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- FULL COMMUNION -

Heppy relations between the various ecclesial bodies heve been
growing in intensity over the lsst ten yeers. The benefit of this
hss been inestimable snd the good work goes on in very meny ways
end in very meny places.

Yet meny heve the feeling thet there is some lessening of
impetus: not indeed because goodwill diminishes, but probebly
beceuse the full establishment of good relations has merked the
end of a stage. Do we think thet a1l is well end cosy, are we
comfortably fixed in & lodgment which is ultimetely e residusry
spirit of sectarisnism ? ;D

TFor where was our of deperture ? It wes surely in
John XV11l.21 where Our Lord prays "thet ell mey be one, s you,
Father, are in me snd I in you so may they be one in me that the
world mey believe that you sent me." Is this prayer yet pert of
our mentel furniture ? Is the oneness » condition of the world's
believing ?

We are indeed told thst this is the cese. That oneness cen
only be truly exemplified when we are in Full Communion: Full
EucheristeCommumion: Full Church Commmion.

In Full Communion: by Beptism we are slresdy in Orgenic Uniom,
beceuse it is by Beptism thet we are brought into the mysticel body
of Jesus Christ: end however we may be divided we cennot bresk
that orgenic union beceuse we cennot be de-baptised. What hes
been broken is Commmion. Thet is in accord with whet Veticen II
has to sey, end it is of fundemental importence for we are edi sol
seeking to wnite disperate bodies, Vaticen II elweys speeks of
re-esteblishing Commmion snd implies thereby e common base in
which ell share.

But slthough fixed to this common bese, Full Communion does
not, nor ever did, require wniformity. That is cleer to sll now.
We shall heve parsllel rites, psrsllel systems of dogmatic end
morel theology, persllel methods of spirituelity. We heve them
indeed, but far ressons historicel, geographical, even politicel,
they have become divergent. To restore psrallelism we have to
work out & process of harmonisstion so thet sll mey express the one
truth of Jesus Christ, but not so as to seek the sbsorption by ome
or more of any of the others. In other words we must not force
into one mould what seeks to be separste. Later, in e distant
future when eese of conmunication mey compress geography end
cultures, it mey be time to think of not forcing apert whet wants
to be the same. In this view Veticen II is in point end it seems
to fit in very well with the allocution of Paul VI on the occasion
of the cenonisetion of the Forty Martyrs.

As there is one Lord #nd one Baptism, so there must be one
Feith, but not expressed by all in just the seme words or in Just
the seme mental caetegories. It always wes like that,

Our Lord's words st John XVII.2l, expressing & Truth about
the Divine nature, indicate 2 doctrine which concerns the neture
of His Church, but they slso stretch out in the practical sphere:
all wunderstend that now, and understend it far better then ever
before. It is with thet thought in mind, thet in Englend we msy
think in terms of re-establishing Full Commmion among the
Episcopal churches and thet in effect meens thet our consider-
etion folls on the Romen Cetholic and Anglicen Commumions.

In 2 large snd meny sided tesk it is very important to begin
somewhere or risk not beginning ot sll. The Episcopal churches
are relstively nesr. They heve the seme structure of provinces,
dioceses, perishes: both lay emphesis on the Sacraments esnd
liturgicel worship, both Rome and Centerbury sre femilier with
voluntery structures in the church, end with the concept of
Rekigious orders end confraternities. That does not mean any
forgetfulness of the 8rthodox, nor eny forgetfulness of the English
snd Scottish Non-episcopel churches, and it is especislly impartent
to heve full regerd to the Methodists who ere very near to the
Church of Englsnd, epsrt from precticsl problems sweiting solution.
Full Commmian between Rome end Centerbury cennot end must not be
conceived in terms of a bloc farmed to exclude others, nor the
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reconciliation of the Anglicans and lMethodists in terms of a bloc
to exclude Rome or the Orthodax Churches.

