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THE ECUMENICAL SOCIETY
OF THE BLESSED VIRGIN MARY
YESTERDAY, TODAY AND TOMORROW

by Bishop Edward Knapp-Fisher

Introduction

My personal acquaintance with Martin Gillett was very brief.

In 1979, when he knew that he was dying, he summoned me. He told me
that it had been suggested (by whom?) that I be approached with a view to
my joining the Society and, in due course, becoming Chairman of the London
Branch. It is difficult to refuse a request from someone in that condition; so
I naturally had to agree to accede to it. This I was happy to do, for I was and
am entirely in sympathy with the aim of the Society to be “a sign of hope for
Christian unity’. A few months later (in 1980) Martin died.

The Society was already twelve years old when I joined it. So, in
providing me with material for its early years, I am greatly indebted to our
Archivist, Peter Sibley, and in particular for his detailed and informative
paper on The Origins of the ESBVM.



YESTERDAY: The Conception and Birth of the ESBVM

The climate in which the Society was conceived and born was very
different from that of today. There are many who consider that the
ecumenical movement is now in the doldrums and for various reasons are
pessimistic about its prospects.

The climate in which Martin spent the later years of his earthly
pilgrimage was very different. He experienced and doubtless shared the
euphoria widespread in the immediate aftermath of the Second Vatican
Council and the ecumenical optimism which was one of its fruits.

The rebirth of the Roman Catholic Church had been marked, inter alia,
by a changed attitude to other Christians. A new concept of Christian unity
had been propounded by Unitatis Redintegratio which had been promulgated,
significantly on the same day as Lumen Gentium (21 November 1964). In this
matter Paul VI was personally and directly involved, as Peter Hebblethwaite
points out:

In dealing with ecumenism Paul VI talked about redintegranda Christianorum
conjunctio. In using this vocabulary he was trying to avoid any hint of an
ecumenism ‘of return’ to the bosom of the Roman Catholic Church.

(Paul VI, p. 335)

So began the era of Joint Commissions and Agreed Statements - of what Dr
Alec Vidler called ‘ecclesiological contributionism’.

Ecumenical ideals thus conceived were reinforced, for Martin, by his
personal experience. Born an Anglican, he was educated at St Chad’s College,
Durham, and in the United States. His early interest in our Lady was
demonstrated by his four books on Marian shrines. This interest contributed
to his becoming a Roman Catholic, since he soon discovered that informed
interest in Mary was confined to a small minority of Anglicans. This
ecclesiastical transition was made without acrimony or any repudiation of his
Anglican heritage. It sowed the seed of a determination to do all that he could
to promote understanding of our Lady and her vocation among those to
whom such matters meant little or nothing. He recognized that faith in the
Incarnate Lord is diminished by failure to acknowledge and revere his
Mother. This view is firmly supported by Orthodox Christians. As Kallistos
Ware has recently written, ‘A faith in Christ which excludes love and
veneration of his Mother seems to the Orthodox to be cold and incomplete’
(Mary Theotokos). These are words which all Catholics, Western and Eastern,
would without qualification, endorse. It is ironical, and an example of diabol-
ical contrivance, that both the Lord’s own Service, the Mass, and his Mother,
designed to be instruments of Christian unity, should have become major
sources of our divisions.

The seeds of Martin’s vocation to promote an informed Mariology and
devotion among those with little knowledge of Our Lady were sown by an
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incident and a remark. The incident was an encounter with Miss Veronica
O’Brien of the Legion of Mary, a fellow-guestat a reception given by Cardinal
Suenens in 1966. With her Martin discussed his ideas and aspirations. The
remark was that of Archbishop Michael Ramsey, that ‘Roman Catholic
devotion to the Blessed Virgin Mary is one of several obstacles to Christian
unity” (1962). In 1967 Martin wrote: ‘Some years ago I began to gather a group
of like-minded friends with the purpose of forming a definite society
dedicated to this task (the promotion of Christian unity through Mary)'.
Among the names suggested were ‘The Society of the Annunciation” and “The
Society of Our Lady’. But after consideration these were both rejected. The
birth of the Society was, however, now imminent and it came into being on
28 April 1967 with the inaugural meeting of the Ecumenical Society of the
Blessed Virgin Mary, whose purpose was ‘to promote Mariological studies
and devotion to Our Lady, the Blessed Virgin Mary’. Membership was open
to all.

