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CONGRATULATIONS!
Rupert Hoare, former Anglican Moderator, writes:
Many congratulations to the Society’s Committee for its
creativity and imagination at all sorts of levels.
First, for planning the conference that should have taken
place in Rome in October, 2020, and which was to have
featured in particular the bilateral relations between our
two Churches, the Anglican and Lutheran, and the Roman
Catholic Church. That would clearly have been a special
“Get-together” over a number of days in that very special
setting, focusing on a wide-ranging and important set of
theological and ecclesiological topics.
Second, for not being deterred by the COVID-19 virus and
for mounting the virtual conference last month, which was
an equally creative and informative alternative. It enabled a
lot of us who would not have been able to come to Rome
to benefit. And spacing out the contributions of the four
speakers over three weeks prior to the zoom conference
meant we could listen to them at our leisure, and more
than once if we hadn't got it all at the first hearing, which is
something you can't do at a live conference! The process

also invited us to send in our questions in preparation for
virtual conference on 21st May.
Third, for the zoomed virtual conference on the 21st May
which was, at least for some of us not yet at home in the
modern world, an extremely impressive technological
achievement. Congratulations, admiration and gratitude to
those who put it all together, thereby putting the AnglicanLutheran Society on the world-wide ecumenical map in a
new way. Some of us who
seek to live ecumenically (at
least in England) sometimes
find ourselves asking where
ecumenism features now on
the agendas of the churches
with which we are involved
day by day. The A-LS reminds
us of Christ's Prayer that we
should all be one, that the
world may come to faith. So,
thank you to all involved in
planning and executing this
multiple event.
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DEVELOPING
A VIRTUAL CONFERENCE
THE BACKSTORY
It was the Rev Dr Jaakko Rusama, Co-Moderator of the Society, and
the Very Revd Tom Bruch, Member of the Executive Committee, who were
the main organisers of the conference. Here they share their experiences.
Luther said, 'If you want to change the world, pick up your pen
and write.' Five-hundred years later, that advice should be
updated. If we want to interact with the world and initiate
change, nowadays we usually require rather more than a
pen. We might need a computer, the Internet, a smartphone with a camera, some apps and perhaps a remote
meeting platform. This can be true in all sorts of areas of
life - ordering food, booking a taxi or haircut - and when
organising a conference.
Times have changed for all of us, rapidly and dramatically in
these COVID-19 days, and many of us have become even
more dependent on post-pen technology. Certainly that
has been true for the Anglican-Lutheran Society which, in
the last year, has used current technologies to deliver its
regular meetings and its biennial conference in a virtual way
rather than in person. It has been an interesting (to say the
least!) experience for us, and at times the learning curve has
been more like the north face of the Eiger!
Planning to hold the Society's conference in October, 2020,
in Rome was well under way when COVID intruded into
our world and redirected our planning and our lives. We
were excited about the conference topic - Stumbling Blocks
and Springboards: Working Together for Forgiveness and Reconciliation. This was to build on the ecumenical commemoration of the 500th anniversary of Luther's presentation of the
95 Theses. The focus would be the deepening of relationships with the Roman Catholic Church through its conversations with Lutherans and Anglicans. The ideal venue
would be Rome and we were happy that the Anglican Centre in Rome not only supported our plans but became actively involved in organising the event. The Centre's manager, Nicoletta Rambelli, was enormously helpful in arranging
meeting facilities, accommodation, and some speakers.
Jaakko Rusama paid a special visit to Rome in December,
2019, and discussed the conference with the Director of
the Anglican Centre, Archbishop Ian Ernest. He also had
talks in the Vatican at the Pontifical Council for Christian
Unity about the Roman Catholic contribution to the conference.
Alas, the executive committee of the Society decided to
cancel the Rome conference because the pandemic was
very worrying, both in Italy and in other countries. We
were delighted that the conference topic had proved so
popular that registrations had very quickly filled up. It was
agreed, therefore, to explore the possibility of convening a

much shorter virtual conference, hoping that a wider group
of international participants could contribute. The two of
us were asked to pursue the proposal for a virtual event, as
in 2017 we had initially suggested developing closer links
with the Roman Catholic Church and had been involved in
planning the Rome conference.
An early objective was to invite well-informed speakers
who could address the topic. We were very fortunate that
both Co-chairs of the Lutheran-Roman Catholic International Commission on Unity agreed to give presentations,
Bishop Eero Huovinen (the Evangelical Lutheran Church of
Finland) and Bishop William Kenney (Catholic Church in
England and Wales). So did the Roman Catholic Co-Chair
of the Anglican-Roman Catholic International Commission
(ARCIC), Archbishop of Birmingham, Bernard Longley
(Catholic Church in England and Wales), and the Anglican
Communion's Deputy General Secretary and Director for
Unity, Faith and Order, the Rev Dr Will Adam. Bishop
Kenney later found it necessary to withdraw, because of
episcopal commitments, but another member of the Commission took his place, Sr Prof Susan Wood of Regis College in the University of Toronto, Canada.
To highlight some of the key issues, two leading ecumenists
agreed to comment on the four presentations: Bishop Brain
Farrell, Secretary of the Pontifical Council for the Promotion of Christian Unity, and Prof Dr Dirk Lange, who is
Assistant General Secretary for Ecumenical Relations for
the Lutheran World Federation. In addition, the Director
of the Anglican Centre in Rome, Archbishop Ian Ernest,
offered to reflect on the dialogues from the point of view
of the Anglican Centre. The Society was most grateful to
these knowledgeable and eminent persons.
The next steps entailed various technological hurdles (or
perhaps stumbling blocks). In trying to deal with these, we
were fortunate to involve a person very experienced in
tackling the technical aspects of preparing and presenting
virtual events, the Rev Timo Reuhkala who is the Head of
International Partnerships at Mediamission the Messengers
(Sansa), one of the mission agencies of the Evangelical Lutheran Church of Finland. The speakers were asked to
record videos of their talks and send them to Timo by a
tight deadline so that he could get them ready for uploading
to YouTube. The lighting and sound had to be right, and
the 'director' was many miles away, so we relied on emails
to ensure that the process was clear. The four main
presentations arrived on time (thank you, speakers!)
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and they were made available on YouTube.
An announcement on the Society's website, an email to its
members and to theological faculties and seminaries and
ecumenical and confessional organisations in various countries, and advertisements in several ecumenical newsletters
and church newspapers invited people to register by sending
an email to an address provided. Those registering were
informed how to access the videos and to leave comments
and questions for speakers to address. The pre-recorded
videos were uploaded on 1st May and registered participants
were able to view them for three weeks prior to the live
session, and watch them several times.
In addition, the videos, the programme and information
about the Anglican-Lutheran Society were uploaded to the
Domini Life mobile application English version. The Domini
Life mobile app was created in 2017 and is provided by the
Finnish Lutheran Church mission agency Mediamission the
Messengers (Sansa) and Logos Ministries of Finland
(KRS). The application helped to reach out to hundreds and
thousands of viewers all over the world. The app can be
downloaded free of charge on a smart phone and the virtual
conference material is still available on Domini Life.
The recorded videos were the focal point of the live session
that took place on 21st May, 2021, which was presented
using Zoom. Registrants were sent a link a few days before,
to access the live session which began at 14.00 GMT/UTC.
Registrations were received from 125 persons from 27
countries in Africa, Asia, Europe, and North America. Informing this international group of the starting time raised
further questions and challenges. The timing of international
virtual events and broadcasts is often stated in GMT/UTC
(Greenwich Mean Time/Coordinated Universal Time), which
is widely understood in many countries. It was important,
however, that all participants could determine their local
time in relation to GMT/UTC, so a link was provided to
enable them to convert GMT/UTC to their local time. That
seems to have worked well.

Bishop Jana

Dean Eliza Zikmane

The Rev Timo Reuhkala

Making sure that the event proceeded smoothly entailed
many meetings, at first involving the two of us and Timo, and
later also Bishop Jana Jeruma-Grinberga, the Society's newly
elected Lutheran Co-President, and Dean Eliza Zikmane,
another member of the executive committee. Bishop Jana
had agreed to chair the panel discussion at the live session
and Eliza would take the lead organising the closing worship.
All five of us, however, were fully engaged in the planning
process, taking part in regular Zoom meetings to work on
the range of issues and challenges that faced us.
Amongst the matters that we considered were:
•

Maintaining contact with the main speakers and other
presenters

•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Preparing email messages for those who registered
(acknowledgements, important information and
necessary links)
Advertising the event
The programme timings
Encouraging those registered to submit questions to
the discussion panel and choosing key questions
Data protection concerns
Preparing the closing worship liturgy, organising
music, and recruiting worship leaders
Post-conference evaluation and next steps

The fact that the live session on 21st May went quite well,
despite some snags with the sound of recordings, can perhaps be attributed to three factors:
•
•

•

Regular planning meetings with carefully considered
agendas that were fully addressed
Having two 'dress rehearsals', one on the day before
and one on the morning of the conference, with
planning group members playing the parts.
The grace of the Holy Spirit.

We did struggle at times, however, as complications and
conundrums showed themselves. Initially there was some
confusion over the starting time of the live session, so we
needed to send out messages to clarify the correct time.
Putting the videos on YouTube and on the Domini Life app
was straightforward and enabled easy access, but the facility
to make comments under the videos did not work well.
We set up a separate email address for feedback, therefore, as an option to the YouTube function.
At the last minute, we realised that we could not embed
some videos in the slides created for the closing worship,
so it was necessary to reorganise how that would work,
asking the worship leaders to read their sections live and
removing music within the service. Nonetheless, we could
include a prelude and postlude, both excellent, and the
worship leaders were even better as live speakers. One
lesson for planning similar events is that the organisers
should ensure that at least two persons work together to
provide technical support, as there are many different tasks
and responsibilities to undertake.
All who were involved in the planning of the conference
were serving as volunteers, and some were squeezing the
work into their active day jobs. That, of course, is in the
nature of voluntary organisations, and something always to
remember when planning events: time and skills available
will be limited.
We are immensely grateful to all the presenters and leaders, and to all who took part in the live session and raised
questions for the panel to discuss. This was a significant
venture for our Society. Important issues were raised, and
we hope that it will not be unique. Participants will receive
an evaluation form and we will use the information to help
us plan future events. We hope that one outcome of this
virtual conference will be that we are more aware of the
stumbling blocks and will make better use of the springboards to give future ventures greater bounce!
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LET’S GET STARTED!
We begin with the prepre-recorded presentations

Bishop
Eero
Huovinen
Co-chair of
the LutheranRoman Catholic
International
Commission
on Unity

Dear Sisters and Brothers in Christ, I
am happy to join this media conference
of the Anglican-Lutheran Society but
you can be sure that it would have
been nicer to see you face-to-face in
Rome. My greeting is coming from the
Cathedral of Helsinki. It is now a little
bit over 30 years since I was consecrated bishop here in this cathedral,
and among the bishops that laid hands
on my head was the Anglican Bishop
John Hind, a very close and warm
friend of mine.
I suppose the reason for your kind
invitation is that I have been for almost
10 years the Co-Chair of the LutheranRoman Catholic Commission on Unity
together with my close friend Bishop
William Kenny. Before our duties in
this Commission William and I also
chaired the Roman Catholic-Lutheran
Dialogue Group for Sweden and Finland. Personally, I had already, at the
end of the 1990s, had the privilege of
participating in the final process of the
so-called Joint Declaration on the Doctrine of Justification (1999).
Let me start by saying something about
my personal path, my spiritual life.
Like many other Lutherans, in my
youth I was pietistic, and a low-church
oriented person. I was under the influence of these two emphases, but they
dominated the ecclesial environment in

Finland also in a wider scope. I guess
the situation was the same in the
motherland of the Reformation, in
Germany, and to some extent among
the Lutherans in other countries as
well. During my university years since
the 1960s, the possibility to study both
Martin Luther and Catholic theology
has been a deep ecumenical journey of
discovery. As a result of these endeavours I have tried to follow the
words of Pope John XXIII, ‘The things
that unite us are greater than those
that divide us.’
Certainly, I am aware of the controversies between the Churches. I am
not trying to marry Martin Luther and
the Pope! Luther spoke very critically
about the head of the Catholic Church
as an ‘Anti-Christ’. On the other
hand, Pope Leo X excommunicated
Martin Luther. Despite these historical facts and difficulties I am sure that
behind these struggles there is a
broad, profound and common understanding of the Christian Faith.
Our Commission of Unity published in
2013 a document, “From Conflict to
Communion”, and the title already
shows our intention. At the end of
the document we formulated some
imperatives for discussion at the grassroots level. I quote only the first of
these imperatives:

‘Catholics and Lutherans should
always begin from the perspective
of unity and not from the point of
view of division in order to
strengthen what is held in common
even though the differences are
more easily seen and experienced.’
Before I go to actual theological items
in the Lutheran-Catholic relations I
want to say a few words about the
basics of ecumenism. Before building
all the floors of a common ecumenical
house we have to be sure that the
ground work and the plant is firm and
sustainable. During the final stage of
the Joint Declaration on the Doctrine
of Justification it was a touching experience for me to cooperate with the
famous theologian and bishop, PaulWerner Scheele when together we
wrote the central Trinitarian and
Christological paragraph of the Declaration. I quote:
‘In faith we together hold the conviction that justification is the work
of the triune God. The Father sent
his Son into the world to save sinners. The foundation and presupposition of justification is the incarnation, death and resurrection of
Christ. Justification thus means
that Christ himself is our righteousness, in which we share through
the Holy Spirit in accord with the
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will of the Father … Together we
confess: By grace alone, in faith in
Christ’s saving work and not because of any merit on our part, we
are accepted by God and receive
the Holy Spirit, who renews our
hearts while equipping and calling
us to good works.’ (JD 15)
In the Lutheran-Catholic relations we
have always to remember how deeply
we share the classical Trinitarian and
Christological character of our Christian Faith. More important than my
personal faith is what Triune God has
done. God and his grace come first.
God is stronger than my faith. The
people are only receivers.
Jesus
Christ is more powerful than my piety. Historically it is important to remember our common roots in the
Early Church. Luther and the Reformation did not establish a new
Church; the continuity of our common tradition is important. The basic
character of Lutheran doctrine is not
in the Enlightenment, nor in pietism,
nor in Martin Luther but in the faith
of the Apostles and in the faith of the
early, undivided Church. That is the
first gift I have been able to study
more deeply in the dialogue with my
Catholic friends, sisters and brothers.
Second, in the dialogue with Catholics
I have had the possibility to understand more deeply what the spiritual
character of the Church is. The Joint
Declaration states at the end of the
document that there are still questions of varying importance which
need further clarification between the
Churches. The first topic the Declaration mentions is the ecclesiology
and other topics belonging to the
same area – ecclesial authority,
church unity, ministry, and sacraments. In the two last decades it has
been clear that the three central theological topics are the most urgent.
Some eminent ecumenists have proposed that there is a need to proceed
toward a common declaration and
statement on Church, Eucharist and
Ministry. I have in my mind what Harding Meyer, Walter Kaspar, Kurt
Koch and William Rusch have said. I
dare to say that we have already now
a common and broad consensus on
many aspects of the theological character of the Church. The Church is
not merely a human entity among
other social institutions. It is not only

an assembly where the people decide
what we should or should not believe.
The Church is not another organisation
among other human groups. Yes, the
Church has a worldly and a temporal
side. Yes, we have to practice the classical virtues in our common everyday life.
Yes, we have to promote justice and
love in our everyday life. But the
Church is more than our best human
ideas and efforts. It is the place where
God is present among us, where Christ
gives birth to new members of his flock.
The Church is both human and divine,
following her master, Jesus Christ, who
truly was both human and divine. The
difference was that he was human without sin. We are not!
Dear sisters and brothers, this is the
background, and I am not ashamed to
say that the Christian Church has a sacramental character. The Church is instituted by Jesus Christ, it is a visible gift to
all people and it carries the promises of
God’s grace. In my opinion this is also
good Lutheran theology. The origin of
the Church is no simple human attempt,
however active and committed we are.
The Church is not an institution established by the people, not a federation
based on our decisions or will, but much
more. She is instituted by Jesus Christ
himself. Not only the word of God but
also the sacraments of Baptism and the
Eucharist are initiated by Christ and
handed to the Apostles. In Latin we say
institutum est - established by God. The
Church is a mystery which has both a
human and divine nature. We should be
aware that we do not emphasise too
much the one side of the Church at the
expense of the other. Sometimes I ask
myself whether we Lutherans do not
appreciate the Church enough! Sometimes I dare to ask myself whether the
Catholics appreciate the Church too
much! The small Low Church boy still
lives on today in my heart!
The Christological disputes of the Fifth
Century may help us. On the one hand
we should not separate the human side
and the divine side as the Nestorians
did. Both aspects are important and
belong together. We should not think
that the divine aspect of the Church is
only occasionally present in the visible
Church. But on the other hand we
should not follow the Monophysites
who emphasised the divine aspect so
strongly that the human aspect almost
disappeared. The divine aspect of the

