   and   time,   in   the   mission   of   Jesus   Christ   and   the  
apostles,  operated  by  the  Spirit.’2    
20. Fifth,   both   churches   agree   that   the   Church   is   a   historical   and  
visible  community  as  well  as  mystical  body,   founded  on  the   life,  death  
and   resurrection   of   our   incarnate   Lord,   Jesus   Christ.   The   Church   is  
sacramental,   to   the   extent   that   its   visible   institutions   point   to   the  
incarnation  of  Jesus  Christ  and,  under  the  inspiration  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  
seek  to  protect  and  carry  the  Church  through  history.  
21. Sixth,  both  churches  agree  that  the  Church  is  an  eschatological  
community,  facing  forwards  in  expectation  of  the  coming  reign  of  Christ  
in  justice  and  truth.  The  Church  of  Christ  as  the  whole  body  can  be  said  
to   be   indefectible,   but   as   a   pilgrim   people   its   decisions   in   history   are  
provisional,  and  require  constant  reassessment  in  the  light  of  history.  

                                                                                                                          
1  See  World  Council  of  Churches,  Baptism,  Eucharist,  Ministry,  (Faith  and  Order  
Paper   111,   Geneva   1982),   paras   26-‐7;   and   also  World   Council   of   Churches,  The  
Nature   and   the   Mission   of   the   Church.   A   Stage   on   the   Way   to   a   Common  
Statement,  (Faith  and  Order  Paper  198,  Geneva,  2005),  paras  90-‐8.  
2  From  the  Statute,  Preamble  3.4.  
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22. Thus   the   two   churches,   having   substantial   agreement   on   the  
essentials  of  the  faith,  acknowledge  a  shared  history  and  understanding  
of   the   main   features   of   church   order,   reflected   in   a   dynamic  
convergence   between   them.   They   share   a   similar,   common   context   as  
two   Western   church   families,   with   similar   roots   in   Western  
Christendom.  
23. Fundamental   agreement   in   faith   and   order   neither   precludes  
further   development,   nor   implies   uniformity.  Under   the   inspiration   of  
the   Holy   Spirit,   and   faithful   to   its   apostolic   mission,   the   Church—as  
Anglicans   and   Old   Catholics   agree—must   be   able   to   respond   to   the  
changing  contexts  in  which  Christians  find  themselves.    

II.  Diversity  within  our  ecclesial  unity    
24. The  minimalism  of  the  Bonn  Agreement,  founded  as  it  was  on  a  
relatively   spare   statement   of   doctrinal   agreement,   certainly   leaves  
latitude   for   continuing   diversity.   Whilst   this   diversity   does   not  
encompass   fundamental   differences—as   otherwise   the   communio   in  
sacris   would   not   be   possible—nevertheless   these   differences   are   not  
altogether  negligible  either.  They  need  to  be  factored  into  any  proposals  
for  making  our  unity  more  manifest.  Thus,  Anglicans  and  Old  Catholics  
have  an  opportunity,  if  they  can  find  the  right  formula,  to  exhibit  a  true  
‘diversity   in  unity’,   corresponding   to  a   ‘unity   in  diversity’.  This  may  be  
their  common  gift  to  the  Una  Catholica  as  its  members  in  all  Christian  
churches   seek   to   gather   together   its   scattered   and   fragmented  
institutional  forms.  
25. What   are   these   differences?   They   are   to   varying   degrees  
cultural,  linguistic,  doctrinal,  historical,  and  devotional.  They  arise  from  
the   different   histories   and   identities   of   both   churches,   and   carry   the  
imprint  of  both  churches’  different  origins.  At  the  same  time  as  greeting  
each  other  in  mutual,  ecclesial  recognition,  Anglicans  and  Old  Catholics  
need  also  to  attend  to  and  respect  each  other’s  otherness  and  difference.  
Anglicans   need   to   remember   the   emphasis   the  Old   Catholic   churches  
lay   on   the   continuity   of   the   true   or   unbroken   Catholic   tradition,  
manifested   in   fidelity   to   the   historic   structure   of   the   Church,   to   the  
liturgy   and   to   the   devotional   life—a   continuity   sustained   through  
successive  epochs  of  resistance  to  an  innovating  and  centralizing  strand  
of   the   Roman   Catholic   Church.   Old   Catholics   need   to   remember,  
conversely,   that  although  Anglicans  consciously   retain   their   continuity  
with   the   Catholic   Church   of   the   patristic   and   medieval   periods,   this  
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church   also   embodies   Protestant   insights   from   the   time   of   the  
Reformation  in  its  theology  and  practice.  Thus  it  is  often  expressed  that  
the   churches   of   the   Anglican   Communion   are   both   Catholic   and  
Reformed.  
26. Differences   can   be   noted   briefly   under   a   variety   of   headings.  
Cultural   and   linguistic   differences   are   striking,   but   may   have   been  
blurred  or  eroded  partially  in  recent  years.  The  rise  of  English  as  a  lingua  
franca  for  business,  politics  and  culture  may  have  eased  communication  
in   some   respects,   but   it   has   surely   also   on   the   local   level   brought   a  
certain   one-‐sidedness   into   inter-‐church   relations,   and   perhaps—
understandably—provoked  a  certain  resistance  or  suspicion  on  the  part  
of   non-‐English   speakers   amongst   the   Old   Catholics.   At   times   Old  
Catholics   have   felt   alienated   by   the   apparent   importing   of   British   and  
American  cultural  forms  into  a  continental  setting.  So  there  are  complex  
questions   around   the   issue   of   language   and   culture   that   do   not   run  
simply  along  church  lines.  Language  intersects  with  devotional  culture,  
and   naturally   with   social   demography:   the   growth   of   Anglican  
congregations   on   the   European   continent   has   brought   all   the   existing  
diversity  and  divisions  of  Anglicanism  into  relations  between  Anglicans  
and  Old  Catholics.1  
27. There   are   some   differing   emphases   in   theology.   These   arise  
particularly   when   comparing   two   aspects   of   Anglicanism   with   the  
theology   of   the   Old   Catholic   churches.   First,   there   is   the   continuing  
relevance   of   the  Reformation   formularies   that   influenced  not   only   the  
Church  of  England,  but  also  (directly  or  indirectly)  the  churches  of  the  
Anglican  Communion,  such  as  the  Thirty-‐Nine  Articles  of  Religion,  the  
Book  of  Common  Prayer,   and   the  Ordinal.  Old  Catholics,  on   the  other  
hand,  emphasized  the  Ancient  Church  as  an  ideal  and  norm  for  church  
reform   in   opposition   to   the   new   teachings   of   the   Roman   Catholic  
Church  during  the  nineteenth  century.  They  still  call  upon  the  rule  of  St  
Vincent  of   Lérins,   ‘We  hold   that  which  has  been  believed   everywhere,  

                                                                                                                          
1   Consideration   of   our   churches’   various   understandings   of   different  modes   of  
belonging   in   the   local   congregation  may  provide   insights   into   these   questions  
but   the   complexities   of   applying   categories   such   as   Territorial-‐   and  
Personalgemeinden   across   Europe   is   beyond   the   scope   of   this   study.   By  
Territorialgemeinden   one   may   understand   notions   such   as   parochial  
congregations  and  by  Personalgemeinden  congregations  that  are  associational  or  
in  some  sense  self-‐selecting.  
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always  and  by  everyone’  [Id  teneamus,  quod  ubique,  quod  semper,  quod  
ab   omnibus   creditum   est],   which   many   Anglicans   also   acknowledge.  
Second,   there   is   the   distinctive   theological   emphasis   associated   with  
Anglican  Evangelicalism  as   it   emerged   in   the   course   of   the   eighteenth  
and   early   nineteenth   centuries.   Just   as   it   is   possible   to   find   Anglicans  
who   disagree   strongly   over   soteriology,   ecclesiology   and   sacramental  
theology,  so   it   is  possible  to   find  Anglicans  who  disagree  strongly  with  
Old   Catholics   on   the   same   matters.   The   breadth   and   intensity   of  
Anglican   theological   disagreement   raises   questions   for   many   Old  
Catholics  about  a  perceived   lack  of  Anglican  unity   in   faith,  despite   the  
readiness   of   some   Anglicans   to   defend   Anglican   diversity   as   a  
contribution  to  what  they  claim  to  be  the   ‘comprehensiveness’  of  faith.  
Any   further   development   towards   the   manifestation   of   the   unity  
between  the  two  churches  would  need  to  be  able  to  accommodate  these  
differences,   which   to   some   extent   are   underpinned   by   the   variety   of  
cultural   contexts   of   the   wider   Anglican   Communion.   Anglican  
Evangelicals   would   not   favour   a   scheme   that   compromised   their  
position,   or   that   could   be   seen   to   exclude   their   understanding   of   the  
nature   and   identity   of   the   Church.   This   may   not   be   as   serious   an  
obstacle   as   it   seems   at   first   sight,   because   both   Anglicans   and   Old  
Catholics   affirm   the   need   of   the   Church   to   revisit   its   sources  
(ressourcement).   As   a   consequence,   the   Church   is   always   open   to   its  
susceptibility  to  sin  and  its  need  for  renewal  (semper  reformanda).  This  
is  the  case  even  in  the  contemporary  context  as  the  Church  remains  true  
to  its  origins  and  strives  for  its  final  and  enduring  fulfilment.    
28. There   are   some  differences   in   the   question   of  moral   teaching.  
The  large  majority  of  Anglican  churches  affirm  the  standard  of  teaching  
of   the   Anglican   Communion   and   do   not   accept   the   authorisation   of  
public  rites  for  same-‐gender  blessings  or  the  consecration  as  bishops  of  
persons  living  in  same  gender  unions.1  The  Church  of  England  officially  
adheres   to   this   standard   teaching   while   the   Episcopal   Church   has  
consecrated   bishops   in   same-‐gender   relationships.   The   Old   Catholic  
Churches   handle   these   questions   differently.   While   the   Old   Catholic  
churches  confine  the  sacrament  of  marriage  to  the  traditional  union  of  
male   and   female,   some   have   found   scope   to   practise   the   blessing   of  
same-‐gender   relationships.   In   this  way,   despite   different   practices,   the  

