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P R E F A C E

1 hrough this book—a labor of love realized most directly by some
thirty persons but with many, many more helping in one or another

way—^we honor the life and witness of Rev. Dr. Paul A. Crow, Jr.
Dr. Crow’s commitments and career have engaged him in every aspect

of the faith and life of the churches, taken him to every part of the globe,
and brought him into contact with humanity in all its diversity. Paul Crow’s
life has been one of:

●leitourgia (commitment to worship and spritual discipline as its
foundation),
●koinonta (spiritual bonds and friendship with countless persons

around the world),
●martyria (witness to God’s reconciling will for the churches, the

whole human community and all of creation), and
●diakoinia (service to the church and its unity, and to the churches’

service to all those in need and to the whole of creation).

How best to honor such alife? In this volume we honor Paul Crow in
several ways. The first is through furthering ecumenical discussion of is¬
sues which have concerned him passionately throughout his ministry. Thus
the earlier part of the volume is crafted from aseries of incisive essays by a
wide range of academic, church and ecumenical leaders, treating many of
today’s focal ecumenical concerns. Asecond way is, of course, through
direct expressions of gratitude and appreciation from some who have known
Paul and prayed, reflected, drafted, and occasionally even disagreed with
Paul. Thus the later part of this volume gathers atruly impressive array of
warm personal tributes to Paul Crow from Christian leaders the world
o v e r .

Athird way of honoring Paul Crow is by making manifest his own
contributions to ecumenical reflection—and action—throughout his ca¬
reer. Thus the volume concludes with acomprehensive bibliography of
Paul Crow’s writings. The rematkable scope and richness of this bibliogra¬
phy speaks for itself! The volume includes also agenerous selection of
photographs illustrating many aspects and stages of Paul Crow’s career.

Readers will appreciate the particular challenges involved in gathering
together, and producing, avolume including so many distinctive voices
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speaking from such diverse contexts. In several areas we have not imposed
auniformity of style, so long as the original is clear; for example we have,
in most cases, left citations as supplied by the respective authors.

Before concluding, the editors would like to express, each in his own
voice and in amore personal and direct way, his gratitude to Paul Crow.

Tom Best writes:

Ifirst met Paul Crow during the mid-1970s when Iwas ayoungish
teacher in the Religion Department at Butler University in Indianapolis,
with an occasional foray to help out at nearby Christian Theological Semi¬
nary. Isaid at both institutions that the ecumenical movement was aGood
Thing. Idid not know about it in any detail, but clearly it responded to a
command of the Lord (John 17:20-21), and the basic ecumenical “story”
Ihad learned in seminary and graduate school was full of interesting char¬
acters, not all men either, who believed passionately that the church should
be one, that unity should incorporate arich diversity, and that unity was
not for its own sake, but so that the church could better praise and witness
to the triune God, and serve humanity and all creation.

As Itaught, Ilearned more and more about the Scriptures and about
the church. And the more Ilearned, the clearer it became to me that the
ecumenical movement had to be brought to the center of the church’s
worship and life, and acknowledged as God’s special calling for the churches
today.

Along the way Iformed my idea of the qualities which ecumenical
leaders would need to survive. These were diverse, demanding, and some¬
times mutually contradictory, qualities such as tact, forthrightness, sensi¬
tivity, passionate conviction, keen intelligence, simplicity and directness
of bearing and expression, spiritual depth, humility, the patience of Job,
the impatience of Amos, acomprehensive grasp not only of the Bible, but
of how the various churches read and (sometimes literally!) “use” it, a
knowledge not only of theology but of the theologzA of countless churches,
as well as amastery of church history, Christian ethics and so on. Imagine
my surprise upon finding all these qualities in asingle person—for that
was, more or less, my first impression on meeting Paul Crow.

There are also other aspects to the ecumenical journey, and Paul knows
about these as well. He may have withstood more jet lag than anyone else
on the planet. He probably has made more speeches, on less notice, than
any five of his friends put together. And there are those famous postcards

V I
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which reflect, Isuspect, Paul’s longing to keep in touch with family, friends
and colleagues, and to keep them in touch with the latest developments in
the ecumen ica l wor ld .

Through twenty years of friendship and close collaboration Ihave been
priviledged to see many more of the qualities which make this complex
man the gift he has been to his family and his friends, to the churches and
to the ecumenical movement. Ilook forward to the next twenty years!

Ted Nottingham writes:
My first encounter with the work of Dr. Crow was through his book

Christian Unity: Matrix for Mission. Ihad entered seminary after along
spiritual search, only to find myself confronted with the dry bones of
academia. Upon discovering the writings of aDisciples theologian who
quoted the likes of Thomas Merton and spoke of the critical importance
of the contemplative spiritual teachings from different traditions within
Christianity, Iwas inspired with new hope for the relevance and future of
o u r d e n o m i n a t i o n .

Dr. Crow’s voice was acry in the wilderness of reductionist rationalism
and secular social activism masquerading as Christian wisdom and char¬
ity. He was one of the very few who called for arooting and grounding in
the deeper teachings of the Faith, those that carry in their wake transcen¬
dent and transforming power for individual lives.

As Ilater came to know Dr. Crow through my work at the General
Offices of the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ), Idiscovered an¬
other prophetic element in his leadership—his relentless insistence that
the Disciples recognize at the core of their identity an indissoluble link
with the Church Universal. Indeed, Dr. Crow has gone out on the far
edge of that proverbial limb and courageously stated that if we do not
access the grand panorama of Christian wisdom in all its varied manifesta¬
tions—Orthodox, Catholic, and so on—our denomination would suffer
the tragic fate of becoming anarrow provincial expression of the Body of
Christ, little more than an intriguing historical anecdote of questionable
value for the future.

Dr. Crow’s deep appreciation of the great men and women who lived
only afew generations removed from the appearance of the Anointed
One, when His teachings were not yet entirely diluted and fragmented,
has led him to the radical conclusion that the heart and soul of ecumenism,
and of the very future of religious institutions, is to be found in the inte-

V l l
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grarion of the vision of Christian wisdom that has been handed down by
the saints, martyrs, and lovers of God who have come before us.

Dr. Crow’s own legacy is found not only in his long devotion to the
development of ecumenism, but in his personal experience and commit¬
ment to the teachings of the Faith that belong not to this or that group
and culture, but to all followers of the Holy One of God.

And now in conclusion, we offer together heartfelt thanks to all the
contributors of essays, tributes, the bibliography and photographs; and to
all who have helped with the myriad steps and tasks involved in produc¬
ing this book. We commend it to its readers, in the hope that this celebra¬
tion of the life and achievements of Paul Crow may further the cause of
Christ’s church—its unity, its witness, and its service to all creation.

Thomas F. Best

Theodore J. Nottingham

V t l t
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C H A P T E R O N E

PAUL ABERNATHY CROYO^ JR.
-THE SHAPING OF AN

E C U M E N I S T

William C. Nichols

1931:

●Life and society: The Great Depression was worldwide.
●Baseball: Babe Ruth and Lou Gehrig combined to hit 92

home runs for the New York Yankees.
●Ecumenism: The Anglicans and the Old Catholics

tered into full communion.
e n -

ho is Paul Crow? “As much as anyone you’ll ever meet, Paul
Crow is aproduct of where he came from,” says Mary
Matthews Crow, his wife of forty-two years. ADisciples pas¬

tor, professor, ecumenist, and historian, he entered the world in the
midst of the Great Depression (1929-1936). Athletics—especially b
ball, “the national pastime”—was asignificant part of his developing
years in asmall milltown in East Alabama, and the South and religion
were an early and enduring part of his being.

Alongtime member of the board of directors of the Disciples’ Coun¬
cil on Christian Unity describes him flatly

W
a s e -

as “simply the best” in work¬
ing with diverse and powerful, influential religious leaders and taking a
leadership role in the ecumenical movement. Under this leadership the
Disciples of Christ have been unusually visible and have exercised L_
fluence in the world ecumenical movement and international church
affairs far beyond their comparatively small numbers. How did
one who grew up in asmall Alabama milltown acquire the ability
move comfortably among the heads and representatives of great world
religious bodies, while also thriving on relationships with ordinary people
and local congregations in many countries and cultures?

m -

s o m e -

t o
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people do, but has been influ-“He hasn’t planned out his life as some
enced strongly by astream of influential people, starting with his par-

and by the contexts in which he has lived” says Mary Crow. Among
the earliest and most basic were his family, life in the Chattahooche
Valley, and the University of Alabama.

e n t s .

The Basic shapers: the Parkers and the Crows
Both of Paul’s parents, Beulah Parker Crow (1910-1980) and Paul

Abernathy Crow (1906-1985), came from rural, small town settings.
Beulah’s hometown, the village of Parker, just outside of Panama City
in the Florida Panhandle, was founded by her ancestor. Captain Peter
Ferdinand Parker. Her maternal grandfather, Frank W. Hoskins, was an

man and as aEnglishman who arrived in the United States as ayoung
teacher, postmaster, merchant, civic leader, church organist, and writer-
historian played akey role in the development of Bay County, Florida.
Included among his writings was The History of Methodism in West and
East Florida and numerous articles in The Florida Historical Quarterly.
The third of four children, Beulah moved to Birmingham, Alabama
with her parents following high school graduation. Abeautiful young

she met Paul A. Crow at dances in Birmingham. They formed
askillful, graceful couple who won prizes for their ballroom dancing.

Paul A. Crow, Sr., one of five children—he had two brothers and two
in Hollins, near Sylacauga, Alabama, and graduated

w o m a n .

s i s te rs—grew up
from Sylacauga High school, where he played baseball. Moving to Bir¬
mingham, he worked for the Israel Decorating Company and played
semi-pro baseball. Known as “Daddy Paul” by his grandchildren and
probably the greatest single influence in his son’s life, he was amild-

nered, well-liked, and influential presence. The equanimity with
which Paul Jr. typically views the world was areadily apparent quality
in his father. Mr. Crow deeply loved the southern region of the United
States (“the South”), and its traditions and values were always visible in
his life. Being Southern gave him asense of identity and nurtured him,
but did not blind him to its racial inequities. As an adult he spoke out
for Black people and as aresult once was labeled at work with one of
the South’s most negative epitaphs of the times. This example and in¬
fluence could be seen decades later when his son emphasized racial in¬
equity as amajor issue facing Christianity.

m a n
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Paul Jr. was born November 17, 1931, in Birmingham, but lived in
Lanett, Alabama, from two years of age onward. Beulah suffered from
poor health. She had adifficult time with childbirth and almost died
from internal bleeding. Paul had to be an only child because of the
complications attendant to his birth. His mother was acompassionate
woman. Many stories are told by Lanett people about how she brought
food and cheer to those who were ill and in needy times, and was kind
and helpful to all she knew. In later years, “Momma B,” as the grand¬
children called Beulah, was “always sick and fearing illness.”

Like many others, the Crows suffered greatly during the Great De¬
pression (1929-1936). Although he never mentioned it to his son,
“Daddy Paul” later told his grandchildren about the pain and despera¬
tion of being out of work for ayear. Unemployed in the spring of 1933
and visiting asister in Lanett, Jude Hammock (Paul Jr.’s “Auntie”), Mr.
Crow learned that there might be apossibility of employment at the
local textile mill. As the family story goes, it was his baseball skill that
tipped the balance for ajob, and thus set the Crows’ future. At the end
of an interview, the mill’s general manager asked:

“What did you say your batting average was?”
“.355 last season,” was the reply.
“Mr. Crow, Ithink there is aplace for you in the machine
shop.”

Mr. Crow stayed with the mill for the next thirty-eight years and
retired as head of the air conditioning department, spending the final
twelve years in management. Largely self-taught beyond the high school
level, he took courses on air conditioning and management and read
widely on subjects relating to human behavior.

During the summers, Mr. Crow starred in asemi-pro baseball league
among area towns. Some professionals such as Hall of Famer Dizzy
Dean played in Lanett occasionally on weekends for extra money. Be¬
fore World War II the towns formed one professional team that played
as the “Valley Rebels” in the Georgia-Alabama League. Mr. Crow played
right field and Paul learned the skills of baseball as the bat boy.

3
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The Valley and life in Lanett
It is called the “Greater Valley Area” according to the chamber of

commerce, but to the 40,000 people who live and work in LaFayette,
Lanett, and Valley in Alabama and West Point in Georgia near the
Chattahooche River on the border of the two states, it is simply “The
Valley.” The textile manufacturing heritage, amagnificent climate, and
apanoramic countryside of rivers, lakes, and woods give the 600 square
mile Valley astrong sense of unity, identity, and powerful appeal for
most of its residents. Traditional Southern values of work, family, wor¬
ship, and play have characterized life in The Valley.

“Lanett meant alot to me. People appreciated my family and en¬
couraged me. Young people in Lanett knew they were valued and im¬
portant,” says Paul Crow. As an only child, he was, according to his
own admission, “pampered.” His father once told acolleague that he
only disciplined his son once when he was quite young. After that, he
said, he never felt that he had to do more than to tell Paul what was
expected; even as achild he was very serious and responsible. This de¬
meanor and the open and easy social acceptance insured that the younger
Crow would grow up with everybody liking him. Very early, his peers
began to seek him out as aleader, establishing apattern that has contin¬
ued and make him one of those rare persons who has been “president of
practically everything” in which he has been amember. In high school
he was popular and was elected president of the senior class.

Mr. Crow later told his son, “We knew you had adestiny when you
were in junior high school.” Paul recognizes that he fulfilled some of his
father’s ambitions but never felt apressure to do so. Both parents cel¬
ebrated who their son was and what he was doing. He says, “My mother’s
love was very genuine but became possessive as her illness and psycho¬
logical needs grew. When Iwas in college, Ihad to tell her that Ihad to
be permitted to make my own decisions. She did.”

Work was apart of his everyday life. Young Paul had apaper route
delivering the celebrated Atlanta Constitution. Revealing management
skills, he divided his route so he could eat aSouthern breakfast at his
Aunt Jude’s house in the middle of his delivery schedule. Even the news¬
paper he delivered exerted an influence on his development. When told
that Ralph McGill, of Atlanta Constitution, was agreat man, he began

4
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to read McGill’s writings, launching alifelong pattern of reading the work
of important authors. Paul later worked during summers in the mill’s
weave room and in the dye works. Eventually he gave up his early ambi¬
tions to play professional baseball (although offered acontract by the
New York Yankees) and decided to enter university to become achemist.

The Crow network was composed of their friends, relatives and the
ministers of the First Christian Church (Disciples of Christ). The Crows
lived simply in apartments until Paul was in high school. Then they
bought aframe mill house and, in his senior year, an automobile. As
long as his father lived, Paul in his adult years spent aweek or so of
summer vacation painting the house. Although not “upper-class” in
terms of income, practically speaking the Crows were upper-class in
their social contacts in Lanett. Bankers, physicians, teachers, and others
who were prominent in the community were close friends. Paul learned
to be comfortable in the presence of eminent and influential people as
well as with the more ordinary people of the community.

The Church was the center of the Crows’ life. The family attended
twice on Sunday for church school and worship, and on Wednesday
nights for prayer meetings. Both parents were active lay leaders in the
First Christian Church. Mr. Crow sang in the choir and directed it for
the last twenty years of his life. Not surprisingly, the ministers always
influenced Paul and encouraged his leadership. He remembers Osceola
(Jake) Highsmith in particular as “a man of faith who taught the Gos¬
pel simply and in ways so that people could relate to the Christian life.”
Baptized at age 10, Paul became active in the Christian Youth Fellow¬
ship and in high school began to attend Christian Youth Fellowship
(CYF) conferences and to see the outside world. In the 10th grade he
was elected president of the Alabama CYF. When auniversity sopho¬
more, he served as President of the International CYF and spent four
months going across the United States on speaking tours.

Ahigh school English teacher, Charles Martin, also shaped Paul, es¬
pecially by instilling alove for literature, art, and writing. Also the choir
director for the First Christian Church and afrequent dinner guest at
the Crows’ table, “Mr. Martin touched our lives with creativity,” recalls
Paul. Martin introduced his students to poetry and Shakespeare, taking
the class to Atlanta to see plays by Shakespeare, and played classical
music in the classroom. “He gave asense of integrity to life,” Paul says.
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Lanett was typical of Southern towns in that athletics played amajor
role in life. Paul was astarter on the high school baseball and basketball
teams. Duting the summers he played American Legion baseball, twice
playing on teams that went to state toutnaments. He believed he had to
play football in order to get the coach’s favor to play on the Lanett
basketball team, and was areserve quarterback. The coach for all sports
was Mai Morgan, aformer all-star college athlete and World War II
Army captain. Agreat motivator who could develop young people,
Morgan reached out to his young player and provided some needed
“tough love,” emphasizing that “nobody is going to hand anything to
you— ŷou have to work for it.” The Lannett basketball team played its
way into the state high school tournament at the University of Alabama
during Paul’s senior year. Asports writer at the tournament later said,
“Two players stood out on that Lanett team. One was atall, slender
sophomore whose athleticism later carried him to acareer in profes¬
sional football. The other was achunky, serious senior guard who ran
the team on the floor. He was, of course, Paul Crow.”

Membership in the Boy Scouts also gave Paul “tough love.” His scout¬
ing experiences led to one of the pivotal events in his personal and
religious life. When he was to be recognized as an Eagle Scout in a
service at his church, he eagerly invited his friend Leon (“Mug”) to the
service. Alasting impression was made when “Mug,” aRoman Catho¬
lic, had to withdraw because his priest told him that it would be a
mortal sin for him to enter the First Christian Church. Would there
have been aDisciples of Christ-Roman Catholic Dialogue without this
experience?

Mary Crow’s assessment of who Paul is as aperson is succinct and
perceptive: “Being an only child and the center of his parents’ life, par¬
ents who instilled in him that he was someone special, gave him the
drive to leave The Valley. This sense of specialness and drive has caused
him to keep growing and developing.”

Providence and the University of Alabama
The University of Alabama in Tuscaloosa gave Paul aentirely new

and broader outlook. Paul says that “pure providence took me there.”
He flourished in the new atmosphere, reaching new levels of achieve¬
ment. Pledging asocial fraternity, which gave him asense of commu-
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nity on alarge state university campus, he eventually served as frater¬
nity president and found his leadership development moving to an¬
other level. Active in campus intramural sports and religious life, he
also became president of the Disciples Student Fellowship at Tuscaloosa’s
First Christian Church and later served as vice-president of the Interna¬
tional CYF and, in 1952-1953, as president.

So also was his personal world expanding. Mary Evelyn Matthews, a
member of the Tuscaloosa church, and Paul had met at astate Disciples
youth meeting when she was a14-year-old high school freshman and
Paul ayear older. They came to know each other gradually through
youth meetings and conferences and in the church. Their first date
occurred in Mary’s senior year in high school when she accepted an
invitation from Paul to the spring formal dance of his fraternity. They
dated for all four years of Mary’s undergraduate career at the University
of Alabama, where she was amember of asorority and acampus beauty,
and married on September 11, 1955, after her graduation and Paul’s
first year of seminary.

Paul’s honors list at Alabama was impressive. President of the student
body of the School of Chemistry, he went though the stages of the
university’s honorary societies, progressing from the freshman honor¬
ary to Omicron Delta Kappa, the highest honorary, as asenior. En¬
rolled in the Reserve Officers Training Corps and amember of its highly
regarded drill team, he was on the way to becoming adistinguished
military graduate and receiving an officer’s commission in the Signal
Corps when he resigned from ROTC because of his career change to¬
ward the Christian ministry.

Flis parents and members of the Lanett church knew that Paul had
been unconsciously struggling with the challenge of ministry for sev¬
eral years. Although Paul was not aware of where he was headed, he did
know that he had been greatly influenced during his college days by
several campus ministers, including the Baptist campus minister from
whom he took New Testament courses, the Roman Catholic campus
minister with whom he had a“faith and reason” course, and the Meth¬
odist and Episcopal campus ministers. During the summers, in ecu¬
menical United Christian Youth Movement meetings, he was greatly
impressed by Vanderbilt University theological professor Nels F. S. Ferre
and Fianns Lilje, aGerman Lutheran Bishop who had been imprisoned
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by the Nazis. In the summer between his junior and senior years during
acommunion service at an international youth conference at
Champaign-Urbana, Illinois, he felt acall to the ministry.

The new vocation was undertaken immediately. At the University of
Alabama Paul was asked to fdl the Disciples’ vacant campus minister
position for 1953-54. He also started preaching on Sundays at the small
Cottondale Christian Church, afew miles from the campus. This ser¬
vice as aminister of local congregations lasted from 1953 until 1961, a
period in which he served Disciples churches in Alabama and Ken¬
tucky, and an historic United Church of Christ congregation in Hadley,
Massachuset ts .

Ecumenism and concern with the unity of the Church began to grow
into aburning desire to unite all believers around the earth in Christ.
Paul’s ecumenical fellowship began in the United Christian Youth Move¬
ment (UCYM), which was part of the National Council of Churches.
There he began to meet and to develop friendships with youth leaders
of other churches, including Andrew Young and Donald Shriver, who
were working for the UCYM and who later became distinguished lead¬
ers in the American church and society. While attending a1954 UCYM
meeting, Paul saw John R. Mott and metToyohiko Kagawa, aJapanese
Christian known as “the Albert Schweitzer of Asia,” Philip Potter, di¬
rector of the youth department of the World Council of Churches, D.
T. Niles, missionary statesman from Ceylon, A. Dale Piers, beloved leader
of the Disciples, and other major religious figures who had gathered at
Evanston, Illinois, for the second assembly of the World Council of
C h u r c h e s .

The flames of unity were focused and fanned during Paul’s senior
university year by an encounter with Charles Clayton Morrison, editor
of The Christian Century and world ecumenist, who was the speaker for
the University of Alabama’s Religious Emphasis Week. As student chair¬
person of the event, Paul had the responsibility of hosting the famous
Disciples lecturer. Mary was involved because her father gave them the
use of an old Cadillac automobile for the week. In addition to formal
contacts when Morrison lectured on the contents of his forthcoming
book. The Unfinished Reformation, the young couple engaged in aseries
of informal conversations with him, starting afriendship that was main¬
tained in subsequent years. Before the week was ended, Morrison had
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charged Paul to work for the unity of the Church in whatever form his
ministry might take. Although the youthful zeal for unity
it was afew years before Paul Crow’s career was focused entirely on
e c u m e n i s m .

flagged,n e v e r

Again in the right place: Lexington and Hartford
For his seminary education, Paul chose The College of the Bible

(now Lexington Theological Seminary) in Kentucky because of minis¬
ters he had known and because of its emphasis on preaching. Con¬
cerned because he was entering the seminary as achemistry major and
without astrong liberal arts background like most other students, he
was determined to work hard to overcome his educational deficiencies.
He graduated with honors.

With an undergraduate minor in history, it is not surprising that in
studying with Professor Howard E. Short, Paul discovered alove for
church history and thus set the course for amajor theme in his career.
He would become achurch historian—focussing on patristics and
modern church history—and be concerned with teaching the develop¬
ment of the ecumenical movement. Dr. Short, who had been on the
faculty of the first graduate school at the Ecumenical Institute Bossey
(Switzerland), gave his students avision of Christian unity. The ecu¬
menical vision also was greatly enhanced during Paul’s senior year in
seminary when he was part of ayouth delegation of the National Council
of Churches sent to visit the church in thirteen Latin American c o u n ¬

tries while en route to the Latin American Ecumenical Youth Assembly
in Colombia. While at the conference, he and afemale delegate pre¬
pared and delivered apaper on racism and the world church.

Regarding his theological experience at Lexington, “I was in the right
place again, as Ihad been at the University of Alabama,” recalls Paul.
Theological and biblical study aided in his development of adeep pas¬
toral interest. During his first year in Kentucky, he served as student
minister of two rural congregations—Moorefield Christian Church and
the Botland Christian Church outside Bardstown. The second y e a r m
Kentucky (1955) was momentous: Paul and Mary married and the
Botland church became afull-time charge, meaning that the young
couple would spend their weekends at Botland for the next two years.
The Crows formed strong personal relationships with persons in the
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congregation and still maintain friendships with people from all the
churches where Paul was the minister.

Paul had decided to become the pastor of alocal congregation when
he completed his seminary studies. Other forces were at work, however.
He wrote his bachelor of divinity thesis on “The Nature of the Unity
We Seek,” the theme of the 1957 North American Conference on Faith
and Order, held at Oberlin, Ohio. Professor Short and seminary presi¬
dent Riley B. Montgomery urged Paul to secure aPh.D. degree. Ad¬
mitted both by the Yale University Divinity School and Hartford
Seminary Foundation in Connecticut, Paul accepted aJaccobus Fel¬
lowship at Hartford to study for amasters degree.

Things were beginning to come together. Hartford had astrong
emphasis on mission and, with Dr. Matthew Spinka on the faculty, had
“the best program in modern church history.” Hartford powerfully con¬
nected theology, church history, ecumenism, and mission. Paul wrote a
masters thesis on the Church of South India, the first united church to
reconcile episcopal and non

mentors and aretiring Professor Spinka to complete adoctorate
degree, Paul stayed, and earned aPh.D. degree with honors under church
historian Robert S. Paul. Aleading scholar on Puritanism and ecumenical
theology. Dr. Paul came to Hattford from Oxford, England, and from
serving on the faculty of the Ecumenical Institute Bossey. With Dr.
Paul another close and lasting collegial relationship developed.

During the last days at Hartford, another struggle emerged. During
his doctoral studies, Paul had served as minister of the First Congrega¬
tional Church, in Hadley, Massachusetts, a300-year-old church and
the eleventh oldest in the New England state. Apainting of the Hadley
church hangs in the Crow living room today, areminder of the minis¬
try and of the personal relationships formed during the four years of
Hadley experience. As the end neared at Hartford, Paul was invited to

the historic Jonathan Edwards Congregational Church in
Northampton, Massachusetts, but he felt that he “had to come back to
the Disciples,” and this he did—although, as destiny decreed, not to a
pastoral ministry.

-episcopal ministries. Urged by his Lexing¬
t o n

s e r v e
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Back to the Disciples: six years as aseminary professor
The return to the Disciples of Christ was to ateaching position, back

in Kentucky’s Blue Grass country. Even before he had completed his
dissertation at Hartford, Lexington Theological Seminary called him as
aprofessor of church history. He taught early and modern church his¬
tory and, as the youngest faculty member, also served as registrar for the
first two years and supervised bachelor of divinity theses. The first year
was probably the hardest; he recalls working nightly from 10 PM to 2
AM to get his dissettation completed. By that time, Mary and Paul had
two children, Carol born November 14, 1958 during the Hartford days,
and Stephen Paul, born August 16, 1961, just as they returned to Lex¬
ington.

During those years in Lexington, Paul came to know Thomas Merton,
theTrappist monk and poet, spending retreat days at Gethsemane from
time to time. Beginning to see the essential role of prayer and contem¬
plation in the life of the church, he acquired alasting emphasis on
spirituality. His regular discipline is to arise early in the morning and
end the night by spiritual reading, contemplating, and praying.

As the Crow family was returning to Lexington, events in American
ecumenism were occurring that would shape Paul’s life and career for
more than the next three decades. In 1960 Eugene Carson Blake’s elec¬
trifying sermon at San Francisco on church unity launched the Consul¬
tation on Church Union (COCU). George L. Hunt, aNew Jersey
Presbyterian minister, served as apart-time executive for the new chutch
union organization. While on the seminary faculty, Paul was named
associate executive secretary and set about staffing COCU’s theological
commissions, atask that he undertook in addition to his seminary re¬
sponsibilities. As ayoung professor he became afriend and colleague
with many American church leaders.

Following six years in Lexington, the Crows, now numbering five
(with the addition of Susan on January 15,1965) packed up and went
to England, where Paul had scheduled asabbatical year at Oxford Uni¬
versity. That experience, in which he served as aVisiting Fellow at
Mansfield College, offered the occasion to interact with many scholars
from various backgrounds, and to do important research. This year was
one of the highlights of his life: “I reached alevel of scholarship—
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focussed but relaxed scholarship—I had never before been able to
achieve.” Paul developed friendships with Anglicans and Congregation-
alists, such as Michael Ramsay, the Archbishop of Canterbury; Donald
Coggan, Archbishop ofYork; Oxford scholars such as Henry Chadwick,
George Caird, John Marsh, David Jenkins (later Bishop of Durham);
and visiting American professors such as Gabriel Fackre and Carl Braaten.
At several Oxford colleges he engaged in dialogues with colleagues and
enjoyed the high table tradition. In that year of immersion in scholar¬
ship he learned the contribution that critical thinking can make to one’s
experience and sharing of the Christian faith.

The Crow family also enjoyed the year immensely, from living in
ancient Oxford to playing at the mysterious Stonehenge ruins to taking
acruise to the biblical sites in Greece and Asia Minor. Mary spent count¬
less hours on her knees in churches, making brass rubbings of art, some
of which adorn the Crow dining room today. During the sabbatical the
family expected to return to Kentucky. Paul says, “When Iwent to the
faculty of LexingtonTheological Seminary, Ithought Ihad reached the
pinnacle of my career. Ithought Iwould retire as aprofessor there.”

Acareer in ecumenism: the COCU years
Due to the efforts of George G. Beazley, Jr., president of the Dis¬

ciples’ Council on Christian Unity, and James I. McCord, president of
Princeton Theological Seminary, Paul was in effect drafted as the first
general secretary when the Consultation on Church Union established
afull-time staff After turning down their invitation three times be¬
cause he wished to remain at Lexington, he acquiesced. In one of his
first acts, Paul chose Princeton, New Jersey, as the site for COCU’s
offices, primarily because of the foremost theological community found
there, with its great resources and its proximity to New York’s airports
and other transportation hubs. Because of his study of the Church of
South India, which had faced all the theological issues that lay before
COCU, Paul knew what was ahead. As anationally visible leader he
developed his own leadership style, giving COCU astrong theological
component and astrong diplomatic component.

Major international travel began, and Paul Crow became aworld
presence in the Christian unity movement over the years 1968 to 1974.
(By 1997 he had traveled to more than 90 countries in his work, and
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had delivered more than 25 major lectureships in universities and theo¬
logical seminaries throughout the United States and around the world.)
These “COCU days” were atime of heavy involvement in the task of
interpretation, including agreat deal of speaking and lecturing on unity.
“My task was to nurture the churches toward achurch truly catholic,
truly evangelical, and truly reformed while working with theologians
and church leaders to discover the model of church unity God
and the churches would affirm,” he reflects. And Paul’s service for COCU
has continued throughout his career; later on he chaired the Church
Order Commission which redefined the goal of the Consultation
Church Union as “covenant communion,” focusing the COCU vision
on anew and creative understanding of “Koinonia ecclesiology.”

Acareer in ecumenism: rooted in Disciples,
linked with the whole Church

Following the death of his close friend George Beazley in Moscow
while on avisit to the Russian Orthodox Church, Paul was persuaded,
largely by two of his mentors, Paul Stauffer and Harold Johnson, to
accept the role of president of the Disciples’ Council on Christian
Unity—a position he has filled from 1974 to the present. He left
Princeton and COCU for Indianapolis reluctantly, yet with afeeling of
satisfaction, calling his work with COCU “a career gift Icould not have
anticipated. Iwas privileged to participate in the most dramatic process
toward Christian unity in American history.”

Paul’s service as president of the Council on Christian Unity has been
marked by two themes: first, his determination to make the ecumenical
vision areality for Disciples at national, regional and local levels. He
has fought tirelessly within the Disciples to ensure that we are true to
our heritage by truly claiming the unity of church, as he said in ano¬
table essay, as our “polar star.” He has exercised this leadership at the
national level of the church, but equally at the local level. Those who
think of Paul as aworld Christian leader are often surprised to learn
that, in fact, he has often spent twenty or more weekends ayear with
local congregations—preaching, teaching and interpreting the biblical
vision of Christian unity to Disciples and within other denominations.

The second theme marking Paul’s tenure at the Council on Chris¬
tian Unity was his determination to set Disciples at the heart of the

w a n t s

o n
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modern ecumenical movement. Here he sought both to represent the
distinctive gifts and talents of the Disciples vision in the ecumenical
arena, and to bring to Disciples asense of the whole church in the
whole world. This has meant service on behalf of Disciples in several
“ecumenical spaces.” One of these has been the National Council of
Churches of Christ in the USA. Paul has been amember of the Execu¬
tive Committee and National Board of the National Council from 1974,
and will continue to serve until in that capacity until 1998, and he was
the Moderator of the Presidential Panel which redesigned the National
Council as a“community of communions.”

Another area of passion for Paul has been his leadership in the World
Council of Churches (WCC), its Faith and Order Commission and its
Ecumenical Institute at Bossey, Switzerland. Remarkably Pauls first Faith
and Order Commission meeting was already in 1960 in St. Andrews,
Scotland, where he drafted and presented the report from the Youth Del¬
egation. He was well prepared for involvement in the Faith and Order

noted above his B.D. thesis had been on aFaith and Orderm o v e m e n t ; a s

theme, and his Ph.D. dissertation at Hartford (1962) was on “The Con¬
cept of Unity in Diversity in the History of the Faith and Order Move¬
ment 1927-1957.” He has served on the Commission on Faith and Order
since his appointment in 1968, and will continue as one of its Vice-
Moderators through the WCC assembly in 1998. With the exception of
Aarhus in 1964, he has attended every one of the Commission meetings
since St. Andrews in I960, as well as attending (and often moderating, or
helping to plan) countless Faith and Order consultations. Two programs
have been especially close to Paul’s heart. One is the path-breaking study
programme on “The Unity of the Church and the Renewal of Human
Community,” which Paul moderated over the decade beginning in 1984.
His staff colleague in this study was another key Disciples ecumenist,
Thomas F. Best. The other is the work with united and uniting churches;
here Paul attended five of their six international consultations from 1967
on, chairing the one in Sri Lanka in 1981 and reading major papers at
several, including the most recent, in Jamaica in 1995. In addition he has
attended several of Faith and Order’s “Bilateral Forums” focusing on high-
level international discussions between churches.

Beyond all this Paul has fought over the years to maintain aDisciples
presence in the Faith and Order context, through astaff secondment to
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the commission. Long funded through the Week of Compassion, and
in recent years directly through the Council on Christian Unity, this
position—held since the 1970s by asuccession of able Disciples
ecumenists—has been amajor witness to the Disciples’ commitment
to ecumenism on the international scene. All this adds up to an unpar¬
alleled record of service in the Faith and Order Commission, that “most
representative theological forum in the world.”

Paul has also given decisive leadership on the broader World Council
of Churches scene. Amember of its Central Committee from 1975-
1998, and of its Unit ICommission from 1991-1998, he has been the
major voice for Disciples within the WCC. Fie has served as Bible study
lecturer for at least one Central Committee meeting. It is typical of the
man that during his years of service with the WCC he has become
friends with all five of its general secretaries: W. A. Visser ‘t Fiooft,
Eugene Carson Blake, Philip Potter, Emilio Castro, and Konrad Raiser.

Of all his WCC commitments, Paul guards aspecial affection for his
service as Moderator and member of the Board of the Ecumenical In¬
stitute, Bossey from 1975 to 1983. Paul lead Bossey through its most
severe crisis, raising together with his friend Luis Carols Weil (then the
WCC finance officer) the Bossey Endowment Fund. It is not for noth¬
ing that Paul Crow is remembered by Bossey staff as “the Saviour of
Bossey,” and atireless champion of its unique role as alaboratory of
ecumenical learning.

But Paul was also active during these years in other areas, making
contacts between the Disciples and the great “confessional families”
which preserve important aspects of the Christian tradition. Fie was
convinced that it was essential to establish strong relations between
Disciples and the Roman Catholic Church, and thus spent eighteen
months and five trips to Rome to establish the Disciples of Christ-
Roman Catholic International Dialogue in 1977. In those months he
became afriend of Cardinal Johannes Willebrands, president of the
Secretariat (now Pontifical Council) for Promoting Christian Unity.
This dialogue was Paul’s special dream. Fie has been its Co-Moderator
on behalf of the Disciples from 1977 on, and will continue in this role
in his retirement. Fie recalls with special affection two reports from this
international bilateral dialogue: that on “Apostolicity and Catholicity”
(1982), and “The Church as Communion” (1992). All in all, Paul has
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been well placed to represent Disciples to the Roman Catholic Church—
he has had one audience with Pope Paul VI and, if Icount correctly, no
fewer than 12 with Pope John Paul II!

Paul has also been keenly concerned with the distinctive identity and
witness of the Orthodox Church. Enjoying afriendship with virtually
all the Orthodox Patriarchs (of Constantinople, Moscow, Alexandria
and so on), he has sought to create links between Disciples and their
special tradition and understanding of the gospel message, and the wider
ecumenical movement. He remembers in particular the official visit of
Disciples to the Russian Orthodox Church, which he arranged in 1988.
It is typical of Paul’s gift for building bridges that he linked the major
event then being celebrated by his hosts—the thousand-year anniver¬
sary of the Baptism of Rus in 988 A.D—^with the 200th Birthday of
Alexander Campbell, born in 1788!

During these years Paul’s travels and worldwide ecumenical leader¬
ship reached extraordinary proportions. And in the midst of all this
international involvement and witness, Paul comes back again and again
to his home in the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ). He says he
has struggled harder as president of the Council on Christian Unity
than in any other position because “The issues are more complex, the
ecumenical movement more diverse, and church diplomacy more de¬
manding.” He describes his vocation and role in terms of the larger
Christian world picture in these terms: “Ironically, Ihave been friends
with two popes, most orthodox patriarchs, and major Protestant lead¬
ers, yet Ihave maintained ties with local congregations because Ineed
the contacts wi th local Chr ist ians.”

How does Paul Crow relate effectively both with world religious lead¬
ers and local congregations? The answer can be stated simply: he main¬
tains agenuine respect for all people; he treats the highly visible and the
humble alike with respect and warmth, whether they are ashy couple
invited over to share Christmas at their home in Hartford or Bishops at
the 1988 Lambeth Conference. He thrives on the contacts with people,
saying, “It is enriching, energizing to have an international circle of
f r i e n d s . ”
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Reflections

Some of the major moments in Paul’s life have occurred in large
meetings. One was in 1986 at Assisi with Pope John Paul II, who had
invited ahundred global leaders of all faiths to gather and pray together
for peace. Another was ameeting of 3,000 people at the sixth assembly
of the World Council of Churches at Vancouver, British Columbia, in
1983 when the Lima Liturgy was celebrated. “Even though some did
not partake of communion,” Paul says, “I knew for that one moment
that the church was the way it ought to be—one in all things.”

Paul expresses surprise that he has achieved the level of academic and
theological status that he has gained. “I’m the first Crow in our imme¬
diate family to graduate from college.” He adds, “My self-image would
never have pushed me in the direction of aPh.D.” Some friends re¬
member how difficult it was for him to conceive of the possibility of
going beyond amaster’s degree. He asks, “What is the role of scholar¬
ship and how did Ihappen to go into that?” and adds, “I never had an
ambition to be ascholar, but others pressed me in that direction.” In
reflecting on his years with the Council on Christian Unity, he provides
another part of the answer. “The years here have been fulfilling; the role
of the president of the council and chief ecumenical officer has atheo¬
logical/academic component. It could never have been simply an ad¬
ministrative role.The ecumenical movement requires critical thinking.”

Those who spent time with the Crows over the years quickly learned
to appreciate the openness and nurturing qualities of Mary Crow. Open
to an extent that can make Paul uncomfortable, she mixes humor and
teasing with explicit expressions of caring and loving that are models
for some of their more “constricted” friends. It is impossible to avoid
feeling welcomed in their home. Mary has enjoyed experiences they
have had because of Paul’s work, including some of the traveling she has
shared as well as some of the people they have met and the relationships
they have maintained through the years with former parishioners. Basi¬
cally steering clear of Paul’s work, she has carved out appropriate roles
for herself in church endeavors. Her nurturing qualities have found
expression in arole as the first laywoman to chair aDisciples’ regional
Commission on Ministry and, twice, as director of overseas guests for
the Christian Women’s Fellowship (CWF) Quadrennial. She also has
been local president of the CWE
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Many of Paul’s characteristics come from his Southern heritage and
experiences. These include his interest in developing people, young theo¬
logians, and involving them in ecumenism; his commitment to the
Disciples; an abhorrence of racism, which is adeeper issue to him be¬
cause of being Southern; and qualities of caring and hospitality. It has
not been accidental that Paul has included mention of Lanett and the
American South in lectures and sermons around the world. Nor has it
been accidental that his courtesy, caring, and loyalty have been mani¬
fest in many friendships and collegial relationships lasting for decades.
He believes his Southern heritage equipped him for living in the Church
Un ive rsa l .

Both Paul and Mary have found it hard to accept the jealousy of
colleagues, political fights, and infighting in the church—things which
have marred the life of all churches in recent decades. Paul has said,
“The hardest times are when anybody calls into question my integrity,”
but he quickly adds, “I don’t have many memories of really tough times.
By and large Ihave experienced many more good times than bad times.”
Reflecting on the jealousies and political game-playing by some col¬
leagues (whatever the reasons might have been) he says, “Perhaps Iex¬
pect too much of other people.” His claim about all sorts of
difficulties—that he “felt Icould handle them, this-will-pass kind of
thing”—has aring of authenticity for those who know him. Like his
father, Paul demonstrates no tendency to engage in continuing bitter¬
ness, and moves on with life instead of dwelling on the past.

What is Paul Crow like as aperson? Reflective, caring, at times secre¬
tive. And social, for he enjoys people. He always works with asense of
history, tradition, and destiny. While he has aserious side, he also en¬
joys and practices humor. Once, for example, he arrived home for
Thanksgiving after an extended overseas trip and burst through the
door with an exuberant and characteristic cry: “Break out the clam chow¬
der!” Two close friends then struggled into the room with asagging
fishnet containing 50 cans of clam chowder in honor of his 50th birth¬
day, leaving the honoree momentarily speechless.

The creativity that was nurtured in his youth is visible today in Paul’s
concern with art, music and literature. He has studied the major French
impressionists for the past twenty-five years and continually delves into
Southern literature from William Faulkner to Reynolds Price.
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Retirement: another phase in the journey
The public announcement of Paul Crow’s forthcoming retirement

in December, 1998 as the Disciples chief ecumenical officer said, in
part, that his retirement:

will bring to aclose acareer that has included extraordinary
service as apastor and seminary professor, in key posts with the
World and National Council of Churches, and as general secre¬
tary of the Consultation on Church Union. The Disciples Gen¬
eral Assembly 1995 ratification of the COCU covenanting plan
advanced Crow’s signature personal and professional passion—
the unity of the Church. The plan seeks to reconcile the mis¬
sion and ministries of nine US denominations including the
Disciples of Christ ecumenical partner, the United Church of
C h r i s t .

Paul Crow’s unique legacy will include unparalleled perspectives. His
personal notes and records contain sufficient material to keep him oc¬
cupied in asecond career: writing and interpreting much of the history
of the Ecumenical Movement from the perspective of his personal par¬
ticipation in, and contributions to, the search for church unity over the
past half-century.

When Paul Crow “passes the torch” to his successor in 1998—to
begin another phase of his service to the Church and humanity—he
will undoubtedly focus his vocation on apredictable mixture of read¬
ing, writing, teaching, contemplation, travelling to Cape Cod (a place
where the Crows vacationed for twenty years and which has mystic
qualities for Paul), visiting with friends, and sharing in the lives of chil¬
dren and grandchildren. To this point his life and ministry have been
an incredible journey. Surely the God who gave him breath will lead
him to other years and marks of faithfulness within the oikoumene, the
who le i nhab i t ed wo r l d .
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C H A P T E R T W O

E C U M E N I C A L C H R I S T I A N I T Y
A N D T H E R O L E

O F A C H U R C H H I S T O R I A N
P E R S O N A L R E F L E C T I O N S A N D R E M I N I S C E N C E S

Charles B. Ashanin

I

ne significant characteristic of Christianity is that from its very
beginning it has understood itself as being universally relevant
and therefore called to auniversal mission. This is all the more

striking when one considers its numerically small membership and its
origin in aremote province of the Roman Empire, surrounded by far
greater provinces and ancient civilizations.

But the Christian dream of its universal application was not just an
idle dream. We know that in one generation following the crucifixion
of its founder by the Roman authorities and the Jewish religious estab¬
lishment, Christianity had become strong enough for the Roman Em¬
peror Nero to issue, in 64 AD, adecree aimed at destroying its adher¬
ents in the city of Rome. And from that time forward, for the next two
hundred and forty-nine years, the Roman Empire, one of the mightiest
powers of the time, continued to persecute Christianity in an attempt
to stamp it out.

And yet, with even greater persistence, by the early fourth century
Christianity had compelled the Roman Empire to grant it the status of
atolerated religion through the famous Edict of Milan, issued by the
Emperor Constantine and his colleague, Licinius. Not only was the
spread of Christianity, in spite of adverse circumstances, phenomenal,
but it achieved internal unity, in spite of its being scattered widely
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throughout the Empire and beyond it into the neighboring Persian
Empire. This is not to say that, in the eclectic and philosophically
pluralistic intellectual atmosphere of the Graeco-Roman world, Chris¬
tianity did not suffer fragmentation by dissident groups, but these were
not able to shatter its catholic ecumenical unity and oneness for along
time. It took amillenium and more before, under the pressure of politi¬
cal ideas copied by the Church from the Roman imperial theorists,
there was amajor split within the Christian commonwealth. This
occurred in 1054 AD when the Greek-speaking Eastern part and the
Latin Western part separated.

Since that time there have occurred, in the fifth and sixth centuries,
considerable divisions within the Church, such as the formation of the
Nestorian and Monophysite churches of the Middle East. These sepa¬
rations were aggravated by the rise of Islam in the seventh century. But
the most shattering event in this decline of Christian unity occurred at
the time of the Reformation in the sixteenth century, and the process
has continued up to our own time as the American church historian,
Martin E. Marty, has described in the second edition of his book, A
Short History of Christianity (p. 307).