Nine years later, in 1976, after prolonged consideration, this initial and
provisional statement of purpose was expanded and incorporated into the
Constitution:

The Society (founded in 1967 by H. Martin Gillett and others) exists to
advance the study at various levels of the place of the Blessed Virgin Mary
in the Church under Christ, and of related theological questions; and in the
light of such study to promote ecumenical devotion.

(The words ‘founded in 1967 by H. Martin Gillett and others” were added
when the Constitution was reviewed in 1981.)

Some significant phrases in the Constitution indicate the manner in
which activities which continue to be characteristic of the life of the Society
evolved in the first nine years.

To advance the study at various levels. These levels have been individual, local,
national and international. Individual members of the Society are encouraged
to study the literature put out by it, particularly the Newsletter. Local groups,
formed by the Branches, meet at frequent and regular intervals for talks and
group discussions. National Conferences, now usually annual, provide for
hearing lectures and for informal as well as formal discussion. International
Congresses, every two or three years, are longer residential occasions and
produce papers from distinguished participants from various countries.

The place of the Blessed Virgin Mary in the Church under Christ. It is the policy
of the Society to follow the example of Lumen Gentium in setting Mariology
unequivocally in the context of ecclesiology. “Under Christ’ clearly affirms the
subordination of our Lady to her Son, the only Mediator between God and
men, through whom alone his Mother, like every other human being, can be
saved.

To promote ecumenical devotion. This is a reminder that there can be no false
dichotomy between theology and spirituality, between study and prayer.



Hence the importance of a Liturgy Secretary and the formulation and frequent
recitation of the Ecumenical Office of Mary, the Mother of Jesus.

TODAY

The ecumenical climate today is very different from that which prevailed
when the ESBVM was born. Much of the enthusiasm engendered by Vatican
II has evaporated; expectations aroused by, for example, the Final Report of
ARCIC I have been disappointed, partly but not wholly as a result of the
tardy and critical response of the Vatican. Another important contributory
factor to the cooling-off of Anglican—-Roman Catholic relations has been the
Lambeth Conference of 1988. Upon this Jean Tillard OP has written an
important paper entitled The Lesson for Ecumenism of Lambeth 1988. He points
out that the ordination of women to the priesthood and subsequently to the
episcopate is only an instance of a far more serious threat to unity, the
autonomy of the Anglican Provinces which was recognized and endorsed by
the Conference. He emphasizes “the tension between the price to pay for unity
on the one hand, and on the other the ardent attachment to provincial
independence’. He questions the reality of any genuine unity within the
Anglican Communion. In theory, the Archbishop of Canterbury, Tillard points
out, is responsible for preserving the other bishops within one Communion.
But in the context of acknowledged provincial autonomy ‘does a universal
primacy mean anything more than the presidency of a vast confederation?’.

Ecumenical doubts and disappointed expectations are carefully examined
by Professor G. R. Evans in her recently published book, Method in Ecumenical
Theology (CUP, 1966). Of this Georges Tavard has written:

The main lesson to be learned from it is that the future of ecumenical
theology depends not on a few reluctant church leaders but on the
contribution of those able and eager to think ecumenically ... Ecumenical
theology requires effort, patience and determination ... Membership in one
church and fidelity to its traditions are central elements in ecumenism, but
in the practice of dialogue theologies transcend church boundaries. The fact
is that most churches today are in a state of confusion.
(Review, Tablet, 19 January 1997)

There is, however, general agreement, shared by those who recognize that the
immediate prospects of progress towards unity are unpromising, that
dialogue between the churches must continue. There is no future in
ecclesiastical apartheid. The ESBVM is called to continue to be a sign of hope
for Christian unity.