                                                                                                                          
1   See   the  Lambeth  Commission  on  Communion,  The  Windsor  Report   (London,  
2004),  paras  134  and  144.  
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Old  Catholic   ecclesiological   emphasis   on   the   relative   independence   of  
their   churches   offers   them   the   possibility   of   staying   together.1   These  
differences   of   teaching   and   practice   among   the   churches   may   well  
constitute  an  obstacle  to  closer  institutional  relations.  
29. There  are  some  differences  in  the  interpretation  of  sacraments.  
Regarding   the   sacraments,   Anglicans   and   Old   Catholics   affirm   the  
sacraments   of   baptism   and   eucharist   as   means   of   God’s   salvation.  
Whereas   all   Old   Catholics   further   acknowledge   the   traditional   five  
sacraments   of   the   Church,   Anglicans   disagree   about   the   status   of   the  
five  ‘commonly  called  sacraments’.2  
30. There   are   some   differences   in   the   matter   of   church   order.  
Although   Anglicans   and   Old   Catholics   adhere   to   the   principle   of   the  
bishop  as   ‘chief   pastor’   of  his   or  her  diocese,  Old  Catholics   emphasize  
more  strongly  than  Anglicans  the  principle  of  one  bishop  in  one  diocese:  
this   is   at   variance   with   the   Anglican   practice   of   appointing   suffragan  
and  ‘area’  bishops,  though  in  Anglican  polity  one  bishop  is  the  Ordinary  
in  each  diocese.  

                                                                                                                          
1  Notwithstanding  this,  in  2003  the  Polish  National  Catholic  Church  (PNCC)  left  
the   Union   of   Utrecht   over   various   issues   including   women’s   ordination.   The  
wider  reasons  for  the  rupture  cannot  be  dealt  with  here.    
2  See  Article  XXV  of  the  Thirty-‐Nine  Articles:  
‘Sacraments  ordained  of  Christ  be  not  only  badges  or  tokens  of  Christian  men’s  
profession,  but  rather  they  be  certain  sure  witnesses  and  effectual  signs  of  grace  
and  God’s  good  will  towards  us,  by  the  which  He  doth  work  invisibly  in  us,  and  
doth  not  only  quicken,  but  also  strengthen  and  confirm,  our  faith  in  Him.  There  
are   two   Sacraments   ordained   of   Christ   our   Lord   in   the  Gospel,   that   is   to   say,  
Baptism  and  the  Supper  of  the  Lord.  
Those  five  commonly  called  Sacraments,  that  is  to  say,  Confirmation,  Penance,  
Orders,  Matrimony,  and  Extreme  Unction,  are  not  to  be  counted  for  Sacraments  
of   the  Gospel,  being  such  as  have  grown  partly  of   the  corrupt   following  of   the  
Apostles,  partly  are  states  of  life  allowed  in  the  Scriptures;  but  yet  have  not  the  
like   nature   of   Sacraments   with   Baptism   and   the   Lord’s   Supper,   for   that   they  
have  not  any  visible  sign  or  ceremony  ordained  of  God.  
The  Sacraments  were  not  ordained  of  Christ  to  be  gazed  upon  or  to  be  carried  
about,  but  that  we  should  duly  use  them.  And  in  such  only  as  worthily  receive  
the  same,  have  they  a  wholesome  effect  or  operation:  but  they  that  receive  them  
unworthily,  purchase  to  themselves  damnation,  as  Saint  Paul  saith.’    
See  also  thesis  8  of  the  first  Bonn  Union  Conference  in  1874  [Bericht  1874  (as  in  
note  1),  17-‐18].    
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31. Some   differences   arise   from   contrasting   positions   in   the  
relationshi   between   Church   and   State.   Anglican   bishops   are   currently  
appointed  by  a  variety  of  means,   including  (in   the  Church  of  England)  
the   authority   of   the   Crown.   Following   Early   Church   tradition,   Old  
Catholic  bishops  are  elected  by  the  clergy  and  laity  of  the  diocese.  Since  
this  latter  practice  is  also  widespread  in  Anglicanism  outside  the  Church  
of   England,   however,   it   cannot   be   said   to   constitute   a   significant  
theological   obstacle.   In   most   of   the   countries   where   there   are   Old  
Catholic   Churches,   there   is   a   constitutional   separation   of   Church   and  
State,   though   the   actual   form   this   takes   differs   considerably   from  
country  to  country,  and  includes  some  situations  of  state  support  for  the  
church.   Anglicans   again   have   a   variety   of   different   Church-‐State  
contexts,   including   the   Established   (but   not   Erastian)   position   of   the  
Church  of  England.  

III.  Towards  a  common  mission  
32. The   Bonn   Agreement   was   concluded   by   members   of   both  
churches,   keenly   aware   of   common   elements   of   ecclesial   identity.  
Recently   it   has   become   evident   that   both   churches   face   common  
challenges  in  Europe,  and  need  each  other  as  they  seek  to  proclaim  the  
gospel  of  Jesus  Christ.  The  search  for  unity  therefore  is  not  or  should  not  
be   merely   an   optional   extra   to   ordinary   church   life,   or   the  
preoccupation   of   a   coterie   of   specialists,   but   is   a   condition   of   the  
Church’s  witness   to   the  world.  Positively,  Christians  pray  with   Jesus   to  
the  Father   in   John  20.22  that   ‘The  glory  that  you  have  given  me  I  have  
given  them,  so  that  they  may  be  one,  as  we  are  one’.  Negatively,  they  say  
with  Jesus  in  Matthew  12.25  that  ‘Every  kingdom  divided  against  itself  is  
laid  waste,  and  no  city  or  house  divided  against   itself  will   stand’.  Thus  
ecclesiology   is   intrinsic   to   missiology,   and   vice   versa—   missio   Dei,  
missio  ecclesiae.  
33. This  holistic  understanding  of  mission  and  ecclesiology  can  be  
illustrated  from  the  threefold  formula  martyria,  leitourgia  and  diakonia.  
This   goes   back   to   the   ideal-‐typical   description   of   the   Christian  
community   in   Jerusalem   in   Acts   2.42-‐47.   Martyria   expresses   the  
Church’s  witness,   in   and   for   the  world,   to  God’s   salvation   through  his  
Son  Jesus  Christ  and  by  the  Holy  Spirit.  The  Church  fulfils  this  calling  in  
preaching  the  Gospel  and  in  proclaiming  the  need  for  believers  to  follow  
Jesus   by   living   out   his   message   of   reconciliation   and   redemption.  
Leitourgia  refers  to  the  coming  together  of  the  faithful  as  a  congregation  
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to   give   praise   and   glory   to   God   through   hearing   the   Holy   Scriptures,  
through   praying   to   God,   and   through   celebrating   the   Eucharist.  
Diakonia   is   the   service   of   the   Church   to   the   needy,   following   Christ’s  
calling  to  be  servant  of  all.1  This  threefold  formula  must  include  all  that  
is  conventionally  understood  as  mission:  the  proclamation  of  the  Gospel  
occurs   not   only   in   specific   acts   of   witness   (martyria),   but   also   in   the  
worshipping   life   of   the   congregation   as   praise   is   offered   back   to   God  
(leiturgia),  and  in  the  service  the  Church  offers  to  the  world  (diakonia)  
in  fulfillment  of  its  calling  to  exemplify  the  love  of  Christ.  
34. According   to   this   threefold   formula,   then,   Christian   faith   is  
intrinsically   confessional,   sacramental   and   social.  The  Church   is   called  
as   a   community   of   faith   to   a   mission   which   resists   the   world’s  
absolutizing   of   individualism,   materialism   and   injustice.   But   this  
vocation   is   more   complex   and   yet   more   necessary   than   ever   when  
Christians  can  no  longer  be  confident  that  they  are  anything  other  than  
a  minority  voice.  Secularization,  at   least  as  commonly  understood,  has  
carried   with   it   many   things   which   have   worked   to   the   benefit   of  
Christians,   including   religious   freedom   and   the   ending   of   intolerance  
towards  various  minorities.  Yet  even  in  those  many  situations  in  Europe  
where   ‘believing  without  belonging’   is  a   feature  of  society  and  marks  a  
residual,   if  nevertheless  real,  substratum  of  Christian  belief,   the  task  of  
the  Church  is  contested  and  controversial.2  Anglicans  and  Old  Catholics  
thus   face   common   challenges   in   mission   arising   from   a   common  
context.3   It   can   no   longer   be   assumed   that   the   historic   attitudes,  
assumptions,   and   certainties   which   once   ensured   that   our   churches  
fulfilled  a  significant  social   role,  will  enable   them  to  sustain  even  their  
recent  level  of  resources  and  activities.  
35. There   are   three   factors   above   all   that   have   intensified   the  
missionary   challenges   facing   Anglicans   and   Old   Catholics,   at   least   in  
Europe   today.   First,   the   nations   and   economies   had   become   more  
connected   through  globalization.  This   requires  Christians   to   recognize  

