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Papal Primacy/

Lutheran-Catholic Dialogue

Converging Viewpoints

Not long ago the papacy was
considered the greatest obstacle to Christian
unity. Now divided Christians are even
finding ways to approach this problem. Since
late 1970, the national level Lutheran-
Roman Catholic dialogue group in the United
States has been exploring the topic of papal
primacy. On March 4 the group released
a major statement revealing their
accomplishments—and asking their
respective churches at large just how ready
they now are to push for “reconciliation.”
The Lutheran and Roman Catholic
theologians had earlier achieved considerable
agreement on the topic of ministry. Their
statement on papal primacy seems to be
influenced by that earlier agreement. Papal
primacy is examined as a form of ministry
which has church unity as a goal. The
theologians have not reached total agreement
on the topic of y. For example, they
have not yet deagt with the question of
infallibility, nor have they “adequately
explored to what extent the existing forms of
the papal office are open to change in the
future,” But they have agreed that a special
responsibility for promoting the church’s
unity “may be entrusted to one individual
minister” and ‘such a responsibility for the
universal church cannot be ruled out on the
basis of the biblical evidence.” There is
growing awareness among Lutherans of the
necessity of a specific ministry serving the
church’s unity and universal mission, and
Catholics increasingly see the need for a more
nuanced understanding of the role of the
papacy within the universal church, the
theologians state. “Lutherans and Catholics

can now begin to envision possibilities of
concord and to hope for solutions to problems
that have previously seemed insoluble.” On
the following pages, 'Origins’ presents
complete documentation on the new
Lutheran-Catholic statement. Part I,
beginning here, is the joint declaration.

In the discussions conducted
in the United States between Roman
Catholic and Lutheran theologians,
we have found broad areas of
agreement on the Nicene Creed and
the christological center of the faith
as well as on baptism, the eucharist,
and the ministry of word and
sacrament.! In the most recent
sessions of our dialogue, we have
moved to the problems of how that
ministry might best nurture and
express the unity of the universal
church for the sake of its mission in
the world. It is within this context that
we have considered papal primacy.

Visible unity in the church has
from earliest times been served by
several forms of the ministry. Some of
these forms, such as that exercised in
the ecumenical councils,2 have not
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ARCIC 100




-
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been the subject of major disputes between
Catholics and Lutherans. By“contrast the role of
the papacy has been the subject of intense
_controversy, which has generated theological
[ disagreements, organizational differences, and
psychological antagonisms.

In discussing the papacy as a form of
ministry within the universal church we have
limited ourselves to the question of papal
primacy. No attempt has been made to enter
into the problem of papal infallibility,. While
this issue must be faced in the discussions
between our churches, we believe that this
limitation of the scope of our present discussion
is justified, since papal primacy was a doctrinal
issue long before papal infallibility became a
major problem.

In these sessions, we have once again
found common ground. There is a growing
awareness among Lutherans of the necessity of a
specific ministry to serve the church’s unity and
universal mission, while Catholics increasingly
see the need for a more nuanced understanding
of the role of the papacy within the universal
church. Lutherans and Catholics can now begin
to envision possibilities of concord, and to hope
for solutions to problems that have previously
seemed insoluble. We believe that God is
calling our churches to draw closer together,
and it is our prayer that this joint statement on
papal primacy may make some contribution to
that end.

1. The Setting of the Problem

(1) The church as reconciled and
reconciling community cannot serve God’s
purpose in the world as it should when its own
life is torn by divisions and disagreements. The
members of the church, wherever they are
found, are part of a single people, the one body
of Christ, whose mission is to be an anticipatory
and efficacious sign of the final unification of
all things when God will be all in all. In order
to bear credible witness to this coming
kingdom, the various Christian bodies must
mutually assist and correct each other and must
collaborate in all matters which concern the
mission and welfare of the church universal.
Even within the same Christian communion,
local churches or units must be related to the
church universal, so that pluralism and
pluriformity do not undermine oneness, and
unity and uniformity do not destroy a desirable
diversity.

{2) As we Lutheran and Roman Catholic
theologians turned in our discussions to the
need for visibie unity in the church universal,
we were assisted by the fundamental accord
stated in an earlier report on the doctrine of
ministry. We there agreed that, by the will of
God 1) the general ministry of proclaiming the
gospel devolves upon the whole people of God,
and 2) “the ministry of word and sacrament”
serves to unify and order the church for its

mission in and to the world.?

Our previous discussions had centered
on the servicc rendered (o the local
communities by the ministry. Now we focus on
the unifying and ordering function of this
ministry in relation to the universal church—on
how a particular form of this minisiry, i.e., the
papacy, has served the unity of the universal
church in the past and how it may serve it in the
future.

(3 Catholics and Lutherans have in part
recognized and employed similar means for
fostering the unity of the universal church.
Christians of the various communities have
been bound together by one baptism and by
their acceptance of the inspired scriptures.
Liturgies, creeds, and confessions have also
been unifying faciors. For both traditions the
councils of the church have had a significant
unifying role. The Reformers affirmed the value
of councils; and this has been implicitly
acknowledged in a different form by most
contemporary Lutheran churches through their
formation of the Lutheran World Federation
and, on a wider scale, by participation in the
World Council of Churches. On the Catholic
side, the importance of the conciliar principle
has been reasserted by Vatican Il in its exercise
of conciliar functions, as well as in its emphasis
on the collegial structure of the church.

{4)  Precisely because large areas of
agreement exist on such means of unifying the
church, we have focused our attention in this
discussion on another unifying factor on which
there has been disagreement, namely, the role of
particular persons, offices, or officeholders in
exercising responsibility for the unity of the
universal church. In describing this specific
ministry and its exercise by a person we were
naturally drawn, in the light of centuries of
development, to the image of Peter.?

Among the companions of Jesus, he is
given the greatest prominence in the New
Testament accounts of the origins of the church.
He is spoken of in the gospels in terms relating
him to the founding of the church, to
strengthening his brethren, to feeding the sheep
of Christ. He is a prominent figure in some of
the Pauline letters, in Acts, and for two of the
Catholic epistles—a fact which suggests that he
was associated with a wide-ranging ministry.