We must not forget that there are grounds for encouragement as we
continue to cherish this hope and to pursue the goal which we know to be
Christ’s will for us. Conspicuous among these grounds for confidence are the
two documents set before us for further study at this [Woldingham]
Conference.



The publication in 1995 of the Encyclical on commitment to Ecumenism,
Ut Unum Sint, is a striking endorsement of the Decree on Ecumenism, 1964,
which some had feared had been put into cold storage. Its opening words are
an inspiration:

The call for Christian Unity made by the Second Vatican Council ... is
finding an ever greater echo in the hearts of believers.

So, too, is the unequivocal statement that ‘Ecumenism is an organic part of
the Church’s life’ (20). Equally heartening is the explicit expression of Rome’s
need for penitence for sharing responsibility for Christian disunity and for
reform which will include consideration of ‘finding a way of exercising the
(Papal) primacy which ... is open to a new situation (10, 15, 17, 19, 95). The
Encyclical is complemented by the publication of Churches Together in
England, Called to Be One (1996), which, from the non-Roman Catholic side,
endorses the obligation of commitment to Christian unity: “There is no turning
back from the goal of visible unity’ (I, 6). (The word ‘visible’ in this context
is significant.)

Among the ‘areas in need of fuller study before a true consensus of faith
can be achieved’, set out in Ut Unum Sint (79), the fifth is ‘the Virgin Mary as
Mother of God who intercedes for Christ’s disciples and all humanity’.
Cardinal Cassidy’s strong support for the ESBVM is an encouraging
recognition of our Society’s vocation and its effectiveness in contributing to
the further study of Mariology and deeper devotion to Mary by all Christians.
This is the responsibility which, under God, it is designed and dedicated to
discharge, and to which its composition, organization and activities should all
be directed.

Composition. The Society, like the Church of which it is a microcosm, is
composed of all sorts and kinds of persons. It is, today, a genuinely
international society; and its life and witness have been particularly enriched
by the growing number of North American members. Its diversity is also
reflected by its inclusion of those by tradition already devoted to our Lady,
and of those who know little or nothing about her. Although the borderline
between these two categories is in practice necessarily blurred, it is essential
to the evangelistic thrust of the Society that there should be substantial
representation of both. It is also important that membership includes those
who belong to a wide variety of Christian denominations.

Organization and Activities. Some reference has already been made to these
matters, upon which I will here make only a few brief comments. Local
branches have had fluctuating fortunes; some which were strong in the past
have now virtually or completely disappeared. Many of those which still have
a theoretical existence find it difficult to attract members to meetings. National
Conferences, the organization and popularization of which have been largely
due to the energy and enthusiasm of Joe Farrelly, have become firmly
established. International Congresses have been successful from their



inauguration in attracting lecturers of great distinction and large numbers of
participants. They have, in short, been an unqualified success.

Communal worship is always and rightly a fundamental feature of all
the Society’s gatherings at every level. The Ecumenical Office of Mary the Mother
of Jesus compiled by the Liturgical Secretary in consultation with others has
been given considerable and appreciative acceptance and is widely and
frequently used.

Finally, the Society continues to fulfil the aims of its founder through its
publications, which reach a constituency far beyond the borders of its
membership. The publications include the reproduction of lectures and papers
given on various occasions, and most notably the Newsletter. Thanks to the
devoted labour and sound judgement of the Editor, Jill Pinnock, this has gone
from strength to strength.

So much for the composition and organization of the ESBVM today.

TOMORROW?

Crystal-gazing is the business of astrologers, a pagan activity incompatible
with our Christian faith and profession. So I do not intend to indulge in it
now! I simply want to make some suggestions for consideration. I divide
these into matters of substance and matters of organization.

Matters of Substance — Agenda.

Here I have three subjects to suggest for the future agenda of the Society, one
negative and the other two positive.