Church is present only in the weak
and human side of the Church.
A sound and common understanding
of the Church can be found in the
spirit of the Chalcedonian Council.
According to that Council both natures are united in the one person of
Jesus Christ. The union of the two
natures is inseparable but at the same
time the property of each nature is
preserved. The Council spoke about
the two natures of Jesus Christ, but
its teaching can also be applied to the
understanding of the Church. My
question is this: Can this teaching of
the early Christians empower us?
Should we on the one hand avoid all
kinds of ecclesial triumphalism, but on
the other hand have understanding of
the divine character of the Church?
We are all aware that the Church has
very many human aspects, even sinful
aspects, as we Lutherans say. It is not
possible to deny the weaknesses of
the Church. The Apostle Paul says,
‘We have this treasure in jars of clay
to show that this all-surpassing power
is from God and not from us.’
Dear sisters and brothers, one obstacle between the two Churches has
been Catholic terminology defining
the Church. Since the Second Vatican
Council is has been customary to say
that the Church of Christ subsistit in
the Roman Catholic Church. The
Churches of the Reformation can be
regarded as “ecclesial communities”
but they are, according to Catholic
understanding, not Churches “in the
proper sense”. Over the past ten
years our Roman Catholic Commission on Unity has tried to overcome
this problem, starting with the sacrament of Baptism. We have written a
new document entitled “Baptism and
Growth in Communion” (2019) which is
not yet available since it is still in the
process of reception. In the document we ask whether it is possible
that sharing the same Baptism could
create a communion not only between the individual baptised people
but also a communion between the
communities. If that kind of interpretation is valid then we have to reflect
together what the ecclesial relationship between the communities and
Churches is. It might also be difficult
to speak about Churches in the proper sense or others that are not
Churches in the proper sense.
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I have much understanding of the
Catholic opinion about the possible
theological defects in the Lutheran
ecclesiology, and their desire for a
deeper awareness of the theological
character of ecclesiology in the
Church of Reformation. But at the
same time I ask whether the Catholic
wording of “Church in the proper
sense” is the most fruitful way to describe which is the right Church
where Jesus Christ is present. I can
imagine that my Catholic colleagues
would not be happy if I were to say
that the Catholic Church is not a
“Church in the proper sense”, namely
in the Lutheran understanding. I can
surely understand that behind the
Catholic terminology there is a long
tradition and many important aspects,
and I really do not want to undermine
them. But instead of using the word
“Church” only in two opposite meanings, only in “on” or “off” positions, it
might perhaps be more fruitful to ask
whether we might approach the question from a more nuanced aspect.
Perhaps we could ask to what degree
those things belonging to the essence
of the Church are present in our
Churches. At the end of our document “Baptism and Growth in Communion”, the Commission expresses the
common understanding in the following words:
“Lutherans and Catholics share one
and the same Baptism as incorporation into the Body of Christ and
commit themselves to strengthening
not only the individual consequences
of Baptism for growth in faith but
also the ecclesial consequences of
Baptism for growth in communion.”
On this basis we express our hope in
the form of an ecumenical commitment. I quote:
“Catholics and Lutherans recognise
each other’s communities as members of the Body of Christ and commit themselves to growth in the
recognition of each other as
Churches.”
Dear sisters and brothers, a common
question between the Churches is,
How can we grow together as members in the Body of Jesus Christ? This
is a basic question for both parties.
What kind of spirituality do we live in

our parishes? I come back to the
question of the sacramentality of the
Church. Cardinal Walter Kaspar has
in his book “Harvesting the Fruits” said
that the fundamental problem in the
dialogue between Lutherans and Catholics is the very meaning of the sacramentality of the Church. My question
is why we Lutherans are sometimes so
afraid of speaking about the Church as
a sacramental entity?
When I was a young student at the
University of Helsinki it was an eyeopening experience to read about the
theological distinction where Jesus
Christ was seen as primordial sacrament, in German Ursakrament, and the
Churches as the basic sacrament,
Grundsakrament. As a Lutheran theologian I appreciate this kind of description of the sacramental background of
the Church. Everything that is said
about the Church is always related to
the uniqueness of the person of Jesus
Christ. As truly human and truly God
he is present among us in the Church.
The sacramentality of the Church is
not only a description of the Church
as an institution. It also challenges all
of us to live out a sacramental life,
both personally and in our local communities. Not only is the Church a
sacramental body but we, as followers
of Christ, have to live a sacramental
life both as individual persons and spiritual communities. In growing of the
communal spirituality we can contribute to a common understanding of the
Christian life as a sacramental union
with Jesus Christ. These aspects have
been in a central role in our document
“Baptism and Growth in Communion”,
especially in chapter 4.
The sacramental character of the
Church, and the way to live sacramentally, is extensively handled in two
Nordic dialogue documents. Together
with my colleague Bishop William
Kenny we were together chairs of the
Lutheran-Roman Catholic Dialogue
Group for Sweden and Finland. In
2010 we published a report entitled
“Justification in the Life of the Church”.
In 2017 a new Finnish LutheranCatholic document, “Communion in
Growth”. In both these Nordic documents the sacramental character of
the Church has a central role. We
have been fully aware that we still have
differences, for example in interpreting
the single sacraments. Speaking about

the sacramental character of the
Church does not solve all the problems, but we have started with the
commonalities and asked whether it
is possible to have an agreement in
the basic truths of the Church. In the
Finnish document, “Communion in
Growth”, this is described as follows:
“The Church is the community in
which the crucified and risen Christ
is present and continues his work
on earth. Justification is about
growing as a member of this Body.
Just as Christ is called the original
sacrament, so the Church may be
called the fundamental sacrament.”
When speaking of the number and
character of single sacraments we
have different emphases between the
Churches, but the fundamental character of God’s work in the Church
and the world has always a sacramental character. All the central elements of the sacrament are present
in the Church. Christ has sent his
followers and Apostles to the world
and in that way given his mandate to
the Church. He has instituted the
means through which he gives the
gifts of his mercy. Working through
the visible shape of the Church, and
through the Church, he gives his
promises of grace to all of us.
Dear sister and brothers, allow me to
stop here and leave the questions of
Eucharist and Ministry open for the
discussion. I do hope we can find a
basic common understanding in all
three main issues between the
Churches on the basic theological
conception I have described here.
Thank you so much.
David Hawtin wrote Thank you to all involved in
planning the overall programme.
I thought the mix of pre-recorded
videos and the live interaction of
the Saturday conference not only
worked well but that the “two
stages approach” was a good way
of bringing us all on board. It
emerged as a way of handling the
programme for the proposed Rome
residential conference, but the
result was an effective mix for all of
us participating – maybe a pattern
worth repeating.
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Sr Prof Susan Wood
Regis College in the University of
Toronto, Canada.
Roman Catholic member of
the Lutheran-Roman Catholic
International Commission
on Unity

I am happy to share a few thoughts today on the achievements of ecumenical dialogue between Catholics and Lutherans, and some comments on the challenges remaining
ahead. Because this topic is so vast I’m going to limit myself
to two issues. One is the issue of Eucharistic Sacrifice in
ecumenical dialogue; the other is a related issue of the
recognition of Ministry.
The issue of Eucharistic Sacrifice was not only itself a
dividing doctrine at the time of the Reformation, but it has
also contributed to the lack of mutual recognition of ministry. Ecumenical dialogue has resolved some of these issues,
but not all of them. Agreements on the sacrificial character
of the Eucharist include:
1) That the Church is present in the Eucharist, that Christ
is present in the Eucharist as the Crucified One who
died for our sins in the once and for all sacrifice for the
sins of the world. This Crucified One gives himself to
us in the Eucharist. Since Christ who is present is the
sacrificed one, the sacrifice of the Eucharist is inseparable from his presence.
2) The Church’s celebration of the Eucharist is a sacrifice
of praise and thanksgiving.
3) In the Eucharist Christ’s offering of himself to the Father
in the Power of the Holy Spirit is sacramentally present.
The Sacramental presence of Christ’s sacrifice is neither
an extension nor repetition of his once for all sacrifice
on the cross.
4) The category of anamnesis (memorial) is not a mere
recalling of a past event, but a making present of that
unique past event. Just as the category of anamnesis has
provided the breakthrough, putting to rest any fear that
the Eucharist is a repetition of the once for all sacrifice
of Christ on the cross, so too the category of sacramentality provides the modality for considering remaining
differences regarding Eucharistic Sacrifice.
Historically a major point of difference between Catholics
and Lutherans, and generally traditions issuing from the
Reformation, has been whether or not the Church offers
Christ in the Eucharistic celebration. This problem recedes
when the issue is no longer treated extrinsically as if the
Church were separate from Christ. When the category of
participation is introduced, the members of the Body of
Christ are united with him in such a way that they become
participants in his self-offering and sacrifice to the Father.

The assembly does not offer Christ as if it were apart from
Christ, but in union with Christ the assembly consents to be
included in his self-offering. This last point, while clear in
the US statement “The Eucharistic Sacrifice” in 1967, tended
not to be developed explicitly in most other ecumenical
documents.
Just as the retrieval of the liturgical category of anamnesis
has contributed to the resolution of much of the differences
regarding Eucharistic Sacrifice, I believe that the category of
sacramentality enables us to resolve many of the remaining
problems. The resolution of the difference is achieved by
uniting concepts of sacrificium (sacrifice) and sacramentum
(sacrament). The offering of the gift occurs sacramentally.
According to the category of sacramentality, whatever
claims we make about the sacrifice of Jesus Christ on the
cross and its effects extend also to the Eucharistic Sacrament liturgically enacted. The one sacrifice of Christ is present on the altar within the modality of sacramentality. The
fact that Christ offers himself to the Father, and not merely
to the people, is evident in his prayer from the cross,
‘Father, into your hands I commend my spirit’. Although in
the Last Supper narrative Jesus also says, ‘This cup that is
poured out for you’ and ‘This is my body which is given for
you’, the directionality of these two accounts both bear on
the notion of Eucharistic Sacrifice. The first offering, Jesus’
self-offering to the Father, makes the second offering, one
directed toward the disciples, possible, even though their
narration, the symbolism of death by being broken and
poured out, occurs before Jesus’ actual physical death.
The Eucharistic anaphora contains both movements. The
words of institution repeat the scripture text of the ‘for
you’ or ‘for us’ (pro nobis). Interestingly, these are the only
words of the anaphora spoken in the first person plural by
the priest. They repeat the words of Jesus and the recipient
of the words are the assembly. The rest of the anaphora is
prayed in the first person plural directed to the Father, the
priest praying in the name of the assembly. The double epiclesis transforms the bread and wine into the sacramental
body and blood of Christ and transforms the community
into the ecclesial Body of Christ. Christ is sacramentally
given to the people and the people, in union with Christ,
participate in his self-offering because he says, ‘Do this in
remembrance of me’. The doing entails not only the gathering to bless, break and share the meal of the Last Supper,
but also to participate in Jesus’ surrender to the Father.
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One cannot be joined to Christ and not do both, for
communion in Christ leads to both communion with the
Father in Christ and to being sent to imitate his self-gift on
behalf of us in missional service to others. Jesus’ last meal
with his disciples symbolically anticipated his death. The
liturgical anamnesis makes sacramentally present this once
for all sacrifice of the cross. Both the self-offering of the
cross in Jesus’ surrender to the Father and the sacrifice
poured out and given for you are present in the Eucharistic
liturgy.
So I call that the bi-directionality of the Cross, which is also
related to the Trinitarian mission, that the Father sends the
Son to be incarnate to give us the pro nobis and then he
returns ad Patrem. The sacrificial notion is both movements, the pro nobis and the ad Patrem, just as the Eucharistic liturgy is both proclamation and prayer and return to the
Father in Christ.
The second topic I want to deal with briefly is mutual
recognition of ministry. It is time for Catholics to reassess officially the validity of Anglican orders, the task beyond
the scope of these remarks. But even apart from such an
assessment based on the intention of ordination, the Rite of
Ordination and the nature of Eucharistic Sacrifice, which
were all elements of the 1896 action by Pope Leo XIII, the
ecumenical advances in the past 50 years cannot arrive at
the conclusion that these orders are simply null and void.
If the actions of Reformation Christians can be described by
Catholics as sacred actions that can truly engender a life
with grace, as the decree on ecumenism states, and if the
communities served by such ministers give access to that
communion in which is salvation, and if at a Eucharist at
which an ordained Lutheran minister presides is to be found
the salvation granting presence of the Lord, then the Reformation Churches cannot be said simply to lack the ministry
given to the Church by Christ in the Spirit. In acknowledging the imperfect koinonia, the imperfect communion between our communities, and access to grace through the
ministries of these communities, we also acknowledge a
real, though imperfect, koinonia or communion between our
Ministries. This reality would be better reflected if, in official Roman Catholic documents, Vatican II’s reference to
defectus in the sacrament of order among ecclesial communities were translated by such words as defect or deficiency.
As Walter Cardinal Kasper has stated, and I quote, ‘On
material grounds and not merely on the basis of word usage
of the council, it becomes clear that the defectus ordinis does
not signify a complete absence but rather a deficiency in the
full form of the office.’ Translations of defectus as “lack”
imply the absence of the reality of ordination. Translation
as “defect” or “deficiency” would be consistent with the
sort of real but imperfect recognition of Ministries implied.
While not constituting a reversal of Leo XIII’s judgment on
Anglican orders, such partial recognition would provide the
basis for first steps towards a Reconciliation of Ministries, at
the same time showing that the judgment regarding Ministry
has progressed since 1896. Beyond this, a correlation must
be made between theologies of Ministry, theologies of liturgy and theologies of the Church.

