=
3
TV ol
o 2 m
R S E TS P e o ) T
le3p0nse 0 ‘. -aper 4y Aav. ullan Jharley.
The objecilcony contained in tDis paperT woul!d ceem ‘0 indicate
+ 3% tzere are 3t1ll major 11‘fecanced becseen u3,on both toe foctirine
af Sisi.ifization 3ad ‘e mature of "Le Caurch. I 314 issuzed, in Se
Ligt 3f -te Jenice-Du-ram-F.ushey :raft iocumen® tzat this was not toe
i3e
1 offa- z-mrments, secticn by section, on Julian Charley's paper!?
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3 m0t un e M, Le=! Leg1titately eviese an) jractice 20t sxpllslt
3eripture.

I+ tois "ape- su-2 an .n%e=pretatlen 1o modified to the slaio tkat 7Tuch
Jractices, ezaTe tLey 10 ecist 1n a.the- ckurca, cannot be zeld to be
Jbligatory.

Thls v.ew seecs t0 imply 1 etatic corcept of the caurck, frozen at
*5e poimt at snich the last canonical eriting was composed, or when the .
~anon of scripture was closed - sither, bard to determine in pratice.

If -2a Zhurza :s .elieved *5 be 1 living <cinenia  2%ker criteria,
se%lles 31 JiteTa.lst intertretaticn of 31.'.'.,"..:!‘ ar« Seg.l3.itl? for
lete-minA.ng 42t 2an L& -17not Je obligatory withim *hat £olnenia.

o) "Grounded upon nc sar=anty in Scripture”

Obviously we are not looking for explicit warranty, otherwiss no problem
would arise; what sort of implicit warrant is required 7 In the nature
of the case Scripture cannot provide a detailed foresbadowing of specific
practices which evolve later.

The warrant sought must concern the authority which sanctioms and

controls such practices. This again raises the Jquestion of the nature of
the Chursh.

(e) "Repugnant to the word of God"

We all agree that practices cannot be sanctioned which “"contradict the
plain teaching of Scripture”.

The question of whetber specific practices which evdved after the composition
cf Scripture 40 contradict tbat "plain teaching”, in this case turms upon
our understanding of the doctrine of justification.

Hcoker's critical remarks about mortal and venial ein, and grace coaferred
inew referred *o in this paper, would seem to imply the full lutheran doctribe
teat justificaticn, once Tecelved, can neve:- be .ost again. This doctrine was
srplicitly rejected by *ze Zouncil of Trent ( Decree on Juatificatiom,can.?>).

Perzays there 13 still a real diZ7erence of belief between us here,
woich ABCIC II suat face up to ?

p-21 2urgatory

The 43ctrine of purgatory is not 'founded on' Scripture in the sense
that its tlstorical, chronological origin ie *to be fourd in Scripture. Appeal
.3 =ade to 3cripture 2 2bos %tat the dostrine Ls not lncompatibls with
I 1zture, ani :an N :nce cenza ze i.lustrate! by tle ac:omcdated use of

SEPLPriTAl texTa.




The scriptural arsumants :ited 2 ulnet Pursatory :n :Lis zaver 1Te
irrelevans, ainse 3criplure neitner falfes noT ANSWAT] Lia j4eBtz.ns s0cut
an extsnied process being involved in the Janner in which buman celngs
aopropriate the forgiveness aon by ~hrist.

The loctrine of Pursatory as 1 >roces3 ! a 'place' 13 not jart of coe
doctrine) c¢ca only be shoan lo Je recugnant o tie slair *eaching of
Seripturs 1f 1t can be shown that sancsi1fication, a8 3 progresgive ;rocass,
is unambigucusly sxcluded by Scripture.

It would seer ““at the Yenice-Durkar-Pleshey draft cla:ze2 that tbie
%139 not *rs zisa; 1is ‘nere feil agreszent Yeiween ue cn wrat skat draflt
:3cument 3zy9 ?