                                                                                                                          
1  See  the  Preamble  of  the  Statute,  3.3.    
2  Grace  Davie,  Religion  in  Britain  since  1945:  Believing  without  Belonging  (Oxford,  
1994).  
3   See   the   forthcoming   proceedings   of   the   International   Anglican  Old  Catholic  
Theologians’   Conference   in   2011   with   the   title   ‘Belonging   Together   in   Europe.  
Ecclesiology   and   Mission   in   Today’s   Europe’,   published   in   IKZ   2012.      At   this  
conference  a  draft  version  of  this  statement  was  discussed.    
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and  articulate  more  clearly  than  ever  before  their  interdependency  and  
their  mission  to  give  a  common  witness  in  a  secularized  culture  fraught  
with  religious   tension.   In   this  situation  unity  cannot  be  conceived  as  a  
static  goal,  but  as  an  evolving  network.  This  presents   the  possibility  of  
more  immediate  and  fluid  relations  between  different  local  contexts  and  
regional,  national  or  international  church  structures  than  once  was  the  
case.1  Second,  there  is  Britain’s,  and  the  Church  of  England’s,  increasing  
interest  in  Europe  with  its  opportunities  and  its  readily  available  allies.2  
Third—as   noted   above—Anglican   congregations   on   the   European  
continent   have   become   more   firmly   rooted,   matched   by   the   more  
intensive   contact   that   Old   Catholic   churches   have   had   with   their  
Anglican  neighbours.  
36. In   summary,   for   both   Anglicans   and   Old   Catholics   there   is   a  
deep   awareness   of   the   constraints   our   churches   face   today.   The  
changing   position   of   the   churches   has   forced   a   reassessment   of   their  
status  within  society.  The  Old  Catholic  churches  are  here  in  a  different  
position   from   the   Church   of   England,   since   they   have   been   minority  
churches  since  they  first  came  into  existence  as  churches.  They  are  also  
historic   churches,   which   share   many   of   the   characteristics   of   a  
Volkskirche,   like   the   Church   of   England,   and   therefore   face   the   same  
problems.   This   changing   position   indicates   that   mission,   in   the  
‘narrower’   sense  of   spiritual  conversion,   is  central   to   the  Church’s  very  
being  as  servant  of  Christ  in  the  world.  Similarly,  mission  in  its  ‘broader’  
sense  of  the  missio  Dei,  the  involvement  of  God  in  his  creation  through  
the   redeeming   life   and  work  of   Jesus  Christ,   is   something   in  which  all  
members   of   the   Church   are   called   to   participate.3   True   to   the   Biblical  
and  sacramental  traditions  of  both  Anglicans  and  Old  Catholics,  we  can  
affirm   the   Church   as   a   divinely-‐grounded   community   of   discipleship,  
                                                                                                                          
1  Here  we   refer   in   passing   to   the   influence   of  what   in  German   is   described   as  
Lokalkirchenekklesiologie,  and  which  is  related  to  the  cluster  of  insights  brought  
together,   for   example,   in   J.   Reader   &   C.R.   Baker   (eds),   Entering   the   New  
Theological   Space.   Blurred   Encounters   of   Faith,   Politics   and   Community  
(Farnham,  2009).  
2  See,  for  example,  GS  1548,  The  Church  of  England  and  Europe.  A  Report  by  the  
Mission  and  Public  Affairs  Council  and   the  Council  of  Christian  Unity   (London,  
2003).  
3  In  the  Church  of  England,  the  most  obvious,  recent  fruit  of  this  insistence  has  
been  the  report  Mission-‐shaped  Church:  Church  planting  and  fresh  expressions  of  
Church  in  a  changing  context  (2004).  
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called  to  proclaim  the  Gospel  in  each  generation.  Both  the  structure  of  
the  Church  and  her  entire  missionary  activity  in  martyria,  leitourgia  and  
diakonia   are   intimately   related,   as   complementary   (and   indeed  
inseparable)   dimensions   of   ecclesial   reality.   Anglicans   and   Old  
Catholics,  for  this  reason,  can  fully  concur  with  the  summary  offered  by  
The  Nature  and  Mission  of  the  Church:  ‘The  Church  is  the  community  of  
people  called  by  God  who,  through  the  Holy  Spirit,  are  united  with  Jesus  
Christ   and   sent   as   disciples   to   bear   witness   to   God’s   reconciliation,  
healing  and  transformation  of  creation’.1  
37. Although  the  existing  unity  of  Anglicans  and  Old  Catholics  has  
already  produced  shared  mission  projects,  there  is  not  as  yet  a  common  
overall   programme   of   mission.   There   are   plenty   of   suitable   resources  
and  much   that   both   churches   can   do   together   in   mission,   and  much  
that  would  be  done  better   together.   In   the  broader  sense   this   includes  
representing   the   love   of   God   for   his   creation   and   embodying   it   in  
activity   for   the   greater   good   of   all   humanity.   In   the   narrower   sense  
(touched  on   above)   it   includes  bringing  new  people   to   faith   in  Christ.  
Together,   Anglicans   and   Old   Catholics   could   commit   themselves   to  
finding  ways  of  combining  and  then  extending  their  work  of  evangelism  
on  the  continent  of  Europe,  and  elsewhere  in  the  world.  In  some  areas  
this  might  involve  local  churches  joining  together  in  specific  initiatives.  
Overall,   it   might   involve   regional   or   continental   mission   bodies,  
committed  to  sharing  experience  and  to  developing  joint  strategies.  

