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According to the minutes of the Gazzada meeting the scope of this paper
(No. 7) was t. be as follows: "To what extent can or should there be
diversity in a united church? Freedom and authority." oOur recollection,
however, is that the word "comprehensiveness" played a large part in the
discussion and that at least part of our brief was to give some account
of this notion, both in theory and in practice. We felt however that in
this context the problem of ccmpre.iensiveness is virtually indistinguishable
from that of diversity in (or within) unity. In this paper we shall move
from more or less general and abstract principles to the more specific cases
where, at least prima facie, there would seem to be divergence between
Anglican and Roman Catholic understanding of the limits of permissible
diversity, or the extent of desirable comprehensiveness.

We can begin with some almost platitudinous observations about which,
we take it, there is no Anglican-Roman Catholic controversy. When we speak
of unity, the restoraticn of full unity between Rome and Canterbury of
which we spoke in our Gazzada communiqué, we are not thinking merely of
administrative and juridical re-arrangements which would bring practical
benefits.  Christian unity is sometimes argued for in terms which are
largely pragmatic. And the models of a reunited church which are put before
us sometimes owe more tc the worlds of politics and commerce than to the
Gospel. (Cf. Professor Ian Hende:rson's recent sttack on Anglicanism in
terms of political "consniracy" and "imperialism".) Of course there are
good practical, econ.mic, administrative reasons for the reunion of separated
Churches, but in themselves they are ncither the ground nor the justification
for ecumenical hope. The only unity worth having is unity in truth, and
the hope for its achievement rests not upon the skill of ecclesiastical
negotiations but upon the sgreed theological datum that unity is God's will.

One could elaborate upon this at length, but it is necessary to say
at least this much in order to establish some kind of background for a
discussion of diversity, or diversity in unity. We are not interested in
that kind of unity which would be based on a series of lowest common denomi-
nators in belief and practice. Because we take unity more seriously we
must leave no doubt in anyone's mind that a collection of diversities, given
a new nane would be no realization of unity. A merely permissive attitude
to diversity would fail to do justice to the theological ground of unity.
In this context there can te nv proper analogy between the Church and the
permissive, liberal-democratic state. Such a state can afford a wide margin
of tolerance in, say, matters of political, moral or religious opinion. So
long as the rights of others are not interfered with, and accepted standards




-2-

of behaviour not flagrantly broken or mocked, anything goes. You may even,
as a matter of right, hold quite outrageous opinions. But unless you try
to force them on others or shcut them from the housetops, the state will
not busy itself to correct you.

If it were thousht that this political situation offered an analogy
for a reunited Church, extraordinary things would follow. All opinions and
beliefs would be permissible; or, to put the other way, none would be
obligatory. It would be as though the Church were saying, "For the sake
of unity - or for the sake of giving the impression of unity to the out-
side world - we will all observe certain outward rules. But privately,
of course, yuu can believe as you please or not believe at all"

As against any such noint of view we should want to argue - perhaps
at first sight paradoxically - that any merely permissive attitude to diversity
fails and must be ruled out not because it is heedless of real unity but because
it does not take diversity itself seriously enough. To explain this, we
shall have to look more closely at what we mean by rightful (or even necessary)
diversity in the Jhurch, It is now a commonplace to accept this rightfulness.
Few voices are raised in favour of rigid uniformity; in fact everyone
takes pains to emphasize thst unity and uniformity are very different things.
The fact of diversity, then, which has sometimes been condemned and sometimes
feared, has becom: theologically respectable. But if this new respectability
is more than pragmstism or an adjustment compelled by a pluralistic society,
we shall have to be confident in its theovlogical underpinning.

Wo one needs to be told that diversity, or comprehensiveness, is not
only a significant but central part of Anglicen tradition. Historically,
of course, this tradition owes much to the vicissitudes of the English Courch
in the 16th and 17th centuries. But Anglican divines, then and since,
have maintained that this tradition is not merely something which historical
circumstances forced upon the Church. They have, to the contrary, claimed
that comprehensiveness is a nccessary quality in any Church which pretends
to catholicity, that it is in this sense a mark of the Church and that its
absence turns church into sect. But at the same time none would deny that
the ideal of diversity in unity creates problems and tensions, both theological
and practical. One of these, for us, especially since the beginnings of the
ecumenical movement, is the problem of explaining the Anglican position to her
separated Christian orethren. To the non-inglican that position sometimes
looks like no position at all. Yet perhaps at the same time it has held a
certain fascination, for the Anglican quest did not begin and end in England,
and today the Provinces of Canterbury .and York form but a small ninority
of the world-wide Anglicen Communion of autonomous Churches in communion
with the See of Canterbury.