Many eloguent discources, written or spoken, urge the cell to
Unity, es if there were still some novelty in it. = There is no
novelty now end we must get down to fact or risk a stegnetion
sdorned by sacred eloguence. If thst should heppen the public
will grow bored snd derisive: indeed there are faint signs of this
slready. We should risk a decline into pure indifferentism coupled
perheps with attempts by the young to seize the Full Communion
which the stuffiness (es they see it) of their elders denies them.
These two sre but negative and positive versions of the seme thing;
both deny the Church concept end would swrely lesd swiftly to
fresh divisions. VWhaet is needed, end is svaileble at this very
moment, is the unselfconscious expression of normsl Christian
friendship between Churches in the weys now open to 2ll Churches
within the embrace of the fellowship of one Baptism. - This is
slready developing but it is deficient in one important respect.

It is the duty of Christiens to come announcing the Gospel of
Jesus Christ. But how can they do it if they do not know what
thet Gospel is? Someone versed in the Science of mentel ages has
said that it is usuel for adults to be strended at the mental age
of 9 where Religion is concerned. ‘Perheps this is unkind, but
certeainly there is need for some hard work by all to remedy thet
sort of position. We must 8ll, sccording to our ebilities and
meens have & knowledge of that Feith which we hope soon to know we
hold together.

To that end there must be a deliberste movement from both
sides, so that effect mey be given to thet desire of the people for
full religious reconcilistion which is certsinly present even if
confusedly. For it is & question of effecting something built on
8 desire which must in tuwrn be fostered. Only in this way cen
such results ss followed the Cowncil of Florencé, and in a lesser
way the Methodist metter, be svoided.

In search of Full Commmion, soon, for if not soon we face
ultimete feilure, we come on two practical propos:.tims, the second
of which occurs in two parts,

PROPOSITION TI.

It is chimerical for the Romen Cetholic Church to insist, as
e prerequisite of Full Commmion, thet the Church of England end
all - Anglicens shall profess every doctrine now professed in the
Romen Cetholic Church. This requires en impossibility. It
applies especially to meny of those teschings which are commonly
received but have never stteined to dogmatic definition. It
follows thet the Essential doctrines must suffice snd these must
include Eucheristic doctrine, also in its essentisls.

This concept of Essential doctrines is e familiar one: eand it
is also clearly known to Veticen II es in sections 14 end 20 of
the Decree on Ecumenism snd more especielly in the reference to a
hiererchy of doctrine in section 11l. One might slso note the
second pert of section 8 on "Commmicetio in secris". There is no
need here to attempt to define which doctrines sre essentiel, It
is obvious thet the Unity end Trinity of God, the incermastion of God
the Son for the reconciliation of all things to God in Christ Jesus,
end for the Redemption of Menkind, His Glorious Resurrection and
Ascension must stand at the head of the list. As the list goes on
there may come a8 time when there is division of opinion in which
Anglicens end Romen Cetholics mey individually teke contresting views

There is no doubt thset this proposition may meet with difficulty
an the Romen Cetholic side., As Bishop Butler hses rightly observed
"Full Commmion pre-supposes that dogmatic issues heve been
successfully settled. Throughout Church History, visible wnity
has been the expression of & shered feith." How must we apply
this? In old deys the second of these sentences wes so truc that
the sbendomment of & shered Feith killed the desire for Unity end
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the breasking of Unity prevented the generstion of eny real desire
for a shered Feith. The situstion is now chenged and both Unity
and shared Faith are desired. If it is possible to think thet 2
fully shered Feith can best be attained in two steges, one before
end one after Full Communion, it would seem that the need of
successful settlement of dogmetic metters is fulfilled.

This implies, that beyond the "Essential doctrines" there is
more to consider ecumenicelly and to work out in the general re-
newal of theology. It is not a metter of proposing that any
doctrine of the Romsn Cetholic Church has been defined erroneously
or in vein: only that some of these doctrines are not tsught st
the present time in the Church of Englend. An instence might be
the Immaculate Conception snd the Assumption of the Blessed Virgin
Mery. These doctrines sre not metters relating to her only: »
foundetion for them mey be found in Baptism end Justificetion, in
original sin end in eschetology. Someone hes remerked thet from
time to time verious doctrines are left unexsmined in the Church's
Treasure chest, end perheps that is true of these, or wes so till
letely. One could think of the Immaculate Conception and the
Assumption as the two top steges of 2 tower of which the four
lower stages are ot present vested in sceffolding for repsir......