Subsequent church history made him the
image of a pastor caring for the universal
church. And so, although we are aware of the
danger of attributing to the church in New
Testament times a modern style or model of
universality, we have found it appropriate to
speak of a " Petrine function,” using this term to
describe a particular form of ministry exercised
by a person, office-holder, or local church with
reference o the church as a whole. This Petrine
function of the ministry serves to promote or
preserve the oneness of the church by
symbolizing unity, and by facilitating
communication, mutual assistance or

QUOTE FROM A RECENT
TEXT OFf CURRENT
INTEREST:

“...The commission's
aim has been to see
whether it is possible
to ‘tind a way of ad-
vancing together be-
yond the doctrinal
disagreements of the
past’ to a point where
these doctrines’ will
no longer constitute
an obstacle to the
unity we seek.’ Its
method has been to re-
examine these ques-
tions in the light both
of “biblical teaching
and the tradition of
our common inherj-
tance’ and of ‘the de-
velopment of the
thinking in our two
communions’ about them.
Within such a study,
the members of the
commission have also
asked themselves and
each other, What is our
faith on this point?
What is our under-
standing of this doc-
trine? By asking and
answering such ques-
tions it has proved
possible for the com-
mission to discover
‘a convergence of tes-
timonies,” and to ex-
press in its agreed
statements a true con-
sensus ‘on essential
matters where it con-
siders that doctrine
admits no diver-
gence.”’

(This quote discussing
how another dialogue
group sought to make
progress on a diffi-
cult ecumenical paint
is taken from a com-
mentary on the Canter-
bury Statement by Colin
Davey, Secretary of
the Anglican delegation
to the international
Anglican-Catholic
Commission. The Can-
terbury Statement,
published last Decem-
ber is that Commis-
sion’s agreed state-
ment on ministry.

See Colin Davy's Com-
mentary in “Origins,”
current volume, on

pp. 405ff.}
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The (ollowing <tate
ment on the signit-
cance of the Lutheran-
Catholic work on the
topic of the papacy
was released March 5
by Father John Hotch-
kin director of the
U.S. bishops, ecumen-
ical secretariat:

“The Lutheran-Catho-
lic Consultation was
the first Catholic-
Protestant dialogue
initiated at a national
level, and now is the
first ecumenical
group to issue a slate-
ment on the minisiry
of the pope in the
church.

“This is a landmark
reporl in the ecumen-
ical movement. The
scholarly research
which underlies this
statement puts a new
foundation under future
dialogue between
Catholics and others on
the papacy.

“What is most strik-
ing is the marked
change of attitude
the statemenl conveys.
Far irom holding
back, the Lutheran
participants reveal a
real Christian con-
cern for the emer-
gence of a renewed pa-
pacy, and Catholics
show an equal concern
that in the future the
papacy may come to be
a source of support
or service to the Lu-
theran churches with-
out infringing on
their heritage and
proper sell-direction.”
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correction, and collaboration in the church’s
misston.

(5) Such a Petrine function has been
exerciscd o some degree by various office-
helders, for example by bishops, patriarchs, and
church presidents. However, the single most
notable representative of this ministry toward
the church universal, both in duration and
geographical scope, has been the bishop of
Rome.

The Reformers did not totally reject all
aspects of the papal expression of the Petrine
function, but rather what they regarded as its
abuses. They hoped for a reform of the papacy
precisely in order to preserve the unity of the
church. Melanchthon held that “for the sake of
peace and general unity among Christians” a

superiority over other bishops could be

conceded to the pope’ For many years
Lutherans hoped for an ecumenical council that
would reform the papacy. They continued to
concede to the pope ail the legitimate spiritual
powers of a bishop in his diocese, in this case,
Rome. They even granted the propriety of his
exercising a larger jurisdiction by human right
over communities that had by their own will
placed themselves under him.%

II. The Issues

{6) Nevertheless, the pope’s claims to
primacy and his exercise of it have occasioned
violent disagreements. Lutherans and others
have even gone so far as to call the papacy
“antichrist.”

The disputes have centered, first, on the
question whether the papacy is biblically
warranted. Roman Catholies have read the New
Testament as indicating that Jesus conferred on
Peter a unique role of leadership in the whole
church for all times and in this sense provided
for successors in the Petrine function, the
bishops of Rome. In this view, the papacy has
remained substantially the same through
succeeding centuries, all changes being
accidental.

Lutherans, in contrast, have minimized
Peter’s role in the early church and denied that
this role continued in the church in [ater
periods or that the Roman bishops could be
considered his successors in any theologically
significant sense.

(7) Closely linked to this historical question
regarding the institution of the papacy by Christ
is the theological issue whether the papacy is a
matter of divine law (ius divinum).” Roman
Catholics have affirmed that it is and
consequently have viewed it as an essential part
of the permanent structure of the church.
Lutherans have held, in opposition to this, that
the papacy was established by human law, the
will of men, and that its claims to divine right
are nothing short of biasphemous.

(8) A third area of controversy centers on

the practical consequences drawn from these
prior disagreements. Roman Catholics have
tended to think of most major aspects of papal
structure and function as divincly authorized
The necd or possibility of signiticant change
renewal, or reform has generally been ignored.
Maost important, it has been argued that ali
minisiry concerned with fostering unity among
the churches is subject—at least in crisis
situations—to the supervision of the bishop of
Rome. His jurisdiction over the universal
church is in the words of Vatican I, “supreme,”
“full,” “ordinary,” and “immediate.”® This
authority is not subject to any higher human
jurisdiction, and no pope is absolutely bound by
disciplinary decisions of his predecessors.? This
view of the exercise of papal power has been
vehemently repudiated by Lutherans and
viewed by them as leading to intolerable
ecclesiastical tyranny.

In the course of our discussions,
however, we have been able to gain helpful and
clarifying insights regarding these points of
controversy.

111, Focus on the New Testament Question

{9) Any biblical and historical scholar
today would consider anachronistic the
question whether Jesus constituted Peter the
first pope, since this question derives from a
later model of the papacy which it projects back

“The question whether Jesus
appointed Peter the first pope
has shifted in modern scholarship
to the question of the extent to
which the subsequent use of the
images of Peter in reference to
the papacy is consistent with the
thrust of the New Testament.”

into the New Testament.'? Such a reading helps
neither papal opponents nor papal supporters.
Therefore terms such as “‘primacy” and
“jurisdiction” are best avoided when one
describes the role of Peter in the New
Testament. Even without these terms, however,
a wide variety of images is applied to Peter in
the New Testament which signalizes his
importance in the early church.}!