Such a correlation could support a qualified but immediate
mutual recognition of ministry in such a way that a partial
recognition of ministry would correlate with the real, but
imperfect, communion of Churches. In Catholic theology
reflection on the Church has usually followed upon reflection on Ministry; that is, Catholics have recognized the community’s character as Church based on their assessment of
ministry within that community. The dominant postconciliar interpretation of the distinction between ecclesial
communities and Churches has been that Churches are
those ecclesial communities in Apostolic succession to a
recognized episcopal minister.
The ecumenical question of the mutual recognition of ministry, however, raises the question whether recognition of
ministry should instead follow upon the mutual recognition
of Churches and the recognition of Churches should begin
with the liturgy. Such an approach reverses the usual order
of beginning with Ministry, which determines the recognition of Churches, which then results in assessment of what
is happening, or not happening, liturgically.
A correlation of ministry with ecclesiology, taking ecclesiology as the point of departure for reflection on Ministry,
yields possibilities for a limited recognition of Ministry.
Both Ministry and an assessment of collegiality are never
separable from liturgical reflection since its service to Word
and Sacrament relates primarily to a worshipping community. The Church itself, as Baptismal Community gathered
around font, pulpit and table, is liturgically defined prior to
any subsequent description. Similarly, a correlation of the
notion of Eucharistic Sacrifice to the Church’s relationship
to Christ as his Body has the potential of preventing any
description of sacrifice that may sound like works righteousness to Reformation ears. Finally, a correlation between
ecclesiology in liturgy places ecumenical agreement within
an environment of reconciled diversity.
Both Catholics and Reformation Churches describe the
Church liturgically. For Lutherans it is where the gospel is
purely preached and the sacraments are rightly celebrated.
For Catholics the principle manifestation of the Church
consists in the full active participation of all God’s holy people in the same liturgical celebrations, especially in the same
Eucharist in one prayer at one altar at which the bishop
resides surrounded by his college of priests and by his ministers. Since the Eucharist is only celebrated locally by a
specific assembly of the faithful gathered in the same place,
and since Christ is wholly present at each Eucharist, it must
follow that the local church celebrating the Eucharist in a
particular place is wholly Church, that is the Church Catholic in this particular place. The one Body of Christ, the one
Church, is present and visible in each local church.
The latest document from the World Council of Churches,
“The Church towards a Common Vision” similarly identifies the
local church as a community of baptized believers in which
the word of God is preached, the apostolic faith confessed,
the sacraments are celebrated, the redemptive work of
Christ for the world is witnessed to, and a ministry of episcope exercised by bishops or other ministers in serving the
community.
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More briefly stated, the criteria for a Church are word,
apostolic faith, sacraments, witness and episcope, a particular kind of ministry. Yet one must hasten to insist that,
while each of these local communities is wholly Church,
they are not the whole Church. They cannot be wholly
Church in isolation from other churches, but only in communion with them. If ministry serves the diaconal, liturgical
and martyrological life of the local church in its service,
worship and witness, it also serves the communion of that

local church with other local churches.
For decades we have recognized a real but imperfect communion among Catholics and other Christians based on the
mutual recognition of baptism. Can the recognition of an
imperfect communion between Churches lead to an incremental recognition of ministry? I would hope that it will.
So with these comments I look forward to further discussion on May 21st.

The Rev Dr
Will Adam
Deputy General
Secretary of the
Anglican Communion
and Director
for Unity, Faith and
Order
Hello!
Thank you very much for
watching this video presentation as
part of the Anglican-Lutheran Society's
virtual conference in 2021, under the
title 'Stumbling Blocks and Springboards: working together for forgiveness and Reconciliation'. My name
is Will Adam and I'm the Director of
Unity, Faith and Order and Deputy
Secretary General of the Anglican
Communion.
I'm a priest of the
Church of England and part of my role
is to be the Anglican Co-Secretary of
ARCIC, the Anglican-Roman Catholic
International Commission and IARCUM, the International AnglicanRoman Catholic Commission on Unity
and Mission.
The history of division between
Protestant and Catholic in the Reformation period does not make easy
reading for the ecumenist. Put simply,
in the British Isles during the period of
the long Reformation, the Anglicans, as
they became known later, and the
Catholics were pitted against one another as enemies. Declarations of
heresy and excommunication came one
way; allegations of treason flew the
other.
There was a latent antiCatholicism in parts of Britain that bubbled up particularly in the 19th century
and at the same time, and probably
connected, a significant number of conversions of Anglicans to the Catholic

Church, among them the profoundly
significant St John Henry Newman.
But then along came the Ecumenical
Century. The Churches, primarily at
first in Europe and North America,
and then spreading out around the
world, began to talk to one another.
Unity, however it was to be defined in
practice, became a watchword, and
the early meetings of the Missionary
Movement, 'Faith and Order' and 'Life
and Work', began. In 1921 a group of
English High Church Anglicans and
French and Belgian Catholics met for
discussions in Belgium against the
backdrop of the First World War.
The ‘Maline Conversations’ as they
were called were limited but were a
prophetic start that gradually led to
the formation of ARCIC, the Anglican
Roman Catholic International Commission, and the opening of the Anglican Centre in Rome in the 1960s.
Anglicans got a special mention in the
documents of Vatican II. But alongside the mention of the 'special place'
in paragraph 13 of the Decree on
Ecumenism, there remains the later
restatement in paragraph 22, that
Western non-Catholic Churches have
not retained the proper reality of the
Eucharistic mystery in its fullness, especially because of the absence of the
sacrament of Orders.

Theological dialogue has been very
productive over the years in producing agreed statements, and in laying
aside some of the condemnations of
the past. Developments in the study
of theology and particularly in liturgical scholarship, and the ecumenical
development of liturgical texts, have
led to a convergence in education and
worship. I should note in this particular environment the Joint Declaration
on the Doctrine of Justification, the
Lutheran-Catholic project culminating
in the late-1990s to which Anglicans,
Methodist and Reformed World
Communions have now adhered.
Nowadays it is difficult to imagine the
levels of rancor between Christian
brothers and sisters. It is perfectly
natural for Christian Churches and
denominations to pray together, to
witness together and to serve the
needs of the world together. Archbishop Justin Welby and Pope Francis
are both keen on talking about "the
ecumenism of action" which is unity in
service, and in acknowledging “the
ecumenism of blood” and the “unity
of suffering”.
So much has been achieved. It is possible in the present day for an ARCIC
report to be called “Walking Together
on the Way” for around the world
Anglicans and Catholics are walk-
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ing together, as pilgrims together.
However, the full visible unity that is
the aim of the Ecumenical Movement
has not been achieved. We are still
separate Churches and do not enjoy
the fullness of ecclesial communion one
with another. There has not been the
wholesale corporate reunion of Anglicans into the Catholic Church which
was the wish and aim of some of our
earlier ecumenical predecessors. Nor
has there been the recognition by the
Catholic Church of the existence of
the Church in all its fullness in the life
of the Anglican Churches that has been
the aim of others.
Stumbling blocks remain and I will consider some of these now. However, all
this is said with the proviso that the
stumbling blocks are smaller than they
were, and placed on a wider road, so
that Anglicans and Catholics, as we
walk together can, for the most part,
happily avoid them. But I suppose that
for us to run together on the way they
will need to be removed.
Remaining areas of disagreement that
put off the progress towards full visible
unity are well-known and have been
often rehearsed and I will rattle off just
a few of these now. There is the question of Primacy and Authority in the
Church – not least Papal authority.
There are well-rehearsed questions
around ordination, both in terms of
who can be ordained (and the examples of the ordination of women and
those in same-sex relationships are
frequently cited) and of the essential
validity of ordination. There are different approaches to participation in the
sacraments, not least the Eucharist; and
there are differences over ethics, for
instance on the issues of human reproduction. And there are differences in
ecclesiastical structure and decisionmaking both in terms of the level at
which decisions are made that affect
the life of the Church, and in terms of
those who make the decisions, not
least the balance between episcopal,
clerical and lay participation. This latter point is explored in more depth in
the latest ARCIC III Report. It’s worth
pointing out though that the sum of
these difficulties, not least on ethical
issues, are being played out within the
Churches as well as, or instead of, between them. Consequently, issues
around say sexual ethics or bio-ethics,
anthropology and gender, are wider

questions. They have formed a focus
and a stumbling block in AnglicanCatholic dialogue, but are not exclusively found there.
In the second part of this paper I
would like to put forward some
thoughts on what I think may well be
an underlying stumbling block and
then attempt to re-envisage stumbling
blocks as springboards. So, first I
would like speculatively to propose a
sort of synthesis of some of these
issues into an overarching stumbling
block, which is a mismatch in the understanding of the tolerable limits of
diversity within the Church. Or, to
put it another way, how closely institutionally aligned, and how much do
we need to be in agreement on an
issue, to remain in communion with
one another? There will be different
answers.
As I say, this is somewhat speculative
and I will be interested in feedback
and wisdom from the assembly when
we have our virtual meeting.
The self-understanding of the Anglican
Communion is that it is a fellowship
of Churches within the one, Holy,
Catholic and Apostolic Church. An
Anglican understanding is that there
can be, and are, many Churches within the one Church. Article 19 of the
39 Articles of Religion states that the
Churches of Jerusalem, Alexandra,
Antioch and Rome have erred, but
does not say that they are not
Churches. Key to the relationship of
Churches within the Anglican Communion is ecclesial communion itself.
Communion, a relationship, can be
strained and it can be broken, but
generally it is being found to be remarkably resilient.
Communion implies a mutuality of
relationship and recognition between
two Churches or persons which carries with it a certain cash value – for
instance, the ability for lay people and
clergy to transfer from one to another with minimal process, and also the
ability and expectation of taking part
in the organs of the Anglican Communion.
A defining mark of this communion is
communion with the See of Canterbury, but the occupant of the See of
Canterbury and the other Instruments

of Communion, the Lambeth Conference, the Primates’ Meeting and the
Anglican Consultative Council, only
have such authority in the life and
workings of a member Church as the
laws and constitutional canons of that
Church give them. This arrangement
has been seen as weak. Discipline
over errant Provinces, whatever side
you may be on in the present difficulties, cannot be enforced. The Anglican Communion has, at least for the
whole of the present century, been
wrestling with questions of what it
takes for communion to break down,
and what therefore are the tolerable
limits of diversity. But the Anglican
Communion has always been diverse.
The history of the expansion of Anglicanism around the world shows that
Anglican missionaries took along with
them their own traditions. There
were subtle differences in the
Churches planted around the world
by the Episcopal Church and those by
the Church of England. Mission societies had their own traditions, and
nineteenth century divisions in England, particularly between High
Church and Low Church or, later,
Evangelical and Anglo-Catholic, were
exported to other parts of the world.
As Churches around the world then
developed their own traditions and
planted their own other Churches
this variety was compounded.
Now the Catholic Church is not a
single Church but is also a number of
different Churches. The Latin Church
is by far the largest but the 23 Eastern
Catholic Churches are defined as
Churches within their own right.
These Churches are in communion
with the See of Peter and the Latin
Church. They have their own common set of canons, and there are differences between East and West in a
number of matters. But the nature of
communion with the See of Peter is
worked out differently, with the Pope
and the Holy See having a direct role
in the governance of all Churches –
something not seen in Anglicanism.
Now this arrangement has been seen
as strong, but also discouraging of
diversity. However, within the Latin
Church there is also a measure of
diversity of authority, style and tradition. Religious Orders, for instance,
can differ widely from one to another.
There are overlapping jurisdictions
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of diocesan bishops and the religious who live in their territory. Yet
all of this is held within the single structure of the Catholic Church and the
ministry of the Pope. A number of
ecumenical dialogues in which Catholics have been involved have examined
Petrine ministry and Primacy, including
ARCIC, but the circle remains to be
squared, and it is a difficult task.
Anglicans have been able to accommodate within a relationship of communion a wide diversity of theological outlook and practice. This accommodation has been threatened of late by
differences over ethical issues, to the
point where there has been schism in
some Churches and declarations by
some Churches that they are not in
communion with others.
So my speculative synthesis question
remains. Within what bounds can diversity be tolerated whilst maintaining
ecclesial communion? This is a question that we Anglicans need to ask ourselves in relation to other relationships
too, not least those of non-episcopal
Churches or those, including some

Lutheran Churches, whose understanding of the episcopate differs from
ours. But it also remains a challenge
that Anglicans are able to give to
Churches that do not recognise in
Anglicanism the fullness of ecclesial
reality. Is an Anglican Church really
not a Church? Are the tolerable limits of diversity too tightly demarcated?
Does communion with the See of
Peter require immediate acceptance
of the authority of the occupant of
that See?
Leaving that speculation for now, I
turn to the refashioning of stumbling
blocks as springboards. The third
phase of ARCIC is currently working
on its second report on ethical decision-making. The first report of ARCIC III, “Walking Together on the
Way”, for the first time in ARCIC’s
work used the method of receptive
ecumenism developed by Prof Paul
Murray, a Catholic member of the
Commission and an academic at
Durham University. The principle
behind receptive ecumenism is that
division in the Church means that
each Church is the poorer for that

division, and in ecumenical dialogue
we can look at our dialogue partner
and see not only what we need to
give them to complete them but,
more properly, see what we might
receive from them to complete us.
Looked at like this, the thing that we
find difficult or even irritating in the
other may well be something from
which we can learn. A stumbling
block can become a springboard to
further discussion.
I don’t believe that anyone thinks that
this is easy. All of us who have been
involved in ecumenical dialogue over
the years will know that there are real
difficulties. But to take some of the
examples on which I was speculating
earlier, what can the Anglican
Churches learn from a greater homogeneity or stronger bonds between
Churches? What can Catholics learn
from a broader tolerance of diversity?
What could Anglicans gain from a
unifying personal ministry like that of
the Bishop of Rome? What could
Catholics learn from a greater involvement of lay people in decisionmaking in the Church?

Archbishop Bernard
Longley
Roman Catholic Co-Chair
of the
Anglican-Roman Catholic
International Commission
(ARCIC)
I’m delighted to make a small contribution to the online
conference with its highly imaginative intention of bringing
together reflections from three overlapping international
dialogues. By happy coincidence, Bishop William Kenny and
I are colleagues in the Archdiocese of Birmingham as well as
being respectively the Roman Catholic Co-Chairmen of our
Church’s international dialogues with Lutherans and Anglicans. I should mention by way of giving colour to my
presentation that one of the most successful and inspiring
ecumenical pilgrimages I ever made was a joint Roman
Catholic-Lutheran pilgrimage to the Shrine of St Bridget in
Vadstena, Sweden, under the leadership of the Very Rev
Tom Bruch, a Trustee of the Anglican-Lutheran Society and
an old friend and ecumenical colleague of mine since 1996.
In this context I have been asked to reflect on the AnglicanRoman Catholic dialogue (ARCIC) from a Roman Catholic
point of view. Our two sponsoring Churches gave ARCIC

a fresh mandate in 2011 to formulate agreed statements on
the Church as communion, local and universal, and on how
the Church as universal and local communion discerns right
ethical teaching. ARCIC has understood this mandate as an
invitation to our group of Anglican and Roman Catholic
theologians and pastoral practitioners to offer jointly agreed
insights for practical and theological learning to both communions.
ARCIC achieved the first part of its mandate with the completion of “Walking Together on the Way: Learning to be the
Church, local, regional and universal” at Erfurt in 2017. And,
indeed, ARCIC had chosen to meet in Erfurt to mark the
500th Anniversary of the Reformation. Our communique
at the time stated, ‘“Walking Together on the Way” employs
the method of receptive ecumenism to examine the structures by which Catholics and Anglicans order and maintain
communion at the local, regional and universal level.’ It
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examines common theological principles Anglicans and
Catholics share, and the differentiated structures based on
these principles by which they make decisions. This method
invites both traditions to repentance and conversion by
looking at what is under-developed or wounded in themselves. It is also predicated on the belief that in our dialogue
partner we meet a community in which the Holy Spirit is
alive and active. We can therefore ask, firstly, where our
communities are in need of reform and, secondly, what we
can learn from our dialogue partner to help us in this
growth.
The Commission described this process as
“Receptive Learning”.
Rather than each dialogue partner presenting and emphasising those elements of its own Church’s life which it regards
as missing from the other Church, “Receptive Ecumenism”
begins with an honest appraisal of one’s own Church’s life.
It is for me, as a Roman Catholic, to ask, what does my
Church lack? Where might the Church be more faithful and
effective in fulfilling the mission entrusted to it by our Lord?
When I consider your Church’s life and witness what do I
see of goodness and truth that my Church might embrace?
That presents a genuine challenge to Roman Catholics in the
light of the teaching of the Second Vatican Council that the
Church of Jesus Christ subsists in the Catholic Church.
However, in “Lumen Gentium” the same Council teaches
‘Ecclesia sancta simul et semper purificanda poenitentiam et
renovationem continuo pro sequitur’ (‘The Church, at the same
time holy and always in need of being purified, always follows the way of penance and renewal’). Anglican theology
recognises in this the Second Vatican Council’s reflection of
the Reformation’s call that the Church should be semper
reformanda. In “Walking Together” it was Anglican members
who recognised those elements of Roman Catholic life and
witness which might be received within the Anglican Communion for practical and theological learning.
I would first like to consider the context of wider Roman
Catholic theology, the Roman Catholic point of view from
which I have been invited to comment. This perspective
depends on the Roman Catholic understanding of dialogue
that has developed over the last 60 years. In 1964 Pope St
Paul VI wrote an Encyclical Letter, “Ecclesiam Suam”, setting
out some of the characteristics of dialogue that emerged
through his own experience of the Second Vatican Council,
which was the first Roman Catholic gathering of bishops to
include ecumenical fraternal delegates.
I would like to highlight four characteristics of dialogue from
“Ecclesiam Suam” which have guided our Roman Catholic
ecumenists ever since. In section 81 Pope Paul describes
four characteristics of dialogue.
i. Clearness above all: the dialogue supposes and demands
comprehensibility; it is an outpouring of thought, it is an
invitation to the exercise of the highest powers that man
possesses. This fundamental requirement is enough to
enlist our apostolic care to review every angle of our
language to guarantee that it is understandable, acceptable and well chosen.
ii. A second characteristic of the dialogue is its meekness,
the virtue Christ sets before us to be learned from him:

“Learn of me, because I am meek and humble of heart.”
The dialogue is not proud, it is not bitter, it is not offensive. Its authority is intrinsic to the truth it explains, to
the charity it communicates, to the example it proposes.
It is not a command, it is not an imposition; it is peaceful,
it avoids violent methods, it is patient, it is generous.
iii. Trust, not only in the power of one’s words but also in
an attitude of welcoming the trust of the interlocutor.
Trust promotes confidence and friendship; it binds
hearts in the mutual adherence to the good which excludes all self-seeking.
iv. Finally, pedagogical prudence which esteems highly the
psychological and moral circumstances of the listener,
whether that be a child, unprepared, diffident or hostile.
Prudence strives to learn the sensitivities of the hearer
and requires that we adapt ourselves and the manner of
our presentation in a reasonable way, lest we be displeasing or incomprehensible to him.
Section 83 of “Ecclesiam Suam” indicates some of the fruits
of this approach. In dialogue one discovers how different
are the ways that lead to the light of faith and how it is possible to make them converge on the same goal. Even if
these ways are divergent they can become complimentary
by forcing our reasoning process out of the worn paths and
obliging it to deepen its research to find fresh expressions.
I believe “Walking Together” is faithful to those four characteristics of dialogue described by Pope Paul. The presentation is clear in its purpose and its method of communicating. The use of parallel columns to reflect areas of
broad commonality in the text, if not detailed similarities, is
an attempt to demonstrate some of the connections that
form the weave of communion. The document is also a
humble attempt to offer an honest critique of some aspects
of each communion from within and to suggest what might
be learnt or possibly appropriated from the other. The
approach of “Receptive Ecumenism” is essentially meek. It
avoids the pitfall of pride which inevitably accompanies any
attempt to share the gifts which we believe our communion
already possesses as desirable or essential for the life of the
other.
The success of “Walking Together” has depended on the
development of the trusting relationship at several levels.
First, between the Churches in dialogue themselves, where
it is intrinsic to the mandate entrusted to the agents of dialogue. Then between the theologians working together and
engaged in the process of dialogue meeting by meeting.
There must also be trust among those who are invited to
receive the fruit of dialogue, that it can make a positive
contribution to the unity of the Church. Above all, there
must be trust in the power and inspiration of the Holy Spirit to make our attempts at dialogue fruitful in the Body of
Christ.
In the approach that it adopts, “Walking Together” has tried
to be alert to the sensitivities of those who have been
asked to read and to receive it within our two communions. This has involved some careful watching and listening
on the part of the members of ARCIC, testing the
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mood of each communion, being aware of the priorities that
are driving our Churches’ mission each year as we meet,
shaping our message, but not distorting it, so that it has a
chance of being heard.
In October 2015 Pope Francis visited the Italian National
Ecclesial Congress in Florence. He spoke about the significance of dialogue. He said, ‘I recommend in a special way
the capacity for dialogue and encounter. Dialogue is not
negotiation. Negotiating is bargaining to obtain your piece
of the common pie. That is not what I mean. Instead, it is
seeking the common good for all. May the Church be a
leaven for dialogue, encounter, and unity. Indeed, our very
formulations of faith are the fruit of dialogue and encounter
between different cultures, communities and claims. We
must not be afraid of dialogue. On the contrary, it is precisely comparison and criticism that helps us to preserve
theology from being transformed into ideology. Also, try to
remember that the best way to engage in dialogue is not
that of speaking or discussing but rather of doing something
together, of constructing something, of making projects, not
alone among Catholics but along with all people of good
will.’
Comparison and criticism are a good description of the
method that led ARCIC to identify distinctive gifts, the gifts
that each communion has come to recognise in the other
and to realise that it needs, not gifts that each communion
feels confident about sharing with the other. We have tried
to approach each other as beggars with open hands rather
than playing lady bountiful.
“Walking Together” identifies a wide range of possible gifts. I
would like to highlight three distinctive gifts which the document seeks to offer to Anglicans. But these are gifts that
are also capable of being developed and further shaped
within the Catholic Church as a result of our dialogue. In
our Preface to “Walking Together” my Co-Chairman, Archbishop David Moxon, and I say, ‘Ecclesial communion requires that the structures and procedures which serve and
express the bonds of communion are attended to with diligence and care. This document examines how well these
instruments of communion serve us and maintain the unity
in diversity that communion implies. This task requires
frank assessment, the courage to look at ourselves honestly
and to learn from the other. It is a task that resonates with
Pope Francis’ call for a fully synodal Church in accord with
the vision of Vatican II, while Anglicans continue to explore
the meaning and efficacy of synodality for its life and communion at all levels.’
The first distinctive gift that I would like to emphasise, even
though it may not be the most obvious one, is insights
gleaned from the Roman Catholic experience of synodality
over the last 50 years. The scope of synodality within the
Anglican Communion may be broader, and both our communions can learn much from the Orthodox experience of
this gift. Nevertheless, episcopal synodality for Roman
Catholics is an expression of the universal magisterium or
teaching office entrusted by Christ to the Church and, most
obviously for us, exercised within the Petrine office. And
this form of synodality continues to evolve in fidelity to the
vision of the Second Vatican Council and under the prompt-

ing of Pope Francis. “Walking Together” proposes that the
Anglican bishops could reflect on the recent synods of
Catholic bishops. Section 146 states, ‘Given that it is not
feasible to hold the Lambeth Conference at greater frequency than once a decade, the model of smaller, more
frequent synods of bishops for the exploration of particular
issues with intensive consultation and dialogue could provide additional opportunities for episcopal discernment, the
opportunity for deeper theological and pastoral deliberation
with local input and subsequent gatherings for follow-up,
would be welcome.’ This section also suggests that Pope
Francis’ encouragement of subsidiarity in the determination
of divisive pastoral issues could well be such an area of receptive learning.
Turning to the local level “Walking Together” offers the
model of Roman Catholic diocesan synods for Anglican
learning about habits of whole Church discernment. Section 100 says, ‘The model of Roman Catholic synods that
gather for information, learning, consultation and discernment offers a helpful potential expansion to the concerns of
Anglican diocesan synods. In particular, practices of ecclesial discernment in common could modify the tendency in
some Anglican Provinces towards an oppositional style of
debate when that is not suited to the discernment of teaching, especially in relation to ethics.’
A second distinctive gift arises from the need to maintain
the unity of the Anglican Communion. “Walking Together”
identifies the Roman Catholic consciousness of universal
unity as a source of encouragement. Section 101 says, ‘The
Catholic instinct for unity and participation in a greater
whole is a deeply embedded value. Where Anglicans find
themselves in situations of fragmentation they may ask what
ecclesial learning can be explored in relation to Roman
Catholic universal identity.’ At the same time it is noticeable that “Walking Together” balances this with a paragraph in
the opposite column on Roman Catholic receptive learning
about the need for open conversation.
For a third distinctive gift I refer to chapter 6 on instruments of communion at the world-wide and universal level.
Here the document builds on the three previous ARCIC
agreed statements on authority. It also refers to an Anglican desire for a world-wide identity and commitment that
requires deeper expression in the life of the Communion
while retaining elements of Provincial Autonomy. In relation to the role of the Archbishop and the See of Canterbury as an instrument of communion, “Walking Together”
proposes the Roman Catholic practice of the bishop’s ad
limina visits to Rome as a possible model for strengthening
communion. Section 147 says, ‘Since Canterbury is the
focus of unity for the Anglican Communion, pilgrimage to
meet with the Archbishop of Canterbury for prayer and
consultation is desirable. Dialogue of bishops with the
Archbishop of Canterbury in smaller groupings than that of
the Lambeth Conference could further strengthen bonds of
communion. These visits could also be opportunities for
further learning for bishops.’
I know that we have to be realistic about the challenges
“Walking Together on the Way” may pose, and that, I think,
describes fairly well the current situation in Anglican-

Page 14
Roman Catholic relations. For example, it cannot be
taken for granted that the pattern of response within our
two communions 20 or 30 years ago to the agreed statements of ARCIC will still reflect the status of reception today. It is possible that some of the authoritative bodies and
representatives responsible for receiving ARCIC’s work
today will not share the understanding and judgment of
their predecessors. Nevertheless, we must remain confident that this focused contribution to the unity of the
Church will bear fruit according to the plan of the Holy
Spirit.

By way of conclusion I will leave you with the closing
words of the Preface of “Walking Together”. ‘As Co-Chairs
we are delighted to present the agreed statement to our
respective authorities, and the faithful of both our traditions, in the sincere hope that our dialogue can contribute
to the flourishing of each of our communions, both by
modelling how such mutual learning can today be pursued
and by acting as a means of grace through which each communion is more perfectly configured to the image of
Christ. This task is always before the Church semper reformanda.’

Stumbling Blocks and Springboards : Working Together for Forgiveness and Reconciliation

NOW LET’S MOVE ON TO THE

LIVE SESSION
On 21st May the Live Session of the Conference took place
and everyone was welcomed by Bishop Michael Ipgrave, the
Society’s Anglican Co-Moderator. He recalled that the conference was to have taken place in Rome during the previous
October but, thanks to the wonders of modern technology,
the Society’s reach today was extending across almost 30
countries. He thanked everyone for being ready to think
and learn together about these important matters, some in
the early morning, some in the middle of the day and others
late at night depending on where they were in the world.
He expressed the gratitude owed by the Society to the Rev
Timo Reuhkala for his technical wizardry in preparing and
hosting this event. Bishop Michael was delighted that our
four pre-recorded presenters were all present to join in the discussion, and then he handed over to his Lutheran CoModerator, the Rev Dr Jaakko Rusama.
‘This is a truly international conference,’ Dr Rusama Jaakko said,
and explained that there would be three more recorded presentations and then a live panel discussion. But first he sketched in
the background to the ecumenical dialogues under consideration.
‘I was pleased that one of our pre-recorded speakers mentioned
Cardinal Walter Kaspar’s valuable study called “Harvesting the
Fruits: Basic Aspects of Christian Faith in Ecumenical Dialogue”,’ he
said. ‘Cardinal Kaspar writes: “There is a growing interrelatedness among our dialogue partners resulting from the concords and agreements made among themselves. Frequently these
have softened old confessional boundaries, profiles and differences." Cardinal Kaspar takes up many examples such as the
Leuenburg Concord of 1973, the Meissen Declaration of 1988, the Porvoo Common Statement of 1992, the Waterloo
Declaration of 2001, the Reuilly Common Statement of 2001and the report of the Joint Working Group between the Lutheran World Federation and the World Alliance of Reformed Churches, “Called to Communion and Common Witness”, 2002.
Now all these agreements are tangible results of our efforts to express our visible unity in Christ.’
Dr Rusama alluded to the way in which COVID-19 had brought so many changes to the world. The planning of the Conference in Rome was well advanced when the pandemic struck. It should have taken place at the Anglican Centre in Rome,
and sixty people had registered for the conference, the maximum number the Centre could accommodate. ‘But now we
are getting used to living “virtually” in our churches and today we are twice that number at this virtual conference, which is
really great,’ he said. ‘We were most grateful for the kind invitation extended to us by Archbishop Ian Ernest, the Director
of the Anglican Centre in Rome. Archbishop Ian is also the personal representative of the Archbishop of Canterbury to the
Holy See. He originally comes from Mauritius and has been Archbishop of the Province of the Indian Ocean.’ Jaakko then
invited Archbishop Ian to address the conference.
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Archbishop Ian Ernest
Director of the Anglican Centre in Rome
and personal representative
of the Archbishop of Canterbury to the Holy See.
The Centre was founded in the aftermath of the historic visit of the then
Archbishop of Canterbury, the Most
Reverend Michael Ramsey, to Pope St
Paul VI. The events of those years in
the mid-1960s marked a shift in the
ecumenical world as the Catholic
Church took its place at the table of
official ecumenical dialogues. Much
fruit has been harvested in the 55
years that have followed.

Your Excellencies, Eminencies, dear
sisters and brothers in Christ, it is a
great pleasure and privilege to greet
you this afternoon from the Anglican
Centre in Rome. I regret that due to
the prevailing sanitary conditions we
are not able, as planned, to welcome
you here in Rome, but I do hope and
pray that we shall be able to do so in
the next year, or in the years to
come.

Today we will be concentrating on
Anglican-Catholic and LutheranCatholic dialogues, but let us not forget that these relationships form a
triangle that also includes LutheranAnglican dialogue. All three dialogues
at international and regional level have
borne fruit. I am thinking particularly
of the painstaking early agreed statements of ARCIC, of the ground breaking general communion agreements
between Anglicans and Lutherans in
Northern Europe and North America
and the highly significant Joint Declaration on the Doctrine of Justification.
The significance of this agreement has

now, of course, spread out beyond the
Churches that brought it to birth, with
Methodist, Reformed and Anglican
world communions now signed up to
the Declaration.
This work, and so much more of a
similar kind, provides a springboard for
the Churches to move forward to
greater mutual understanding; to a
recommitment to the cause of unity
and expressing the unity that we have
in shared mission and ministry that as
is made possible by our agreements
made so far. There are still stumbling
blocks remaining, but each of our
Churches and Christian world communions can renew our commitment
to overcoming these. This should be
our mutual responsibility.
Greetings to everyone taking part in
the discussions this afternoon from the
Anglican Centre in Rome, a unique
place of encounter, dialogue, sharing,
hospitality and prayer. May God bless
us in all that we do and may the Lord
Jesus draw us together, ever closer to
him.

INTRODUCING
BISHOP BRIAN FARRELL
‘Our next speaker also comes from the same area,
from the Eternal City or, more precisely, from the
Vatican,’ Jaakko Rusama told us.
Bishop Brian Farrell, who was born in Ireland, is now
the Secretary of the Pontifical Council for Promoting
Christian Unity. He is, therefore, a key figure in the
global Roman Catholic Church in the ecumenical context. He is also Vice-President of the Commission for
Religious Relations with the Jews.
‘In the international ecumenical movement we have
grown to know Bishop Farrell as a strong advocate of Christian unity,’ Dr Rusama said. ‘He is one of the best experts to
describe and analyse the ecumenical scene, and not only between Roman Catholics, Anglicans and Lutherans. So it is a
great honour for us that Bishop Farrell wanted to join us at this conference.’
Unfortunately there had been a hitch with the sound when his presentation was recorded. An attempt had been made to
provide subtitles but they were not always very helpful. However, his full text follows on the next page.
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Bishop
Brian Farrell
Secretary of
the Pontifical Council
for
Promoting Christian Unity

I am most grateful to the AnglicanLutheran Society for inviting me to
take part in this important
Conference. I have listened carefully
to the excellent presentations by our
esteemed colleagues. And in these
remarks I will try to offer some
observations from the pespective of
the Pontifical Council for Promoting
Christian Unity (PCPCU).
Some months ago our Council
celebrated sixty years of its existence
at the service of the Catholic Church’s
commitment to the ecumenical
movement.

In other words, more attention to
what is now possible rather than
waiting to see clearly the future port
of arrival.

ardent desire for unity, the ecumenical
movement needs to resist the
tendency to disregard the importance
of doctrinal agreement.

Such an approach – to quote a recent
ecumenical consultation – “shifts the
focus away from static completion ...
toward movement with one another in
the direction God is leading. Emphasis
is placed on the vision before us, but
also on the transformation that may
take place as we travel.” This is the
underlying perspective I would like to
share with you in these brief
observations.