In doing this ecumenical work it would be wrong either to
force the pasce, or to sbandon it to negligence and drift on either
side. There is no need for cantroversy for we oll know thet
theologians are faced with the task of pouring the old wine into
new bottles.

Some further Jjustificetion for this proposal is however needed.
St. Thomas, in S.T. Secunda Secunde@ Question 5, Article 3, points
out that if e person pertineciously refuses to believe any one
srticle of Feith, the virtue of Faith cennot remein in him even if
he chences to believe all the rest. He believes these only as
opinions. But if this applied to the circumstences of Anglicens
today it would be fatel to the proposel here made. But it must
not be forgotten, thet St. Thomes subjoined that merely being in
error is not heresy which is defined ss & sin. In so fer then as
Anglicens mey be, according to Romen Catholic categories, in erraor,
they cennot be cherged with sin. Veticen II mekes this point in
persgreph 3 of the Decree on Ecumenism. It is not msintsineble
therefore thst sny defect of doctrine which may exist must necessar-
ily deprive Anglicens of the virtue of Faith.

This becomes much plsiner in the next srticle in the same
Question where St. Thomes asks whether Feith mey be grester in cne
than in snother. Our proposel is much sssisted by this Article.
He concludes in the affirmetive under two hesds: ome men mey have
grester certeinty then snother; one men may know end believe mare
dootrines then snother. The reeson is thet Feith cen be considered
in two weys: First the formesl object of Feith which is believing
in Divine Truth. In this all the feithful sre equel. Second in
regerd to the materiel which is propounded, people mey be found to
believe explicitly (quentitatively snd quelitetively this seems to
meen) either more or less. Putting this with Veticen II as above
mentioned it seems thet Anglicens are sefe 8s regards the Formel
object of Faith, but just do not believe in so meny doctrines.

The Key is possession of the formsl object of Feith in which all ere
equel. Naturally one could not speek of possessing this Key unless
there were present adequate msterial on which that Feith could be
exercised: even if this material is not so extemsive &s it could

be. Hence the "essential doctrines” seem to be sufficient.

It is also clear thast grented reasorable sufficiency, it is
unnecessary to over-emphesise the lower section of the list of
these es was indiceted sbove.

Another line of objection to our propossl proceeds on grounds
of a pastorel type. Would Romen Cstholics teke occasion to question
eny doctrine which they now believe es being "non essentisl". It
should not be so. It would seem thet esny sensible person cen under-
stend perfectly the proposel now presented if it is properly expleined.
It should be made clesr thaet we ere looking ot what has been very
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strikingly described s the "Mowntein of Catholic Truth", which

is a definite thing. Examination of it can and should lead to
results wenimously sgreed to if the work is done properly: that
is regard being hed to the verying approeches indiceted by the
seversl cultural snd theologicel traditions end modes of expression.

Reference should now be made to Parsgraph 12 of Veticen II,
the Dogmatic Constitution on the Church in which it is stated that
"Universites fidelium gui unctionem habent a Sancto spiritu in

in credendo felli nequit". A sort of scintills of infalli-
bility in the whole church which gives it s kind of self-righting
cherecteristic. The berque of Peter is built like a life boat;
built to float the right way up however often the storm may fling
it on its beam ends. This faculty, the Council goes on to say the
People of God hsve "sub duct® sacri msgisterii" but thaet is not
merely snother way of describing the infallible magisterium of the
Church. It hes a positive meaning eg.c_j:ested by the unction of the
Holy Spirit. It mey be looked on, €8 the snalogy of other
cherismete, 2s a Providentisl shsrpening or snointing of such
terms es "lagna est veritss et prevelebit" or even "You cen't
fool ell the people all the time,"

In this connexion snd in snticipstion of what will follow, we
should consider 1 Cor. 2 verses 7 and following and John XVI verses
12 end following. These verses from St. Paul snd St. John are a
good point of deperture end e key to the doctrine of Traditionm,
the Tradition, thet is, which is not a tradition of men. That
Tradition is two things, the tradition or hending on of doctrine
and its acceptance and verification by the Church, called by some
"Quecessio".