{10) It is well w approach the question of]
Peter’s role in the church by recognizing that
the New Testament writings describe various
forms of ministry directed toward the church as
a whole. These writings show a primary concern

for local communtties of believers (the







an orientation in that  direction,
when shaped by favoring factors in
the subsequent church. The question
whether Jesus appointed Peter the
tirst pope has shifted in modern
scholarship o the question of the
extent o which the subsequent use
of the images of Peter in reference to
the papacy is consistent with the
thrust of the New Testament.

1V. Historical and Theological
Questions

{14) Historical studies have
opened new perspectives not only on
the New Testament writings but also
on other probiems. It is now clear
that the question of papal primacy
cannot adequately be treated in
terms of proof passages from
scripture or as a matter of church
law, but must be seen in the hght of
many factors—biblical, social,
potitical, theological—which have
contributed 10 the development of
the theoiogy, structure, and function
of the modern papacy.

{15) In the period following the
New Testament era, two parallel
lines of development tended to
enhance the role of the bishop of
Rome among the churches of the
time. One was the continuing
development of the several images of
Peter emerging from the apostolic
communities, the other resulied
from the importance of Rome as a
political, cultural, and religious
center.

The trajectory of the biblical
images of Peter continued in the life
of the early church, enriched by the

addition of other images; missionary

preacher, greal visionary, destroyer
of heretics, receiver of the new law,
patekeeper of heaven, helmsman of
the ship of the church, co-teacher
with Paul, co-martyr with Paul in
Rome.!* These images had a
theological significance even befure
they were associated with the bishop
of Romc.

(16) A parailel line of
development occurred through the
early church's accommouation to
the culture of the Graeco-Roman
world, when it adopted patterns of
organization and administration
prevailing in the area of its
missionary work. Churches
identified themselves according to
the localities, diowseses, and

590 provinces of the empire. The

prestige and centrality of Rome as
the capital cily, combined with the
wealth and generusity of Roman
Christians. quite naturally led to a
special prominence of the Roman
church. Morcover this church
enjoyed the distinction of having
been founded, according to
tradition, by Peter and Paul, and of
being the site where these martyrs
were buried.

(17) In the controversy with the
gnostics, episcopal sees of apostolic
foundation served as a gauge or
standard of orthodoxy, and the
Roman church, associated with
Peter and Paul, was especially
emphasized in this respect by
Western writers. During the first five
centuries, the church of Rome
gradually assumed a certain pre-
eminence among the churches: it
intervened in the life of distant
churches, took sides in distant
theological controversies, was
consulted by other bishops on a
wide variety of doctirinal and moral
questions, and sent legates to
faraway councils. In the course of
iime Rome came to be regarded in
many quarters as the supreme court
of appeal and as a focus of unity for
the worldwide communion of
churches.

(18) With leo I the correlation
beiween the bishop of the Roman
church and the image of Peter,
which had already been suggesied
by some of his predecessors, became
fully explicit. According to Leo,
Peter continues his task in the
bishop of Rome, and the
predominance of Rome over other
churches derives from Peter’s
presence in his successors, the
bishops of the Roman see. The
Petrine function of the bishop of
Rome is nothing less than the care
for all the churches. It imposes upon
other bishops the duty to obey his
authority and apply his decisions.
Thus Western theological
affirmations of papal primacy found
an early. expression in the teaching
of Leo L

{19) The later development of
these claims can now be seen by
both Lutherans and Catholics to
have had both positive and negative
features. On the one hand, this
development was furthered by the
historical situation of the Middle
Ages, when Rome no longer found
itself in competition with the other

major metropolitan sees in the long
struggle against secular, and
especially imperial, power.

On the other hand. the
theoretical interpretation of primacy
in the categories of canon law made
rapid progress. Among others,
Gregory VII and Innocent III,
relying on such documents as the
False Decretals, depicted the church
as a papal monarchy in accordance
with secular models available in
their day. Documents such as
Boniface VIII's Unam Sanctam
(1302) embedied the claim that the
pope had not only spiritual but also
temporal dominion over the whole
carth.4 At the same time, some
medieval theologians continued to
see Rome as the center of unity in a
worldwide communion of churches.
Some accented the religious and
charismatic, rather than the juridical
and administrative, aspects of papal
primacy.

In the high Middie Ages the
mendicant orders and some of their
prominent theologians, such as
Bonaventure and Thomas Aquinas,
tended to exalt the powers of the
Roman see. Moreover, the growth

. of scholastic theology reinforced a

pyramidal view of authority in the
church. The powers diffused in the
body of the faithtul were seen to be
concentrated in the order of bishops
and still further in the one person of
the bishop of Rome.

Some theologians, for
example the conciliarists,
interpreted the powers as ascending
from the body into the head, while
others, for example the papal
cancnists, saw them as descending
from the head into the body. The
larter view reemerged with added
emphasis after the Council of Basel
(1431-37). The Council of Florence
in its Decree of Union for the Greek
and Latin church (1439)' set forth
the doctrine of papal primacy in
terms that approximate those of
Vatican L.

Within  post-Tridentine
Roman Catholicism, the polemics of
the sixteenth century and the
Counter-Reformation strengthened
this trend. Several centuries of
struggle against nationalistic
movements, an upsurge of
ultramontane centralism, and the
desire to oppose 19th century
liberalism created the climatc for
Vatican I. This council taught that
the pope as successor of Peter has a
primacy of jurisdiction over all
individuals and churches, [t




declared that this jurisdiction is
“fufl,” “supreme,” “ordinary” {that
is, not derived by delegation from
- another), and “immediate? {that is,
dircct), and linked this primacy of

jurisdiction with papal
infallibility. v
{20) The theology of Vatican H

developed the teaching of Vatican [,
giving a more balanced account of
the relations of the pope to the
bishops and of the bishops to the
people of God. The bishop of Rome
is head of the college of bishops,
who share his reponsibility for the
universal church. His authority is
pastoral in its purpose even when
juridical in form. Lt should always
b¢ understood in its collegial
context.

