Anglican-Catholic Dialogue: Its Problems and Hopes
by Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger

INTRODUCTION. Agreed Statements and the position of the Roman Congregation for 1he Faith,

Ina senes of sessions between January 1970 and September 1981 the Anglican-Roman Catholic Inernational
Commission firgw upstatemen s on the Eucharist, Ministry & Ordination, and Authonty in the Church. The aim
of the Commn;suon was 10 prepare a way for the restoration of intercommunion between the two Church;s. The;c
was no ntention of solving all controversial issues, but it was hoped under these headings 10 get 10 grips with the
major causes of division. Even here no claim was made to have achieved complete agreement in every detail ' out
conviction was expressed that the statements provided a fundamental common approach 1o these questions
which might be termed ‘substantial agreement’, since fundamental principles were developed in them, whereby
any remaining particular disagreements in these areas might be resolved®. The document accordingly concludes
with the confident assertion that now - in 1981 - it is more than evident that 'under the Holy Spint, our Churches
have grown c¢loser together in faith and chanty. There are high expectations that significant initiatives will be
baoldly undertaken to deepen our reconciliation and lead us forward in the quest for full communion™.

At the same nme the Commission was fully aware that the ultimate decision as to the ecclesiastical relevance of

its findings did not rest with itself. All along it had intended, according

10 the ecclesiastical mandate which had

called it into being, 1o submit its statements 10 the “respective authonties'. Since its purpose was not merely

academic but focused on ecciesiastical reality, the statements had 1o go

through an official ecclesiastical process

of examination and judgement®. This tock place when the sessions came to an end in September 19381, [t was also

clear that, since ecclesiastical authonty is structured differeatly in cach

case, examination and decision making

~ would also have to be conducted on quite different lines by the respective authonities, Perhaps one should remark

at this point that any presentation of the theme “Authonty in the Church’ which was really intended to lead to

unity, would have 1o take into account in 2 much more concrete way th
justice to the question. For if there was surprise afterwards at the fact tha

¢ actual form of authonty in order to do
t the Roman Catholic Church can give an

authortative answer more immediately than Anglican structures allow for, this is surely an indication that 100
little attention had been paid to the actual functioning of authonty. It was probably not made clear enough that
the Pope - especially since Vatican 11 - has a special authentic teaching function for the whole Church: it is not

indeed infallible but does make authoritative decisions®. On the other

hand the text left one completely in the

dark as to the concrete structure of authority in the Anglican community. Those well acquainted with

Anglicanism know that the Lambeth Conference, originally instituted

in 1867, was not due (o meet for several

years, according to its regular timing, and that no authoritative pronouncement could be made before that date.
But ought not the text to have mentioned this structure i order to give a true explanation of the problem of
authority without stopping short of the concrete reality? Would not the right and indeed necessary thing have
been to explamn what sort of teaching authority and jurisdiction belongs or does not belong to this assembly of

bishops? Should one not also have gone into the question of the rela

tion between political and ceclesiastcal

authority in the Church which first touches the nerve-point of the question of the Cathobicity of the Churchorthe
relation between local and universal Church? In 1640 Parliament decided as follows: ‘Convocation has no power

- 1o enact ¢anons or constitulions concerning matters of doctrine or dis<ip
religious without the consent of Parliament’, That may be obsolete, buti

line., or in any other way to bind clergy or
tcame 10 mind again in 1927 whenon (we

occasions a version of the Book of Common Prayer was rejected by P_arliamcm“. However t!m may be. lhc;c
concrete questions should have been clarified and answered, if a viable agreement about Authonty i the

Church’ was the aim in view. For it is of the essence of authonty 10 be

conerete. consequently one can only ¢o

justice to the theme by naming the actual authorities and clarifying their relative position on both sides instead of

just theonzing about authonty,

But to go back 10 our starting point: this Paremhcsis was only inserted
substantial agreement about authority in the Church, the actual

because, after there had been thcoreticgl
intervention of authonty resulted n

misunderstanding and bad feeling. What had happened? According 10 the express ‘““““9“"’; :R?(I(?“ :)l::
Congregation for the Faith, commissioned by the Pope as central or an of ecclesiastical authority, had se

examining the texts as soon as they were completed,

and then on 29th March 1982 promulgated a derailed

. ' ¢ ] i rrent
statement of their opinion. This was first despatched to the Bishops Conference as a“Contribution to the cu

dialogue’, and then on 6th May 1982 published in the Osservatore Roma
say that this was an example of the functioning of precisely that structur

One can clearly recognise three characteristic elements of that structure

worldwide college of bishops, and relaton in dialogue to other Christ
case we see ecumenical dialogue raise

no¥, Pursuing the matter further, one can

¢ of authority sketched out by Vaucan I1.

- the office of Peter’s successor, lh.c
ian churches and denominauons. in this

d from the sphere of particular groups - which are not vet authontalive.



however important and well authonsed they may be - and transferred to the level of matte |

?hun:h .in a um've_rgl and obligatory way. Then the See of Peter speaks through one o?i:.o c“ec:t':lng 5 wh::.
indeed in a dc'ﬁm!we manner, yet with an authority which carries more weight in the Church thm?:;rcl
aca;dcr_mc publication about the question would. Based on the teaching of the Church, the document mvkdci
guidelines for further development of the dialogue. And finally the whole ¢ollege of bishops. as succcsso‘is of the
apostles, are drawn into the dialogue in their capacity of responsibility for the whole Church,

!EHEU F. UNDAMENTAL PROBLEM OF THE DIALOGUE: The Authonty of Tradition. and the Central Organs
of Unity.