But in spite of all this unwelcome fragmentation Christianity never
lost its original sense of being one faith delivered to the saints. His¬
tory testifies that numerous efforts were made to heal the schism within
Christendom, even among the most ardent antagonists among the
Orthodox and the Roman Catholic Latins. Evidence of this are their
attempts at reunion at the Councils of Lyon in 1274 AD and Flo¬
rence in 1439 AD. In our own time, in the relationship between the
Orthodox and the Roman Catholic Church there continue to be sev¬
eral “gestures,” Iwould call them—rather than real efforts—to bring
these two branches of Christianity together. The most important of
these occurred in the 1964 when the Greek Ecumenical Patriarch
Athenagoras and Pope Paul VI met in the Holy Land and declared
that the mutual excommunications of 1054 AD were lifted. And in
Roman Catholic Christianity there has been asignificant lowering of
barriers in regard to both the Protestant and Orthodox worlds follow¬
ing the Second Vatican Council in the 1960’s.

But the most significant event in dramatizing the ecumenical char¬
acter of Christianity came in 1948 when the first World Assembly of
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Churches was founded in Amsterdam. Its aim was to cement the sym¬
pathies Christians had developed during the Second World War due
their own and the world’s impotence to prevent the suffering and crimes
which were caused by that war. The most tragic example of these
curred in my own native country of Yugoslavia where the Croatian
Roman Catholic clerical party, in collaboration with Nazi Germany,
authorized the formation of the so-called “Independent State of Croatia”
under the Croatian Nazi leader Ante Pavelich. Pavelich and his S.S.
band of Ustashi murderers destroyed over 700,000 Orthodox and 70,000
Jews in the territory of Croatia. This crime did not receive much atten¬
tion in the West, such being at that time the Christian indifference
toward groups other than their own. To my own agony, Iwas awitness
to these events in which Ilost many friends of my own age. After the
war, when Ileft Yugoslavia for the West, Ifound only one article, pub¬
lished in The Christian Century, about the genocide that was carried out
by the Croats against the Serbs with the full support of officials of the
R o m a n C a t h o l i c C h u r c h .

Imention the above because it had aprofound impact on my own
future, for it led me to consider how Icould contribute toward Christian
solidarity so that Christians, at least, would not be guilty of destroying
one another. Idecided to become achurch historian. It is in the service of
this cause that the rest of my life, since 1945, has been spent, first as a
student until 1955 and then as aUniversity and Seminary professor until
my retirement in 1990.

Iam happy that now, in my retirement, Ihave the opportunity to
write these words in the cause of ecumenical Christian solidarity in honor
of aremarkable colleague and personal friend. Dr. Paul A. Crow, Jr. He
was an invaluable supporter in my teaching ministry when Icame to
teach Early Church History at Christian Theological Seminary, aschool
of his own denomination, then under the leadership of an elite group of
ecumenical Disciples who had decided to open it up to awider ecumeni¬
cal embrace and service.

Coming, as Ido, from the Orthodox Christian tradition, this was a
big challenge for me, for Isoon realized that historically, the 19th cen¬
tury religious movement known as the Restoration, led by Thomas and
Alexander Campbell and their collaborators and now known as the
Disciples of Christ, was still deeply embedded in the ideology of their
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;iginal leaders. According to them, essential Christianity was New
Testament Christianity, and the subsequent Christianity of the next 15
centuries was an historical subversion and distortion.

So there Iwas, thrown into this situation to impart the historical
memory of the church history of those very centuries which were con¬
sidered to be afalsification of Christianity. Truly it might be said of me
in this situation that “fools rush in where angels fear to tread.”

But while the religious ethos was steeped in the tradition Ihave
described, the picture was much brighter for me thanks to two remark¬
able men who were my colleagues. One of these was the president of
the Seminary, Dr. Beauford A. Norris, Ph.D. of Edinburgh University
in Scotland, who knew and valued the scholarly tradition of Scottish
universities and appreciated the fact that Iheld Ed.D. and Ph.D. de¬
grees from the University of Glasgow, Scotland.

For the next six years, while Dr. Norris was the president of the Seminary,
Icould not have had amore gracious and supportive leader. Dr. Norris
passed away several years ago. May his memory be blessed. The other
colleague, who at the time of my appointment was the Dean, was Profes¬
sor Ronald E. Osborn, Ph.D., ahistorian by training and arecognized
intellectual and denominational leader among the Disciples. He extended
to me his broad personal and academic sympathies, by which Iwas
encouraged to lay before my Protestant students the riches of the lost 15
centuries of pre-reformation church history. Osborn was amedievalist by
training, and while absolutely devoted to the Disciples tradition, he did
not hesitate to criticize its historical perspective. He felt that the Disciples
were too wrapped up in the ethos of the Enlightenment and the rational¬
ism of Thomas Jefferson and the “Manifest Destiny” of America to real¬
ize that church history, from its beginning until today, is not an irrelevant
appendix to Christianity—and still less asubversion or distortion of
i t—but ra ther what Ica l l “The th i rd Tes tament . ”

Osborn was determined that under his leadership the school should
include the chair of Early Church History, and after along search Iwas
appointed on the recommendation of Harvard Divinity School
colleagues who knew me from my sojourn there in the 1960’s on a
post-doctoral program. But the best commendation in my favor among
CTS Disciples was the fact that in the late 1940’s Iwas the student of a
remarkable English Disciples theologian, William Robinson, who was
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my first mentor in the Western tradition of Christianity. In 1951
Robinson came to America to teach in the same school where, 16 years
later, Icame to teach, and this connection reassured my Protestant col¬
leagues that astudent of William Robinsons, though an Orthodox
Christian, would not subvert their traditions and mores.

Iapologize for this biographical intrusion, but in no other way could
Ihave explained my theme of the role of achurch historian in the
history of the Christianity of our time. For me as aChristian believer,
church history is not just arecord of the Christian past: it is alabora¬
tory which uses the lessons of the past to enable each Christian to make
his or her own contribution to the world of their own time in the spirit
of its own genius.

I I

Although Christianity is intrinsically ecumenical in its character, it
has not escaped, because of the peculiar circumstances under which
Christianity had to live in history, the fragmenting forces which are
everpresent among human groups. British Disciples theologian William
Robinson (d. 1956) described it in terms of aShattered Cross, the title
of his book describing the divisions within the Christian commonwealth,
alegacy of the turmoil and conflict of cultures in societies which have
tried, and often succeeded, to exploit Christianity for their own self-
serving purposes. Nicholas Berdyaev was aRussian philosopher with a
lifelong obsession with the spirit of Christianity as the most humaniz¬
ing promise in history. He saw the pathological aspects of Christian
history as due to the fact that, in spite of the advent of the New Testa¬
ment two thousand years ago, humanity, spiritually, psychologically,
and ethically, is far behind in its ability to implement its spirit in the life
of the societies in which it has been preached for so many hundreds of
years. Berdyaev says that human beings still live essentially in the Old
Testament and are more attuned to its ethos.

This does not mean that Christianity has failed, but it challenges
humanity in its hope for moral and spiritual evolution. This also does
not mean that the New Testament has not found arealization of its
ideal among human beings. On the contrary, from the very beginning
of Christian history agreat many devotees of Christ—as the icon of
what human beings should aspire to be—have been the leaven which
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has kept the Church recognizably adhering to God’s covenant with
humanity through Jesus of Nazareth, whom it proclaims to be the Christ.
However, the Christian core referred to earlier as the “leaven” is in fact

the saints, whom St. Augustine considers to be the spiri-the remnan t
tual elite who “rule the world on behalf of Christ until the consumma¬
tion of the world.” This is not the Kingdom of God but only its fore¬
shadowing; aleaven working through the lump of humanity, permeat¬
ing it with the power of the Holy Spirit. The saints are not necessarily a
clerical order, although there may be saints among the ecclesiastical
functionaries who guide the political, social, and liturgical structures of
the church as the school of Christian discipline and education. The
saints of the church are more perceived than seen. Their gifts to the
church are charismatic, diffused as an influence rather than embodied
visibly in institutionalized structures.

Although this is not consciously promoted in the present state of
Christianity, the spiritual destiny of Christianity depends chiefly on
whether Christendom will be able to beget, from its genius, the saints
it needs to give it inspiration and the hope that the Kingdom of God
is on the horizon of its vision. Here is where the church historian’s
role is essential—not that church historians are to be preachers as
such, although some have been, nor are church historians mere chroni¬
clers, although as someone has said, there is no history without chro¬
nology. Church historians who deserve this highly-prized title are the
guardians of Christian historical memory in its catholic sense. Even
when the historian deals with aparticular period of history or apar¬
ticular movement or group within it, for example the rise of the me¬
dieval monastic orders, he or she must always see this in the context
of previous history. For history, religious or secular, abhors discon¬
nection and discontinuity.

Those church historians who do not adhere to and respect this pro¬
viso are in danger of inventing anew religion, even when they appear to
give it fully Christian credentials such as “Biblical authority.” Those
who do this appeal to the Bible to buttress their argument. They forget
that the Bible, especially the New Testament, arose from the life of the
Church and was written for the life of the Church, to give it aMessi¬
anic calling as amissionary movement. This includes implicitly the
consequent history of the Church, which must be neither ignored nor
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arbitrarily dismissed as afalsification of the earliest revelatory event ■which
had set the history of the Church in motion.

On this issue the catholic and sectarian views of history differ and
are no longer partners in the guardianship of the historical memory of
the Church. Wherever the sectarian principle has cut its moorings to
the history of the Church and has declared it “fallen” (and therefore
longer valid), anew religion, albeit called Christian, has been estab¬
lished. This is not to say that the history of the Church could not be
hijacked by certain groups and coteries in the Church who proclaim
themselves to be the legitimate guardians of its apostolic deposit, so to
speak. Or to put it another way, “guardians” of its apostolic tradition—
that which must always be regarded as the very core of Christian his¬
tory and Christian corporate memory. When this usurpation occurs it
is the duty of church historians, above all others, to help the Church
recapture its original historic past, removing those arbitrary blockages
to the earlier flow, so that the artesian wells, the living waters, of Chris¬
tian history may continue to refresh new generations and help them
benefit from the full treasury of the Christian past that is their birth¬
right. Should church historians fail in this task by giving up the quest
and surrendering to the usurpers, they lose and betray their commis¬
sion as trustees of the catholic integrity of the Christian revelation which,
while once delivered to the saints in the person of Jesus Christ, is dis¬
pensed continually to the saints of all ages of the Church as the never-
diminishing fullness of God’s truth, grace, and love. One reminder of
this is the continuous celebration of the Holy Eucharist as the continu¬
ation of the last supper before the Lord’s crucifixion and resurrection.

In this regard the task of the church historian is more important
than that of the theologian, for all good Christian theology must be
informed by the history of the Church. If it is not, it is an exercise in a
vacuum and not the guardianship of the intellectual truth which the
Church must possess. It must possess this truth in order to help the
human mind comprehend the revelatory outreach of the Divine mind,
that is, the Divine Logos—and through it to find the source of its life,
its destiny, and its meaning. This implies that agood church historian
must also be atheologian.

n o
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I I I

Having described the role and responsibilities of the church histo¬
rian to the catholic, that is to say, ecumenical, vocation of the church,

my duty to respond to the request of those who have en¬
trusted me with the present task. Now Imust say something about
-y contribution to the study of the early church by my ecumenical

hosts, among whom Iexercised, from 1967 through 1990, the teach¬
ing ministry as aProfessor of Early Church History. Irefer, of course,
to the Disciples of Christ.

Iapproach this task with fear and trembling because, while Idid work
with my colleagues who, in large majority, were and are Disciples, Iam
not astudent of their tradition. Here Ican offer only the observations of
ascholar who is deeply given to Christian ecumenical concerns. Ifeel
grateful to God that during my life Ihave been privileged to exercise my
Christian teaching vocation on three continents—Europe, Africa, and
America—in institutions of churches other than my own Orthodox Chris¬
tianity. The chief of these was Christian Theological Seminary, aDisciples
of Christ institution in Indiana.

For material for this report Iam indebted to my distinguished former
colleague and special friend. Professor Ronald E. Osborn, adistinguished
American church historian and abridge over which Ihave walked into
the Disciples’ world in order to serve as ateacher of Early Church History
to abody of ecumenical American students. The majority of the students

Disciples, but they were matched in number by agodly company of
the spiritual and religious descendants of John Wesley. However, Iwill
confine my remarks to the Disciples because the honoree of xVis Festschrift
is adistinguished Disciples church historian by profession, as well as a
foremost ecumenist by calling and orientation: Dr. Paul A. Crow, Jr.,
whom Ihave for many years called Paul since he came to Indiana¬
polis to occupy the position of President of the Council on Christian
Unity of the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ).

I t I S n o w

m y

w e r e

I V

when Ileft my native country ofYugoslavia in 1945 at the age of 24
due to the Communist conquest of the country, the hardest thing to
bear was the fear that Iwould not be able to continue advanced work in
the history of Christianity, which Isaw as the only antidote to the god-
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less spirit of atheism, the religion of triumphant communism. By the
providence of God my exile brought me to Great Britain. There I
introduced to aremarkable Englishman, Charles Raven, Professor of
Divinity at Cambridge. He was anaturalist and philosopher of science
who took me under his wing and suggested that Igo to Birmingham,
to an ecumenical center where the various British Christians had entered
into an alliance to educate persons for missionary service under aunified
faculty. My first contact in Birmingham was with Professor Arthur H.
Curtis, who taught New Testament. He insisted that Ishould study
with Professor William Robinson, whose field was Christian doctrine.
So Idid. That was the fall term of 1948-49. Robinson was an elderly
man and avery witty eccentric who wore atattered academic gown
which his women students spent hours mending, much to the amuse¬
ment and annoyance of Robinson, whose view of Christianity demanded
identification with the poor of the world.

Robinson received me graciously as an Orthodox Christian. He knew
agreat deal about the Orthodox tradition, for British and Russian
Orthodox Christians had already established an ecumenical forum called
the Fellowship of St. Alban and Saint Sergius. St. Alban was afourth
century British martyr and Saint Sergius was the fourteenth century
creator of aremarkable monastic community in Russia which;
today, is aspiritual center of Russian Christianity. Robinson was theo¬
logically versatile and intellectually stimulating. His earliest academic
training was in science. Although he studied theology in Oxford as a
resident of aUnitarian college, his teaching was catholic of the patristic
period, especially regarding Augustine. He would mention how, as a
young man, he would seek privacy to read the “Letters of Saint Ignatius”
by the first century Bishop of Antioch and martyr (d. 115). Robinson
was aformer Anglican who had joined an American-based movement
headed by Thomas Campbell and his better-known son, Alexander.

After ayear of study with Robinson Ithought well of the church to
which he belonged, although Idid not study it in depth. Imoved from
England to the University of Glasgow and in 1955 ,after receiving my
Ph.D., Iwent to Ghana, in West Africa, where Itaught at the newly-
founded University College of Ghana. During all this time Ikept in touch
with Robinson, who would send me offprints of his publications. In 1960
Iemigrated to the United States and spent seven years teaching in South
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Carolina in Allen and Claflin Universities, both black schools to which I
drawn by sympathy for the tremendous suffering of black people,

from their native soil. So was I, which made my
w a s

uprooted as they were
pathy with African-Americans deep and abiding. The racial troubles

of that period saddened me but did not discourage me.
In the meantime Robinson had moved from Britain to the United

States following his retirement in 1951, and had begun teaching at
Butler University’s School of Religion, aschool which had been founded
by the Disciples of Christ. After seven years in South Carolina Ifelt
that Ihad done all Icould do there and sought agraduate school of
theology where Icould give myself to my first love, academically speak¬
ing. Thus Imade inquires at the very school where Robinson had taught
earlier. It so happened that the school was looking for aProfessor of
Early Church History. Eventually Iwas appointed and my twenty-three-
and-a-half year career at Christian Theological Seminary began. Idid
not initiate the program in Early Church History, for when Iarrived
the curriculum for Pre-Reformation Church History was already on
the agenda (despite the fact that most followers of the Campbells con¬
sidered this period awasteland from which distortions had crept in and
corrupted Christianity). Ilearned that this discipline had been intro¬
duced by Professor Frank Albert, aformer Orthodox Christian who
had become aDisciples but who, as quoted by Professor Ronald Osborn,
maintained that in becoming adisciple he (Albert) did not cease to be
O r t h o d o x .

e m

Be that as it may Iwas grateful to Albert, who had died afew years
earlier, for legitimizing the study of Early Church History by Disciples
instead of leaving it to me, anon-Disciple, to introduce aprogram of
study of aperiod that had such negative connotations in the minds not
only of my students, but of many Disciples colleagues as well. Fortu¬
nately for me, Iwas shielded by the two remarkable men whom Ihave
previously mentioned. President Beauford Norris and Dean and
Professor Ronald E. Osborn. They gave me tremendous moral support
both as ascholar and amember of the Orthodox Christian commun¬
ion. Osborn was atrained historian and showed me every support which
colleagues working in the same field should show to one another. The
six years that Iworked with these two men were exciting ones. In 1973
both Norris and Osborn left Christian Theological Seminary—Norris
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to retire, and Osborn to move to the School ofTheology in Claremont,
California. At that time Iwas on sabbatical in England, where I
researched the Constantinian period of Christianity.

On my return Ifound, to my disappointment, that the new
administration was hospitable neither to me nor to my subject. Per¬
sonally, Iwas not considered to be a“liberal,” whatever that meant,
and in addition Iwas amember of the Eastern Orthodox Church,
which in the opinion of most of my colleagues is amost reactionary
form of Christianity. The climate was one of returning to the “dogma”
ascribed to patriarch Alexander Campbell: that the study of pre-
Reformarion Church History was awaste of time. With the departure
of Norris and Osborn, some felt, came the chance to repair the dam¬
age and restore the traditional Campbellite ignotance of the fifteen
centuries prior to the Reformation.

Fortunately for me, Ihad tenure and the support of two remarkable
men, both of whom held the office of President of the Council on
Christian Unity. The first was Dr. George G. Beazley, Jr. (d. 1973).
George was intrigued by the ancient and Semitic character of Ortho¬
dox Christianity and was conversant with the Coptic Churches in Egypt
and Ethiopia. Dr. Beazley’s last earthly journey was to visit the Ottho-
dox Church of Russia in order to lend moral support to the hietarchy
and people during the difficult period of persecution of the Church by
the Communists. He died in Moscow during that visit and his wife,
Chatlotte, told me that the Russian Orthodox Chutch did everything
they could to help her cope with such asad event and gave to George a
memorial service as if he were one of their clergy—a rare event in the
protocol of the Orthodox Ghurch. Dr. Beazley was succeeded by Dr.
Paul A. Crow, Jr., awell-known ecumenist who has contributed so much
to COCU—the fellowship of Protestant churches pledged to promote
Christian Unity, including serving as its general secretary. But as far as I
was concerned, he was atrained church historian and had taught church
history at LexingtonTheological Seminary. One of his assignments thete
had been to develop acoutse on Patristic Christianity. He was well
infotmed about the Otthodox world, and we developed both apet-
sonal and aprofessional relationship which has sustained me greatly as
the environment in which Iworked became more ambiguous. Ifirmly
believed that the forces which desired to eliminate the study of early
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church history were held at bay for awhile by Paul’s support for my
work at the Seminary.

Ihave already mentioned the negative attitude of the earliest Disciples
toward pre-Reformation Church history. However, according to asurvey
of Disciples Theology by Professor Ronald Osborn, published in Dr.
Beazley’s The Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) (Bethany Press, 1972
pp.81-ll6),it was obvious that as Disciples availed themselves of greater
theological education they produced leaders who matched their breth¬
ren in other Protestant churches intellectually, and consequently changed
their views on pre-Reformation Church History. Ronald specialized in
Medieval history under Professor Quirnius Breen at the University of
Otegon, and his thesis was on the great medieval preacher, Peter Damiani
(d. 1072). In later years Ronald wrote on such patristic themes as “The
Influence of Classical Tradition on Patristic Christianity.” In 1981 he
lectured at aconvocation in Claremont on St. Macrina, the famous
sister of Basil the Great and Gregory of Nyssa. His forthcoming four
volumes on the History of Preaching include atreatment of the earliest
preachers of the second and third centuries: Ignatius, Polycarp, Perpetua,
Eulalia, Quadratus, Aristides of Athen, Justin, Athenagoras of Athens,
Tertullian, Minucius Felix, Arnobius, Lactantius, Marcion, Maximilla,
Priscilla, Melito of Sardis, Cyprian, Clement of Alexandria, Origen,
and Anthony. Mention should also be made of Dr. Richard White of
Lexington Theological Seminary and his publication Afi?/z7o of Sardis—
Sermon on the Pascha.

This does not mean that the traditional, negative view of Church
History does not prevail, nor is this lost on American church historians.
One of these. Professor Horton Davis of Princeton University, once
asked me how Imanaged to function among the (as he called them)
“non-historical Disciples.” Itold him, “by the grace of God and some
historically better-informed Disciples.” Iwill not say more on this sub¬
ject except that in my case the problem was exacerbated by the presence
in the seminary’s administration of individuals who abominate the
Orthodox Church as abastion of obscurantism. In addition to this the
South American adherents of Liberation theology, who were favored as
visiting professors, often taunted me as areactionary for my anti-Com-
munis t v iews.
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Looking back upon my teaching career at Christian Theological
Seminary, Ican say that Ido exemplify how difficult it is to be an
ecumenically-oriented Church historian in aChristendom which
speaks of ecumenism on one hand, and dismisses it on the other. I
write this in order to warn other would-be church historians of the
challenges they will face if they are concerned about Christianity as
a n e c u m e n i c a l c o m m i t m e n t .

As someone who has experienced the Christian ecumenical spirit,
and through it was able to make some contribution to the study of
church history, not the least through an ecumenical student constitu¬
ency, Iam convinced that where early church history is not studied or
respected ecumenism loses its Christian evangelical perspective and
becomes achess game seeking a“Union of Churches” on asecular pat¬
tern. The study of early church history reveals how painful the path of
Christian history has been in every age and how brave and faithful people
have fought to preserve its savor by reminding the world of “One Lord,
One Faith and One Baptism”—as the Protestant hymn says. Such testi¬
mony in the fragmented state of present day Christendom is costly, but
it is the only worthy enterprise for the church historian.

V

At this stage of my discourse on the Disciples contributions to the
study of early church history, mention should be made of the contribu¬
tions of scholars of the Independent Christian Churches which traces
its descent, as do the Disciples, from Alexander Campbell. We can only
acknowledge them and some of their publications. Among these schol¬
ars stand the names of Dean Walker, Everett Furguson, Frederick Norris
and others. The significance of this group lies in the fact that, for the
purpose of studying Christian origins, they have established an Institute
in Tubingen (Germany) where Christian origins are given awider con¬
text than just the New Testament text. Of their publications let me
mention only three: The Second Century, 1981 to
Early Christian Studies, 1993; and the Encyclopedia of Early Christianity
of which the second volume, edited by Everett Furguson, has come out
in 1997. This is of interest not only in terms of the contents of these
publications but of the promise it offers that this group, which like
others who called themselves a“Restoration movement” were locked
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into the period of the New Testament, are now attempting to reclaim
the vistas of church history beyond the first century. It took Alexander
Campbell’s followers to realize that church history did not stop devel¬
oping after the last New Testament book was written.'

The Disciples branch of “Restoration Christianity,” with the excep¬
tion of its historically-ttained scholars, are resolving their quarrel with
church history by seeking an alliance with the sixteenth-century Prot¬
estant bodies in the United States. This alliance is being made with the
United Church of Christ and the New England Calvinists who consider
themselves the originators of American Christianity. In this regard, it is
the opinion of this writer that the Independent branch of the Restora¬
tion movement is on sounder ground.

Conc lus ion
Since Ibecame an exile in 1945, most of my life has been lived under

the aegis of ecumenical Christianity. It was this spirit which helped me
become achurch historian in the catholic sense. Ihave personally
experienced its vision as well as the power of its detractors, and Iam
happy to say that the ecumenical world of Dr. Paul A. Crow, Jr. is richer
for his presence in it. In spite of Orthodox Christians’ suspicion of
Protestant deviation from the catholic historical tradition, many
Orthodox leaders and scholars from various ethnic backgrounds have
welcomed Dr. Crow as apersonal friend and Christian brother, this
writer included. It is my hope that Dr. Crow’s and my own contribu¬
tions to the life of each other’s communities will be taken up by younget
generations and that there will arise among them scholars of church
history who will not use church history polemically, but comprehen¬
sively, in the spirit of the Anglican Archbishop William Temple, whose
motto was: “I consider nothing Christian alien to me.”

In my lifetime Ihave especially admired the ecumenical spirit and
contribution of three church historians: the Russian Orthodox Dr.
Nicholas Zernov, (1898-1980), the Lutheran Professor Martin E. Marty
(1928- )and the Disciples Dr. Paul A. Crow, Jr. It is their example, as
church historians of the ecumenical nature of Christianity, which
convinces me that achurch historian has no greater privilege than to
seek to serve its cause.
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In the case of Dr. Paul A. Crow, Jr. this is especially remarkable,
coming as he does from the tradition of the Restoration movement
which had written off the older traditions of Christianity, such as the
Orthodox Church. But Paul Crow transcended this historical preju¬
dice. Within these rejected, older traditions he discovered spiritual forces
which make the search for ecumenical Christianity anever-ending task.
My own contribution as achurch historian in one of Dr. Crow’s Disciples
institutions has been made possible only by ecumenically-minded
Disciples like him.

In this tribute to Dr. Crow Iwould like to also acknowledge all those
Disciples who have embraced the history of universal Christianity
through the centuries as being the best gift which their tradition could
give to itself For that task its church historians must be trained with
the ecumenical vision of Dr. Paul A. Crow, Jr. Well done. Brother Paul!

N o t e s
'I am indebted to Professor David Bundy, Librarian of Christian
Theological Seminary for information on the non-Disciples Restoration
movement scholars.
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C H A P T E R T H R E E

F R O M S E O U L T O
S A N T I A G O — A N D B E Y O N D

THE UNITY OF THE CHURCH AND JUSTICE,
P E A C E A N D T H E I N T E G R I T Y O F C R E A T I O N

Thomas EBest

aul Crow’s leadership has come at atime of unprecedented chal¬
lenge to Faith and Order’s self-understanding and role within the
ecumenical movement. Faith and Order works for the unity of

Christ’s church. But what, in the modern and post-modern eras, is
“unity”? How does Faith and Order relate to—no, serve—the ecumeni¬
cal movement as awhole? And recently with special sharpness: how
does the search for Christian unity relate to the mission and service of
the church today, to its prophetic witness and engagement in the struggles
of our t ime?

No one has done more than Paul Crow to ensure that Faith and
Order face these questions squarely. ‘He has insisted, not seldom at
personal cost, that action and reflection belong together, that unity is
intrinsically linked to prophetic witness and service, and that the two
founding “wings” of the ecumenical movement—Faith and Order, Life
and Work—share acommon calling and destiny.

This essay honors Paul Crow by exploring an area in which he has
given major leadership over the past quarter century: the relation between
the search for Christian unity and the Church’s ethical reflection and
action.̂  Focusing on the interaction between Faith and Order and the
WCC program on “Justice, Peace and the Integrity of Creation,” or
JPIC, it is in part an exercise in the recovery of ecumenical memory.
But it is not innocent: for my aim is first to disturb the conventional
memory of these years by “reading” Faith and Order not from its own
perspective, but in light of the challenge put to it by the program on

P

3 7



The Vision of Christian Unity

JPIC; and second, on this basis, to identify issues crucial for the future
of Faith and Order and, Ibelieve, for the ecumenical movement as a
w h o l e .

But let us begin with astory.

An African bishop’s tale
Faith and Order Commissioner Bishop T. S. A. Annobil of Ghana

was once asked why Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry^—^with its focus
on church doctrine and practise—^was important for “everyday Chris¬
tians” in his country. In reply he told the following story:

An illiterate old woman reflecting on the Eucharist confronted
me with aserious theological argument and asked some serious
questions. She told me that since the priest of her own denomi¬
nation could visit their congregation only once amonth, she
sometimes went to the service at another church since their
priest (who had acar) was able to visit there more often.
She said: “On one such occasion Father Xvisited and that morn¬
ing Ifelt spiritually hungry so Iwent to the other service. When
it was time for hold communion Ifelt Ishould partake, so Igot
up to go to the altar. The priest, who knew me personally and
also knew that Iam from another church, sent one of the serv¬
ers to tell me not to go for communion.
Iwas not only embarrassed but Ifelt spiritually rejected and let
down. What worries me is that when there was ashortage of
food in 1984, Father Xbrought rice and beans to this village
and when Iwent to the mission house, he gave me enough rice
and beans to last me and my family for about two weeks. And
yet when Igot up to go for communion he refused me.
“Bishop, Ido not believe that you bishops, priests and minis¬
ters make the things of the altar holy, they are made holy by
God. Is the Jesus you clergymen preach the same Jesus who
went about doing good, the Jesus who received the Samaritan
woman, Mary Magdalene, the publican Zacchaeus, the Jesus
who was afriend of publicans and sinners? Ido not believe that
the Lord himself would have refused me.”
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The old lady concluded by saying, “May God’s kingdom come quickly
and then we will know who is right.

More vividly than tomes of theology, this extraordinary account links
koinoniawith diakonia, the churches’ search for visible unity with their
common calling to prophetic witness and service. It shows that unity is
the basis for common Christian witness and service, that work towards
unity is incomplete unless it issues in such witness and service, and that
such witness and service must be complemented by the search for visible
unity. How striking that this testimony comes not from aprofessor of
ecclesiology, but from the instinctive Christian wisdom of an “illiter¬
ate” church member! The “grassroots”have spoken: and they want unity.

The imperative to unity, witness and service
This woman challenges us to explore the relationship between unity

and witness and service. Ibegin by noting that while the form of Chris¬
tian unity is intensely debated today,̂  the imperative for Christian unity
is no longer in question. It is necessary on at least six grounds: (1)
doxologically, in obedience to God and to the praise and glory of God,
who wills that God’s people be one; (2) Biblically, in obedience to Christ’s
command that his disciples might “be one ... in order that the world
may believe” (John 17:20-24), and the New Testament picture of the
church struggling to “be of one heart and mind ...” (Acts 4:32), and
truly the body of Christ; (3) theologically, recognizing that the life of the
church is grounded in the vision of the life of the Trinity, alife of unity-
in-diversity and sharing, avision belied by the divisions among Chris¬
tians; (4) ecclesiologically, recognizing that the harmful divisions between
churches are wounds in the body of Christ, crying out for healing, a
healing which involves just behaviour and right relationships between
the different members of Christ’s body;(5) missiologically, because dis¬
unity contradicts the Christian proclamation of wholeness and healing
based on the restoration of right relationships among human beings
and between humanity and the whole created order, and may degener¬
ate into competition among rival Christian groups;'’ and (6) to enable a
more effective witness, because disunity leads to duplication of effort, if
not unseemly competition, while co-operation and united effort enable
Christians to speak as one, both to persons earnestly seeking the mean¬
ing of life or to the “principalities and powers” governing asociety

” 4
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indifferent—or hostile—to the gospel and its values. Thus the search
for Christian unity is not an “addition” to the Christian faith, but an
essential part of it, an integral element of the churches’ life.

Strikingly, institutional or bureaucratic “needs” do not appear on the
above list; indeed, church union efforts based primarily on grounds of
efficiency or the “imperative for downsizing” are unlikely to succeed.
Church unions are sometimes promoted as away to save on costs of
administration and facilities. They are not.

The fundamental motivation for Christian unity is the conviction
that our institutional divisions are acontradiction of the very message
we proclaim, ascandal {skandalori) or “stumbling block” for both the
churches and the world. We are rejecting not the necessary variety which
enriches the one body of Christ, but the harmful divisions which are
wounds in and of that body. We are rejecting the fact that so many
Christians in the world today are unable to share the Eucharist—the
supper of their common Lord—together. The theological claim of the
Vancouver (1983) WCC assembly that “Christ—the life of the world—
unites heaven and earth, God and world, spiritual and secular”̂  “ren¬
ders even more scandalous the fact that Christians are not able to come

together at the Lord’s table.”® We are rejecting the fact that, even today,
membership and ministry are not mutually recognized between many
churches. We are rejecting atoo-narrow self-understanding of the
churches which tempts them to identify Christian truth with aparticu¬
lar theological, confessional, cultural, national or ethnic identity, mak¬
ing them prey to being used by one side or another in political, social
and economic confl ic ts . ^

Often those most deeply committed to the unity are driven by a
personal experience of belonging to the one body of Christ in spite of,
and beyond, the divisions of the churches. They have had aforetaste of
Christian communion, and can no longer accept the comfortable
accommodations we make to our divisions. Consider this testimony:

Ecumenism [in Malaysia] was born in the common experience
of Christian leaders interned in Changi prison during the sec¬
ond world war. [Up to then] their denominational differences
had centred on varying interpretations of baptism, commun¬
ion, etc. When there was no bread, no cup, no wine to be had.
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when the only water for baptism was that from the toilet in
their cell, they experienced their primal unity as Christians rather
than their separate identities as Anglicans or Methodists.'®

Those who share this “divine discontent with disunity” experience
our continuing separation as painful and wrong; they hunger for unity,
and will not grow weary in working for it.

But the Christian imperative to witness and service is equally funda¬
mental to the identity and life of the churches today. Although convic¬
tions may differ as to goals and methods, no church within the
ecumenical family would now deny that it is called to witness and
sttuggle for justice between individuals and groups, for atrue peace
(a shalom rooted in justice), and for the nurturing of creation. Because
God wills that God’s creatures live in harmony and right relationships
with one another, and that Gold’s creation should flourish and prosper,
Ghristians are called to translate these convictions into practical results
in specific situations here and now. Thus the call to witness and service
is not something “extra” to the Ghristian faith, but an essential expres¬
sion of that faith and integral to the life of the church.

And there is more. Since its beginnings the ecumenical movement
has insisted that the call to unity and the call to witness and service are
inseparable. This was affirmed already at the first world conference on
Faith and Otder in Lausanne in 1927, which saw the early stages of a
discussion leading, in 1948, to the formation of the World Gouncil of
Ghurches. Some at Lausanne felt that acouncil of churches incorporat¬
ing these two dimensions of the ecumenical movement should be formed
quickly while, as the report noted,

others believe that, for the present, it would be wiser for the
movements represented by Stockholm [Life and Work, e.g. com¬
mon witness and service] and Lausanne [Faith and Order, e.g.
the search for visible unity] to develop in independence, each
following its own way; but there is general agreement that ulti¬
mately life, work, faith and order are expressions of an existing
spiritual unity, and that each requires the other for its complete
fruition."
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The “unity” of unity, witness and service remains afundamental ecu¬
menical principle, reasserting itself when necessary for the health of the
ecumenical movement. It reappears, for example, with special force in
Church andWorld, the culminating text from the Faith and Order study
program on “The Unity of the Church and the Renewal of FFuman
Community”:

These two issues—the search for unity and the search for re¬
newal—are often seen as being separate and distinct, and with
this goes the tendency to consider either one or the other as the
most important or urgent ecumenical task. This contradicts,
however, the long-held ecumenical conviction that God’s will,
revealed in Jesus Christ, calls the churches both to visible unity
among themselves and to common witness and service for the
renewal of human community.'̂

But the very strength of the appeal betrays the presence of aprob¬
lem: despite the conviction that these two “wings” of the ecumenical
movement belong together there has, in fact, been apersistent ten¬
dency to see them as separate. Worse yet, they have become
institutionalised in the lives of the churches and ecumenical organiza¬
tions; indeed, they often co-exist as different “divisions” within the same
church or council of churches, carried by separate and distinct struc¬
tures, each feeling asense of rivalry—if not outright competition—
with those carrying the other “part” of the ecumenical agenda. One
cause of the “ecumenical malaise” of the 1980s and early 1990s was
surely the continuing division between these forces.'̂

to now Ihave insisted upon, and Ihope demonstrated, the co¬
herence of the ecumenical efforts towards unity with those focussed
upon witness and service. And Ihave warned that this coherence, while
required by our faith, is often not realized within the life of ecumenical
movement. To probe this dynamic more fully, let us take acloser look
at two central “carriers” of the concerns for witness and service and for
unity respectively. We may begin with JPIC and move then to Faith
and Orde r.

Up
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Seoul and the JPIC process: its ecumenical significance
The WCC program on “Justice, Peace and the Integrity of Creation”

(JPIC), developed after the Vancouver assembly in 1983 and culminat¬
ing in aglobal consultation in Seoul in 1990, linked churches with
Christian movements and action groups to address issues such as rac¬
ism, violence, and the destruction of the earth’s ecosystem. Despite some
practical and conceptual difficulties, the process was of immense sig¬
nificance to the churches and the ecumenical movement. It generated
creative theological and ethical reflection, not to mention networks of
common concern, through the preparatory gatherings in Latin America,
the Pacific, and particularly Europe; from Reformed, Orthodox and
Roman Catholic confessional perspectives; and from women’s regional
meetings.''* The commitments made at the Seoul world convocation
on JPIC'̂  have great symbolic power, as well as considerable tactical
and political potential for bringing Christian pressure to bear on crucial
ethical issues today. But even more instructive, Ibelieve, than these
“results” are three ways in which the JPIC process brought fresh life
and energy to the ecumenical scene.

First, it restored asense of the ecumenical endeavour as amovement
rather than abureaucratic system “belonging” to the institutional
churches and their professional staffs. Consider this stirring call from
the world convocation on JPIC in Seoul:

Now is the time to recognize that there is along process still
before us. We will take to our churches and our movements the
affirmations and commitments we have made in Seoul, invit¬
ing others to join us. Together with them we struggle for the
realization of our vision. We are accountable to one another

and to God. We pray that we do not miss the kairos to which
we have been led by God.""

These are “marching orders.” They criticize the institutionaliza¬
tion of ecumenical work, call for the deeper involvement of the whole
church in the process, and plead for arenewed sense of excitement
and commitment. Notably this reaction was aimed not only against
the classic “unity movement,” but also against the ecumenical aid and
development structures—recognizing that their programs can be ev-
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ery bit as bureaucratized as those of “the theologians” who seem, to
some, mainly interested in the number of doctrines which can fit on
the head of apin.

Second, Seoul expressed apowerful longing for renewed connections
with others working for the same cause. It noted that “not every church
or group can be engaged at all points of the struggle for JPIC at the
same time. Each engages at some one point knowing that by so doing it
belongs to acovenant solidarity that is worldwide.”’̂  Thus against the
sense of apathy and despair, the fear that the problems faced by the
world and the churches are simply too big for anyone to tackle, Seoul
insisted that Christians and others of good will could make adiffer¬
ence. In “covenant solidarity” lies hope and new energy for the struggle.

Third, the JPIC process offered those working on various “fronts” in
the struggle against injustice asense of wholeness and integration. Indeed,
it broke down barriers within this “wing” of the ecumenical movement,
easing tensions between those struggling with issues of justice and those
working for peace. In the context of the Cold War, the Northern
hemisphere’s concern for “peace” seemed to some adiversion from the
struggle against the injustice wreaked upon the South—by both of the
North’s political systems! Here the Seoul message sought abreakthrough,
saying that “there are no competitive efforts for justice, peace and the
integrity of creation. There is one single global struggle.”** Much of the
power of the JPIC vision came from its uniting of related but differ¬
ently organized, and sometimes frankly competing, agendas of ethical
e n g a g e m e n t .

JPIC: the limits of acommon vision
Thus the JPIC process has important lessons to teach the whole ecu¬

menical movement. And yet it also revealed some limits to common
ecumenical witness and service, as was apparent with the two theologi¬
cal concepts which should have provided the foundation of the entire
JPIC process: the ideas of covenant and of JPIC as a“conciliar process.”

The Seoul gathering had to admit that “in spite of all the attempts
made, there were still some unresolved differences in the understanding
of‘covenant’.”*** The use of this term was grounded in the experience of
delegates to the WCC sixth assembly in Vancouver in 1983, where
Christians from various regions of the world made solemn commit-
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merits to one another (“covenanted” together) to work for specific reli¬
gious/ethical and political goals. The term reflects the creative focus of
Reformed theology on the biblical theme of God’s covenant with God’s
people. But as the JPIC process developed the term proved difficult: for
several confessional families it was not familiar theological coinage; and
some of those comfortable with the image of God’s covenant with Is¬
rael—a covenant between asuperior and adependent party—found it
dangerous when applied to covenants made between human beings or
between churches. Did it not inevitably imply that one party was “su¬
perior” and the other “inferior?” And was this not exactly what those
those covenanting between North and South, developed and develop¬
ing countries, “rich” and “poor” were trying to avoid?

Another problem came from the Vancouver model of covenanting,
which was based upon personal commitments between individuals to
achieve specific goals on which they basically agreed. It proved difficult
to translate this personal dynamic into the lives of churches or Chris¬
tian organizations, large and complex institutions encompassing avari¬
ety of views and encumbered with maddeningly slow decision-making
processes. The JPIC process simply did not have enough time to deal
with these realities of institutional life. True, “it was indeed remarkable
that this diverse group [at the Seoul convocation] was able to enter into
and set in motion aglobal process of covenanting as an expression of
t h e i r m u t u a l c o m m i t m e n t . . . a n d t h a t i s t o b e c e l e b r a t e d . B u t t h e

process fell seriously short of the level of engagement of the churches as
churches which was hoped for.

Perhaps even more serious was the fact that, as the Seoul final docu¬
ment put it, “the term ‘conciliar process’ ...had to be abandoned for
theological reasons.”^' The term reflected JPIC’s desire to be not only a
personal but also an official process, avehicle through which the churches
could grow together, formally and officially, in their common commit¬
ment to the struggle against injustice, violence and the manifold threats
to life. Some saw aparallel to the Faith and Order study process on
“Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry,” thorough which many WGG mem¬
ber churches explored the degree of ecumenical convergence in areas of
church doctrine and practise:^^ could not the churches grow together
also in the field of social witness? There was, after all, aconsensus in
some areas—that theological support for apartheid was, in quite apre-
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else sense, heretical, and that there is aChristian responsibility to respect
and protect creation. Could not the agreement among the churches in
such areas be deepened through aprocess of ecumenical discussion?
Could not the process lead beyond discussion to common commit¬
ment, and even action?

Again the time factor was asignificant problem; there was insuffi¬
cient time to consolidate, and broaden, the consensus emerging in some
specific areas amongst the churches.̂ ^ But more serious were the diffi¬
culties inherent in the term “conciliar” itself The term is sensitive, it
has many meanings and it is very dear to the theological hearts of the
churches. WCC central committee moderator Archbishop Aram
Keshishian discerns no fewer than five meanings in current ecumenical
usage.The two fundamental senses of the term were already well
expressed by the Faith and Order Commission meeting at Bristol in
1967:

The conciliar process in the ancient church took place in astill
unbroken fellowship, generally speaking ...[there were differ¬
ences, but] the conciliar process ...took place, nevertheless,
on the basis of the existing fellowship. Today, however, the point
of departure is one of plural ecclesiastical communities in con¬
frontation with one another. They differ in their confession of
the truth ...The restoration of fellowship is the task with which
they see themselves faced in the ecumenical movement.

Thus for some the term “council” refers to the “fellowship of divided
churches,” gathered in modern-day “councils of churches” for com¬
mon reflection, witness and service. These bodies, at the local, national
regional and world level, provide an essential forum for churches to
cooperate in witness and service, and to discuss the theological issues
which still divide them. But for others the meaning of the word “coun¬
cil” is deterermined by the councils of the ancient, undivided church: a
council is a“representative gathering of the one church,” come together
to state its common mind on specific issues of faith and life. The term
“conciliar,” then, could refer either to aprocess by which the churches
worked towards unity, or to an event which expressed aunity already
achieved. The result was that some churches never accepted that the
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word “conciliar” could be used in the present ecumenical situation at
all, while others never quite saw what all the fuss was about.

The institutional fate of the JPIC program after Seoul is also instruc¬
tive. At the heart of Vancouver’s call for aJPIC process, and still hoped
for at Seoul, was the vision of JPIC as an “umbrella” program capable
of focusing and unifying the ecumenical social agenda.̂ ^ But it did not
achieve this, not even within theWCC, where (through the 1991WCC
reorganization) JPIC became one among seven programs within alarge
administrative unit, the other six continuing previous work in the tra¬
ditional areas of development, ecumenical opposition to racism, and so
on. Certainly JPIC “lives on” among Christian movements and action
groups around the world. There it continues to offer an inspiration and
unifying vision for Christian social engagement, and that is probably the
most important thing. But it is striking that JPIC, for all its vision, did
not really succeed in institutionalizing itself within the “official” ecu¬
menical movement. Or is that precisely why it has endured so well at
the local level? And if so, what does that tell us?

After this review of the importance and complex results of the JPIC
process let us look at that other classic ecumenical agenda, the search
for visible unity, as reflected in the Faith and Order movement. This is
particulatly appropriate because, being also lodged within the WCC,
Faith and Order was that part of the unity movement most directly
related to JPIC.

Faith and Order:

the search for unity as acall to witness and service
The above critical appreciation of the JPIC movement has prepared

us, Ibelieve, to look at Faith and Order’s story in afresh way. The
“voice” of JPIC helps Faith and Order recover aspects of its own history
which it has tended to forget—perhaps not always unintentionally. Read
from this perspective, the history of Faith and Order is astruggle to
bring the search for unity into dialogue with the challenges posed by
the world for Christian faith and for the churches. Above all, it is a
struggle to take seriously the deep divisions within the human commu¬
nity, and their impact upon the life of the church and upon the churches’
work towards visible unity.
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It is well to begin with aconsideration of the third world conference
on Faith and Order (Lund, 1952). The discussion of the “function” of
Faith and Order first focused on the “essential oneness of the church of
Christ,” on questions of doctrine and worship, on difficulties and pos¬
sible steps towards union.But to this agenda acertain Disciples of
Christ theologian. Dean S. J. England, added acrucial element:

To study the social, cultural, political and other apparently non-
theological factors which affect the actual relationship of the
churches to one another. ..and to consider the theological
implications of these factors for their bearing on the movement
towards the unity of the church.^’

Today this theme, in even stronger language, occupies akey place in
Faith and Orders by-laws.

In response to this imperative, along series of studies from the late
1960s wrestled with the realities of human brokenness and division in
relation to the search for unity, including the work on the community
of women and men in the church (in collaboration with the WCC sub¬
unit on women in Church and Society), on issues of racism (in collabo¬
ration with the WCC’s Programme to Combat Racism), the inclusion
of the differently-abled in the life of the church, the intrusion of ethnic
and caste divisions into the life of the local church, and many others.̂ '
Questions of method were central to these studies; all of them, but
especially the “Unity and Renewal” study, grappled with the challenge
of integrating the so-called “contextual” and “classical” theological ap¬
proaches.