1. First may I remind you again of Michael Ramsey’s comment in 1962,
which contributed to the evolution of Martin Gillett’s thinking and the
conception and birth of this Society. ‘/Roman Catholic devotion to the Blessed
Virgin Mary is one of several obstacles to Christian unity.’

Although many misconceptions about our Lady have been removed, not
least as a result of the activities of our Society, I believe that this comment
still has a certain validity and relevance. Devotion and devotions to the
Mother of our Lord are, of course, expressive of doctrinal convictions; they
reflect an underlying Mariology. Particularly influential for many centuries
before they were authoritatively defined were belief in Mary’s Immaculate
Conception and her Assumption, widely held by Western and Eastern
Christians, but repudiated in the sixteenth century by Lutherans and the
Reformed. Divisions deriving from thesedogmas were further increased when
they were defined by the bull Ineffabilis Deus (Paul IX, 8 December 1854) and
the Apostolic Constitution Munificentissimus Deus (Pius XII, 1960). The
promulgation of these dogmas, particularly Ineffabilis Deus, created problems
even for those, like the Orthodox and some Anglicans, who substantially
believed the doctrines of the Immaculate Conception and the Assumption, but
were convinced that they were mysteries which were essentially undefinable.



‘Apophaticism constitutes the fundamental characteristic of the whole
theological tradition of the Eastern Church.” (Vladimir Lossky).

A paper by Bishop Kallistos Ware for this Society contains words which
would be endorsed by many outside his Communion:

The Orthodox Church sees in her (Mary) the supreme fulfilment of sanctity
ina human person - the model and paradigm of what it means, by God’s
grace, to be authentically human - but it does not accept the Roman
Catholic teaching about the Immaculate Conception.

(Mary Theotokos in the Orthodox Tradition)

Those who are not Roman Catholic are unable to accept that the dogmas have
clear Scriptural warrant; nor have they been incorporated into the Catholic
Creeds. They are certainly at a lower level in the hierarchy of truths than the
Incarnation, to which they are clearly subordinate and ancillary. In these
circumstances it is, to say the least, difficult to contend that belief in them
should be de fide. Our problems in this regard are sympathetically realized by
Georges Tavard in his latest book, The Thousand Faces of the Virgin Mary
(Liturgical Press, Collegeville, Minnesota, 1996) reviewed in the Newsletter,
January 1997, by John Macquarrie. Fr Tavard expresses the opinion that ‘these
modern dogmas, being implicitly rather than explicitly revealed, ... are not
absolute or necessary’.

This whole matter is an obstacle to unity in faith which should remain
on our agenda for further consideration.

2. A second subject for study which might well form part of our future
programme is ‘Mary and the Church'’.

Differences in the understanding of the Church create a formidable obstacle
to greater unity.
(Called to be One, 2.12)

Vatican Il recognized that Mariology and Ecclesiology were intimately linked,

by insisting that the two must be considered together. A comment on Lumen
Gentium (63) states that “The theme of Mary as type of the Church is central
and partly accounts for the decision to treat Mariology in the Dogmatic
Constitution on the Church’ (Abbott, Documents, p. 92).

In Lumen Gentium ‘Mary is hailed as a pre-eminent and altogether
singular member of the Church’ (53); and St Ambrose’s description of her as
‘a model of the Church’ is explicitly endorsed. Paul VI went even further. On
the same day as Lumen Gentium and Unitatis Redintegratio were promulgated
(21 November 1964), he proclaimed Mary as Mother of the Church. Georges
Tavard criticizes this title as not traditional. On this John Macquarrie
comments:

Fr Tavard seems to have found this title maximalist. As an Anglican I
would not have thought so. In relating Mary to the Church, one is



acknowledging her creaturely status much more clearly than is the case
with the title ‘Mother of God’.
(Review, Newsletter, January 1997)

There is plenty of material here for further debate.