IV.  Conclusion  
38. This   statement   seeks   to   describe   the   ecclesiological   basis   on  
which   closer   cooperation   in   institutional   features   and   in   mission  
between  Anglicans  and  Old  Catholics  could  be  articulated.  We  therefore  
looked  at  the  Bonn  Agreement  and  the  development  of  the  relationship  
of   the   two   churches   since   1931   (nrs.   3-‐23),   we   described   the   existing  
diversity   within   the   unity   of   the   two   churches   (nrs.   24-‐31)   and   we  
formulated   some   programmatical   points   by   which   the   two   churches  
could  manifest  their  unity  in  common  mission  (nrs.  32-‐36).    
39. In   our   secularized   and   globalized   world   we   see   the   need   for  
Anglicans   and  Old  Catholics   to  develop   closer   relationships,   especially  
on   the   local   level   of   congregations   and   parishes.   In   this   way   our  
churches   could   manifest   more   clearly   the   unity   the   Bonn   Agreement  
                                                                                                                          
1  The  Nature  and  the  Mission  of  the  Church,  para  111.  
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presupposes,  complement  the  already  existing  collaboration  at  the  level  
of  churchleaders  and  in  ecumenical  bodies,  and  stimulate  participation  
of  all  their  members  in  common  mission,  especially  in  Europe.  In  doing  
so  we  hope  to  contribute  to  a  model  for  a  political  unity  in  diversity  in  
Europe.  We   see   a   closer   relationship   on   the   local   level   as   a   necessary  
precondition  for  the  development  of  more  organizational  structures  on  
a  higher  level  that  would  strengthen  our  existing  unity  and  our  common  
efforts  to  contribute  to  the  proclamation  of  the  gospel.  
40. We   therefore   first   call   upon   all   members   of   our   churches   to  
look   for   opportunities   to   come   together   in   prayer   and   worship,   in  
common   witness   to   the   Gospel   and   in   joint   service   to   the   world,  
fulfilling  our  vocation  to   leitourgia,  martyria  and  diakonia.   In  doing  so,  
our   churches   will   grow   in   mutual   trust   and   understanding,   and   will  
strengthen  their  own  existing  unity.  Thus  the  unity  shared  by  Anglicans  
and   Old   Catholics   will   contribute   to   the   worldwide   unity   of   all  
Christians,  in  accordance  with  the  prayer  of  Jesus  to  his  heavenly  Father:  
‘that   they   may   be   one,   as   we   are   one’   (John   17,   22).  We   also   ask   our  
bishops,   together  with   their   clergy   and   lay   leaders   and   theologians,   to  
commit  themselves  to  find  a  visible  form  for  the  communion  which  our  
churches   already   share.  This   visible   form  will   serve   the  mission  of   the  
Church,  and  be  in  itself  an  expression  of  our  shared  faith  in  the  Triune  
God  and  the  holiness  of  his  Church.  
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Interchurch  and  Interfaith  Relations.  Seventh-‐day  Adventist  Statements  
and  Documents,  Stefan  Höschele  (Frankfurt:  Lang,  2010),  pp.  185.  
The  tenth  volume  of  ‘Adventistica’,  Peter  Lang’s  series  on  Seventh-‐day  
Adventist   History   and   Theology,   offers   us   a   collection   of   over   forty  
statements   and   documents   on   Interchurch   and   Interfaith   Relations  
spanning  nearly   150  years  of  SDA  history.  The  collection   is   compiled  
by  Dr  Stefan  Höschele,  lecturer  at  the  German  SDA  institute  of  higher  
learning,  Theologische  Hochschule  Friedensau.  The  importance  of  this  
publication  is  acknowledged  by  chief  SDA  ecumenist  Bert  B.  Beach  in  
a  brief  foreword.  
      The  volume  opens  with  a  three-‐page  introduction  in  which  Höschele  
explains   the   ambivalence  which   characterises   Seventh-‐day  Adventist  
involvement  in  interchurch  and  interfaith  relations.  While  her  strong  
sense   of   a   particular   missionary   calling   towards   all   of   mankind—
including  other  Christians—makes  her  hesitant  to  participate  fully  in  
the   ecumenical   movement,   the   SDA   Church   is   well   aware   of   her  
Protestant   identity   and   open   to   a   positive   relationship   with  
committed  Christians  of  other  backgrounds.  The  collected  documents  
attest   in   different   ways   to   this   characterisation,   which   has   matured  
over  time.  
      The   collection   is  divided   into   three  parts.  Part   I   is   the   longest   and  
contains   official   SDA   resolutions,   statements   and   other   texts  
concerning   interchurch  relations.  The  earliest  documents  (1867-‐1930)  
reflect  SDA  responses  to  confrontations  with  other  Christian  churches  
and   movements   both   in   North   America   and   in   mission   fields.  
Thereafter,   several   documents   attest   to   a   search   for   a   good   attitude  
towards  other  Christians  based  on  Adventist  theological  self-‐reflection  
(1930-‐1996).  In  a  later  stage,  statements  have  been  drawn  up  regarding  
specific   Christian   communities,   ecumenism   and   possibilities   of   joint  
witness  (1985-‐2003).  It  is  interesting  to  read  throughout  how  the  SDA  
church   has   struggled   with   these   matters.   While   the   (semi-‐)official  
voices  usually  exhibit  an  open  yet  self-‐conscious  spirit,  they  regularly  
react  or  refer  to  less  open-‐minded  attitudes  at  the  ground  level.  
      Part   II   is   a   collection   of   reports   on   dialogues—some   official   and  
some   non-‐official—between   Seventh-‐day   Adventists   and   repres-‐
entatives   from   the  World   Council   of   Churches,   the   Lutheran  World  
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Federation,  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  in  Poland,  the  World  Alliance  
of  Reformed  Churches,   and   the  World  Evangelical  Alliance,  between  
1970   and   2007.   Although   foci   and   aims   of   these   documents   differ  
substantially,   a   maturing   SDA   ecumenical   attitude   is   clearly  
recognizable.  
      Part   III   deals   with   interfaith   relations   and   shows   that   the   SDA  
Church   has   in   the   last   generation   started   to   think   through  
theologically  and  politically  what  should  be  her  attitude  towards  non-‐
Christian  communities.  Apart  from  three  short  paragraphs  from  Ellen  
White’s  writings   and  one   1980   text,   all   statements  date   from   1995  or  
later.   Interfaith   dialogue   is   apparently   being   prepared   by   different  
SDA  Committees  but  not  yet  officially  taking  place.  
      Höschele  is  to  be  commended  for  his  judicious  introductions  to  each  
part   and   to   each   document.   Very   concisely,   Höschele   points   to  
particularities   of   singular   documents   and   evolutions   throughout   but  
refrains   from   giving   personal   reflections,   rare   exceptions   aside.   The  
only   element   which   this   very   informative   collection   is  missing   from  
the  perspective  of  the  critical  reader  is  Höschele’s  rationale  behind  his  
selection   of   excerpts   selected   as   ‘typical’   or   ‘representative’   of   Ellen  
White’s   thinking   on   the   subject.   Throughout   the   book,   footnotes  
indicate   sources   and   refer   to   more   elaborate   or   interpretative  
publications,   and   a   selected   bibliography   with   English   and   German  
references  is  offered  in  the  final  pages.  
      This  collection  is  the  first  of  its  kind  with  a  focus  on  the  SDA  Church  
and   is   a   must-‐read,   not   only   for   the   Adventist   but   also   for   the   21st  
century   ecumenist,   as   it   offers   interesting   insights   into   the  potential  
and   particularities   of   ecumenical   involvement   by   revivalist  
movements  and  churches.  

Jelle  Creemers,  Evangelical  Theological  Faculty,  Leuven.  
  
Vous  Donc,  priez  ainsi.  Le  Notre  Père,  itinéraire  pour  la  conversion  des  
Églises.  Groupe  des  Dombes  (Bayard,  2011),  pp.  189,  16  €.  
Despite,  or,  perhaps  because  of   its  unofficial   status,   the   francophone  
ecumenical   dialogue   Groupe   des   Dombes,   founded   in   1937   by   the  
Abbé   Paul   Couturier   and   Pasteur   Baumlin,   has   provided   constant  
inspiration   and   stimulus   to   all   ecumenists.   It   has   been   able   to   say  
things   that  official  dialogue  committees  did  not  yet   feel   ready   to   say  
but   which   needed   to   be   pondered.   In   some   cases,   it   has   certainly  
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influenced   later   more   general   developments   within   the   Ecumenical  
Movement.  
      For   much   of   its   earlier   history,   the   Groupe   dealt   with   the   staple  
topics   of   bilateral   dialogue   between   the   Roman   Catholic   and   the  
major   reformation   churches,   making   fruitful   suggestions   for  
theological   convergence.1  With   the   appearance,   in   1991,   of   its  widely  
translated   report,  For   the  Conversion  of   the  Churches,   it   launched  an  
important  challenge  to  all  Christians  and  their  particular  churches  for  
conversion—deeper   personal   conversion   of   each   disciple   to   Christ,  
ecclesial  conversion  with  the  implication  that  each  church  needed  to  
rid  itself  of  attitudes  and  prejudices  that  prevented  it  from  recognising  
the   truly   Christian   values   of   other   communions,   and   collective  
conversion   of   all   Christians   together   to   a   deeper   catholicity   as   the  
vocation  of  the  one  and  only  universal  Church  of  Christ.  
      These  themes  have  been  particularly  taken  up  within  the  context  of  
a   profound   study  of   the  Lord’s  Prayer   and   its   direct   implications   for  
the  search   for  unity.  This   is  especially  appropriate  since   it   is   the  one  
prayer   specifically   given   by   the   Lord   to   His   Church.   As   such   it   is  
almost   always   used   in   any   public   service   of   any   denomination,  
including  those  that  otherwise  resist  liturgical  and  set  prayer  out  of  a  
fear  of  formalism.    
      This   text   includes   careful   examination   of   the   Jewish   and   biblical  
background   to   the   prayer   plus   a   history   of   the  ways   in  which   it   has  
been  used  and  understood  across   the  ages  both  before   and  after   the  
Reformation.  Of  particular  interest  and  significance  for  contemporary  
ecumenism   are   the   first   and   fourth   chapters   plus   the   concluding  
meditation  and  prayer.    
      The   overall   aim   of   the   Groupe’s   exercise   is   set   out   at   the   very  
beginning   of   the   first   chapter.   It   is   to   explore   how   a   profound  
meditation  upon   the  Lord’s  Prayer  can  give   increased  momentum  to  
the  search   for  unity.   ‘Meditation  on  and  praying  of   the  Lord’s  Prayer  
together  reveals  both  our  common  Christian  identity  and  the  forms  of  
conversion  to  which  both  our  churches  and  ourselves  are  called.’  
      The   Groupe   is   quite   clear   that   Christian   identity   at   every   level,  
personal,   confessional   (in   terms   of   the   separated   communions)   and  
ecclesial,  at  the  level  of  the  one  Church  of  Christ,  is  both  gift  and  task.  