For some within Faith and Order the attention paid to these issues
and to diverse theological methods has been controversial, a“diver¬
sion” from its traditional, proper agenda. But the Faith and Order move¬
ment as awhole has affirmed this broader approach to the search for
unity, agreeing that:

...churches today are divided not only over the traditional
theological issues of transubstantiation or the proper age and
forms for baptism but also, and often with more tragic results,
by the alienation between ethnic groups, social and economic

30
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classes, and the sexes: the divisions of the world are, insofar as
the church is ahuman institution, church-divisive realities. This
did not mean that Faith and Order was shifting its attention to
“non-theological” factors, but anew awareness that sexism and
racism raises precisely theological and ecclesiological issues, and
that work towards greater visible unity of the churches must
also take account of these realities.

The point is that the search for Christian unity, and the struggle
to overcome the brokenness of the human community (a bro¬
kenness which leads to divisions within the church as human

institution) are part of one and the same response to the gospel
of Jesus Christ. The two must not be left to different “wings” of
the ecumenical movement, thus reinforcing the old, destruc¬
tive, tragic and false division between “theologians” and “activ¬
ists.” Nor is this anew theme for Faith and Order, but the
direct response to achallenge already sounded in its by-laws ...

Thus Faith and Order insists that the concern for human renewal is
not a“sidelight” for the unity movement, but is an integral part of its
theological and ecclesiological reflection, standing at the heart of its
own life and work. From this perspective it has necessarily addressed
many of the concerns identified with JPIC fot they belong, equally, on
Faith and Order’s own agenda.

Let us look briefly at several of these, taking first the question of
justice. Referring to the technical discussion of models of unity (organic
unity, reconciled diversity, communion of communions). Church and
World insists that:

3 2

...the criterion by which the vision of the unity which Chris¬
tians seek will be judged is nothing less than the radical renewal
and fulfilment of the human community. The connection
between unity and justice makes it necessary to ask of every
expression of visible unity: “Does it promote justice in the light
of the gospel of Jesus Christ, both within the church and the
world?” And secondly: “Does itfoster the engagement of the church
in God’s work for justice?”^^
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Thus the promotion of justice has become one criterion by which
the search for visible unity must be judged. That is, atrue unity must
provide for justice within the life of the church; churches may have
come close to each other in traditional matters of faith and order, but if
they remain divided, “in their living out of the faith and their ordering
of church life,” by racism “or other forms of human brokenness,” then
“such ‘unity’ is not yet the visible unity to which Christians are called
by their being one in Christ.

The link between unity and justice is so central to the future of the
ecumenical movement that it is worth examining one more affirmation
of their relationship. This comes from the united churches who, having
moved from denominational separation, through the sacrifice of their
former identities, to anew identity, are perhaps uniquely qualified to
testify to the cost of unity. In their fifth world consultation (Potsdam,
1987), they addressed courageously the continuing doubts about the
“relevance” of the search for unity today:

Many Christians today, engaged in their mission and service
with the major problems of human individuals and groups, are
unable to perceive any urgency in the quest for visible unity.
Prolonged reflection on the theology of church, ministry and
sacraments, so prominent in union negotiations, seems to them
adistraction from pressing Christian duties. Members of the
consultation declared their conviction that the quest for visible
unity is related, and must be seen to be related, to the overcom¬
ing of human divisions and the meeting of human needs. This
does not mean that the unity of the church is only functional: it
is also adirect reflection of God’s own unity and unitive love.
Relating unity to mission, service and sharing the sufferings of
humankind is precisely an expression of the love of God which
calls the church into being, as the sign, foretaste and instru¬
ment of anew humanity in the kingdom of God.

Significantly, this perspective has also informed acritique of the
churches’ “cultural captivity” to forms of injustice and oppression,
forces which threaten to impose themselves within the churches’ own
l i f e a s h u m a n i n s t i t u t i o n . T h u s t h e f o u r t h F a i t h a n d O r d e r w o r l d
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conference (Montreal, 1963) addressed the issue of racism in its work¬
ing section on “All in Each Place: the Process of Growing Together,”
asking pointedly:

But does the life of the church in each place assert the dignity of
the human person as God sgift? ... We are shamefully divided
by racial prejudice and discrimination ... In Christ there is no
defence or excuse for the wilful continuation of groups, church
meetings or fellowships which are racially exclusive. We there¬
fore call upon Christian in their local churches to show the
marks of Christian discipleship whatever the cost.’'’

From this has come avision of the local congregation as the place
where one’s doctrine of the church is incarnated in tangible, experien¬
t ia l fo rm:

For it is here that the love, justice, reconciliation and “new be¬
ing” offered by the gospel should be available; it is here that
ecclesiology ceases to be an abstract system, and takes on a
“human face,” that its theological categories and truths become
embodied in Christian sisters and brothers who incarnate God’s

challenging, enabling love and redeeming grace. It is not too
much to say that the “quality of Christian life” within aChris¬
tian community is the primary test of its faithfulness, more
important than tests of doctrinal “correctness” (cf Matt. 25:31-
46, 7:21-23, cf Luke 6:46-49!). 3 7

And in anutshell: “If the church is to be faithful to its calling it will
need, as acommunity of shared faith, to exhibit God’s justice in its own
corporate life.”’®

As asecond example of Faith and Order’s broader concern, we note
that its vision of unity and wholeness has not been confined to the
church, but has sought to encompass the whole created order. Already
30 years ago the Bristol Faith and Order Commission meeting, devel¬
oping its programme on “God in Nature and Flistory,” affirmed:

Christians should support all those responsible for nature con¬
servation in various countries in their long-standing struggle
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against the pollution of air and water, in their demand for an
afforestation which counteracts the denudation and erosion of
vast regions, and in their plea for apolicy of habitation which
takes into consideration the much endangered biological bal¬
ance of many areas. What these groups claim for biological rea¬
sons, the church has to support for basic theological reasons.

Later vocabulary and issues may differ, but Bristol’s intent is clear
and just as relevant today: to call the churches to an ecological respon¬
sibility, and to do so within the context of their continuing search for
visible unity. This call was continued, and anchored firmly within the
context of the search for justice, in Church and World-.

This new life in Christ and his justice should also be mani¬
fested in anew life-style of Christians and their communities.
Such alife-style will express today an awareness of the injustice
done to creation by unlimited exploitation, and will seek to
support all efforts towards aresponsible stewardship of creation.
Such alife-style will be acontribution to amore just sharing of
the resources of this earth between rich and poor, within the
framework of anew world economic order. Such alife-style
will in itself become acredible witness to the readiness of the
church to be used by God as an instrument of the renewal of
the human community.

In athird area of broader concern. Faith and Order moved beyond
the conventional ecclesial landscape in touching on one of the most
sensitive issues raised in the JPIC process, namely the role of Christian
movements and action groups working, in large part, outside the offi¬
cial structures of the churches. Already at its Louvain plenary meeting
(1971) the Commission suggested “that the World Council of Churches
explore still further the ways in which it can provide fellowship, support
and guidance for those individuals and groups which are seeking new
forms of Christian obedience for which existing ecclesiastical structures
provide no opportunity.”'*' This basic openness to the witness of Chris¬
tian movements and action groups, and indeed of persons of other faiths
or no faith, continues through to Church and World, where we are
r e m i n d e d t h a t :

3 9
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As Christians in different situations confront their tasks they
become aware that they are not alone in their struggle. They are
part of human communities in which the search for justice is
urgently pursued and where often Christians need to learn from
others outside the church what are the issues to be addressed.
Indeed, Christians should expect in this co-operation to have
their own limited vision of God’s justice judged and renewed,
and their theological perspectives deepened and enriched.

As afourth and final example of Faith and Order’s wrestling with
broader issues, we may consider its attitude to conflict—to tension and
sharp disagreement arising within the search for Christian unity. That
search must prove threatening to those who are comfortable with the
present divided state of the churches, who prefer not to face differences
openly or who fear the risks involved. This means that aserious struggle
towards unity must expect opposition. Faith and Order’s 1963 Montreal
world conference acknowledged this courageously:

Unity is the fruit of Christian discipleship, and the latter takes
various forms. Acommon protest against unjust laws which
create or enforce racial divisions will make clearer the oneness

in Christ. ..co-operative activities in ministry and fellowship,
when done even in advance of consensus within adenomination
or of the strict interpretation of canon law, can promote unity.

Faith and Order, to be sure, has not always been able to bear such
tension as the cost of pursuing its vocation. At times it has been at¬
tracted to (not to say seduced by) aconsensus style of work in which
conflict is minimized, and sensitive issues avoided. From alater vantage
point it is striking how far, in the stormy 1970s, some degree of conflict
was understood to be inevitable as we work towards unity. Faith and
Order then knew what it has since sometimes tried to forget: how to
speak of the search for “unity in tension.” It was recognized that Chris¬
tians might disagree strongly on specific ethical and social issues, and
that some might be called to forms of witness which others would find
unacceptable. Such witness, said the Accra Faith and Order Commis¬
sion meeting in 1974, must not be sacrificed to afalse understanding of
“unity” which sought, above all, to avoid conflict: “An ecclesiastical

4 2
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unity which would stand in the way of struggles for liberation would be
arepressive unity, hindering the just interdependence which Christians
are called to serve.

This survey has explored how the unity movement has wrestled with
some issues of social witness and action. Iend with aclose look at one
more unity document, the text “The Unity of the Church as Koinonia:
Gift and Calling” which was drafted by Faith and Order, revised and
then adopted by the WCC Canberra assembly in 1991.̂ ^ This is the
latest in aseries of assembly statements restating afresh, for each ecu¬
menical generation, the imperative and vision for visible unity.It is
remarkable how thoroughly this “Canberra unity statement” has inte¬
grated imperatives from the JPIC process into its powerful call for Chris¬
tian unity. Identifying unity as “... akoinonia given and expressed in
the common confession of the apostolic faith; acommon sacramental
life ...and acommon mission witnessing to the gospel of God’s grace
to all people and serving the whole of creation, ”it calls on churches to
“take specific steps together... as they learn from one another, work
together for justice and peace, and care together for God’s creation.

Of the classic assembly unity statements, Canberra’s is by far the most
concrete and specific in its challenges to the churches. Claiming the
ecumenical movement “as areconciling and renewing movement
towards full visible unity,” it calls the churches to anumber of practical
steps towards unity. Several deal with the life of the churches, calling
for mutual recognition of baptism and the apostolic faith, and urging
progress on recognition of ministries and appropriate exploration of
Eucharistic hospitality; but these are then related to an urgent call for
the churches

” 4 4

’ 4 7

to recommit themselves to work ios justice, peace and the integ¬
rity of creation, linking more closely the search for sacramental
communion of the church with the struggles for justice and
p e a c e .

This statement was one of the few officially adopted at Canberra by
the WCC member churches meeting in assembly—if not yet in coun¬
cil—and it at last claims unity, witness and service in their full integrity
and inter-relationship.
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Aided by perspecdves from the JPIC process, this “reading” of Faith
and Order history has confirmed the relation between the search for
Christian unity and the churches’ engagement in the world. And Itrust
that our review of JPIC and Faith and Order has shown the value of
bringing these prominent “actors” on the ecumenical scene into close
conversation. In afinal section Iwant to explore three further topics
suggested by these reflections, and of special promise for the next stages
of our ecumenical journey.

The ecumenical movement:
towards afresh Christocentric perspective

First, the ecumenical movement needs to move towards afresh
Christocentric perspective. This is suggested by problems in recent ecu¬
menical reflection on creation. JPIC, for example, stood courageously
for creations inherent goodness, emphasizing how creation’s “mysteri¬
ous ways, its life, its dynamism—all reflect the glory of its Creator.”̂ ^ It
rejected “the abuse of some biblical statements ... to justify destructive
actions towards the created order,”^° as well as an instrumental view of
nature which has encouraged its exploitation by the human species.This
was linked with other JPIC commitments, for example to indigenous
peoples who live integrally with nature, particularly the land.̂ ’

But there is another side to nature, and it is here that further reflec¬
tion is called for. We noted above Faith and Order affirmation at Bristol
of Christian responsibility to care for creation in its goodness as agift
from God. But Bristol was also aware of the ambiguity of nature for
human life: for nature produces not only beautiful sunsets but “the
hurricanes, the floods, the droughts, the earthquakes ...The ques¬
tions come immediately: if God is both good and the creator of all that
is, why is there so much destructiveness in the created order? Why so
much suffering and pain for God’s creatures? While some suffering of
human beings may follow from their having free will, what about the
suffering caused by an apparently indifferent, or hostile, natural order?
And what about the suffering of animals, who live so largely within
their programmed patterns of ancestral instinct? And why is the whole
natural order threatened incessantly by—and finally, in natural terms,
delivered up to—decay and death? Or are these very questions inappro-
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priate, areflection of our chauvinistic focus upon the importance of the
human species?

What, in short, is the nature of Nature'^. Ecumenical reflection must
move beyond its present tendency to glorify nature, and take far more
seriously nature’s “shadow side.”” And this requires, Isuggest, aclear
Christocenrric perspective, avision rooted in the biblical picture of the
cosmic Christ (John, Colossians, Ephesians) whose death and resurrec¬
tion is at the heart of the divine plan of redemption for the whole cre¬
ated order, and who lives today in the hearts of his followers. Faith and
Order wrote in preparation for its Santiago world conference:

Because of the redemptive work of Christ, Christians expect
the final healing, liberating and restoration of the whole of cre¬
ation from the destructive powers of darkness and evil and look
forward to the day when Christ is to recapitulate and consum¬
mate the whole creation in the eternal kingdom of God.”

This eschatological perspective enables us to celebrate the goodness
of creation, and to face squarely its terrible aspects, by holding both
realities within the framework of Christ’s Lordship over the cosmos,
anchored in God’s redemptive plan for creation. And it relates that plan
to the unity of the church, showing how our continuing divisions are
judged also from the perspective of the integrity of creation:

The division of Christians weakens their effectiveness in caring
for creation; it subverts the sign of the unity of creation, and
humanity remains without achallenge to its own striving ...
The churches by their divisions obscure the lordship of the Lord
of creation. The problem is thus not only one of adivided wit¬
ness before the world: it is also the problem of being faithful
before God to our calling to live as akoinonia of healing and
caring in relation to creation.

This shows how afresh Christological vision would further link the
search for visible unity with the imperative for witness and service. Some
such Christocentric perspective was at the heart of the original ecu¬
menical vision as we see, strikingly, from the Life and Work conference
held at Oxford in 1937. This declared that:
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The first duty of the church, and its greatest service to the world,
is that it be in very deed the church—confessing the true faith,
committed to the fulfilment of the will of Christ, its only Lord,
and united in him in afellowship of love and service.

This was not meant to claim centrality for the church, but to call the
churches “to an intensely self-critical procedure” through which they
are “summoned, in obedience to their one and only Lord, to become a
fellowship of love and service. This fellowship, however, is nothing less
than the practical and ethical reflection of the unity of the churchChrist,
the body. Lord of the Church and of all creation, calls us to alife of
service and witness. This points to the vision by which we search fer¬
vently for visible unity, to the glory of God and for the sake of the
world which God has made, and by which together we give ourselves in
witness and service to others, and to the whole of creation, as asign and
foretaste of our final oneness in Christ, who is all in all.

The search for unity: beyond koinonia to union
Second, the ecumenical movement needs to move beyond koinonia

towards afresh exploration of organic union as its goal. This requires a
recovery of the very term “union.” From at least the WCCs Uppsala
assembly (1968), ecumenical concepts of unity have developed in dia¬
logue with developments towards unity in the human community. As
“one world” has become more and more asurprising reality, the church
was challenged to reflect on its own distinctive understanding and ex¬
perience of unity:

In atime when human interdependence is so evident, it is the
more imperative to make visible the bonds which unite Chris¬
tians in universal fellowship ...The ecumenical movement helps
to enlarge this experience of universality, and its regional coun¬
cils and its world council may be regarded as atransitional
opportunity for eventually actualizing atruly universal, ecu¬
menical, conciliar form of common life and witness.^®

56

Uppsala’s view of “the world” was remarkably positive, with its ref¬
erence to “secular catholicity” and “instruments of conciliation and
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unification” produced by secular society.This raises afirst problem,
namely that since Uppsala the notion of unity, in both the secular
and Christian arenas, has become problematic: the “oneness” we are
being offered looks increasingly questionable, and the methods to at¬
tain it increasingly dubious, /dready at the first Faith and Order Com¬
mission meeting held after Uppsala, at Louvain in 1971, acritical
note was sounded about the “unity” being developed within the hu¬
man community:

...modern technology has forced all mankind into atight
interdependence which constantly threatens freedom and indi¬
viduality. The church’s unity must be of such akind that there
is ample space for diversity and for the open mutual confronta¬
tion of different interests and convictions. 6 0

Today we could add along list of unitive impulses (political, eco¬
nomic, social, ethnic, national, ideological, valuational) which “the
world” is only too ready to provide, and which are urgently in need of
critique from the perspective of the gospel.

There is asecond, related problem with the concept of unity: for
many it is no longer apositive term, but appears rather as athreat to
their identity and growth. Persons and peoples now demand that their
unique voice be heard; and for all that is good in this it has also led, as
the Santiago working document noted, to the emergence of centrifu¬
gal, divisive tendencies among peoples and within nations, to the point
where unity and diversity are no longer seen as compatible. This divi¬
sive particularism now threatens the churches and the ecumenical move¬
m e n t :

For anumber of years there has been agrowing proliferation of
narrowly particularistic concerns within churches or regions.
This is even more serious when it is linked to atesurgence of
exclusivistic and militant nationalism or ethnicity as indeed
seems to be the case in some parts of the world.'’'

Clearly the ecumenical movement has lost aviable and attractive
understanding of unity. Partly in response, the term “koinonia” has
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recently emerged as the central visioning language for the churches’
growing together. Variously—and always partially—translated as “com¬
munion,” “community,” “fellowship,” the term “koinonia” has been
used since the WCC New Delhi assembly in 1952 to indicate the “di¬
mension of depth” in the relationship among the members of Christ’s
body, pointing to their common participation in Christ as the church’s
source and sustaining power. Thus New Delhi:

The word “fellowship” (koinonia) has been chosen because it
describes what the church truly is. “Fellowship” clearly implies
that the church is not merely an institution or organization. It
is afellowship of those who are called together by the Holy
spirit and in baptism confess Christ as Lord and Saviour.

Yet the language of koinonia has its own problems. Its meanings are
many, to the point that the Santiago Faith and Order world conference,
whose theme was “koinonia,” was in effect an exploration of possible
(including some contradictory) meanings of the term. The latest gath¬
ering of united and uniting churches surveyed an astonishing variety of
approaches to visible unity—all of them understanding themselves as
expressions of “koinonia.”‘̂ ^This diversity of meanings is inevitable since
koinonia is, fundamentally, aterm about relationships rather than struc¬
tures; it suggests the quality of relationship which should obtain within
the “household of faith.” But by the same token it lacks the structural
component proper to amodel of unity, which can clarify and sharpen
our reflections on how the churches should order their common life.

It is exactly at this point, touching issues of mutual accountability
and structures of decision-making, that we have much to gain from a
return to the discussion of “models of unity,” and particularly of or¬
ganic union. The understanding of unity as uniformity has seriously
distorted the perception of this model, reading into it arigid, mono¬
lithic quality which was never intended.®^ “On the contrary, what we
desire,” said the original definition of organic union, “is the unity of a
living organism, with the diversity characteristic of the members of a
healthy body.” That is, the term “organic” is used not to suggest unifor¬
mity but to insist precisely upon aflexible, dynamic diversity among the
churches so “united.Of all the models it is, in my view, the most
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helpful in combining freedom in the expression of Christian faith and
life, with the mutual accountability required of those who truly belong
to the one body of Christ.®^

The churches; beyond conversion to kenosis
Third, the churches need to move beyond conversion to kenosis.

Spurred by movements such as the Groupe des Dombes, churches have
recently begun to consider “conversion” as the basis for both their own
identity and their growth toward unity.® But conversion points beyond
itself to kenosis.̂ ® Because it requires giving up ones claim to be the
standard for one’s own life, and to be right by that standard, it finds its
source and completion in the act of kenosis, in that complete self-giv¬
ing which seeks only the good of the other, asking for and expecting no
reward.^ '

Iam increasingly convinced that the churches’ lives need to be shaped
by the notion of kenosis; indeed, that they are called to akenotic
ecclesiology w)d\ch., taking as its starting point Philippians 2:5-11, places
at the center of their self-understanding the picture of Jesus as suffering
servant.̂ ^ This would require aradical re-evaluation of the idea of “ser¬
vice” in the church, where often “service” means one thing for the “hum¬
bler” members of the community and quite adifferent thing for the
“more exalted.It would require aradical re-thinking of attitudes to
power, not least as exercised within the church itself, and of attitudes
toward property and possessions, including those of the churches. Would
it not also require are-examination of the exclusions—especially the
exclusion from the Lord’s Table—which the churches practise against
one another?

The fifth world conference on Faith and Order just touched upon
the theme of koinonia, affirming that:

the encounter with the other in the search to establish the [«c]
koinonia, grounded in God’s gift, calls for akenosis—a self¬
giving and aself-emptying. Such akenosis arouses fear of loss
of identity, and invites us to be vulnerable, yet such is no more
than faithfulness to the ministry of vulnerability and death of
Jesus ... As individuals and communities, we are called to
establish koinonia through aministry of kenosis. 7 4
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This stops well short, however, of calling the churches to afunda¬
mental re-examination of their own values, internal patterns of human
relations, and structures of power in light of the gospel.

Let us return in conclusion to the story with which we began. The
woman” knew instinctively that the diakonia practised among

Christians is an expression of their koinonia within the one body of
Christ. She knew that that koinonia was incomplete—no, damaged—
for the priest could not match his gift of material food with the gift of
spiritual food, the very body and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ. And
she did well to reproach Bishop Annobil for the continuing divisions of
the church. What would akenotic ecclesiology demand of the priest in
this story? What would it demand of his church'i “If”—as Paul asks in
Philippians 2:1—“there is any koinonia in the Spirit,” is it not high
time we found out?

o l d
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Granberg-Michaelson, Geneva, WCC Unit III and Faith and Order (Unit
I), 1993. “Costly Unity,” Report of the Consultation, pp. 83-105; Costly
Commitment: Ecclesiology and Ethics, ed. By Thomas F. Best and Martin
Robra, Geneva, Faith and Order/Unit Iand Unit III, WCC, 1995. “Costly
Commitment: Report of the Consultation,” pp. 61-81; and “Costly Obedi¬
ence,” report and papers to be published in 1997 by WCC Publications
and in The Ecumenical Review, respectively.

Now is the Time: The Final Document and Other Texts from the World
Convocation on Justice, Peace and the Integrity of Creation,” Seoul 1990,
Geneva, WCC, 1990, p. 3.

See the “Act of Covenanting” and the four specific “concretizations” of
that act in “Now is the Time,” Ibid., pp. 22-33.

10

12

14

63



The Vision of Christian Unity

Message” from the Seoul JPIC convocation, in “Now is the Time,”
Ibid., para. 7, back cover page.

Now is the Time,” Ibid., p. 5.
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4 4 Towards Unity in Tension,” statement of the conference, Accra 1974:
Uniting in Hope, op. Cit., pp. 90-94; the quotation is from para. 10, p. 93.
The ecumenical movement, then, is finally “dependent on the Spirit for the
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strength to reconcile within the one body of the church all whom the forces
of disunity would otherwise continue to drive apart”; see para. 12, p. 94.

See “The Unity of the Church as Koinonia: Gift and Calling (Canberra
1991),” On the Way to Fuller Koinonia: The Fifth World Conference on Faith
and Order, op. Cit., pp. 269-270.

The central texts in ecumenical discussion have been those from New

Delhi (“all in each place”) and Nairobi (“conciliar fellowship”). See W. A.
Visser ‘t Hooft, ed.. The New Delhi Report: The Third Assembly of the World
Council of Churches, 1961, London, SCM, 1962, p. 116; and David M.
Paton, ed., Breaking Barriers: Nairobi 1975, London and Grand Rapids,
SPCK and Wm B. Eerdmans, 1976, pp. 59-61. Also important is the state¬
ment on catholicity from Uppsala; see Norman Goodall, ed., The Uppsala
1968 Report: Official Report of the Fourth Assembly of the WCC, Uppsala,
1968, Geneva, WCC, 1968, p. 13. The Vancouver assembly referred to a
“Eucharistic vision”; cf Gathered for Life, op. Cit., p. 44.

“The Unity of the Church as Koinonia: Gift and Calling,” op. Cit. (Em¬
phasis mine).

I b i d .

Now is the Time,” op. Cit., affirmation VII, p. 18.4 9

I b i d .

Ibid., affirmation VIII, p. 19.
New Directions for Faith and Order: Bristol 1967, op. Cit., pp. 17-18.
This has begun in the recent WCC study on LIIV/AIDS, where constant

contact with matters of life and death—including the death of amember of
the study team—brought an acute awareness of these realities. For example:
“The whole creation, for all its beauty and the marvellous order which it
reveals, groans in ‘labour pains’ (Rom. 8:22). Both living beings and non¬
living material objects are subject to decline and decay. There is disease and
illness. Many creatures live—and can live—only at the expense of others:
indeed, many can live only through the death of others.” See Facing AIDS:
the Challenge, the Churches Response, aWCC Study Document, Geneva,
WCC Publications, 1997, p. 34.

Towards Koinonia in Faith, Life and Witness,” op. Cit., chapter IV. 5,
para. 106, p. 293, referring to Confessing the One Faith, Faith and Order
Paper No. 153, new revised version, Geneva, WCC Publications, 1991,
para. 82, p. 4l.
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This formulation is taken from the earlier (April, 1992) version of “To¬
wards Koinonia in Faith, Life and Witness,
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chapter IV.2, para. 84, p.s e e
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The Churches Survey Their Task: The Report of the Conference at Oxford,
July 1937, on Church, Community and State, Second Impression, London,
George Allen &Unwin Ltd., 1938, p. 57.

Geiko Miiller-Fahrenholz, “Retrospect; Motives and Themes Leading to
the Emergence of the Theme ‘Unity of the Church—Unity of Mankind’
1937-1967,” in Unity in Todays World: The Faith and Order Studies on:
“Unity of the Church-Unity of Humankind,'' ed. By Geiko Miiller-
Fahrenholz, Faith and Order Paper No. 88, pp. 15-16 (emphasis mine).

The Uppsala 1968 Report, op. Cit., p. 17.
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Faith and Order: Louvain 1971, op. Cit., pp. 226-227.
“Towards Koinonia in Faith, Life and Witness,” op. Cit., para. 13, p.
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“The New Delhi Report, op. Cit., p. 119.
See Built Together: The Present Vocation Of United and Uniting Churches

(Ephesians 2:22), The Sixth International Consultation of United and Uniting
Churches, ed. By Thomas F. Best, Faith and Order Paper No. 174, Geneva,
Faith and Order Commission, WCC, 1996.

See the statement on “corporate union” or “organic union” from the sec¬
ond world conference on Faith and Order at Edinburgh, 1937: “These
terms are forbidding to many, as suggesting the ideal of acompact govern¬
mental union involving rigid uniformity. We do not so understand them,
and none of us desires such uniformity. ..,” (Leonard Hodgson, ed., The
Second World Conference on Faith and Order, London, Student Christian
Movement Press, 1938, p. 252). Archbishop Aram Keshishian notes the ef¬
fect of this misunderstanding: “The model of organic unity had started to
lose ground ...mainly because of the fear that organic unity could mean,
for some churches at least, the development of structures that might hinder
the diversity of Christian life. The model of conciliar fellowship affirms di¬
versity” (see Conciliar Fellowship, op. Cit., p. 21). But in fact conciliar fel¬
lowship was proposed an explication and development of the meaning of
organic unity. As the Nairobi assembly noted: “[Conciliar fellowship] does
not look towards aconception of unity different from that full organic

64

A 7



The Vision of Christian Unity

unity sketched in the New Delhi statement, but is rather afurther elabora¬
tion of it” {Breaking Barriers, op. Cit., p. 60).

I b i d .

The work on catholicity—diversity within the wholeness of the people of
God—begun at the Uppsala 1968 assembly will be crucial in further work
in this area.'̂ ^ And it is significant that Faith and Orders reflections on
conciliarity developed in close connection with its study on “The Unity of
the Church and the Unity of [Hu] mankind,” apredecessor of the “Unity
and Renewal” study. See Unity in Today’s World, op. Cit., sections I(pp. 11-
13) and II (pp. 14-27). Further, the experience of JPIC in shaping partner¬
ships for reflection and action needs to be joined with that of the unity
m o v e m e n t .

Since Christ lived, died and rose again for all mankind, catholicity is the
opposite of all kinds of egoism and particularism. It is the quality by which
the church expresses the fullness, the integrity and the totality of life in
Christ,” The Uppsala 1968 Report, op. Cit., p. 13.

For acareful summary and evaluation of the unity of the church—unity
of [hu] mankind studies through the 1970s see Geiko Miiller-Fahrenholz,
ed.. Unity in Todays World: The Faith and Order Studies on: "Unity of the
Church-Unity of Humankind,” Faith and Order Paper No. 88, Geneva,
WCC, 1978, chapters I(pp. 11-13) and II (pp. 14-27).

See Croupe des Dombes, For the Conversion of the Churches, trans. By
James Greig, Geneva, WCC Publications, 1993.

Strikingly, the Croupe des Dombes introduces kenosis as an instance of
conversion—should it not be the other way around? See For the Conversion
of the Churches, op. Cit., paras. 164-168, pp. 69-71.

The language of self-giving is not innocent; it has been abused by some,
that they might benefit from the sacrifice of others. But the language must
be purified and recovered, Ibelieve, not discarded.

Ihave used here material from my article “Koinonia and Diakonia; The
Ecumenical Implications of two Biblical Perspectives on the Church,” in
Faith in Practice: Studies in the Book of Acts, AFestschrift in Honor of Earl
and Ottie Mearl Stuckenbruck, ed. By David A. Fiensy and William D.
Howden, Atlanta, European Evangelistic Society, 1995, pp. 347-375; the
text is from p. 365.
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7 3 See Church and World: The Unity of the Church and the Renewal of Hu¬
man Community, op. Cit., pp. 69-70.

On the Way to Fuller Koinonia: Official Report of the Fifth World Confer¬
ence on Faith and Order, op. Cit., p. 233.
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C H A P T E R F O U R

N E W P E R S P E C T I V E S
I N M I S S I O N

Emilio Castro

In 1961 the International Missionary Council (IMC) integrated into
the life of the WCC. From that moment on an intense missiological
discussion has taken place in ecumenical circles inside and far beyond
the WCC. “Mission in six continents” was the slogan of the first con¬
ference of the Commission on World Mission and Evangelism (CWMC)
as part and parcel of the WCC. It was an attempt to indicate the mis¬
sionary nature of Christian being, and of the very life of the church, so
that everywhere, in the local church or through ministries abroad, we
are compelled to be engaged in world mission.

Pretty soon came the discussion about Missio dei (“the mission of
God”). The real thing was to discover God’s missionary outreach, em¬
bracing the whole creation, and bringing all into the search for Shalom,
the all-embracing blessings of God. It was an attempt to enlarge the
horizons, to see beyond the upward growth of the church, or the inter¬
nal concerns of the church, to the reality of the whole world as the
arena where Christians and non-Christians were called to walk together
toward the horizon of the kingdom of God. The church’s ministry was
perceived to be at the service of awider mission.

It is no surprise that at this moment abig debate developed about
the relation between evangelism and social action. Was the concern for
the total human development one way out of the Christian obligation
to “name the name” and call people to faith in Jesus Christ? Could we
talk about “priorities” between evangelism and the social manifestation
of Christian love? Was the participation in human development the
paramount manifestation of our missionary strategy, or should this al¬
ways be accompanied by the planting of the church? Together with this
debate came the big polemic about church growth; could we develop
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methodologies for such numerical growth? Would such methodologies
facilitate the growth of the church at the potential expense of the con¬
tent, the sacrificial demands, of the Gospel?

In fact the very notion of salvation was explored in the world mis¬
sionary conference in Bangkok in 1973, because aradical questioning
of the whole missionary strategy of the church was at stake. Two other
main issues fed this intensely polemic period. One was the concern for
dialogue with other religious people and people of other ideological
convictions. Fear was expressed that this could lead to arelativizing of
the gospel, adiminution of our missionary zeal, finishing eventually in
aradical syncretism. Meanwhile aparallel debate was taking place, es¬
pecially in Africa, about the need for a“moratorium” in international
miss i on .

The desire was expressed that Western, “sending” missionary agen¬
cies should stop sending people and material resources, and consider
afresh their whole participation in the missionary outreach of the world
church. This they should do in full awareness that the situation was
radically changing, because the church was already planted in most coun¬
tries on earth.

The whole of this exciting period came to be summarized in con¬
crete ecumenical affirmations in the doc\xm&nx Mission and Evangelism:
An Ecumenical Affirmation,̂  which was approved by the WCC Central
Committee in the early 1980s. Aknowledge of this document is an
essential foundation for my discussion, and in looking to the whole
future of the missionary enterprise, so Ishall review and discuss some
of its central points.

The Affirmation begins by recalling the total horizon of God’s pur¬
pose for creation and humanity, and goes on to discern the particular
vocation of the church. Thus the Preface notes:

The biblical promise of anew earth and anew heaven where
love, peace and justice will prevail (Ps. 85:7-13, Is. 32:17-18,
65:17-25, and Rev. 21:1-2) invites our actions as Christians in
history. The contrast of that vision with the reality of today
reveals the monstrosity of human sin, the evil unleashed by the
rejection of God’s will for humankind.
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The church is sent into the world to call people and nations to
repentance, to announce forgiveness of sin and anew begin¬
ning in relations with God and with neighbours through Jesus
Christ. This evangelistic calling has anew urgency today.^

Very clearly, lessons from the mission of God debate are taken—but
with aclear concentration on the missionary responsibility of the church,
and the centrality of Jesus Christ as the revelation of God in history.
And so we read in the section “Call to Mission”:

There is agrowing awareness among the churches today of
the inextricable relationship between Christian unity and mis¬
sionary calling, between ecumenism and evangelization. “Evan¬
gelization is the test of our ecumenical vocation.

The starting point of our proclamation, affirms the document, is
Chr is t and Chr is t c ruc ified :

” 3

The Cross is the place of the decisive battle between the powers
of evil and the love of God. It uncovers the lostness of the world,
the magnitude of human sinfulness, the tragedy of human alien¬
ation. The total self-surrendering of Christ reveals the immea¬
surable depth of God’s love for the world (John 3:16).'̂

From this basic affirmation follow aseries of clear convictions about
conversion, described in this way: “Jesus’ call is an invitation to follow
him joyfully, to participate in his servant body, to share with him in the
struggle to overcome sin, poverty and death.There is also aclear affir¬
mation of our vocation to announce the gospel in all realms of life, to
provide apublic witness to Jesus Christ. Thus in Para. 15:

The Evangelistic Witness is directed towards all of the ktisis
(creation) which groans and travails in search of adoption and
redemption ...The transfiguring power of the Holy Trinity is
meant to reach into every nook and cranny of our national
life ...The Evangelistic Witness will also speak to the struc¬
tures of this world, its economic and societal institutions ....
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The church and its unity in God’s mission are part and parcel of the
common convictions of the ecumenical family. In Para. 20 the internal
life of the church is perceived as amissionary existence:

Thus Christian mission is the action of the body of Christ in
the history of humankind—a continuation of Pentecost. Those
who through conversion and baptism accept the Gospel of
Jesus partake in the life of the body of Christ and participate
in an historical tradit ion.* '

It is very interesting to see that “tradition” is here perceived in its
missionary meaning of passing on amessage, and alifestyle, that belongs
to the people of God. And at the very centre of the Ghristian church, of
Ghristian spirituality, the celebration of the eucharist is perceived to be

bread for amissionary people. We acknowledge with deep sor¬
row that Christians do not join together at the Lord’s Table.
This contradicts God’s will and impoverishes the body of Christ.
The credibility of our Christian witness is at stake.''

So naturally the unity of the church is essential for the mission of the
C h u r c h :

...common witness should be the natural consequence of a
unity with Christ in his mission. The ecumenical experience
has discovered the reality of adeep spiritual unity. The com¬
mon recognition of the authority of the Bible and of the creeds
of the ancient church and agrowing convergence in doctrinal
affirmations should allow the churches not only to affirm to¬
gether the fundamentals of the Christian faith, but also to pro¬
claim together the Good News of Jesus Christ to the world. In
solidarity, churches are helping each other in their respective
witness before the world. In the same solidarity, they should
share their spiritual and material resources to announce together
and clearly their common hope and common calling.®

Because the mission and evangelism to which we are called is the
continuation in history of God’s invasion of love in Jesus Ghrist, the
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style that corresponds to that mission is Christ’s own way So in the
chapter called “Mission in Christ’s way,” the affirmation says:

“As the Father has sent me, even so Isend you” (John 20:21).
The self-emptying of the servant who lived among the people,
sharing in their hopes and sufferings, giving his life on the cross
for all humanity—this was Christ’s way of proclaiming the Good
News, and as disciples we are summoned to follow the same
w a y . . .

... an imperialistic crusader’s spirit was foreign to him.
Churches are free to choose the ways they consider best to
announce the gospel to different people in different circum¬
stances. But these options are never neutral. Every methodol¬
ogy illustrates or betrays the gospel we announce. In all
communication of the Gospel, power must be subordinate to
love.^

One of the points of focus in the spiritual and intellectual pilgrimage
of the church in the last decades has been the re-encounter with the
poor of the earth and the re-discovery, in them, of the face of Jesus
C h r i s t . “ G o o d

Gospel and comes as God’s priority for the church. Thus Para. 32:

There is also atragic coincidence that most of the world’s poor
have not heard the Good News of the Gospel of Jesus Christ or
they could not receive it because it was not recognized as Good
News in the way in which it was brought. This is adouble
injustice: they are victims of the oppression of an unjust eco¬
nomic order or an unjust political distribution of power, and at
the same time they are deprived of the knowledge of God’s spe¬
cial care for them. To announce the Good News to the poor is
to begin to render the justice due to them.

Let me add here aquotation from an essay by Kurt Cadorette in the
book Mission in Bold Humility, David Bosch’s Work Considered-.

to the poor” belongs to the very essence of then e w s

1 0
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The preferential option for the poor is often construed as a
social-political statement or decision. It is neither. It is really a
Christological and soteriological assertion whose foundation
lies in the God revealed in both Hebrew and Christian scrip¬
tures. What Medellin claimed and Puebla and Santo Domingo
reiterated in 1979 and 1992 is that to understand Jesus and the
reign of God he proclaimed, Christians must live as he did,
among and committed to the poor ... Adisciple does not opt
for the poor and oppressed out of asense of noblesse oblige or
some romantic assumption about their intrinsic goodness, but
because in their midst Christians encounter the God Jesus pro¬
c l a i m e d . "

We mentioned above that the Mexican conference in 1962 on
“Mission in 6Continents” was the first after the integration of the
International Missionary Council with the WCC. The basic affirmations
from this gathering remain with us and are taken up by the Ecumenical
Affirmation of Mission and Evangelism, which indicates that mission is
“in and to” s ix cont inents.

The Christian affirmations on the world-wide missionary
sponsibility of the church will be credible if they are authenti¬
cated by aserious missionary engagement at home ...

r e -

Every local congregation needs the awareness of its catholicity
which comes from its participation in the mission of Jesus Christ
in other parts of the world. Through its witnessing stance in its
own situation, its prayers of intercession for churches in other
parts of the world, and its sharing of persons and resources, it
participates fully in the world mission of the Christian church.

It is within this awareness of the reciprocal belonging of home and
foreign mission, and of the responsibility of every local congregation to
be part of the international mission of the church, that the debate about
a “mora to r i um” on m iss ion a r i ses .

This was not an attempt to stop mission, but to give to the mission¬
ary outreach of the church anew moment of reflection, of consider-

12
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ation, to see if anew beginning could free resources to confront new
challenges. Thus the text insists that:

Moratorium does not mean the end of the missionary voca¬
tion, nor of the duty to provide resources for missionary work,
but it does mean freedom to reconsider present engagement
and to see whether acontinuation of what we had been doing
for so long is the right style of mission in our day.

Morator ium has to be understood inside aconcern for world
mission. I t is fa i thfu lness of commitment to Chr is t in each

national situation which makes missionary concern in other
parts of the world authentic. There can never be amorato¬
rium of mission, but it will be possible, and sometimes neces¬
sary, to have amoratorium for the sake of better mission.'^

Mission and Evangelism: An Ecumenical Affirmation is alandmark in
ecumenical missionary thinking, and Ithink it is the best possible sum-
maty of where our common conviction has led the “ecumenical ship”
in the most recent decades. However that document is dated 1982.The
world continues to go on; changes are happening, and the pilgrim people
of God continues in its missionary journey, facing old and new situa¬
tions, thinking ever again afresh about its missionary vocation and the
way in which it should be performed.

Therefore “new perspectives”—the title of our article—are needed. I
offer the following not as asubstitute for the common ecumenical wis¬
dom we have already described, but as adaptations of that wisdom, or
advances upon it, or as abasis for confronting the new challenges of the
day in the same spirit.

First, let us face the reality: we do not have any more the benefit of an
historical “inerrancy” in transmitting the Christian tradition or the basic
elements of the Christian Gospel. Look at Westetn Europe: the cathe¬
drals are there. For those who know, or who dare to look carefully, every
door, every column speaks in symbols of the Christian tradition. But
for most of the inhabitants of Europe, and for most of the tourists
passing by, they are only manifestations of acertain craftsmanship and
beauty, which do not convey the significance of the Christian symbols.
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Allow me to quote from the chapter “The Missionary Challenge to the
Church at the End of the 20* Century,” which Iwrote for the book
Reconciliation: Essays in Honour of Michael Hurley.

Let me begin by indicating what to me is the most important
challenge with which we are already confronted now, and which
will be with us in the years to come. This is well summarized by
one of our old Sunday School hymns: “Tell me the old, old
story, tell me of Jesus and his love.” Ido not see any greater
urgency than to develop the capacity of transmitting the story
of Jesus Christ within and outside the Christian community.
While we are well aware of the secularization prevailing in West¬
ern Europe, we are also aware of the fact that the majority of
the population still likes to be called Christian. In some coun¬
tries of continental Europe this can be measured even by the
payment of Church taxes. Those taxes are these, providing for
many services which the churches are able to offer, but the bodies,
the minds, the hearts of the people are not there. Make an in¬
quiry about the meaning of some of the official holidays
celebrated in some of our countries, like Pentecost or Ascen¬
sion Day or even Christmas and your will get the most extraor¬
dinary responses from the people.

But we are talking only of the region called previously Western
Europe. We need to look also to the regions belonging to Cen¬
tral and Eastern Europe. We are obviously excited by the new
perspectives which have opened up for the Churches there as a
result of the overthrow of the party monopoly, with its ideo¬
logical system. However, we should not be blind to the fact that
for the past 45 or even 75 years the population has been deprived
of aliving relationship with the Church. Today we are witnesses
of agreat religious revival; we have atremendous unity of eth¬
nic groupings and religion. We can watch great feelings, great
emotion and the attempt to recover the tradition, but without
the actual content, without the actual knowledge. There is curi¬
osity, there is even partisan passion, but there is no knowledge.
It is very significant that the Churches in those countries are
concentrating their efforts on getting of vast quantities of Bibles
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and religious books ...[through] the Amity Printing Press, a
joint effort of the China Christian Council and the United Bible
Society. ..millions of Bibles are being printed for the benefit
of the Chinese people. The National Council of Churches of
(South) Korea is coordinating abig campaign among Churches
of that country to raise together the means to provide one million
bibles for the Churches in the former Soviet Union.

We could add here the need of fast-developing Pentecostal and
African-Instituted chutches for substantial basic knowledge of the
Christian tradition. Ido not need to elabotate the rapid growth in world
population, which represents enormous challenges for the formation of
Christian communities and the evangelistic task of the Church. Train¬
ing, Christian education, the spreading of the bible; all these are today
afundamental challenge in our missionary outreach.

We know that thete are many dimensions of the mission of the church
which have greater glamour, but the sterling work of bible distribution
and the Sunday School teacher is fundamental as we go into the new
millenium. As aPentecostal leader from Brazil used to say: “We do not
need help for our evangelistic work. We know how to do it. What we
need is help in training the converted Christians into Christian citizens,
into people who know what the gospel means for private, public and
family life.” This Christian formation is one of the most exciting mis-
sionaty challenges for today.

For centuries the missionary expansion of the church from the West
was supported and helped by Western colonial and commercial expan¬
sion. As is evident from the well-known stoty of that expansion in the
16‘*’ to 18“'’ centuries, that expansion was facilitating the parallel, simul¬
taneous expansion of the Christian church. Today the expansion of the
West—and not only its political and commercial influence, but especially
in terms of the new communication possibilities and the entertainment
industry—is tremendously powerful. But now it proceeds practically
without reference to any Christian values. The forces behind the
expansion yhave developed their own system of values, their own con-
sumerist society, and thus they are in reality competing for the minds,
souls, and loyalty of people everywhere. The task of the church, which
(with all the ambiguities of the colonial and commercial period, was

7 9



The Vision of Christian Unity

somehow facilitated by the communication means then available) is
made more and more difficult by the values prevailing in the commu¬
nications systems of today. We read of efforts made to plant the procla¬
mation of the Gospel in the electronic world of the mass media and of
the Internet; but we need to realize that, for Christian formation, noth¬
ing today can replace the potential—and responsibility—of the Chris¬
tian family, the Christian local community, and the vocational groups
which gather around aparticular missionary frontier, or aparticular
spiritual discipline, to strengthen' their knowledge of the Gospel and
their attempt to be faithful servants of Jesus Christ.

Second, aseries of events or facts have come together to produce a
certain “loss of nerve” in the church’s missionary consciousness. Perhaps
the classical motivation for mission, the conviction of the “lostness” of
all humankind and the need to send to all human beings asaving mes¬
sage, has not survived our relatively new proximity to people of other
faiths. In today’s pluralist society it is much more difficult to speak of
the “darkness” of others while their children who play with our chil¬
dren often behave much better than ours. It is also true that acertain
“tiredness” prevails as we have so many efforts to develop programs for
justice in so many countries of the world, yet see that—despite all our
efforts—the present economic model continues to generate marginalized
people and to increase poverty.

