THE DEEPER IMPLICATIONS
OF THE ANGLICAN-ROMAN
CATHOLIC DIALOGUEFE

ComiIng as it did fifty years to the month after the opening of the
Malines Conversations, the ‘Agreed Statement on Eucharistic
Doctrine’ published on 31 December 1971 by the Anglican-Roman
Catholic International Commission, the body officially entrusted
with the preparing of the way for organic unity of the two
Churches, marks without any doubt a significant step forward in
the history of the ecumenical movement. It is quite clear that the
drafters of the document did not intend simply to add yet another
instance to the already lengthy list of theological discussions in
progress. Despite the observations of a certain section of public
opinion whi¢h has been quick in its analyses and lacking precision
in its overall judgement, the Agreed Statement is not a text ‘of
experts searching for a set of compromises with no practical bear-
ing’. A mere glance at the composition of the Commission shows
that it includes a large proportion of bishops,! not all of whom
are professional theologians. The intention was for pastors, theolo-
gians, historians, clerics and lay-people to be represented.

The mandate of the International Commission, set up in 1969
following three preliminary meetings,2 the results of which were
published in the Malta Report, is clear on this point. The highest
authorities of both Churches were to be presented with concrete

*This lecture was given in French at the international liturgical centre
‘Lumen Vitae’, Brussels, in February 1972, and the text has appeared in the
May number of Lumen Vitae. We are grateful to Lumen Vitae both for
permission to print it here and for the translation. Fr J. M._ R.
Tillard, o.p., is 2 member of the Anglican-Roman Catholic Intematlo:}al
Commission. His article, ‘Catholiques romains et Anglicans: I'Eucharistie’,
which appeared in the June-July 1971 number of the I\{ouvclle Revue
Theologique, had a considerable influence upon the Commission’s ‘Agreed
Statement on Eucharistic Doctrine’, finalised at Windsor in September
1971. The text of the Agreed Statement can be found in oNE mN CHRIST,
1972, no. 1, pp. 69-74.

1. Tt includes seven bishops.

2, These took place at Gazzada (from 9 to 13 January, 1967), at Hunter-
combe Manor (31 August to 4 September, 1967) and in Malta (from
30 December, 1967 to 3 January, 1968). The Malta Report was published
in the Tablet, 30 November 1968, and in one m carist, 1969, no. 1,
pp. 27-34.
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proposals enabling irreversible steps to be taken along the road
towards organic unity—a road that was officially opened on 24
March 1966 at St Paul's-outside-the-Walls by the joint statement of
Pope Paul VI and of the Archbishop of Canterbury, Dr Michael
Ramsey. It is a matter for regret that this very clear text was not
sufficiently studied and explained at local community level. A
quick glance through diocesan documentation of the time reveals
that when it is quoted, or often even when reproduced in its
entirety, little effort is made to draw out its meaning and its
concrete implications. This is true both on the Anglican as well as
on the Roman Catholic side. It would seem necessary to recall the
main passage of this text :

This encounter of 23 March 1966 marks a new stage in the
development of fraternal relations, based upon Christian charity,
and of sincere efforts to remove the causes of conflict and to
re-establish unity.

In willing obedience to the command of Christ who bade his
disciples love one another, they (the heads of the two Com-
munions) declare that, with his help, they wish to leave in the
hands of the God of mercy all that in the past has been opposed
to this precept of charity, and that they make their own the mind
of the Apostle which he expressed in these words: ‘Forgetting
those things which are behind, and reaching forth unto those
things which are before, I press towards the mark for the prize of
the high calling of God in Christ Jesus' (Philippians 3 :13-14).

They affirm their desire that all those Christians who belong to
these two Communions may be animated by these same sentiments
of respect, esteem and fraternal love, and in order to help these
develop to the full, they intend to inaugurate between the Roman
Catholic Church and the Anglican Communion a serious
dialogue which, founded on the Gospels and on the ancient com-
mon traditions, may lead to that unity in truth, for which Christ
prayed.