                                                                                                                          
1   See  Pour   la   communion   des   eglises.   L’apport   du  Groupe   des  Dombes   (1987)  
and  Clifford,  C.  The  Groupe  des  Dombes.  A  Dialogue  of  Conversion  (2005).  
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It  is  a  matter  of  relationship,  involving  service,  self-‐emptying  and  the  
stripping   away   of   one’s   selfish   ego.   It   involves   total   submission   of  
one’s   will   to   God’s,   and   a   judgement   upon   all   personal   and  
confessional  ideals  in  the  light  of  the  coming  Kingdom.  
      It   is   stressed   that   no   one   confessional   church,   rooted   as   it   is   in  
particular   historical   ways   of   thinking,   can   identify   itself   purely   and  
simply  with  the  Church  of  Christ.  Its  identity  must  always  be  open  to  
profounder   conversion.   Readers   are   reminded   of   the   subtlety   of   the  
temptation  of  confessionalism,  experienced  sometimes  even  by  those  
committed  to  and  practising  dialogue.   Individual  conversion   is  never  
complete  in  this  life.  Ecclesial  conversion  will  only  be  complete  when  
each   currently   separated   communion   becomes   truly   Church   in   the  
context   of   recognising   the   full   ‘churchliness’   of   the   others.   In   the  
meantime,   a   dual   process   of   discernment   is   needed   within   each  
communion,  of   renunciation  of   attitudes   that   are   insufficiently  open  
to   other   dimensions   of   the   truth   alongside   a   positive   appraisal   of  
elements  from  within  one’s  own  tradition  that  can  genuinely  serve  the  
legitimate  pluriformity  of  the  Church.  
      We  have   to   recognise   every   time  we   say   the   Lord’s   Prayer   that  we  
are  expressing  in  faith,  hope  and  love,  realities  that  have  not  yet  been  
realised.  Reciting  the  prayer  opens  the  way  to  the   indispensable  step  
of  repentance.    
      Such   observations   should   help   us   to   remember   the   necessarily  
provisional  state  of  each  of  our  churches.  It  is  easy  to  forget  that  none  
of  our  churches  is  exactly  where  it  was  a  couple  of  generations  ago,  let  
alone   at  much   earlier   periods.  We   are   still   pilgrim   church   in   via.   To  
use   the   language   of   Dei   Verbum,   the   promises   of   God   are   not   yet  
completely  fulfilled  in  us.1  Yves  Congar  used  to  talk  of  the  need  to  be  
loyal  both   to   the  achieved  degree  of  catholicity   in   the  Church  whilst  
still   anticipating   its   further   enrichment   in   the   future.   It   should   be  
possible   both   for   those   churches   (Roman   Catholic   and   Orthodox)  
which   claim   that   the   one  Church   of  Christ   subsists   in   them   and   for  
those  churches  which  only  claim  to  be  part  of   the  Universal  Body   to  
accept   the   possibility   of   a   future   convergence   upon   a   yet   fuller  

                                                                                                                          
1  Dei  Verbum,  para  8.  
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catholicity,   a   point   well   made   by   the   Catholic   bishops   during   the  
Called  to  Be  One  Process  in  England.1  
      The  point  about  conversion  to  a  fuller  catholicity  is  reiterated  at  the  
beginning   of   chapter   4:   ‘The   Lord’s   Prayer.   A   Route   Map   for  
Conversion’.  We  are  reminded  both  of  St  John’s  statement  that   ‘what  
we   are   to   be   has   not   yet   been   revealed’   (1   John   3:2)   and   of   the  
challenge  from  the  one  Father  to  the  Christian  community  to  ‘render  
concrete  and  visible  the  communion  already  given  to  the  brothers  and  
sisters’.  We  are  reminded  that  the  coming  of  the  Kingdom,  for  which  
we  pray,   ‘will  overwhelm  our  values,   transform  our  expectations  and  
go  beyond  our  hopes’.  In  such  a  spirit  each  church  can  be   ‘decentred  
from   itself   and   centred   upon   what   it   should   be   in   the   coming  
kingdom’.  Great  stress  is  laid  upon  the  prayer  for  forgiveness.  Refusal  
to  forgive  others  implies  a  rejection  of  the  forgiveness  offered  to  us  by  
God.   The   plea   not   to   be   led   into   temptation   implies   ‘a   real   interior  
poverty’  on  the  part  of  each  one  of  us.  
      Towards   the   end   of   the   chapter,   important   practical   points   are  
made.  It  is  vital  to  see  that  the  real  gains  of  the  Ecumenical  Movement  
are   handed   on   to   the   next   generation.   The   churches   must   avoid  
becoming   turned   in   on   themselves   or   being   discouraged   by   the  
problems  still  to  be  faced.  Above  all,  the  gains  of  the  Movement  must  
become  fully  part  of  the  life  of  our  churches.  
      Bold  challenges  are  made.   It   is   regretted   that   the   Joint  Declaration  
on  Justification  has  not  yet  been  followed  up  by  a  common  declaration  
on   the   sacraments   which   are   ‘the   celebration,   par   excellence,   of  
justification   by   faith’.   The   progress   on   the   eucharist   in   Roman  
Catholic   dialogues   with   Anglicans,   Lutherans   and   Reformed   should  
make  it  possible  for  Roman  Catholics  to  receive  communion  in  these  
churches.  
      In  the  final  meditation  at  the  end  of  the  report,  we  read  this  prayer:  
‘Keep  us  from  believing  that  unity  should  consist  in  the  absorption  of  
one   church   by   another   or,   contrariwise,   of   becoming   nothing   more  
than  an  association  of  diverse  churches.’  This  last  point  should  satisfy  
Cardinal  Koch  that  the  Protestants  in  the  Groupe  seek  true  unity.  

                                                                                                                          
1   In   their   response  to   the  CTBO  questionnaire,   the  Catholic  bishops  stressed  
that   they   did   not   envisage   an   ecclesiology   of   return   but   rather   a   common  
going  forward  to  a  new  and  fuller  catholicity  in  unity.  
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      This   is   an   impressive   and   deeply   spiritual   work,   worthy   of   its  
original  founders.  It  is  impossible  to  do  justice  to  it  in  a  short  review.  
It  is  devoutly  to  be  hoped  that  it  will  soon  be  translated  into  English.  
In   it   the   Groupe   has   deepened   its   own   understanding   of   Christian  
conversion  with  the  aid  of  the  prayer  Christ  taught  us.  