-

1sstrire :f Zur3at Ty mwas writTen in Tie Suntex® of an ic=edilate.y sxpectiel
Parousia. To sppeal %o pascages sucn ad "wanting to iepart and 2= wi°:
Christ" (Phil 1:23), or I Jn.312 & I Thess.d435 about the inatantaneous
+ranaforrirg 4. 7ect of *he vis:sn df Sod, as paseages o which the lcctrine
of Purgatory is repugnant, 1s to aZopt a fundamcatalist ipproach to Scripture
wbich precluaes any further development of doctrine 1n tke ligtt of the
Tbarch's experrence. Thim 1giain raises questicns about thbe rature af the
Church.

While an early Parousia wa3 expected there was evidently little
emphasis on how the individual Geliever appropriated *o hicself, over a
reriad of “ipe 1n 0.3 o*n 11{a, =& f.rgivenscza won Dy Chrie*, t-cash suchk
teacaing 13 not weolly aoaent f-co ze Fic.lpe corjus. cSxgeztaticn of an
ear.y 2arousia naturally preclulel tze evolution of 1 octripme of Furgatory,
¥Eich 41: Aot arise Jatil viess aocat hre Parcusia Ead Teen sadrzally
reshaped.

s Tew Tece:ma-= mate-ia.i .ted .n AT, CIar.ey'l Tager aginot ‘e

p-31 1) Prayers for the dead

A major result of the radical reshaping of views about the Parousia
»as increasing developrant of the concept of the Church as a visible,
structured, hiersrchical coamunity.

Scriptural arguments against, or silence on, the subject of prayers for
the dead are irrelevant for the same "fundazantalist" reasons as indicated in
the previous section. The inappropriate nature of the material cited here
~an be sesn from the - unquoted - second part of the apocalyptic resark in
2 Pet.1112 - "look eagrely for the coming of the Day of God and eork to basten
{t onj that day will ast the heavens ablaze until they fall apart, and w»ill
melt the elements in flames.” (N B Lo l-Fo)

Puller discussion should be pursued between us sbout the “natural desire”,
admitted in Mr.Charley's paper, tc ontinue links with those =ho bave died,
since thig, together with the doctrine of Purgatory and the practices to
which it gives rise, ars 31 manifestation of the gensus_fidelium in action.

It is this sensus_fidelium which 18 in fact the origin of the doctrine of
Purgatory; what value must be allowed to the sensus_fidslium again gZives
-ise to questions about the nature of the Church, but in this case St.
Augustine can be taken as suwning up the evolving viewa of ordinary folk no

less than easinent Fathers like Tertullian, Basil, Ephrem, lactantius, Chkrysostom,

Cyril of Jerusalem, Epipbaniua. Augustine explicitly teaches the reality of
s post-mortem opportunity of further pursation, and the fact that the
suffrages of the living can aseist this process in the following placest

De Civ.De1.16 ,21, 241 De Gen.Contra Manich.II,20 & 10; Bnn.in Pe.}7,3
Sonf.IX,12-13, 29-16; Sermonea. 172,171,2'3;  Enchiridien 110,29

Da djer.ad wuodv.3); De Cura pro ¥orcula Jeranda ad Paul. detract.II,f4.




The repe-al inde—standing Tgich Jave Tize %0 +pe doctrine ic well .T:EG:S_M_‘
a1 te--ence 3f Auguztine'3: " There is 1 Ay of .iving tkat 18 not so goo<
tzat 1t -does not need tnese thinzs [t.e: the sacrifice of the ¥eaiator
sffers? in the Church and the alns—deeds performe afer death, npor so

214 *k1% -nese things zannot adsist 1t after jeash" (Enchimd. 110) %

Tbe 3pontaneous zamiteataticn o tne 3ensus_Zidelium, and its
\nterpretation and sontrol by tie “3ciing uthority of the Church,is
inotoer topic which seems to lemand further exploration by ABCIC II;
=ft limited reference to =hia oy A3CIC T in FB, Authority I, }-6.

septadbtlity 3f ;zayers Ta- ice lead, like tze d-ctrine of
aranas °n “ta unde-gtaniing of *Ze lociTine of justification.