3. My third suggestion is that the Society might well produce an
ecumenical Manual of Marian devotions. Some of the prayers and hymns to
the Blessed Virgin, particularly those formulated in the Middle Ages, and the
sometimes extravagant titles accorded her, are not acceptable or readily
understandable to members of many Churches. It is certainly not beyond the
competence of the ESBVM to produce a Manual of devotions to our Lady
which would be widely used by Christians of very different traditions and
contribute considerably to their understanding of her. This responsibility
could be undertaken by replacing the Liturgical Secretary by a small group
of qualified persons with a more extended brief than was formerly given to
him.

Matters of Organization.

Some suggestions here can be very briefly summarized. The effectiveness and
health of the Society should not be gauged by the number of local branches
or the strength of their membership. In the early days of television, and
before the technological revolution in popular entertainment, the branches and
their meetings had an important place in the life of the Society. This is no
longer self-evident. Of course no still-flourishing branch should be killed off;
but in the case of those whose meetings are poorly supported there might
come a moment when the life-support machine should be switched off.

I suggest that our main emphasis today should be upon individual
membership, and.the organization, and perhaps expansion, of regional
meetings, national conferences and international congresses. We should give
the strongest possible support and much wider publicity to the Newsletter,
the quality and standing of which has never been higher, and to our other
publications. No effort should be spared to make all these better known and
more generally available.

Finally new blood is required both in the general membership of the
Society and in its officers, to take over the responsibilities of those who have
laboured so long and successfully to bring it to its present position and
promise. We owe an incalculable debt to the dedication and devotion of such
members as Joe Farrelly, Jill Pinnock, Alberic Stacpoole, Edward Yarnold and
many others of their generation. They are, alas, no longer in their first youth.
Upon their successors the future of the Ecumenical Society of the Blessed
Virgin Mary will, under God, depend.

+EDWARD KNAPP-FISHER



THE LESSON FOR ECUMENISM OF LAMBETH 1988

by Fr Jean Tillard OP

I

What consequences can the Lambeth Conference of 1988 have for the dialogue
between the Anglican Church and the Roman Catholic Church? This is a
difficult question. In replying frankly to questions as precise as this, one is
always afraid of wounding those one loves. But, since we must speak, let us
speak openly.

1. Right at the start, the Lambeth Conference’s approval of the Final Report of
ARCIC I must be underlined. More resistance was expected, and several
articles published by particular Anglican groups made one expect a full-scale
batch of criticism. It was also thought that some difficulties might arise
because of the differences between certain statements in this document and
statements in other documents concerning the dialogue between Anglicans
and other Christian Communions. This did not happen. Everything therefore
leads one to think that, faithful toits long tradition, the Anglican Communion
treats the Catholic Church as its foremost partner in the ecumenical dialogue.
One could even think that in its eyes the ARCIC text enjoys a special status.
2. It is clear that we must lay stress on the Final Report’s text on authority,
with its recognition of the real pre-eminence of the Bishop of Rome. At
Lambeth this document, ‘ecumenically very courageous’, was spoken of as a
serious basis for the continuation of the dialogue.

But this warm, encouraging welcome also creates a degree of perplexity
if one places it within the Lambeth experience seen as a whole. Must one not
measure its real impact in the light of the overall context of the Conference?

The question we ask is important. In fact, one of the problems
underlying the whole Conference was the problem - inseparably both
theological and pragmatic — of the tension between the price to pay for unity
on the one hand, and, on the other, the ardent attachment to provincial
independence (that is to say, in the Anglican vocabulary, to national
independence).!

On this question the Anglican Communion is living through one of the

' The 1920 Lambeth Conference had explicitly declared:
‘IX. The spiritual leadership of the Catholic Church in days to come, for
which the world is manifestly waiting, depends upon the readiness with
which each group is prepared to make sacrifices for the sake of a common
fellowship, a common ministry, and a common service to the world.’
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deepest crises of its history. In the past it had at least three cements, all
considered essential. These cements had preserved its cohesion in a way that
seemed exemplary. They were, in order of importance, the Book of Common
Prayer, shared by all with only very secondary variations; the common
episcopate, consecrated according to this Prayer Book so that the sacraments
could be celebrated everywhere according to the tradition; and the moral
authority (in a sort of honorary primacy) of the Archbishop of Canterbury,
charged with the task of preserving the other bishops within one communion.