1. Preliminary note on the situation of the discussion

The above statements have already brought us right to the heart of the problem with which Anglican-Catholic
dialogue is concerned. A first reading of the ARCIC documents might well convey the impression that nothing
but Vatican I's teaching about papal primacy, and the more recent Marian dogmas stood in the way of complete
agreement. The reaction of the media, which are always bound 10 be on the look-out for something striking and
quickly grasped, intenstfied this impression which only too easily rurned into the opinion that reconciliation was
held up only by particular 19th century dogmas on the part of Rome. Were this thecase, it would certainiy be hard
to understand why Rome laid so much stress on such recent, particular doctrinal developments. apparc;uly even
wishing to raise them to a touchstone of ccumenism. In point of fact, both the aforesaid dogmas are cniy the most
tangible symptoms of the overall problem of authonty in the Church. The way one views the structure of
Christianity will necessarily affect in some measure, great or small, one’s attitude to vanous particular matters
contained within the whole. For this reason | do not wish here to go into the particular points which surfaced in
the dialogue between Catholics and Anglicans, and which have already been dealt with in the ARCIC Reportas
well as i the comments of the Congregation for the Faith. [ would prefer to approach one single point from
various aspects - the point which has already emerged from a simple account of the course of events as the core of
the prablem. namely the question of authority. Thus 15 identical with the question of tradition and cannot be
separated from that of the relation berween the universal Church and a particular Church. Even this problem
cannot receive comprehensive, systematic trearment here. Within the limits of this short ¢ssay it would seem
more to the point to dispense with systematic procedure and simply juxtapose a series of observations which will
nevertheless, each in its own way, reflect something of the whole.

But first it would seem fitting to comment bnefly on the general nature both of the statement of the
Congregation for the Faith and of the Agreed Statements of ARCIC which underlie it. Almost everywhere
newspapers and reports tell how the communication from the Roman Congregation begins with a few short,
meaningless and florid compliments, and that after that everything is merely negative and critical, so that by the
end of it ane is left with a discouraging impression. Such an assertion could only be the result of a very superficial
reading of the text. [n the relatively short first section, dealing with the subject as a whole, the posttive side i§
stated first and then followed up by criticism. This pattern is retained throughout the sections dealing with
particular subjects. Attention is first drawn to the important steps forward that have been made n dealing with
the particular questions. and then guidehnes are laid down to show the way ahead if a really viable basic
‘substantial agreement’ is (o be reached. Actually itis impossible to read through the ARCIC statements without
feeling a great sense of gratitude, for they show how far theological thought has matured 1 the last decade as
regards shared insight. Recourse 10 Scripture and the Fathers has brought 10 light the common foundations of
diverging confessional developments, and so opened up that perspective in which apparently irrccopcilablc
elements can be fused together into the wholeness of the one truth. The desire for umty is plain: one might say
that the hermeneutics of umty have made a new understanding of the sources possible. and conversely, recourse
ta the sources has evoked hermeneutics of unity. All this is indisputable and makes the ARCIC documents so
outstanding that they could be, and had to be, transferred from the sphere of pnvate preparatory work into the
forum of the Church’s public dialogue. But all this must serve 1o o justify the courage needed 10 face the
questions squarely and fully both in statement and deliberation. Approbation and ¢riticism are not mutually
exclusive: each demands the other. [tis only when both are joined together that we get an authgntlc vehicle for
true dialogue. This will be taken for granted as [ proceed now to deal with the most urgent questons.

2. The authority of Traditicn

The complex of questions we are concerned with here cannot possibly be contained within the single concept
‘pnmacy’. [t includes, over and above, determining the co-ordination of Scripture - 1rqdmon - cour_tc:ls -
episcopate - reception. The two last ideas refer to the respective roles of bishops _and laity in the fo_nnauon of
Chnstian doctrine. 1t 1s a umiversal tenetamongst Christians that Scripture is the basic standard of Chrnist:an f:ull'}t
the central authority through which Christ himself exercises his authonty over the Church and within it. For tl'uaf
reason all teaching in the Church is ultimately exposition of Scripture, just as Scripture in its turn 1s exposition o




the living word of Jesus Christ: but the ultimate value of all is not what 1s written but the life which Qur Lord

transmitted to his Church, within which Scnipture itself lives and is life. Vatican 11 formulated these mutual

relations very beautifully: “Through tradition the complete canon of sacred books is made known to the Church.

Within her the Holy Scriptures are themselves understood at greater depth and ceaselessly putintoaction. Soitis
that God who spoke of old, never ceases to converse with the Bride of His beloved Son, and the Holy Spirit -
through whom the living voice of the Gospel resounds in the Church and through her in the world beyond - leads
the faithful into all truth and causes the word of Chrnist to dwell amongst them in full measure.” (c.f. Col. 3,167,

There 1s a prionty of Seriptures as witness and a priority of the Church as the vital environment for such witness,
but both are linked together in constantly alternating relationships, so that neither can be imagined without the
other. This relative pnionty of the Church to Scmipture abviously presupposes also the existence of the Universal
Church as a concrete and active reality, for only the whoele Church can be the locus of Seripture in this sense. So
the question of defining the relation between a particular Church and the Universal Church has obviously already
claimed a place amongst the fundamental problems.