David  Carter,  Methodist  local  preacher,  Bristol  
  
The  Trinitarian  Vision   of   Jonathan  Edwards   and  David  Coffey,   Steven  
M.   Studebaker,   (Amherst,   NY:   Cambria,   2011),   pp.   356,   $119.99  
(hardcover).  
On  the  surface,  the  reader  might  consider  this  book  to  be  a  historical  
study   of   two   theologians   and   their   trinitarian   theology:   Jonathan  
Edwards,   perhaps   the   most   well-‐known   figure   in   North   American  
Evangelicalism,  and  David  Coffey,  a  Roman  Catholic  theologian  well-‐
established   in   contemporary   trinitarian   thought.   Indeed,   the   goal   of  
this  volume  aims  at  the  recovery  of  historical  sources  that  contribute  
to   the   renewal   of   the   doctrine   of   the   Trinity   in   contemporary  
evangelical   theology.   Edwards   and   Coffey   serve   as   dialogue   partners  
who  draw  substantially  from  the  Augustinian  trinitarian  tradition  and  
who   modify   contemporary   ways   of   thinking   about   Christ,   the   Holy  
Spirit,   and   grace.   Nonetheless,   the   first   pages   make   immediately  
apparent   that   this   comparison  unfolds   on   a  much   larger   ecumenical  
trajectory  than  a  purely  historical  evaluation.  The  Trinitarian  Vision  of  
Jonathan   Edwards   and   David   Coffey   is   an   exemplary   study   of  
ecumenical   scholarship   that   is   based  on   rigorous  historical   research,  
systematic   theological   know-‐how,   and   the   desire   for   critical   and  
constructive  dialogue.  
      Studebaker   comes   with   excellent   credentials   for   this   undertaking,  
including   his   dissertation   and   several   monographs   on   Edwards   and  
first-‐hand  experience  as  a  student  of  Coffey.  It  is  clear  that  the  author  
believes  to  have  found  similarities  in  both  figures  that  bear  significant  
implications   for   contemporary   thought   in   both   the   evangelical   and  
the   Catholic   traditions.   Among   these   parallels   is   above   all   the  
preservation   and   modification   of   the   Augustinian   mutual   love  
tradition,   arguably   the   most   influential   model   for   contemporary  
trinitarian   thought.   Edwards   and   Coffey   emphasize   the   constitutive  
role  of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  the  Incarnation,  and  both  therefore  propose  
a  distinctly  pneumatological  and  trinitarian  Christology.  Furthermore,  
for   both   theologians,   the   identity   of   Jesus   Christ   as   person   derives  
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from  the  subsistence  of   the  divine  Son  in  and  through  his  humanity.  
For  Studebaker,  these  parallels  form  a  reliable  basis  for  contemporary  
Spirit   Christology   that   helps   construct   a   trinitarian   vision   of  
redemption   that   is   relational   and   transformational   as   well   as   a  
theology  of  religions  that  speaks  of  salvation  beyond  the  boundaries  of  
Christianity.  
      The   six   chapters   of   the   book   can   be   attributed   to   the   three  
intentions  of   the  study.  The   first  part  presents   the  historical  analysis  
of  Edwards’   and  Coffey’s  use  of   the  Augustinian   trinitarian   tradition.  
Chapter   1   outlines   that   tradition   by   presenting   the   thought   of  
Augustine  and  its  later  representation  by  Thomas  Aquinas.  Chapter  2  
shows   the   trinitarian   vision   (note   the   singular   in   the   title)   of   the  
Augustinian  model   reflected   in   the   thought   of   Edwards   and   Coffey.  
Located  within  a  shared  historical   trinitarian  tradition,  both  thinkers  
are   presented   as   innovators   of   a   way   beyond   the   stereotype   of  
juxtaposing  Western  and  Eastern  trinitarianism.    
      Chapters  3  and  4  mark  a  second  portion  of   the  book  with   focus  on  
the   points   of   convergence   between   both   thinkers   in   the   areas   of  
Christology,   pneumatology,   and   grace.   Chapter   3   focuses   on   Spirit  
Christology  and  Chapter  4  on   the  pneumatological   concept  of  grace.  
In   these   chapters   emerges   a   theological   basis   for   the   ecumenical  
conversation   between   Evangelicals   and   Catholics,   since   for   both  
thinkers  grace  is  the  gift  of  the  Holy  Spirit  and  salvation  is  explicated  
in  terms  of  fellowship  with  the  trinitarian  God.    
      The  last  two  chapters  comprise  the  concluding  constructive  portion  
of   the  book.  On   the  basis   of   the   theology  developed   in   the  previous  
chapters,  Studebaker  now  proposes  a  trinitarian  vision  of  redemption  
that   integrates   and   appropriates   Edwards’   and   Coffey’s   Spirit  
Christology  and  pneumatological  concept  of  grace  (Chapter  5)  as  well  
as   a   theology   of   religions   based   on   the   notion   of   the   Spirit   as   grace  
that   allows   for   an   interpretation   of   religions   in   terms   of   the  
redemptive   presence   of   God’s   Spirit   (Chapter   6).   A   brief   epilogue  
concludes  the  book.  
      The  Augustinian  trinitarian  model  illustrates  the  Trinity  with  mental  
images   that   identify   the   subsistence   of   the   Son   in   terms   of   the  
generation   of   the   intellect   of   the   Father   and   the   procession   of   the  
Holy  Spirit  in  terms  of  the  will  and  subsistence  of  the  mutual  love  of  
the  Father  and  the  Son.  The  divine  economy  reflects  these  immanent  
processions.   In  continuity  with   this   tradition,  Studebaker   shows   that  
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Edwards  and  Coffey  appropriate  and  modify   the  Augustinian  mutual  
love   model   in   a   surprisingly   similar   manner.   The   result   is   a  
Christology   that   elevates   pneumatology   within   a   strong   trinitarian  
framework.   Despite   their   divergent   theological   traditions,   Edwards  
and   Coffey   not   only   illustrate   a   common   way   of   integrating   the  
doctrines  of  Christ,  the  Spirit,  and  the  Trinity,  but  also  show  a  similar  
vision  of  the  nature  of  grace  as  the  gift  of  the  Spirit.  This  ecumenical  
convergence   between   evangelical   and   Catholic   theology   forms   the  
basis   for   Studebaker’s   broader   attempt   to   construct   an   ecumenical  
and  transformative  model  of  redemption  and  an  evangelical  theology  
of  religions.  
      Edwards   and   Coffey   offer   a   theological   model   of   redemption  
emerging   from   a   trinitarian   and   incarnational   paradigm   that  
emphasizes   relational   and   transformational   elements   in   place   of   the  
traditional   forensic   and   moral   notions   of   justification   dominant  
among   Evangelicals.   In   the   relational   model,   human   beings   stand  
alienated   from   God   and   one   another.   The   redemption   brought   by  
Christ  addresses  this  estrangement  as  an  interpersonal  and  relational  
rather   than   judicial   problem.   Redemption   restores   the   relationship  
between   human   persons   and   a   trinitarian   God   through   the   love  
offered  by  the  Father  in  Jesus  Christ  and  through  the  Holy  Spirit.  This  
trinitarian   vision   integrates   the  work  of  Christ   and  of   the   Spirit   as   a  
work  of  God  that  is  irreducibly  Christological  and  pneumatological.  As  
the  Spirit  unites  the  human  nature  of  Jesus  with  the  divine  person  of  
the  Son,  so  also  the  same  Spirit  brings  human  persons  into  union  with  
the  Son  and  the  Father.  
      The  same  vision  of  reconciliation  also  marks  Studebaker’s  approach  
to  a  trinitarian  theology  of  religions.  Christ  remains  the  sole  mediator  
of  redemption,  but  the  trinitarian  vision  at  the  heart  of  this  book  with  
its  strong  pneumatological  center  opens  room  for  participation  among  
all   religions   in   fellowship   with   God   and   one   another   through   the  
Spirit.   Based   on   the   thought   of   Edwards   and   Coffey,   Studebaker  
suggests  that  all  authentic  religions  originate  from  participation  in  the  
fellowship   of   God.   The   integration   of   Spirit   Christology,   a  
pneumatological   theology   of   grace,   and   a   pneumatological  
anthropology  create  an   inclusive  theology  of  religions  marked  by  the  
potential   for   people   to   experience   the   grace   of   Christ   through   the  
Holy  Spirit  in  the  contexts  of  non-‐Christian  traditions.  
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      The  strength  of  Studebaker’s  study  is  its  multifarious  character  as  a  
historical,   ecumenical,   and   constructive   theological   pursuit   of   the  
doctrine  of  the  Trinity.  His  understanding  of  Edwards  and  Coffey  is  as  
impressive   as   the   quality   of   his   presentation   of   both   theologians.  
Students  of  Edwards  and  Coffey  as  well  as  those  not  familiar  with  both  
thinkers   will   benefit   from   the   succinct,   clear,   and   well-‐documented  
chapters.   Studebaker   has   gone   to   great   lengths   to   make   the  
ecumenical   implications   of   this   study   clear.   His   reading   of   the   two  
central   figures  is  genuine  and  accepting.  At  the  same  time,  the  study  
offers   a   variety   of   critical   theological   questions   that   remain   to   be  
answered  by  contemporary  ecumenical  dialogue  that  is  often  occupied  
with   anything   but   the   doctrine   of   God.   Studebaker’s   constructive  
talents   shine   not   only   in   the   appropriation   of   basic   Protestant   logic  
and  contemporary  evangelical  thought  as  well  as  the  interpretation  of  
Coffey’s  dense  theological  argument  but  particularly  in  the  use  of  the  
latter   to   illuminate   the   former.   This   ecumenical   feat   deserves  
recognition   as   a   principle   for   ecumenical   theology   beyond   the  
confines  of  the  book.  
      Although   some   areas   of   Edwards   and   Coffey   have   not   been  
examined,  as  for  example  their  respective  views  on  justification  or  the  
discernment   of   the   Spirit(s)   in   non-‐Christian   religions,   Studebaker’s  
work  suggests  that  the  proposal  of  an  inclusivist  theology  of  religions  
is   more   foundational   to   the   agenda   of   contemporary   evangelical  
thought.   The   more   fundamentalist   quarters   of   Evangelicalism   will  
doubtlessly   disagree   with   this   proposal,   particularly   as   those   groups  
also   tend   to   be   less   ecumenical.   Moreover,   from   that   perspective,  
Coffey’s   contemporary   Spirit   Christology  may   seem   to   dominate   the  
historical   interpretation   of   Edwards’   thought.   The   reliance   on  
neoscholastic   categories   among   many   Catholics   today   is  
understandable;   nonetheless,   the   acceptance   of   such   categories   by  
contemporary  Evangelicals   is  highly  questionable.  The   compatibility,  
as  Studebaker  suggests,  is  not  strictly  a  theological  problem  that  may  
be   resolved   by   appropriate   trinitarian   dialogue.   The   theological  
conversation  is  rather  at  heart  an  ecumenical  challenge.  To  that  end,  
evangelical   theologians   at  whom   the   book   is   directed  will   feel  more  
readily   addressed   by   Studebaker’s   study   despite   disagreements   than  
the   Catholic   side,   which   has   yet   to   engage   Edwards’   work   more  
broadly   and   critically.   The   trinitarian   vision   laid   out   in   this   book  
provides   the   ample   and   rich   groundwork   for   that   task.   It   is   a  
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progressive   evangelical   study   of   two   surprisingly   similar   theological  
figures   with   the   potential   to   shape   the   character   of   rigorous  
ecumenical  theological  conversation  into  the  foreseeable  future.    