Tis ase “hat lgatif == 18 iE *e, out %hat sanc:ification
TTOCeBE, RS YT +-a Jipice-ouThiz-PLescey TiTt;

P.dt \2) Penance and Satiafactions

There i3 nothi %9 juarrel #:th in tnis paragraphb. It could simply be
azaed tnat ‘Le 2ezand that a penitent who 3eeks the sacramental ( and so P
punhc) declaration of forgiveness saould perform & specific act .
iemcnstrative of his sincerity, is again consequent upon our understanding

af *tza '13iblae. 3tructured nature af tke Church. Are we in real agreement
about zz18 7

Li) 2urdons snd Indu_zerces

Toere is confusion of two distinct ijoctrines in :cls paragraphil

?1) the nature and effect of the absolution pronounced by the Church's minister;

1i) the possibility of the "temporal punishment due to m sin whose guilt has
been forgiven" being mitigated or commuted by an indulgence.

"Pardon" as used in Art.22 was simply the l6th.century English translatien
of "indulgentia™; strictly speaking sacramental absolution is not there in
juestion at all.

(1) the first doctrine raises a sar-ous question on which Anglicans and
Roman Catholics may not be agreed. It seems that it should be discussed
by ABCIC II. Whether or not the Church's minister is seen to "claim fer

bimself the sole prerogative of Cod" again depends on the understanding
of the nature of the Church.

(11) The question of the mitigation of "temporal puniskhment" by "indulgences"
is covered by my original Theses VI & VII.

% “Est: emim juidam vivendi modus, nec tam bonus utnon requirat ista (cum pro
1llis sacrificium mediatoris offertur, vel eleemosynae in ecclesia flunt]
post mortem, nec tam malus ut non ei prosint ista post zortem”.

Tte uctatior on p.2 of Mr. lharley's paper, froa Je Civ.Dei,XXI,26,4, i4 mir-
leading in 1%s incompleteness, since Augustine is there lebating the nature ef
tze oupposed "'fire” in purgatory. The whole sen*ence resds: "But if it be maid
“rat in *he 1nterval of ‘i1me between *Fe Jeath of thim body and that last day
3f judgemen® and retributicn #oich skall follow the rasurrection, the bodies ef
‘ce ‘sad 3zall be ex;ose1 %o 3 fire of such 1 natire that it skall not a:fect
*z:cm @3 ave 0%, .n 213 L1fe, 1ndu.Jed in juch -leasures ana tursuits aa
v.3.l ce z:ncume! _ife w03, _ay, atubc'e, Jut 3call affsct those otters are
Zave 2arried w1'a trem astructures 2f *hat <ind; 1f .t be said that suzh wmorl:i-
.iness. -einz venial, snall be =zns.met in ke fire O tribulation either tera
nlyy; OT czera & nerenfter toth, or 1erc *"1° it oay "ot to Lereafter - thia I 1o
10" ML T, NeCiule wst LT 8 3 'f"“-.




(4) Invocation of ‘he Saints

p.5:
e already answered in my originii Theses II1 & IV,
fundamentalist approack %o Seripture,

Thase 2p)ections a~
and the nature of tke Church.

and 1n tLe points cade above about 2
tre nature of the dzvelopment of decirine,
The remaining juestion, concerning tre Heforzers' acolition of b
oractices menticned, amounta to asking shether :be liklikood of abuge and
iistortion 1s so serious 1n to render prohibition ef suoh practices
=13, 10 any jpecific place or “ize, 15
1i1t7 of

aral li13creticn. The zogTibdiol

s=sential.
The prudential judgement un

no% 3 Tatter ¢ doctrine. but of
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Ccncluzion

I+ would seer toat ouch more explicit ag-eexent will be requircd i
sre developmur+ of doctrine beyond the liteml and explicit words of
Seriptura, ini sn the a1ctual nature -n4 sowers of tke visible, structured
Churzh, sefare agrecze-i :an de ~e132ed on -:e sarticular poinis raised
in thiz zaorrectonaence.
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