(21) We thus see from the above
that the contemporary
understanding of the New Testament
and our knowledge of the processes
at work in the history of the church
make possible a fresh approach to
the structure and operations of the
papacy. There is increasing
agreement that the centralization of
the Petrine function in a single
person or office results from a long
process of development. Reflecting
the many pressures of the centuries
and the complexities of a worldwide
church, the papal office can be seen
both as a response to the guidance of
the Spirit .. the Christian
community, and also as an
institution which in its human
dimensions, is tarnished by frailty
and even unfaithfulness.

The Catholic members of this
consultation see the institution of
the papacy as developing from New
Testament roots under the guidance
of the Spirit. Without denying that
God could have ordered the church
differently, they believe that the
papal form of the unifying ministry
is, in fact, God's gracious gift to his
people.

Lutheran theologians, al-
though in the past chiefly critical
of the structure and functioning of
the papacy, can now recognizé many
of its positive contributions to the
life of the church. Bath groups can
acknowledge that as the forms of the
papacy have been adapted to
changing historical settings in the
past. it is possible that they will be
modified the better to meet the needs
of the church in the future.

¥. Looking Forward to the
Renewal of the Structures of the
Papacy

(22) In considering how the
papacy may bettcr serve the church
as a whole, our retlections will bear
on basic principles of renewal, and
on questions tacing Roman
Catholics and Lutherans in view of
the possibtlities of rapprochement.

A. Norms for Renewal

(23) The Principle of Legitimate
Diversity

The ultimate source of
authority is God revealed in Christ.
The church is guided by the Spirit
and is judged by the word of God.
All its members share in this
guidance and are subject to this
judgment. They should recognize
that the Spirit’s guidance may give
rise o diverse forms in piety, liturgy,
theology, custom, or law. Yet a
variety of ecclesial types should
never foster divisiveness. With
humility and in self-criticism,
ministers in the church shouid
therefore “test the spirit,” and listen
to the judgment which may be
implied in “the signs of the times." 8
Even the exercise of the Petrine
function should evolve with the
changing times, in keeping with a
legitimate diversity of ecclesial types
within the church.
{24) The Principle of Collegiality
Collegial responsibility for
the untty of the church, as
emphasized by Vatican II, is of
utmost importance in protecting
those values which excessive
centralization of authority would
tend to stifle. No one person or
administrative staff, however
dedicaied, learned, and experienced,
can grasp all the subtleties and
complexities of situations in a
worldwide church, whose many
communities live and bear witness in
the variegated contexts of several
continents and many nations. It is
only through the contributions of
many persons and groups that the
problems which need urgent
attention can be identified, and the
talents necessary to deal with them
be mustered. The collegial principle
calls all levels of the church to share
in the concern and responsibilities
of leadership for the total life of the
church.
(25) The Principle of Subsidiarity
The principle of subsidiarity

is no less important. Every section of
the church, each mindful of its
special heritage, should nurture the
gifts it has received from the Spirit
by exercising its legitimate freedom.
What can properly be decided and
done in smaller units of ecclesial life
ought not to be referred to church
icaders who have wider
responsibilities. Decisions should be
made and activities carricd out with
as broad as possible a participation
from the people of God. Initiatives
should be encouraged in order to
promote a wholesome diversity in
theology, worship, witness, and
service. All should be concerned
that, as the community is built up
and its unity strengthened, the rights
of minorities and minority
viewpoints are protected within the
unity of faith.

B. Roman Catholic Perspectives

(26) The church’s teaching office
“is not above God's Word; it rather
serves the Word.”!9 Indeed this is
true of all ecclesiastical authority.
The gospel may require that church
offices be exercised in very different
ways to meet the needs of various
regions and periods. New means of
exercising authority may have to be
discovered to fit the cultural
patterns arising out of the changing
forms of education,
communications, and social
organization. The signs of the times
point to the need for greater
participation of pastors, scholars,
and all believers in the direction of
the universal church.2?

(27) Further, it is an important
political principle that authority in
any society should use only the
amount of power necessary to reach
its assigned goal. This applies also to
the papal office. A canonical
distinction between the highest
authority and the limited exercise
of the corresponding power cannot
be ruled out and needs to be
emphasized. Such a limitation need
not prejudice the universal
jurisdiction attributed to the pope by
Roman Catholic doctrine. Thus one
may foresee that voluntary
limitations by the pope of the
exercise of his jurisdiction will
accompany the growing vitality of
the organs of collegial government,
so that checks and balances in the
supreme power may be effectively
recognized.
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C. Lutheran Perspectives

(28) 1t perspectives such as the
foregoing prevail, papal primacy
will no longer be open to many
traditional 1utheran objections. As
we have noted (sece 3 above),
Lutherans increasingly recognize the
need for a ministry serving the unity
of the church universal. They
acknowledge that, for the exercisc of
this ministry, institutions which are
rooted in history should be seriously
considered. The church should use
the signs of unity it has received, for
new ones cannot be invented at will.
Thus the Reformers wished to
continue the historic structures of
the church?! and only reluctantly
parted with them. Such structures
are among the signs of the church’s
unity in spacc and time, helping to
link the Christian present with iis
apostolic past.

Lutherans can also grant the
beneficial role of the papacy at
various periods of history. Believing
in God's sovereign freedom, they
cannoi deny that God may show
again in the future that the papacy is
his gracious gift to his people.
Perhaps this might involve a
primacy in which the pope’s service
10 unity in relation to the Lutberan
churches would be more pastoral
than juridical. The one thing
nccessary, from the Lutheran point
of view. is that papal primacy be so
structured and interpreted that it
clearly serve the gospel and the
unity of the church of Christ, and
that its exercise of power not subveri
Christian freedom.

V1. Conclusions

{29} Our discussions in this
dialogue have brought to light a
number of agreements, among the
most significant of which are:

— Christ wills for his church
a unity which is not only spiritual
but must be manifest in the world.

— promotion of this unity is
incumbent on all believers,
especiatly those who are engaged in
the ministry of word and sacrament;

— the greater the
responsibility of a ministerial office,
the greater the responsibility to seek
the unity of all Christians;

— a special responsibility for
this may be entrusted to one
individual minister, under the
gospel.

— such a responsibility for
the universal church cannot be

ruled out on the basis of the biblical
evidence:

— the bishop of Rome,
whom Roman Catholics regard as
entrusted by the wili of Christ with
this responsibility, and who has
exercised his ministry in forms that
have changed significantly over the

“The one thing neces-
sary, from the Lutheran
point of view, is that
papal primacy be so struc-
tured and interpreted that
it clearly serve the gospel
and the unity of the church
of Christ, and that its ex-
ercise of power not subvert
Christian freedom.”

centuries, can in the tuture function
in ways which are better adapted to
meet both the universal and regional
needs of the church in the complex
environment of modern times.