We all recognize that uniformity is not
the goal, and diversity is an expression
of the Spirit's gifts, but disagreement
over what constitutes a Churchdividing issue should be seen as a
problem.

Dialogues proceed on the basis of the
growing recognition of the much that
we have in common, although there is
still no sense that some kind of
corporative union among Churches is
imminent.

The four eminent presenters have
expertly delved into some of the major
issues and achievements of ARCIC and
the Lutheran-Catholic dialogue to
date. They have also indicated some
of the major hurdles still to be faced.
Let me comment in a general way,
beginning with the stumbling blocks. It
is often easier to indicate the
challenges than to offer solutions. And
the springboards have to emerge from
our stumbling along the way.
Otherwise they are ineffective.

In that regard, the title of this
conference, “Stumbling Blocks and
Springboards: Working Together for
Forgiveness and Reconciliation”, reflects
the ecumenical situation well. There
are difficulties, but there are also steps
forward. In the end, unity will be a gift
of grace given to the Churches. We
can only prepare the conditions. If
that is so, what Pope Francis has been
urging throughout his pontificate
seems wise and promising: that in this
intermediate time we concentrate on
the journey itself and on the next step,
the intermediate goal rather than the
final destination.

Our bilaterals, I believe, are facing a
number of situations that over time
have begun to undermine their efficacy
and their reception. To start, what
has been called the “liquid society” is
often reflected in the Churches
themselves.
A weakening of
Confessional Identity, a weakening that
affects us all, does not benefit
ecumenical dialogue.
Ecumenically,
t here are local an d region al
agreements among some historical
Churches that establish full mutual
re co gn i t i on w it h ou t r eso l vin g
significant differences of doctrine and
order. While this is often due to an

Today the PCPCU is involved in
fourteen bilateral dialogues with other
Churches, and in various multilateral
interactions with the World Council of
Churches, the Global Christian Forum
and other ecumenical bodies.

As the latest Catholic-Methodist
dialogue document (n.38) graphically
states “ecclesial communion is not
infinitely elastic such that it can
embrace any and every diversity”.
Another challenge comes from
differing views of the very goal of the
ecumenical movement. The range of
opinions cited by Faith and Order’s
recent document on “The Church:
Towards a Common Vision”
demonstrates that, in fact, there is no
shared vision of what the unity of the
Church entails.
Regarding the stumbling blocks, as the
presenters have pointed out, each in
their own way, the heart of the task
that remains centres on outstanding
differences related to the notions of
Church/Eucharist/Ministry. Many of
our fourteen bilateral dialogues are
focused on these questions. What and
where is the Church?
Who has
authority to teach and lead in the
Church? What authority and how is it
distributed? What formal, officially
designated ministry is required? And
how is it transmitted? What reality is
in the Eucharist and how does our
understanding of the Eucharist affect
our understanding of the Church and
of ministry? In other words, how
should the followers of Christ be
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organized in faith, life and mission
in order to be the one body of Christ?
Faced with these questions, the
ecumenical task would appear
daunting. Except that down the years
the force of our shared faith and
common baptism, and a variety of signs
and actions of reconciliation, have
made it possible for us to see
remaining divergences as speed bumps
in the road, not craters that block any
hope of further progress.
Every bilateral in some way deals with
the notion of the Church. Whatever
theme is in discussion will be seen by
the participants within the framework
of their concept of Church. When we
ask about ministry and sacraments and
authority, any answer we give depends
on the idea we have of Church.
Here, as the presenters have shown,
major questions have still to be
resolved: “subsistit in” or “Church in
the proper sense”, have been
mentioned and they do in fact cast a
shadow on our dialogues.
Personally I take encouragement from
the fact that the ecclesiological vision
underlying those terms is itself in
movement, not least under the
influence of ecumenical reflection and
dialogue. “Subsistit in” was a huge
breakthrough at the time of the
Second Vatican Council, but sixty
years have passed since then and, I
believe, the vantage point has changed.
Then the perspective was: ‘we (the
Catholic Church) are here in clear
historical continuity with the apostolic
Church, and the apostolicity of others
is less than clear!’ Now, as evidenced
in many dialogues, and specifically
stated, for example, in the LutheranCatholic “The Apostolicity of the
Church” (160): “Today we therefore
mutually recognize, at a fundamental
level, the presence of apostolicity in
our traditions. This recognition is not
negated by the important differences
still to be investigated.” Our
Communions, in other words, are
living organisms; they move and change
and develop.
A few days ago I came across Patriarch
Batholomew’s Letter for Easter 2021,
and he says it better than I could:
‘Nothing is simply “given”. Everything
lies in motion towards eschatological

perfection. This “unrestrained rush”
towards the Kingdom ... marks the
difference between the “already” and
the “not yet” ...’
This dynamic of motion is in play
regarding many issues present in our
dialogues.
Archbishop Longley
mentioned, as an example, the
recovery of synodical structures in the
Catholic Church, and possible
applications of the principle of
subsidiarity. Dr Will Adam mentioned
new approaches to a universal primacy
acceptable to all. Another case in
point is the question of the mutual
recognition of ministry. From the
Catholic side, present thinking
embraces the idea that the Second
Vatican Council’s teaching on “real
though incomplete communion” offers
a new framework for examining
ministry, as was mentioned in the
presentations. Such an approach calls
for surmounting the predominantly
canonical, legalistic vocabulary of past
controversy, to recognize that Church
practice has gone far beyond past
exclusion. We now need to find
appropriate language and context in
order to recognize theologically what
in fact we recognize in practice.
Already in 1981 the Lutheran-Catholic
dialogue, in “The Ministry in the
Church” (83), saw this process
advancing, but admitted that “such a
recognition can only come about
gradually”. Dr Woods described this
ongoing reflection very well.
Dr Woods and Bishop Houvenin
coincide that this process depends
greatly on developing a comprehensive
theology of the sacramentality of the
Church. There is already movement
in this direction, as Bishop Eero
mentioned: Christ the original
sacramen t - th e Church th e
fundamental sacrament - ministry as
sign and witness of the sacrament.
Such an approach would contextualize
our discourse on ministry, not directly
within the framework of a traditional
theology of the sacraments, but more
broadly within reflection on the
Church’s mission and witness to the
world.
As we go forward I hope that our
bilateral dialogues will – as “Harvesting
the Fruits” says – “embark upon a new,
and hopefully equally fruitful stage,

perhaps less enthusiastic and more
sober, but nonetheless full of hope and
filled with the dynamis of the Spirit”.
A final thought. Since Pope Francis
published his recent Encyclical “Fratelli
Tutti”, inviting us to “contribute to the
rebirth of a universal aspiration to
fraternity” and asking us to dream of a
world united “in social friendship”, I
have been thinking that that is the
proper context in which to place
ecumenical dialogue.
The more
Christians move from conflict to
communion the more we will be a sign
and instrument of the unity of the
whole human family. If the world is to
achieve universal “social friendship” –
no matter how hard it is to imagine –
it is imperative that the ecumenical
movement be successful.
This
Conference of the Anglican-Lutheran
Society is itself an encouraging sign
that our confidence is well-grounded.
Thank you.

WELCOME TO
DR DIRK LANGE
The final response to the prerecorded presentations was made by
the Rev Dr Dirk Lange.
‘I trust that all of you have viewed the
videos pre-recorded by our four key
speakers,’ said Jaakko Rusama. ‘Each
video has had more than 100 viewings.
‘But one of those who has closely
studied the videos is Dr Dirk Lange,
who is Professor of Worship at Luther
Seminary, St Paul, Minnesota USA, and
also Assistant General Secretary for
Ecumenical Relations at the Lutheran
World Federation.
‘Prof Lange was the North American
Representative on the International
Lutheran-Roman Catholic Commission
on Unity and was one of the authors
of the liturgy at the Joint Commemoration of the Reformation held in Lund
Cathedral on 31st October, 2016.
‘We have asked Prof Lange to comment on the videos and to raise questions to the speakers and I am grateful
that he is willing to participate in this
virtual conference. We look forward
to hearing his comments and questions
now.’
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The Rev Dr
Dirk Lange
Assistant General
Secretary for
Ecumenical Relations at
the Lutheran World
Jaakko Rusama and a tiny number of the conference participants listening to Dr Lange

I greet all of your committed ecumenists participating in this
conference, and esteemed panelists, and Bishop Farrell, all
of whom I know well except Archbishop Longley who I
hope I shall meet sometime soon. Thank you for your
thought-provoking and honest reflections. Thank you also
to the Anglican-Lutheran Society, and Dr Rusama, Bishop
Ipgrave and Bishop Jeruma-Grinberga, for organising and
hosting this webinar.
Let me start by briefly reviewing certain points that stood
out for me in the four lectures. Prof Susan Wood directs
us to possible stumbling blocks in our current ecumenical
environment, namely the tendency to work unquestioningly
in a particular hermeneutical framework. In the example
she uses, the definition of Church begins with the definition
of Ministry. She proposes as a springboard forward a reversal in this classic framework, which is something I personally
would also fully support. I believe that Prof Wood is asking
us to take a step back and look at the hermeneutical frameworks we are reliant upon, and then ask if we can envision
different frameworks or constructions. For example, is
Eucharistic sharing the end goal of our search for unity or
can Eucharistic sharing be a support, an aid, a sustenance on
our journey, our way ever deeper into full communion?
Archbishop Longley, it appears to me, is directing us to another major question – that of reception. One of the stumbling blocks or challenges that he mentions is the scenario
when contemporary authorities do not agree or maybe fully
appreciate past assessments and consensus. I am grateful
that the Archbishop has named this particular issue which I
see deeply linked to a problem of reception. We, and I
mean all of us, involved in the ecumenical dialogues have not
attended as much as we should or could to the reception
and implementation of dialogue agreements and consensus.
I personally can say a mea culpa when I consider that as a
teacher I have not lifted up our dialogue texts as much as I
could have in my courses and seminars. How can doctrinal
agreements filter into the teaching of our churches, into the
seminaries, into the training of ministers, into the congregations, Sunday School, catechism and therefore create what
Pope Francis has called ‘an ecumenical awareness’? On another level we should also be asking how the theologians on
our bi-lateral commissions take into account contemporary
Biblical scholarship and also contemporary social, political
and philosophical theory. The springboard here, as Archbishop Longley points out, is learning – receptive learning –
being humble in our learning, looking at ourselves from new
angles and perspectives.

Dr Adam asks another far-reaching question: is not a stumbling block the mismatch in our understanding of tolerable
limits of diversity in the Church. As he puts it, how closely
aligned institutionally must we be to remain in communion?
This question is immense and significant, for it asks each of
our communions to define its self-understanding as communion, something which is critical if we are to engage in
productive ecumenical dialogue beyond the borders, so to
speak, of our own institution. The springboard realisation,
if I may call it so, comes from the fact that our inner gaze is
never accomplished in isolation, but in dialogue with the
neighbour as we discern and welcome insights and challenges from our partners.
Bishop Eero Houvinen also raised this question. One of the
major stumbling blocks which he highlights is the internal
debates in a communion that can complexify and even at
times confuse a bi-lateral dialogue process. He mentions in
particular the debates on ecclesiology, something which
Bishop Farrell has also highlighted in his comments. I personally have experienced in various dialogue commissions
that the debates between members of the same communion
have been more intense than the discussions between the
communions! In Lutheran circles the sacramentality of the
Church is debated; or among Catholic theologians the
meaning of the “subsistit in”. Being aware of these internal
tensions may push us towards more in-depth study of our
own tradition, its theology, and the diversity within our
own walls.
All of these lectures remind us of the good harvest of many
dialogues that has led towards significant milestones such as
the Joint Declaration on the Doctrine of Justification. This
is document, as you know, that has been signed by five
communions including the three presenting here, Anglican,
Lutheran and Catholic. This document, the JDDJ, was possible because the dialogue partners have taken seriously the
task of critical self- and ecclesial-introspection. In the development of the Joint Declaration and, subsequently, the text
“From Conflict to Communion” Lutherans and Catholics
looked critically at their own doctrinal statements in the
light of historical context, renewed Biblical scholarship, recent theological developments and contextual realities.
Engaging in self- and ecclesial-assessment, looking at one’s
own tradition critically, is an important spiritual task as well,
for it entails that necessary conversion of hearts that Pope
John-Paul II speaks about in “Ut Unum Sint”. The second
ecumenical imperative describes well this conversion of
hearts. It is one of the Five Ecumenical Imperatives that
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was read at the Joint Commemoration of the Reformation in Lund Cathedral on 31st October, 2016. I quote:
“Lutherans and Catholics must let themselves continuously
be transformed by the encounter with the other and by the
mutual witness of faith.”
This, of course, applies to all of us, not just Lutherans and
Catholics. Transformation is an inner conversion, but also a
conversion that impacts our ecclesial identity. Transformation involves receptivity. We continually challenge each
other to act upon what we have learnt from our past interactions out of a perspective of conversion, and in that sharing and in that challenging, the Holy Spirit converts our
hearts, opening them, setting us off on a journey ever deeper into righteousness.
One form of such an ongoing conversion is theologically
translating ecclesial references through the encounter with
the other. This is essential, I think, for ecumenical dialogue.
In a certain sense bi-lateral and multilateral dialogues are
indicators or signposts of the willingness to explore both
content and perspective. They contain within them a certain dynamic that is continually finding a balance, a pivot,
between defending a position or clarifying a position, and
theologically translating doctrine or identity through new
formulations, even new hermeneutical framework, all
shaped again by the encounter with the other in dialogue
and with consideration of the many contexts in which
Churches witness to the Gospel. In this respect the dialogues also hold a tension in the back and forth pull between these positions, defending, clarifying, translating; the
question of ecclesial identity continually surfaces. This question of ecclesial identity, as Bishop Eero suggests, is today
perhaps the core question requiring our attention. And I
noted too in Bishop Farrell’s comments that he was suggesting something along the same lines.

The search for unity is inevitably bound to the search and
ongoing renewal of also one’s own ecclesial identity. The
question of ecclesial identity is difficult. It is intimately related to one’s spiritual heritage, to be specific, to the working
of the Holy Spirit within one’s own history as a Church, as a
faith community, as a confessing movement and as a communion. Allowing for transformation or conversion necessitates deep self-examination in which sometimes the reference points of faith may shift, and as they shift so may our
understanding of visible unity take on new contours. The
reality, as has been noted among many ecumenists, that the
ecumenical movement does not always have a clear concept
or model of visible unity to work towards or strive for, is
correct. However, all models are provisional. At specific
times they have propelled ecumenical dialogue forward in
dynamic ways. On the other hand, it is also to be noted
that the apparent absence sometimes of a clearly defined or
differing vision of unity is not detrimental to our journey.
Rather, the absence motivates the searching, continually
improvising and finding ways forward together as communions in the confidence that unity exists as God wills and
authors through the Holy Spirit.
I’ll end with one simple question for the panel as I reflect on
these four very powerful presentations; In what ways would
you assess the possibility for your own Church tradition for
us together to engage institutional conversion particularly in
regard to ecclesiology? Are we invited to imagine another
process? Conversion is possible for an individual, is it possible for an institution, or is provisionality a concept that
might help us on an institutional level?
I am myself looking for a descriptor for this institutional
dynamic that would help open up ways of renewed dialogue
and reform. Thank you.

TIME FOR A SHORT BREAK
AND TO CATCH BREATH!
It had been a fascinating and demanding opening to the live session. Jaakko Rusama wisely decided that everyone could do
with a short break. While some used it to take some refreshment, others found it a useful moment to gather their
thoughts in readiness for the question-and-answer session still to come.
Margaret Pickford from Trinity Lutheran Church in Nottingham, UK, says:
Each speaker had recorded their presentation beforehand
and I was able to view them on YouTube before the day
of the conference. I found this beneficial because I saved
them and I was able to pause, rewind or even revisit any
of the talks. This enabled me to understand the points
being made, and it also gave people more time to formulate their questions - which were to be collated and then
answered, on the day, by the guest speakers.
The four presentations were very different and, as a lay
person, I found some of the theological terminology, the
discussion and debate way over my head, but, thankfully,
the majority was understandable.