When the lasst of the Apostles wes leid to rest end those
books of the New Testament which were greduslly and finelly
suthoritatively recognised s inspired, had been written, the
Revelation once given to the Ssints wes complete, and the New
Testament was the record of it. There was, not es some have
thought, 8 secret doctrine hended down emongst the Bishops to be
brought to light lster, there wes Jjust the New Testement, in which,
with the 0ld Testsment in support, all doctrine is contsined,
albeit, es Newmen once said, in e covert memner. But the Apostles
did lesve something, something outside what was or could be written,
namely the ect end fact of being the first Catholics, which esteb-
lished the act end fact of being a Cetholic. An enalogy - not 2
bad one - is that in addition to 2ll thet is written snd recorded
about Englend, there is the esct and fact of being English. That
is "Successio. "

By the essistence of the Holy Ghost the People of God extract
the covert mesnings of Scripture. Individuels are not necesserily
right, for the sssistence of the Holy Ghost is not by wey of
dictetion. When what is found is published it is compered with
the act and fact of being Catholic, by the People of God generally
but more especislly by the teaching office of the Apostles and
their successors in the Church throughout history, so that the
chaff end grain are sepesrated end the grain is the upbuilding of
the structure of doctrine.

It seems thet the nature of Tradition in the Theologicel sense
has been in confusion since the end of the XIII centwry when one
Henry of Ghent ssked this mislesding question "If Scripture end
Tredition differ which is to be preferred?" The enswer is NO.
Their nature is that they cen't differ in the sense thet it is
possible velidly to draw different doctrines from them.

We do not see how the possession of this Successio can be
denied to the Church of Englsnd whose members being baptised also
heve thet "scintilla of infallibility". ,

One further ergument in favour of our proposal cen be adduced ., olecaes
from Vaticen II at Section 4/ghere the Council distinguishes o Ecomest i
between Ecumenism and the position of those who desire to join the
Ramen Cetholie Church as individuels., It says there is no con-
tradiction between them. Now it is the practice to require of the
latter an explicit acceptance of the whole renge of Romen Cetholic
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teaching end, in the case of en individual who hes undergone a
course of instruction at the presbytery, this is possible. But
if it were required as a pre-condition of Full Commmion thet every
member of the Church of Englend must meke this full act of accept-
snce, it would follow thet ell would have to be subjected to the
seme regime as individuesls, =snd the distinction drawn by the Council
would be mezningless. It follows then that the Council does know
of some other method, though sfter describing a1l thet must lesd
up to it on both sides, it does not sctually neme it. Whet it must
be tending to, it is safe to say, is our proposel.

For these reasons, therefore, it is submitted thet our pro-
posal should be acceptable both on the Komen Cetholic side and on
the Anglicen side too.

PROPOSITION II.

A, It is chimericsl to suppose thet the Romesn Catholic Church
will ever abendon the doctrines of Papal Primecy end Infallibility
defined by Vetican I.

B. It is chimerical +to suppose that Anglicans will accept these
doctrines in the sense in which they heve been commonly medisted,
at least to English Romen Cetholics in the pest.

While one cannot name these doctrines ss "essentisl doctrines"
in the seme breath as those, sey, which concern the Unity and
Trinity of God and the Incarnstion, they do sttain to 2 certein
essentiality in the precticel field. It must therefore follow
thet es & precondition of Tull Commmnion 2 suitable messure of
acceptance of them by Anglicans is essentisl.

These are lasrge subjects and for present purposes csn be
best treested by certain remerks, perhaps disjointed. They will
however serve to illustrate the bearing of the words "a suitable
measure of acceptence."

(1)

Papal Primescy has 2 very long history going bsck to the
earliest period of Church history: inchoste, no doubt, to begin
with, but quite recognisable by hindsight 2s the beginning of the
Papal position s we see it todey. |DPepal infallibility es @
seperate concept wes well lmown to St., Thomes Agquinas in the
thirteenth century, and it must be borme in mind thet while the
Primecy wes constantly exercised, the Infellibility wes exercised
much more rerely.