And also: slogans like “the evangelization of the world in this genera¬
tion,” which was the inspiration and the calling of the generation of
Edinburgh in 1910, or the later slogan “Reaching the unreached,” that
motivated so many Christians in the last decades, have not produced a
significant difference in the religious map of the world. The traditional
religions of Islam, Hinduism, Buddhism and so on are there to stay,
and indeed they are now sending missionaries to do “outreach” in areas
traditionally considered “Christian.” Again, in the 1960’s it was pos¬
sible to think of the movements of the Spirit of God among the poor of
the earth and opening history to create new possibilities; but today,
after the fall of the Berlin wall and all of the radical changes experi¬
enced in the world, it seems that South Africa formed the last confron¬
tation between the Christian faith and aform of political and cultural
life which was clearly evil or heretical. Now we are called to live our
Christian life within more ambiguous situations, where of course there
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are injustices to be denounced, and hopes to be rekindled—but all within
a“realistic acceptance” of the ambiguities of history.

We seem to be the first generation which is no longer “naive” in its
consideration of the world and the impact of the Christian mission
upon that world. Realism is absolutely necessary; but for Christians
realism goes not only to the cross, where all evil is unmasked, but also
to the resurrection, where the power of God is fully manifested. On
this basis our missionary consciousness does not depend on the histori¬
cal “success” of our efforts, but comes from our belonging to God’s
movement of love, God’s own missionary being, God’s own self-disclo¬
sure in Jesus Ghrist. It is this which calls us to be apart of the “mission¬
ary” movements within history. The “loss of nerve” will not recovered
by arguments about the “darkness” of the world or by all the “success
stories” which could be told. Rather the recovery will come through a
deeper rooting of our spiritual life in the very life of God in Ghrist, in
the mystery of the Trinity, so that we can be taken by the Holy Spirit
and led into new missionary situations. It is, first of all, the recovery of
our Christian missionary identity that is required in order to cope with
the missionary challenges of today.

Perhaps in our situation we could recover something of the psycho¬
logical and spiritual perspectives which belonged to the early Chris¬
tians. They were minorities confronting the power of the Roman empire.
The could not develop a“master plan” for the whole world. They knew
only from whence they were coming: apersonal encounter with Jesus
Christ, the reception of the Holy spirit, and the internal motivation to
share with others what they had received. It is from asense of sharing
blessings received, and awish to see many others praising God (Phil.
2), that we are involved in our missionary outreach. It is no arrogance
or claim of superiority, but only the awareness of God’s love, that in¬
volves us in same passionate outreach, in the same sharing through the
cross in the pains and sufferings and, through the resurrection, in the
hopes and dreams of humankind.

Third, as the world becomes a“global village” we are challenged to
realize adifferent type of inculturation, one that means the interaction
of the gospel with the themes which now affect the whole of human¬
kind. In an era when the “local” transcends international borders, the
credibility of the gospel message depends upon Christians participating
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actively in the discussion of the values which will shape this world com¬
munity and the whole of humanity. Specifically we need to engage criti¬
cally with the prevailing anthropology which reduces human beings to
the role of consumers, and proclaims the independence of the market
from any voluntaristic control. The mood of society today calls con¬
stantly for increasing productivity and competitiveness, treating hu¬
man beings in terms of an economic variable .At stake is avision of
personal society which is in collision with basic tenets of the gospel.

In todays consumer society the church has new opportunities to speak
the name of Jesus Christ, whether in caring for the victims of economic
developments, or engaging in the debate to uphold human values.Thus
the conciliar process for Justice, Peace and the Integrity of Creation has
been, and is, the affirmation of anew relationship between human be¬
ings and creation, anew covenant of responsibility between present
and future generations. In fact, it is anew way of proclaiming the Gos¬
pel message.

Fourth, there is another aspect of this global consideration, one com¬
ing from the scientific developments of today. We have to speak the
name of Jesus and show the newness of life offered in him in aworld
where the vision of reality is measured in billions of years, and where
genetic manipulation can condition life. Yet it is in the ingenuousness
of this story of Jesus that we find the freshness we need to confront
contemporary perceptions and to testify to areality which calls for their
c rea t i ve t rans fo rma t ion .

There are two inseparable dimensions to the current debate on
biotechnology: bioresearch and its possible consequences, and the
economic power which sets the options for such research. Science has the
potential for good and for evil; but we are talking here also about the very
definition of humanity, about the affirmation—or denial, as in the more
extreme expressions of biotechnology—of human freedom and integrity.
The advent of biotechnology calls the churches to re-examine the funda¬
mental Christian understanding of creation, and the relationship between
God, humanity and the created world. In confronting the challenges of
globalization we are called to engage in atheological- philosophical debate
but also in the defence of the human spirituality and freedom, and to
affirm that justice must be the commanding category in terms of priori¬
ties for investigation, research and application.
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In the process, the resources of the biblical witness and the declara¬
tion of the ancient creeds of the Church must be reaffirmed. Exactly in
this context, the affirmation of new life in Christ is an evangelising
vocation that challenges us and calls for our cooperative effort.

Fifth, closely related to the inculturation debate is the permanent
question, already mentioned in the Ecumenical Ajfirmation on Mission
and Evangelism, of the place of other religions in God’s plan. In
Vancouver, and later on in San Antonio and Canberra, the discussion
centred on the recognition of the person of God in other people’s reli¬
gious experience. So Vancouver was able to affirm God’s creative hand
in the thirst for God, in the acts of searching for God, in the religious
aspiration of other people. But the debate today tends to be concen¬
trated on the classical questions; is there revelation in other religions? Is
there salvation? Are religions alternative ways toward God? What about
the uniqueness of Jesus Christ? If all religions are somehow the “same,”
what about out missionary vocation?

Part of the difficulty is the Western style of debate, which privileges
theological discourse, adiscourse that pretends to master reality and
does not allow space for the mystical, for the spiritual nature of human
relations. When we consider the so-called “exclusivist” texts (“no one
comes to the Father except through me,” John 14:6; or “There is salva¬
tion in no one else, for there is no other name,” Acts 4:12) we might be
tempted to forget who Jesus was, what was his style, and what is our
calling. But let us ask: what could those expressions have meant for the
first generation of Christians, who were reading them in the midst of
persecution?

If we read those texts confronted with the temptation to worship
Caesars in order to survive, the testimony is clear: “only in Jesus there is
salvation.’’Those texts are strength and consolation in persecution, they
resound with the awareness of Jesus’ death for all, and affirm that in
surrendering our own life we are identifying with him. Inside the total
life of Jesus, in aloving community, Jesus who cares for others, loving
them to the utmost, those texts assume atestimonial value rather than
ajudgmental one. They are the “open arms,” ajoyful announcement,
an invitation to alife of service. The total life of Jesus is self-surrender¬
ing, the style of the servant, and in this style the claims to the final
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revelation of God in Jesus Christ must be understood not as imperialis¬
tic pretensions, but as the joyful confession of faith.

Ihave found it very important for my own theological reflections,
and for my practical relations to people of other religious convictions,
to follow Paul in Romans 9-11. Here Paul recognizes that God has
been at work from the beginning in the people of Israel, and that God
will be at work with them in the eschatological consummation. The
Holy spirit has had, and has, aministry outside the church. Of course I
know this because of the revelation of Jesus, which indicates the free¬
dom of the Spirit. Knowing Jesus in the tradition of the Church, Iam
free to realize the action of the Holy Spirit, the Creator Spirit, in the
creation and in the life and cultures of other peoples. Romans 9-11 is a
recognition of the past covenant with Israel, an eschatological disclosure
of the role that Israel will be playing to the end, and meanwhile both a
clear witness and announcement of what God has done in Jesus Christ
and an invitation to join the new people of God. This is, for me, avery
constructive recognition of God’s freedom to operate outside the church,
which takes seriously the promise that God’s plan will be fulfilled and
calls for anew readiness to understand that plan and the role other
peoples play within it. But at same time it calls for the joyful acceptance
of the mission entrusted to the church, which is to provide awitness to
the wonderful disclosure of God’s will in Jesus Christ.

As we grow through more existential encounters with people of other
religious convictions we gain fresh resources for our theological reflec¬
tions, and see new, as well as the old, perspectives on both our specific
Christian mission and our common human responsibility.

Six: Mission and Evangelism: An Ecumenical Affirmation boldly declares
that common witness should be the natural consequence of the church’s
unity with Christ in his mission. Theological reflection concerning com¬
mon witness, and our common conviction that this is the only way
forward in the modern world, has been dramatically tested by the events
in Central and Eastern Europe. In Ukraine, Slovakia and many other
countries the prevailing theology was not able to bring Christians
together in the new situation which followed the fall of the socialist
regimes. There is now adifferent reading of past history, one which
brings forward dramatically the events of the 16* century and consid-
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ers them from atotally different perspective than that of the Orthodox
or Catho l ics .

At the same time there is aclash of ecclesiologies. For the Orthodox
churches it is clear that the division of the 11* century gave missionary
responsibility and ecclesiastical jurisdiction over the Eastern part of
Europe to Constantinople and the national Orthodox churches, while
the Western part of Europe, and subsequently the part of the world
colonized by Europe, were under the missionary and catechetical
responsibility of the Western Church. The classical understanding has
been shaken terribly by an invasion of Western mission-based groups
which have carried proselytizing and missionary work into the former
territories of the Soviet Union and into Eastern Europe. In less than
two years, in Romania alone over 400 missionary groups from the West
were active and at work. Of course we recognize that the situation
between the Roman Catholic and Orthodox churches is alittle differ¬
ent because the conflict is not anew one, but is the present manifesta¬
tion of acenturies-long conflict between churches recognising allegiance
to Rome and those belonging to the patriarchates of the East. In any
case we are confronted with aserious test of our ecumenical belonging,
and after so many years of searching for the unity of the church we run
the risk of having to start again from zero.

In this essay our main concern is with the mission of the church and
the proclamation of the gospel in todays new situation. Precisely because
of this missionary angle we will plead for ahistorical reading of the
situation, and for amissionary response that which corresponds to the
situation and conditions today, independent from the more classical
debate on ecclesiology which obviously needs to take place. Iwill insist
that in the plural situation of Western Europe the testimony of the
Orthodox churches is absolutely essential. Traditionally the Orthodox
churches do not want to carry on missionary work in Western territo¬
ries because they do not want to be objects of proselytism, and do not
want to be accused of committing the same things in other territories.
But the situation is such that many people have become totally secular¬
ized and out of touch with the traditional Christian church. At the
same time many young people are searching for mystical experience,
looking for oriental cults or esoteric groups. They know nothing of the
beauty and the drama of the liturgical life in the Orthodox communi-
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ties, which could be areal response to the search for mystery and at the
same t ime an excel lent mediat ion of the basic tenets of the Christ ian

gospel.
It is for the sake of mission in pluralist, secularized Western Europe

that the Orthodox church needs to revise its position on missionary
outreach. But with the same conviction we will call for respect for the
Orthodox and classical Christian churches, helping and working in
Eastern Europe to allow them to recover the territory taken from them
by Socialist regimes, to grow from their own classical roots, to express
fully the religious identity of the people, and to strengthen both their
internal life and their missionary capacities. Our “missionary service”
in Eastern Europe should take the form precisely of restraining our own
institutional church life, and our attempts at proselytizing, in order to
support fully the work of the classical Churches which have long been
established in that area.

The time will come to discuss the relation between geography and
ecclesiology. But today—and precisely for the sake of mission—total
priority should be given to the strengthening of the local churches.
T h e i r m i s s i o n i s o u r m i s s i o n . O f c o u r s e w e k n o w t h a t t h e r e a r e

ecclesiological difficulties in reciprocal recognition. But the ecumenical
experience that we have shared so far, the love and solidarity exercised
during years of oppression, the commonality of our baptism in Christ,
provide sufficient foundation for accepting their mission as our mis¬
sion, their accepting our support for their mission, and converting that
into our common mission. Once again, unity is the test of real mission
(John 17:21).

In November 1997 the latest WCC conference on mission and evan¬
gelism took place in Salvador, Baihia, Brazil. This time the main topic
was “Called to one Hope: the Gospel in Different Cultures.” Adomi¬
nant theme came from the reference to D.T Niles’ famous phrase; “the
gospel has reached us in Western pots. We need now to break those
pots to enable the gospel to take root in Asian soil.’’This generation has
dramatically “broken all pots,” allowing new flowers, new colours, to
appear. In fact the question is: how to recognize all these manifestations
of the gospel as belonging to the same unbroken tradition of the church.
The problem is not new; in fact what we have today in most of the
historic churches is asynthesis between various cultures and the gospel—
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an interaction with present-day culture, based upon an identity sacralized
in asynthesis reached centuries ago. In the ethnic-national expressions
of Christianity so dear to many Orthodox churches, we have acultural
amalgamation and adaptation of the gospel, manifesting its power to
change and shape culture. The Christian faith has provided the power
to preserve national cultures, not only in Eastern Europe but also in the
Scandinavian countries. Many of the cultural features of the Mediterra¬
nean countries are present in the liturgical drama of the Latin tradition.
In Latin America, obviously the popular religion is permeated by Afro,
Indian and Latin elements. Many other examples could be given today.

In the missionary history of the church, this process of inculturation
has been anormal one. New attention perhaps should be paid to the
attempt made by the Jesuits in China in the 15'’’ century. Ricci and his
successors spent long years gaining access to the imperial court, and in
the study of Chinese classics. While not discouraging Chinese conver¬
sion to Christianity, they believed that generations of study by them¬
selves and their successors would be necessary before the “way of Christ
could be taught fully in ways appropriate to China.” And they em¬
barked on exactly this plan. As noted in Mission in Bold Humility.

In retrospect one sees that Ricci had embarked on aprogram of
reconceptualizing Christianity for the Chinese world in ways as
radical as the hellenization that was Christianity’s first major
hermeneutic and inculturational milestones. It would be anach¬
ronistic to say that the Jesuits in China were consciously carry¬
ing on what we today call inculturation. But mutatis mutandis
that was the effect of their entire process, and they were doing it
at adepth analogous to that of every Greek and Latin church
father.

Today the issue is alive again. Christians of the East are trying to
recover their past history—be it personal, family or national history—
and to bring it into living dialogue with the Gospel. Attempts are present
in Latin America to recover pre-Columbian cultures, both indigenous
and African. New syncretism is appearing in Africa, following the model
of the African Independent churches. Everywhere in the world women
are demanding that their particular perspectives should be taken into
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consideration, and their interaction with their culture is producing
expressions of Christianity which tend to shake our assurances but at
the same time opens new ways of communication to the surrounding
community. The meeting in Salvador noted that:

some practises and customs which were once negated and
rejected as pagan and superstitious are now recognized as
authentic elements of peoples spirituality. The use of certain
musical instruments and forms of traditional worship are cases
in point. The profound need of people to keep the living pres¬
ence of their ancestors in an organic and holistic vision of real¬
ity is not seriously considered in some Christian churches. Other
Christian traditions, however, provide for this need through
commemorative feasts, family prayers, liturgical celebrations,
or visual arts. It is the task of the church to give theological
meaning to this profound need through the incarnated Lord
who is crucified and risen from the dead and gives promise of
eternal life. In rediscovering the catholicity of the church in its
cultural contexts, elements such as this play acrucial role.
Destructive and death-dealing elements within every culture
are critiqued by the gospel. The incarnation, life, death and
resurrection of Jesus Christ, all together, constitute the known
standard in Christian tradition for such discernment.'^

In the present debate on mission and inculturation, some are
demanding that alimit to diversity be clearly established. Others, like
myself, are demanding clarity about the centrality of Christ and then,
from this Christological centre, are recognizing joyfully the gift of God
in creation and the wonderful creativity of the Spirit through the many
cultural manifestations of yesterday and today.

Obviously in this new period in the Christian church we will go
through an “organized chaos”—a time of exploration and searching for
new approaches and perspectives—within the enduring tradition of the
church. Our challenge is to ensure that it will be as fruitful atime for
the proclamation of the gospel, and for the application of the gospel to
all realms of life, as any period since its original proclamation so many
years ago.
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E C U M E N I C A L S P I R I T U A L I T Y
THE QUEST FOR WHOLENESS OF VISION

Diane C. Kessler

When Paul Crow was asked to talk about life experiences which pro¬
pelled him into the ecumenical movement, he recalled the occasion of
receiving his Eagle Scout award. It was

to be presented during the Sunday service at my congregation.
Iinvited my best friend Mug, aRoman Catholic of Italian
descent, to be present and sit with my family during the pre¬
sentation. Iremember even now the deep pain and hurt when
several days before the service Mug sadly told me he could not
come into our church because his priest said to do so would be
amortal sin.The Disciples were separated from the true Church.
At that moment Ilearned adivided Church hurts lives and
relationships. Experiences of disunity—then and now—have
motivated me and countless other Christians to work for the
full reconciliation and koinonia (communion) of the Body of
C h r i s t . '

Ecumenism deals with healing relationships—between Christians,
among churches, for the sake of the world. Christian spirituality deals
with arelationship—to theTriune God we know through Jesus Christ—
and through God, to each other. Both ecumenism and spirituality rec¬
ognize that all too often our relationships with each other, indeed with
the whole created order and thus with God, are broken and in need of
mending. Aloving God beckons us to the Godhead and also to our
neighbors.

The Eagle Scout story Dr. Crow tells is aconcrete example of the
way in which our experiences energize us for the ecumenical task. Chris¬
tians confess that God works through such encounters. Part of the
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challenge of Christian spirituality is recognizing and responding to such
signs of Gods presence, God’s activity, and God’s will for ourselves, for
our churches, and for the world around us. When we do, we find our¬
selves drawn to areconciling Spirit which is at the heart of the ecumenical
m o v e m e n t .

D e fi n i t i o n s

The words “ecumenism” and “spirituality” often are used indiscrimi¬
nately. Acolleague of mine once heard an interracial boxing match
referred to as “an ecumenical bout.” The word spirituality now suffers
from similar carelessness. The term is used to cover anything vaguely
“otherworldly.” So when one writes about “ecumenical spirituality,”
the danger of sliding into sloppy definitions increases exponentially!

In an effort to steer through these murky waters, Iwant to define
terms at the outset. Christian spirituality is the personal quest for un¬
derstanding God, seeking closeness to or communion with God, and
following the will of God in one’s own life as it is lived in the commu¬
nity of the church and in society. Prayer is atraditional, primary means
to engage in this quest. Prayer, however, is not the only means. Chris¬
tians have relied on avariety of personal and communal ways to seek
God and to conform to God’s will.^

Ecumenism is the healing of the divisions among the Christian
churches for the sake of the world. More precisely, it

is the variety of efforts within and among the Christian churches
to give visible expression to their unity in Jesus Christ, in response
to the Holy Spirit, through diverse acts of reconciliation to heal
all their divisions, and through common witness and service to
the world.^

Thus ecumenical spirituality encompasses all the ways that Christians
and Christian churches approach the beckoning, reconciling God we
know in Jesus Christ through the Holy Spirit; listen to God’s will in the
vatied ways that it is conveyed to us, with particular attention to what
this means for divided Christians and their churches; respond to God’s
call in our own behavior, and as we live together in Christian commu¬
nity, in this reconciling spirit; and attend to the ways that God beckons
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us to bring this reconciling spirit into the world around us. Ecumenical
spirituality should provide both the grounding and the environment in
which we pursue the quest for Christian unity.

This definition is consistent with one we find in the chapter on “Spiri¬
tuality and Ecumenism” in Dr. Crow’s book, Christian Unity: Matrix
for Mission. He defines spirituality as follows:

It means apersonal and corporate communion with God
through Christ, given by the Holy Spirit and leading to alife
motivated by God’s will. Such aspirituality is marked by prayer,
devotional readings, adoration, repentance, forgiveness, sharing
the Eucharist or the Lord’s Supper, meditation and theological
reflection. Out of this seedbed genuine ecumenism flowers and
takes shape in the world.'*

He makes the point that “the power toward unity comes from living
in the presence of God.”̂  He goes on to say that our communion with
God enables us to “transform our relat ions with others.” ' ’

Dr. Crow’s lifelong grounding in the Disciples tradition has made
eucharistic celebration central to his own spirituality. Yet the Lord’s Table
is one of the most obvious places where Protestant, Roman Catholic,
and Orthodox churches are divided. The glaring chasm between what
we believe and how we behave at the communion table has been a
motivating force for Dr. Crow’s commitment to the ecumenical move¬
ment, as it has for so many ecumenists.

Ecumenical spirituality is related to avariety of Christian disciplines,
yet it is distinct. It involves theology, because the quest for God implies
acertain understanding of the nature of God as healing, reconciling,
just, and loving. It deals with ethics, because the struggle to know and
do the will of God forces us to wrestle with concepts of morality and
justice. It goads us to examine the ways in which our behaviors are
corrosive to the human spirit, undermine right relationships, and erode
human community in both church and world. Ecumenical spirituality
draws us into issues of ecclesiology, because assumptions about the church
and its ministry affect the forms of spirituality—sometimes exacerbating
our divisions, sometimes enriching the whole through our diverse
understandings. It prompts us to consider liturgy, because expressions

9 3



The Vision of Christian Unity

of spirituality are shaped by sacramental assumptions, with the power
to divide or unite. Ecumenical spirituality touches the field of history.
The memories we hold continue to influence our relationships, and
provide keys to unraveling past problems. It entails Biblical studies,
because hearing and studying the Word together as it calls us to unity
can be asource for spiritual meditation, contemplation, and growth.
Ecumenical spirituality touches all these fields. Yet it is distinct, with its
own focus.

The forms of ecumenical spirituality are consistent with the means
Christians have used to be open to the presence and leadings of God.
Some of these include prayer. Scripture reading and study, meditation
(the pondering of the texts read), giving and hearing sermons, compo¬
sition and singing of hymns, and worship. They appropriately are called
“ecumenical” when their intention is consistent with the aims of
e c u m e n i s m

for the sake of the world.
to heal divisions among Christians and their churches

Theological assumptions
An ecumenical spirituality makes certain irreducible faith claims. How

Christians understand the nature of God as revealed in the life, death,
and resurrection of Jesus Christ has everything to do with how Chris¬
tians understand themselves and the world around them. Abeckoning,
forgiving, healing, redeeming, righteous, reconciling, compassionate
God draws us to Godself and to each other in this same Spirit. Thus, all
ways that we foster community, heal brokenness, live with integrity,
and redress injustice are consistent with God’s nature and intention.

Christian faith is incarnational. We confess that God acts in history.
Furthermore, God comes to us in human flesh, through God’s Son, in
aunique way. God’s Holy Spirit continues to work through us, in the
life of the Church, and in the world.

These basic assumptions about God and Christ have implications
for an authentic ecumenical spirituality. As Philip Sheldrake asserts in
his excellent book Images of Holiness, “Christian spirituality as such is
social as [sic] its very roots—reflecting the society of equal relationships
that is God (and which we call ‘Trinity’) ...

We expect to see signs of God’s presence in the created order, in the
church, and in human beings. We look for such signs. Furthermore, we

” 7
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know from the experience of Christians through the ages that God
does not always give us glimpses of Godselfin predictable places. Thus,
we have been schooled to be attentive to the unfamiliar, the unantici¬
pated, even to that which is unlovable (from our limited vantage point).
Thomas Merton, whom Paul Crow admires and quotes regularly, puts
it this way: “I must learn that my fellow man, just as he is, whether he
is my friend or my enemy, my brother or astranger from the other side
of the world, whether he be wise or foolish, no matter what may be his
limitation, "is ChristV'^ The doctrine of the incarnation schools us to
this perspective, so necessary for the ecumenical vocation.

Christian Tradition is amajor means of conveying the story of God’s
disclosures and their significance through the generations. Through his
training as achurch historian. Dr. Crow is particularly mindful of this.
Tradition codifies and carries the experiences and testimonies of the
faithful over the centuries. Tradition teaches us about the Godhead,
and about possibilities for our relationship with the Holy One and with
each other. Tradition is our touchstone of faith.

Tradition involves not only authoritative teachings, but also dynamic
teachers. All Christian churches have been blessed with rich spiritual
leaders who have shed light on the journey of faith, much as aflashlight
spreads its beams to illumine our steps. The ecumenical movement
enables Christians in all times and places to be enriched by the diversity
of these spiritual witnesses.

One of the ironies about faithful adherence to Tradition is that it
teaches us to be respectful of change as one of the ways in which God
works. Christian theology says that God is ever-transforming. God is
not finished with us yet. The Holy Spirit is at work in the world. In an
essay on ecumenical spirituality, Emmanuel Sullivan, S.A. develops the
implications of adoctrine of the Holy Spirit for tradition, change and
growth in the ecumenical movement:

Recognition must be given to the continuing activity of the
Holy Spirit over long periods of separation among churches.
Such recognition leads to amutual evaluation and appreciation
of particular spiritual gifts and practices found in various
c h u r c h e s a n d C h r i s t i a n c o m m u n i t i e s . S u c h t r a d i t i o n s a r e

acknowledged as gifts preserved or bestowed by the Spirit. As
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various Christian churches sought to reform and renew them¬
selves in fidelity to the gospel, the Holy Spirit granted certain
valid insights and spiritual gifts proper to authentic Christian
life. Subject to spiritual discernment, such gifts and insights
may well be intended for the future life of avisibly united church.
Spiritual ecumenism respects the work of the Spirit uniting Gods
people in adiversity of gifts and ministries.^

Thus we are called to be modest in our truth claims, aware that new
light may be shed on God’s word and will, and that some of that light
may come through diverse perspectives in the variety of Christian
churches .

Ecumenism and holiness

Ecumenists who are attentive to the classic spiritual disciplines, prayer
chief among them, often experience over the ”long haul” acertain fruit¬
fulness for unity in very concrete ways. When we offer our honest
thoughts and feelings about our ecumenical experiences to God in prayer,
God takes this raw material and uses it for God’s reconciling intentions.
We then bring this fruitfulness into the life of our churches.

Philip Sheldrake describes what happens in this process. He says

contemplation is such avital activity, for it is there where time
and eternity, the particular and the universal intersect that we
can recognize this God-given oneness as aprelude to recovering
visible unity. Contemplation offers the possibility of awhole¬
ness of vision that means we need no longer be cut off from
large parts of our collective Christian inheritance but rather
have access to all.“’

For example, in my role as director of astate council of churches, I
often find myself invited as aProtestant ecumenical guest at Roman
Catholic and Orthodox eucharistic services. Ilove the liturgies. Iam
often afriend of the celebrants and of many persons in the congrega¬
tion. Iparticipate as fully as possible in worship—until the distribution
of the elements of communion, which Imay not receive according to
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the rubrics of these churches. At this point in the service, all of us are
reminded painfully of the power of our remaining divisions.

My pain has increased over the years. So has my fervent prayer for
Christian unity—prayer Isilently offer during these services. The effect
of these experiences has been to increase my zeal for the ecumenical
task. Ihave discovered that God uses this pain as awitness to the scan¬
dal of our divisions, and as agoad to heal them. The channeling of pain
into constructive paths is amark of afruitful ecumenical spirituality.

On other occasions, usually in intimate gatherings among friends
where our behavior is understood and does not scandalize the faithful,
the eucharistic rules get bent. This is aforetaste of the time when divi¬
sions among our churches will be healed. It is blessed food for the j
n e y .

o u r -

It happens among friends. Fr. Emmanuel Sullivan has observed that
“friendship has proved itself an indispensable element in the process of
Christian unity.”'' Dr. Crow is amaster of Christian hospitality, and
has paid special attention to this ancient and artful tradition—an essential
element in the cultivation of Christian friendship—throughout his
ministry.

Although ecumenical friendships are agift of grace on the way,
ecumenical encounters plunge us just as often into the unfamiliar, into
contact with unfamiliar people, whose styles of worship, cultures,
languages, beliefs, and customs are different from our own. This can be
disorienting, anxiety-producing, and challenging. Inever will forget
the first time I, of staid Congregational background, experienced the
charismatic fervor of Airican Methodist Episcopal worship. At first it
was intimidating. The Holy Spirit was careening around the sanctuary
in rolling waves of unbridled emotion, and Idid not quite know what
to do with all that passion for God. The second time Iexperienced this,
however, Icould anticipate what might be coming. This enabled me to
relax into the experience. And Idiscovered in myself untapped
tional depths of prayer and praise to Jesus which Ihad not known were
there. In this way, ecumenical encounters deepen and broaden our spiri¬
tuality. They enhance our appreciation for the array of spiritual tradi¬
tions. If we give these initially unfamiliar experiences achance, they
enrich our capacities for worship and human relationships.

e m o -

9 7



The Vision of Christian Unity

Like latter-day Abrahams and Sarahs, we must be willing to venture
into strange lands to encounter afresh the living God, and to jar us out
of our fixed ways of being and doing. In this process we become open
to new ways of seeing what God wants us to see. We must be willing to
endure the uncomfortable if we are going to grow. This, in itself, is a
spiritual discipline.

In an oft-quoted sentence from Vatican II’s Decree on Ecumenism, we
read that “There is no ecumenism worthy of the name without achange
of heart.” This statement provides an intriguing convergence between
contemporary Roman Gatholic and Protestant thinking about the spiri¬
tual concept of conversion and its implications for Christian unity. When

into the ecumenical arena, we and our churches must be
open to the possibility of conversion—a turning away from sin, areori¬
entation towards God, and atransformation of our relationships with
each other and in society. In this process, we are drawn to conform our
hearts more closely to the heart of God we know through Jesus Christ.

Dt. Crow observes that getting down on our knees together in com¬
mon repentance is not the typical image of what it means to be ecu¬
menical. We would rather assume that the first act is to appoint a
high-powered ecumenical committee, to begin some social program, or
to be asked to make ajet trip to some far-away place—all, of course, in
the interest of Christian unity. But, if we are to say something worth
saying when the appointment does come or the right meeting is con¬
vened, we must be prepared. Only as Christians purify their hearts can
they find the grace to overcome prejudices, hatreds or lethargy.’̂

When we allow our hearts to change, we also may find ourselves
idencing aquality of catholicity, of inclusiveness, of bringing others

into the circle, of mentoring new generations of leaders. This inclusive
spirit is in imitation of Christ. He gathered disciples from all walks of
life, with different personalities and temperaments, strengths and weak¬
nesses, political and economic backgrounds. Their unity was in the God
they came to know through Jesus Christ, not necessarily in their natural
affinities toward each other. This quality of inclusiveness may stretch us
beyond our natural limits. We can get wearied by theological, liturgical,
and cultural diversity. It takes more time and energy to understand people
who are unfamiliar. And yet by widening our perception of the Chris¬
tian circle, God brings renewal to Christians and their churches.

w e v e n t u r e

e v
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One of the qualities which is aprecondition for acatholic spirit is
humility. It also is aproduct of ahealthy spiritual life. Humility is an
active virtue. It suggests that our pilgrimage as individuals and churches
is aliving, growing thing. It is not astatic achievement, once accom¬
plished, never in need of reformation. The life of holiness is one of
movement, process, imperfection, failure, longing, searching for God
and for each other. Personal and corporate humility are necessary
components in afull spiritual life and in responsible ecumenical en¬
g a g e m e n t .

Another dimension of this change of heart to which we are called is
in the realm of the material world. Contemporary writing on Christian
spirituality has drawn from rhe sciences and benefitted from abroader
understanding of the human psyche. Thus we see an integral relation¬
ship between our bodies and our souls. We see the connections between
the material and the spiritual realms. This holistic view of human nature,
and of our relationship to and interdependence with the whole created
order, all of which are of God, pushes us to take very seriously the need
for material well-being of our brothers and sisters. As Philip Sheldrake
has observed, “Injustice denies the presence of God in the other and is
thus aform of practical atheism.”'̂  The World Council of Churches’
focus on “justice, peace, and the integrity of creation” is directly
connected to ecumenical spirituality, because it takes seriously the rela¬
tionship between the material and the spiritual.

This is achallenging mandate. Because much ecumenical work makes
hard demands, it is easy to forget the joy. Iwas reminded of this recently
as Ireflected on the experience of planning and carrying through four
consecutive services of morning prayer held during the Week of Prayer
for Christian Unity. The idea of implementing the Week of Prayer in
this way occurred to me in the summer, when the press of work was not
too intense. My idea was to have morning prayer at 7:45 A.M., inviting
adifferent religious leader to preach each morning, and follow worship
wi th b reak fas t and conve rsa t i on w i th t he homi l i s t abou t ecumen ica l

life as he or she experienced it. Then people could go on to their offices
to begin the work day.

It seemed like agood idea at the time, but as the Week of Prayer
approached, Ibegan to panic. What if the Cardinal arrived and only
two or three people showed up?The first morning, the Episcopal Bishop
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commended me for my courage in trying this experiment. Iresponded
that Ithought it was more foolhardy than courageous!

In fact, between forty-five and eighty-five people participated each
morning—many of them for all four mornings—to pray together. In
retrospect, we really did become aChristian community during those
days. And what acommunity we were! Protestants, Roman Catholics,
and afew Orthodox; some clergy, and many laity; men and women—
more men than women; arange of socio-economic classes which in¬
cluded everything from afinancial district Brooks Brothers-type to a
former prize fighter down on his luck.

Since the services ended, Ihave found myself thinking affectionately
and prayerfully about those people—even the “pro-life” zealot who wore
aT-shirt proclaiming his sympathies. The hymns we sang together keep
floating through my head. Snippets of breakfast conversation, reflec¬
tions on sermon highlights, flashes of humor and insights about our
ecumenical quest articulated by the church leaders—it all has come
together in my mind to produce akind of interior awareness of the
significance of our ecumenical ministries, and with it, aquiet joy.

These occasions are grace-filled gifts. We should not pass over them
too quickly, but savor them, because they feed us for the ecumenical
journey.

C o n c l u s i o n

In these waning days of the twentieth century, many of us have become
so accustomed to making judicious assessments of the calculated possi¬
bilities for measured movements toward unity that we have lost the
capacity for Christian hope. We keep trying to trim God’s reconciling
mandate down to our limited imaginings, but the vision of Christian
unity God has put before us is expansive. Big dreams call for big hopes.

This is solid Christian theology. It rests on the promises of God. As
Dr. Grow has observed, “the power toward unity comes from living in
the presence of God.”'̂  Our hope for Ghristian unity is shaped by the
very nature of the God we know in Christ Jesus through the Holy Spirit.
Our hope is not hemmed in by cautious ambiguities. It is expanded by
aliberating God who frees the Israelites from the bonds of slavery, by a
reconciling God who overcomes death on across.
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It is no accident that the theme for the 50th anniversary assembly of
the World Council of Churches is “Turn to God—Rejoice in Hope!” If
we truly believe, then we must fully hope.

This hope is not naive optimism. It exists in the shadow of the cross.
Many people around the world live in the shadows. Together, through
the ecumenical movement, in our best moments our churches behave
in ways that show we are not naive; but we are in danger of being trapped
by our own sophisticated cynicism about what is possible and when it
will be accomplished. In the final analysis, this way of coming at the
world is spiritually bankrupt.

For this reason, savvy focus is not enough. We also need to get down
on our knees in prayer, and we need to be doing it together. Paul Crow
quotes the World Council of Churches’ Evanston Assembly (1954),
when the gathered said: “The measure of our concern for unity is the
degree to which we pray for it. We cannot expect God to give us unity
unless we prepare ourselves to receive his gift by costly and purifying
prayer. To pray together is to be drawn together.

When we ground our daily lives as individuals and as churches in the
spiritual disciplines, we open ourselves to the transforming work of the
Holy Spirit. We create space where we can allow greater coherence be¬
tween what we say we believe about the church and how we behave as
its members. As the early Christians discovered on that Pentecostal day,
when the Holy Spirit gets moving, extraordinary things can happen.

The ecumenical movement needs people with aChristlike frame of
mind. We are one in Christ. We are called to conform ourselves to
Christ. We seek the mind of Christ. We see the church as the body of
C h r i s t .

Attention to the spiritual dimension of our ecumenical vocation
fosters this Christlike frame of mind. It widens our vision. It transforms
individuals and churches.

Sometimes we may be overwhelmed by the enormous gap between
where we are and where Christ beckons us to be. The problems seem
intractable. The pain of our divisions can be overwhelming. Frustra¬
t ions bu i l d .

All such experiences are the raw material of prayer. We should be
able to bring our concerns before God—both alone and together. Being
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faithful ecumenists sometimes means just going on being faithful. God
does not necessarily work on our timetable.

This was brought home to me the first time Iread Rouse and Neill’s
sweeping volume, The History of the Ecumenical Movement HIwas struck
by how whole generations of Christians had labored for unity and seen
very little fruit. Then another generation came and took aquantum
leap forward because of all that had gone on before. Ecumenical progress
comes in jerky lunges rather than in asteady forward progression. It
entails struggle—a necessary part of authentic discipleship. If this is of
God, we should do what we can where we are, and trust that it will bear
fruit in God’s good time.
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C H A P T E R S I X

C O N F L I C T I N G W O R L D V I E W S
A N D T H E

ECUMENICAL QUEST
Michael Kinnamon

Paul Crow’s leadership in the ecumenical movement has come during a
quarter century of astonishing transition and consequent uncertainty.
What does it mean to be “ecumenical”? How is Christian unity to be
envisioned and pursued? How are we to understand the relationship
between continuity and change in the search for the visible unity of the
c h u r c h ?

Throughout the century, leaders in the ecumenical movement have
recognized that confessional differences affect the way we answer such
questions. More recently, ecumenists have acknowledged that cultural
context helps shape one’s understanding of the ecumenical task. What I
want to suggest is that our pluralistic age is marked by aconflict of
worldviews, even among those of the same confession and culture, and
that these worldviews dramatically affect the way Christians involved
in the ecumenical movement conceive of its purpose and method.

This topic seems particularly appropriate for aFestschrift honoring
Paul Crow since he has been, in many respects, amediating figure among
divergent worldviews. Iwill not elaborate on this point in what follows,
but it will be obvious to those who know of Dr. Crow’s diverse commit¬
ments—including his appreciation for Orthodoxy, his long-time advo¬
cacy of the Consultation on Church Union, and his leadership in the
Faith and Order study on “The Unity of the Church and the Renewal
of Human Community. ” 1
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In my judgment, aparticularly acute observer of the current cultural
and ecclesial situation, especially in Europe and North America, is the
theologian, David Tracy. In one of his essays for the journal Concilium
(“On Naming the Present”), Tracy argues that our era is marked by a
“conflict of interpretations” which he labels modern, anti-modern, and
post-modern.̂  It is common-place to acknowledge that these compet¬
ing frameworks for interpreting reality have given rise to different the¬
ologies. What Iwant to suggest, using Tracy as apoint of departure, is
that they also give rise to distinctive options for understanding the ecu¬
m e n i c a l m o v e m e n t .

The defining characteristic of the modern (Enlightenment) heritage
is probably its confidence in the possibility of obtaining objective truth
about ourselves and the world through empirical observation (scientific
method) and the use of reason. This ruling assumption has many
implications, but Iwill name only three: 1) The modern worldview
assumes it is possible to identify and articulate universal norms for
judging among competing truth claims. 2) Those who share this out¬
look tend to be tolerant (they would likely say “welcoming”) of others;
but they assume that modern culture is the center into which these
others are welcomed. 3) Religion, in this framework, becomes priva¬
tized into a“harmless abstraction” (Tracy) that doesn’t threaten the domi¬
nant, rationalist view of reality.

To put it less polemically, religion, like art, has not been valued in
the modern era as away of knowing truth about reality (it is amatter of
privately-held opinion)—which is why, as Tracy notes, both religion
and art have been treated as consumer goods.

Reactions to the modern worldview are united in their objection to
the way that the modern, with its mechanistic model of the universe,
denies even the possibility of atranscendent dimension to experience.
One form that such reaction takes is fundamentalism which, generally
speaking, returns to some point in the history of the church and makes
it absolute. Indeed, as Tracy sees it, this is fundamentalism’s great weak¬
ness: its inability to tecognize the historical relativity of its favored
traditions and the consequent need for their continual, critical reap¬
propriation. Christians within this stream of anti-modernism are not
involved in ecumenical discussions since unity can only mean others
becoming “like us.”
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There is, however, another form of anti-modernism, one that is well
represented in the ecumenical movement and that, as Tracy sees it, merits
“full intellectual respect.” Its argument runs something like this: The
Enlightenment, in its protest against authoritarian tradition, threw the
baby out with the bath water. Human beings can’t live creatively into
the future without asense of memory (tradition) and authoritative
community. It is time to acknowledge that “the modern” has become
what it most feared and despised—another tradition. And, thus, it is
time for Christians to recover their distinctive, God-centered story.

This approach is also marked by astrong appreciation for the sacra¬
mental power of visible forms of Christian life. Religious symbols,
doctrines, creeds, and institutions don’t just express human experiences
of the divine (as Protestant liberalism has maintained); rather, they shape
our experiences. Apart from communities of memory and ritual, we
lack the language even to name God’s presence in our lives.

The anti-modern reaction still assumes acenter, anorm by which all
else is judged. What it denies is that the Enlightenment provides an
adequate center, especially for Christians, but for other human beings
as well. This, however, is where the anti-modern is most at odds with
the third of Tracy’s categories: the post-modern. Post-modernism’s
defining characteristic is its suspicion of all claims to objectivity. All
knowing is contextual. No longer can we speak of acenter with margins
since there are many centers, many competing worldviews. Others are
really other, not projections of our assumptions and fears.

The post-modern sensibility may appreciate tradition, but only as
long as we recognize that tradition is never innocent. Tradition also
includes the memory of oppression (whatTracy calls “the great Christian
countermemory to all tales of triumph”) and the memory of prophets
who challenge any temptation to celebrate unduly our own rituals and
confessions.

Another way to get at the contrast between modern and post-modern
is to note how the modern worldview speaks of the self as autonomous.
For the modern, dialogue is away of knowing, away of coming to
understand the autonomous other with an eye toward agreement. The
post-modern, on the other hand, sees the self as fundamentally relational;
and dialogue, as aconsequence, is understood as away of being, not
simply as ameans to an end. Those who hold apost-modern perspec-
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rive don’t think it is possible to adjudicate theological differences by
appeal to universal norms, but this doesn’t diminish their enthusiasm
for dialogue. They have reconceived its purpose.

The most dramatic contrast -with regard to ecumenism, however, has
to do with definitions of unity. In the modern paradigm, particularity
is subordinate to wholeness. Individuals may be regarded as autono¬
mous and traditional forms of authority may be eschewed, but there is
also appreciation for uniformity of structure and transcontextual
consensus. As aresult, models of unity (“organic union”) from a
generation ago now feel to many ecumenical participants like corporate
merger.

In the post-modern paradigm, particularity is constitutive of whole¬
ness, and unity is, thus, defined as acommunity of unlikeness. Along
with this often goes aconviction that the fundamental division in the
human family is between rich and poor, oppressor and oppressed, and
that the basic divisions within the church have to do with how we re¬
spond to, or participate in, these divisions of the world. The language
of “unity in solidarity” is increasingly common. The focus is not on
common structures or agreed statements, but on ashared willingness
(perhaps expressed through some form of covenant) to live and act
together in response to need.

The anti-modern seeks unity through acommon recovery of biblical
and patristic roots and is usually marked by an appreciation for confes¬
sional traditions as carriers, at least in part, of this apostolic heritage.
Christians don’t invent or negotiate the faith; they receive it as the only
sure founda t ion fo r commun ion i n Chr i s t .

It is interesting to note that both anti-modern and post-modern
ecumenists have been looking for aword to replace “unity” (since they
find it tainted by modern usage), and that both groups have gravitated
toward the same Greek term: koinonia. At the Fi f th World Conference

on Faith and Order—held at Santiago de Compostela, Spain, in 1993—
several speakers equated koinonia with solidarity, with the sharing among
those who remain diverse. Others saw it pointing to the nature of the
triune God, anature definitively presented in the formulations of the
early councils. The terminological confusion reached its peak when a
bishop from the Ghurch of North India declared his own “church
merger” afailure and called on the World Council of Churches (WCC)
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to abandon its commitment to “visible unity.” But his alternative vision
of “diverse structures of mutual accountability” sounded exactly like
the depictions of unity as koinonia set forth by several other speakers.̂

Ihope that the brief preceding discussion has been usefully provoca¬
tive. Such categories, however, can never do justice to the nuanced
positions of actual thinkers. In the following pages, therefore, Iwant to
explore this conflict of interpretations by contrasting the visions of
ecumenism held by two of the movements prominent figures: Konrad
Raiser, general secretary of the WCC, and Wolfhart Pannenberg, long¬
time participant in the work of the WCC’s Commission on Faith and
Order. Raiser and Pannenberg were among the featured speakers at the
Santiago conference referred to above; but their prescriptions for what
the ecumenical movement should be and do as it moves into the 21st
century were astonishingly divergent.

Some readers may, at first sight, object to my choice of two white,
male Protestants from Germany. Their similarity however, is precisely
the point. Their differences, Iam trying to demonstrate, are less those
of culture and confession than of worldview.

Let’s begin with Pannenberg. The great problem, as he sees it, is
that the ecumenical churches are surrendering the substance of the
Christian faith and are, therefore, in danger of being unable to present
an alternative “to the spiritual emptiness of modern life.” As he told
the delegates in Santiago, “the period of half-hearted compromise with
the spirit of modernity that departs more and more from Christianity
must come to an end.”'* The church need not fear the lessons of science
or modern biblical study (his position has nothing in common with
fundamentalism); but “the church must never forget its obligation to
proclaim and embody the truth that the triune God is the first and
last word on reality.” The church, to put it another way, is to be a
resistance movement, acounter-witness, in the midst of modern, secu¬
la r i s t cu l tu re .

George Lindbeck, awell-known American theologian, makes the
distinction between what he calls the ecumenism of aggiornamento and
the ecumenism of ressourcement? The former term, as used by John
XXIII at Vatican II, calls to mind the image of throwing open the
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windows of astuffy church to let in the world. The latter term means a
“return to the sources,” and it calls to mind the image of roots—explor¬
ing one’s heritage. This is Pannenberg’s approach. If Christianity is to
be renewed and united, he argues, then it must recover the voice of
scripture as interpreted by the creeds and authoritatively taught in the
chutch. Unity, he contended at Santiago, demands

communion in one and the same faith. Christians have to hold
in common what they believe, at least the cote of it ...from
the origins of the church until the parousia of our Lord. The
faith of contemporary Christianity cannot be adifferent faith
from that of the apostles and the fathers of the ancient church.'’’