(30} We do not wish to understate
our remaining disagreements. While
we have concluded that traditional
sharp distinctions between divine
and human institution are no longer
useful, Catholics continue to
emphasize that papal primacy is an
institution in accordance with God's
will. For Lutherans this is a
secondary question. The one thing
necessary, they insist, is that papal
primacy serve the gospel and that its
exercise of power not subvert
Christian freedom (see section 28),

There are also differences
which we have not yet discussed. We
have not adequately explored to
what extent the existing forms of the
papal office are open to change in
the future, nor have we yet touched
on the sensitive point of papal
infallibility, taught by Vatican
Councils I and II.

(31} Even given these
disagreements and points yet to be
examined, it is now proper to ask, in
the light of the agreement we have
been able to reach, that our
respective churches take specific
actions toward reconciliation.

{32} Therefore we ask the
Lutheran churches:

— if they are prepared to
affirm with us that papal primacy,
renewed in the light of the gospel.

need not be a barrier to
reconciliation;

— if they are able to
acknowledge not only the legitimacy
of the papal ministry in the service
of the Roman Catholic
communion?? but even the
pussibility and the desirability of the
papal ministry, renewed under the
gospel and committed to Christian

freedom, in a larger communion

" which would include the Lutheran

churches;

— if they are willing to open
discussion regarding the concrete
implications of such a primacy to
them.

(33} Likewise, we ask the Roman
Catholic church:

— if in the light of our
findings, it should not give high
priority in its ecumenical concerns
to the problem of reconciliation
with the Lutheran churches;

— if it is willing to open
discussions on possible structures
for reconciliation which would
protect the legitimate traditions of
the Lutheran communities and
respect their spiritual heritage;2?

— if it is prepared to
envisage the possibility of a
reconciliation which would
recognize the self-government of
Lutheran churches within a
communion;

-— if, in the expectation of a
foreseeable reconciliation, it is
ready to acknowledge the Lutheran
churches represented in our
dialogue as sister-churches which
are already entitled to some measure
of ecclesiastical communion.

(34) We believe that our joint
statemnent reflects a convergence in
the theological understanding of the
papacy which makes possible a
fruitful approach to these questions.
Our churches should not miss this
occasion to respond to the will of
Christ for the unity of his disciples.
Neither church should continue to
tolerate a situation in which
members of one communion look
upon the other as alien. Trust in the
Lord who makes us one body in
Christ will"help us to risk ourselves
on the yet undisclosed paths toward
which his Spirit is guiding his
church.
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Chapter One

1. It should be noted that we shall in this
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Part

Working Out A Type of Unity

“Could not the pope in our time
become in some real way pastor and
teacher of all the faithful, even those who
cannot accept all the claims connected
with his office? In the light of our
experience in this dialogue we believe
that the Roman Catholic Church should
tuke definite steps 1o face this question.”
So state the Rownan Catholic participants
in the national-level Luitheran-Roman
Carholic dialogue. In their reflections
released March 4 along with the other
malerials in this issue of "Origins,”” the
Catholic participants state their
acceptance of the papacy, examine some
problems they feel are associated with the
papucy, and urge that “a distinct
canonical status’’ be worked out by which
Lutherans could be in official
communion with the church of Rome.

(49} In our view as Roman Catholic
members of the consultation, the
common statement, while falling short of
total agreement, represents a major
advance in the ecumenical discussion of
one of the most sensitive issues that have
historically divided the Lutheran and
Catholic churches.

The common statement has
posttive significance for us as Roman
Catholics. Together with the reflections
of the Lutheran participants it embodies
a clear recognition on the part of our
Lutheran colleagues that the chutch
needs unifying ministry concerned with
the worldwide apostolate, and that this
ministry may he eftectively exercised by
4 rencwed papacy, at least as a humanly
constituzed organ.

The commeon statement, however,
does not fully reflect everything that we
believe concerning the papacy. The
acceptance of the papal office is for us
imperative because we believe that it is
willed by God for his church. The
mission entrusted 1o the church by
Christ is served by the papacy. In it God
has given us a sign of unity and an
instrument for Christian life and mission.
Therefore we affirm the traditional
Roman Catholic position that the
papacy is, in a true sense, “divinely
instituted.”

(50) In the course of our discussion in
this consultation, we have been able o
refine and nuance our own thinking on
many points. One important point has
been precisely the meaning of the
traditional term ‘“‘divine right” (ius
divinum). In earlier centuries it was
rather commaonly thought that this term
involved, first, institution by a formal act
ol Jesus himself, and second, a clear
attestation of that act by the New
Testament or by some tradition believed
to go back to apostolic times. Since
“divine right” has become burdened
with those implications, the term itself
does not adequately communicate what
we believe concerning the divine
institution of the papacy.

(51) In the New Testament we have
found many indications positively
peinting in the direction of the papacy,
especially the Petrine texts and the
various images ol Peter alluded to in
paragraphs 12 and 13 of the common
statemeni. We have not, however, found
a clear and direct affirmation of the
papacy itself. This fact does not surprise

The Catholic Participants

or disconcert us. We believe that the
New Testament is given 10 us not as a
finished body of doctrine but as an
expression of the developing faith and
institutionalization of the church in the
first century.

(52) In many respects the New
Testament and the doctrines it contains
are complemented by subsequent
developments in the faith and life of the
church. For example, the statements of
taith in the early creeds, though they are
in conformity with scripture, go beyond
the words and thought-patterns of
scripture. The church itself, moreover,
had to take responsibility for the
selection of the canonical books, no list
of which appears in the scriptures
themselves. Similarly, the church had to
specify its sacramental life and to
structure it ministry to meet the
requirements and opportunities of the
post-apostolic period.