The mutual dependence of a community living the Bible, and of the Bible in which the community finds the
inward standard of 1ts being, is first represented as a subtle spintual reality, but it becomes a very practical issue
with the question: How is Scripture recognised in the Church? Who decides whether what you say is in accord
with Scnipture or not? It is rather ambiguous when ARCIC says: “Neither general councils nor universal primates
are invanably preserved from error even in official declarations®. It is still more emphatic in another place: The
Commission 1s very far from implying that general councils cannot err and is well aware that they sometimes have
erred®. The Synods of Ariminum and of Seleucia are quoted as examples of this. Then 1t goes on tosay: *Article 21
{i.c. of the Anglican Articles of Religion) affirms that general counals have authonrty only whea their
judgements “may be declared that they be taken out of Holy Scripture™. The ARCIC text adds that according to
the argument of the Statement aiso, “only those judgements of general councils are guaranteed to exclude whatis
erroneous or are protected from error which have as their content fundamental matters of faith, which formulate
central truths of salvation and which are faithful to Scripture and consistent with Tradition'*?. Moreover there is
need for reception; about this it says in what seems a rather dialectical way that 'reception does not create truth
nor legitimitise the decision’, the authority of a council is not denived entirely from reception on the part of the
faithful: on the other hand it also teaches that a council is *not so evidently self-sufficient that 1ts definitions owe
nothing to reception™!. Another passage is even more explicit: *If the definition proposed for assent were not
manifestly a legitimate interpretation of biblical faith and in line with orthodox tradition, Anglicans would think
it a duty to reserve the reception of the defimtion for study and discussion''?,

The phrase ‘manifesily a legitimate nterpretation of biblical faith’ catches one's attention, The dogmas of the
pre-Reformation Church are quite certainly not ‘manifestly legitimate’ in the sense in which ‘manifest’ is used in
modern exegesis. If there were such a thing as the ‘manifestly legitimate', obvious enough (o stand in its own nght
out of range of reasonable discussion, there would be no need at all for councils and ecclesiastical teaching
authority. On this point questions raised by the continental European Reformation are fully present amongst the
Anglicans. It is true they are modified by the fact that the survival of the episcopate retains the fgndamcmgl
structure of the pre-Reformation Church as the form of life within the ecelesiastical community to this day, This
assures a fundamentally positive attitude to the doctrinal tenets of the pre-Reformation Church. Onginally this
was the intention also of the continental denominations but the pull away from tradition was much stronger in
their communities, so that there was far less ability to hold fast. This modification of the principle of "Scnpture
only” has, however, long been more on the level of fact than of principle; it is true that fact could facilitate the step
down to the fundamental level, This should not be too difficult, considenng the actual authority of tradition. In
any case further dialogue must get to grips in real camest with this fundamental issue.

3. The Universal Church and its central organs as the condition of tradition.

But 10 return once 2gain to our starting point in the analysis of the text. Nothing ‘manifest’ can be denved from
intellectual discussion or from the mere fact of general opinion in the Church. Ultimately we come up against an
anthropological question here; beyond what is purely objective, nothing 1s ‘manifcst' to anyone save what .I‘u:
lives. For that reason interpretation is always a question of the whole complex of life*?. To transfer authomy. u}
this way to what is ‘manifest’, as is done in the passage already quoted, means linking up faith with the authonty o
historians, i.e. exposing it to conflicting hypotheses. Quite the contrary - keeping in view the farth testified ton
the New Testamen itself and the life of the early Church, we must hold fast to the conviction that there ¢can be no
second sifting through of what the Universal Church teaches as Unmversal Church; }Vho would pt-esurn{ 10
undertake such a task? One can read greater depth into a pronouncement of the Universal Church; one can
improve on it linguistically; one can develop it further by focusing on the centre of the fa,“hda"d on new
perspectives opening up a way forward, but one cannot ‘discuss’ it in the ordinary sensc of the word.

At this point it becomes clear what the episcopal office means and what exactly '_tmdilion‘ 15 i‘n the l(.gl:mh};
According to the catholic way of thinking, a bishop is someone who can express the voice of the Universal Chure




-

n his teaching, or 10 put it another way: the episcopate is the supreme court in the Church as regards both ‘
teaching and decision. because it is the living voice of the Universal Church, An individual bishop has tull
authority as pastor of a particular Church because, and in vo far as, he represents the Univeral Church.

"Apostolic Succession’ is the sacramental form of the unifying presence of tradition'®. For this reason the
Universal Church is not a mere external amplification, contributing nothing to the essential nature ot Church in
the local Churches, but it extends into that very nature itself. Here it is necessary to contradict the ARCIC Report
where it says: “The second Vatican Counci allows it to be said that a Church out of communion with the Roman
See may lack nothing trom the viewpoint of the Roman Catholic Church except that it does not belong to the
visible manitestation of tull Chnstian communion®'®. With such an assertion wrongly claiming the support ot
Vaucan [I. Church Unity is debased to an unnecessary, it desirable, externality, and the character of the
Universal Church is reduced to mere outward representation, of little significance in constituting what 1s
ecclesial. This romantic idea of provincial Churches which is supposed to restore the structure of the early
Church, is really contradicting the histarical reality of the early Church as well as the concrete expernences of
history. o which ane must certainly not turn a blind eye in considerations of this sort. The early Church did
indeed know nothing of Roman primacy in practice. in the sense of Roman Catholic theology of the second
millenmium. but it was well acquainted wich living farms of unity :n the Universal Church which were constitutive
of the essence ot provincial Churches. Understoed in this sense. the prionty of the Universal Church always
preceded that of particular Churches,