It was a shame that we were unable to meet in person, but
I think that technology made it possible for some people
to attend who would not normally be able to travel. The
participants were on 78 different Zoom screens and from
30 different countries. It was wonderful to see so many
people that I knew, even if it was only via the internet.
The most encouraging feeling that I had was that people
are still willing to talk, despite differences of opinion. They
are not insurmountable. We can still be in communion
with each other. Even though we worship differently, have
different traditions and hold strong views about how our
faith should be expressed, we are still willing to talk.
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QUESTIONS
AND ANSWERS
The comments and questions submitted in advance
had been grouped into topics and were put to the panellists
by our Lutheran Co-President, Bishop Jana Jeruma-Grinberga
Bishop Jana opened the session by inviting the four presenters to respond to Prof Lange’s questions:
In what ways would you assess the possibility for your
own Church tradition for us together to engage institutional conversion particularly in regard to ecclesiology?
Are we invited to imagine another process? Conversion
is possible for an individual, is it possible for an institution, or is provisionality a concept that might help us
on an institutional level?
Prof Susan Wood said that ecumenical work begins with
friendship and trust. She liked Prof Lange’s reworking of
the hermeneutic paradigm. ‘What I think needs to happen
in ecumenical dialogue is that we need to look together,
and share a vision, through the same eyes. The fancy word
for this is “a fusion of horizon”.’ Rather than looking
through different lenses, and therefore seeing things from
different perspectives, the tasks should be approached from
a common perspective. Rather than studying topics individually there should be a correlation between what is being
said about Church with Ministry. She had a question for
her Lutheran friends; ‘To what degree does your position
on simul justus et peccator influence the degree to which you
can and do adopt the category of participation in Christ? Is
that participation limited through the category of peccator?’ [Answers on a postcard, please – ED]
Bishop Jana, smiling sweetly, directed Prof Wood’s question to Bishop Eero who, also smiling, remarked, ‘It’s a
difficult question!’ He then focused on the huge steps forward in ecumenism since the Second Vatican Council. ‘It’s
a totally different atmosphere today compared with the
atmosphere before the Council,’ he said. Rather than concentrating on problems still waiting to be solved he wanted
to promote a positive memory of what we have achieved.
‘That’s the principle behind “From Conflict to Communion”,’
Bishop Eero said. ‘The first imperative is: “Catholics and
Lutherans should always begin from the perspective of unity
and not from the point of view of division in order to
strengthen what is held in common even though the differences are more easily seen and experienced.”
Bishop Jana commented that perhaps that’s the
“conversion of heart” that Prof Lange was talking about.

Dr Will Adam agreed with Bishop Eero. ‘We’ve moved
from a situation of almost all-out conflict to the point
where we’re very comfortable in each other’s presence
and work together on all sorts of things,’ he said. He referred back to the Meissen Agreement between the
Church of England and the Protestant Churches of the
then divided Germany. Its first affirmation was, “We
acknowledge one another’s Churches as Churches belonging to the One, Holy and Apostolic Church of Jesus
Christ.” How important it is that acknowledgement should
precede other things. Commenting on Prof Junge’s suggestion that Churches in dialogue need an honest selfassessment, he reminded us that the receptive ecumenism
adopted in ARCIC 3, in “Walking Together on the Way”,
demands recognising that if the Church is divided then
none of us can claim to have the whole truth or perfection
of Church, and we’re lacking something of which our
brothers and sisters from whom we are divided can actually teach us and offer to us. ‘I find that a rich way of not
only looking at the other, but also looking at what we have
to say about ourselves,’ he said
Bishop Jana asked Archbishop Bernard Longley to respond to what had been said so far. The Archbishop
thanked the Society for bringing Anglicans, Lutherans and
Roman Catholics together in this tri-lateral way. He was
intrigued by Dr Lange’s reference to engaging in
“institutional conversion”. ‘It reminded me of the need for
the Church to be semper reformanda,’ he said. His experience had taught him that ecumenical friendships are like
individual friendships; ‘We begin a friendship intrigued and
interested in one another’s characters and personalities
and wanting to shape some understanding of the other.
And we can spend a lot of time doing that, learning about
the other and shaping our understanding, and testing out
our understanding according to our friend’s responses as
we grow in confidence and friendship,’ he said. But in the
process we also come to understand ourselves more clearly. ‘I think the call to be ecclesia semper reformanda is
something that’s really assisted by engaging in dialogue.’
He reminded us that the conference was taking place just a
few days before Pentecost, and the principle agent of ecumenical dialogue is the Holy Spirit. As St Jerome said,
“When you hoist your sails in the wind of the Holy Spirit
you never really know on which shore you are going to
land.”
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Bishop Jana then turned to questions that had been
submitted by participants. The first was:
Is full visible unity still the goal as expressed repeatedly by Popes and Archbishops of Canterbury? Is it
a realistic goal?
Bishop Farrell commented that whilst this is a traditional
way of thinking, enshrined in WCC Constitution for example, it rather depends on what is meant by “visible”? ‘There
are Christians who considered unity to be spiritual, with no
historical continuity or signs of the reality of the Church in
human history,’ he remarked. The Catholic Church itself
has some 23 Eastern Churches, and they have their own
traditions. So any talk of “visible unity” meaning everyone
being the same is completely off track. ‘I prefer the word
“communion” to “unity”,’ he said. ‘So the term “visible
unity” or “visible communion” is important because it indicates a goal towards which we are moving, but it has to be
emptied of any form of uniformity so that we understand
that what we’re looking for is that great diversity which the
Spirit has created down the centuries in the life of the
Christian community.’
Will Adam also prefers the word “communion” to
“unity” because it refers to relationship rather than structure. The New Delhi Statement of the WCC in 1961 suggested certain marks of “visible unity”, one of which was a
way of having some sort of corporate life. ‘So “full visible
communion” implies that we are not independent of one
another, and the decisions that we make as a Church will
have an effect on the relationship with the other,’ he said.
The phrase “unity in reconciled diversity” has become popular. ‘The key word there is “reconciled”,’ Dr Adam asserted, ‘and I don’t think you can just ignore the presence
of other Churches and plough your own furrow.’ He felt
that the idea of there being a single Church in a single place
has value but only if there is a recognition that the single
Church in the single place can look different and be experi-

Bishop Jana Jeruma-Grinberga

Bishop Eero houvinen

enced in different ways by different people. ‘I do think
there is something important about visibility, and important
about recognition, and of trying to press on towards a
richness of mutual recognition. I’m not sure that the structure of visible unity which might have been the goal of a
previous generation still has legs,’ he concluded.
Prof Lange felt that it might not necessarily be a bad thing
if we don’t have a clear definition of what we mean by
“visible unity”. Sometimes having too specific a goal or
model in mind may too strongly impose a structure on the
journey. ‘I am thinking of the beautiful image shared by
Archbishop Longley from St Jerome,’ he said. ‘There is a
gift in the provisionality of this journey towards the unity
God gives us.’
Bishop Eero agreed that visible signs safeguard unity.
Protestant history is full of divisions, one reason being too
great an emphasis on a spiritual understanding of Church
and not enough emphasis on the visible signs, he suggested.
‘There have often been small groups saying, “We are the
only true Church”, and that is why they are unwilling to
cooperate with the neighbour.’ But arising from this he
had a question for Bishop Farrell. ‘Roman Catholics say
that the Catholic Church is the only Church “in the proper
sense”. I wonder if this is psychologically not so fruitful
because it implies that the other Churches are not
Churches “in the proper sense”. Is it possible that you
might change the word in your ecclesiology or is this too
much to ask?’
Whilst in many ways Bishop Farrell agreed, he insisted
that context is important. ‘When we use the phrase “in
the proper sense” we are suggesting that we are all Church
but we are still in a process of becoming that full Church
that our Lord meant when he endowed his followers with
the gift of the Spirit and creating a people around the revelation and redemption that he brought to us.’

Prof Dirk Lange

Bishop Brian Farrell

Prof Susan Wood
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Bishop Jana turned our attention to another, rather
long, question:

on such a fundamental question. For many students that
was as exciting as the material itself!’

Archbishop Longley spoke about receptive ecumenism
between Churches and between Communions, but
there is also a question of receptive ecumenism within
Churches and within Communions. It works in two
directions: one is that there are people working at
grassroots, parish priests and so on, who take no notice
of the fact that there are these dialogues and agreements which permit them to engage in ecumenism and
therefore there is no reception of those dialogues at
grassroots level; the other is the converse, that some of
the dialogues that take place don’t take enough notice
of the grassroots ecumenism that is already taking
place – the vibrant ecumenical activities that have rather different agendas from the ones found in Rome
and Geneva and London sometimes. So the question
is, apart from receptive ecumenism working horizontally between communions, does it work well enough vertically within the communions?

Archbishop Longley distinguished between “ecumenism
face-to-face” and “ecumenism side-by-side”. He felt that
holding the two together was attractive in sharing the fruits
of dialogue at the local level. As far as ministerial formation is concerned, the Pontifical Council for Promoting
Christian Unity has produced material specifically for use in
seminary. ‘I wish it was better known and used,’ he said.

Archbishop Longley was first to
respond. The question established a
useful distinction between “receptive
ecumenism” and “reception”. They
are related but distinct. Dr Lange
referred to the ways in which reception of the dialogue reports have
deeply affected the life of the Churches locally, nationally as well as internationally. One way of doing this is for
Churches to use within their official teaching the fruits of
dialogue, the Archbishop said. He cited the document “One
Bread One Body” which drew upon ARCIC’s documents and
the Roman Catholic-Methodist Dialogue. It is a teaching
document in the Catholic Church in England and Wales,
and also in Scotland and Ireland, and has found a place in
the local teaching ministry of the bishops. Dr Lange had
prompted him to wonder whether, in official teaching documents, there might be scope for making more use of the
fruits of the dialogues. ‘That would be an expression of
reception within a communion,’ he said.
Prof Wood felt that ecumenism should figure across the
curriculum. It should be part of priestly formation. She
outlined two snags: pressure on the curriculum, and finding
people competent to teach it. ‘When you talk about grassroots ecumenism you talk about works, sharing activities,’
she said, ‘whereas dialogue ecumenism is more doctrinally
oriented. We do have to pay close attention to doctrine
and sometimes grassroots would like to ignore it!’
Prof Lange told of a recent experience of integrating ecumenism into different areas taught in schools and seminaries. ‘I teach liturgy and I recently used the Tri-Lateral Report of the Lutheran-Mennonite-Roman dialogue which
focuses on baptism and the varying approaches to the sacrament,’ he explained. ‘It was an incredibly helpful way to
engage the students in getting to the heart of what the sacraments are, doing it ecumenically. The students were particularly excited that these three traditions were in dialogue

The next question that had been submitted was about
where separated Churches can share in the Eucharist. The
first strand, said Bishop Jana, is this:
Sharing Eucharistic hospitality on a regular basis cannot be done before what we define as “visible unity”
has been achieved. Is that still the goal of the current
ARCIC dialogues?
The second strand is what Prof Wood mentioned:
Could partial recognition of ministry lead to an extension of Eucharistic Hospitality? Do Roman Catholic
canons already allow for occasional reception of the
sacrament of Holy Communion by Protestants at ecumenical events?
Prof Wood felt that it was to do with an “all-or-nothing”
approach to recognition of ministry, which in turn is related to the issue that you either have the Body of Christ or
you don’t have the Body of Christ. ‘I believe that we have
to come to an incremental recognition of ministry,’ she
said. It might be helpful to substitute for the word
“recognition” the language of “acknowledgement” of ministry.’ She referred to Pope Francis who favours “large ecumenical gestures” rather than dogmatic theology. One
such gesture had been gifting the Lutheran Church in
Rome with a chalice. ‘You don’t gift a chalice if you don’t
believe what the community is doing with it!’ she said. It’s
a matter of what we believe the other community is doing
when they celebrate the Eucharist. ‘If we can do that it
becomes one step on the way to participating with them in
the Eucharist.’
Bishop Eero reflected that, if he has understood right,
there are certain situations in which the Catholic Church
will not withhold the sacrament. One is when a person’s
sins are so grave, and the need to participate in the Body
and Blood of Christ is so urgent, that it can be permitted.
‘Personally, I feel that in every day and in every hour I am
in such a situation. For me, the spiritual need to participate in the Eucharist is so important that, whilst not undermining the dogmatic arguments about sharing the Eucharist, I would like to emphasise the spiritual need of the
Eucharist.’
Will Adam reminded us that two approaches come into
sharp contrast. First, that Eucharistic sharing is the fruit of
ecclesial communion already achieved. Second, that Eucharistic sharing can be a means towards achieving that ecclesial communion. ‘In the western juridical tradition, there is
a concept of dispensation,’ he said. ‘It is a dispensation
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from a norm that leaves the underlying principle intact.’
When the Roman Catholic Church allows admission to the
Eucharist under certain conditions, or the Church of England admits other Christians to Holy
Communion in certain circumstances, they are dispensing from something which is normal. In England, he
said, this kind of dispensation has
become the norm! When he was a
parish priest there was in his congregation a wide variety of church
affiliation all perfectly legally being
offered Eucharistic hospitality. ‘In
practice I have experienced the sharing in communion as
bringing about a deeper sense of unity, but against the background understanding that sharing communion is a sign of
ecclesial communion already achieved.’
Bishop Farrell admitted that this is one of the big discussions going on today both in Europe and in the USA. ‘The
question of Eucharistic hospitality is intimately related to
our understanding of the sacramentality of the Church,’ he
said. For Catholics admission to the sacrament is two
things in tension: it’s a sign of unity already in existence, and
it’s also a means of grace. Whilst it may be possible to admit to the Eucharist a baptised Christian who is not Catholic if they have a reason or spiritual need, the roadblock
comes when it comes to seeing it as something open to a
category of people. ‘So opening hospitality to a whole category – let’s say people in mixed marriages, or to all Lutherans or to all Anglicans – is going a step beyond the requirements for a proper reception of the Eucharist,’ he concluded.

For Archbishop Longley it is a need for reflection on
sacramentality, and in particular the sacramentality of Holy
Orders. Dr Lange thought that an examination of the
metaphysics underlying our arguments? ‘How can we start
deconstructing some of the assumed patterns of critical
thinking that we are engaged in?’ he asked.
Prof Wood was in no doubt that fear of a loss of ecclesial
identity was a big stumbling block. ‘We are afraid that, in
approaching one another more closely ecumenically, we
will lose who we are.’ We all need to be more relaxed,
stop defining ourselves in opposition to another, and to
discover what our core identity is. Will Adam agreed.
He called this inherited stumbling block the “othering of
the other”. Historically, excommunications and conflicts
prompted people to see others as wholly other to themselves. ‘One of the ways to overcome it,’ he suggested, ‘is
to constantly encourage more joining together in mission
and ministry as much as we can, so that we can begin to
see the other as much more like ourselves, and to see
Christ in the other and through that seeing ourselves together.’
‘Yes,’ agreed Bishop Farrell, ‘a great problem for the
ecumenical movement is the word “perception”. We have
inherited centuries of self-identifying in contrast to others,
a refusal to accept, and a willingness to separate. This is
not just theological, it is social and psychological, and we
need to introduce into our training and our catechesis a
whole new approach towards the other, and that is a huge
challenge for us all.’ Bishop Eero had the last word: ‘My
biggest difficulty today is that I am not able to dine together with Brian Farrell in Rome, and I hope we can do that as
soon as possible!’

The last question Bishop Jana posed was this:
What is the biggest stumbling block remaining from the
past, and how do we overcome it together?

Bishop Jana thanked all the participants. We could have
gone on much longer, she said, but now it’s time for our
concluding worship.