{53} As Roman Catholics we are
convinced that the papal and episcopal
torm of ministry, as it concretely
evolved, is a divinely-willed sequel to
the functions exercised respeciively by
Peter and the other aposiles according
to various New Testament traditions. In
seeking to carry oul its mission
throughout the Roman Empire the
episcopate [requently appealed to the
theological judgment and unifying
influence of the chair of Peter (cathedra
Perri) at Rome, where Peter and Paul
were believed to have been martyred.
Thus the Petrine function, already
attested in New Testament times, was
increasingly taken up by the bishop of
Rome.
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The Teaching of Vatican [

{54} In the section of the common
statcment sketching the subsequent
historical developments of the papacy,
we  have singled out«the dogmatic
teaching of Vatican Council 1 as
especially important. The teaching of
this council should be understood
according Lo the context of the times in
which it was formulated and the
intention of the council fathers. To this
end we may now call attention to some
principles recently articulated by the
Congregation for the Doctrine of the
Faith with regard to the historical
conditioning of dogmatic formulations.
In a declaration dated June 24, 1973, the
following tour factors are set forth:

“. . .(Vatican) Council
(1) tended to accent the jur-
idical aspects of the papacy
more than church needs
would require in the broad-
er context of our times.”

a) The meaning of the
pronouncements of faith depends partly
upon the expressive power of the
language used at a certain point in time
and in particular circumstances.

b) Sometimes a dogmatic truth i3
first expressed incompletely, but not
falscly, and later more fuily and
perfectly in a broader context of faith
and human knowledge.

c) When the church makes new
pronouncements, it not only confirms
what is in some way contained in
scripture  or previous expressions of
tradition, usually it also has the intention
of solving specific questions or removing
specific errors.

d} Sometimes the truths the

church intends to teach through its
dogmatic formulations may be
enunciated in terms that bear traces of
the changeable concepiions of a given
cpoch.!
(55) In confronting the specific
problems and errors of its time, Vatican
Council [ sensed that a concentration on
the papacy was crucially impornant, in
order to safeguard the church’s
evangclical freedom from political
pressures and its universality in an age ot
divisive national particularism. Yet the
council tended 10 accent 1he juridical
aspects of the papacy more than church
necds would require in the broader
context of our times. It has become
apparent that the papal ministry, as a
spiritual and evangelical task, can and
needs to find a “fuller and more perfect
expression’”2 than was possible at
Vaticun Councit [. Vatican Council Il
has already begun this process.

{56) Sincc we have been cautioned by
the Holy See 1o recognize the

conditioning imposed on church
pronouncemients hy “the language used
al a cerain point of time and i
particular circumstances,”” we must
carefully interpret adjectives such as
“full,”” “supreme,” “‘ordinary,” and
“immediate,” used by Vatican Council 1
to describe the pope’s power of
jurisdiction. Similar care must be
exercised in detecting the hisiorical
conditioning of the affirmation of
Vatican Council |1 with respect to the
conferral of a primacy of “true and
proper jurisdiction”? upon Peter by
Christ. This affirmation must be
understood in a way that allows for the
complex process of gospel development
explained in Dei Verbum, 19.
{57) A general directive was given by
Christ to his disciples: “Earthly kings
lord it over their people...yet it cannot
be that way with you™ (Luke 22, 25-26).
In keeping with this directive, the
doctrine concerning the papacy must be
understood in ways that recognize the
church’s total subordination to Christ
and the gospel and its obligation to
respect the rights of all individuals,
groups, and offices both within the
church and beyond its limits.
Monarchical absolutism in the church
would violate the command of Christ.
Generaily speaking, Christians
today are strongly conscious that the
Holy Spirit works through ali the ranks
of the faithtul and that a measure of
imerdependence exists among all who
exercise ministry on different levels in
the church. By setting the primacy of the
pope within the broader context of a
people-ot-God ecclesiology, and by
promoting a collegial understanding of
authority in the church, Vatican Council
il has called for modifications in the
Roman Catholic understanding of papal
leadership.
(58) We share the concern of our
Lutheran parners in dialogue that
safeguards should be provided against
violations of Christian rights and
freedoms on the part of all ecclesiastical
authority, papal included.
Simulianeously, we are conscious of the
need to proceed with caution. In
particular, the effective exercise of the
papal ministry requires a large measure
of power—and power, by its very nature,
is capabie of being abused.

It is not yet clear what
restrictions are compatible with the very
nature of the Petrine function to be
exercised by the pope—that is, his
special unilying and ordering ministry
with reference to the church as a whole
(see chapter 1, par. 4). What limitations
would leave room for the relative
independence that the papacy must have
in order to discharge its high mission?
To impose juridical limits on papal
power would presumably involve a
transfer of some of that same power (o
other organs. which would likewise be

capable of arbitrary and unchristian

conduct.

(39) OQur Lutheran partners in
dialogue acknowledge that their
independence from the papacy has not

freed them from all abuse of
ecclesiastical  authority.  They
acknowledge that officers and assemhlies
on various levels in any church body are
themselves capable of violating the
rights and freedoms of the faithful and of
resisting God’s will for his church.
(641} As Catholics we consider that,
notwithstanding some human failings,
the papacy has been a signal help in
protecting the gospel and the church
against particularistic distortions. It has
served the faith and life of the church in
ways too numerous to mention. While
we look forward to changes in the style
of papal leadership corresponding to the
needs and opportunities of our times, we
cannot foresee any setL of circumstances
that would make it desirable, even if it
were possible, to abolish the papal
office.

{6/} To our Lutheran brothers we
wish to express our thanks for the
wisdom and concern they have shared
with us as we have in dialogue with them
tried to formulate responsible views
concerning the papacy. We have learned
that they, as Lutherans, consider the
faithtul proclamation of the gospel in the
Roman Catholic communion to be their
concern as well as curs. We ask them to
continue to support us by their
understanding, counsel, and prayer.
{62) In exploring the possible future

“. . We cannot foresee
any set of circumstances
that would make it desir-
able, even if it were
possible, to abolish the
papal office.”

relationships between the Lutheran
churches and the papacy, as we have
done in this consultation, we have been
addressing central ecclesial issues raised
by the Reformation. These issues have
not been solved by the polemical
approaches of the past four centuries,
but we are bold encugh to hope thar the
kind of ceilaboration we have
experienced in this dialogue may be a
prelude to a new relationship between
our traditions.