Wolfgang  Vondey,  Regent  University  
  
Legal   Flexibility   and   the   Mission   of   the   Church:   Dispensation   and  
Economy  in  Ecclesiastical  Law,  Will  Adam  (Farnham,  Surrey:  Ashgate,  
2011)  pp.  243+xix,  £50.    
The  original  meaning  of  the  Latin  word  dispensatio  was  ‘to  distribute,  
or  to  deal  out  in  portions.’  In  classical  Roman  usage,  it  referred  to  an  
act   of   administration   by   a   steward   in   equitably   dividing   property;   it  
then   began   to   be   used   with   the   whole   system   of   administration   of  
goods   and   realty—it   received   a   specialised  meaning  with   regard   the  
distribution  of  medicine  to  the  poor  or  at  low  cost  (hence  the  modern  
word  ‘dispensary’).  In  the  modern  usage  of  the  word,  it  frequently  has  
the   sense   of   doing  without   (as   in   the  phrase,   ‘I   have  dispensed  with  
that’),  and  hence  has  come  to  mean  a  release  from  an  obligation  or  the  
performance  of  a  duty.  
      Its  traditional  description,  at  its  most  poetic,  was  ‘a  wounding  of  the  
law,’   or   the   relaxation   of   the   law   in   a   particular   case.   Within   the  
Western   Church,   dispensation   was   an   institute   of   the   Church   in  
service  of  both  the  people  and  of  justice;  it  also  gives  the  opportunity  
to  foster  experimentation  and  is  an  integral  part  of  the  organic  growth  
of  law.  
      Will  Adam  sets  out  for  himself  a  very  difficult  project  in  comparing  
the   usage   of   dispensation   in   the   Roman   Catholic   canonical   system,  
dispensation   within   the   Church   of   England,   and   oikonomia   in   the  
Orthodox  Churches.  As   is   to  be   expected   from  a   legal   scholar  of   the  
Church   of   England,   the   sections   on   the   use   of   dispensation   in   the  
Church  of  England  are  historically   full  and  engagingly  complete.  The  
comparative  nature  of  this  study  shows  how  dispensation  has  grown,  
developed,   and   changed   within   the   context   of   Anglicanism,   as   it  
converges   (and   diverges)   from   similar   institutes   in   the   Roman  
Catholic  and  Orthodox  systems  of  law  and  theology.  The  chapters  on  
the  ritualist  controversies  and  the  demise  of  the  1928  Book  of  Common  
Prayer  are  exceptionally  well  done.  
      There  are  several  paths  the  author  takes  in  this  book  that  may  need  
to   be   trimmed   up   a   bit,   however.   Adam   states,   several   times,   that  
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there   is   no   dispensation   from   the   natural   law.   While   some   of   the  
mediaeval   canonists  did  make   this   statement,   it   is   certainly  not   true  
within   the   Roman   Catholic   canonical   system   since   the   sixteenth  
century.   The   Roman   Pontiff   has   claimed,   in   virtue   of   his   vicarious  
power,   the   power   to   dispense   ‘from   divine   law,   whether   natural   or  
positive’   (Paul  VI,  De  episcoporum  muneribus   [15   June  1966],  V).  This  
claim   was   made   not   long   after   the   close   of   the   Second   Vatican  
Council,  in  response  to  the  Council’s  statement  that  a  diocesan  bishop  
has  all  of  the  power  ‘needed  for  the  exercise  of  his  pastoral  office’  (cf.  
Decree   concerning   the   Pastoral   Office   of   Bishops   in   the   Church  
Christus  Dominus  [28  October  1965],  8a).  At  least  in  part,  this  settled  
the  dispute  over  whether  the  diocesan  bishop’s  power  to  dispense  was  
part  of  his  office,  or  was  exercised  as  a  delegate  of  the  Roman  Pontiff.    
Paul   VI,   in   his   1966   apostolic   letter   on   the   dispensation   power   of  
bishops   cited   above,   listed   those   dispensations   whose   granting   he  
reserved  to  the  Roman  Pontiff,  and  added  that  the  Roman  Pontiff  also  
not   only   has   the   power   to,   but   in   fact   does,   dispense   from   divine  
positive  and  natural  law.  This  covers  such  cases  as  (relatively)  routine  
as  the  dispensation  from  sacramental  non-‐consummated  marriages  or  
from  non-‐sacramental  marriages  (usually  referred  to  as  dispensations  
from  marriage  ‘in  favour  of  the  faith’);  here  the  word  ‘dispensation’  is  
actually   synonymous   with   ‘dissolution.’   The   Roman   Pontiff   has   also  
exercised   this   power   in  more   significant   (and   certainly   less   routine)  
cases,   such   as   the   dispensation   from   the   marriage   impediment   of  
consanguinity  to  permit  a  brother  and  sister  to  marry  (Paul  VI  again,  
in  a  rescript  of  21  January  1977).  The  significant  phrase  here  is  that  the  
Roman  Pontiff  uses  his   ‘vicarious  power,’   i.e.   in  virtue  of  his  office  as  
Vicar   of   Christ;   this   is   thus   not   a   human   power,   either   granted   or  
limited  by  ecclesiastical  law.  
      A   very   interesting   road  not   taken  by   this   study   is   to   deal  with   the  
institute  of  ‘sanation’  in  canon  law,  which  closely  parallels  some  of  the  
effects  of  oikonomia.  It  has  been  in  use  in  the  West  since  Boniface  VIII  
at   the   beginning   of   the   fourteenth   century,   and   perhaps   since   the  
sixth  century.  This  in  many  ways  serves  as  a  post  factum  dispensation,  
i.e.   granting   to   an   invalid   action   a   retroactive   validity.   Sanation   is  
usually   associated   with   marriages,   in   which   a   marriage   which   is  
invalid,   for   example,   because   of   lack   of   canonical   form   or   an  
impediment   which   has   ceased   or   been   dispensed   may   be   declared  
valid.   It   is   not   restricted   to   the   convalidation   of   invalid   marriages,  
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however,  but  extends  to  all  those  things  that  fall  under  the  law  of  the  
Church.  Thus   it   is  possible   to  have  a   sanation  of   an   invalid   religious  
profession   in  a   religious   institute;   likewise,   the   invalid  establishment  
of   an   ecclesiastical   organisation,   the   invalid   alienation   of   Church  
property,  or  an   invalid   judicial   sentence  can  all  be   rendered  valid  by  
the  healing  effects  of  sanation  (which  also  goes  by  the  name  of  ‘radical  
sanation’  or  sanatio  in  radice—’healing  at  the  root’).  
      This   becomes   particularly   significant   in   the   consideration   of   the  
regularisation   of   orders,   or   the   recognition   of   the   holy   orders  
conferred   in   another   church   or   ecclesial   community.   At   the   time   of  
the   Union   of   Brest   (1595-‐1596),   the   Holy   See   sanated   literally  
thousands   of   marriages   and   ordinations   of   those   who   had   been  
married   or   ordained   in   the   (Orthodox)   Metropolia   of   Kiev-‐Halych.  
While  there  is,  at  least  to  my  knowledge,  no  instance  of  the  sanation  
of  the  ordination  of  a  man  ordained  within  the  Anglican  communion,  
it  nevertheless  shows  how  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  has  dealt  with  
the  regularisation  and  recognition  of  the  holy  orders  of  large  numbers  
of   clergy   in   the   past.   Although   the   presence   of   Orthodox   and   Old  
Catholic   consecrators   in   Anglican,   and   particularly   American  
Episcopal,  episcopal   successions  would  certainly  point  at   least   to   the  
possibility   of   sanation,   the   increasing   presence   of   female   bishops  
ordaining   clergy   in   some   Anglican   churches   makes   it   impossible   to  
reach  any   in  globo  conclusion  with  regard  to  ordinations  of  Anglican  
clergy  by  the  Roman  Catholic  Church.  
      Adam   states   that   ‘ordination   of   former   Anglican   clergy   has   always  
been  absolute  …  There  is  a  single  exception  to  this  rule,  and  that  is  in  
the   case   of   the  Rt   Revd   (latterly  Monsignor)  Graham  Leonard   (1921-‐
2010),  formerly  bishop  of  London’  (p.  41f.)  There  is  no  citation  for  this  
assertion,  which   is,   in   fact,   not   true.   There   have   been   (at   least)   two  
conditional   ordinations   to   the  Roman  Catholic   priesthood   of   former  
Anglican   (Episcopalian)   clergy   in   the   United   States,   both   predating  
Graham  Leonard’s   ordination   in   the  Catholic  Church,   and   there   is   a  
formula   for   the   conditional   ordination   of   former   Anglican   clergy  
authorised  by  both  the  Congregation  for  the  Doctrine  of  the  Faith  and  
the   Congregation   for   Sacraments   and  Divine  Worship,   which  would  
surely  not  have  been  promulgated  and  published  for  a  single,  unique  
instance.  
      The   ecumenical   aspects   of   the   institute   of   dispensation/oikonomia  
are   admirably   presented   in   this   work,   and   would   certainly   merit  
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further   study   and   reflection.   Adam   has   shown   in   a   fascinating   and  
eminently   readable   way   how   the   law   can   function   in   service   of   the  
Church’s  mission  and  the  supreme  law,  which  is  the  salvation  of  souls.  