Papal Primecy had presented itself in the course of history
in varying ways, in sccordsnce with mentsl climetes and in sccord-
ence with the needs, often politicsel, indiceted by the pessing of
time. In the leter liiddle Ages it essumed a legel complexion, in
the sixteenth century civil service or buresucratic forms, Thus
the concept of & Papal Primecy exists in itself in distinction from
the verious modes of exercising it. These heve changedend can
change again.

(2)

Both the concept end the mode of its exercise were stroangly
coloured in the nineteenth century by Ultremantanism which is best
described by the Jacobinism, Liberelism, Retionslism end Natiomalism
to which it wes & resction. Perheps the impetus which crested
this mentsl climete came as much or more from the body of the
faithful as from Rome itself., Be that as it mey, Ultrsmontenism
was in full speste at the time of Vaticen I, snd in its populsr
presentation could take very extrasvegent forms. Heving the good
fortune to be infellible, the Council was precluded from incor-
porating in Church doctrine much of the metter which was flying
round in the circumembient sir,
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(3)

Nevertheless the Council's decrees on the Primecy were
merked by the mentel climete of the time in such a2 wey that Ultra-
montenes could resd into them some at lesst of whet they had hoped
would be defined. In perticular, Cardinal Menning, returning
from the Council, issued & Pastoral giving an extreme renge to
Papel Infellibility. In spite of a work of e very different com-
plexion by Mgr. Fessler, the Secretery of the Cowncil, Newmen's

"lLetter to the Duke of Norfolk" and the Decleration of the Germsn
Bishops approved a few years after the Council by Pius IX, it wes
on the whole Menning's view which prevailed in Englend, snd per-
sisted in a greduelly diminishing form wntil Vetican II,

(&)

It wes views of this kind which impressed Anglicans who were
no doubt influenced by two pemphlets written by Mr. Gledstone,
and later by the intrensigesnt sttitudes which were adopted by e
me Jority section of English Romen Catholic Bishops end clergy.
So fer as it is possible to judge, Anglicans ss & genersl rule,
sccept es Roman Catholic teaching on the Pepsl position & strongly
exsggerated ultramontsne view, often going well beyond some of the
former extravagences. This is & very importent point to note.

(5)

When we spesk of indefectibility and infallibility in the
Church, we must cerefully consider whet is mesnt, end in doing so
we must observe what has happened in History snd we must not for-
get 1 Cor. 2.7ff. -~ To say that there is in Christendom a
potentiality of ultimate complete failure so that Christ would no
longer be represented on earth end His nmystical body become cor-
rupted would be unscriptural. He will be with us until the end
of time. But this does not mean, if we cen go back to 1 Cor. 2.7
etc., +that the process whereby doctrine is extracted from
Scripture and tested by Successio can be an instent one. History
shows thet certain beliefs heve been held for centuries, supposed
to be Church teeching, which have been definitely off beam,

An obvious instsnce was in connexion with Tredition itself; and
among the Fathers of Veticen II there appesr to have been some who
were still inclined to say thet Tradition was a source of
Revelastion. Thet can no longer be said.

Doubtless there are, and ever will be, tesching and beliefs
which sre off beam and will remein undetected for centuries, It
can herdly be that the concept of the Infellibility of the Church
seen in some such wey as this is out of hermony with Church of
Englend beliefs.

Infellible decisions, have, in history, been the cap placed
on the "Successio" which approves end adopts the lights thrown on
Scripture by the People of God. One has to note that this seems
to heve been done in & strengely haphezard way at the dictation of
circumstence and it is & curious fact thet an attempt to list the
doctrines which heve been defined with the note of infallibility
would teil off into & region of debete and uncertainty. This
j1lustrates the gradual growth of the concept of infallibility in
the Church from its inchoate beginning.

It slso has to be noted that such infallible definitions sare
of'ten found to be incomplete and need further exposition in the
light of fresh problems which they reise.
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If it is right to say thet the juridicfal concept of Pepel
Primscy is not essential to it, but only a mode of exercising it,
then the concept of collegislity of the Bishops with the Pope
(which some complein sets up two subjects of supreme power in the
Church) becomes 2 little easier to understend, end, perheps heppily,
presents a great problem to eny Draftsmen trying to incorporete it
into Cenon Lew, It is herdly = legel concept at all. It is going
to be much more a metter of generous common sense whereby the pepsl
end episcopal powers will not come into collisiom.