| will just instance here three well known phenomena: letters of communion, which bound Churches together;
the symbalism ot cellegiality at the consecration of a bishop, This ceremony was always linked up with living
tradition by <ross-questioning and acceptance of the Creed. while the imprint of thé Universal Church was
manifest in the tact that bishops of prominent sees were represented: mere neighbourly recognition would not
suttice: it had 10 be made clear that the prominent sees were in communion with each other. as it fell to them to
guarantee the character of the Universai Church in the case of this particular one. Finally one should include here
what people today like to call the concilianty of the Church, though they often have romantically simplitied ideas
about it, For it s a known fact that concihianity has never functioned simply of its own accord by the pure and
spontaneous harmeny of plurality, as many present day statements would seem to suggest. Actualiy the authonty
af the emperor was necessary o summaon a council. Take away the person of the emperor. and you can no longer
discuss the conciliar reality of the medieval Church but a only a theclogical fiction. Closer consideration shows
that the participation of Rome, the See centered on the place where SS. Peter & Paul died. was of great
sigmificance for the full validity of @ council, even if this factor is less in evidence than the position of the ¢emperor.
All the same. Vincent Twomey has aiready shown ina very well documented piece of research, thatalready in the
cantest at Nicea two opposed options stand out clearly: the Eusebian and the Athanasian, i1.¢, the idea of an
impenal umiversal Church as agamnst a really theclogical conception in which it is not the emperor but Rome
which plays the decisive role'. However that may be, the impenal Church has vanished, and with it the emperor
too: Thank God, we may say. Meanwhule. if one wants 1o discuss the concilianty of the Church in a way that s
realistic and meaningful, the question inevitably anses: what office is important enough from a theological point
ot view to replace and sustain the tunction fulfilled by the emperor?'?

At this point the question about the later development of history must inevitably be faced asa theological issue:
a mere return 1o the medieval Church is no solution even from a theological point of view. Jean Meyendortf has
recently tackled the whole subject with an uninhibited realism which might well serve as a model tor research with
an eve to the future. He shows how. once the central organs of unity. founded on a theological basis. were given
up alter the break up of the old imperial Church, this led in fact with compulsive inward logic (o s1ate churches
springing up everywhere. These did not correspond at all to the medieval idea of local Church or parish, though
an attlempt was made 10 justity them theologically in that way. Instead they brought in their train a tendancy (o
particulanze Chnstianity, contrary 1o the essential idea of "‘Church’ in the New Testament and pre-Retormation
Church®®, Once the Universal Church had disappeared from view as a concrete reality actually leaving is mark
on the local Church. and a link had been forged with some political or ethaic reality as a framework tor the latter.
the whole pattern of ecclesiastical government changed - including the evaluaton ot cpucopgl office, and so
involving alteration in the structure of the Church. [t was not only an curward "manifestation’ which fell away but
a power which had influenced from within. It is in this context that Meyendorff wonders whether it would no
actuaily be better to devote more atteation to the idea of development in the Church. and use¢ thatasan qpproach
to the theological content ot primacy. The latter is offset by the negative legalism which resulted from the
tendency [0 particularise und was in evidence after the break up of the old empire wherever the link with the
umtying tunction ot the papacy had been severed'®.

. < . y |
Retlections ke these must on ao account lead to one sided assert:on of the "Roman’ point o view. z_'hct: «;0
pont towards the principle of o unitying ottice. but they also call tor self criticism on the part ot Rom.m-h at ohu.
theoloey, Without i doubt there have been misguided developments in both theology and practce where the

5



local Church. By this means the theological i

=l ¢ yu gical core Lto view and be ccep
pninciple of the pnmatial office in the Universal Church, in my = b puble The
being reduced to mere manifestation. while the reality of the Un
other hand the ourward ways of putiing the otfice 1nto practice a

atresh by the principle. The consequences of this tor the C atholic-Anglican diakogue became evident 10 us rather
asa stde-result of the introductory report on its last phases. In order 1o reach a viable untty. the torm of authonty
in the Anglican Church must be spelt out with complete realism, and there must be no shuimg the question of the
relationship between episcopal and politcal authonty, tor that was after all the start of the separation. The tact
that since then the Anglican community has spread all over the world, has anvway led automaticalls 10
modifications of the onginal pattern. so that history itself has helped 1o rccmy' history. Parallel to these

considerations, most caretul thought must be given to vanations in practice. potentially contained in the pnnciple
of pnmacy. ’

wersal Church is theologically dissolved, On the
re subject to alteration and must always betested

4.- Tradnion and Beliet

With all that has been said. it should have become clear that the question of the Universal Church and of the
primacy as its real central organ is not Simply a matter of an ssolated Roman problem, of varying signiticance to
difterent peopie. [t1s at hean a question of the most powerfu! and communal presence of the Word o1 God in the
Church. and as we have said, this question includes that of the Universal Church and its authority as well as the
official instruments of this authonty, To put it in a different way: it is a Question of what one actually means by
“Tradwion’. In this connection 1 think a comment on terminoiogy might bring us turther. In quite a number ot
piaces in the ARCIC papers the two dialoguing parties - Anglican and Catholic - are referred 10 as “our two
traditions *° “Tradizon’ has become a key-word in recent ecumenism and is used in theological class:tication ol
the difference between various churches and denominations: they are referred 1o as “our traditions’. This
terminology expresses & quite definite idea about the degree of separation and the way to restore Church Unity.
The different forms of the reality “church’ are according to this ‘traditions’ in which the hertage of the New
Testament has found mamifold realisation. This means that divisions are regarded theologically as of secondars
impoertance. even when hustoncally seen as venerable and notewerthy realisations ot common Christianty. One
might say that 1n the most recent publicatons about dialogue “tradiion’ is the new name tor ‘contession’. which
cenamnly means that a fundamental change of model has taken place in the vision ot Church and 1aith. Wherever
“tradition’ s substituted for ‘confession” the question of truth s resolved into reconailing concern lor what hustory
nas brought about.