The dialogue should include not only theological matters such
as Scripture, Tradition and Liturgy, but also matters of practical
difficulty felt on either side. His Holiness the Pope and His Grace
the Archbishop of Canterbury are, indeed, aware that serious
obstacles stand in the way of a restoration of complete communion
of faith and sacramental life; nevertheless, they are of one mind in
their determination to promote responsible contacts between their
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Communions in all those spheres of Church life where collaboration
is likely to lead to a greater understanding and a deeper charity,
and to strive in common to find solutions for all the great
problems that face those who believe in Christ in the world today.3
These lines convey the general atmosphere of I_‘.he meeting. As he
received the Archbishop, Paul VI gave expression to his hopes in
a few sentences, the English translation of which had been _haz}ded
to Dr Ramsey (which indicates that there was 1o _1mp_rov15atlon).
He said : “We do not hesitate in declaring the historical importance
of this moment in time. To us it seems a great, almost a dramatic
moment. It is 2 happy moment too, when we think back over .the
long age of strife which is now hereby brought to an end. It is a
happy moment when we consider new developments affecting
relationships between Rome and Oanterbury_ wh}ch may ﬂ(?w fro!ril
it. From now on it is friendship that must. inspire and gmde-us .
At Geneva airport on his way back from Rome, A'rchlnsh.op
Ramsey summed up his impressions as he spoke to ]oulrnahsts
about the outcome of those days. He made no secret of his keen
desire that there should be set up ‘as soon as poss%ble tl}e J01.nt
Commission designed to remove the obstacles which st{ll exist
between the two Churches’. He made it quite clear that this Com-
mission ‘stemmed directly from Rome and from L(.)nc‘lon and not
from the respective episcopates’.5 The task of pointing out the
roads to unity would lie in large measure upon the Commission
ltSe’II‘f};is brief look back into history brings out the meaning and the
import of this first official document published by this International
Commission. The fact that, having been presented to the d’}urch
authorities, this text has not been taken over by th(.sn} 1mrned1a_tely
but is rather seen by them as a preliminary _subrmssxon for wider
discussion in both Churches, far from being mterpreted‘ as a_mg'n
of suspicion or reservation on the part of these authorities, 1:11. i-
cates the importance which they attach to it. We are dealing

i i i i i ! Romano,
. text i ven (in Latin and Engl1sl:1) in L’Osservatore an
35 gl:rche)‘lQE;sﬁ, il 1. It may be compared with Dr Ramsey’s speech, ibid,
94 March 1966, p. 1. Also in oNe ¥ cHRIST, 1966, no. 3, pp. 276, 2124—.1966
4. The text is given in Latin in L’Osservatore Ro;rzana,27254 Marc N
d in English in oNe v carisT, 1966, no. 3, P . )
l; ’gﬁ',h?sn st:':emegt has been taken from Documentation Catholique, 62,

1966, column 686.
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with a Statement that in a true sense involves the process of unity.
It will receive its final character from the definitive welcome with
which the competent authorities of the two Communions will
receive it. For the moment its authority derives from the fact that
it is the work of pastors and theologians who are reasonably
competent, have discussed the questions of Eucharistic doctrine in
depth and have gone into every detailf and who have been
officially deputed by the two Churches.

Rather than make a point-by-point commentary on the different
paragraphs of the agreed text? it seems to me that it is important
to consider the approach that it represents. It would be very
wrong in fact to read it out of context, as a sort of enchiridion
of common faith, or as the result of an effort to arrive at a mid-
way point of view in which the faithful of the two Churches
could feel at ease at the price of a few concessions.8 It would be
even more wrong to look here for a new synthesis, such that the
findings of contemporary theological research might be made to
pass into the two traditions.® This is why it seems out of place to
judge the Statement in the light of other documents, such as the
eucharistic agreement of Faith and Order ratified by the Congress
6. The sentiments of Bishop Butler, a member of the Commission, ex-
pressed in the Tablet, 18 September 1971.

7. An explanation of the essential points will be found in our article,

‘Catholiques romains et Anglicans: IEucharistie’, in Nouvelle Revue
Theologique, 93, 1971, pp. 602-656.

8. Some commentaries do not appear to appreciate that in a text of this
nature, it is not a matter of saying everything. A study of the article to
which we referred in the preceding note shows, for example, that the
theology of the role of the Holy Spirit and of the epiclesis, far from having
been absent from the discussions was on the contrary a point on which
the consensus relied. However, the Commission did not think it necessary,
in this particular context of the eucharistic faith of the two Churches, to
emphasize in the Statement this insistence upon the Spirit, as Father M.
Hurley would have liked to see, cf. his comment which appeared in The
Furrow, 1972, pp. 23-6. It does not correspond with the main line of our
two traditions. As for the wish to reject all compromise, cf. Julian W.
Charley, The Anglican-Roman Catholic Agreement on the Eucharist,
Bramcote, 1971. This commentary written by one of the Evangelical
representatives of the Commission shows how the terms and expressions
have been chosen with a view to avoiding any flavour of political theology.
9. Bishop Butler, art. cit., has brought out the Commission’s purpose very
well. Tt did not look for any model, any exhaustively-detailed pattern to
which it might adjust itself. It simply studied our two traditions SO as to
bring out the essential features, in the light of Scripture.