In the Early Church, when Petrisrchs were Petrisrchs indeed,
it is to be feared that generous common sense wes lacking, end it
was Patrisrchs or their rivels who discovered the sovereign specific
for meking impracticable the Romen Primscy, which in e general snd
inchoate way they recognised. Thet specific was to ettempt, by
appealing to Rome, to secure en olly in metters essentially locsl.
Nor did they refrain from interfering in the affeairs of other
Patrierchs.

This phenomenon is ell too familier to enyone who has ever had
8 position of authority however lowly snd unless it cen be avoided
the Church will risk being broken apart sgain.

7

While the true beering and mesning of Paspal Infallibility in
reletion to the indefectibility of the Church has become much
clesrer in recent yeers, the seme cennot yet be said of the Papal
Primecy. Veticen I defined it in & very juridical and sbsolutist
wey: end this spproach wes not without its dissdventages. Using
it, to edopt the wording chosen wes slmost inevitable, but the large
question remains whether Papsl Primecy arises in terms primerily
Juridical at 2ll. Resading the decree superficially it would seem
to leave nothing to 2dd or subtract, but it soon becomes spperent
thet this is not the wey to find the deeper mesning: This is notable
in thet Vaticen I reserves the position of Bishops, which es explained
by Vaticen II, is very different from thet which was imegined by
some after Vatican I.

It may probably be found therefore thet the Pspal Primecy in
its deepest meaning must be expressed in terms of generous common
sense, prudence and charity end these will be presented with due
regerd both to the possibilities and to the limitations of prectical
faect, and in accordence with the ethos of the Church.

8

What is in Veticen I is Church Teaching but the way it wes
mediated, certainly in Englend, wes not Church Teaching nor did it
correctly interpret Vatican I,

The stark opposition between Anglican snd Romsn Cetholic
thought is due chiefly to interpretations given, especislly in the
exaggerated form in which some on both sides have given expression
to them.

9.

4 feature worth noting is the enormous prepondersnce of the
Latin Church in the Romen Cetholic Commmion. The question which
of the Pepal activities arise in relation to the Letin Church and
which appertain to Papsl Primecy in the whole Church remsins very
obscure. It would appesr that the former sre prepondersnt, and
one might hazard 2 guess that when the XXXIX Articles stete thet
"the Bishop of Rome hath no jurisdiction in this reslm of England,"
it was those which the compilers hed principally in mind; Paul VI,
8t the Cenonisetion of the TForty Mertyrs, seemed to plan to exempt
the Church of Englend from them when Full Commmion comes.
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The Code of Cenon Lew, published by Benedict XV some fifty
yeers ago, does not help to meke this distinction, but another metter
worthy of note erises from it. The metters which sre to be re-
ferred to Rome for settlement sre numerous and often rather triviel;
and looking beck to the decree of Veticen I on the Primecy, it
becomes epperent ( end is borne out by experience) thet the Popes
cennot do in person ell that is required of them in any real way,
eny more then in Englend "the Minister" cen personally do a2ll thet
Acts of Perlisment require of him.,

11

All due allowances being mede, it cennot be maintained in
principle or 2s e doctrine thet Pspel Primecy must include all the
sctivities of subordinates. These are modelities chengesble as
the ages pass.

12

The hurried closure of Veticen I followed by & gep of 90
years before Vaticen II, increesed the age old tendency to present
the Pope es, if one might so put it, 2 conglomerate being. Apart
from his dual position as Petrisrch snd Primete of the whole Church,
his Primecy snd Infallibility have got jumbled in confusion, end
this in spite of the fact thet Veticen I defined them separately.

A distinguished theologisn, noting that a Pepal Encyclicel on 2
dogmatic metter is expressed to reguire internal sssent, could not
doubt that it was to be regerded as infelliblec. Yet Vatican II
on one point reversed the encyclical "Mystici Corporis" which still
regerded Commmion end not Baptism as the ground of Church member-
ship.