One aspect of the non-inglican's puzzlement was brought out in a
recent interview which the Archbishop of Canterbury gave for Italian
Television: ‘

Question: vYour Grace, what exactly is the distinction between High
Church and Low Church?n : .

The Archbishop of Canterbury: »Our Church of England has two aspects.
On the one hand we claim to be a Church possessing Catholic tradition and
continuity from the ancient Church, and our Catholie tradition and continuity
includes the belief in the Real Presence of Christ in the Blessed Sacrament,
the order of Episcopacy and the Priesthood, including the power of priestly
absolution; these are parts of the Catholic continuity as we have it.
We also possess various institutions belonging to Catholic Christendom,
like monastic orders for men end women., That aspect of Catholic sacramental
life and continuity is especially emphasized and cherished by people called
High Church.
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"Our Anglican traiition has another aspect as well. e are a Church
which has been through the Reformation and values many experisnces derived
from the Reformation, for instance the Upen Bible; great importance is
attached to the authurity of the Holy Scriptures, and to personal conviction
and conversion throujh the work of the Holy Spirit, and that aspect of our
church life - the aspect connected with the Reformation, the Open Bible
and the personal conviction ond conversion - is cherished specially by
people sometimes called Low Church. .

"But I want to emphusize that though there is High Church and Low Church,
it is all the time one Church with a single life, and all the members of our
Church share together in the Creeds, doly Scriptures, the Sacraments, the
rule of the Bishops =and the liturgy; so do not think of digh Church and
Low Church as utterly separnte factions, but as two aspects of the life of
a Church which is all the time one.

The Archbishop does not here use the word comprehensiveness, but the
idea of diversity in unity is what he is talking about and the way he
approaches his answer to the question is very typically Anglican.

Before we look further at the theological questions, this is perhaps
the place to recori Anglican fascination with recent Roman Catholic emphasis
upon the rightfulness of diversity within the Church. Quite zpart from
the diversities of zpproach which so many Roman Catholic theoleogians have
manifested since the Council, we think in particular of utterances by Pope
John and Pope Paul and of pessages in the decrees of the Council. It may
be useful to cite several of these in the hope that our discussions might
profit from close attention to them.

‘e would suspect thet a most important keynote was struck by Pope
John's allocution et the opening of the Council. After stressing the
fact that the Council was not convened to define '"new" doctrines, or to
adjudicate between varying theological opinions, or simply to reiterate
traditional teaching he went on to say,

"The whole world expects a step forward toward a doctrinal penetration
and a formation of conscicusness in faithful and perfect conformity

to the authentic doctrine, wiich, however, should be studied and
expounded through tine methods of research and through the literary
forms of modern thought. The substance of the ancisnt doctrine of

the deposit of faith,is one thing, and the way in which it is presented
is another."

This latter sentence is often quoted =nd would seem to provide the
charter for a liberality and diversity in theological interpretation.
Certainly tnat diversity was merked and unhaupered in the actual proceedings
of the Council.

The same theme was.part of Pope Paul's allocution at the.opening of
the Second Session. Ir speaking of his hopes for the restoration of
Christian unity he said that this

"visible union cannot be attained. except in identity of faith and by
participation in the same sacraments and in the organic harmony of a
single ecclesiastical control, even though this allows for a great
variety of verbal expressions, movements, lawful institutions, and
preferences with regard to nodes of acting."

This allowance and recognition of variety recurred in his allocution
at the opening of the Third Session when, after speaking of "the long,
sad history which led up to the various separations” he went on to "recall
the words of the Apostle Pszul, who brought the gift of the Gospel to all
nations, seeking to become all things to all men. Such an adaptability
as we might today be tenpted to call pluralism in practice ee.."
"Pluralism in practice" would seem a very apt motto for a united Church