One more thought comes to mind which will take us back to the theological question from which we started. It
two such different subjects as the Catholic Church and the Anghcan Church are grouped 1ogether under the
common lerm "our two traditions’. the profound difference in estimation of the phenomenon ‘tradition” - such 4
hall-mark of the identity of each - 1s obliterated. But unfortunately one searches in vain through the ARCIC texis
for an analysis of what “tradition” means to each. Roughly speaking one might summanse it like thisz in the
Catholic Church the pnnciple of “tradition’ refers, not only and not even in the first place. to the permanency vl
ancient doctrines or texis which have been handed down, but to a certain way of co-ordinatng the living \f()rd vl
the Church and the decisive written word of Scripture. Here “tradition” means dbove all, that the Chureh. livingin
the form of the apostalic succession with the Peirine office atits centre, is.!hc' placein wh_uch the Bible s ll\"cd :m‘u
interpreted in a way that binds. this interpretation forms a historical continuity, setting fixed szandarqs but ml.: L':
uself reaching a final point at which it belongs only to the past. 'Revelation’ is closed but =m¢f?f.€'~“‘.“-" whic
binds is not?'. There can be no appeal against the ulumate binding force of :ntcrpretation. So "‘Jdmin I
essentially marked by the “living voice” - 1.¢. by the obligatory nature of the teaching of the Universal Church.

If. on the other hand, one consults the Amicles of Religion or the “Lambeth Ouadnlul(e:al ot 1336, the
difference strikes one immediately. The similarity of Art.19 on the Church with Art.8 of lhc‘:up:::':i
Confession hits one 1n the eye in the same way as the similarity of Art.20 on Authonity :r? 1Ihch-|;un..\r::t‘.“ i
corresponding Art.15 of the Confessio Augustana. Now both the Confessio ..-\ugu;(an;: .aonn .:;:n.m" ::‘n-c "‘-
Religion assume that Creed and dogmas are taken over from the prc-Rcfonnanon‘ Chure .B (Tc:r e !l‘.‘at 4
speaking apply sola scriprura here in the face of a fundamental tecognm-on of (r:dnfomn.c m\:‘c g 0.: e
tendency is to regard tradition as a recogmised heritage of 1exts from the pasl.'Al.t st.a e e
lwing voice of the Church is mimimised in theology by the demand for testng against niptu L.I.-h'\ x.csu:cuon e
1s reduced to the sphere of mere discipline, which s lhcr-cb)‘ cut off from its t@c loundanolr:l_s; s
a certain extent projected into the pastin the Articles of Religion. n so far a5 it lscxt‘::s:r;cd St ith.
Church of Jerusalem. Alexandria and Antioch erred, so also the Church of Rome ha
and general councils too, {Am. 19 & 21).

tated that just as the
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5. Tradition can never be closed.

A.t this point_anolhcr omission in the ARCIC documents should be nated: it has to do with the concrete
realities of each Church. (tis true that ARCIC detends iself against accusation that it has contradicted Art.21 ot
the Arucles ot Religion®, But it does not explam anywhere what force these Articles and 1he Book ot Con'\-mon
Praycr actually have, In this case 100, as in the question of authenty, one can only grasp the concrete situation by
investigating these matters, for obviously we are touching here on what an Anglican would regard as ‘teadition’,
[n the discussion about the texts it was evident that both the Articles of Religion and the Book of Common Prayer
have great intluence as standards. It seems to me all the more strange that from the reverse pont of view ihc
Catholic ecumenwcal paper ‘[rénikon’ felt obliged to cnticise the Congregation for the Faith severely n an
editonal because in its analysis of the Agreed Statements it had brought in definitions premuigated in the
Catholic Church since the separation. “Irénikon speaks (in a quite unirenic way) of the ‘painful” impréssion that
the Congregation has made. With finger raised in reproach it continues: “1f this atttude has already had

consequences in dialogue with the Anglicans, one can imagine how 1t would block the way towards restonng
canonical and sacramental communion with the Orthodox Church.®

A kind of ecumenical dogma seems to he developing here which needs some attention, Quite likely it began
with this train of thought: tor intercommunion with the Orthodox., the Cathelic Church need not necessarily insist
on accepiance of the dogmas of the second millenium. [t was presumed that the Eastern Churches have remained
in the traditional form of the first millenium. which in itself is legitimate and, if ightly understood, contains no
contradiction to further developments. The latter after all only unfolded what was already there in principle in the
time of the undivided Church. [ myself have already taken part in attempts to work things out like this*!, but
meanwhile they have grown out of hand (o the point at which councils and dogmatic decisions of the second
millentum are supposed not to be regarded as ecumenical but as particular developments in the Latin Church,
constituting its private property in the sense of ‘our rwo traditions’. But this distorts the first attempt o think
things out into a completely new thesis with far-reaching consequences. For this way of looking at it actually
impites denial of the existence of the Universal Church in the second millenium. while tradition as a living,
truth-giving power is frozen at the end of the first. This strikes at the very heart of the idea of Church and
tradition, because ultimately such an age test dissolves the full authority of the Church, which is then left without
a voice at the present day. Moreover one might well ask in reply to such an assertion, with what nght consciences,
in such a particular Church as the Latin Church would thea be, could be bound by such pronouncements. What
once appeared as truth would have to be reduced 1o mere custom. The great age-long ¢laim to truth would be
disqualified as an abuse.

All this means that a far-reaching thesis. the principles and consequences of which have not been thought cut.
has been raised to the level of a self-evident axiom. To belittle it is to ncur ungracious censure, But this very
self-evidence which convinced “[rénikon” that it was its duty 10 pass censure from its lofty look-out on the
Congregation for the Faith, demands decisive response. Ta my mind the central truth of what they are trying to
get at is this: unity is a tundamental, hermeneutic prnciple of all theology, and we must learn to read the
documents which have been handed down to us, according to the hermeneutics of umity, which show up much that
s new and open doors where only bolts were visible before. Such hermeneutics of unity w.ill ental ;cading the
statements of both parties in the contextaf the whale tradition and with a deeper understanding of S_mpxurc. This
will include investigatung how far decisions since the separation have been stamped with a certain
particularisation both as to language and thought - something that might well be (ransgcndcd without doing
vivlence to the content of the statements. For heremeneutics are not a skillful device for escaping from
burdensome autharittes by a change of verbal function, (though this abuse has otten ocurlfcd). but rather
apprehending the word with an understanding which at the same tme discovers in il new pp&s:bllu-.cs.