In terms of the Petrine tunciion
we believe that both Lutherans and
Roman Catholics may no longer avoid
the question: Could not the pope in our
time become in some real way pastor and
teacher of all the faithful. even those
who cannot accept all the claims
connected with his office? In the ligh of
our experience in this dialogue we




belicve that the Roman Catholic church
should wake definite steps 1o face this
question,

{63) In view of their own particular
spiritual patrimony and, nut least, their
own firm convictions concerning the
papacy itself, Lutherans will presumably
not be i a position to adopt the same
relationship 1o the sce of Rome that is
currently held by Roman Catholics. But
Wt SUgEesl In our common Slatemcht

{para. 33), that a distinct canonical
status may be warked our by which
Lutherans could be in official
communion with the church of Rome.
Such a restoration of communion, we
believe, would be of great benefi to
Roman Catholics. and te Lutherans.
enabling them both to share in a broader
Christian heritage. In such a wider com-
munion of churches ihe papacy would
he able to serve as a sign and instrument

of unity, not simply for Roman
Cartholics, but for others who have never
ceased o pray and labor for the manifest
unity of the whole church of Christ,
Footnotes
Chapter Three

403 |. Acta Apostolicae Sedis 65 (1973), 402-

2. [hid., p. 403,
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Part 4
The Deve

Members of the national-level
Lutheran-Catholic dialogue “'have judged
rhat historical criticism, though by no
means the supreme arbiter, must be used
as a gift from God in the contemporary
discussions among Christians,” states a
note appended to the statement released
March 4 by the group. The appended
note explains the use of historical
criticism—especially patristic and New
Testament research—in discussions of
the development of the papacy.

In previous discussions and
published volumes of the Lutheran-
Roman Catholic dialogue concerning
creed, baptism, cucharist, and ministry,
we have paid attention to, and have been
strongly intluenced by, both the
scriptures and church history. But in the
discussions on the papacy. the amount of
biblical and historical data 1o be
reviewed and apalyzed was so enormous
that it secmed impossible to have the
data examined with scholarly precision
by cxperts in cach discipline at the bi-
annual meetings of the dialogue or o
print ftull treatment of the data in the
current volume. Therefore a decision
was laken in the dialogue meetings at
Miami (February, 1971) and at
Greenwich, Connecticut  (September,
1971) to commission smaller task forces
to study the background of the papacy
during two particularly sensitive periods,
namely New Testament and patristic
times, and 1o digest the resulis of these
studies tor use in the dialoguc.

In each instance two members
from the national dialogue, one
Lutheran and one Roman Catholic, were
appuinted o chair these task forces in
order to kecp the national dialogue
abreast of the results. The New
Testament co-chairman were Raymond
E. Brown and John Reumann; the
patristics co-chairmen were James F.
McCue and Arthur Carl Piepkorn,

The New Testament task force
met some lilteen times between October,
1971 and March, 1973, Since it was felt
that a swudy ot Peler’s role in the New
Testament as background for the papacy
might serve many purposes, inciuding
the needs of other ecumenical dialogues,
the membership of this task torce was
broadened 1o include Episcopal and

opment Of The Papacy,

Reformed scholars. The results of their
inquiry were published in September,
1973 under the title, Peter in the New
Testament, by a Lutheran (Augsburg)
and a Roman Catholic
(Paulisi/Newman) publishing house.

The patristics task force
originally envisaged a joint document
analogous to Peter in the New
Testament. Afier canvassing for
suggestions it met in December, 1971,
Arthur Piepkorn and James McCue then
prepared drafts covering the pre- and
post-Nicene periods respectively. These
were discussed at a two-day meeting in
December, 1972

After revision the two reports
were presented Lo the dialogue group at
San Antonio in February, 1973, Further
revisions were then made. Because of the
vastness and complexity of the material,
it was out of the question for the entire
task force to examine the primary and
secondary documentation with the kind
of detail possible for the New Testament.
It was therefore decided that the papers
would appear in this volume! under the
names of their principle co-authors
rather than as joint reports.

Since the studies produced by the
two task forces have their own integrity,
readers of this volume are urged o
examine them firsthand. However, the
portions of our common statement on
“Ministry and the Church Universal”
which deal with the New Testament (par.
9-13) and with the patristic era (par. 15-
18) have been written in light of the
conclusions of the respective task forces.
We present here a brief analysis of the
thrust of these two ask force studics.

Our discussions on the roles of
Peter in the New Testament and on the
relation of Peter’s roles to the status of
the bishops of Rome in the first five
centuries must not be considered simply
as informative background for this
volume. Roman Catholicism  has
prescnted its claims for the papacy
precisely in terms of a relationship of the
bishap of Rome to Peter.

It was the view of WVatican
Council [ that Christ constituted Peter
chief of all the aposties and visible head
of the whole church on earth, and that
by Christ’s institution Peter would
always have successors in that oltice
who are the bishops of Rome. Such a

Appendix /Historical Criticism

formulation expressed a point of Roman
Catholic faith in historical language. and
therefore raises at least two questions for
contemporary scholars.

First, how is the role of the
bishop of Rome historically retated to
the roles of Peter as described in the
New Testament? Second, to what degree
are the pictures of Peter in -the New
Testament genuinely historical? To
answer the first question requires
information trom both the patristic and
New Testament fields; to answer the
second question is a matter of New
Testament research.

Since there is a strong element of
history in the Roman Catholic claim, it
was important that both task forces
employ the methods in common use
today for scientific historical study, At
the same time it must not be assumed

.The Roman Catho-
lic who is conscious of
historical criticism will
not expect to find Peter in
the first century acting in
the same manner as the
pope in the fifth century.”

that historical criticism can answer with
certainty the iwo questions asked. But
such study sometimes changes Lhe
perspective of the discussion.

[n answering the first question,
for instance, the Roman Catholic who is
conscious of historical criticism will not
expect to find Peter in the first century
acting in the same manner as the pope in
the fifth century. The Lutheran who is
conscicus of historical criticism will
admit that if Peter did not act in the
manner of a later pope, the relationship
of the papacy to Peter is not necessarily
disproved. Both of them must come 1o

terms with the fact of historical
development.
Awareness of this historicai

development on the part of the New 599




Testamem task force is itlustrated in
Peter in the New Testament:

...papacy in its developed form
cannot be read back into the New
Testament: and it will help neither papal
opponents nor papal supporters to have
the model of later papacy before their
cyes whent discussing the role of Peter.
For that very reason we have tended 1o
avoid “loaded™ terminology in reference
to Peter, ¢.g. primacy. jurisdiction. Too
often in the past, arguments about
whether or not Peter has a “universal
primacy” have blinded scholars to a
more practical agreement about such
things as the widely accepted importance
of Peter in the New Testamemt and his
diversitied image.'*?