Pannenberg would agree with the Roman Catholic theologian, Avery
Dulles, when he writes that the church cannot be ptoperly understood

coalition fot action.”^ It is, first of all, acommunity of faith anda s a

witness and as such tequires shared vision. “Therefore, even today we
express our faith in the words of the fathers of the patristic church who
in the symbol of Nicea and Constantinople summarized the apostolic
faith on behalf of the entire Christian community, with aclaim to
authotity fot all Christians in every place, but also for all future times
until the return of our Lord.

The great fear behind this, it seems to me, is telativism. Different
ways of expressing and interpreting the gospel are inevitable; but Chtis-
tians should nevet fotget that they are under obligation, even obedience,
to proclaim aWord that is not their own. The ecumenical movement is
important for Pannenberg precisely because it is ashated struggl

the fullness of this Wotd, aWotd which the modern world
desperately needs to hear. The search for unity, understood as theologi¬
cal dialogue aimed at consensus, is thus necessary for the very integrity
of the faith. Out diffetent perceptions may well help us to flesh out the

faith which was once and for all delivered to the apostles.
Pannenberg also insists, howevet, that the unity of the church is itself

acentral element of the apostolic faith. Unity is not just instrumen-
that is, fot some putpose. It is adivine imperative which Christians

are bound to obey, even if they are unable to see any practical benefits
from it. Ihave heard Pannenberg assert on several occasions that our
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identity as membets of the universal church takes precedence
other identity matkets, including race, nationality, culture, and class.
The fact that Christians war against each other is, thus, nothing less
than “a shameful defeat of our faith.”

If Iread him correctly, Pannenberg would likely agree with Lindbecks
summary of the history of the modern ecumenical movement. The
movement, as Lindbeck sees it, began through aconfluence of Protestant
evangelicalism and theological liberalism, both of which emphasized
cooperation, not doctrinal agreement (though they did so for quite
different reasons). The entry of the Orthodox churches and, later, the
Roman Catholic Church helped forge, however, anew consensus:
namely, that the unity of the church involves more than interdenomi¬
national cooperation between autonomous bodies that are still divided
over the questions of faith and order.It was this ptess for avisible
eucharistic fellowship which has given rise to the scores of ecumenical
dialogues around the world.

Today, however, there are plenty of new voices suggesting that visible
unity of the churches in faith is secondary, if in fact it is desirable at all.
The ptimary concetn is liberation from various forms of political and
economic oppression or promotion of human unity through interfaith
dialogue ot (at the other end of the theological specttum) the saving of
souls through evangelism. In each of these cases, the unity of the church
is welcomed if it serves this othet goal—and that is precisely what
Pannenberg rejects. The church has an “explicit commandment” to be
what it is—one eucharist fellowship. “The most important contribu¬
tion that Chtistians can make to human unity,” he wrote in an earlier
essay, “would certainly be to regain their own unity.

The impulse for unity is also weakened, he noted at Santiago, by the
cutrent indifference to confessional identity that is so much apart of
North American religious life. Ecumenism has had the effect of helping
to legitimize the dissolution of denominational loyalties, and, thus, has
made “church-hopping” respectable. For Pannenberg this means, itoni-
cally, that the seatch for genuine unity may need to be preceded by a
period of re-confessionalization, during which we learn again what
particular gifts our traditions have to bring to the table.

Let’s turn now to Raiser, who (quite typically) began his address in
Santiago by talking not about the state of the church but the state of

a l lo v e r
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the world. Raiser, to use traditional categories, thinks in terms of God-
world-church (the church as aparticipant in what God is doing through¬
out creation) while Pannenberg thinks in terms of God-church-world
(the church as asign and instrument of God’s purpose for creation).
Pannenberg, in line with the New Testament, sees the Spirit working
through the church for the renewal of the world. Raiser, in line with
certain strands of Old Testament thought, sees the church as following
the Spirit that is always ahead of it at work in creation.

Raiser ended his speech in Santiago (also typically) with acall for
As he sees it, the patient accumulation of consensus

through painstaking theological conversation, which Pannenberg so
applauds, ignores the most essential thing needed in the work of the
ecumenical movement; namely, repentance for what we have been.
Another problem with ecumenical dialogue, says Raiser, is that it simply
hasn’t worked. For twenty-five years, the major churches have tried in
theological discussions to overcome the doctrinal differences that di¬
vide them and thus to prepare the way for fellowship. The reports of
these discussions now fill several large volumes, but the churches find it
difficult to draw the necessary conclusions for their common life and

from these agreements. Instead of increasing fellowship, there
new confessionalism."

c o n v e r s i o n .

w i t n e s s

are signs of a
Karl Rahner once spoke about “the neurotic fear that we might be in

agreement” so that whenever we get close to it, the churches “raise the
Raiser has adevastating analysis of this in his book. Ecumenisma n t e .

in Transi t ion:

...church leaders have apressing concern to keep their own
church together institutionally as an integrated whole ....They
thus promote the ecumenical movement whenever it benefits
their own church; but they remain hesitant, or apply the brakes
sharply, when ecumenical initiatives could disturb the inner
unity of their own church, or make their own members restive.
They speak of the ‘scandal’ of the division of the church ...,
but when it becomes amatter of re-examining traditional
loyalties(national or confessional) so as to strengthen ecumeni¬
cal friendship and solidarity with other churches, then they of¬
ten point to their own church members, who (they say) are not
yet ready to go along with the steps demanded of them!'̂
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But while church officials and theologians are trapped in this dilemma,
anew ecumenical reality is taking shape around us. Shared liturgies and
forms of spirituality, common struggles for justice, cooperative projects
involving laity and youth—all of these things, he argued at Santiag
“...have helped to create an awareness of solidarity and belonging
together to which the old forms no longer correspondThere is no
need to create unity or to negotiate it because it already exists in the
lived experience of many Christians. These persons are often little in¬
terested in theological disputes about the Trinity or the eucharist or
ministry, but they are nonetheless the bearers of authentic community
which needs only to be celebrated and extended.

Let me suggest how Ithink Raiser reads the history of the ecumeni¬
cal movement. Up until the late 1960s, the movement, as he sees it, was
basically an effort to unite the shards of afragmented Christendom, to
bring together achurch split by Reformation-era disputes. But around
that time the world changed, and the fact of cultural and theological
diversity—the fact that we are truly, thankfully diverse—began to sink
in.''* To put it another way, the ecumenical movement has always in¬
sisted that unity doesn’t mean uniformity, but, in fact, past models of
unity thought of diversity as aproblem to be dealt with and resolved.
Particular confessional identities needed to die as part of the cost of
church union. Particular ethnic or racial groups needed to be in¬
cluded”—read “blended in

; o .
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for the church to experience wholeness.
Theological differences needed to be eliminated through negotiations
aimed at reaching consensus. Raiser objects to the whole paradigm.
Fellowship,” he writes in his book, “does not come into being

result of individuals joining together on the basis of common commit¬
ment, belief or inclination. The abiding difference of the other is rather
acondition for the possibility of relationship and fellowship.”'̂  Ihave
heard him, more than once, suggest dropping the phrase “unity of the
church” from the ecumenical vocabulary altogether because it has
often implied aconsensus, asubordination of diversity, based on the
preferences of aprivileged group.

In aspeech delivered in the United States in 1992, Raiser argued that
the idea of unity, at least as historically used in the ecumenical move¬
ment, is not biblical since the Bible speaks of communion among those
who are unlike. Unity rooted in agreement is aGreco-Roman concept

a s a
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that requires hierarchy and “easily leads to the stigmatization of the
irregular as heresy. Many of the divisions in Christian history are not so
much the result of deliberate separatism as of arigid understanding of
unity -which perceived diversity as athreat.”'*’ Pannenberg talks about
how to determine the limits of diversity. Raiser is much more worried
about “the limits of tolerable, acceptable unity.” Where Pannenberg
fears relativism, Raiser fears articulations of the faith that are foisted off
as universal by those in power—which helps explain his antagonism to
Pannenberg’s attempted recovery of the apostolic tradition:

The message of salvation in Christ does not represent atimeless
truth; it needs to become incarnate in the life situation of par¬
ticular people and communities. The continuity of tradition as
aliving process can only be maintained by accepting the risk of
t rans fo rma t i on . ' ^

Let me now add my own voice more directly to the conversation. In
my opinion, the strength of Pannenberg’s vision is that it takes the theo¬
logical life of the church seriously. My experience in seminary tells me
that our churches often don’t know what they believe, which makes
them easy prey for cultural prejudices coated with the veneer of religi¬
osity. Pannenberg is surely correct that not all diversities are acceptable,
no matter how zealously they may be proclaimed in the name of Jesus
Christ. How are we to say an emphatic “No!” to Nazis if we are unable
to articulate the theological norms by which we live as Christians? Some
degree of shared faith is essential if we are to have any chance of preserving
our identity in the midst of the idolatries of modern life. There is an
anti-intellectualism in modern culture which prefers practice to theory;
but it is an artificial separation. Ideas have consequences. What we believe
helps shape how we act.

Ihave already hinted at some of the problems Isee with Pannenberg’s
model of ecumenical growth, including its dependence on reception by
official church bodies who have proved generally unwilling to under¬
mine their own prerogatives. But my biggest problem with the vision
that Pannenberg represents may be the way that it locates theological
work prior to the restoration of communion between now-separated
Christians. We need more theology, not less; but we need it in our
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congregarions, not just our church union committees. We need
theological conversation as
as apre-condition for it.

It is probably clear that Ihave considerable appreciation for Raiser,
especially his recognition that all theological formulations are shaped
by context and, thus, are inevitably diverse. Iagree with him that the
church’s catholicity is demonstrated by its capacity to adapt to amulti¬
plicity of settings and, thus, that dialogue among cultures is as impor¬
tant to the ecumenical movement as the search for apostolic continuity.
Beyond that. Raiser’s writings suggest four points that, for me, are crucial
as we try to speak authentically about unity.

First, Christian unity, while rooted in acommon story, is not
synonymous with or dependent upon agreement. The Mennonite
scholar, John Howard Yoder, puts it this way in The Royal Priesthood-.

The functional meaning of church unity is not that people agree
and, therefore, work together but that where they disagree they
recognize the need to talk together with aview to reconcilia¬
tion ...where people operate on the assumption that unity is
the product of agreement, this is the sociological form of works
religion, namely, the understanding that the reality of the gos¬
pel is the product of human performance. This is to deny the
gift quality of the gospel which is precisely that we have been,
despite ourselves, by virtue of grace, made one with people with
whom we were not one.'®

This understanding, argues Yoder, would allow us to examine and
clarify differences rather than fuzz them over. ”My own experience in
the church suggests that Christians are often afraid of conflict because,
in part, they assume that disagreement means division. As Isee it, the
ecumenical vision is served neither by minimizing or ignoring genuine
disagreements on faith nor by claiming that agreement in faith is a
prerequisite for communion. Rather, it is the recognition of our given
oneness that compels us to search for ever-deeper common expression
of our shared faith. Life together is not the end of theological
tion but its beginning.

t o s e e

the result of deeper fellowship, not simply

c o n v e r s a -
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Second, unity is always rooted in repentance. There is akind of schizo¬
phrenia in the ecumenical movement that was clearly displayed at the
Santiago conference. The worship at that meeting was dominated by a
haunting refrain; “Tell us Lord. What has happened to us? Where did
we go astray?”‘‘' Most of the speeches, however, including Pannenberg’s,
focused on the gradual increase of communion through various forms
of mutual recognition, as if unity could be achieved without repen-

through the patient accumulation of consensus. Like Raiser, Iam
less and less convinced. Documents such zs Baptism, Eucharist and Min¬
istry help clear space within which the churches and their members
may open themselves to the transforming work of the Spirit. They call

to repentance for our partiality, our own refusal to recognize God at
work in our neighbors.

Third, unity must be constantly and deliberately related to the struggle
for amore just and peaceful human community. The history of Chris¬
tianity surely shows us that, if divorced from the search for arenewed
human community, Christian unity has often served as abolster for the
powers that be. Thus, as Letty Russell puts it, “a crucial criterion for all
forms of unity is whether or not these forms contribute to the whole-

and well-being of de-humanized and marginalized people in this
and other societies.”̂ ® The ecumenical vision, by affirming the inter¬
dependence of those who are different, is acounter-testimony to all
forms of domination.

Fourth, unity is not astatic concept but an ever-growing and dynamic
process (an idea implied in the term koinonia). Ecumenical documents
sometimes sound as if unity were amatter of agreements ratified and
structures approved: “Once we do this, then we will be one.” But surely
there will never be atime in history when we can say that we are the
church God wills. Christian unity is, finally, amatter of loving
another as Christ has loved us. Since that will be realized only in the
reign of God, we must always be willing to disrupt our present partial
expressions of unity for the sake of deeper, more authentic expressions
o f k o i n o n i a .

For all of this, however. Raisers “post-modern” perspective is under¬
mined, in my judgment, by amajor problem—^what might be called
“ideology of pluralism.”̂ ' Iappreciate his warning that an over-emphasis

unity may lead to forms of community that are bland and/or authori-
116
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tarian. But an over-emphasis on diversity may also result in communities
that are fragmented and provincial. Raiser sometimes sounds as if the
evils facing the world fall entirely under the heading “oppression”; but,
surely, fragmentation is also one of the great dangers of our age.

The church always holds unity and diversity in dialectical tension.
But the ecumenical movement must put the accent on unity. The ques¬
tion is not, “How do we find fellowship among diverse cultures,
confessions and agendas?” but, “How do we celebrate and grow from
the diverse character of our given oneness?”The church, writes the apostle
Paul, is like asingle body made up of parts that are wondrously diverse.

Istress this because the ideology of pluralism—that is, putting the
accent on diversity rather than unity—has, it seems to me, reinforced
the notion that being ecumenical is amatter of tolerant cooperation.
The conviction that has given energy to the ecumenical movement,
however, is not that Christians should get along but that we need each
other, and are given one another, in order that we might grow together,
through the mutual sharing of gifts, in knowledge and love of God. In
our era, amovement that was intended as an instrument of tenewal has
often served as an instrument for preserving the status quo. Diversity,
understood as constitutive of unity, is ablessing. Diversity, seen as an
end in itself, is an expression of the sinful human tendency to organize
reality into homogenous enclaves which often end up threatening those
who are outside.

Raiser, in my opinion, is simply too sanguine about instances
of cooperation and solidarity among diverse Christians. In his Santiago
address, for example, he contended that mainstream Protestant churches
in Europe and North America are already de facto one—a statement
which doesn’t begin to do justice to the mutual indifference that
characterizes ecumenical life.

In short, Pannenberg’s vision, as Isee it, puts too much weight on
our treasures and not enough on arepentant readiness to receive the
gifts others share, too much emphasis on continuity and not enough
on change in response to the new gifts that God is giving us in our
neighbors. Raiser’s vision runs the risk of down-playing our particular
theological treasures and the need to share them to the point that, at
times, it feels more like ecumenism by erosion than by mutual
e n r i c h m e n t .
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While Iobviously hope that the preceding discussions of Pannenberg
and Raiser have done justice to their positions, the point Ireally want
to make goes beyond their specific arguments. Different approaches to
the ecumenical movement, its basic purpose and future direction, cannot
be necessarily reduced to differences of culture or confession. Large parts
of the world are now marked by agenuine pluralism, by conflicting
frameworks within which reality is interpreted. Since this conflict has
received little attention in ecumenical circles, participants in ecumeni¬
cal conversation often talk past one another or, worse, dismiss one
another’s positions as “unecumenical.” We need more analysis of, and
dialogue about, these competing worldviews in order to claim one
another as partners, however divergent, in acommon effort.
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C H A P T E R S E V E N

T H E R E V E N G E O F T H E
S C A R L E T S AT I N P I L L O W

D E S P E R AT E R E F L E C T I O N S O N W O R S H I P
A N D T H E U N I T Y O F T H E C H U R C H

Daniell C. Hamby

I ĥere has been agrowing awareness and consensus since the Sec¬
ond Vatican Council that the unity of the Church is not amat¬
ter left in human hands alone. Unity is, at least theologically, a

gift from God. Even among sisters and brothers in the Evangelical and
Orthodox traditions—for whom the experience of the ekklesia Christi
is understood differently than by Roman Catholics, Anglicans, or
“Pro tes tan ts there is general agreement that the thing which sepa¬
rates us has more to do with human poverty than God’s abundance.

This essay assumes that the church of Jesus Ghrist is one, and our
divisions are areflection of human frailty and an inability to be obedi¬
ent (to “hear”). Through the eyes of aliturgist, and ftom several points
of view, this essay will address our separateness. It will reconsider Prosper
of Aquitaine’s axiom lex orandi, lex credendi. It will respond to the call
from a1994 WCG Faith and Order consultation, held in Ditchingham,
England on the role of worship in the search for Christian unity, for
renewed attention to the ordo, the way in which we pray together. This
call, sparked by Gordon Lathrop’s presentation, was adopted and devel¬
oped at the consultation, as reported in So We Believe, So We Pray} My
essay will offer afew modest reflections for conversation, conversion,
prayer and service. But first, astory to set the context.
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The Saga of the Scarlet Satin Pillow
In aparish church, in the high middle ages, somewhere in France (as

the story goes), alocal priest decided to attempt liturgical innovation.
Historically it was the time following the arguments at Corbie about
the nature of the Bread and Wine: what really happens to the bread and
wine, when it happens. It was atime when the cup was denied to the
laity for fear they would spill the blood of Christ.

After much critical and careful thinking, the priest in this parish
decided that it was theologically and spiritually problematic to deny
the cup to the laity. So, he announced to his parish that the cup would
be offered for any who wished to receive “in both kinds.” As the story
unwinds, abold and faithful member of the parish came forward to
receive. When the cup was presented, the parishioner got confused,
reached out to assist the priest, and in doing so caused the priest to
drop the chalice. All of the sweet wine spilled onto the carpet. Ahushed,
sudden silence overtook the assembly, and the assisting priests looked
on with contemptuous “I told you so” eyes.

The spilled wine is adilemma. It is, after all, in the mind of the priest
and people, the Blood of Christ. Although much of the wine was
mopped up with apurificator and other linens, there was still much in
the carpet. The Blood of Jesus in the carpet! What to do? As the priest
and his cronies pondered the matter, ayet mote terrible event took
place. The church mice, always on the lookout for amorsel of food,
sniffed the carpet, and promptly devoured the parts of the carpet where
the wine had soaked in. When the priest discovered the holes in the
carpet made by the mice, he was horrified. Now the Blood of Jesus was
not only on the floor, but in the bodies of the church’s mice. Now what
to do?

The answer, of course, was to get asmart cat—^which they promptly
did—whose job in life would be to catch the mice—which the cat
promptly did. But then another dilemma arose. What do you do with a
cat, in whose body are mice, in whose body is the Blood of Jesus? The
solution, according to the experts in charge, was to incorporate the cat
in the ongoing life of the parish. So ascarlet, satin pillow was commis¬
sioned, and each Sunday the cat would ride the scarlet satin pillow in
the procession into the church. The pillow would be placed in an hon¬
orable position near the altar, and the Mass would proceed. The cat
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lived along, pampered, and happy life, died at aripe old age, and was
buried (with appropriate funeral rites) in the church yard. Which left
the scarlet pillow.

On the Sunday next after the cat’s demise, the pillow-bearer took his
ordinary place in the procession with the empty scarlet satin pillow. No
questions were asked—after all, the pillow had been part of the proces¬
sion for many years. Many years passed, and the ravages of time took
their toll on the satin material of the pillow, until it was so unsightly
that something had to be done. By then anew priest had come to the
parish. He asked, naturally enough, “why do we have this scarlet, shred¬
ded-satin pillow in the first place? It isn’t in the ritualeT Members of
the parish said, “because we’ve always had it.” When the priest did his
homework and discovered the story of the pillow, he suggested that the
old pillow needed to be laid to rest and promptly dismissed the pillow
bearer and the pillow from the procession. The Sunday afternoon
following the absence of the pillow and pillow-bearer, the priest was
called forth from the rectory, flogged, stoned, and burned at the stake
for heresy. And on the following Sunday anew, scarlet, satin pillow was
put in place.

It is atrue story, with only minor embellishments. Whether canoni¬
cally accurate or not, the saga of the scarlet, satin pillow offers insight
for the divisions of the church. Why are we divided? “Because we always
have been divided,” at least for as long as anyone can remember. In the
words of an Episcopal Bishop, when asked why Episcopalians in the
United States are so willing to embrace the Evangelical Lutheran Church
in America in the Concordat, and so indifferent to the nine commun¬
ions in the Consultation on Church Union (COCU): “It is because we
can see ourselves in the Lutheran Church, and we do not see ourselves
in the COCU Churches.” The Bishop tells aprofound truth about the
poverty of homogeneity, the poverty of wanting always to be with “people
who are like us.” Like the scarlet satin pillow, living differently is a
problem, athreat, and amatter for retrofitted theologies which insist
on remaining separate in the face of the abundance of God who calls all
of creation into his heart.
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Poverty and Brokenness in the Christian Community:
ALiturgical Matter

The influence of the liturgical life of the church has been asubject
of conversation since the earliest communities of faith. No more pro¬
found observation of life together has been made than that of Prosper
of Acquatain, afourth-century theologian, reflecting on Gods grace.
Prosper wrote: legem credendi statuit lex supplicanti-} the law (rule) of
one’s belief or faith {legem credendi) establishes {statuit) the law (rule)
of what one must believe {lex supplicanti). For the purpose of this
essay, Itranslate both legem and lex as a“rule” rather than law. Law
implies acasuistry not present in Prosper, while “rule” implies away
of life. Arule is the pale blue line on asheet of notebook paper which
helps one write in legible sentences; it is the set of values, practices,
and disciplines which we adopt, and which inform our faith as we
keep them regularly, day in and day out, such as morning or evening
prayers, regular reception of the Eucharist, making the sign of the
Cross, or saying grace before or after meals. Arule is about praxis, the
way we “do” faith, not in aPelagian sense of works righteousness—
which Prosper deplored—but in the sense of the Letter of James: “faith
without works is dead” (2:26).

Prosper’s observation about the relationship between prayer and be¬
lief is significant for the ecumenical life of the church because it is about
baptismal identity. It is “first level” theological construction. We come
to understand who God is, what God’s gracious doings in our life are
about, what God is calling us to do, who God is calling us to be, as we
engage in the praise and adoration of God. Our doxology is the living
activity of faithfulness, the engaging language of faith, in which we
experience God’s abundant love, singing God’s praise. Our theological
insights about God are intrinsically related to our liturgical expressions,
related not like afountain to astream, but as currents in asingle river.^

Liturgical life becomes aplace of revelation for the economia because
it is the place where we see and experience the Spirit at work. Liturgy,
then, is the place we learn about salvation, not as an individual, but in
community. Salvation is for the community of faith, for the sake of the
Gospel, not for individuals in isolation. To engage in prayer is to be a
part of the whole work of the Gospel. God justifies the community of
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faith, not one part of the community, for the sake of the Gospel/ The
lex supplicanti is awhirlwind. Our life together is shaped by the experi¬
ence of redemption; agathered community praising God learns about
God by praising. Our worship is, with Alexander Schmemann, the
tological condition of rheology the way we come to understand the
kerygma.

Recent scholarship has offered more reflection on Prospers axiom.
Adian Kavanaugh has suggested that tlsxzlex orandi, lex supplicanti is not
simply alinear argument, but it also is acircular argument. The rule of
prayer not only establishes the rule of belief; but the rule of belief estab¬
lishes the rule of prayer. “Belief” in this instance is best understood in
the active sense, not in the ordinarily inactive. It is not simply an activ¬
ity of the mind or heart, but belief which is acted upon: praxis. The
church has for centuries mistranslated the word “Orthodoxia” as having

do with right belief Properly, right belief would be orr/?opistis.
OrthoAoxi-3., on the other hand, is about right praise, right worship. The
antithesis of orthodoxy has often been called heresy. Properly speaking,
however, the antithesis of orthodoxy is heterodoxy, wrong worship.

Faith is away of living and belief is always consequent upon the
encounter with the Source of the grace of faith. We do not worship
simply because we believe, but we believe because the One in whose
gift faith has been given is met in worship. Aworshipping assembly
never conjure up God (despite the use of the term “invocation”), but a
worshipping assembly encounters God because God has promised
be in the midst of them “helping, right early” where two or three are
gathered together. To hear, to remember, to reflect, to

o n ¬
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“sing, pray, swerve not from God’s ways,” all of these things inform
faith.̂  Not only, therefore, does belief shape prayer, but praying together
shapes belief and believers. If there is anything ecumenically to be learned
from Prosper’s axiom, it is that the way the church prays together
profoundly affects and influences what the church believes, not only
about God, but about itself It is akin to the story of the scarlet, satin
pillow. For generations the pillow (with or without the cat) was so much
apart of the liturgical assembly that no one questioned its meaning. It
simply was part of the orthodoxy of that place. Similarly, Ibelieve that
we continue to experience divisions within the body of Christ because
we act like divided Christians: we simply do not worship together.
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The separation of Christians may once have had to do with signifi-
theological matters, and those differences must never be ignored

or given short shrift. On the other hand, our liturgical behavior has
significantly eroded the possibility for easy recognition of one another
as sisters and brothers in Christ. The Episcopal Bishop who spoke of
finding “no identity” in the COCU churches, for example, told the
truth. It is difficult to find recognition in agroup of strangers. The
African-American theologians in the United States remind us that there
is no more segregated hour than 11:00 A.M. on Sunday morning. It is
apainful truth. Ibelieve, however, that the division of the churches will
continue to beset the Body of Christ, and will continue to be ascandal,
astench in the nostrils of God and aconfusion to the world, until we
find ways to worship together. It is true, finally, that the church nor
only forms, but is formed by, its worship. Our orthodoxy, finally, must
be doxological.

Toward aCommon Ordo: The North American Rite
In So We Believe, So We Pray, Gordon Lathrop offers an important

reflection on the significance of the Lex Credendi, calling for attention
to the ordo common to so much of the worship of our divided churches
as abasis for our worshipping together ecumenically. Ihave noted above
how this call has introduced anew stage in the ecumenical discussion
of the role of worship in the search for Christian unity.'’ In this section
of my essay, Irespond to Professor Lathrop and to the Ditchingham
consultation in another way, offering an historical account from the
early life of the Consultation on Church Union. During the General
Secretariat of Paul A. Crow, Jr., in whose honor the essays in this book
are written, significant steps were taken which led to what might be
called acommon North American liturgical rite. This is an ecumeni¬
cally—and liturgically—hopeful sign.

The Consultation on Church Union came into being in response to
aDecember 4, I960 sermon by Eugene Carson Blake, at Grace Episco¬
pal Cathedral at San Francisco, in which Blake invited the Episcopal
Church, and any others who wished, to join together in forming achurch
that would be “truly catholic, truly evangelical, and truly reformed.”
The response to Blake’s invitation was electric, and within afew months
plans were made to form aconsultation of interested communions. By

c a n t
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1962 the Consultation had been formally organized, and soon afull¬
time General Secretary (a certain Rev. Dr. Paul A. Crotv, Jr.) was called.
The Consultation immediately organized commissions to lead the work
toward unity. Among the first were commissions on Church Order and
Theology—and, more importantly, aWorship Commission.

The Worship Commission of the Consultation on Church Union
was made up of the worship executives and other significant liturgical
architects of the member communions, as well as observers from the
Roman Catholic, Lutheran, and Reformed Church in America. The
decade of the 1960s saw the work of the Second Vatican Council as
well as significant theological documents on Ecumenism and the Con¬
stitution on the Sacred Liturgy, the latter of which had aprofound
influence on liturgical renewal in most churches. It was as if the Roman
Church set the stage for liturgical revision and renewal for everyone
else. James EWhite suggests that the United Methodists were the earliest
forerunners in liturgical revision, leading the way for others.̂  However,
another source for common liturgical renewal quickly became the
Consultation on Church Union Worship Commission.

In the COCU Worship Commission were the pioneers of liturgical
renewal in various communions. Massey Shepherd (Episcopal), Horace
Allen (Presbyterian), Hoyt Hickman and James White (United Meth¬
odist), and Keith Watkins (Disciples) are afew notable names. From
the work of the COCU Worship Commission several early liturgical
texts emerged. Most significant in their early work was aLectionary,
developed by Jim White and others. From the lectionary work the Con¬
sultation on Common Texts (an ecumenical enterprise) continues,
producing in the early 1990s arevised “Common Consensus Lectionary.”
Other work for COCU included acommon Baptismal rite, an order
for the Lord sSupper, and work on acommon ordination liturgy (which
was never published).

Apart from rhe work for the Consultation, however, asignificant set
of revised liturgical and musical resources were being developed within
the communions. These resources, which have many common elements,
began appearing in the churches as early as the mid-1970s. The re¬
sources were heralded by the Supplemental Liturgical Resources of the
Presbyterians, the Prayerbook Studies of the Episcopal Church, and the
Supplemental Worship Resources of the United Methodists. Stanley R.
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Hall, Professor of Worship and Preaching at Austin Presbyterian Theo¬
logical Seminary, has identified common numerous elements in the
various liturgical traditions, which he calls aNorth American Rite.They
include similar patterns in Sunday worship (e.g. the significance of Sun¬
day as the principal feast day for the church, Service for the Lord’s Day,
Sunday Service, and The Holy Eucharist), similar patterns for the Eu¬
charistic canon (e.g. including the rites of Hyppolitus and Basil in the
Eucharistic Canon), and rites for Daily Worship. Many of the revisions
include services for the “Renewal of Baptismal Vows” and, for many for
the first time, there are services of Healing. As the liturgical scholars
met to hammer out the liturgical contributions of the Consultation on
Church Union, they also were involved in significant liturgical renewal
in their own churches. So that COCU became not only abright
ecumenical promise, but the fertile seedbed in which ecumenical litur¬
gical consensus took root.

Speaking musically, beginning with the Hymnal 1982 of the Episco¬
pal Church, there appeared to be acommon corpus of hymns available
to each of the traditions. New texts and tunes such as Lift High the
Cross, and Here IAm, Lord are present; and, more significantly, begin¬
ning with the new Presbyterian Hymnal (which was issued about the
same time as the new United Methodist Hymnal) significant attention
is given to psalms. The Psalmody represents adiverse collection of
metrical, responsorial, and Anglican, as well as traditional plainsong
settings. In the newer hymnal revisions, ecumenical contributions from
around the world are included, including material from Taize and the
Iona Community as well as musical selections from Africa, Central and
South America, and from the Orthodox. It is probably stretching mat¬
ters historically to suggest that COCU is responsible for the liturgical
revisions in the various communions. However it is more than an acci¬
dent of history that the liturgical and hymnal revisions of the COCU
member churches share so many common texts.

As Gordon Lathrop indicates in his article, paying attention to and
using common liturgical patterns and texts will serve to assist in the
visible unity of the Church. One is prompted to ask, in the face of
eucharistic differences, about the liturgical meaning of texts and their
relationship to church-dividing issues. For example, what is the differ¬
ence between—and what are the implications of—an Episcopal Priest
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standing at an altar and leading acongregation through Eucharistic
Prayer D, which is virtually identical to Prayer II in the Roman
Sacramentary? What are the implications, for ecumenical Eucharistic
unity, of an ordained woman in the United Church of Christ leading
her congregation through the eucharistic Canon of Hyppolitus? What
are the implications of aPresbyterian minister doing so, and of aUnited
Methodist minister doing so?

If the intention of the church is Eucharist, if the people who receive
the bread and wine, and who say the prayers, expect and believe that
they are in some way receiving the mystical body and blood of Jesus, if
the texts used are officially approved by the communions .... what
does that imply for the Communion (koinonia) of the body of Christ?
If, as the lex orandi, lex supplicanti asserts, prayer and faith shape each
other, how long will we continue to say the same texts, sing the same
hymns, and profess the same faith and still remain apart? Or, to sharpen
the point, in the words of Regis Duffy; “Who finally defines the church?
The canonists who write the laws, or the worshipping assembly who
sing the prayers?”

This section of my essay has been aresponse to Gordon Lathrop’s
paper and the results of the Ditchingham consultation, and an encour¬
agement to the churches to draw the consequences from the points
made there. And my essay has shown how the common ordo, or
patterning, which are becoming central to ecumenical reflection on
liturgy in relation to unity already exists in aNorth Ametican Rite which
has its roots in the early work of the Worship Commission of the
Consultation on Church Union. As in the story of the revenge of the
scarlet, satin pillow, the suggestion is that our disunity is not so much a
result of theological disagreement but of impoverished, separate liturgi¬
cal practices.

Wondering Out Loud
The division of the churches raises meddlesome questions, especially

in view of agrowing theological consensus and, liturgically, the devel¬
opment of acommon North American rite. One must not only ques¬
tion the human divisions of the Body of Christ but, in the midst of the
confusion, ask about the basic unity of God. In the final section of this
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essay, Ishall “wonder out loud” about unity, conversation and conver¬
sion, prayer, and acall to action in the name of Jesus.

From aliturgical point of view, the disunity of the church is aviola¬
tion of the image of God. Our disunity raises not only the profound
ecclesiological questions which, in the past, have held the church apart.
It also asks theological questions about our understanding of God. The
key question we face every time we worship revolves around who we
believe God to be and, more importantly, what we believe God to be
about. It becomes aquestion of intentionality, and so of conversion.
What, precisely do we intend when we affirm that “we believe in one,
holy, catholic and apostolic Church?” Do we really intend to “believe
in” the church of Jesus Christ, or the church of the communion in
which we live? “Intent” has to do with eschatological longing. It is
intrinsically related to justification. Justification is not an individual,
communal or private possession. It is agift to us in community. More
than assisting us with our private lives, justification prods us to ask
about God’s life. Are we, in our separateness, so full, so complete, that
we have no need of what God gives?

With the Groupe des Dombes the call to action must be acall for
conversion and for conversation. Conversation and conversion emanate

from the same word conversatio, which means, literally, to “turn around.”
It is one function of the liturgy to be in “conversation” with God in the
worshipping assembly, and to be profoundly and radically shaped by
that dialogue. Conversion in an ecumenical context is our willingness
to let God be God; it is the reminder that our lives are not the only lives
in the universe. Conversion keeps us from the false belief that God is
only seen from our individual experience. If Iam limited to my subjec¬
tive understanding of God, my heart is impoverished. Conversation is
an encounter with others which turns us around. It is intrinsically linked
with conversion because it is about obedience (listening). It offers the
possibility that, in the dialogue, we can receive agift.

Finally, it must be said that disunity, the separateness of the churches,
reinforces our isolation. When we worship with alimited salvific aware¬
ness, in our separateness, when we continue to celebrate our communal
isolation, when we eschew the Christian conversation with others, we
deny the unity of God. But! When we gather together in joy and praise,
we anticipate the table set for us, set with the cup that overflows.
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It is imperative that the church learns again how to pray together.
The lex orandi is not simply astatic axiom. It is adynamic process
which brings humankind to the heart of God. When we pray together
our minds and hearts are changed by the work of the holy spirit. We are
brought close to the realm and rule of God or, as Antoinette Wire has
recently put it, to the “inheritance of God.” In the face of the inherit¬
ance we are prodded to ask, “Do we wish to receive it?”

And what is the inheritance of God like? It is agift into which one
comes that provides basic resources. By means of this gift God saves
and heals people and sets us on our way or, more precisely, on God’s
way. God’s inheritance is an old woman who sweeps her whole house,
searching in every nook and cranny for alost coin. God’s inheritance is
ashepherd who leaves sheep in the fold to go out into the desert to find
one lost lamb. God’s inheritance is afather, whose eyes scan the horizon
for ason gone to squander life. And when the boy appears on the hori¬
zon, the old man runs out to meet him, pulls him close and says to him
“I love you, boy.”® It is prayer that opens to us the realm and rule of
God ... the inheritance of God; it will finally be our prayer which
inaugurates the healing of divisions within the body of Christ.

The call to action inherent in aliturgical critique of the divisions of
the church is acall to koinonia: to full, conscious, active participation
in the life of God. In writing to the Corinthians, St. Paul reminds us
that anyone in Christ is anew creation (2 Cor. 2:5). What we must
learn and remember is that “new creation” assumes that there is acreation
in the first place. God has already created the church as one. The litur¬
gical life of aChristian community delineates its self-understanding as
church, and the extent of its discipleship.

The scarlet, satin pillow must be recognized for what it became: the
systematic shaping of the faith in acommunity of God’s people. It is,
finally, not an accident that the churches remain divided, even though
we verbally affirm our unity, when the single most important thing we
do as followers of the Chtist keeps us apart. There are no longer any
good reasons to be separate. Even venerable hurdles like Eucharistic
hospitality can be overcome with patience, forbearance, and persistent
participation in loving God. We are formed as acommunity of faith by
our liturgy, and the liturgical behavior of our communions. Somehow,
Isuspect, when the time comes for us to account for our lives before
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God, the question we will face will not be about our life, its communal
purity and integrity. The question will be about God’s life and the way
we lived within agracious reception of God’s gift of wholeness.
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C H A P T E R E I G H T

M I S S I O N A S E C C L E S I O L O G Y
C H R I S T I A N I D E N T I T Y A N D T H E B U R D E N

O F D E N O M I N A T I O N A L I S M

William J. Nottingham
tis not generally known that the Three Self Movement in the People s
Republic of China takes its name from the slogan in missionary
circles of the 19th century: “indigenous churches which are self-

governing, self-supporting, and self-propagating.” As early as 1855 this
expression had entered the discourse of mission strategists, as well as
the preaching and teaching of informed clergy and laity in Anglo-Saxon
P r o t e s t a n t i s m . '

Although this goal was largely re-directed to “missions”—and even¬
tually to denominational reproductions of the mother church in Europe
or North America—by the time of the Edinburgh World Missionary
Conference in 1910, it showed an important and necessary emphasis
on ecclesiology. Therein lies the inseparable relation between mission
and unity, in spite of ahistory of conflicting “paradigms” and the con¬
troversies to which they gave rise and from which they grew.

This theological emphasis on ecclesiology continued to germinate,
subversively perhaps, as respect for the church “in each place” until it
came to flower in the recognition of fully autonomous churches in mid-
20th century, and in cooperation with endeavors towards Christian unity
that occurred principally in former “mission fields.” Today, it measures
unity by commitment to justice and solidarity with the poor across
confessional lines and by witness to the unity of humankind in cultural,
economic, and environmental well-being. The orthodoxy of Christian
unity finds its realization in the orthopraxis of aliberating participation
in the global community, because the Church of Jesus Christ is abearer
of hope to the world. Ecclesiology is determined by mission, just as it
engages Christians in mission.

I
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The three-self terminology occurs specifically in the Survey of Ser¬
vice, a700 page report edited by W.R.Warren in 1928 for the “Organi¬
zations Represented In International Convention Of Disciples of
Christ.” Examples of this usage are found on pages 4l6, 505, and 517;
they occur in the 200 pages focussed on the “Foreign Fields” of the
United Christian Missionary Society. Ecclesiology, with its inherent
presupposition of the unity of Christ’s church (e.g. Ephesians 4:4), was
already being affirmed at the heart of the missionary project—and in
stubborn defiance of sectarian inclinations and constituency pressures
fo r denomina t i ona l conse rva t i sm.

Thomas Campbell had pointed to the irony of trying to preach the
Gospel to the Indians or to minister to the families on the frontier,
“many of them in little better than astate of heathenism,” with the
scandalous condi t ion o f d iv is ion which ex is ted in the church.^ Years

later, W.K.Pendleton referred to the Christian Association ofWashing-
ton, founded in the interests of unity by the elder Campbell in 1809, as
itself a“missionary society!”^

Alexander Campbell gave apicture of the church universal when he
wrote in 1854: “We shall, therefore, regard it as afixed fact—that the
Church of Jesus Christ is, in her nature, spirit and position, necessarily and
essentially amissionary institution.”^ In 1860 he wrote: “The church,
therefore, of right is and ought to be agreat missionary society. Her
parish is the whole earth, from sea to sea.”^ Archibald McLean, presi¬
dent of the Foreign Christian Missionary Society, probably exaggerated
in saying in his book on Campbell in 1908 that Christian unity was,
for Alexander Campbell, “a means to an end”, that its purpose was to
enable the church to fulfill its mission.It could also be said that the
mission enables the church dialectically to fulfill its unity, since mission
is part of the spiritual mystery of the church. McLean made the point
later that for forty-one years the missionary text Revelation 14:6-7 was
on the title page of The Millennial Harbinger—something significant
where it appears, bur which is not true for all the annual volumes.

To this day the “forerunners” are remembered for their unique com¬
mitment to church union, and the subsequent struggle to be consistent
to that vocation in the area of world mission is remembered with mixed
appraisals. Isee it as aproblem of authentic Christian identity encum¬
b e r e d w i t h d e n o m i n a t i o n a l i s m .
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Of course we are told that there is adifference between history and
memory, and that the latter often assumes acontinuity which the former
does not warrant. This might be true especially of the modern mission¬
ary movement! For example, is there really anything in common between
the founding of the American Christian Missionary Society in 1849
and that of the Christian Woman’s Board of Missions in 1874? Every¬
thing had changed since the Civil War! Is there really anything in com¬
mon between mission work in Japan before, and after, World War II
and Hiroshima? Nevertheless, some ecclesiological integrity is woven
into the texture of the past which does connect with the present ecu¬
menical reality. For Disciples that is due to our original interest in the
early church of Scripture and its extended apostolic and catholic tradi¬
tion. It also includes tempering early 19th century eschatology with the
role of community, and emphasizing the unity of Christians in the prac¬
tice and meaning of the Lord’s Supper. Because of the way Disciples see
the church, sooner or later mission and unity go together!

Similarly the papal encyclical Lumen Gentium, produced by Vatican
II in 1964, shows the missionary nature of the church in away that
David J. Bosch describes as aconvergence between Catholic and Prot¬
estant views.̂  The encyclical of “the servant people” patterns itself along
the lines of Karl Barth’s theology, thanks to Vatican II theologians like
the late Yves Cardinal Congar. Christian mission is seen as ecclesiology,
not the “missiology” of adominant church speaking on behalf of tradi¬
tional Christendom and the tenacious assumptions of Eurocentrism. It
is in this respect that unity and mission belong together concretely,
theologically, and mystically.

That is why it is not surprising to find in Survey of Service achapter
called “Association For the Promotion of Christian Unity,” the ancestor
to the present-day Council On Christian Unity. One of the purposes of
the Association was “to bear witness for Christian unity, believing that
the will of Christ for the unity of his church as expressed in his great
intercessory prayer is of equal authority with his great missionary com¬
mandment ...While this might reveal amild polemical intent, it was
also achallenge to present the missionary movement as essentially ecclesial
and to imply that ecclesiology is essentially missionary. Attendance at
conferences of both the Faith and Order and the Life and Work move¬
ments (the forerunners of the World Council of Churches) was noted.

1 3 5



The Vision of Christian Unity

This report was followed by what is, in effect, the final chapter of
the book called “Cooperative and Union Enterprises ... At Home
and Abroad,” which shows unreserved participation in national coun¬
cils of churches from their beginnings in China, Japan, India, Puerto
Rico, the Philippines and the Belgian Congo. It is nothing less than a
boast, one which includes over thirty interdenominational seminar¬
ies, schools and universities of all kinds as well as participation in the
International Missionary Council and related bodies. Some hints of
apology are evident. On the one hand, it is admitted that Disciples
are accused of being “slow and indifferent about practicing their own
preaching”—though affirming that, through many agencies, they are
“heartily and sympathetically cooperating with other communions in
many fields of organized Christian endeavor.”^ On the other hand
there is an emphasis on the voluntary character of the councils and
commissions, and the notation that the Foreign Missions Conference
of North America does not deal with questions relating to “denomi¬
n a t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s . ”

The depression was still hidden in the future, and although volun¬
teers to “evangelize the world in this generation” had declined signifi¬
cantly since the early twenties, there was an optimistic call for more
missionary personnel and for large allocations of funds. Is this the rea¬
son the “open membership” controversy is nowhere to be seen in the
section on China? Pages tell of Chinas geography, history, religions and
culture as aprelude to the details of the work in Nanking, Wuhu,
Luchowfu, and so on; but there is no hint of the debate about receiving
Christians who had been baptized by forms other than immersion into
the fellowship of Disciples of Christ churches in China.

Is there aclue on the last page of the report under observation seven?
There it is noted that “The China mission plans to lay its major emphasis
on evangelism when the mission becomes normal. ..?”'° Possibly this
referred to military action. What is certain is that there was amajor
trauma, both for missionaries and for Chinese Christians, as the report
was being written. This followed several years’ clash of opinions in North
America, resulting in adecisive split in the “brotherhood” and the
organizing of apermanent independent convention.'' Regardless, the
1926 International Convention in Memphis saw the declaration of a
policy which did not rescind but superseded the action in Oklahoma
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City the previous year, calling for the dismissal of any missionaries who
practiced “open membership” and advocated union with pedobaptists.
It was agreed, in effect, to let the churches of Asia make their own
decisions, not by apositive theological statement but by apositive refusal
to take the direction offered by narrow interpretations of the tradition.’̂
Freedom of individual interpretation was affirmed and applied to
churches overseas: it is in this sense that Joseph M. Smith referred to
Memphis as a“decisive turning point”.Notwithstanding the criti¬
cism of Mark Toulouse, the tension of aprogressive orientation toward
ecumenical integrity never subsided because of alonging for unity
inherent in the ecclesiology which first engaged Disciples in world mis¬
sion and evangelism.'̂  Some would say common sense prevailed—
although the Oklahoma directive remained on the books, and was cited
in relation to exploratory discussions as late as

Conflict with the church overseas appeared also in the 1930 s, when
aspiritual revival transformed the church in Puerto Rico to astrongly
autonomous body at odds with missionary leadership. The late Joaquin
Vargas includes this painful episode in Los Discipulos de Cristo en Puerto
Rico, “beginnings, growth, and maturity ofa pilgrimage of faith, persever¬
ance, and hope 1899-1987’ published in 1988. The singing of corritos,
speaking in tongues and pentecostal-type worship services were forbid¬
den, locks were put on churches, and financial support was withdrawn.
Rev. Vargas also shows the reconciliation, forgiveness, respect and love
which resulted later, in part due to the intervention of Samuel Guy
Inman, the ministry of Mae Yoho Ward, and the repentance and
complete change of attitude of the missionary involved, C. Manly
Morton. The issue in this case was not baptism, but deviation from
what was considered to be the Disciples tradition in worship and spiri¬
tuality.