Ecumenical dialogue does fot mean epung out of living, Chnsuan reality, but .udvancmg by means ot .x_hc
hermeneuttcs of unity, To opt out and cut oneself off means artificial wuhdrawalnm_to a past bc_yond :cca.h. it
means restnicting tradition to the past. But that is to transfesr ecumenismanto an artificial world while one goeson
practising particularisation by fencing off one’s own thing. Since this preserve is r_cgardcd s 1mt:_fm'clit.ro;11
dizlogue but is still clung 10, 1t 1s lowered from the realm ot truth into the sphcrc of mere custom, Fina f’\ the
uesT:on arises as (o whether it is a matter of truth atall, or just: f companng ditferent customs and llltllmg:b w:»
of reconciling them. In any case, the remark that the introduction of dogmalic decisions p:.uscfi \:lk:h‘..;
separation should not be regarded as the high point of the dialogue, denotes a fhght into the arnic wh
should be tirmiy resisted.

f. Tradinon and Euchanst

. : . ¢ wd the
Now to eet back 1o the ARCIC document aiter this detour. Everything sad so far h""'l "’“:"_id':j:;_‘:mul
question ot authority and tradition. 1 have tred o show that here and nowhere eise really lies the '




problem. To solve it would be decisive for the question of unity.
affects also the particular areas in which full agreement has not
communication from the Congregation for the Faith: Eucharis
an.d. according to circumstances, adoration of the consecrated
priesthood (with the question in the background of the institution of the sacraments and of their actual number);
theological substantiation and concrete ecclesiastical content of the Petrine office. It is not possible to deal wi:h'
all these things here. But let me just add one remark about the quesuion of the Eucharist. The great reformed
dgnpminalions and the Anglican community accepted the ancient creeds as part of their own belief, and so the
trinitanan and chnistological faith defined in the councils of the early Church has been kept out of the debate. Side
by side with Scripture and combined With it, this is the actual nucleus of the unity which binds us together and
gives us hope of complete reconciliation.

It would not be hard 10 show that this question
yet been reached, and which were noted in the
t with emphasis on sacrifice, transubstantiation
species; sacramental nature and content of the

For this reason we must for the sake of unity strenuously resist any attempt to break up this central ecclesial
deposit or to discard as outmoded the practice based on it of reading Scripture together. A mere fundamenalist
approach to the Bible, adopied these days by quite a number of people, would not bning us together but would

soon break up the Bible itself. Without this centre the Bible would cease to be one book and would lose its
authonty.

So, although unity remained in the Creeds, the break in the form of eucharistic Lirurgy had its full effect. Butin
point of fact, in spite of all textual and ritual differences, the consistent unity of structure and understanding of the
eucharistic liturgy in the pre-Reformation Church (together with the baptismal liturgy) was the vital habitat in
which the Christian dogma of that Church was rooted. The authority of tradition in the case of eucharistic model
carries no less weight than in the case of councils and their creeds, even though it isdifferently expressed - through
constant living ¢nactment instead of by conciliar decree. It is really only possible to make an artificial separation
berween the two: in both cases it is the one basic form of the pre-Reformation Church expressing itself,
Unfortunately this connection was no longer easily recognisable in the late medieval Church and its celebration of
Mass. But all the same one can imagine what it would mean for ecumenism if the inseparability of this union were
again both manifest and recognised. If we had today to 'prove’ the Trinitarian dogma and Christological faith
from Scripture in the same controversial way as the sacrificial character of the Eucharist, our endeavour to reach
common conclusions would certainly be no less arduous. On the other hand, if the basic form of the liturgy of the
early Church were accepted as a lasting heritage, ranking with conciliar creeds, this would provide unifying
hermeneutics which would render many points of contention superfluous. The Church’s liturgy being the original
interpretation of the biblical heritage has no need to justify itself before historical reconstructions: it is rather
itself the standard, sprung from what is living, which directs research back to the initial stages.

I do not think that this sort of consideration is merely an intellectual game, Fundamentally it again points 1o the
question of mere history and the significance of its content (Geschichie), of growth and life, i.¢. the problem of
authority and tradition which has occupied our minds throughout these ruminations. It is essential to have !he
most accurate knowledge possible of what the Bible says from an historical point of view. Progtcssiv.c decpem_ng
of such knowledge can always serve to purify and enrich tradition. But what is merely hislon.cal remains
ambiguous. It belongs to the realm of hypothesis, whose certainty is intellectual, not certainty by which to live. 2
To live by faith and die for faith is possibie, only because the power of the living community, which it created and
still creates, opens up the significance of history and renders it unequivocal, in a way that no amount of mere
reasoning could do. The two levels we are refernng to can be well illustrated by a formula in the A‘,I'KCIC
documents. As the authors unfold their theological vision, they repeatedly use the phmse ‘we believe : If I
understand them aright, what it actually means is ‘it is our opinion™: it is expressing the opinions of theologians.
But it is only when ‘we believe' is transformed from ‘this is our opinion” to “this is our faith’ by what bas been
thought out theologically that it is caught up into the full life stream of the Church; only in this way can unity be
achieved. The task that lies before us is to find a way 10 effect this transition. The document from the
Congregation of the Faith was intended as a contribution towards this.