246 One in Christ

of Uppsala, or the Lutheran-Catholic agreement, the results of the
‘conversations of Les Dombes’ or any other document. Not only
are the historical and doctrinal contexts different, the intentions
are not the same either. To such an extent is this so that in its
dialogue with another Church, neither the Anglican nor the
Roman Catholic Communion could, without running the risk of
misunderstanding, simply use the Windsor Statement.

The nature of the document’s approach is suggested by the
expression substantial agreement with which it concludes and
which is designed to indicate the kind of agreement reached : ‘We
believe that we have reached substantial agreement on the doctrine
of the Eucharist. Although we are all conditioned by the traditional
ways in which we have expressed and practised our eucharistic
faith, we are, convinced that if there are any remaining points of
disagreement’ they can be resolved on the principles here estab-
lished. We acknowledge a variety of theological approaches within
both our Communions. But we have seen it as our task to find
a way of advancing together beyond the doctrinal disagreements
of the past. It is our hope that in view of the agreement that we
have reached on eucharistic faith, this doctrine will no longer
constitute an obstacle to the unity we seek.’

Chosen purposely and after much deliberation by the sub-com-
mitee more particularly entrusted with the question of the
Fucharist, the expression substantial agreement is mnot without
theological presuppositions. It is intended among other things to
emphasize realistically that the agreement reached is not a full
agreement. Far from being ‘a subterfuge of pure verbal scholas-
ticism’, this distinction implies a characteristically ecclesiological
approach.

A full agreement would mean that on all points, apart from
secondary details, agreement was complete. Thus between the
Anglican and the Roman Catholic Communions there doubtless
exists full agreement in the matter of the Trinity, the traditional
view of Christology as formulated in the dogmatic declaration of
Chalcedon and, notwithstanding the Synod of Westminster (1852),
the doctrine of baptism. Differences of expression, of theology or of
liturgical practice do not allow one, strictly speaking, to talk of
pluralism of doctrine.

This is not the case with a substantial agreement. Here, if there
exits a deep agreement on what could be called the axis of the
faith, the traditions concerned diverge on points closely connected
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with this central hub. Such divergences cannot be overlooked,
especially when they appear at several different levels: at the
doctrinal level, involving the way in which the common faith is
officially received and interpreted; at the theological level, on the

question of the manner in which each tradition accounts to itself

for this belief and for its connection with the data of the Bible;
and at the practical level, with the actual putting into practice in
the life of the Church of the common faith. We have here
evidently something more than a difference of liturgy finding ex-
pression in a different set of rites, something more than a difference
of emphasis, or Christian feelings that do not entirely coincide. We
are dealing with a difference of use that has been made of the same
basic data.

One example taken from the Anglican-Catholic file will, it seems,
be sufficient to illustrate the different approaches with regard to the
mystery of the Eucharist. We purposely select this from among
those aspects of the mystery which are giving rise to a certain
malaise at the present moment in each of the two Churches. The
two Communions are one in recognising that the bread and wine
of the Lord’s Supper become, in the course of the liturgical act,
the Body and Blood of the Lord truly offered to those who believe.
The Statement is clear on this point. However, while the Anglican
tradition, at least as represented by the majority, think that adora-
tion of the consecrated bread and wine, once the celebration has
been completed, is very hard to explain in view of the data of the
Bible, the Roman Catholic tradition—even as represented by
those most reticent and most troubled in the face of developments
taking place in the field of eucharistic worship—refuses to question
the basis of this practice. It can therefore be seen how, in the
case of a very precise point, the same substantial data of faith
have been drawn out into a divergent theology and divergent
sacramental practice. Anybody who knows the importance that the
Roman tradition has attached to the devotion to the Eucharist and
a the same time knows how violent was the Reformation reaction
on this point cannot honestly, in the context of serious ecumenism,
relegate the question to the level of secondary detail. This holds
true even if one knows the extent to which Roman Catholic
theologians are questioning themselves on this point at the present
moment. This would be to choose an easy way out and a refusal
to get to the bottom of things. A kind of theological instinct leads
one in fact to appreciate that there is more here than a simple