Testing was to come twenty years after the China dispute, when the
Disciples of Northern Luzon chose to remain within the United Church
of Christ of the Philippines. They had participated in its founding,
which grew out of the pre-war union of Presbyterians, Congregationalists
and Evangelical United Brethren and the wartime administrative union
under the Japanese occupation army. Norwood Tye tells about instruc¬
tions to missionaries from UCMS, following the April, 1948 Uniting

1954.'5
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Assembly, to have no further part in the discussions regarding the UCCP
“unt i l cer ta in mat ters were worked out . ” ' * ’

The President of UCMS, H.B. McCormick, and chairman of the
Foreign Division, Virgil Sly, visited in February, 1950 and told Filipino
leaders that if the Disciples continued in the United Church, support
might not be possible from the American and Canadian churches.
Sylvestre Morales made it memorably clear that the Ilocano Disciples
were staying with the United Church. Fie said that missionaries had
taught the unity of the church in the Philippines since 1901, and that
the congregations in North America could keep their money at home if
they did not approve!'̂  There is reason to believe that Virgil Sly wel¬
comed this stance more than his colleague, and that it became part of
the motivation leading to an affirmation of ecumenical direction in
mission in the years ahead.

Asimilar problem was presented by Disciples in Japan who were
committed to staying as part of the Kyodan. However, it is interesting
to note for the record that in the Philippines the unimmersed would
have been “affiliated members,” while in Japan they would have been
rebaptized!'’

Thus, immediately following attendance at the stimulating 1952
Willingen Conference of the International Missionary Council in
Germany, Virgil Sly, like many mission leaders of other denominations,
began the process for anew statement of policy leading to the docu¬
ment called “Strategy of World Mission.” It was the time of
decolonization, the taking stock of missions becoming churches in their
own right, “rapid social change,” the recent creation of the World Coun¬
cil of Churches, and an implicit optimism about the ecumenical future,
all in the shadow of the Cold War and apocalyptic dread.

Ira Paternoster was anational director of the UCMS fund-raising
Department of Resources at the time. He told me in the early 1970’s,
when the Disciples’ “Restructure” process had confirmed so many of
these ecclesiological assertions, that shortly after his return from
Willingen, Dr. Sly gave him adocument to study. He said, “Take this to
your office, close the door, don’t let anyone see it, and come back and
tell me what you think.” It was afirst draft of the new Strategy. Pater¬
noster said he did as requested—and then told Dr. Sly that it would
“tear the brotherhood apart!”

1 8
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Why were such decisions so difficult all through our history? Not just
because of financial pressures, although that must be taken seriously, even
understood theologically. It was due to adivided mind caused by what
might be called “immersion pietism!” Not only abiblical tradition but
also deep sentiment was involved, complicated by fear of more division.
And for some, by an honest respect for different opinions in the church!
But it was atime when Independents were aggressively taking over
congregations from Ohio and Pennsylvania to the Pacific Northwest.
Emmanuel School of Religion was founded by former faculty of Butler
University. The European Evangelistic Society grew up after World War
II, and the Brazil Christian Mission, organized in 1948, carried an ad in
the Disciples Yearbook with aMartinsburg, West Virginia, address.

It was atheologically ambiguous community. Perry Gresham, presi¬
dent of Bethany College, could put out apaper to satisfy philanthropist
Ben Phillips saying that no professor or student was preaching Sundays
in an open membership church. National City Christian Church with
J. Warren Hastings created “associate membership” to avoid criticism.
Jesse Bader, general secretary of the World Convention, kept his
membership in lesser-known Flatbush Christian Church in Brooklyn
instead of liberal Park Avenue in New York City, where he usually
attended.^®

The separation of congregations at the time of restructure had always
been seen as inevitable and was rationalized as long as possible. Almost
everyone sought to avoid the polarization which occurred with the
decisive ordering of the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) in the
United States and Canada in Kansas City, October 1, 1968. The
Consultation On Church Union (COCU), and the partnership with
the United Church of Christ, have shown atheological bearing not
entirely understood by some younger clergy and many new laity of the
congregations, resulting further in the reactionary dissidence of the
1980 sand adiminishing number of participating congregations.

The UCMS was indeed aprogressive body under these circum¬
stances and it deserves recognition for bringing its own structural life
to an end in favor of the ecclesiology which ,at least indirectly, had
always been presupposed by its existence. Special credit goes to presi¬
dents A. Dale Piers and Virgil Sly for their vision, which came to
realization under the generous leadership ofT.J. Liggett. These three
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represent missionaries, mission executives, UCMS board members.
Disciples clergy and laity—especially the Christian Women’s Fellow¬
ship—who understood mission in terms of the church and its united
witness and service in the world.

The Strategy ofWorld Mission was adopted by the board of trustees of
the UCMS in January, 1955, after discussion at three annual meetings
of the Board of Managers (with its 120 members) and their final approval
at the Miami International Convention in October, 1954. Copies were
sent to all congregations and missionaries and, in 1956, staff visits were
made to every overseas location. After final review, the “operational
administrative policy” was approved in October, 1958, and implemen¬
tation begun. Noteworthy is the following statement: “Welcome the
emerging and maturing younger churches into full partnership ...
Utilize every resource available for larger participation in cooperative
work and become active in the promotion and support of Christian
union and federation on the field.

In the 27-page document, pages 14 to 18 are entitled “Mission and
Unity.” Indeed, it is specifically stated that “no one of the three words
church, unity and missions can be understood without the other two.”
More than once “a quickened concern for Christian unity” is mentioned,
along with Emil Brunner’s expression, “The church exists by mission as
fire exists by burning.” But clues of reticence or prudence are also to be
found, and are understandable in the light of the ambiguities described
above: advising that “no commitments [should be] made until the
responsible administrative body. ..and the board of trustees are of one
mind,” noting “problems of doctrine and practice” in plans of union,
cautioning to “frankly state our position,” and allowing for “the
to which participation (of UCMS) is possible and desirable.”

Still, it is clear: there will be acceptance of united churches without
exclusion on baptism, there is the recognition of national autonomous
bodies, and the declaration that “Disciples of Christ carry their passion
for the union of the church into all of their missionary endeavor. Mis¬
sionaries should work for the union of all God’s people according to the
prayer of Christ that his followers be one.”̂ ^ ARelationship with the
World Council of Churches and councils “on the field
mended to all emerging churches.

e x t e n t

w a s r e c o m -
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There were other new directions mapped out such as tactical mobil¬
ity, the study of priorities, evaluation of institutions, changes in
methodology, and so on. Asubtle indication appears that control of the
denomination’s overseas work was being taken out of the hands of
missionary parleys, which heretofore even gave the name to “the mis¬
sion,” in favor of more authority being vested in the regional executive
secretary and the staff of Missions Building.̂ ^ This was to be the pattern
for all the mainline churches for the next thirty years. It was also a
means to facilitate administratively the emergence of national church
leadership and structures! It must be noted that avery few missionaries
who later generated their own funding, projects and beneficiaries were
scornful of the new policies from the start.

Serious theological discussion appears in 1958, when UCMS and
the Council on Christian Unity sponsored acommission on the theol¬
ogy of mission which corresponded to the process of restructure of the
denomination.̂ ^ Other panels followed. Still needed forty years later is
abetter understanding of Christian identity, and therefore the theology
of the church’s unity and mission. This includes the existential relevance
of the atonement, the new social reality and personal transformation
brought into being by the Holy Spirit, the meaning of hope in the
eschatological reign of Christ, and the revelation of God’s grace in what
Karl Barth calls “a second and outer circle.” On the threshold of the
21st century, the renewal of authentic spirituality in our church, and
others of the Reformed tradition, will call for attention to these biblical
and doctr inal issues.

In 1981, at Anaheim, California, the General Assembly of the Chris¬
tian Church (Disciples of Christ) in the United States and Canada voted
approval of the General Principles and Policies. This updated the policy
of the Division of Overseas Ministries, the general unit of the church
which was the successor to the Division of World Mission of UCMS.
Following areview of the meaning and origin of the Strategy, and changes
in the intervening years, the ecclesiological nature of mission is con¬
firmed by the fact that the Division of Overseas Ministries (DOM)
clearly exists as aspecific unit of the church.

In the opening pages of the General Principles and Policies we read:
“The Strategy declared the church is mission ...’’Therefore the purpose
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of DOM, as stated in the Articles of Incorporation, is “to enable the
Christian Church (Disciples of Christ)” to fulfill its calling. This is
described as “to participate faithfully in Christ’s ministry to witness,
service and reconciliation in the whole world.” DOM is to serve as the
division through which the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) re¬
lates to overseas communities to: 1) engage in forms of ministry that
invite and prepare persons to receive and manifest the new life and
relationships offered in Jesus Christ; 2) develop relationships and struc¬
tures through which persons and resources are shared in amutual
ministry in the world; and 3) respond to or initiate programs which
equip people to understand and foster conditions supporting health,
justice and peace.

In atheological section the document lists faith principles which
include the affirmation that “the church is the community God calls
into being and enables to engage in God’s mission. It does not exist for
itself alone but for the sake of the world.” And under asection entitled
“Commitment to Church Union” it says, “The Church of Christ is
one ...Commitment to evangelism, mission and justice is inseparable
from acommitment to church union.” Under “Policy Guidelines” it
says: “The primary work of United States and Canadian churches is in
their own countries, but no true witness and service is ever merely local.
Without global concern, linkages and interaction, U.S. and Canadian
churches will lose sight of the nature of the gospel and the nature of the
church.It gives more than lip service to the ecumenical bodies in
saying that executive staff are expected to give the time, energy, and
program funds necessary for responsible participation in order to take
seriously “the denomination’s membership in the World Council of
Churches and the National Council of Churches of Christ in the USA
and the commitment that represents to the great world, regional and
nat ional ecumenica l s t ructures.

Under the leadership of the late Robert A. Thomas, and after more
than four years’ study and discussion in the DOM board of directors,
the policy statement said, “The time for western domination of the
church’s life and witness around the world is past. Partnership and
mutuality, servanthood and sharing are the words descriptive of world
mission today.Along with sections on transferring all overseas prop¬
erties to legal entities of the partner churches and institutions, “a
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dialogical style” with people of other faiths and ideologies—since “God
has never in any rime or place been without witness
in joint funding of overseas personnel with other denominations, the
document speaks of multinational economics. Seen from the point of
view of churches in the Third World, the management of the earth and
its resources is exploitative and oppressive and calls for “solidarity with
the poor in their struggle for liberation and justice.

In April, 1996 the first meeting was held of the Common Global
Ministries Board, bringing together the administration of the world
mission programs of the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) in the
United States and Canada and the United Church of Christ. Through
their respective units, the Division of Overseas Ministries and the United
Church Board for World Ministries, asingle board of 20 members each,
plus six from partner churches around the world, oversees the coopera¬
tion and interaction of relationships in global mission. According to
Patricia Tucker Spier, president of DOM since January 1, 1994, five
guiding principles show the continuation of the ecclesiological tradi¬
tion illustrated above; sharing life in Christ, sharing persons in mission,
telling the Gospel story, healing God’s continuing creation, and inter¬
faith dialogue and cooperation.

This Common Global Ministries Board was in the making since
D.T Niles, general secretary of the EACC (now the Christian
Conference of Asia) challenged UCMS and UCBWM to demonstrate
Christian unity—and advance the creation of the Church of North
India—by combining their offices for that region. The two boards
took seriously the possibility of an even more extensive union. In 1967,
Telfer Mook was appointed executive secretary for India and Nepal
(later called the Department of Southern Asia) by both UCMS and

was called to be Latin America secretary for both
boards in 1968. Not only was asign of unity sought through this
administrative merger, but the logic of adeeper relationship between
the churches—something which the COCU movement had put on
hold, and which Disciples restructure had made plausible—was
revived. The ecclesial partnership of the two churches was declared as
“full communion” in 1989, and included the recognition of adirec¬
tion already undertaken by calling for “deliberate commitment to
engage in mission together wherever and whenever possible.”^’ The

and the increase
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world ministries of both churches contributed to this churchly part¬
nership, and were encouraged by it, being authorized repeatedly in
synods and general assemblies to proceed towards the creation of the
C o m m o n G l o b a l M i n i s t r i e s B o a r d .

All of the Disciples’ missionary work in Asia has resulted in united or
“post-denominational” churches. Indeed, to agreat extent their leader¬
ship gave the example. The Disciples Community of the Church of
Christ in Zaire has been aleader in united Protestantism in that country,
with over 60 member bodies; and Disciples of South Africa have long
been part of the United Congregational Church of Southern Africa.
The British Churches of Christ became part of the United Reformed
Church in the United Kingdom in 1982. Disciples of Christ in Jamaica
and the former United Church came together to fotm the United
Church in Jamaica and the Cayman Islands in 1992. In recent years.
Disciples of Christ in Argentina and the Methodist Church have formed
united congregations at the local level. Many other united churches in
Africa are linked through our common ministry with the UCBWM,
and an African Independent Church of indigenous origin is apartner:
the Christian Apostolic Holy Spirit Church in Zion of Swaziland.

In addition to historically Disciples churches, and UCC sister churches
continuing to share concerns in mission, other partner churches are
mostly of the Presbyterian or Reformed tradition. These have often
come into cooperation through the struggle for human rights begin¬
ning in the 1970s (for example in South Korea, Taiwan, Indonesia, Sri
Lanka, the Pacific, and Brazil, or with the Lutheran Church in El Salva¬
dor and Guatemala). In Latin America there is close cooperation with
Pentecostal churches in Guba, Venezuela, Nicaragua, and Chile.
Relations in the Middle East have been notably with the Orthodox
churches and with the Middle East Council of Churches. This has
included cooperation in funding and personnel since the 1950’s, in
part through the World Council of Churches’ Project List, the World
Student Christian Federation, and aid to Palestinian refugees.

In cooperation with the Week of Compassion and One Great Hour
of Sharing, service projects conducted through many agencies of the
churches and councils of churches show the ecumenical reality which
has become second nature to Disciples’ world mission in the preceding
half-century. Roman Catholic friends have included Maryknollers and
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Jesuits and Catholic sistets joining in the struggle against injustice,
oppression of the poor, the exploitation of women and children, and
the domination of the environment by the economically powerful and
the politically corrupt. In many cases the universality of unity and
mission in Christ has meant support to people’s movements such as the
African National Congress of South Africa, the Agrarian Leagues in
Paraguay, the Buraku Liberation Center in Japan, and the International
Network of Engaged Buddhists based in Thailand.

Understanding mission as ecclesiology is the reason that Disciples of
Christ have shaped the kind of global ministries which exist today,
ministries based on the spirit of Christian unity. Understanding mis¬
sion as ecclesiology has been aconstant point of reference in the faith
which has led to 150 years of involvement in the missionary move¬
ment. This has been true even though interpretations of ecclesiology
could differ and could perpetuate the tensions of denominationalism.
But it has shaped, on the threshold of the 21st century, achurch whose
vocation is especially identified with Christian unity, and whose mission
continues to be described as extending from its
ends of the earth.

doorstep to theo w n
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C H A P T E R N I N E

V I S I B L E U N I T Y
I N T H E W O R K O F T H E
W O R L D C O U N C I L O F

C H U R C H E S

Mary Tanner

1 ^hese reflections on the understanding of visible unity in the work
of the World Council of Churches are offered in gratitude for
the ministry of Paul Crow. Throughout his ministry Paul Crow

has embodied the deep commitment of his own church, the Disciples
of Christ, to the unity of the Church. He has worked for that tirelessly
in the United States of America, not least of all in the leadership he has
given to the Consultation on Church Union. Throughout his member¬
ship of the Central Committee of the WCC and its Faith and Order
Commission, Paul has inspired others with his passionate commitment
to visible unity. He has carried aparticular concern to communicate a
vision of unity to the next generation. Ihave been fortunate to serve
with Paul in the leadership of the Faith and Order Commission for
many years. His own concern for unity made me turn to this as asub¬
ject for this tribute. Paul’s particular concern for the relationship between
the unity and renewal of the Church and the unity of humankind, in
the perspective of God’s Kingdom, has had asignificant influence on
the work of the Faith and Order Commission and of the World Council
o f Churches i t se l f

Lesslie Newbigin once said, “A sincere intention to seek unity is
incompatible with an intention to remain permanently uncommitted
to any particular form of unity.” In the statements of assemblies of the
World Council of Churches from New Delhi (1961) onwards, the World
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Council has been concerned to call the churches to the goal of visible
unity. No one model has been espoused—organic union, “united not
absorbed,” full communion, reconciled diversity, unity in solidarity, and
so on ...The Assembly statements have, rather, provided pictures of
what was understood by visible unity. It is perhaps timely to recall what
has been said about visible unity on the eve of the WCC’s Eighth
Assembly (to be held in Harare, Zimbabwe in September, 1998). For
this Assembly has the task of stating the common understanding and
vision of the World Council and of asking, “What sort of instrument,
at the world level, will best serve the ecumenical pilgrimage in the next
mi l len ium?” Whatever ins t rument i s fo rmed must be one tha t serves

the commitment of the churches to search for visible unity. It is, there¬
fore, imperative that the Common Understanding and Vision process
grows out of remembering what has already been understood about
visible unity so that it can develop avision consonant with the past.

The Third WCC Assembly in New Delhi (1961) said this about the
form of visible unity:

We believe that the unity which is both Gods will and his gift
to his Church is made visible as all in each place who are baptised
into Jesus Christ and confess him as Lord and Saviour are
brought by the Holy Spirit into one fully committed fellow¬
ship, holding the one apostolic faith, preaching the one Gospel,
breaking the one bread, joining in common prayer, and having
acorporate life reaching out in witness and service to all and
who at the same t ime are uni ted wi th the whole Chr is t ian

fellowship in all places and all ages in such ways that ministry
and members are accepted by all, and that all can act and speak
together as occasion requires for the tasks to which God calls
his people.'

The Fourth Assembly in Uppsala (1968) further developed certain
aspects of the earlier description. It understood the unity we seek
through the use of the concept of catholicity, showing how the churches
in all places belong together and are called to act together. The
Assembly said:
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The ecumenical movement helps to enlarge this experience of
universality, and its regional councils and its World Council
may be regarded as atransitional opportunity for eventually
actualizing atruly universal, ecumenical, conciliar form of
common life and witness. The members of the World Council
of Churches, committed to each other, should work for the
time when agenuinely universal council may once more speak
for all Christians, and lead the way into the future.̂

As Professor John Deschner, aformer Moderator of Faith and Order,
has stressed, Uppsala’s contribution to the understanding of the goal of
visible unity lay both in its emphasis upon “conciliar fellowship” and in
its emphasis upon the Church as “sign.” “The Church is bold in speak¬
ing of itself as the sign of the coming unity of humankind.” This may
be an indication of the influence of Vatican II upon the WCC. Lumen
Gentium's. famous sentence claimed that “the Church is akind of sacra¬
ment and instrument, asign of intimate union with God, and of the
unity of all mankind.” Uppsala’s account, with its phrase “the coming
unity,” was more eschatological. The emphasis in Uppsala on “sign”
implied that unity is aquality to be displayed by the Church in each
given situation. That quality has its model—more than that, its source—
in the life of the Triune God and in the kenotic love of God shown in
the incarna t ion .

In the years between Uppsala and the Fifth Assembly in Nairobi
(1975), Uppsala’s concept of “conciliar fellowship” was developed in
the work of the Faith and Order Gommission so that the Nairobi
Assembly was able further to unfold the concept:

The one Church is to be envisioned as aconciliar fellowship of
local churches which are themselves truly united. In this con¬
ciliar fellowship each local church possesses, in communion with
the others, the fullness of catholicity, witnesses to the same
apostolic faith and therefore recognises the others as belonging
to the same Church of Christ and guided by the same Spirit.
They are bound together because they have the same baptism,
and share in the same eucharist; they recognise each other’s mem¬
bers and ministries. They are one in their common commit¬
ment to confess the Gospel of Christ by proclamation and service
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to the world. To this end each church aims at maintaining
sustained and sustaining relationships with her sister churches,
expressed in conciliar gatherings whenever required for the
fulfilment of their common calling.^

Nairobi was not setting up an alternative to the model of New Delhi,
but drawing out one of its implications. Christians will know that they
are truly united in the same Church and are guided by the same Spirit
when they realise at least three basic marks of “conciliar fellowship”:
acommon commitment to the apostolic faith; one baptism and eucharist
and the recognition of each other’s members and ministries; and con¬
ciliar gatherings for common deliberations and decision-making.

For some, the Nairobi statement was abreakthrough with its enun¬
ciation of the essential characteristics for the visible unity of the Church.
For others, it was seen as confusing. It used the same term “conciliar” to
describe both one of the three structural requirements for realising the
visibility of the one Church (conciliar gatherings), and also the very

of the Church itself, “a conciliar fellowship of local churches
which are themselves truly united.” The vision of “conciliar fellowship”
was difficult to communicate. It was understood by some as less than
“organic union” and merely an acceptance of the state of “conciliar fel¬
lowship” that already exists in councils of churches and in the World
Council of Churches itself In spite of the fact that the Nairobi state¬
ment had made quite clear that “conciliar fellowship” does not describe
any present reality, as well as the repeated attempts by Faith and Order
theologians to insist that “conciliar fellowship” is not an alternative to,
but rather an explication of, “organic union,” the concept never gained
the widespread reception that it deserved.

The Vancouver Assembly (1982) recommitted itself to the goal of
visible unity. The Report of section 2underlined once more the three
marks of aunited Church:

First, the churches would share acommon understanding of
the apostolic faith, and be able to confess this message together
in ways understandable, reconciling and liberating to their con¬
temporaries. Living this apostolic faith together, the churches
help the world to realise God’s design for creation.

n a t u r e
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Second, confessing the apostolic faith together, the churches
would share afull mutual recognition of baptism, the eucharist
and ministry, and be able through their visible communion to
let the healing and uniting power of these gifts become more
evident amidst the visions of mankind.

Third, the churches would agree on common ways of decision¬
making and ways of teaching authoritatively, and be able to
demonstrate qualities of communion, participation and corpo¬
rate responsibility which could shed healing light in aworld of
c o n fl i c t .

Such aunity—overcoming church divisions, binding us together
in the face of racism, sexism, injustice—would be awitnessing
unity, acredible sign of new creation'*

There is abreakthrough in this statement, one not often recognised:
namely, the way in which the “characteristics” or “marks” of the
Church—namely faith, sacraments, ministry and structures of decision¬
making and teaching—are inextricably linked to the service and witness
of the Church. So faith is confessed in lives which help the world to
realise God’s design for creation. Through alife of faith and sacrament
served by aministry, churches would bring healing amidst the divisions
of the world. And through common ways of decision-making, light
could be shed in aworld of conflict. In this short summary statement
the agendas of Faith and Order, Life and Work and Mission are bound
together in an understanding of visible unity which sees unity in faith,
service and mission as indivisible parts of asingle ecclesial life.

At the same time the Vancouver Report emphasises the relation
between the unity of the Church and the renewal of human commu¬
nity, picking up the Uppsala stress on the Church as “sign.” “The Church
is called to be a‘prophetic sign,’ aprophetic community through which,
and by which, the transformation of the world can take place.” Behind
this emphasis at Vancouver lay the work of the studies on racism, on
the “handicapped,” and the study on the Community of Women and
Men in the Church. These studies had shown clearly that the divisions
and brokenness in the human community (divisions between black and
white, men and women, differently abled, and so on) are reflected in
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the life of the Church These divisions affect the way the faith is confessed,
the sacraments are celebrated, the ministry is exercised, the use or abuse
of power and authority. The Church has constantly to be “re-formed
and renewed into unity.”

The Canberra Assembly (1991) made asignificant contribution
with its statement on unity, “The Unity of the Church as Koinonia:
Gift and Calling.”^ This was the only statement which the Assembly
formally adopted. On the eve of the Harare Assembly, it is worth
reflecting at some length on the Canberra Statement. The Statement
summed up in “a nutshell” the themes of previous Assembly State¬
ments and, at the same time, broke significantly new ground. In the
years since Canberra, although the World Council itself (apart from
the Commission on Faith and Order) seems to have made little use of
the Statement, some churches have taken it seriously as an important
and vital contribution from the most representative ecumenical forum
which exists. These churches have used it in their bilateral agreements
and movements towards unity.

In the preparatory period leading up to the Canberra Assembly the
Central Committee invited the Faith and Order Commission to prepare
astatement on visible unity. This was the statement that, with signifi¬
cant revisions made by the Assembly, was adopted at the Canberra
Assembly as the Canberra Statement.

The title of the Statement received an important addition at the
Assembly. The original title, “The Unity of the Church as Gift and Calling,

changed to “The Unity of the Church as Koinonia: Gift and Calling.”
The notion of koinonia, or “communion,” echoes throughout the State¬
ment, thus reflecting the centrality of this theme in many of the bilat¬
eral theological reports of the 1980’s. The end or telos of all, of the
whole of creation, is that it should be brought into communion with
God. The divided churches are called, here and now, to “full commun-

and to witness and work to bring all into communion with God.

w a s

i o n .

In spite of their divisions the churches are recognising today that “a
certain degree of communion” already exists between them. Thus the
theme of koinonia is fundamental in understanding the reality of the
Church and its own calling, as well as the destiny of humanity and of
all creation. Moreover, koinonia is seen as the gift of God’s own trinitarian
life: “The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, the love of God and the com-
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munion of the Holy Spirit (2 Cor. 13:13).” The calling of the Church
is to reveal God in Christ-like form to the world, through the power
and gift of the Holy Spirit.

The “elements” or “characteristics” of visible unity are enumerated
as: the common confession of the apostolic faith; acommon sacramental
life entered by the one baptism and celebrated together in one eucha-
ristic fellowship; acommon life in which members and ministries are
mutually recognised and reconciled; and acommon mission witness¬
ing to all people to the Gospel of God’s grace and serving the whole of
creation. The Statement goes on, with an important addition. “The
goal of the search for full communion is realised when all of the churches
are able to recognise in one another the one, holy, catholic and apostolic
Church in its fullness. This full communion will be expressed on the
local and universal levels through conciliar forms of life and action.”'"

The picture of visible unity, of “full communion,” owes much to the
earlier unity statements, not least in its emphasis on “conciliar life.”
However, as some have pointed out in the years since Canberra, there is
an ambiguity in the Statement. Does the phrase “all of the churches”
(who are to be bound by these characteristics of faith, sacraments,
ministry and conciliar life) refer to local churches, the “all in each place”
of the New Delhi Statement? Or is it to be read as churches in the sense
oidenominationŝ  This is acrucial question for understanding the portrait
of unity which the Canberra Statement paints, as well as the goal to
which the ecumenical movement is oriented.

It is worth noting that the Statement’s emphasis on “conciliar life”
was amove away from the draft which the Faith and Order Commis¬
sion itself had offered to the Assembly. The draft spoke of forms of
ministry exercised in “personal, collegial and communal ways,” picking
up the emphasis on this in Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry J devel¬
opment of this theme could prove to be the one of the most promising
areas in ecumenical debate in the next phase.

One important further theme contributed by the Assembly itself was
the section on diversity. The Assembly was challenged to say something
about diversity in view of explorations of the theme of the Holy Spirit
which were presented at the Assembly. The Statement is clear that unity
entails diversity: diversities rooted in theological traditions, or in cultural,
ethnic or historical contexts are integral to the nature of communion.
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Nevertheless, the Statement is also clear that there are “tolerable limits”
to diversity. And, when challenged to indicate what they might be, a
bold but reticent statement is made:

Diversity is illegitimate when, for instance, it makes impossible
the common confession of Jesus Christ as God and Saviour the
same yesterday, today and forever (Heb. 13:8); salvation and
the final destiny of humanity as proclaimed in the Holy Scrip¬
ture and preached in the apostolic community*.

The Canberra Statement chdWng&s the divided churches to take steps
on the way to visible unity; “towards the realisation of full commun¬
ion.” It encourages the churches to learn from one another and to work
together for justice and peace, and to care for Gods creation even

Two years after the Canberra Assembly the Fifth World Conference
on Faith and Order in Santiago de Compostela (1993) expressed in its
own conference theme astatement about unity: “Towards Koinonia in
Faith, Life and Witness.”^ The Conference was in some senses acom¬
mentary upon, and exploration of, the Canberra Statement in the light
of Faith and Order’s work over athirty-year period. The working docu¬
ment emphasized the theme of koinonia, developing the short para¬
graphs in the Canberra Statement. The visible characteristics of koinonia
laid before the Conference were those of acommunion in faith, afaith
grounded in Scripture and focused in the Nicene Creed; acommunion
in life focused in the sacraments of baptism and eucharist, nurtured by
an ordained ministry within the ministry of the whole people of God;
and acommunion in witness entailing the renewal of the Church as
prophetic sign of the Kingdom. This summed up several of the Faith
and Order studies: Confessing the One Faith, Baptism, Eucharist and
Ministry, and Church and World.̂ ° The latter was the final and culmi¬
nating text from the Faith and Order study programme “The Unity of
the Church and the Renewal of Human Community,” of which Paul
Crow was the moderator.

But the World Conference did not simply affirm this picture. It added
to it by asking for work on what structures of mutual accountability,
authority and decision making would sustain the unity and commun¬
ion of the Church. Reference was made to the synodical and primatial

n o w .
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structures needed to serve unity. Moreover the Conference strongly
emphasised the characteristic of ethical living (referred to in recent ecu¬
menical discussion through the language of the church as “moral com¬
munity”) as an element in understanding visible unity. This theme was
present in the second part of the Canberra Statement where churches
are invited to recommit themselves to work for “justice, peace and the
integrity of creation, thus linking more closely the search for sacramen¬
tal communion of the Church with the struggles for justice and peace.”

Behind this new emphasis on the understanding of the relation be¬
tween the unity of the Church and common moral values and shared
action for justice and peace lay the insights of aconsultation held in
Ronde, Denmark shortly before the Fifth World Conference on Faith
and Order. This pathbreaking meeting was the first in the study
programme on “Ecclesiology and Ethics” conducted jointly by Faith
and Order/WCC Unit Iand WCC Unit III. It featured an insightful
and stimulating paper by Paul Crow," who guided Faith and Orders
involvement in this project through its completion in 1996. In this
consultation, and two that followed, the Faith and Order and Life and
Work traditions were searching to find acommon theological language
“in order to formulate amore coherent and vital agenda for church
unity and for common action in face of challenges confronting both
the church and the world today

The most recent contribution to the debate on visible unity is of¬
fered in the draft statement on the “Common Understanding and
Vision” of the WCC. The statement is only now in the preliminary
stage but it is perhaps worth noting that the preamble contains avision
of visible unity:

We are drawn by the vision of achurch that brings all people
into communion with God; achurch that is visibly one, shar¬
ing one baptism, celebrating one eucharist, and enjoying the
service of areconciled common ministry.
We are compelled by the vision of achurch whose unity is
expressed in bonds of conciliar communion which enables us
to take decisions together and to interpret and teach the apos¬
tolic faith together, with mutual accountability and in love.

M 2
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We are inspired by the vision of achurch that engages in dialogue
and cooperation in service with people of other faiths.
We are challenged by the vision of achurch that is fully inclusive,
mindful of the marginalized, overcoming divisions based on
race, gender, age and culture, promoting justice and peace, and
respecting the integrity of God’s creation.
We aspire to the vision of achurch that reaches out to everyone
through alife of sharing, proclaiming the good news of God’s
redemption, being both sign and servant, drawing all ever more
deeply into the fellowship of God’s own life.'^

The attempt to extract from the reports of the World Council of
Churches, particularly from Assembly Statements, what has been said
about the visible unity of the Church has obvious weaknesses. It is
necessarily selective and fragmentary. The Canberra Statement, however,
is different. It was carefully prepared for the Seventh Assembly and is a
more complete portraiture of visible unity. Moreover, it was formally
adopted by the Assembly.

There is, however, aquestion of how far the member churches them¬
selves can, or will, affirm and receive these statements. Even an Assem¬
bly vote for the adoption of the Canberra Statement cannot be taken as
achurch’s acceptance of it. Nevertheless, it is clear from the use some
churches are making of that Statement that there are some who accept
it as asummary of where the ecumenical movement is today in its think¬
ing about visible unity. The Statement at least provides some notion of
what sort of visibly united Church Christians seek to live together.

Some churches have taken the Canberra Statement, or parts of earlier
statements, and used them within bilateral dialogues and agreements.
For example, the emphasis of the “all in each place,” united to the notion
“all in every place,” influenced the report of the International Angli-

Reformed dialogue, God’s Reign and Our UnityT The descriptionc a n

of unity in the Meissen Agreement between the Evangelical Church in
Germany (involving Lutheran, Reformed and United Churches) and
the Church of England use the description of the threefold characteris¬
tics of unity from the Vancouver Assembly.'̂  The more recent agreement
between the Moravian Church and the Church of England in Fetter
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Lane Common Statement uses the Canberra StatementV" Th.ese. regional
bilateral agreements, which have issued in changed relationships in the
lives of the churches, show how the attempts of the “broadest ecumeni¬
cal forum” to give aportrait of visible unity can help to provide a
consistency and coherence to bilateral partnerships at an international,
regional or local level. Within the present complexity of the ecumenical
movement the picture of visible unity held out by the WCC helps
churches to assess whether their agreements are moving in the same
d i r e c t i o n .

However, there are also dangers in these statements if they are taken
as amere list of fundamentals which can be “checked off,” as if they
were an ecumenical “checklist,” achecklist which will be added to again
and again. Equally there is adanger if astatement like the Canberra
Statement is taken as fixed for all time. The truth about visible unity is
that as we move together on pilgrimage new possibilities open up in
our understanding of that reality.

No single statement, portrait, or model can capture the diversity,
dynamism and boundless possibilities of the one, holy, catholic and
apostolic Church. But as new steps are taken, new stages reached in
relationships between Christian churches, producing an incredibly
complex (and increasingly “messy”!) ecumenical movement, some
provisional attempts to express the unity we seek are surely needed in
order to beckon us on. But it is more than to beckon us on, it is also to
make sense of that which experience already tells us is so, as we pray and
work together for justice and peace with Christians of other traditions.
Without some commitment to some shape of unity, some portrait of
unity, however dimly seen, our sincere intentions to seek unity are, as
Lesslie Newbigin said, likely to be called into question.

Paul Crow has played an important role in keeping alive within the
ecumenical movement acommitment to visible unity. The Church of
England owes him adebt of gratitude. Iknow that Dr Robert Runcie,
who met Paul Crow on anumber of occasions during his time as Arch¬
bishop of Canterbury, would wish to be associated with this tribute to
adistinguished and committed ecumenist.
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C H A P T E R T E N

THE D ISCIPLES OF CHRIST-
R O M A N C A T H O L I C

INTERNATIONAL DIALOGUE,
1977-1997: HISTORICAL

PERSPECTIVES

By David M. Thompson
^he year of Dr. Paul Crow Jr.’s retirement, 1998, will be the

twenty-first anniversary of the Disciples of Christ-Roman Catho¬
lic International Dialogue, afitting commemoration of one of

Paul’s most fruitful ecumenical initiatives. For those of us who have
been members of the three dialogue teams, it has been aunique experi¬
ence of theological sharing and personal friendship at the deepest level.

The prospects for such adialogue can scarcely have looked promis¬
ing at the outset. Alexander Campbell, the leading spokesman for the
first generation of Disciples, shared the conventional Protestant assump¬
tions of his time about the Roman Catholic Church. The Preface to
one of his most widely circulated books begins.

Since the full development of the great apostacy foretold by
prophets and apostles, numerous attempts at reformation have
been made. Three full centuries, carrying with them the desti¬
nies of countless millions, have passed into eternity since the
Lutheran effort to dethrone the Man of Sin .... The Protes¬
tant Reformation ...will long be regarded by the philosopher
and the philanthropist as one of the most gracious interposi¬
tions in behalf of the whole human race.'

1
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Similarly, in his public debate with the Rt Revd John B. Purcell,
Bishop of Cincinnati, in 1837, Campbell sought to prove astandard
set of protestant polemical points against the Church of Rome7 In
this Campbell was not unusual, except that he did not approve of
contemporary anti-Catholic movements in the U.S.A. and always re¬
mained agood friend of Purcell7 The changed ecumenical climate
since the Second Vatican Council has required all to revise their ear¬
lier preconceptions.

Disciples of Christ had been represented at the Second Vatican Coun¬
cil by aseries of observers, including the Revd Dr. George Beazley, Dr.
Crows predecessor as President of the Council on Christian Unity of
the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) in the U.S.A. and Canada.
So it was natural that, as the Roman Catholic Church began to estab¬
lish international bilateral dialogues with aseries of Christian World
Communions in the late 1960s, Disciples of Christ should also wish to
be involved. In 1967 anational dialogue within the United States was
begun, which culminated in areport in 1974, An Adventure in Under¬
standing} This was one of anumber of dialogues undertaken by the
Committee for Ecumenical and Interreligious Affairs of the National
Conference of Catholic Bishops in the U.S.A.

The idea was first conceived by Dr. George Beazley and Monsignor
(later Bishop) William Baum at abreakfast during the Triennial Assem¬
bly of the National Council of Churches at Miami Beach, Florida in
December 1966. Some eight or nine meetings were held over aperiod
of six years, covering many of the major areas of difference. The topics
ranged (by chance) over the seven sacraments of the Roman Catholic
Church, and in aperceptive analysis at the conclusion. Dr. Beazley
pointed out that the basic question requiring further discussion was
that of magisterial authority and freedom in the two churches.^ At the
very beginning of this national dialogue Dr. Beazley drew attention to
two features which have been of recurring significance in the subse¬
quent history of the international dialogue. The first was that the two
churches relied on “a basically catholic concept of the church,” shared
the conviction that worship should include the eucharist at least weekly,
and believed in salvation by faith without insisting that it was “by faith
alone.” The second was “the fact that the Roman Catholic Church and

the Christian Churches (Disciples of Christ) had never gone through
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anathema and counter-anathema during the Reformation period, nor
through aformal separation in which each expressed its dogma in op¬
position to the other.

After George Beazley’s sudden death on avisit to Moscow in Octo¬
ber 1973, his successor. Dr. Paul A. Crow Jr., initiated the discussions
which were to transform anational dialogue into an international
one. Dr. Crow had already attended some of the meetings of the ear¬
lier group from 1970, when it considered the concept of the parish in
the Plan of Union prepared by the Consultation on Church Union,
of which he was General Secretary. In January 1977 aPreparatory
Committee met in Indianapolis to consider aprogram, the composi¬
tion of the two sides, and the procedure to be adopted. The goal agreed
for the dialogue was “so to develop the relation between the Disciples
Churches and the Roman Catholic church that the unity willed by
Christ may be attained and given visible expression.” The topic cho¬
sen for the first five-year program was “Apostolicity and Catholicity
in the Visible Unity of the Church.” It was agreed that the papers
presented to the dialogue meetings might be published, together with
agreed reports of each annual meeting. This was the first time that
such permission for publication had been given. There were to be
eight patticipants on each side; on the Roman Catholic side five were
to be appointed by the U.S. Bishops’ Committee for Ecumenical and
Interreligious Affairs and three by the Secretariat for Promoting Chris¬
tian Unity; on the Disciples side appointments were to be made by
the Council on Christian Unity and the Disciples Ecumenical Con¬
sultative Council. Another “first” for this dialogue was that there was
awoman member of each team. It was agreed that the co-chairmen
would be the Most Revd Francis R. Shea, Bishop of Evansville, and
Dr. Crow (though in the event Bishop Shea was unable to act, and
was replaced by Bishop Stanley J. Ott of New Orleans).̂

The first meeting of the new International Commission took place
at the Alverna Retreat House in Indianapolis, Indiana from 22 to 27
September 1977. Although not at that stage amember of the Dia¬
logue, Iwas visiting Indianapolis at the time, and was privileged to
attend the opening. Msgr. Basil Meeking in the opening meditation
summed up the significance of the dialogue in away which still rings
true twenty years later. “What we begin today,” he said, “is atask of
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study, of theological understanding.” But it was more than that. “This
meeting is saying in its own way that our two confessions intend not
only to study together, nor only to discuss together, but intend to
walk together.” Things would never be the same again between the
two partners, “for this very process of the dialogue is an opening up of
ourselves to one another, an agreement to help each other to be open
to the grace and unifying power of Jesus Christ.’’That could have far-
reaching consequences: “as we try to come to adeeper agreement about
faith and its content the more possible it will be to discover aplural¬
ism in the expression of that faith, adiversity in theologies, in cul¬
tural forms, in the ways of organizing the Christian community and
its life.” That involved the tension of being loyal to our own tradi¬
tions as well as being able to look ahead. “We have been deputed
because we can represent where our churches actually are, because we
are willing to moderate our pace to them, prepared to help them
progress together towards full visible unity.

The work of the Commission was developed through the study of
four themes: the nature of the Church and elements of its unity (India¬
napolis, 1977), baptism: gift and call in the search for unity (Rome
1978), faith and tradition in the life of the Church (Annapolis, 1979),
and the dynamics of unity and of division (New Orleans, 1980).'^ The
last meeting at Ardfert in Ireland in September 1981 was devoted to
the revision and approval of the Report to the Churches under the title,
Apostolicity and Catholicity.

Two concepts which were developed at the Indianapolis meeting have
remained significant for the dialogue, those of spiritual ecumenism and
evangelical space. The idea of spiritual ecumenism derives from the
Decree on Ecumenism of the Second Vatican Council, where it is de¬
scribed as the “change of heart and holiness of life, along with public
and private prayer for the unity of Christians” which is the “soul of the
whole ecumenical movement.”” The word “spiritual” in this context
refers to the work of the Holy Spirit. It is areminder that grace domi¬
nates the structure or means instituted for its transmission. Thus Fr.
Jean-Marie Tillard, OP, argued that it was urgent “that we provide a
new impulse to spiritual ecumenism in order to create the evangelical
space outside of which no authentic unity would be possible.” Organic
unity could not be achieved simply by doctrinal consensus, however
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profound: “without what we call ‘evangelical space’, deriving from the
life of grace, the most promising ecumenical dialogues will fritter away.
In the final Report the point was developed to include the notions of
repentance and renewal. “This metanoia thus provides what might be
called an ‘evangelical space’—an arena for the operation of the Gos¬
pel—in which we find God’s grace newly available to bind us together
in praising, blessing, beseeching the God who makes us one. In this
evangelical space, we discover new possibilities for genuine exchange
and sharing and for seeing in anew light these affirmations that find
historical expression in our still separated communities.”'̂

This starting point for the dialogue was significant. From the be¬
ginning the search was for principles of uniry that spanned churches
with separate institutional histories. The significance of institutions
was not underestimated—far from it: but it was neither necessary nor
possible to begin from some watershed of separation, with the inevi¬
table tendency to make judgements about who was responsible and
who was right.

Apostolicity and Catholicity also articulated agreements on baptism
and the relation between faith and tradition. The connection between
these two is significant. Both Roman Gatholics and Disciples affirmed
that in baptism we enter anew relationship with God because our
sins are forgiven and we become anew creation. “Since God never
revokes the new relationship brought about in baptism, rebaptism is
contrary to the Gospel and should never be practiced.” This agree¬
ment prefigured that in Baptism, Eucharist and Ministry, which was
nearing completion at the same time. Both traditions also affirmed
the role of faith in baptism: “incorporation into the Body of Christ
and forgiveness of sins are primarily acts of God that presuppose faith
and call for acontinuing active response of faith for their full devel¬
opment and fruitfulness.”'̂  The traditional Disciple belief that bap¬
tism was for the remission of sins aided agreement at this point. This
primary agreement enabled certain continuing differences to be rein¬
terpreted. Disciples continued to affirm that baptism should be pre¬
ceded by apersonal confession of faith and repentance, though they
acknowledged an increasing appreciation for the place of infant bap¬
tism in the history of the Church. Roman Catholics affirmed the prac¬
tice of infant baptism for historical, theological and pastoral reasons.
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but they saw the “fundamental belief of their church regarding bap¬
tism as expressed with new clarity in the revised rite for adult bap¬
tism, which includes personal confession of faith.”

There remained acontinuing difference on the mode of baptism,
because Disciples practised immersion; but Disciples abandoned the
kind of argument originally used by Alexander Campbell that, since
the Greek baptizo actually meant “immerse,” any other mode was not
baptism. Instead the discussion turned to the paradox that baptism was
both asign of unity and areminder of disunity, since the same act
incorporated all Christians into Christ but also into their own sepa¬
rated ecclesial communities. The Dialogue therefore distinguished be¬
tween two affirmations of faith: one, “the fundamental assent of the
person to God’s gift of grace in Jesus Christ,” the other, “the induction
into aparticular ecclesial community with its own explication of the
one fa i th.

That distinction explained why baptism was linked so immediately
with the question of faith and tradition. Faith was God’s gift both to
the individual and the community; indeed the report affirmed that “each
Christian’s faith is inseparable from the faith of the community. Per¬
sonal faith is an appropriation of the Church’s faith and depends on it
for authenticity as well as for nurture.” Believers were called to offer a
common witness of faith to the world, so that the world might believe;
thus “both the individual believer and the pilgrim Church are ever called
to adeeper conversion to Christ, amore authentic faith. Scripture,
mediating the Word of God, has acentral, normative, and irreplaceable
role in this process of personal and ecclesial conversion.” So it was pos¬
sible to see the relationship between faith and tradition in terms of the
question of “how Christians from age to age come to the knowledge
that Jesus Christ is the Lord of life and the way of salvation for the
whole world.”''’ Again differences were expressed over the role of creeds
and confessions: Roman Catholics believed that such statements were
necessary for amore complete expression of the truths that are in Scrip¬
ture than Scripture alone affords; Disciples believed that “the New Tes¬
tament is asufficient expression of the essential faith, doctrine and
practice of the individual Christian and the Christian community” and
that “freedom and diversity in expressions of belief and worship need
not threaten [the Church’s] unity.