Similarly, the reporis on the
patristic period note that, as institutions
are atfected by the challenges and needs
of the times, the papacy can be no
exception. As a clearly identifiable
institution the Roman primacy cmerged
gradually. Some of the ¢lemems that
would later be combined to constitute
the Roman primacy were already in
cuistence before Nicaca. Yet it was in the
post-Nicene period that a claim was
clearly made by a number of Roman
bishops that they succeeded Peter in his
responsibility for all the churches. In
neither the East nor the West were the
responseés to this claim without
fluciuation and ambiguity.

These hiblical and patristic
studies have examined the roles
of Peter and of the Roman pontitfs
in the context of the first five centuries.
As a result, they do not directly answer
the later quesuons which the national
dialogue has faced. For instance,
Paragraph 13 of the common statement
portrays Peler as having various roles in
New Testament times; attention is drawn
in particular to his roles as the great
fisherman (missionary). the shepherd
(pastor) of the sheep. the martyr, the
receiver of special revelation, the
contessor of the true faith, the guardian
of faith against false teaching.

The line of development of such
images is obviously reconcilable with,
and indeed favorable to, the claims of
the Roman Catholic Church for the
papacy. The same may be said of some
images of Peter which appeared in early
patristic times. Yet important questions
remain:’ To what extent is the trajectory
ot these images, as traced by recent
scholars, influenced by the events of
later history? How do images not so
favorable to papal claims, e.g.. that of
Peter as a weak and sinful man, affect the
general picture? One may also ask the
further theological question: How
should these developments be
interpreted in the light of God's
providence?

Thus, the studies of the two task
torces clear aside some of the obstacles
faced in the past. They do not, however,
relieve us of the difficult task of
evaluating the historical developments
of the Peirine iinage and of the papacy.
But a discernment of the hand of God in

600 history is not a mauer of historical

criticism; it is rather a question for
theological reflection. In its work,
therefore, the national dialogue has had
1 go beyond the results of historicai
study as presented by the two task forces.

We are aware of the fact that the
biblical and patristic reports do not
reflect 1ot agreement among scholars.
Even within one chuech, rescarchers
may disagree over the meaning of a text
or documem. No attempt has been made
to gloss over the instances where no
unanimous results could be arrived at.

Diversity of scholarly opinion,
especially in relaiion to the New
Testament, may be misunderstood by
those who believe that the interpretation
of the Bible should not be subject to the
vagaries of human scholarship and
should reach divine ceriainty. Such a
simplistic view has sometimes been
fostered among Protestants by the
assertion that the Bible, being the sole
rule of faith, should be immediately
ciear to all Christian readers, Among
Roman Catholics, this simplistic view
has sometimes found support in the
contention that since church authority is
the infallible interpreter of scripture, its

“The Lutheran who is
conscious of historical
criticism will admit that
if Peter did not act in the
manner of a later pope, the
relationship of the papacy
to Peter is not necessarily
disproved.”

meaning has been decided once for all.

However, while the members of
this national dialogue clearly accept
their respective traditions on the
interpretation of scripture, they
recognize that scholarly analysis of the
documents often blunts the edge of some
affirmations found in these traditions.
For instance, such a technical question
as the exact historical description of
Peter's role during his lifetime cannot be
answered simply by citing scriptural
texts or authoritative teachings of the

~ magisterium.

The recognition of difficuities
and the preseniation of a rtolerable
diversity of opinions about the meaning
of the sources swdied constitute a
challenge to the churches to re-examine
some past assumptions. Do the positions
that seemed clear in the Reformation
and the 19th century remain equally
clear today? Might not new possibilities
of agreement be opened by a
reconsideration of the relation of the
papacy to Peter in the light of modern
historical method?

The only alternatives to the type
of historical criticism that allow for
diversity of interpretation are the

opposing theses which either affirm or
deny that the papacy is found in the New
Testament or the patristic
documentation. Such theses entail the
corallary that those who do not tind the
clear doctrine, whatever it might be,
must he cither uninformed or in bad
taith. This iaference has, over the last
four centurics, produced little progress
in bringing Christians together. By
contrast, the menthers of the national
dialogue have judged that historical
criticism, though by no means the
supreme arbiter, must be used as a gift
from God in the contemporary
discussions among Christians.O
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Dr. Warren A. Quanbeck, Luther Theological
Seminary. St. Paul, Minn.; Dr. Jokn H.P.
Reumann, Lutheran Theological Seminary,
Philadelphia; Dr. William Rusch, the Lutheran
Council's Division of Theological Studies; Dr.
Virgil Westlund, USA National Committee of
the Lutheran World Federation, New York
City: Dr. Gerhard O. Forde, Luther
Theological Seminary, St. Paul. Minn.; Dr.
Ralph Bohimann, Division of Theology and
Church Relations of the Lutheran Church.
Missouri-Synod.

Catholics .

Baltimore Auxiliary Bishop T. Ausrin
Murphy, cochairman of the dialogue; Msgr.
Joseph W. Baker, QOffice for Ecumenical
Affairs, St. Louis; Sulpician Farher Raymond
E. Brown, Union Theologicai Seminary and
Woodstock College New York City. Father
Walter Burghardr. 5.)., Woodstock College:
Father Godfrey Diekmann, O.8.8., Su. John's
University, Collegeviile. Minn.; Sulpician
Father Maurice C. Duchaine, 5t. Patrick’s
Seminary, Menlo Park, Calif.; Father Avery
Dulles, 5.J. Woodstock College; Father John F.
Hotchkin, director of the secrerariat for the
U.S. bishops’ Committee on Ecumenical and
Interreligious Affairs; Prof. James F. McCue,
University of [owa. lowa City. Father Kifian
MecDonneil, 0.5.8., 5t.. lohn's University,
Collegeville, Minn.; Father Carl I Peter,
Catholic University of America, Washington,
D.C.. Msgr. Jerome D. Quinn, St. Paul
Seminary, St. Paul, Minn.; Assumptionisr
Father George A. Tavard, Methodist
Theological Sehool. Delaware, Ohio; Father
Joseph Fitzmeyer, 5.J., Fordham University,
New York City.