Bishop Rupert Hoare thoroughly enjoyed this session
This Conference has given the Anglican-Lutheran Society
so much material on which to work in the months and
years ahead. I must mention the challenge Bishop Eero
Huovinen threw out to his fellow Lutherans and, for that
matter, to Anglicans regarding the sacramentality of the
Church of Christ. There is much more for us to think
about there. It was also referred to in Archbishop
Longley's final word when he suggested that our biggest
challenge lies in the “sacramentality of holy order”.
And there it was again in Sister Professor Susan Wood's
YouTube presentation: sacramentality, sacrifice and the
Eucharist in the redemptive work of Christ for the
world’; the possibility of recognising an “imperfect but
real communion”, based on the mutual recognition of
baptism, and a proposal to reverse the normal order of
precedence in ecumenical dialogue, so that ecclesiology
comes before discussion of ministry.
The Conference 'Question and Answer' session, skilfully

chaired by our Lutheran President Bishop Jana, raised a
good number of questions which hopefully the A-LS can
address in the future (without turning itself into a club for
professional ecumenists - a danger into which I for one, in
years long since past, have fallen more than once). Having
said that, I can't resist referring to a striking theological
challenge put by Professor Wood to the Conference, half
way through the session: how does the Lutheran doctrine
of “simul justus et peccator” relate to a Lutheran understanding of the Eucharist? Her question was followed by
profound silence. I would have thought the Luther of his
1521 tracts, which in this 500th anniversary year are the
subject of much attention ecumenically in Germany, would
have jumped at the question: only the justified sinner can
share in the sacrament that celebrates Christ's promise of
forgiveness of sins. That's just an 'aside' on my part.
Her final word about our biggest challenge being our fear
of losing our own ecclesial identity certainly struck a raw
nerve in many of us, I am sure.
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Stumbling Blocks and Springboards : Working Together for Forgiveness and Reconciliation

CLOSING WORSHIP
Helen Harding, our Membership Secretary, describes how the final service was managed

It had not been possible to pre-record the worship, so it was done ‘live’. Here is Dean Eliza Zikmane on the screen as viewers on Zoom saw it.
It is due to the technical expertise of the Rev Timo Reuhkala that everything went without a hitch

The final part of the Conference was a very meaningful act
of worship between Roman Catholics, Lutherans, Anglicans
and people of other denominations. It was led by three
women from three denominations: Ms Agnes Slunitschek
(Roman Catholic), the Very Rev Eliza Zikmane (Lutheran)
and Mrs Sally Barnes (Anglican). There was a time for quiet
reflection, using music as well as powerful and well-crafted
words which will have evoked so many different feelings and
thoughts among the participants.
It began with organ music from St Saviour’s, Riga, based on
‘Ein feste Burg ist unser Gott’, which made a natural break
from the wordiness of the conference. It led us into our
worship which reflected so well what we had experienced
during the conference; a journey exploring forgiveness and
reconciliation between our different Church traditions. We
gave thanks for the insights we had received, recognising
that what unites us is far greater than what divides us.
We lamented our shortcomings, guilt over what has been
done in the past and the way that our thoughts and actions
over centuries have perpetuated the divisions between us.
Today we can agree that we all believe in Christ, the true
vine (John 15.1-5) and are assured of his forgiveness.
We joined together in committing ourselves
• to always begin from the perspective of unity and
not from the point of view of division;
• to let ourselves continuously be transformed by
the encounter with the other and by the mutual
witness of faith;

• to jointly rediscover the power of the gospel of
Jesus Christ for our time; and
• to witness together to the mercy of God in
proclamation and service to the world.
The intercessions painted pictures in our minds, too many
to recount, too personal to explain, but one part which
really spoke to me was: ‘
God of peace, bend that which is inflexible, pull
down the barriers that divide, break the attachments that thwart reconciliation. Bring peace in
this world. Restore wholeness among us.’
After we had said the Lord’s Prayer in our own languages,
our Anglican Co-President, the Rt Rev David Hamid, gave
us God’s blessing.
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But we weren’t finished. We needed time to reflect on so
many powerful words, so many emotions evoked by the
worship, so we listened to the Taizé chant,

Let us be one in love together,
in the one bread of Christ.
The love of God in Jesus Christ
will never have an end.

‘Ubi caritas et amour, Deus ibi est’
The worship was no after-thought; it was a powerful
rounding up of what we had experienced through the video
presentations and the Zoom meeting. It was completely
fitting and appropriate, allowing our worship of God to well
up from deep within us and I pray that God received our
corporate act of worship as a genuine expression of our
desire to move on towards overcoming the stumbling
blocks and using them as springboards towards a closer
communion in Him through the love of Christ.

over which we heard the song:
Your love, O Jesus Christ,
has gathered us together.
May your love, O Jesus Christ,
be foremost in our lives.
Let us love one another
as God has loved us.

The virtual choir, with their organist, singing ‘Ubi Caritas’ and ‘Your love, O Jesus Christ’ with Bishop David Hamid joining in

SOME IMMEDIATE RESPONSES
TO THE CONFERENCE AS A WHOLE
Bishop Rupert Hoare again
The only technological glitch related to Bishop Farrell's
address at the beginning of the Live Session. We could
see him, but not hear him except fitfully. However, his
address is now accessible and is, of course, well worth
reading. He was long-term 'upbeat' about the prospects
for Unity, and about its necessity if we are to remain
faithful to Christ's Prayer, but also very honest about the
'stumbling-blocks' that remain. He remains committed to
the final goal of full unity, stressing there's no way round
the doctrinal and dogmatic issues. But excitingly, to my
mind, he referred to Pope Francis's vision in the Encyclical
“Fratelli Tutti”, asking us to dream of a world united in
social friendship. Bishop Farrell went on: “I have been
thinking that that is the proper context in which to place
ecumenical dialogue”. Christian Unity is to point towards
the unity of humanity as a whole. That's a great vision,

bringing together ecumenical commitment with inter-faith
dialogue and, indeed, dialogue with all people of good will.
I found the repeated language of being on a shared ecumenical journey, and of 'growing together', both invigorating, and encouraging. It is a pilgrimage which does not lose
sight of the goal, but experiences the journey itself as evidence of the work of the Spirit of God. In that context
the importance given to the ecumenical method of
‘Receptive Ecumenism’, mutual learning in the sharing of
the gifts Christ has given each partner in the dialogue, was
very striking.
In that context, Archbishop Bernard
Longley's reference to the present practice of synodality at
regional levels - now evidenced in the plans Pope Francis
has just unveiled for a two-year process within the Roman
Catholic Church - could perhaps be helpful to the rest of
us, certainly to Anglicans and perhaps Lutherans too.
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ANOTHER STUMBLING-BLOCK
IDENTIFIED
Sally Barnes, a member of the Society’s Executive Committee, offers this reflection
It seems our three Churches
have spent decades discussing
unity with groups of people on
high level committees, talking about
diversity, walking together, the importance of dialogue
and considering how best our lack of unity can be overcome.

those who have control of the agenda. Even then, however well-behaved, meek and compliant they may try to be,
they may never really feel they have trust, are trusted or
listened to. As many of us know and have experienced,
structures can be set up to prevent full participation by
over-shadowing historical, formulaic constraints and often
by the prejudicial attitudes of those in control.

Will Adams mentioned in his talk, we “start from what we
do together at a grass-root level”, which is true, because
friendship and listening between us is crucial. But, at the
level of formal ecumenical discussions, there are so often
groups who are excluded and cannot find a way in, who are
active and faithful in their church communities, who have
much to say about it and discuss with each other, but who
are marginalised and excluded from the dialogue at the
higher level of debate. I talk especially about women and
LGBTI+ groups but there are others.

It seems to many of us, from the three denominations, that
discussions at this level will carry on as usual without the
springboards they are looking for, unless the issues that are
politely referred to as “sensitive” or creating divisions,
without naming them head-on, are properly and honestly
addressed, listening with some humility to those who are
from these groups rather than telling them about themselves and excluding them. They are not going to go away.

We are told we are made in the image of God and all are
valued and loved, but one has to ask what being valued and
loved means in practice, and who is doing that valuing. Are
there not many people making decisions, living within the
weight of long held traditions and attitudes, who are excluding others who have a great deal to contribute towards
bringing the whole Church in to reflect the image of God?
If only they were invited to take part at the table, and were
genuinely listened to, with long-held preconceived views
put aside, how much better our understanding might be.
We are all, as Prof Wood and Bishop Houvinan said, united
by our baptism, which gives us our starting point for unity.
The divisions are man-made, separating us through our
cultures, family affiliation and loyalties, different Biblical
interpretations, political beliefs, power groups and histories.

As has been said by all speakers, “the things that unite us
are greater than the things that divide us”, and to a degree
it is true for those of us who are part of accepted denominational Establishments, but not necessarily true for those
who feel outside them and unheard. I know so many
across denominational boundaries, of deep Christian faith,
at grass-roots level, who are already making their own
springboards, through interactions, discussions, support
and friendships, and almost, you could say, by-passing what
is happening in the Establishment groups. If we are not
careful the carpet will be pulled from under our feet, if it
hasn’t been already, by those who look at each other from
a different perspective with different eyes, and recognise
the unique ways we all reflect the likeness of God, whoever we are and wherever we come from.

It so often feels as if before any non-consulted group can a
have a place at the table they have to be approved of by

For me the most moving part of the Eucharist is when we
say, “Although we are many we are all one body”. I truly
love that and think, at the same time, of all those who feel
that for them the door is closed, or partially closed, to the
One Body, and that, in my view, is our greatest stumbling
block.

Margaret Pickford writes:

Helen Harding wonders:

We can exchange our thoughts and feelings and, through
recognising and respecting our differences, continue to
communicate and strengthen the bonds already formed.
There was a positive desire that any stumbling blocks
should and would be overcome. By working together for
forgiveness and reconciliation, we could be reconciled still diverse but not divided. There was a strong feeling of
wanting unity. A wish to develop laity and clergy working
closer together and for people to no longer focus on
conflict and the areas that divide the denominations, but,
to be united. There was a lot of hope for the future.

I was intrigued by Bp Eero’s reference to his as yet unpublished paper. If I heard right, he quoted from it saying :
“Catholics and Lutherans recognise each other’s communities as members of the Body of Christ and commit themselves to growth in the recognition of each other as
Churches.”
Professor Wood said much the same thing, which left me
wondering that, if we are indeed members of the Body of
Christ, surely in one sense at least we are one Church,
one communion yet in diversity. Can anyone help, please?

Page 27

NOW FOR SOME NONNON- CONFERENCE
RELATED ITEMS
COMMON PRAYER AND
DISTINCTIVE DIVERSITY.
Dr Richard Stephenson, a member of our Society’s Executive Committee, read the article by our
North-American Co-ordinator, Tom VanPoole in the October 2019 issue under the same headline.
It prompted him to offer this reflection.
I very much enjoyed reading Tom Van Poole’s article tracing
the similarities and occasional differences between the
(English speaking) Lutheran and Anglican Holy Communion
liturgies. During ‘lockdown’ we have all had to adapt to
‘online’ worship, socially distanced worship and, hardest of
all, worship without singing! Change has been imposed on
us. This has led me to reflect on my own childhood in a
congregation worshipping exclusively using the texts of ‘The
Lutheran Hymnal’ of 1941, mentioned by Mr Van Poole.

tern of worship – although the inane translations and poor
musical quality of the Anglican effort left much to be desired! Being Lutheran I had little concept that our Holy
Communion (page 15) service was simply a derivative of
the Catholic Mass and was taken by surprise when
(surreptitiously) attending a funeral in a Catholic church for
the first time and finding that I was more familiar with the
liturgy than anyone else! I assumed that the post-Vatican II
Church had copied us!

The Hymnal itself began with the grandiose statement that
it was ‘Authorised by the Synods of the Evangelical Lutheran
Synodical Conference of the North American Church’, and
our version ended with a supplement of Anglican/Wesleyan
hymns deemed sufficiently ‘Lutheran’ for inclusion, featuring
British favourites such ‘Rejoice! The Lord is King!’ and
‘Immortal, Invisible, God only wise’, but not ‘Amazing
Grace’. For some reason it was considered ‘unLutheran’.

The 80’s also saw some development in English speaking
Lutheran worship with the publication of both ‘Lutheran
Worship’ (Lutheran Church Missouri Synod - LCMS) and
the ‘Lutheran Book of Worship’ (Evangelical Lutheran
Church of America), not that we used either of these
‘novel’ texts. Initially the project had been to produce one
unified hymnal for both the large North American Synods,
possibly as a first step to a more harmonious relationship.
Perhaps, inevitably, a dispute arose over the Eucharistic
prayer with the LCMS abruptly pulling out of the project,
rather than allowing any alternative to Luther’s sole use of
the Lord’s Prayer and words of institution. It was feared
that disgraceful innovations such as replacing ‘thee’ with
‘you’ in the salutation might be ‘imposed’, or that ‘This is
the Feast’ could replace the ‘Gloria’. In fact, ‘This is the
Feast’ became such a favourite that most Lutherans now
think it’s ‘traditional’ (first used in 1975), and I think we’ve
got over the ‘thee’ and ‘thou’ issue now.

Only three services were used - almost without variation Holy Communion (page 15), Matins (page 32) and Vespers
(page 41). Rarely, on a major feast day, some minor adaptation of the ‘Order’ would be made, but generally week after
week, Sunday after Sunday, the liturgy would be repeated as
in the book. To this day the beautiful musical settings
(which also never changed) stay with me and I am confident
that I could sing my way through all three services without
recourse to the hymn book. My favourite canticle remains
the Te Deum Laudamus (page 35) with its spine-tingling
change of key at the words “When Thou tookest upon
Thee to deliver man”.
It seemed to me that it was the fact our Lutheran service
was almost entirely sung that differentiated ours from the
Anglican worship of the time. When on holiday we would
attend the local Church of England where I learned about
the 1662 Book of Common Prayer communion service –
which was usually spoken, lengthy, with surprisingly little for
the congregation to do and, frankly, very ‘dull’! The words
seemed arcane and the sequence of the service with the
‘Gloria’ after the communion felt alien to me. Today I very
occasionally attend the (modified)1662 service at Lichfield
Cathedral and have a much greater appreciation of the
beauty of the language! In the early 80’s a new ‘Alternative
Service’ was allowed in the Church of England which basically conformed to what I believed was the ‘Lutheran’ pat-

More recently the LCMS has had great success with its
‘Lutheran Service’ book with no fewer than five settings of
Holy Communion (setting 3 being the traditional one) and
the ELCA launched Evangelical Lutheran Worship with 10
settings (which seems excessive to me), disappointingly
none of which is the traditional service I grew up with.
Both make a positive effort to reintroduce some traditional
practices endorsed by Luther himself, such as making the
sign of the Holy Cross during the Trinitarian Invocation and
the creed – which although always mentioned in the rubrics
were often forgotten in the past. Both offer a specific liturgy for individual confession and forgiveness - always upheld
by Luther but rarely practised. The ELCA version begins to
make a nod towards gender inclusive worship with ‘Blessed
be the Holy Trinity (+)’ offered as an alternative to ‘In the
name of the Father …(+)’. Both have rightly elevated and
enhanced the Baptism service with more ceremony and
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CANADIAN ANGLICANS SHOW THEY CAN
CHANGE AND ADAPT
Canon Neil Elliot is the Anglican Church of Canada’s statistics and research officer and incumbent in the parish of St Andrew and
St George, Trail, B.C. and Dean of the diocese of Kootenay’s East Kootenay region. His article appeared in ‘Anglican Journal’, May 2021

As I write, it is over a year since
COVID-19 was declared a pandemic.
We have seen changes in this year that
we could not have imagined. Many
have suffered and died from the pandemic, and there is still a long way to
go through it. But we have also seen
good things happen. As always, God is
bringing blessings out of a bad situation.
In this article I want to tell you about
the ways our response to the pandemic
gives me huge hope for our future …
so let me start by telling you my experiences over the last year.
Our experience of the pandemic
in Trail, British Columbia
My ministry has been busier than ever
over the last year with change after
change, and I spent most of 2020 playing catch-up. Within a week of the
outbreak we started an online service.
Many of my congregation love what we
are doing. It has enabled them to connect to God even through the challenges of COVID-19. We have found ways
to be together.
Of course, we miss worship together,
and especially we miss the Eucharist,
but we are finding the positives. We
have members who could not come to
worship before the pandemic because
of health or other issues. Now they
can. And they can have the service
when and where they want – my sermons have never been more popular!
Some members of our congregation
join our bishop each night for compline, which has been a great encouragement for them.
There have been challenges. We have
had to adapt the service to the new

online context. I have had to improve
my technical skills to create professional videos. We were concerned
about money, but thanks to government grants and people’s generosity,
our parish finances are strong. Like
many of my colleagues, I am stressed
by all of this change, but I know that I
am doing the job God calls me to. We
have found new ways to engage our
community: In the summer we held
outdoor neighbourhood gatherings
using National Indigenous Archbishop
Mark MacDonald’s model of gospelbased discipleship; in the fall we held
“Wild Church” and online Zoom parties for our young people; we have
Zoom Bible studies and the inevitable
Zoom meetings and AGMs.
A time of transformation
Those have been our experiences, and
I know from my research that they are
typical for many across the Church.
My research has uncovered three
common ways COVID-19 has changed
us:
There has been an unprecedented
outpouring of creativity and change in
the church. Within a few weeks of
the start of the pandemic, many
churches were online. They were on
Zoom or YouTube or Facebook or
some other platform. The form of
service changed to fit the new online
context – in some cases a little, in others a lot. Ministers were incorporating images, video and music into their
services. The music became much
more varied. Video came from people’s homes and from outdoor locations. People used their imaginations
to engage their congregations in new
ways. Never again can it be said that

in the LCMS case the reintroduction of the ‘exorcism’ –
‘depart unclean spirit and make way for the Holy Spirit’,
which was slightly controversial even in Luther’s time. The
‘Lutheran Service’ book retains one fine Lutheran tradition
found in the 1941 Hymnal – the last page has the service for
‘emergency baptism’ the idea being that, in the absence of
an ordained Pastor, any Christian should be able to perform
a baptism in an emergency, something that is central to the
Lutheran doctrines of the Priesthood of All Believers and
the Saving Grace bestowed by baptism.