15
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The Report concluded with some affirmations about “the unity we
seek,” including the manifestation of the visible community which both
believed to belong to the very esse of the Church. Whilst the two churches
were not asked to make adefinitive judgment on the Dialogue’s work
or to commit themselves to adecision which could have structural con¬
sequences, there was afirm belief that interior communion between
Christians across divisions had been discovered in the dialogue and that
aframework had been established in which further work on unresolved
issues could be undertaken.

The meeting at Ardfert which agreed the final text of Apostolicity
and Catholicity contained some tense moments, which had not been
apparent in the dialogue hitherto. But the ecumenical observer, Robin
Boyd, Director of the Irish School of Ecumenics in Dublin, made
some stimulating observations on the Report. He was not so enthusi¬
astic as the Dialogue members to discuss the questions of Church,
eucharist and ministry, and noted the different relationship between
the participants in this dialogue from dialogues involving Anglicans
or Reformed. “When Roman Catholics recognize baptized Disciples
as members of the Body of Christ,” he wrote, “they do not mean that
they are “anonymous Roman Catholics” (though that idea was dis¬
cussed at the meeting!). The very fact that these two Churches are so
far apart in how they express their faith and how they organize their
structures gives hope of acoming unity whose features will be quite
different from the features of either Church—an open-ended future
known only to God, and with room for much diversity as well as
‘radical unity’.”'«

The reception given to Apostolicity and Catholicty was sufficiently
warm for asecond phase of the Dialogue to be authorized in 1982.
This phase, however, was sponsored exclusively by the Secretariat for
Promoting Christian Unity and the Disciples Ecumenical Consultative
Council. This allowed abroadening of the international representation
in both teams. The new Roman Catholic Co-chairman was the Most
Revd Samuel Carter, SJ, Archbishop of Kingston, Jamaica. Archbishop
Carter was an ecumenical pioneer in leading his Roman Catholic re¬
gional bishops’ conference into full membership of the Caribbean Coun¬
cil of Churches, the first time that this had happened anywhere in the
world. His gracious charm and wise leadership contributed greatly to
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the success of the second phase. The Disciples representation now in¬
cluded Great Britain and Jamaica, as well as Canada, Zaire and the
U.S.A., and later included Australia. The Roman Catholic representa¬
tion included England as well as Ireland, and Jamaica, in addition to
Canada and the U.S.A. When Msgr John Mutiso-Mbinda succeeded
Basil Meeking as the Vatican staff person in 1986, Kenya was repre¬
sented as well.

There was also agreater turnover of membership in the dialogue
team in the second phase. The most grievous loss was that of the Most
Revd Kevin McNamara, who had moved from Killarney to become
Archbishop of Dublin in 1984; he died in 1987 of cancer and the Com¬
mission lost someone of penetrating mind and absolute charity and
integrity.Dr. Efefe Elonda from Zaire also died prematurely in 1990.
The insight he brought from Africa was always valuable, and he also
reflected the significance of the francophone community. It should per¬
haps be noted that the Dialogue worked almost entirely in English. So
long as Dr. Elonda was amember, some work was done in French, but
after his death in 1990, the work was all in English. This facilitated
communication and understanding among the members, which was
undoubtedly advantageous in drafting; but it also meant that there was
not always the same relentless drive towards unambiguous expression
which is imposed by the need to ensure that what is said is readily
translatable into several languages.

Cardinal Willebrands, speaking in Indianapolis in October 1982 at
ameeting to celebrate the first five years of the Dialogue, saw its signifi¬
cance in the common concern for full communion in faith and sacra¬
ment; and in calling for arenewed commitment to ecumenism he
commented that “the dialogue team was right to stress that only the
Holy Spirit can confirm in us rhe will for visible unity, enabling us to
overcome obstacles to grow towards it.”̂ “ In the first Peter Ainslie Lec¬
ture in Baltimore afew days later, he returned to the same theme, not¬
ing that the dialogue was too little known outside North America. It
reflected the need “to focus attention on being one, on the koinonia of
faith and of life,” because “from the start this dialogue has concerned
itself with the visibility of the Church and its unity.”^' This illustrates
Romes hopes for the dialogue and probably explains why the second
phase was made fully international.
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The second phase occupied the next ten years. By the time its report
was completed in 1992, under the title, The Church as Communion in
ChristT koinonia had become amuch more prominent theme: indeed
it was the main focus of the Fifth World Faith and Order Conference at
Santiago da Compostella in Spain in 1993.

The opening meeting in Venice in 1983 considered the significance
of the term koinonia in the New Testament, and the nature of the Church
of God. The 1984 meeting in Nashville was entirely taken up with the
nature olkoinonia, and the 1985 meeting in Mandeville, Jamaica con¬
sidered the link between koinonia and sacrament, and the Church as
sacramental community and as community of faith. At Cambridge,
England in 1986 the meeting concentrated on the eucharist and the
visibility of the Church’s koinonia, and this was then used as the focus
for adiscussion of the continuity of the Church with apostolic tradi¬
tion in 1987 at Duxbury, Massachusetts. That in turn led to adiscus¬
sion of ministry and apostolic tradition in 1988 at Gethsemani,
Kentucky; in the light of that, the topic of the Church and apostolic
tradition was revisited at Venice in 1989. The meetings in Toronto,
1990 and Rome, 1991 were used for drafting the Report and it was
formally agreed in St. Louis, Missouri in 1992. That meeting also con¬
sidered the kind of program which might be envisaged for athird phase.

The contribution of the dialogue was assessed by Fr Jean-Marie
Tillard, OP, in the tenth Peter Ainslie lecture on Christian unity, given
in Louisville in October 1991; it is interesting to compare it with
Cardinal Willebrands’ assessment ten years before. Tillard’s lecture
concentrated on the dialogue’s contribution to the ecclesiology of the
ecumenical movement. Once again emphasis was placed on the lack
of any formal separation of Disciples from the Roman Catholic
Church. Hence the dialogue was not “an encounter of former parts of
the same ecclesiastical group wanting to be reunited, trying to forget
the past mistakes, to discover either an explanation of their conflicts
or to find the theological justification of their rupture. Their search
was fo r un ion

23
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n o t r e u n i o n .

Thus in discovering what was common to each other, each had to
recognize the action of the Holy Spirit at work in parallel groups with¬
out structural or even sacramental communion. Tillard found particu¬
lar significance in the emphasis Disciples had placed on weekly
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communion from their origin, just at atime when in other Protestant
traditions such an emphasis had virtually disappeared. But the com¬
mon features discovered by the Commission in their two traditions
were not to be regarded simply as “the surviving traces of the former
unity the People of God enjoyed during the apostolic times;” rather
they were “provocative signs of the Holy Spirit awaking the conscience
of the divided communities, calling them to remember the will of Christ
for the Church.

Another discovery concerned the relationship between creeds or con¬
fessions of faith and the unity of the Church. Traditionally Disciples
had rejected creeds as tests of fellowship; but the Commission’s discus¬
sion had shown that such rejection did not mean rejecting of the neces¬
sity for confessing the faith—the emphasis on believer’s baptism showed
the importance attached to such personal confession. Rather, the Dis¬
ciples rejection of creeds and confessions of faith was arejection of the
use to which such statements had been put, particularly in consolidat¬
ing divisions within the Church. By laying such emphasis on regular
participation in the eucharist as the demonstration of personal and com¬
munal faith. Disciples had approached the Catholic principle of lex
credendi, lex orandi by adifferent route; and Tillard suggested that the
Latin might be appropriately translated, “truth is always expressed in its
liturgical sacramental celebration, especially at the Eucharist.Finally,
Tillard returned to an emphasis which had been made in the first report
of the Dialogue: the need for “evangelical ecumenical space,” alife of
prayer and commitment to unity that transcended everything that theo¬
logians might achieve and was the condition for the effective reception
of those agreements that had been reached.

Tillard’s assessment anticipated some of the points which were to be
made in the second report. The report had two main sections. The first
dealt with the specific nature of the dialogue within the ecumenical
movement, reviewing the differences in Christian faith and life between
the two communions and sketching out aconvergence of vision—to
an extent recapitulating the first report. The second moved through
five subsect ions. “New creat ion and communion” out l ined the context

of redemption in which communion was experienced. The rheme of
continuity was treated first in relation to the eucharist, and then in
relation to teaching: in both cases the significance of the biblical usage
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of the word “memory” was highlighted. “Memory, as in biblical usage,
is more that arecalling to mind of the past. It is the work of the Holy
Spirit linking the past with the present and maintaining the memory of
that on which everything depends—the faith itself and the Church
which embodies that faith” (para 28).^® Afourth subsection on “the
gifts of the Spirit for the Church” linked the variety of charisms given
to the Church and its members by the Spirit with the particular charism
of the ordained ministry. The final subsection on “the Church” affirmed
three important truths held in common: that aperson is saved by being
introduced into the communion of believers; that this communion is
never given to the believer without the involvement of other believers,
some of them being the ministers of the Church; and that this com¬
munion is ultimately with the apostolic community, whose memory is
constantly kept alive and made present (para 46).

The Commission recognised that they still had much work to do.
Four topics were noted in particular: teaching and practice concern¬
ing the presence of the Lord in the celebration of the Supper, its sac¬
rificial nature, and the roles of the ordained minister and the
community; understanding of the fundamental structure of the Church
gathered around the Eucharist, especially in relation to episcopacy;
the nature of the rule of faith in achanging history; and the primacy
of the Bishop of Rome. But the Commission believed that progress
could be made if further work was authorized. Authorization was given
and athird phase began in 1993.

The Report received alargely favorable review from Fr William Henn,
OFM CAP, of the Pontifical Gregorian University. He drew attention
to anumber of points upon which clarification would be helpful, and
made two general comments. First, he noted that the report demon¬
strated the value of using the idea of the Church as communion as the
basis upon which to seek convergence on several ecclesiological issues.
In particular it enabled the place of the Church in God’s overall plan of
salvation to be considered very positively and also made it possible for
both Roman Catholics and Disciples “to acknowledge the language of
sign, instrument and sacrament as appropriate categories for describing
the Church,” without eliminating the concern for continual renewal
within the Church. The notion of communion also highlighted the
deep connection between the Eucharist and the Church and the unity

29
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in faith reaching back to the apostolic community. Secondly, Ft Henn,
while noting that the notion of aCatholic or Protestant ethos was less
threatening in certain respects than the notion of different or conflict¬
ing beliefs, suggested that the relation between ethos and faith needed
to be clarified. Acknowledging the emphasis the Report laid on the
reception of agreements by the faithful, he suggested that this could
lead to asoftening of ethos and acoming together in acommon mind,
“a fact which both underscores the importance of the process of recep¬
tion of the results of ecumenical dialogue and counsels patience to take
the time necessary for growing together in faith.

It is too early to comment on the work of the third phase. At its
meeting in Rome in 1993 the Commission discussed the best way of
setting the agenda for the next period. Of the four topics noted for
further work in the report on the second phase, the third was picked
out for attention; the nature of the rule of faith in achanging history. It
was decided to pursue the question of the transmission of the faith in
such away that its significance for both the individual and the commu¬
nity was recognised. Thus in 1994 in Indianapolis, the topic was “the
individual and the Church,” in 1995 in Bose, Italy, it was “the Gospel
and the Church” and in 1996 in Bethany, W. Virginia, it was “the con¬
tent and authority of the early Ecumenical Councils.” '̂ In 1997 the
topic is the nature of the canon. Whilst this might seem like adeliber¬
ate turning away from the hard questions of eucharist, episcopacy and
Roman primacy, acareful handling of those questions depends upon
an agreed basis for understanding the continuity of faith. This is par¬
ticularly important where there is no common institutional history.

The Disciples/Roman Catholic Dialogue has aparticular importance
in the wider ecumenical scene. Dialogue is possible because both sides
recognize in the other acommon concern for the visible unity of the
Church, and believe this to be expressed uniquely in the regular cel¬
ebration of the eucharist. The fact of this mutual recognition of acom¬
mon concern has opened up new perspectives on traditional issues such
as the question of what happens in the eucharist, and the nature of the
ministry of the one who presides at the Lord’s table.

Both sides have also been forced to reflect on the nature of the con¬

tinuity of the Church. Disciples have had to recognize that scripture
alone is not sufficient: to be effective the good news declared in scrip-
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ture has to come alive in each generation, indeed for each person. This
requires living people to hand it on, -which is the essence of tradition.
Roman Catholics have had to recognize that ministerial continuity alone
does not give asufficient account of the many and
which God’s good news is passed on
The recognition that acommon

var ious ways m
from generation to generation,

faith, despite diversity of expression,
has been passed on in both communions has focussed attention

upon the work of the Holy Spirit, not lc3.st the in \vhich
Spirit always exceeds our expectations and transcends the limits to God’s
action which we often assume to exist. That in turn requires arethink¬
ing of the justifications which

o n c e

m o r e

are offered for the continuing disunity of
the Church. Of course, as FrTillard never tires of reminding us, there is
no “cheap ecumenism”: we cannot simply say that things will now be
different and forget the past. But neither can the past, simply because it
is past, dictate the form of the future. What is required most of all is a
change of heart, ametanoia—but that is something we have to receive
by grace; it cannot be achieved by good resolutions. In aunique way,
Paul Crow has seen the wider importance of this dialogue, carrying
forward the vision first glimpsed by George Beazley; and his determi¬
nation to keep it in the forefront of Disciples’ ecumenical agenda has
been rewarded in the agreements that have been reached.
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C H A P T E R E L E V E N

T H E R O M A N C AT H O L I C
C H U R C H A N D E C U M E N I S M

J. M. R. Tillard, O.P.

tis usual to say that “the Roman Catholic church started to be
involved in the ecumenical movement only after Vatican II.” Re¬
cently, during an important meeting, John XXIII was praised as

“the real father of Roman Catholic ecumenism” and Cardinal Bea was
described as “the ft rst Catholic official figure” in this field. Such
affirmations are wrong. They manifest—especially when those who speak
this way are Roman Catholic teachers—an unforgivable ignorance of
the struggles of the Catholic church to be faithful to the Lords supreme
demand to the Father: that all of the disciples “may be one.” Vatican II
was not abeginning but aturning point in the Catholic ecumenical
concern for the visible koinonia of all the Christian communities.

I-l After the break between East and West—a break which started
already during the struggles of Photius with Pope Nicholas—the Ro¬
man Catholic church as such never resigned itself to the inevitability of
this rupture. It constantly tried to find asolution to overcome or at
least repair it. Indeed it IS true that because of its strong desire to pre¬
serve its own exousia (authority) and to guarantee its privileges oipotentior
principalitas,̂  and because of its affirmation that ecclesia romana semper
habuitprimatus,̂  its proposals always seemed so alien to the mind of
the other churches that they were not “received.” Moreover, the politi¬
cal complexity of the times made impossible aclear understanding of
the goals of the unity for which people were looking. Nevertheless,
even under the most intransigent declarations, it is generally possible to
discover an authentic longing for the reconstitution of an authentic
k o i n o n i a .

For instance, in the network of political, religious, and ecclesiastical
reasons which led to the convocation of the councils of Lyon II and

I
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Ferrare-Florence, we cannot deny that the reason for the Roman See’s
commitment to this enterprise was the genuine longing for unity. Gre¬
gory X(d. 1276) was certainly sincere when he laboured to make pos¬
sible aunion with the Eastern churches, whereas the Emperor Michael
Paleologus was inspired by more political ambitions. One year before
the convocation of the famous council of Basle (1431-1449), plans for
acouncil which would gather representatives of Eastern and Western
churches were accepted by Martin V. The dealings of Eugenius IV (d.
1447) with the delegates of Constantinople are well known, and no

ignore how great was their impact on the decisions made there.
In one of his letters to the arrogant Fathers of Basle, Eugenius affirms
that union is the goal and that he is ready, for the sake of union, to yield
even to their own arrangements.^

1-2 One of the most significant works manifesting the genuine in¬
tention of the Catholic church in this complex situation is certainly the
treatise Opus tripartitum^ which Humbert of Romans (d. 1277) wrote
at the invitation of Gregory Xin preparation of the Council of Union
(the 2"‘‘ Council of Lyon), in the preparation ofwhich Thomas Aquinas

also asked to collaborate. Humbert, who had been the Master of
the Dominican Order, stresses the huge responsibility of the Western
part of the church in the slow evolution towards the schism of East and
West. He also shows how, mainly because of its ignorance of foreign
languages, the Catholic church, and especially the Roman Curia, was
unprepared really to understand the mentality and anxieties of the Greek
church. Unity will always be fragile if it is based on many misunder¬
standings, since these lead to false judgments and wrong criticisms. The
Bishop of Rome himself has had to take the initiative of offering the
Eastern bishops “the right hand of koinonia” as Peter, together with
James and John, did for Paul and Barnabas. Moreover he has to offer
them the help of the Western church whenever they need it. If neces¬
sary he has even to go to Greece to encounter, in their own church, the
Christians of the East with their bishops.̂  Unity is anecessity: the Ro¬
man See, Humbert says, cannot cease working for it.

Barlaam (d. 1348) was not the “bad theologian” some Orthodox
writers depicted.® When, after joining the Roman church, he was sent
to Constantinople to discuss plans “of reunification,” he was not speak¬
ing in his own name. The Bishop of Rome wanted the reunion of East

o n e c a n

w a s
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and West, not only for political reasons and not only for the consolida¬
tion of his own power. The separation of East from Wast was, for the
Church of God, atragedy he wanted to repair. The more we know the
complicated history of this period, the more it becomes evident that
many of our judgments need to be modified. One can no longer write,
without nuances, that “the Holy See had put aside any authentic love
for the other part of the Church,” or that “the Roman Pontiff consid¬
ered that real cooperation with the Orthodox church was no longer
part of his mission,” or that “only political motivations led the Roman
church to seek communion with the Byzantine leaders.” On the con¬
trary, the majority of those who considered themselves as legitimate
vicars of PeterJ occuping his apostolic cathedra, never forgot that their
obedience to the Will of Christ, ut unum sint, was part of their apos¬
to l i c manda te .

1-3 In his book De Ecclesiae occidentalis atque orientalis perpetua
consensione, libri tres,̂  Leo Allatius (1587-1669) explained beautifully
why afundamental consensus on faith and sacramental life continues
to keep East and West in unity. He made clear that, in spite of the
official excommunications, alarge practice of sacramental sharing never
ceased to exist at the popular level. Even after the failure of Florence, in
the mind of agreat number of Catholic theologians, bishops, leaders
and lay people, the Orthodox churches continued to be regarded as real
churches.̂  To be sure, these positive views were quite often marked by
the “superiority complex” of the Latin church, and by awrong under¬
standing of the authentic exousia of the Patriarchs. The history of the
first centuries was not always rightly interpreted, and the authority of
the bishop of Rome was for many theological circles so absolute that no
room was left for real “fraternal” relations. Nevertheless, when Pope
Pius IX invited the Orthodox church to take part at Vatican I, an invi¬
tation strongly refused, it was presumably “not simply to submit.” In
spite of the tone of his letter, he expected more. The constant declara¬
tion by Leo XIII of his love for the Eastern traditions, and his will to
give them the place and role they deserve in the life of Christianity as a
whole, was not a“game,” even if it reinforced so-called “uniatism.”
There is an essential link which runs from his encyclicals to the cru¬
cially important presence of Orthodox observers at Vatican II and their
warm reception by John XXIII and Paul VI. Even when relations were
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at their worst,'' the Roman Catholic church remained sure that Christ
was asking to offer the Orthodox churches the right hand of koinonia.
It would be illuminating to quote the encyclical letter Praeclara
gratulationis of Leo XIII (20 June, 1891).

II-1 it is evident that the attitude of the Roman Catholic church
could nor be the same towards the Western Churches which had bro¬
ken communion at the time of the Reformation. They were “part of its
own flesh” and their departure took them out of the Catholic church’s
life, mission, and internal love. Quite often this resulted in hostility,
hard confrontations, and mutual condemnations. Nevertheless, already
at the beginning of this sad history, important Catholic persons tried to
understand the problems at stake and to make re-union possible.

Probably the best-known of these “apostles of Christian unity” is
Gasparo Contarini (d. 1542), whose name is associated with the fa¬
mous consilium de emendanda Ecclesia, convened in order to prepare
the Council of Trent. In 1541 he was sent to Regensburg as papal del¬
egate. He felt it was right to declare that the Lutheran article on justifi¬
cation, as amended after the discussion, was fully consonant with
Catholic faith. An agreement on this issue—the most controversial—
was possible.'̂  In France, Du Pin and Girardin, two theologians of the
Sorbonne, discussed in avery rich correspondence'̂  with William Wake,
Archbishop of Ganterbury (from 1716), the conditions for areunion
of Anglican and Gallican churches. Was this unity amere
not Bossuet and L’Assemblee du clerge vr3sm\y the approve the work of
George Bull? In English Gatholicism, aquite interesting reaction against
the too-rigid views of the Gounter-Reformation created aclimate of
Gatholic irenism.'̂  During the following century people like Ambrose
Phillipps de Lisle (who from 1825 was Roman Catholic'̂ ), James War-

Doyle (1786-1826), the Irish bishop of Kildare and Leighlin,"" John
England (1786-1842), bishop of Charleston in the United States of
America, Desire Mercier (1851-1926), Fernand Portal (1855-1926),
and Paul Couturier (1881-1953) constantly put the concern for Chris¬
tian unity in the front rank of their pastoral duties.

Thanks to the long and well-informed exchange of letters between
Bossuet (1627-1704) and the philosopher Leibnitz (1646-1716) we
know that not only were eminent thinkers deeply involved in this seatch
for the restoration of communion, but the Holy See itself was wotking

dream? Did

r e n

1 8 2



The Roman Catholic Church and Ecumenism

in this direction. In his long preface to the publication of the Bossuet-
Leibnitz correspondence, Louis Alexandre Foucher de Careil recalls the
efforts of Popes Clement IX and Innocent XI, asking the collaboration
of some cardinals (Spinola, Spada, Cibo, Albritii), and of Dominicans
or Jesuit theologians.'̂

II-2 Therefore the encyclical \axe.r Mortalium animos of Pius XI (which
is quite negative in its estimation of the ecumenical movement), the
refusal by the Holy Office of Catholic collaboration with other de¬
nominations, and the cold reception accorded to the founders of the
Faith and Order movement, cannot be considered as the only signs of
Roman Catholic attitude about this matter before Vatican II.The
situation is more balanced. The Catholic hierarchy, the theologians,
and some lay people were, on no rare occasions, passionate defenders of
the unity which God wills. In 1949 the Holy Office writes;

The Catholic Church takes no part in “Ecumenical” confer¬
ences or meetings. But, as may be seen from many papal docu¬
ments, she has never ceased, nor ever will, from following with
deepest interest and furthering with fervent prayer every attempt
to attain that end which Christ our Lord had so much at heart,
namely, that all who believe in Him “may become perfectly
one” ijn 17.23) ...The present time has witnessed in different
parts of the world agrowing desire amongst many persons out¬
side the Church for the reunion of all who believe in Christ.
This may be attributed, under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit,
to external factors and the changing attitude of mens minds,
but above all to the united prayers of the faithful. To all chil¬
dren of the true Church this is acause for holy joy in the Lord;
it urges them to extend ahelping hand to all those sincerely
seeking after the truth by praying fervently that God may en¬
lighten them and give them strength ...

So the Catholic church has never ceased to consider the restoration
of Christian unity as one of its main tasks. The difficulty was the way in
which it understood the unity for which it was looking. For its lay
people, theologians (even Humbert of Romans), bishops (even Bossuet),
legates (even Contarini), Popes (John XXIII at the beginning ofVatican
II will be the last one to use this language), the re-unification of the
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Church was seen mainly as the return of the “dissidents” to where they
had been “before their departure.” But then they were in what Catholic
documents called “the only one house of God, the Catholic church”
itself. In this church, indeed under the supreme authority of Christ and
his divine Father, the Bishop of Rome was said to act as the “ministe¬
rial” paterfamilias. Even if this church had, especially since the Council
of Trent, recognized the need for adeep “renovation” and the necessity
of afresh re-thinking of its exercise of authority, it nevertheless contin¬
ued to affirm that outside its frontiers the real Church of God was nor
presen t .

The union of Christians cannot be fostered otherwise than by
promoting the return of the dissidents to the one true Church
of Christ, which in the past they so unfortunately abandoned;
return, we say to the one true Church of Christ which is plainly
visible to all and which by the will of her Founder forever re-

what He Himself destined her to be for the commonm a m s

salvation of men. For the mystical Spouse of Christ has in the
course of the centuries remained unspotted, nor can it ever be
contaminated, and no one remains in it, unless he acknowl¬
edges and accepts with obedience the authority and power of
Peter and his legitimate successors ...Therefore, to this apos¬
tolic See, founded in the City which Peter and Paul, the Princes
of the apostles, consecrated with their blood, to this See which
is the “root and matrix of the Catholic Church,” may our dissi¬
dent sons return; let them do so, not with the thought and
hope that “the Church of the living God, the pillar and ground
of the truth,” will sacrifice the integrity of the faith, but, on the
contrary, with the intention of submitting to her authority and
g o v e r n m e n t .

. . 1 9

Consequently—given this point of view—the ecumenical endeavour
of the Catholic church has consisted firstly in opening its arms and its
heart to other Christians, with mercifulness and full generosity, and
secondly in reforming itself in such away that these “returning” Chris¬
tians will find themselves at ease within its institutions and its style of
evangelical life.
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II-3 It is important to understand the difference in the way in which
the Catholic Church looked at the separated Eastern Churches. West¬
ern communities which broke the communion with Rome were not
considered to be sister Churches angry with their “elder sisters,” but
daughters leaving the home of their mother. They were compared with
the Prodigal Son, repudiating the family and wasting the inheritance of
centuries of faithful koinonia within the Tradition of the Church of
God. This is why the only solution for them was to return to the “House
of God” which they had left, to the father whom they had outraged by
their departure but who was still waiting for them. The 19* century
became the theatre of new agressive expressions, oppositions, and divi¬
sions between the groups and Gatholics. This happened not only due
to the definitions ofVatican Ibut also because of the missionary expan¬
sion of all the Western churches, an expansion which was the source of
difficult conflicts. Nevertheless Leo XIII and John XXIII never ceased
to proclaim: “Your common father is still waiting for you. Please ...
come back . ”

It is very significant that whilst the general councils of Latran, Lyon,
Florence (dealing with the Eastern churches) were dreaming of acorpo¬
rate “return” to koinonia, the official Catholic documents alluding to
Protestant Christianity were, generally, looking for individual conver¬
sions. For the official Catholic mind, the communities of the Protes¬
tant ethos w&nt so far in refusing essential elements of the Tradition that
it was illusory to hope for acorporate return. Only with the Anglican
church it might perhaps be possible to establish some links, since it had
preserved the Catholic structure of the church. Nevertheless, even in
this case the official Roman position was for the return to the Holy See
by individual conversions. The reactions provoked by the Malines con¬
versations (1921-1926) made that quite clear.

III-l The turning point in this history of Catholic ecumenism is
certainly the pontificate of Leo XIII. Indeed, Leo continues to share
the official Catholic position: unity means return to the See of Rome.
For him this unity is so radical anecessity that all the local churches
have to be involved in the search for it, and Holy See itself needs to take
initiatives to “promote” this most necessary task. But something is chang¬
ing. He first considers all the other churches with sympathy, discover¬
ing the gifts and beauty of their traditions; he stresses the crucial
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distinction between the attitude of those who, in the past, broke rela¬
tions with Rome and the sincerity of Christians who, here and now, do
their best to be faithful to Christ within their own communities, sepa¬
rated from Rome as they may be. Moreover Leo XIII does not think
only in terms of individual conversions. Indeed, like the father of the
Prodigal Son, he is still waiting, with his heart full of compassion. But
what he expects is not only the “return” of individuals; he desires, above
all, the coming back of confessional families as such, and in such away
that they keep all their gifts, their richness. This is agreat change.

III-2 After the cold winds of the Pontificate of Pius X(1903-1914),
the Pontificate of Benedict XV (1914-1922) coincides with the famous
Anglican Lambeth Call (or Appeal) for Unity (1920). Benedict XV,
aware of the ecumenical problems and faithful to the policy of Leo
XIII, is not insensitive to this appeal. Through the influence of the
Cardinal of Malines, Mercier, he looks with sympathy at the re-open¬
ing of the discussions between Anglicans and Roman Catholics (in
1921).

However his successor Pius XI (1922-1939), reacting strangely to
the challenges of the various ecumenical activities, published the disap¬
pointing encyclical letter Mortalium animos (1928). This document
seems to identify the ecumenical movement—then in full blossom
through the conferences in Edinburgh (on missions, 1910), Stockholm
(1925), Lausanne (Faith and Order, 1927)—with akind of Protestant
indifferentism, which proposed afalse vision of the Church. The docu¬
ment concludes that it is, therefore, impossible for Roman Catholics to
share this conception of unity, and even to take part in the activities of
the so-called “ecumenical movement.” The only way to realize the will
of Christ fut unum sint’) is to enable the “return” of all the “dissi¬
dents” to the Roman See. Discussion with other Christians is useless,
even dangerous. The Roman Catholic Church has its own way of work¬
ing for unity: namely, conversion to Rome. After the creative initiatives
of Leo XIII ... we have returned to past centuries.

This letter surprised those within the Catholic Church who were
involved in ecumenical discussions and reflexion. For at the beginning
of his Pontificate Pius XI had, by his positive and constructive attitude,
made possible ahandful of initiatives whose consequences on the Ro¬
man Catholic mind would prove to be enormous. In fact they proved
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to be the seed or source of important declarations and decisions of the
Second Vatican Council. But these initiatives were taken neither by the
Holy See, nor by the local bishop. They all came from what is described
today as the “grassroots.” It is crucial ecclesiologically to stress this short
remark. The sensus ftdelium has been the main agent of the Holy Spirit
for the move of the Catholic church towards amore authentic
ecumenism. In this process the episkopeoi the hierarchy has been more
permissive than creative.

One of the most important amongst the promoters of anew spirit in
local communities was certainly Father Paul Couturier (1881-1953), a
French priest from Lyon. He is probably the father of what is now called
spiritual ecumenism. His name must be remembered. But in the theo¬
logical field, Paul Couturier was not the first. Theologians of great stat¬
ure had already, in spite of suspicions levyed against them, played a
crucial role in this opening of the doors. After the declarations ofVatican
I, and in the turmoils of the modernist crisis, many outstanding schol¬
ars in the fields of church history. Patristic theology. Biblical literature,
and liturgical sources explored the Tradition and studied the causes of
the great divisions. Moreover they did not work in isolation, but in a
genuine trans-confessional scholarship. Thus in addition to the experi¬
ence of prayer, the field of theological research became aplace for an
authentic ecumenical sharing. The insights of Leo XIII were not for¬
gotten. Abroader ecumenical spirit now enabled them—through apro¬
cess of osmosis, as it were—to be more widely absorbed.

It is thus clear that what was to be the cradle of anew Roman Catho¬
lic ecumenism was woven from serious and concerted threads. Further¬
more these threads, as well as those which gave birth to the liturgical
renewal, were woven into the sensus fidelium of the people of God.

III-3 In this cradle aCatholic ecumenical ethos wiW take form. In the
Catholic theological faculties amovement of sympathy, of strong inter¬
est in what is at work in the other churches will grow. The names are
well known. They will be at the root of the declarations ofVatican II.
The World War of 1939-1945 will have astrange ecumenical influ¬
e n c e for it will make possible interconfessional encounters and
interconfessional friendships, principally in the rude solidarity of pris¬
ons, military groups, “movements of resistance,” concentration camps.
After the war, this kind of solidarity will meet with the theological ef-
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forts Ihave just described. The confluence of these two streams, to¬
gether with the impact of the newly-constituted World Council of
Churches (founded in Amsterdam in 1948), the influence of eminent
ecumenical personalities, the persistent attraction exercised by
Anglicanism on persons like Montini, the presence of some important
Orthodox theological centers in the Orthodox diaspora—all this will
create in the Catholic Church anew spirit, anew way to look at “the
others”: they are not the enemies of Christ! They are not working against
the Church! They are not false Christians! What they keep saying about
the Roman Catholic church is not necessarily wrong! And theologians
will confirm many of these views by serious and objective researches.
Thus, in 1950, Father Yves Congarwill publish Vraie ou Fausse Reforme
dans I’Eglise—truly aprophetic book!

Pius XII, Bishop of Rome from 1939, did not agree with the invita¬
tion in 1948 to make the Roman Catholic church amember of the
World Council of Churches. Nevertheless in 1950 the important
of the Holy Office which Ihave already quoted recognized, for the first
time, in the ecumenical movement afruit of the action of the Holy
Spirit—even if it continued to affirm that an authentic unity requires
the “return” of the dissidents to the Holy See. It agreed that Roman
Catholics may take part in joint meetings with other Christians, pro¬
vided questions concerning Christian dogmas are nor discussed. In¬
deed the encyclical Mystici corporis of the same Bishop of Rome
continued to identify the whole church of God with the Roman Catholic
C h u r c h .

However its main development was asignificant step forward in
Catholic ecclesiology, even if another encyclical letter, Humani generis,
repeated some of the traditional negative views. The word “ecumenism”
was avoided because it was not considered as atheologically-valid no¬
tion. Unity meant return to “the Church,” that is, the Roman Catholic
church (although other churches deserve consideration). At the end of
this pontificate the theological vision and position of the Roman See
was thus unclear. Theologians diffusing strong opinions about the ne¬
cessity of a“new look” on the ecumenical endeavour of the Catholic
church were silenced. Nevertheless windows were opened, and the fresh
air of anew ecumenism was, slowly, entering. For instance, since the
foundation of the World Council of Churches some groups were work-
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ing—without any official repudiation of the Vatican’s policy—to main¬
tain apermanent and active relationship with this organization. In
Holland, apriest called John Willebrands (a friend of Visser’t Hooft,
who was achief architect of the World Council of Churches and its first
general secretary) was creating the International Catholic Conference on
Ecumenical Ajfairs. Many theologians were attracted by this Confer¬
ence, and the activities of the World Council were seriously discussed,
and quite often praised, in theological circles.

IV-1 John XXIII, elected Bishop of Rome in 1958, continued to
repeat the warm invitation addressed since Leo XIII to the other
churches: “Come to Rome, we are ready to receive you with love and to
give you the place you deserve, without any rancour!” When in 1959,
at the end of the Week of Prayer for Christian Unity, he revealed his
intention to gather ageneral council, and when in 1961, at Christmas,
he officially convoked the Second Vatican Council, the question of the
unity of the Church was explicitly among his first goals. Furthermore
in I960, one year before this official convocation, he had created, in
order to prepare the Council, aSecretariat for Christian Unity. Its activi¬
ties were to be—now at the supreme official level—nearly those of the
International Catholic Conference on Ecumenical Ajfairs created by John
Willebrands many years earlier. Yet John Willebrands was chosen as the
Secretary of the Secretariat for Christian Unity, of which the President
was Father Augustin Bea (a Jesuit and afriend of Pius XII). From now
on, Roman Catholic ecumenism will leave its ctadle. It will walk steadily,
and in afriendly way, on all the main ecumenical roads, and with the
strong support of the Roman See.

Probably the most important decision of Bea, Willebrands and the
first members of the Secretariat for Christian Unity was the invitation
of non-Catholic theologians and pastors as observers at the four official
sessions of the Second Vatican Council (1962-1965). These observers
were not passive guests. Moreover they were treated by the Secretariat
as real brothers. They were consulted. Sometimes they were asked to
criticize the first drafts of the documents. They were invited to speak to
the bishops. It is evident that they contributed to the understanding
and discussion of the main questions which were subjected to close
scrutiny. Without this group—^which they slowly learned
s o m e

t o t r u s t —

bishops would have been afraid to accept, for instance, many
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affirmations of the Decree on Ecumenism, one of the most decisive docu¬
ments of the Second Vatican Council. Iremember how on acold De¬
cember morning, before an important vote, Iasked Nikos Nissiotis to
explain to agroup of hesitant Canadian bishops the Orthodox theol¬
ogy of the epiclesis.

IV-2 Ecumenical challenge and even ecumenical infiltration can be
detected in all the main documents produced by the Council. This is
true not only for the Decree on Ecumenism. The main dogmatic con¬
stitutions are certainly actualizing, in many of the statements, the con¬
sciousness of the action of the Holy Spirit outside the visible borders of
the Catholic church. During the discussions of the central declarations
of Lumen Gentium concerning the “subsistit in” of the Church of God
in the Roman Catholic church, the ecumenical argument played an
important role. It is also clear that the conclusions on Scripture, Tradi¬
tion and traditions of the Fourth World Conference on Faith and Order
(Montreal, 1963) were present in the minds of those who discussed the
document on Revelation.

Speaking of my own experience, Imay affirm that the Decree on
Religious Life was influenced by the study of Eastern monasticism and
an open discussion with some Reformed religious communities. One
may say that Vatican II “received” many of the wishes of the Eastern
churches (the epiclesis, the meaning of episkope) and of the Reformed
churches (the use of the vernacular, “communion in both kinds” ...).
This “reception” was highly significant ecclesiologically: the Roman
Catholic church was now living, like other churches, within the new
ecumenical age. This is why Vatican II was followed by important deci¬
sions concerning collaboration between the Roman Catholic church
and the World Council of Churches, leading to the Joint Working Group
between the two, to partnership in Faith and Order, to the presence of
individuals in some departments of the World Council. During the
final session of the Council, Paul VI and the Ecumenical Patriarch
Athenagoras restored officially the official mutual love of their two sis¬
ter churches, and initiated acommon path towards full sacramental
unity. This was the first official “actualization” of the Council. And this
is asign ...

No one will deny that, since Vatican II, the Roman Catholic church
remains deeply involved in the ecumenical task. The encyclical letter of
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John Paul II, Ut Unum Sint, is asolemn and explicit reaffirmation of
the Catholic ecumenical concern.This concern is grounded in the “rec¬
ognition” of the action of the Holy Spirit in all the communities of
baptized believers. It is because of this “recognition” that, through the
voice of the Bishop of Rome himself in this encyclical letter, the Ro¬
man Catholic church invites the other traditions to study honestly, and
to discuss with the Roman Catholic church, the divisive issues in order
to find together the authentic way of resolving them. Why? Because at
this point of its conversion to an ecumenism very different to that de¬
scribed earlier in this paper—the ecumenism of “return”—it under¬
stands that it needs not only to “consult” others but also to work with
them, even when such specific elements as the Roman primacy are at
stake. It not only wants to hear other churches, but to “receive” from
them. For this purpose it needs to discuss their own views, not in an
apologetic manner, but in an authentic “frankness.” The goal of this
process is to find, through x.]\esensus fidei of all the Christian traditions,
the wi l l o f Chr is t .

The ecclesiological turning point
I-l It is crucial to state that the turning point in this long and com¬

plex Catholic evolution is not at all amere product of ecclesiastical
politics. The resistances, hesitations, and steps backwards of the Roman
See show also that it is not the fruit of acapitulation before pressures
coming from outside. The more one thinks about this cautious attitude
of Rome, the more it becomes clear how it is the guarantee that the new
official actualization of the Roman Catholic obedience to the ut sint
unum of Christ is the result of arenewed way of looking at the reality of
the Church o f God.

The first and probably the most essential ecclesiological perception
commanding the new Roman Catholic understanding of the ecumeni¬
cal task is the experience of the action of the Holy Spirit in communi¬
ties which broke their with the See of Rome. The discovery that areal
holy life, sometimes leading to martyrdom, was existing outside the
canonical borders of the Catholic church, the awareness that the teach¬
ing of the Gospel was faithfully kept in communities not in commun¬
ion with the Roman magisterium, the experience that the activities of
ministers in many of these groups were in harmony with what the Catho-
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lie tradition sees as the task of the episcope-—all this obliged Catholic
theologians to recognize that there the Holy Spirit was at work. The
field of the Spirits genuinely Christian efficacity was, juridically speak¬
ing, broader than the totality of Catholic local churches. Moreover in
these Catholic local churches the Spirit’s action was sometimes less
warmly “received” than in many non-Catholic assemblies. This was true
not only of the Orthodox liturgies and spirituality which the Catholics
had never ceased to admire, even before the letters of Leo XIII, but also
of some Protestant churches. For instance, the fashion in which the
Word of God had been kept and proclaimed in Lutheran churches was
challenging the way the Bible was neglected in many Catholic circles,
and the manner in which the Holy Scriptures were read and explained
in not afew Catholic celebrations. And the tone of the Anglican asso¬
ciation of lay persons in the discussion of the central affairs of the church
inspired Catholic theologians and church-leaders who were struggling
with the clericalism which was too much at home in Catholic practise.

1-2 Many Roman Catholic thinkers were also discovering—especially
through the great voices of the ecumenical movement—how much an
authentic love for the Church of God was inspiring, also outside the
Catholic church, the search for the unity of the people of God. Thus
the Church of God was really the “house” of these Christians, even if it
was possible to discern in their teaching some points not entirely in
tune with the Catholic doctrine. For many theologians it became im¬
possible to deal with the relation of the Holy Spirit to the Body of
Christ without including the reality of this dedication by “other” Chris¬
tians to the visible unity of the Church.

Moreover, re-reading the history of the last centuries with non-po-
lemical eyes, it appeared that amongst the reactions of the Reformers
which led to schisms were some which were, perhaps, awarning. God
wanted—perhaps—to awaken, to alert, the Catholic leaders to the situ¬
ation of Christian faith and practice in their local churches.

II-1 What was the basis of this faithfulness of communities outside
the canonical frontiers of the (Roman) Catholic community? It was
not only their good will, their good intention, or (as some writers
thought) their desire to repair the damage done in the past. This faith¬
fulness and loyalty to Christ had asacramental foundation: their bap¬
tism. '̂ The Augustinian theology, contrasting with the rigid views of
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Cyprian, helped to grasp the difficult but crucial issues of the conse¬
quences of baptism. By a“valid” baptism—celebrated in the name of
the Trinity—a community whose faith in the Trinity is the right faith
accepts the salvation which God offers. Since God is faithful to his
promise, this community is inserted in the Body of Christ. It may err.
It may break communion with other Christian groups. It may be gravely
unfaithful to the martyria and mission of the Church. Nevertheless the
baptismal “character” of all its members keeps them and their whole
internal solidarity in what Irenaeus calls the two hands of the Father:
the Son and the Spirit. And these two hands are the hands of God’s
faithfulness. This is why in all the baptised communities there is always
awork of divine grace, always afruit of koinonia with God.

II-2 Hence the relation of the Catholic Church with these other
churches remains, because of this fundamental baptismal relation with
God, arelation of koinonia. It is, indeed, an imperfect communion, not
only because the fraternal relations are broken but because quite often
important truths are not understood and lived out the same way. But
nevertheless it is not only acommunion based on friendship, on good
human relations. It is acommunion which vs genuinely grounded mthe
baptismal grace God himself offers to all. Moreover, this communion is
communion in the one and indivisible Christ Jesus. In the Body of the
Risen Lord, in spite of their division on the understanding of basic
points of faith and in spite of their lack of fraternal love, all the Chris¬
tian communities nevertheless remain bound together by the power of
the Spirit, and thus united en Christo. These en Christo communities
are not, therefore, only acollection of loose vestigia remaining “after
the wreckage.” In them the Spirit of God is at work.

III-l It is this ecclesiological awareness of “the Church outside the
canonical limits” which changed the ecumenical orientation of the bish¬
ops during the discussions of Vatican II. Even the warm and moving
invitations of John XXIII were no longer in tune with this new under¬
standing of the locus Ecclesiae. One of the best results of Vatican II is
that the Catholic church is now in the midst of anew ecumenical dyna¬
mism. It is no longer working for the return of “the prodigal communi¬
ties” to the family home where the “common father” (the Bishop of
Rome) is waiting for them, happy to offer them “the place they desire
and deserve.” With all the other churches, it now works to make the
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fulness of the Church of God (with all the essential elements necessary
for the full blossoming of an authentic visible koinonia) present in the
whole locus Ecclesiae.

III-2 It is important to conclude this rapid study by an observation
that will probably seem strange for some Catholic readers. Reading again
the main theological studies which inspired this crucial ecumenical shift:
within the Catholic communities one becomes sure that it is, in great
part, afruit of the ecumenical initiatives taken outside the borders of
the (Roman) Catholic church. The famous Anglican Lambeth call of
1920, the constituting of the movement on Faith and Order (even if
Benedict XV received politely, but without any enthusiasm, the del¬
egates who in 1919 desired the collaboration of the Catholic church,̂ )̂
the Malines Conversations of 1921-1926^^ with the famous “united,
not absorbed” of Dom Lambert Beauduin,̂ ^ the growth of the Life and
Work movement, the formation of The World Council of Churches fthe
persistence of the ecumenical leaders in appealing for Catholic partici¬
pation—all this challenged the classical, official position of the Roman
See. It became clear that this ecumenical movement was not foreign to
the work of the Holy Spirit who, like the wind, “blows wherever it
pleases.” Vatican II declared:

the Lord of the Ages wisely and patiently follows out the plan
of his grace on behalf of us sinners. In recent times he has be¬
gun to bestow more generously upon divided Christians re¬
morse over their divisions and alonging for unity. Everywhere,
large numbers have felt the impulse of this grace, and among
our separated bretheren also there increases from day to day a
movement, fostered by the grace of the Holy Spirit,the resto¬
ration of unity among all Christians. Taking part in this move¬
ment, which is called ecumenical, are those who invoke the
Triune God and confess Jesus as Lord and Saviour. They join in
not merely as individuals but also as members of the corporate
groups in which they have heard the Gospel, and which each
regards as his Church and, indeed, God’s. And yet almost ev¬
eryone, though in different ways, longs that there may be one
visible Church of God, aChurch truly universal and sent forth
to the whole world that the world may be converted to the
Gospel and so be saved, to the glory of God.2 6
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Jean-Paul II will comment:

The Catholic Church embraces with hope the commitment to
ecumenism as aduty of the Christian conscience enlightened
by faith and guided by love. Here too we can apply the words of
Saint Paul to the first Christians of Rome: “God’s love has been

poured into our hearts through the Holy Spirit”; thus our “hope
does not disappoint us” (Romans 5:5).This is the hope of Chris¬
tian unity, which has its divine source in theTrinitarian unity of
the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit. 2 7

N o t e s

‘The expression comes from Irenaeus, Adv. Haer., Ill, 3, 1-3 (“it is with
this church, on account of its more powerful origin—propter potentiorem
principalitatem—that it is necessary that every church should agree, that it,
the faithful from all sides”).