Conclusion. Prospect for the future

This brings me to my conclusion. Perhaps what | have said sounds in places rath;r_depressmg. 1t may have
given the img;ression (hyat there far more problems than signs of hope. but hc':rellpo it is true l.hal. th; pmt;l::::
belong to the realm of thought, the hopeful signs to the realm of life. The Pope’s visitwasa clear mdnc:;mon 0 ran;
because it was a lived event, it was also a gesture of hope. Of course thought and life be?ong logcth;r. tc; sc‘;?eted
them would destroy both. The hopes of all in our days have come from those who have I'wed the :,m ::c é\; ok
for it. Hope has directed thought along new ways and made unifying hermeneutics possible. Int : :ls ;clwe Segores
theology can and must agree to the idea of reception. Unity can grow only if particular commun i
faith with unity as their goal. There must always be interplay between thought and life, m::usl“r}/m st
Although at times things have been held up, there is much that is hopeful, preciscly wi g
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fundamental problem of the authority of living tradition and its central organs in the Universal Church, and also .
in what concerns the intimate mutual relationship between the Universal Church and each particular ch;rch The
fact that most of the communities which were once national or state churches have transcended the frontiers of
countnes and continents. means that there is a new openness to the meaning of ‘catholicity” in the original sense
of the word._ In the same way actual experience of lived ecclesial community has moderated exaggerated
fundamentalist notions with regard to Scripture and facilitated new understanding of the meaning of tradition
aqd of dpcm‘nal authority on a sacramental basis. In both cases contact with the Orthodox Church has proved
stimulating. The Eastern Church has enabled reformed communities to expenence a form of Catholicity free
from the burden of Western history: and on the other hand, thanks to their common siructure, it has enabled the
Catholic Church of the West 1o detect a number of its own exaggerations and prejudices and helped it to
differentiate better between what is essential to its character and what is merely accidental, Much is on the move

and the ARCIC papers are part of an endeavour to sieze the opportunity of the moment, follow the way opcne(i
up for us and carry possibility through to actuality. No one can predict when convergence will end in unity, just as
no one could have forseen the ways which have brought us so far. History shows us that a superficial unity which
Jumps the gun without inward preparation through actual living, could only prove harmful. Greater unity is really
to be found in the fact that the separated communities are passionately secking the truth together with the firm
intention of imposing nothing which does not come from the Lord o the other party. and of losing nothing
entrusted to us by Him. In this way our lives advance towards each other because they are directed towards
Christ. Perhaps institutional separation has some share in the significance of salvation history which St Paul
aunbutes to the division berween Israel and the Gentiles - namely that they should make 'each other envious'.
vying with each other in coming closer to the Lord (Rom.11, 11).

As regards practical measures for the future progres of affairs between Anglicans and the Catholic Church, the
Pope and Archbishop Runcie in therr joint declaration at Canterbury on 29th May 1982 announced the next step
to be taken: “We are agreed that it is now time (0 set up a new international Commission. Its task will be to
continue the work already begun: to examine. especially in the light of our respecnve judgemenis on the final
report, the oustanding doctrinal differences which still separate us, with a view towards their final resolution; to
study all that hinders the mutual recognition of the ministries of our Communions; and to recommend what

practical steps will be necessary when, on the basis of our unity in faith, we are able to proceed to the restoration
of fuil communion.*

That is a modest statement as well as a hopeful one. The task it sets before us cannot be accomplished by a
commission alone; it needs the prayerful support of the whole Church, which in the last resort is always the
nspiration of any hope of unity. '

NOTES

l Anglican - Roman Catholic International Commission, The Final Report: Windsor, September 1981. The
admitted limitation of the document with regard to achieved consensus is clearly expressed especially in
Authornity in the Church 1 (1981), section Jurisdiction, 16-33. Also in other places, ¢.g. Elucidation o
Eucharistic Docirine (1979), 8, 9, certain limitations are mentioned.

¢ Eucharistic Doctrine (1971), 12: "We believe we have reached substantial agreement on the doctrine of

the eucharnist........ if there are any remaiming points of disagreement they ¢an be resolved on the

principles here established . . . . . . :

Conclusion, 1981 7

¢.g. Authority in the Church I, 26 (conclusion).

cf Lumen Gentiwm [1, 12; 111, 22; especially in this context 111, 25.

a. Th.Schnitker, The American Book of Common Prayer (ThRev 78, 1982, 265-272) points out thatasa result
of “Church of England (Worship and Doctrine) Measure 19747, the Church of England itself. wn_hou,
raufication from Parliament, can make decisions about its liturgical books. “With Schedule 2 of this
document the Act of Uniformity 1662, like almost all liturgical enactments of state controlled churches, has
become 1 valid (a.a.0., Note 3, col, 266f). :

6.  The essentai content of the text was pre-announced in a letter, published on 3l:}:1982 in the Ossm'_acore
Romano, from the Prefect of the Congregation for the Faith, to the Catholic Chairman of ARCIC. Bishop
Clark.

7. DeiVerbumll, 8

8. Authority in the Church 11, 27 (1981)

Y. Authority in the Church |, Elucidation 3 (1981)

1), ibid. “which have as their content, fundamental matters of faith™,

"~
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11.

12,

14,
135.