But now the unity of the Prayer Book has been broken, sometimes at the
price of a crisis deeper than that felt by certain Catholics over the affair of the
so-called Missal of Paul VI. Moreover the unity of the episcopate is now at
stake. I am not one of those who think that the present divisions, provoked
by the question of the ordination of women, ‘do not deeply affect the
Anglican heart and soul’ (sic). On the contrary, I think the question touches
what the Lambeth Conference of 1920, in its version of the famous Chicago
Quadrilateral, had emphasised as one of the essential strands of communion.
The single episcopate meant that the Bishop of Lincoln, whoever he might be,
was recognized as a true bishop in Nairobi. The priests and deacons ordained
by the Archbishop of Sydney were recognized as frue ministers in
Washington. The Christians confirmed by the Bishop of St Albans were
admitted to the Eucharist in Toronto. Since 1867 all the bishops of the
Provinces could meet in cor unum et anima una.

All this is now called into question at the very heart of Anglicanism.
Does ‘communion’ still exist in these three fundamental registers? In this
context, does a universal primacy mean anything more than the presidency
of a vast confederation?

Out of regard for lucidity and truth, I think that (without yet specifically
going into the question of the ordination of women to the episcopate) the
question must be asked with more precision than most of the religious press
have given it. Lambeth 88 has shown how provincialism, to take up
Archbishop Runcie’s intuition expressed in his excellent speech -
provincialism meaning each region’s attachment to its freedom of action —
matters more from now on, to many people, than the primacy of the common
good of unity, which up to now the Anglican tradition has venerated. The
massive vote in favour of Resolution 88-001 showed unequivocal approval for
the principle of local autonomy. Even if this was voted ‘to avoid the worst’,
Lambeth 88 took an ecclesiological option. Without having the time or the
means to discuss in depth and to measure the consequences, the priority of
the provincial (i.e. the national) over the universal, was accepted.

This is heavy with consequences. For Lambeth 88 thereby accepted that
the good of the universal communion, the transcendent and imperative value
of unity — so dear to the great Anglican divines — should no longer be the
principle in the light of which major decisions are taken. The voice of the
episcopal body as a whole is no longer a voice into which each bishop feels
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constrained to merge his own. In Catholic language we would say that
‘collegiality” in Anglicanism, so long maintained in practice despite many
crises, is now being wiped out. As one bishop, conscious of this change of
direction, said to us ‘This means that each bishop informs his colleagues of
what his Province thinks and decides; he no longer necessarily refers to a
collegial authority which would itself be capable of getting the decision
changed’. He added that the authority of the episcopal body enjoins reflexion;
it does not necessarily enjoin a decision. This is a contrast with the past.

Will the rise of nationalisms, or sometimes even of tribalisms — as an

African bishop told us — break the common spirit of the Anglican episcopate?
If so, one might ask how the massive vote for the Final Report of ARCIC I
should be interpreted, since the Report stresses the communion of the
episcopal body and the role of primacy. Is the primate essentially one who
sees to it — as Archbishop Runcie did so marvellously at Lambeth - that
no-one treats another without charity?
3. Perhaps, in any case, there is another side to the coin. The Anglican
Communion is perhaps on the point of rediscovering, by a sort of swing of
the pendulum, the deep need for its Anglican soul of a ‘universal” primacy.
This could appear to the Communion as the means ‘providentially sent by
God’ so that the passionate affirmation of provincial liberties and differences
should not turn to division; and that, in spite of everything, the Anglican
tradition should not break up. In that case, primacy would appear as the
salvation of communion. On this point, then, Lambeth 88 would have been a
felix culpa. And ARCIC I would have been prophetic.> Much more (and this
was the wish of someone as involved in the life of his church as Henry
Chadwick), Lambeth’s approval of the Final Report could be seen as an
upward leap of the Spirit, a breath of salvation rising up from the depth of
the Anglican conscience. If we follow this attractive hypothesis, then it is
essential that the Anglican churches should not isolate themselves from one
another, and that large blocs should not decide to continue on their way
alone.