13

The decrees of Vaticen I are not capable of reversal, but as
Ephesus snd Chalcedon further explained Nicea I. so Vativen II
did for Vetican I. But much remeins to be dmne. It would seem
thet alresdy meterisl exists for e full exposition of the Infalli-
bility, but much less for the Primecy. This is not & dogmatic
matter only, but also e practical and & pastoral one; such a8
matter cannot well be dealt with in & vacuum, but only in presence
of the concrete. Put snother way, so long as whet has to be con-
sidered is a Commmion in which the Letin Church is enormously
prepondersnt, considerstion of Papal Primacy in relstion to Churches
which sre not Letin must remein abstract, ond preparetions for Full
Commmicon with those Churches may well be unsuitebly devised simply
from lack of eny real appreciation of their mentality.

14

A proposal thet es a pre-condition of Full Commmion the Church
of Englend should accept the Papel position certainly does not in-
clude eny suggestion that this is to include the Ultrsmontene inter-
pretation in the line of Menning. What can be included instesd
is » share in the theologicsl and practical working out of the Pepsl
position as we look ahead to 2 new age of the Church. The presence
of the Church of Englend end the help of Anglicens will be e very
importent mesns of ensuring thet the new age begins auspiciously.

15

It might be obJjected that a combination of the two steges towerds
wnity of Faith is inconsistent with any kind of acceptsnce of Papal
Infallibility. Such acceptance. logically implies acceptance of all
that hss been defined. But is the act of Faith made in this way?
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If it were it might imply thet Papel Infallibility is the sole
object of Feith and ell other dogmstic propositions, in so fer ss
defined, are deductions from that one. But this is not so.
Church tesching points to propositions which ere to be believed es
coming from Revelation but the receiving of them mesns so meny
acts of Feith.

It does not appesr to be essentisl to elicit sll these scts
of Faith at once, for besides being scts of faith they ere intel-
lectusl operations which require time to sppreciste and this by
Processes which are not merely logicsl deductioms.

At this point we hsve completed our sccownt of the two pro-
positions which we have called chimericel and have indiceted our
proposals for dealing with them. Others might s8dd other propositioms
but we have not thought fit to ds so They would bo in the order of
dogmatic theology metters for hermonising doctrine whether before
or after Full Commmnion. Our two propositions ere in the practicel
order end they are obvious reslities. If they cennot be deslt
with it is to be fesred thet Full Commmion must be long deferred
end slthough inter church relations msy be heppier, Anglicens must
be left es before, to hope thet some dey end in soms way Rome mey
chenge, while English Romen Cetholics in their turn must hope, as
before, that Anglicens as individuels will find their way into the
Romen Cetholic Church through the presbytery parlour.

It may be thought strange thst no refercnce hes been made to
Anglican Orders. But that subject has been and is being copiously
expounded, not perhaps without a certain note of despair. It is
not a problem which should divide the churches indefinitely when
they are in the sight of Full Commmion, end we must remember that
we on earth do not labour slone: there will be help in due time
from the Holy Spirit. It looks as if thet due time will be when
Full Commmion is imminent and on thet day s wey will be found:
over, under, round or through, but it will be found. This is not
8itting idly hoping for s mirscle: it is nstursl to suppose that
the nearer the gosl the grester the incentive and the more urgent
the desire to solve this problem will be.

Lestly we recognise that we stert from different positions,
one as an Anglican, the other as s Romen Catholic. But we also
recognise that we have & wholg background in common, and during
long correspondence the great extent of this has become more end
more spperent for we are in ome spirit of faith.

But what follows? Must we cell Pole and Crenmer, Jewell snd
Persons to our Conference? Let us rather let the desd bury their
dead, The past is pest, the present becomes the past even &s we
write. TWhat we look for is Full Commmion and the future which
will become the present and contein o view of the Church both
reconciled end true.

If then we sre not, as we write, fully et one about the pest
and present we hope thet we are one about the future.

We could debate the past through e librery of books but we
cannot live in it. We can only live in the future as it becomes
the present. It is there and nowhere else thet we must work out
our selvation end strive for the conversion of sinners