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

21

22

23.
24,
25.
26.

ibid.
A‘“"‘O’”)'in the Church, 11,29
¢f especially the important essays from J. Pi leri -
Grundfragen der Igjnnmrwiky(Freint:::gP'le?%;r)':Bl-luf,:':z):mfnu:gm (Mumhcfl 1980.) 11-30;E. C,O'“h'
Historiches Worierbuch der Philosophie IV (1976)S18-S17. o Futter = K. Grinder,
Ay o e b 1 12 Tk I B L ) 002l
& IR .8, qu H
conviction. The text runs: “Haec est unica Chrnisti Bc:lcsi:. qu:.: :: ;:;pt:)?o :;sn::a f::mnc xprcss;ng. sifcde
apostolicam confitemur. . ., ..., Hacc Ecclesia, in hoc mundo ut societas constituu' t d?nmaca‘ Fimh 2
Eoclesia. catholica, a successore Petn et episcopis in eius communione gubcr:xa‘:; hc: :t;ttmsm =
compaginem clementa plura sanctificationis et veritatis veniuntur, quae ut dona ‘Ea:lesiac r(a:n::?
propria, ad umtatem catholicam impellunt.” (This is the unique Church of Christ which in the Cfee‘d “1
avow as one, holy, catholic and apostolic. ... this Church. constituted and organised in the world as 3
society. subsists in the Catholic Church, which is governed by the successor of Peter and by the bishops in
union with that successor. although many ¢lements of sanctification or truth can be found outside o?:\e;
ylstblc structure. These clcmcngs, boyvever. as gifts properly belong 10 the Church of Christ, possess an
inner dynamism tqwards Catl}ohc unity. ) Neither does Unuatis Redinegranio 111, 13, quoted in the same
context, say anything of the kind. It gives a typology of divisions, and ends the deseription of communities
rcsulupg from 16th century divisions with the sentence: ‘Inter eas. in quibus traditiones et structurae
catholicae ex partc.subsis!crc pergunt, locum specialem tenet Communio anglicana’. (Among those in
;vpt:n;l; ls:l::; )Cathohc traditions and institutions continue 1o exist, the Anglican Communion occupies a
V. T\'vomc)'. Apostolikos Thronos. The Primacy af Rome as reflected in the Church History of Eusebius and’
the hutor_!compoiogea': writings of St. Athanasius the grear (Minster 1982). This cxtremciy thorough work
(tomy mmd) marks a tuming point in the approach to this subject in dogmatic history. Here perhaps for the
first ume 1t 1s ag:_nn brought to light how profoundly imbued the pre-Reformation Church was with the
Petnne idea and its connection with the See of Rome, and also how soon the conception of a state church
began to break away from it. A recently published book by St. Hom, Perrou Kathedra (Paderborn 1982)
throws similar light on the Sth century. Now that both these books have appeared. the commonplace
judgments of the present day on the subject will have to be thoroughly re-examined and possibly revised. Cf
also by St. Horn La ““Sedes Aposiolica': Theological outlook of the East ar the beginning of the sixth cenmury.
in: Istina 1975, 435 - 4356.
The same objection applies especially to the Catholic - Orthodox joint statement, Le mysiére de I"Egiuse ef
de I'Euchanistie a la lumiere du mysiére de la Sainte Trinité,
J. Mevendorff, Kirchlicher Regionalismus: Strukturen der Gemeinschaft oder Vorwand des Separanismus’
in: G. Alberigo -Y. Congar - H. J. Portmeyer, Kirche im Wande!, Eine kritische Zwischenbilanz nack dem
Zweiten Varikanum (Dusseldorf 1982), 303 - 318; cf e.g. page 311: “one can see how modern natonalism
has deformed legitimate ecclesiastical provincialism and turned it into a ¢loak for ethnic separatism.”
ibid. 316 ff.
cf Elucidation (1979) to Ministry and Ordination, para 3: ‘both traditions’; Authorily in the Church I, 18:
“both our traditions"; so also ibid. 19; ibid. 25: “our two traditions’; and Authonity in the Church 11, 8. tbid.
15: *both our traditions’.
cf my own contributions in: K. Rahner - J. Ratzinger, Offenbarung und Uberlieferung (Fricburg 1963).
Elucidation (1981) to Authoriry in the Church
Irénikon 55 (1982) 161 {. quotation 162.
cf Theologische Prinzipienlehre (Munchen 1982) 109 - 211 (text from 1976).
cf J. Rawzinger, Das Fest des Glaubens (Einsieden 1981) . . .
of R. Spaemann, Die christliche Religion und das Ende des modernen Bewussiseins, in the international
Catholic periodical Communio 8 (1979) 251 - 270, especially 264 - 268, .
To give just some examples, though the meaning of the word is perhaps not exactly the same in cach case:
Minstry and Ordination (1973) 6: ‘we believe'; Elucidation to it (1979) 6. p:m’?.: “The Com.mnssnon
believes': Co-Chairman's Preface to Authoriry in the Church (1976), para 4: "we believe'"; Authority in the
Church 1, 25: “we believe™. 1 find it difficult to answer the question as to the exact force ,°‘ the clam made
for the contects, especial'y because for the actual teaching of the Church a teeminology is used that is ery
similar to those expressions of the Commission in the aforementioned texts, cf e.8. Aushoriy in the Chur ‘ff
{1. 27: “The welfare of the koinonia does not require that all the statements of those who speax
authoritatively on behalf of the Church should be considered permanent expressions of the ryste: B4
situations may occur where serious divisions of opinion on crucial 1ssues of pastoral urgency call [oJ J‘I;w}:c
definitive judgement. Any such statement would be intended as an expression of @c mtl’n ht\! :h:
Church. . . This inevitably gives rise to the question as t0 how the mind of the Church and faith ¢
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Church relate to cach other, which means that the respective levels of faith and theology must be further
clanfied.

Acta Apostolicae Sedis 74 (1982), 8, page 925. The above mentioned Editorial of [rénikon (see note 23)

when naming the first task significantly omits the phrase “especially in the light of our respective

judgements on the Final Report"; it contradicted too obviously the polarity suggested by the said article

between the text of the congregation of the Faith and the utterances of the Pope - not a very fair way of
conveying information to the reader.
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