For the Catholic Church this is a grave and challenging question, at a
time when the question of Episcopal Conferences is coming to a head. An
Anglican bishop of some stature, Anglo-Catholic in tendency, said to me: ‘If
the Roman Catholic Church manages to show us that the soldering necessary
for universal communion, with the ministry of the Bishop of Rome that makes
it possible, is compatible with profound respect for local episcopates, I am
sure that between now and Lambeth 1998, many Anglicans would see this as
the only hope. But we have not yet been shown this’. If only ... !

? See the central statements of the Final Report in the Appendix below.
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II

The other question put to the Catholic conscience by Lambeth 88 is that of the
ordination of women to the episcopate. Certainly. Resolution 88-001 did not
explicitly allow such ordination; but it presupposes that certain provinces will
take that step. The question of the ordination of women to the episcopate is
more serious than that of their ordination to the presbyterate. For in the
Church the bishop is both the person who assures the link with the apostolic
community, and also the one who manifests unity with the universal body of
those who exercise oversight in the churches. In him, communion is formally
brought into play.

1. In 1985 the important letter from Cardinal Willebrands to the two
Co-chairmen of ARCIC II opened up a perspective full of hope. If ARCIC I
were accepted by the Anglican Communion (by a vote as welcoming as that
which took place at Lambeth), it would be possible, the letter said, to correct
for the future, without entering into the past, Leo XIII's judgment in Apostolicae
curae. It would be recognized that the Anglican Communion has hic et nunc
the intention which was always that of the great Tradition, and so the validity
of the episcopate could be recognized in the future.

Since Lambeth 88 the problem is no longer the same. A large fraction of
the Anglican Churches is explicitly asking for the ordination of women to the
episcopate. Implicitly, by its approval of Resolution 88-001, the whole of the
Anglican episcopate leaves the field open on this matter to the Province
concerned. Several did not fail to notice that thereby fidelity to the great
Tradition — so dear to the Anglican soul — was being abandoned. One bishop
asked ‘Can one still pretend that in ordaining a woman bishop we remain a
church that refuses to break with what, since the Apostles, we have always
considered the unanimous tradition?” Another said: ‘Are we still to be
included among the churches which believe that, on a point essential to the
structure of the Church, one cannot dispose according to one’s own wishes of a
basic element received?’

It is clear that if serious Anglicans are asking themselves these questions,
they are being asked a fortiori on the Catholic side. The official authorities of
the Roman Catholic Church cannot pessibly behave as if this question were
secondary. At the moment when it seemed that the dossier of Apostolicae curae
could be settled we have to open the dossier of Lambeth 88. Can I be allowed
to say, on the basis of a certain experience of ecumenical questions, that the
Lambeth 88 dossier will be more difficult than that of Apostolicae curae?

2. What then of the dialogue? It must continue, and there is no reason why
everything should stop. There are at least four reasons to support this
affirmation:

a) Unity is so important that, before God, one can never take the risk of letting
solid and tried seeds, that are already visible, die. And it is undeniable that
ARCIC (I and 1I) has rewoven a connective fabric that is very wide and that,
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without the oxygen of dialogue, could depreciate. We have too many similar
cases for us not to draw this lesson. The dialogue must continue so that the
progress already made should be durable, even if it does not reach the
organic unity desired by the Malta agreement and which ARCIC I thought it
was seeing completed. Poor members of ARCIC I! We burned up our energies
in it. Now, the goal is hidden in the fog of Lambeth (and Lambeth is in
England!) But we have made possible a sort of indissoluble and valid
marriage. We do not have the right before God to break the links that have
been thus created.