Anglicans cannot change and adapt,
because we have shown we can!
The move online has broken barriers
of time and distance. All of the
churches that I have talked to have
grown their congregations, and many
of the new attenders come from outside the parish. One local congregation which cannot create its own service is using a service from a church
four hours away in a different time
zone. Many people are watching the
service at a completely different time
than normal. One member of my congregation watches from her workplace
– and she’s a ski-lift operator!
We have transformed our liturgy. We
have had to manage without Eucharist
for months at a time or even for the
whole year. Clergy have felt free to
change the service to make it work in
the new context. Sometimes they
have adapted one of the services in the
Book of Alternative Services; sometimes they have used another prayer
book. The main service in some places is not even recorded on a Sunday,
but midweek. In many places groups
are joining for daily online worship,
morning, midday, evening or night.
There has been a need for new patterns of worship.
There are, of
course, significant concerns, even apart
from the death and suffering I’ve already mentioned. The pandemic has
brought a new “techno-clericalism”
which puts technically adept clergy at
an advantage and has created new
problems for many excellent but technically challenged clergy.
It has
blocked many of the in-person skills
which pastors have relied on, and
may be having an impact on our

Whilst diversity and change in Worship can be stimulating
and keeps the congregation on its toes, I do miss not needing to constantly look at the text. There is some merit in
everyone knowing the same version of the Lord’s prayer or
being able to recite the creed together without having to
look and see if we are ‘quick’ or ‘living’, and if Christ did
descend ‘into hell’ or merely to the dead? Sometimes I
think ‘wouldn’t it be nice if worship every Sunday was the
same’, but above all it would be fantastic to be able to sing
again!
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WCC LIBRARY AND ARCHIVES NEWLY ORGANIZED
With the information on World Council of Churches (WCC) library and archives newly consolidated on the WCC website,
the services and collections are more accessible than ever, making the legacy of the WCC come alive for people around the world
Digitized World Council of Churches documents and
other online materials are presented in a more userfriendly way, and the previously separate webpages
of the library and the archives are now collocated.
‘Collaboration between the archives and the library
has always been very strong,’ said Anne-Emmanuelle
Tankam-Tene, WCC archivist. ‘The new website
makes this more visible for our users. And for us
too, it is great to work with one and the same tool!’
‘The new WCC library catalogue allows people to
search for the printed documents available at the
WCC library in Bossey,’ said Pedro Nari, the WCC’s
librarian. ‘You don’t need to be at the library to do a
catalogue search,’ he explained. ‘This means you can check what is available before coming to the library or making a request.’ Users can refine their catalogue search by the type of document, including books, journal articles, dissertations and
more, as well as the year of publication and language. ‘This new catalogue also better integrates access to online resources
available on the WCC computer network,’ the Librarian added. ‘Thus, we have with one tool the ability to browse both
print and online documents for the students and faculty of the Ecumenical institute, and the WCC staff.’
This means that the WCC’s unique collection on ecumenism has increased visibility for researchers. Pedro Nari said, ‘With
the increasing and prominent use of online devices, it’s now mandatory that we provide tools to allow people to easily find
research material remotely and in a user-friendly way.’
Many users of the library have a strong interest in the publications of the WCC, and in journal articles related to the ecumenical movement. ‘For broader research, people come onsite,’ says Pedro Nari, ‘but for specific requests, both the WCC
archives and library can provide digitized copies of articles, pamphlets, or letters.’
For more information, please contact: library@wcc-coe.org (consultation on appointment only) archives@wcc-coe.org (no
consultation for the time being due to COVID-19 restrictions) or you can use these links to investigate what is available:
Access library catalogue

The archives inventories

WCC online resources

Digitized publications on Internet Archive

finances which is currently masked
by government grants.
Hybrid church the new normal?
As I write, it seems that significant
numbers of churches are expecting
not to go back to the pre-COVID-19
way of being.
Anglican churches
across the country are investing in
technology and training to enable services to be broadcast. We seem to be
moving towards a “hybrid church”
model where there will be both online
and in-person services in many
churches. This hybrid model is offering much hope in the rural areas I
serve. Those who felt disconnected
from communities and services are
suddenly feeling re-connected.
Church structures are finding new
ways to reach out. The acceptance of

a shift to online services and meetings
is solving problems we have struggled
with for decades. I feel more confident
about the future of the Church locally
and nationally than I have in many
years.
Drawing a clearer picture
All I have said so far is based on the
experience of my parish, my diocese
and research done in other churches,
particularly the Church of England. But
we need better information about what
is happening here in Canada, and how
that changes across the country. That
better information is coming. Parish
returns for 2020 that go to dioceses
will contain valuable data, which I hope
we can harvest and analyse quickly. A
few dioceses have asked parishes important questions about how COVID-

19 has affected ministry in 2020. I will
be looking at financial data from parishes to gain further insight into changes in giving. But most of all, we need
insights from Canadian Anglicans
around the country, from coast to
coast to coast. The Anglican Church
of Canada has been invited to take
part in an international study based in
the UK, run by reputable academics,
some of whom are Anglican priests.
We need as many Canadian Anglicans
as possible to take 25 minutes of their
time to help us understand what is
happening. You can complete the
survey online, at: www.yorksj.ac.uk/
coronavirus-church-and-you You’ll be
able to view the results of the 2020
survey on the same website. God give
you hope as you face the challenges of
this unique time.
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FOCOLARE MOVEMENT GATHERS:
CHRISTIAN UNITY IS “GOD’S PROMISE OF
HEALING OF THIS BROKEN WORLD”
At its international meeting, speakers reflected on how important Christian unity has become
in helping to heal the world amid the COVID-19 pandemic.
The gathering, held on 28th-29th
May under the theme “Love one
another as I have loved you,” also
celebrated the 60th anniversary of
the Centro “Uno” for Christian Unity,
founded by Chiara Lubich on 26th
May, 1961.
Margaret Karram, President of the
Focolare Movement, shared her own
story on the path of Christian unity.
‘I encountered the Focolare Movement when I was 14 years of age
through a group of young people,’
she recalled, and she then began
coming into contact with the faiths of
many Churches.
She reflected that the COVID-19
pandemic had brought into harsh
“ Journey towards Peace” by Deborah Stockdale
focus what humans truly value. ‘The
rediscovery of God becomes urgent,’ she said, adding that Many Christians and churches are mutually supporting each
unity is first and foremost a gift from God. ‘Our portion is other, comforting those who have lost loved ones. They
in living out this mutual love. This is a love which has no accompany the sick and help people in need. ‘Together on
the way in the context of the pandemic, our ecumenical
measure.’
pilgrimage of justice and peace becomes a pilgrimage of
Cardinal Kurt Koch, President of the Pontifical Council for hope and love for the fellowship of Churches and the
Promoting Christian Unity, shared cordial greetings from world, Dr Sauca said. ‘There is God’s promise of the healing
Pope Francis, and spoke about how COVID-19 had, in of this broken world and reconciliation and unity with God
some ways, put the concept of unity in jeopardy for human- in Christ.’
kind.
Our way into the future must be a way of justice and peace
‘The search for unity is no longer at the centre of attention as we share and work with all people of good will. ‘We
as it was in the past,’ the Cardinal said. ‘Rather, pluralism have to take responsibility for life and survival of all or we
will perish together,’ Dr Sauca concluded.
has become the fundamental concept.’
The physical distance people are forced to adopt during
COVID-19 has shown that the search for unity is more
important than ever, he continued. ‘The social distance
required for healthcare reasons highlights in the collective
awareness the value of interpersonal relationships,’ he said.
When direct relationships cannot happen the world experiences ‘suffering and pain.’
The Acting General Secretary of the World Council of
Churches, the Rev Prof Dr Ioan Sauca, shared his thoughts
on Christians together in times of pandemic. ‘Many of our
communities are experiencing death, fear, isolation, and
anxiety concerning the future,’ he said. ‘Yet, we remain
strong if we stay together in our fellowship of prayer and
fraternal solidarity with a never-wavering commitment to
Christian unity.’

Our Editor, Dick Lewis, shares a thought
How many of the Virtual Conference participants
noticed Dr Will Adam’s remarkable vanishing trick
during the final session, I wonder. His Zoom background was a very impressive set of bookshelves.
Clearly he wanted to find something in the real world
so, getting out of his chair, he disappeared through the
virtual bookcase! Then, just a few moments later, as if
by magic, he reappeared, shouldering his way back
through the books.
Wickedly, my mind wandered. Was Will re-enacting a
resurrection appearance? No, of course not!
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PENTECOST RETREATS STRENGTHEN SWEDEN’S
SPIRITUAL ECUMENISM
The Catholic Bishop of Stockholm, Cardinal Anders Arborelius, and the Lutheran Bishop of Uppsala, Karin Johannesson,
led weekly ecumenical retreats to celebrate the gifts of the Holy Spirit at Pentecost
It all began last year when the two church leaders invited
people to join four ‘Quiet Days’ of reflection and prayer,
beginning on the eve of Pentecost. Bishop Johannesson had
the idea during the first months of COVID-19 and she
asked the Cardinal if he would like to organize the virtual
event with her. Some 600 Christians from different denominations signed up to receive the Scripture readings, music,
video and prayer resources last year. This confirmed the
bishops’ belief that ‘during the pandemic, people were becoming more open, more eager to find God.’
So this year the two church leaders ran a second series
called ‘A Spiritual Dwelling for God’. They were convinced
that it should form a kind of ecumenical retreat. ‘I would
say that spiritual ecumenism is the most dynamic part of the
ecumenical movement, with so many common events and
common prayer groups taking place during the pandemic,’
Cardinal Anders said.
They felt it likely that more people from the Lutheran
Church would join in because most Catholics in Sweden are
from other countries so it might be a bit difficult for them
to join. But in the event there were participants from many
denominations, and also from the Free Churches, because
at the level of spirituality they seem happy to go to a Catholic, Orthodox, Pentecostal or Lutheran event. For many,
the denomination is not so important as long as they feel
they can get some spiritual nourishment on the one hand
and come closer to each other on the other.
Bishop Karin said that this year the material they were using
was translated into English and Spanish as well. This broadened the appeal, and of more than 300 people who signed
up, some came from USA, Finland, Germany, Norway, the
UK, the Netherlands, South Korea, Spain, Belgium, China,
Costa Rica, Denmark, Italy and the Philippines.

creates a special kind of ecumenism when people come to
the same church building. There is no official theological
dialogue between the Church of Sweden and the Catholic
Church but there is an ecumenism of ordinary life and spiritual sharing, as well as around social issues, such as justice
for migrants and the sustainability of nature.
Bishop Karin thinks Sweden is quite unique when it comes
to spiritual ecumenism. ‘When I went to a seminar in Wittenberg recently, I realized that in Germany and Finland
they are interested in dogmatics and history, in the USA
there is a focus on family life and mixed marriages, but we
mainly pray and do things together,’ she said. ‘I hope there
will be a theological dialogue in the future, maybe focused
on this shared spirituality.’
Both the church leaders are delighted at the way in which
their virtual retreat has developed over the two years.
They have found it very interesting to meet people and
hear other perspectives on their nation, and to discover
different ways of seeing spiritual issues. Bishop Karin has
realised that when she visits parishes in Uppsala she meets
Catholics who are joining in Lutheran celebrations and this
creates friendships. ‘We hope people will see that we are
brothers and sisters and feel encouraged about that.’ she
says.
Cardinal Anders values any dialogue about God. ‘We can
come closer to God through each other,’ he says. ‘In an
individualistic society like ours, it is good to see that we can
help each other to grow closer to God. We hope we can
help people to have courage to speak openly about their
faith, even if they belong to different Churches. We hope
they find joy in sharing their experiences and we ask the
Lord to bless all those who have attended the retreats.’

The aim in 2021 was to steer away from the pandemic and
to engage in a dialogue, to encourage people reflect on the
need for dialogue with God and with other human beings.
They did not want people to agree on everything but rather
to come with our their own insights and try to be themselves.
Whilst the retreat was free of charge people were encouraged to make donations towards the restoration of a Catholic and a Lutheran monastery. ‘It it is good for them to
know about these religious communities,’ said the Cardinal.
‘Many Catholics do not know that there are also Lutheran
nuns, so we can show we have more in common than they
think.
The Catholic Church in Sweden is growing due to immigration, and over the past few years congregations have gathered in more than a hundred Lutheran churches, and this

Cardinal Anders and Bishop Karin walking together
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‘I don't belong to any party and I'm not involved in party politics,’ she says. ‘I
would like to represent an open, missional church that hopefully does not
allow itself to be guided too strongly by political positions, but always refers
to social issues.’
Theologically, Ms Heinrich describes herself as liberal, but also charismatic
in the practice of her faith. She thinks that the most urgent task facing the
Church is to reflect on the pandemic, preserve what is good and keep the
spiritual and theological challenges in mind.
The EKD, like many Churches, is troubled by issues of abuse. Ms Heinrich
feels that a comprehensive analysis of sexual violence is only possible when
those affected take part. ‘We know about cases of abuse in our Church
and it is clearly a moving, sensitive and, at the same time, difficult topic.
Coming to terms with it without the involvement of those affected will not
work, and we must recognise that we have made mistakes as a Church. As
a Synod, as a Church governing body, we must listen to the voices of those
affected and focus on their interests. Otherwise we would not be credible.’
Asked how she views ecumenism and Catholic-Protestant relations, Ms
Heinrich says, ‘In ecumenism we have to dare to broaden our view. Working with my Catholic brothers and sisters is important to me. One of the
first congratulatory emails came from the Chairman of the German Bishops'
Conference, Georg Bätzing. I hope that we shall work together in order to
demonstrate that the Church and the Christian faith are relevant today.’
If she could choose to visit any church for worship she says she would opt
for an Orthodox Church because it is the Christian community she is most
curious about, and of which she has so far had the fewest points of contact.
Anna Nicole Heinrich was previously a youth delegate to the Synod. She
studied philosophy at the University of Regensburg and has since pursued
master’s degrees in digital humanities as well as human image and values.
She is Vice-Chair of the Protestant Youth Association in Germany.