  Revd  Dr  W.  Becket  Soule  OP,  Pontifical  College  Josephinum,  
Columbus,  Ohio,  USA  

  
The   Biblical   Foundations   of   the   Doctrine   of   Justification   (New   York  
Paulist  Press,  2012),  pp.  129,  $21.91.  
This  ecumenical  follow-‐up  to  the  Joint  Declaration  on  the  Doctrine  of  
Justification  (JDDJ)  is  provided  by  scholars  representing  the  Lutheran  
World   Federation,   the   Pontifical   Council   for   Promoting   Christian  
Unity,  the  World  Communion  of  Reformed  Churches,  and  the  World  
Methodist  Council.  The  brief  and  authoritative  JDDJ  provides  a  short  
biblical  basis,   rooted   in   the   scholarship  of   the  dialogue,  especially   in  
the   work   of   John   Reumann,   ELCA,   and   Joseph   Fitzmyer,   SJ;   and   it  
encourages   further   work   to   deepen   the   consensus   and   to   expand  
further  the  areas  of  agreement  and  deal  with  outstanding  issues.  This  
particular  study  is  a  contribution  to  this  process  of  reception.  
      As   a   concise   but   well   documented   study,   it   will   be   invaluable   to  
preachers;   teachers  of   scripture,   soteriology,  history  and  church;  and  
to  church  leaders  who  do  not  have  the  time  to  assimilate  the  results  of  
the   dialogues   in   detail.   The   churches   who   have   approved   the   JDDJ  
have  sufficient  distance  from  the  signing  to  have  accumulated  fifteen  
years  of  comment  which  merits  serious  attention.    
      This   task   force   identified   six  elements   in   its  mandate:   1)   to   look   to  
biblical   soteriology   in   its   own   context   and   not   only   that   of   the  
sixteenth  century,  2)  to  focus  on  the  New  Testament  Christ  event,  to  
which   different   concepts   and   styles   give  witness,   3)   to   consider   new  
insights  especially  those  emerging  from  the  study  of  early  Judaism  and  
4)   the   Jewish  Christian  dialogue  on  Pauline  theology,  5)   to  study  the  
full   range   of   biblical   soteriological   insights   and   their   relationship   in  
both  Old   and  New  Testaments   in   their   inner   relationship,   and  6)   to  
take   account   of   the   problems   of   hermeneutics   and   the   history   of  
biblical  exegesis  and  the  embodiment  of  various  results  in  tradition.  
      The  volume  is  written  against  the  horizon  of  the  biblical  work  of  the  
dialogues,   and   the   full   range  of   ecumenical  biblical   scholarship.   It   is  
developed   as   a   consistent   narrative  which   can   serve   usefully   for   the  
general,   informed   reader   and   as   a   summary   of   contemporary  
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scholarship.  After  this  introduction,  the  volume  includes  five  chapters:  
on   hermeneutical   aspects,   traditions   of   biblical   interpretation,   the  
Hebrew  Scriptures,  the  New  Testament  and  conclusion.  The  chapters  
on  hermeneutics  and  traditions  are  particularly  important,  since  they  
set   the   stage   for   the   ecumenical   importance   and   context   for   the  
exegetical  chapters.  
      Neither   the   Lutheran   confessors   nor   the   biblical   scholars   at   Trent,  
nor  Calvin  and  Wesley  for  that  matter  had  available  to  them  modern  
critical   methods.   They   shared,   for   the   most   part,   the   same—often  
negative—evaluations  of  biblical  Judaism,  and  an  ecclesial  experience  
of   its   rejection   and   the   polemical   use   of   the   Scripture.   They   were  
addressing  different  questions,  but  questions  of  faith,  grace  and  good  
works   which—in   substance—are   as   important   for   an   authentic  
presentation   of   the   Gospel   in   our   day   as   in   theirs.   Therefore,   this  
return   to   the  sources   together  and  application  of   the  message   to   the  
contemporary  situation,  have  as  strong  an  ecumenical  pastoral  import  
as  they  do  a  scholarly  interest.    
      The  biblical  chapters  are  compact  and  give  careful  attention   to   the  
themes   in   the   Old   Testament,   and   a   brief,   balanced   and   integrated  
approach   to   the   New   Testament.   Nevertheless,   they   provide   a   rich  
source   for   a   synthetic   understanding   of   the   one   Gospel   in   its  
multiplicity   of   biblical   expressions   by   different   authors,   for   different  
audiences,  out  of  different   repertoires  of  metaphor.  Finally,   the  New  
Testament   section   admits   that   its   brevity   leaves   more   work   to   be  
done,   but   the   scholars   are   convinced   that   this   approach,   ‘…would  
prove  itself  as  the  master  and  lodestar  for  interpretation  of  the  gospel  
as  witnessed  to  in  the  New  Testament.’  (106)  
      The   JDDJ   has   already   been   transformative   in   the   lives   of   the  
churches;   in   the   subsequent   ecumenical   dialogues;   in   our  
understanding  of   ecumenical   reception;   and,   as   here,   in   the  work  of  
the   academic   community   attentive   to   the   life   of   the   Church.   It   is  
hoped   that   this   text   will   be   used   widely   and   that   it   will   provide   a  
model   for   similar   work   in   history,   ecclesiology   and   specific   pastoral  
and  sacramental  developments.  

Brother  Jeffrey  Gros,  FSC,  Lewis  University,  Romeoville,  IL  
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