b) Besides, there is nothing to say that the final goal is henceforth
unrealizable. The Anglican Communion has not yet spoken its last word in
this respect. Withinitself, a dialogue is beginning. Perhaps it is too passionate
and aggressive. But who can foresee its outcome? Here the task of Catholics
is to help the different Anglican groups to respond in conscience to this
difficult situation, which is also a cause of suffering for them. It is not for us
to exacerbate the conflicting blocs, but to be the honest instruments of truth.
c) To these two reasons I would add a third, which is different, although at
first sight it may seem to repeat them. The dialogue must continue because
it is necessary that our mutual understanding and our discovery of each other
should grow. It is better, instead of confining ourselves to what has been
achieved already, to continue to seek with lucidity and courage all that we
can be together and do together, even if full unity is no longer foreseeable in
any near future. There is a weighty theological reason for this. When
important steps forward in communion are taken, the Kingdom of God
progresses and the spectre of division dies. It is before God and for God, to help
forward the Father's design for reconciliation, that we undertake the
ecumenical task. And this reconciliation is not a question of all or nothing. It
allows stages. As soon as unity is strengthened at a certain level of truth and
of depth (like a lake that begins to freeze, without yet being frozen solid), the
fidelity of the churches to God’s purpose is already being accomplished.
ARCIC I and ARCIC II have certainly allowed the two groups to take true
steps forward in communion. And we have not finished exploring all the
domains in which it is still possible to progress together in unity, even if the
final goal towards which ARCIC I was moving is now lost in fog.

d) Finally, our constancy in the dialogue with the Anglicans enables them to
carry on their dialogue more authentically with the other churches. For more
than thirty years, largely owing to the Catholic Church’s entry into the
ecumenical field, a new solidarity has been created between the churches. It
is a solidarity of mutual support, of organic symbiosis, that causes what one
church accomplishes with another, to have undeniable repercussions on the
way each behaves towards all the Christian communities with which it works
and talks. We are well aware of the place of the Anglican Communion in the
network of ecumenical relationships and dialogues. It has a particular
vocation, even a unique one, there. It is the bridge church. For the sake of
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ecumenical truth we must stay with it. Then what — in the widest sense — we
can call the great ‘Catholic’ spirit which Anglicanism claims can continue to
inspire it.

J. M. R. TILLARD, OP

APPENDIX
Extracts from The Final Report of ARCIC

Authority in the Church I (23) p. 64.

If God’s will for the unity in love and truth of the whole Christian
community is to be fulfilled, this general pattern of the complementary
primatial and conciliar aspects of episcope serving the kotnonia of the churches
needs to be realized at the universal level. The only see which makes any
claim to universal primacy and which has exercised and still exercises such
episcope is the see of Rome, the city where Peter and Paul died.

It seems appropriate that in any future union a universal primacy such
as has been described should be held by that see.

Authority in the Church II (9) pp. 84-5.

If the leadership of the bishop of Rome has been rejected by those who
thought it was not faithful to the truth of the Gospel and hence not a true
focus of unity, we nevertheless agree that a universal primacy will be needed
in a reunited Church and should appropriately be the primacy of the bishop
of Rome, as we have specified it (Authority I, 23). While the New Testament
taken as a whole shows Peter playing a clear role of leadership it does not
portray the Church’s unity and universality exclusively in terms of Peter. The
universal communion of the churches is a company of believers, united by
faith in Christ, by the preaching of the word, and by participation in the
sacraments assured to them by a pastoral ministry of apostolic order. In a
reunited Church a ministry modelled on the role of Peter will be a sign and
safeguard of such unity.
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Elucidation to Authority I (8) p. 76.

... Though it is possible to conceive a universal primacy located elsewhere
than in the city of Rome, the original witness of Peter and Paul and the
continuing exercise of a universal episcope by the see of Rome present a
unique presumption in its favour (cf. Authority II. 6-9). Therefore, while to
locate a universal primacy in the see of Rome is an affirmation at a different
level from the assertion of the necessity for a universal primacy, it cannot be
dissociated from the providential action of the Holy Spirit.
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