^According to the Latin translation of the 6'̂  Canon of Nicea. See H.
Chadwick, “Faith and Order at the Council of Nicea, aNote on the
Background of the Sixth Canon,” Harvard Theological Review, 53, I960,
180-189. This version will be used at Chalcedon by the legate of the
R o m a n S e e .

’Epistolae Pontificiae ad Concilium Florentinum spectantes, ed. G.
Hoffmann, in Concilium Florentinum, Rome, 1940-1946, No. 45.
''' See MANSI, XXIV, I25B-132D: ECrabbe, Secundus Tomus Conciliorum
omnium, Cologne, 1551, 967-1003 (N.B.: MANSI does not give the whole
text); K. Michel, Das opus tripartitum des Humbertus de Romanis, Graz,
1926; R. Browne, Appendix adfasciculum rerum expetendarum et
fugiendarum, London, 1690, 185-220 (Anglican).
’’ On Humbert see A. Mortier, Histoire des Maitres generaux de I’Ordre des
Freres Precheurs, T.I., Paris, 1903, 415-664; M. H. Vicaire, “Humbert de
Romans,” Dictde Spir, VII/1, 1969, 1108-1116; A. Duval, “Humbert de
Romans,” in Catholocisme, V, 1959, 1093-1096; H. J. Omez, “A propos de
I’unite chretienne de I’Orient et de I’Occident. Un opuscule du Bx
Humbert de Romans,” in Vie intellectuelle, 1, 1929, 196-211; M. J. Le
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Guillou, Mission et Unite, T. 2, coll. Unam Sanctum 34, Paris, 1960, 55-58,
and “Une voix de POccident, Humbert de Romans,” in Decouverte de
I’oecumenisme, 34-338; E. Soueges, Annee dominicaine ou les vies des saints
de I’Order des Freres Prkheurs, T. VII, Amiens, 1893, 519-590.

On Barlaam see M. Viller, “La question de 1’union des Eglises entre Grecs
et Latins depuis le concile de Lyon jusqu’a celui de Florence (1247-1438),”
in Revue d’Histoire Ecclesiastique, 17, 1921, 260-305, 515-532; 18, 1922,
20-60 (esp. 18, 1922, 21-35); Giro Giannelli, “Un Progetto di Barlaam
Calabro per I’Unione delle Chiese,” in Miscellanea Giovanni Mercati, T.3,
coll. Studi eTesti, 123, Rome, Vaticano, 1946, 157-208; M. Jugie, art.
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d’Histoire et de Geographie Ecclesiastiques, T. IV, 817-834; Jean Meyendorff,
“Un mauvais theologien de I’Unite au XlVe siecle: Barlaam le Calabrais,” in
1054-1954 L’Eglise et les Eglises, T. II, Chevetogne, 1955, 47-64; J. Bois,
“Les debuts de la controverse hesychaste,” in Les Echos d’Orient, 5, 1902,
353-362. The works of Barlaam are in PG, 151; see also Ibid., 1247-1256.

^The expression Vicarius Petri is, until Innocent III (1198-1216), the
traditional way to designate the Bishop of Rome. He is not yet called
Vicarius Christi in an exclusive way. This title was used for all bishops, and
even for kings.

Read L. Brehier, “Allatius,” in DHGE, T.2, 479-484; LPetit, “Allatius,”
m D A C E l . l , 1 2 2 0 - 1 2 2 6 .

^See Yves Congar, Neuf cents ans apres, Notes sur le schisme oriental, coll.
Irenikon, Chevetogne, 1954, 5-8; A. Battandier, Le Cardinal J. B. Pitra,
Paris, 1893, 374-377, 435-438; see also in Irenikon, 1, 1926, 181-182; 7,
1930, 270, 13, 1936, 561.

See MANSI, XL, 377-418. See also WanoffTrimadtzaty, L’Eglise
Paris, 1978.
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C A N O N E B E

U N A P O L O G E T I C A L L Y

A N A E R I C A N A M E R I C A N

C H R I S T I A N A N D A N

A U T H E N T I C A L L Y C O M M I T T E D
E C U M E N I S T ?

William D. Watley
tthe dawn of the twentieth century, Dr. W. E. B. Dubois wrote
the following words in his classic work The Souls of Black Folk.

After the Egyptian and Indian, the Greek and Roman, theTeuton
and Mongolian, the Negro is asort of seventh son, born with a
veil, and gifted with second-sight in this American world,—a
world which yields him no true self-consciousness, but only
lets him see himself through the revelation of the other world.
It is apeculiar sensation, this double-consciousness, this sense
of always looking at one’s self through the eyes of others, of
measuring one’s soul by the tape of aworld that looks on in
amused contempt and pity. One ever feels his two-ness,—an
American, aNegro; two souls, two thoughts, two unreconciled
strivings; two warring ideals in one dark body whose dogged
strength alone keeps it from being torn asunder.

The history of the American Negro is the history of this strife,—this
longing to attain self-conscious manhood, to merge his double self into
abetter and truer self. In this merging he wished neither of the old

1 9 9



The Vision of Christian Unity

selves to be lost. He would not Africanize America, for America has too
much to teach the world and Africa. He would not bleach his Negro
soul in aflood of white Americanism, for he knows that Negro blood
has amessage for the world. He simply wishes to make it possible for a
man to be both aNegro and an American, without being cursed and
spit upon by his fellows, without having the doors of Opportunity closed
roughly in his face.'

The poignant and passionate writing of Dr. DuBois raises the ques¬
tion for me, “Can one simultaneously be unapologetically an African
American Christian and authentically committed to ecumenism which
involves white Americans or persons of Eurocentric ancestry?” The
obvious answer to this question is “Yes, since Iam such aperson.” The
not-so-obvious answer to this question is, “Yes, but not without diffi¬
culty, struggle and soul-searching that is so ongoing that one is con¬
stantly bowing before internal altars of recommitment and renewal.”

Ishould observe that African Americans have no difficulty with
ecumenism perse. From such historic precedents as the Fraternal Council
of Negro Churches, and Partners in Ecumenism, to the Congress of
National Black Churches and the Black Church Fiaison Committee of
the World and National Councils of Churches, African Americans and
their historic churches have long swum in ecumenical waters of faith
and order as well as life and work issues, and have long debated such
historic church-dividing issues as baptism, eucharist and ministry, as
well as such so-called “current” church-dividing issues as racism, sexism,
classism and amyriad of justice concerns. Of course what some others
may regard as newer church-dividing issues have been the major tradi¬
tional and historic existential realities which have ruptured the body of
Christ. Historic African American churches have engaged for decades
in bilateral and trilateral discussions with the possibility of union or
transformation. There have always been those who have asked if
ecumenical discussions among black denominational bodies is real or
genuine ecumenism. Of course very few, if any, raise that question when
white churches talk among themselves.

What then makes participation by African Americans in the
ecumenical movement involving those of Eurocentric ethnicity such a
challenge? Eet me answer this question in several ways and then explain
why African Americans should still do it. First, when we as African
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Americans participate in ecumenism with whites we are forever outsid¬
ers. We constantly feel the “double-consciousness, this sense of being
always looking at one’s self through the eyes of others, of measuring
one’s soul by the tape of aworld that looks on in amused contempt and
pity,” that Dr. DuBois talks about. The culture which gives rise to the
ecumenical movement fostered and developed by the majority culture
is white. The agenda is white. The style of doing business is white,
formal and stiff The worship and liturgy are white and, for the most
part, from atraditional black perspective—lifeless. The theologians and
primary references are white. The mind-set and Weltanschauung are
white. The language patterns are white.

This white reality is to be expected and is unavoidable because the
churches themselves are white. And even with aDamascus Road expe¬
rience we still carry the baggage of who we are historically, culturally
and mentally. There is nothing wrong in being white if one is white.
However if you are black and in awhite context, then sometimes even
the minimal theological and ecclesiological assumptions of those around
you are not necessarily yours. When you are black in awhite context
you feel your otherness most keenly and most painfully. You are
constantly trying to walk in someone else’s armour. You are constantly
trying to fit in, to understand and adjust. When the standard is other
than what you are, you can’t help but ask yourself sometimes, “What
am Idoing here?” and “Why am Iputting myself through all of these
changes?”

The reaction to your presence also makes you question the feasibility
of your participation. Those reactions range from genuine attempts to
accept you as an equal and fellow believer to outright efforts at avoid¬
ance. Some try to look through you as if you don’t exist. Others look at
you with hesitation or distrust based upon years of conditioning. To
others you are acuriosity, while still others view you with an attitude of
disdain and condescension. Still others approach you with asnide racism
that masks itself with an inappropriate familiarity and with jokes that
reveal their own prejudice. While there are whites whose smile is genuine,
whose handshakes and hugs are sincere, and whose friendships are real
and lifelong, you still feel a“two-ness” in the context—“two souls, two
thoughts, two unreconciled strivings, two warring ideals in one dark
body, whose dogged strength alone keeps it from being torn asunder.”
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Another factor that makes ecumenical involvement tvith whites dif¬
ficult is the state of race relations in this country. As early as 1903 DuBois
wrote, “The problem of the twentieth century is the color line,—the
relation of the darker to the lighter races of men in Asia and Africa, in
America and the islands of the sea.”̂  What is tragic is that as we ap¬
proach the end of the twentieth century, we have made so little progress
in resolving the color line problem. Over the past several decades those
of us in black America have seen aconsistent and systematic effort to
turn back the clock on the progress of ethnic minorities. The Reagan
period was aseason of mean-spiritedness and the Bush administration
was atime of retrenchment. Government in all of its branches has made
overt racism acceptable and in vogue. The burning of the black churches
is just another indication of the hate and sickness that has reproduced
itself in another generation because of the current milieu of cultural
accommodation and political retrogression. Someday the framers of
the new Rutherford B. Hayes era will get the message that, as blacks,
“we ain’t going back.” We do not know when this period of heightening
tensions will end, or what the future portends, but this much we know—
“we ain’t going back.”

When one views the frightening direction in which this country is
headed, with the rise of the religious right and the conservative mood
in the pews of many of the so-called “liberal” or ecumenical churches,
one questions one’s participation as an African American with white
Christians. Thus Isubmit again the question that some may regard as
cynical, and others as an oxymoron: “Can one simultaneously be
unapologetically an African American Christian and authentically com¬
mitted to ecumenism which involves white Americans or persons or
Eurocentric ancestry?” Isubmit the bold proposition that one can in¬
deed be unapologetically an African American Christian and authenti¬
cally committed to ecumenism even when white Americans or persons
of Eurocentric ancestry are involved, and this for two reasons.

Eirst, the Bible directs such acourse of action and involvement. “That
they may be one” (John 17:21) is not just arhetorical phrase, it is the
word of Christ. Unity is not the wish of Christ, but the work of Christ.
Unity is not the want of Christ, it is the way of Christ. Unity is the will of
Christ for the Church. As believers in the Lord Jesus Christ, the great
head of the church, ecumenical engagement, participation, confronta-
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tion, dialogue, and debate with aview toward rapprochement and
reconciliation is not an option. No matter what difficulties and encum¬
brances are involved, no matter what historic tensions and present trends
work against such, no matter what bridges of distrust and alienation must
be crossed, ecumenism which seeks to bring healing and reconciliation to
adesperate creation and abroken church, is the will of Christ.

Secondly, one can be simultaneously unapologetically an African
American Christian and committed to ecumenism involving those of
lighter hues ethnically because every now and then one meets aperson
who is serious about the unity of the church and the unity of humanity.
When Dr. Benjamin Mays bestowed upon his young colleague, Martin
Luther King, Jr., an honorary degree from Morehouse College, the Sage
of Atlanta said: “See how the masses of men work themselves into graves
of anonymity, while here and there comes agreat soul that forgets him¬
self into immortality.” In the ecumenical movement there can seem to
be no end to papets, speeches, rhetoric, hypocrisy and discussions that
seem to go around and around in circles, making no progress and going
n o w h e r e .

However we receive hope because every now and then we meet an
individual who really believes in ecumenism—^who breathes it and lives
it, whose life is dedicated to it, who has apassion for it and who loves it
with their entire being. When you are with them and hear them there is
such arefreshing quality about them that it causes you to sit up and say
with surprise and glee, “Wow, they really believe this stuff.” Such rare
individuals by their presence and participation, their image and inspi¬
ration, their work as well as their words, encourage us to stay when we
are inclined to leave, and to remain steadfast when we are inclined to
waver. Paul Crow is such an individual.

N o t e s

‘W. E. B. DuBois, The Souls of Black Folks, New York, Vintage Books,
[1896], 1990, pp. 8-9.
^Ibid., p. 16.
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C H A P T E R T H I R T E E N

O N E C U M E N I C A L
F O R M A T I O N

Peggy Way

Introduction and Thesis

olook at issues of formation from an ecumenical point of view
is to make acontribution to the contemporary dialogue in theo¬
logical education about the goals and processes of shaping or¬

dained and lay leadership for the Church’s ministries.
At the same time, to look at definitional issues of ecumenism from a

formational point of view is to press toward greater intentionality in
grounding present and future generations in what ecumenical perspec¬
tives and ways of living are, and are not.

More simply phrased: Denominations and faith groups seek to form
leaders and members who understand, interiorize and embody their
histories and claims that they might re-present the Promises of the
Christian Faith. It is past time for those with ecumenical histories and
claims to be intentional about shaping persons with the ecumenical
knowledges of history, theological issues and praxis as those persons
humbly live their lives toward the realization of Jesus’ prayer that All
might be One.

1

History—^An “Accidental Eormation”
Insofar as there has been “ecumenical formation” in the 20th cen¬

tury, it has been that of the leaders of the contemporary ecumenical
movements. That is, “formation” occurred as ecumenical leadership
created 20th century ecumenism’s experiences and structures. Thus,
when Ibegan my ecumenical experiencings on the Executive Com¬
mittee of the Consultation on Church Union (COCU) (the first Ex-
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ecutive Committee that included women), a“self-evident” ecumeni¬
cal culture existed that spoke of Evanston and Uppsala and later of
Naiobi, Bangalore, Lima, Vancouver, etc.) as if everyone had been
there. There was alanguage used and experiences remembered that
were, however unintentionally, exclusive. The participants in this cul¬
ture were, by and large, its creators whose experience was the forma¬
tion—or whose formation lay within these particular experiencings.
There was no intentional formation for newcomers such as myself. I
quite literally “picked it up” as Iwent along, experiencing its pro¬
cesses, listening to dialogue about the issues, intrigued by its con¬
flicts, somewhat intimidated by its leadership, and exalting in its
worship. But Iwas not intentionally nurtured in its concepts or histo¬
ries. Nor, as Imyself was “formed” by it, did Itake on or participate
in educational processes with seminaries or “newcomers” to the move¬
ment or with the ever-changing representatives from the denomina¬
tions who were to serve as our interpreters “back home.”

This style of self-evident participatory formation was, indeed, ex¬
hilarating for those of us experiencing it. Unfortunately, despite our
passion, we did not work intentionally toward the education of future
generations by asystemic connecting with seminaries, lay educational
programs, Sunday School curriculums, and so on that would either
teach about the ecumenical movement or include persons in it in ways
that would involve them in the experiences of “life meeting life” that so
deeply undergird persistent ecumenical commitments.

In this sense, we did not accept the responsibility to “pass it on”; ironi¬
cally, we did not seem to notice this even though our concern was for “the
whole inhabited earth” and our value was inclusion! Thus the “formation
by experience” model (if we can call such anon-intentional shaping a
model!) has probably grounded two generations of ecumenists. An older
generation of primarily male leaders was adynamic and insistent force
establishing structures and shaping visions. Their creative engagement
was its own “formation,” so to speak. Similarly, the present generation of
“elders” (including staff persons) has been “formed” by participatory ex¬
periences, mentorship, specific committee assignments, and so on but
has not been the recipient of any intentional educational processes.

Such “accidental formation” has probably served ecumenicity well. It
had its own dynamic of involvement in visions, mixing of cultures.
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intriguing liturgical options, inordinate challenges and engaging rimes
of “narrative meeting narrative” that carried its own appeal. But it is my
thesis that that “moment” has passed. Except on individual levels, we
have failed structurally to “pass it on,” at the same time as we enter into
aperiod of history that finds ecumenicity and inter-faith dialogue chal¬
lenged on all fronts. The “battles” may have shifted—from matters of
polity to issues of human sexuality to social fragmentation to intra-
denominational divisions—but the urgencies for dialoguing through
compering narratives and persistently celebrating our way toward God’s
One Church are as high as they have ever been.

Yet we do not seem to realize either the profound theological praxis
contributions the ecumenical movement has to offer to the Church, or
to recognize how desperately we are in need of interpreters throughout
church “systems” to keep open the possibility of our contributions. At
our worst, our participation in “an ecumenical culture” blinded us to
how different our experiences together were from those who had not
been with us. With some, we lost connection without even naming
what was going on. Some we disdained—not recognizing how power¬
fully we had been shaped at plenaries and on committees as “life met
with life.” “Its” became “Thous,” strangers became friends, and we our¬
selves glimpsed insight into how strange we were to others. And even at
our best, our limited resources went toward simple survival and mini¬
mal funding of staff and offices, plenary sessions and committee meet¬
ings, publications and mailings. Always low on the budgetary priorities
of every supporter’s agenda, priorities did not include intentional pro¬
grams and processes of ecumenical formation in relation to the struc¬
tures of theological education, avariety of organizations such as Church
Women United, and, perhaps most important, curriculum and other
resources to be included imaginatively in the educational programs of
local churches. Quite simply, we took our “ecumenical culture” for
granted, forgetting that its truly precious experiences had not been shared
or interpreted beyond our own praxis. No wonder that we are still not
clear about what it means “to teach with an ecumenical point of view,”
or what should be included in aseminary course on the ecumenical
movement, or how mentorships for seminarians and internships for
college students and ecumenical experiences for junior and senior highs
are needed in order “to pass it on.”
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No matter how personally invigorating, “accidental formation” is no
longer sufficient. Intentional discourse about intentional formation must
now become invigorating and embodied.

Examples of Connections Not Made
A. The Seminary. ACase Study.

The seminary in which Iteach, Eden Theological Seminary of the
United Church of Christ, identifies itself as Evangelical, committed to
Excellence, and Ecumenical. Yet no intentional or focused experiences
of ecumenical formation exist, although the seminary itself is the child
of an ecumenically-formed denomination, inclusive of Evangelical,
Reformed, Congregational and Christian histories and narratives, and
the UCC is engaged in serious conversations about partnership with
the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ). We celebrate the diverse
traditions from which our students come, but seldom share them in the
classroom, or uncover the depth and texture of the affect which lies
beneath the ways that they are “used to” matters of both worship and
thought. As a“liberal” seminary, we are not always sure what to do with
our “conservative” students, and we frequently assume aconsensus that
simply does not exist.

We offer separate polity courses to members of each faith group,
taught by one of their own, and with the exception of my one elective
course in the structures and dynamics of ecumenism, which attracts
10-15 students every other year, there are no intentional goals or pro¬
cesses by which we seek to form (or even define) “an ecumenical per¬
spective.” Ishare this not as aconfessional (and certainly not to be
unjustly critical of my Beloved Eden seminary!) but to stress that we are
in transitional times between the “participating and accidental forma¬
tion styles” of generations past and the urgency to be intentional about
the formation of the current and future generations of ordained church
leadership. For even my own work here is “accidental,” that is, we do
not have apolicy that concern for ecumenism should appear in all our
courses as, for example, we have with issues of racism and
multiculturalism. We do not intentionally seek to teach every course
with “an ecumenical point of view,” and even though we may assume
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we do so, our oral examinations of first and second level students do
not check out their “ecumenical knowledges” or perspectives.

How is ecumenical discussion to be advanced without priority given
to the formation of the ordained leadership of the churches? Iinvite
you to reflect upon this in your own context, as Iuse my situation at
Eden as amicro-case study.

1. Ifind that almost none of our entering students has even
rudimentary familiarity with the existing structures of ecu¬
menical discourse and programming. Not even the initials
are familiar, aconymns that are thrown around with ease
in an ecumenical culture: COCU, NCC, WCC, BEM,
bilaterals, conciliar movement. Ecumenical and interfaith
dialogue are understood to be identical; ecumenical is of¬
ten not understood to be Christian! Surely this tells us
something about the influential power of ecumenical ex¬
periences as the source of acall to ministry, as well as wit¬
nessing to the success of the educational programs in the
local churches from which our students come!

2. Nevertheless, astrange kind of consensus seems to have
occurred around verbalizations that, after all, we worship
the same God. Yet behind this weak and uncritical point
of view, no matter how well-intentioned, lurks the reality
that real differences have not been engaged, that differing
expectations of worship have not been discussed, that
people baptize in different ways (!)—and that the differ¬
ences carry affective meanings which are not readily
changed. The consensus is especially fragile when racial,
ethnic and sexual dynamics enter in and, not having expe¬
rienced patient and enduring ecumenical dialogue around
real differences, the students are without method,
knowledges or personal power to name what is occurring.
For unlike the best of ecumenical discourse, consensus fol¬
lows hard dialogue, and our students, coming out of COCU
churches, are surprised both by how long it takes (BEM
took fifiy years?), and how passionate their own perspec-
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tives are when dialoguing with someone who is demon¬
strably wronf.

3. While the seminary system itself witnesses to acomplex
ecumenism, what this means is neither reflected upon nor
subject to our complex assessment tools, required by the
Association of Theological Schools. Yet each spring our
students graduate to offer ordained leadership within lo¬
cal churches struggling with issues of the mutual recogni¬
tion of ministries, the Reformed-Lutheran dialogue, the
UCC-CCDC covenant, “backlash” from conservatives
about COCU, and budgets that don’t even want to send
money to the national offices of one’s own denomination!
In my own teaching in adult education classes in churches
that should know better (!!), fears of some gigantic struc¬
tural union with aProtestant-type Pope persist, along with
concern that the mutual recognition of ministries means
that they will get agay or lesbian pastor from one of those
“ C O C U C h u r c h e s . ”

4. The “ecumenical experience” has not been one highly val¬
ued in issues of academic promotion and tenure, and ex¬
cept for the few scholars who have worked on ecumenical
committees and task forces, current professors may not be
adequately prepared to teach in an ecumenical context,
that is, to carry “an ecumenical perspective” into the de¬
nominational study of history, doctrine. Biblical herme¬
neutics, theology, etc. This was not as true in an earlier
generation, but the vigor of their “accidental formation”
did not get “passed on.” In some of my academic settings
the feeling was that this “ecumenical work” was somehow
another of Peggy’s peculiar interests ...Why didn’t she
publish instead?

Surely it is time for aserious study of what should be the ecumenical
formation process for the ordained clergy. Who carries that agenda into
the Association of Theological Schools? Where do we even begin with
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formulating an understanding of the goals and requisites of an ecu¬
menically literate ordained ministry?
B. Church Women United—A Place of Unrecognized

Lively Formation
The “official” ecumenical culture has not been intentional in nurtur¬

ing and connecting with national lay movements such as Church Women
United, which for most participants provides their only structural, ex¬
periential and innovative contact with ecumenism. Here ordinary
women gather from different faith traditions and racial/ethnic identi¬
ties, worship together, celebrate ecumenical ministries, and serve as sig¬
nificant expressions of various “life and work” agendas. Yet they are not
generally rooted in “faith and order” perspectives, and the intentional-
ity of an ecumenical formation has not been perceived.

Perhaps because this is an organization of lay women, it has not been
recognized as the powerful ecumenical shaping experience that it of¬
fers. In rural communities and major urban areas, in churches which
are “predominantly white” and those which are “predominantly black,”
the participants are stretched toward inclusivity of faith and action. Yet
connection to an ecumenical agenda being worked on through “offi¬
cial” ecumenical structures is generally missing.

This implicit ecumenical culture of lay women carries an alternative
authenticity to the historic structures primarily developed by ordained
men. It is also an alternative to the “accidental” formation that occurs
as lay persons serve as denominational representatives to COCU, NCC,
WCC plenaries. Yet these participants in Church Women United are
the lay persons who are experienced and can be helped to become more
substantively knowledgeable about the biblical and theological ground¬
ings of the oikoumene. They are the ones who actually “pass it on” in
local places. CWU should be one of the hallowed acronyms of ecu¬
men ica l cu l tu re !

C . L o c a l C h u r c h e s

As one who does alot of teaching in adult educational programs in
local churches, Icannot overstate the appalling lack of knowledge about
the ecumenical movements, its agenda and history, its structures and
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visions, the decisions currently being made at national levels and the
“official” dialogues going on in bilaterals between their own denomina¬
tion and another, for example, the Reformed-Lutheran dialogue. As
ecumenism has not connected with structures of theological education,
so it has not become integrally connected with Christian-church edu¬
cators, especially those committed to adult education in the local church.
Thus, there are few supportive or interpretive voices present when the
Readers Digest critiques the World Council; when newsletters present
the catastrophic effects of the mutual recognition of ministries; when
there continue to be expectations that the ecumenical movement means
aProtestant Pope, the “watering down” of Scripture to allow for the
ordination of persons who are women or homosexual, and having to
give up whatever is most central to “our historic identity” (whatever
that may be).

For the ecumenical culture has consistently been disconnected from
the local churches for which it cares so deeply. Identified with pro¬
nouncements from “the national church” (already enough to be suspi¬
cious about!) and primarily worked at by paid staff and seconded
professors, the marvelous rich diversities of local churches and their
various contexts may have been formally celebrated by ecumenists—
but not experienced in local settings. Thus in aperiod of suspicion
toward national church organizations and bureaucrats, the ecumenical
movement suffers, and its true base—laity in their own places celebrat¬
ing One God and being in ministry and mission with the whole inhab¬
ited earth—withers away.

Toward An Intentional Ecumenical Formation

What marvelous times for the ecumenical movement! Its needs, and
those of the churches and cultures which it loves and seeks to serve, come
together in challenging new ways. Whether these times are referred to as
“ecumenical winter” or “ecumenism: its second century,” it is time for
taking inventory of how formation occurs, what new steps might be taken
within the primary style of dialogue and invitation, and what the fruits of
an ecumenical formation process are considered to be.

For some time now, “main line” seminaries have celebrated the grow¬
ing numbers of second career persons claiming acall to the ordained
ministry. Unrecognized has been the lack of intentionality in nurtur-
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ing/forming younger persons for ordained church vocations. Similarly,
the ecumenical movement celebrates its dedicated participants, but sel¬
dom ponders where they came from, how they got there, and what
bases should be nurtured for leadership and knowledgeable participa¬
tion in futures. Within the best of ecumenical “styles,” asimple begin¬
ning could be made by each context “taking inventory” in its own place:
where do our participants come from? How did they get here? With
what sttuctures are we connected where persons are invited toward par¬
ticipation, made knowledgeable about ecumenical substance and pro¬
cess? How are we nurturing ayounger generation and touching into a
new base? Such questions will find differing responses in various cul¬
t u r e s another dialogical learning opportunity.

Hopefully, from such asimple but seriously intentional inventory, a
few committed folk would make connection with institutions of theo¬
logical education within their context. At Eden Iam working toward
arranging afield education placement with an interfaith organization.
Perhaps acouncil of churches might seek an intern, or amiddle judica¬
tory staff person would develop aplacement for aseminarian to experi¬
ence and “cover” ecumenical matters and events. Few seminaries would
refuse the offer of a“free course,” and its professor (properly qualified,
of course) would herself or himself establish new connections with other
faculty. Aseminary might invite Church Women United to present its
programs and purposes to the student body, or its worship services might
be held in the seminary chapel.

These modest ventures not only fit ecumenical budgets and person¬
nel, but are also real possibilities. In the past, the best “energies of
ecumenism” have been in reaching out to new possibilities—or even
impossible possibilities!—and such energies need revitalization for the
processes of “passing it on.” Thus, it is important that ministries with
young persons are intentionally connected to existing ecumenical struc¬
tures, movements and themes. We ecumenists “missed” their parents’
generation; surely there lies within that generation some of the energy
and vitality that the first generation of young men experienced in their
co-creat ion o f the ecumenica l movement i tse l f
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Advancing the Ecumenical Dialogue—
and its Major Contributions

What Icall “ecumenical modesty” has been one of the virtues of
ecumenicity. We have wot celebrated big budgets or enjoyed being power
brokers; indeed, the concern for ecumenical formation arises not from
adesire for “self-preservation,” but rather as acontinuing offering to
the churches. Perhaps the ecumenical gift to the churches has yet to be
received. But at this period of history where the ecumenical movement
itself has become an antagonist as denominations do battle over their
primary identities, it may be the knowledges that lie resident in
ecumenism that will be helpful in this period of denominational and
cultural fragmentation. What, then, are these primary gifts—an “ecu¬
menical epistemology,” if you will?

Beneath ecumenical documents and dramas lie insights into theo¬
logical method, atheology of change, and the nature of Christian faith¬
fulness that are not routinely recognized and celebrated. Surely these
should be the fruits of an intentional ecumenical formation.

First: Ecumenism’s dialogical style is itself an expression of atheologi¬
cal method that is so grounded in the nature of God {one God, one
humankind) that it can “stand differentness.” The ecumenical celebra¬
tion of diversity is not acollapse into relativism. Rather it embodies
both aperspective on “the one and the many” and aprocess that is fully
congruent with it. Seminarians need this perspective.
Second: Ecumenism’s primary method carries within it deep percep¬
tions on the nature of historical change and the nature of Christian
faithfulness. The rich and creative work that has been done on issues of
faith and order—and on BEM—has tended to mask the kind of contri¬
bu t ions summar ized be low.

Third: In aworld where “receiving the Other” is viewed by many ethi-
cists as the highest ethical imperative, only the ecumenical movement
is grounded on an epistemology where experience in receiving the
stranger is corollary with recognizing that one must also come to terms
with the reality that oneself is astranger to others. It is this commit¬
ment to “radical partnership” that holds the ecumenical world together.
For it is not, for example, aProtestant world graciously welcoming
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Catholics to aworld already defined; or awhite world condescending
to receive persons of color; or aliberal world allowing for conservatives,
or an ordained world deigning to receive lay. The ecumenical world is
one of full partnership where separate horizons meet and, with the grace
of the One God, receive and transform each other. What agift to Church,
Culture, World!

Fourth: An ecumenical epistemology understands the virtues of persis¬
tence and endurance in an historical existence that is “already but not
yet.” Ecumenists may go away from one another in sadness, but, hope¬
fully, don’t run out on each other in anger. There may be times when
“He is Risen!” to be the only thing we can say with one another,
but that grounding allows for apatience to live “this side of justice”
while resisting injustice in one’s own places. The ecumenical gift allows
continuing embodiment of the vision (the oikoumene) without either
giving up in despair or castigating its possibility with disdain.

Ecumenical epistemology is grounded in the knowledge of God and
the worship experience. Iinvite us to pray this prayer, written by one of
my former Jesuit students as an invitation to his ordination. He has
given permission for it to be used freely.

We are simply asked
to make gentle our bruised world
to tame its savageness
to be compassionate of all
(including ourselves)
t h e n

in the times left over
f r o m o u r m i n i s t r i e s

of Justice and of Care
to repeat the Ancient Tales
and go the Way
of God ’s Foo l i sh Ones .

—Peter Byrne, S.J.

Praise God that ecumenical formation raises up so many Foolish Ones!
Pray to God that there may be an ever-increasing number.
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A N “ E C U M E N I C A L C O N S P I R A C T ’
S O M E T H O U G H T S O N T H E F U T U R E O F T H E

E C U M E N I C A L I N S T I T U T E AT B O S S E Y

Hans-Ruedi Weber

Now you have become part of an ecumenical conspiracy!”

illem A. Visser’t Hooft: used to say this to students who had
participated in courses at the Ecumenical Institute at Bossey.
There they had received acommon spirit and vision. Many

of them felt committed to astruggle: an involvement for the renewal of
the churches’ worship, mission and service in the world; therefore also
for an involvement in prophetic protest and action against injustice
and oppression as well as against divided and self-sufficient church life.

What happened at Bossey has been near Paul A. Crow, Jr.’s heart.
From the beginning of the Institute in 1946 and throughout its 50
years of work the Disciples of Christ in the United States were faithful
supporters of this venture, providing both leadership and finance. From
1975 to 1983 Paul chaired the Bossey board and did much advocacy,
helping to safeguard and reorient the program of the Institute. He also
prefaced the first small publication about its history, leading to further
studies on the origins, development and vocation of Bossey.'

In connection with the 1996 Bossey Jubilee much reflection was
done on the Institute’s present and future role in the field of “ecumeni¬
cal formation.” Acolloquium on this theme, the actual jubilee celebra¬
tions and the feedback from groups of former Bossey participants from
around the world -notably from the USA, Sri Lanka and Germany—
provide much material and proposals for future decisions and action by
the Institute’s board and the WCC governing bodies.̂  The following
comments are only afew personal reflections committing none but the
present writer.

W
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Is There aFuture for Bossey?
This is not arhetorical question. Partly due to finance and partly

because of new developments in the WCC the question of survival had
to be faced more than twenty years ago. Already at that time much of
the pioneering work of Bossey was gradually being taken over by differ¬
ent WCC program units, other ecumenical agencies, by lay training
and study centres in different continents.

With the—probably long-term—financial crisis now faced by the
WCC, acontinuing work at Bossey is justified only if it serves the fu¬
ture of ecumenical movement in an essential way, and if the Institute is
uniquely equipped for it. In this respect the feedback from former par¬
ticipants in the summer courses and the annual semesters of the Gradu¬
ate School of Ecumenical Studies is significant.

Almost all indicate that, for them, the unique and deepest learning
experience at Bossey was the living, studying and worshipping together
in atemporary residential group where all continents, many cultures
and Christian confessions were represented. At first most participants
feel like strangers, having to communicate in foreign languages or
through simultaneous translation. Their conscious or unconscious as¬
sumptions of faith, their cultural patterns, their ways of worshipping
and doing theology are being challenged. The abstract “world” and
“church universal” suddenly become agroup of concrete women and
men of different races with recognizable faces, with often tragic and
deeply moving destinies, all marked by their own particular convic¬
tions of faith, doubts, hopes and joys. Only by questioning and being
questioned, by the readiness to become vulnerable, through confronta¬
tions, crisis and reconciliation can alearning community gradually be
built up. Thereby trans-cultural and trans-confessional friendships grow,
new insights are won and the “ecumenical conspiracy” develops. This is
not merely agroup dynamics exercise; the learning experience happens
as the participants attempt to explore together asubject on which Chris¬
tians need more clarity, and insight leading to faithful obedience, for
their vocation in todays world. Moreover, such community-building
and study is done within the framework of common worship. This
takes time, more time than the usual ecumenical gatherings and study
conferences a l low.
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Former participants also mention the present location of the Insti¬
tute near Geneva as an important asset for their learning experience.
Both proximity to, and acertain distance from, the headquarters of the
WCC and other ecumenical organizations is felt to be needed. Bossey’s
location also makes available the resources of specialists and documen¬
tation in the World Health Organization, the International Labour
Office and other international bodies in Geneva, as well as those of the
University of Geneva (with which Bossey has an official working rela¬
tionship).

Obviously there are important ecumenical learning experiences which
can be better gained in settings other than Bossey. Amulti-religious
environment is, for instance, needed for interfaith dialogue.
Action-reflection on concrete local and regional issues can be better
done through exposure visits, by action groups or in aliving local con¬
gregation. However, the kind of worldwide learning community gath¬
ered for afew months, as mentioned above, and the location near
Geneva, make Bossey aunique place for discovering and equipping
ecumenical leaders on the local, regional and world level.

There is another reason why r̂ the health of ecumenism, the work of
the Institute should continue. Bossey has grown out of aparticular vi¬
sion of the ecumenical movement, one in which both the demands of
the gospel, and the urgent questions and needs posed by the inhabit¬
ants of this earth, are given priority over “inner-church” affairs. At Bossey
the worship, life and testimony of the churches are viewed in the light
of God’s design for the history and destiny of this cosmos. Church
unity is seen in the light of the unity of humankind, and based on the
biblical promise of anew heaven and anew earth. Such apassion for
the gospel and for the world is of course not unique to Bossey; but the
work of the Institute helps to counterbalance atoo-narrow, and often
too- cautious, bureaucratic ecumenism.

Program emphases
With the above comments only the desirability—and not yet the

possibility—for continuing work at Bossey have been stated. The hard
fact of having insufficient funds still has to be faced. And even
equate funds became available, decisions have to be made about what
kind of program best serves the advance of the ecumenical movement
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through the special, partly- unique work possibilities available at the
I n s t i t u t e .

During the Bossey Jubilee celebrations Konrad Raiser suggested in
his keynote address the following three emphases for the future:

1. Continuation of the annual semesters of the Graduate School

for Ecumenical Studies “in which the living memory of the
ecumenical movement worldwide and the accumulated com¬

mon tradition of the churches are appropriated and deep¬
ened in processes of common learning.”

2. Development of Bossey as “a space where people from differ¬
ent backgrounds and with different experiences can begin to
explore together how to reconstruct and strengthen the moral,
social and cultural fabric of human community through pro¬
cesses of education and learning.”

3. Work at new frontier issues of acommon moral and ethical
reflection. As an instance he pointed to the following fact:
“Whereas the methods of dialogue have been refined in the
field of theology and doctrine, the churches seem to lack
even the basic elements of acommon language where the
ethics of life and procreation or of human sexuality are con¬
cerned . ” ’

These three emphases were always already present in the Bossey pro¬
gram; indeed they were often mixed together, especially during the gradu¬
ate school. For the participants, this mixture of foci led to arichness of
experience but also to many frustrations, and to acertain superficiality
and dispersion of work. In the future it might be necessary, in each
gathering at Bossey, to concentrate mainly on one of the three sug¬
gested emphases. Thus over time more intensive and continuous work
could be done on each one of them.

What would this imply for shaping the future Bossey program?

1. The graduate school would continue to be geared mainly to
theologically-trained participants, and it would have to work
in closer cooperation with other ecumenical Institutes than
is the case now. Its program should no longer concentrate on
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atheme chosen afresh each year, but on aconstantly-refined
core curriculum of ecumenical studies.

2. For the second emphasis a2-3 months course, possibly called
a“Summer School for Ecumenical Life,” would have to be
organized together with partners. It would address itself es¬
pecially to lay leaders and young people from different walks
of life. It should replace the former short and too-diverse
Bossey summer courses and conferences. Only through liv¬
ing, studying and worshipping together in aworldwide group
for afairly long period can what K. Raiser asks for be achieved:
“The understanding and praxis of ecumenical formation in
the direction of education for peace and human rights, for
democracy and citizenship, for environmental responsibility
and intercultural living.

3. The reflection on moral and ethical issues needs short inter¬

disciplinary seminars like the few Visser’t Hooft memorial
consultations which took place at Bossey in the course of the
last years. There the majority of participants would have to
be persons involved in the fields of science and the humani¬
ties, with theologians forming only aminority. Work rela¬
tionships with all the faculties of Geneva university, and with
the various international organizations, would have to be
further developed for this to realize its full potential.

For all three types of gatherings, awelcoming place and an atmo¬
sphere of study, worship and community-building are needed. The needs
are many, diverse and demanding: bringing together each year groups
of well-chosen women and men from all continents and many confes¬
sions presupposes alarge amount of scholarship—i.e. financial—aid.
An excellent administrative staff is required which can deal with (for
example) complicated visa arrangements. Simultaneous interpretation
among several languages is absolutely necessary, as is abasic reference
library. Also needed, of course, is asmall resident teaching staff whose
members remain full-time with the learning community, and the work
of preparation and follow-up: short-time visiting lecturers and tutors
can complement—but never replace—this resident staff The budget
for aprogram as outlined above would be large, whether the Institute is

” 4
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situated in the relatively-expensive area near Geneva, or elsewhere in
the world. One must ask: can the WCC afford this?

The Cost of survival

It was due to agenerous gift from John D. Rockefeller, Jr., that in
1946 the work of the Institute could begin. The domain of Chateau de
Bossey, an early 18rh century rhree-floor mansion and its beautiful sur¬
rounding park, could be rented for aperiod of five years. Only one year
later the WCC purchased the nearby 18th century country house “Petit
Bossey,” in order to deal with the increasing number of parricipants in
the courses. The barn which belongs to it is still unused. Afurther
Rockefeller granr made it possible to buy the chateau in 1950 and to
make the necessary transformations. Through the reserves from these
grants, and an ensured working budget provided by the WCC, the work
of the Institute could proceed and develop until the 1970s without too
many financial worries. Gifts especially from Germany and Switzerland
made it possible also to build the needed lecture hall and library.

With the financial crisis in the mid-1970s the operating budget of
the Institute was severely cut, and the WCC officers even decided that
Bossey would have to be closed in 1976 unless new sources of financing
were found. Indeed, no centre with some 80 beds and apermanent
house staff can survive if for long periods many of these beds are not
occupied by paying guests. No educational institution with afull-time
teaching staff and participants coming from all over the world can for

to function unless it has assured income and amany years conr inue
large endowment and scholarship fund. Adjusrments had to be made.

From 1977 onwards aguest house section was developed besides the
Institute’s own reduced program. Visiting groups were attracted in or¬
der to create self-generated income and to increase the low occupancy
rate of the chateau. From 1978-1983 an associate director was appointed
for this guest house, improving facilities for the guests and slightly ris¬
ing rhe rate of occupancy. It soon appeared, however, thar the primary
purpose of Bossey -to enable ever-new worldwide and inter-confes¬
sional learning communities—came into conflict with the needs and
dynamics of the developing guest house section.

This section was never meant to become astreamlined “hotel opera¬
tion” simply for increasing income. It attempts to introduce the guests
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to the ecumenical movement. The many groups who came and still are
coming—mainly pastors and local church members from Germany—
have indeed not just helped the Institute to survive. Through their vis¬
its to Bossey and the WCC headquarters, they have received basic
ecumenical information—indeed sometimes abasic ecumenical forma¬
tion. Yet the whole Bossey experience has shown that deep ecumenical
learning does not happen through lectures—however informative—
for people who come only for afew days, and where the multi-cultural,
multi-confessional and multilingual interchange and challenge remains
minimal. Attempts to widen the geographical and confessional back¬
ground of such visiting groups have been made, but so far have not
been very successful. It must also be recognized that through its mainly
Western-European guest house activity Bossey loses part of its essential
worldwide intercultural and interracial character. Moreover, providing
aprogram for visiting groups requires much rime from both Bossey
and WCC headquarters staff

Even with areduced budget and program the Institute has done much
valuable work, especially through its graduate school. It is quite clear
however that financial considerations have, necessarily, increasingly
dominated its whole policy. In order to receive travel subsidies and fi¬
nancial assistance from WCC units, and from other ecumenical orga¬
nizations, the themes of Bossey meetings now usually take up studies
and work already planned and initiated by these partners. This has fos¬
tered needed collaboration, but at the same time limited Bossey’s free¬
dom to pioneer. Staff appointments were, at times, influenced by the
degree to which the salary of the appointee would be paid from sources
outside the budget of the WCC. The impossible merger from 1989 to
1995 of Bossey and the WCC’s Program onTheological Education -an
“arranged marriage” which never worked and cost dearly in terms of
human energy and relationships -was at least partly dictated by finance.

All the above-mentioned developments have meant that during the
last decades the potential and unique possibilities of the ecumenical
Institute could not be fully used. Asymptomatic example is the fact
that, because of the cost involved, several meetings have had to be con¬
ducted only in English—although this excludes people who do not
speak English, thus contradicting the fundamental purpose of Bossey,
and although the simultaneous translation equipment is available.
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Could not former participants in courses and graduate schools help
in financing the Institute? Already in 1986, on the occasion of Bosseys
40th year, and in amore intensive way during the jubilee year of 1996,
the attempt was made to renew contact with former participants. This
is important for them because many presently live and work in great
isolation, often remaining involved in the “ecumenical conspiracy”
against prevailing trends in their own regions and churches. The feed¬
back showed the former participants’ thankfulness and emotional at¬
tachment to Bossey, confirmed also by moving financial gifts. In a
long-term perspective, bequests and such gifts will help to increase the
Institute’s endowment and scholarship funds. Yet the needed large con¬
tributions will hardly come from this source. Participants stay at Bossey
only for aweek or afew months. They may maintain astrong emo¬
tional link with the Institute, but now they are spread all over the world,
often in economically very poor areas, and only avery few have the
occasion to revisit Bossey. They are not “alumni/ae” in the same sense as
for the educational institutions where they have studied for several years.
Their primary involvement is now, and rightly, with institutions and
work in their own region.

Bossey with or without the chateau?
There is no doubt that the beauty of the domain of Bossey, and its

interesting history going back to the 12th century, have made an im¬
portant impact on the last fifty years of work at the Institute. Old houses,
their gardens and trees, the views they offer and the traditions they
convey have a“soul” and transmit an atmosphere which functional
modern buildings never possess. In recent years much needed restora¬
tion work on the roof and the outside walls of the chateau could be
made and, together with the house of “Petit Bossey” and the lecture
hall/library complex, the Institute has now adequate facilities for the
tasks it is called to fulfill. It would therefore be agreat loss for the WCC
and the ecumenical movement if, due to the lack of scholarships and
further cuts in the program budget, this place would have to become
principally aguest house or would even have to be sold.

Nevertheless, the continuation of the distinctive worldwide work of
an Ecumenical Institute near Geneva is not absolutely dependent on
the chateau and the buildings on its grounds. From 1930-1939 the
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former owner of Bossey leased the chateau to Smith College, aUnited
States women’s college. Its students came for ayear of studies overseas,
focussing on European culture and the work of the League of Nations.
For the WCC’s “lean years” could asimilar arrangement be made with
an outside educational institution? “Petit Bossey” would then become
the home of the Ecumenical Inst i tu te. With the rent received for the

chateau, the WCC might provide scholarships for participants, and make
possible the long-planned transformations of the barn and outlying
buildings of “Petit Bossey.” With alimited number of 20-25 partici¬
pants the graduate school could continue. Asummer school for ecu¬
menical life be organized and afew interdisciplinary seminars be held.
This would be far from ideal, but better than the disappearance of the
E c u m e n i c a l I n s t i t u t e .

Asimilar alternative was envisaged already in 1949 when the deci¬
sion had to be made whether the chateau should be bought or not.
Suzanne de Dietrich, then very much the heart of the early ecumenical
Institute, was not convinced of the wisdom of buying the place. She
had been involved in the restoration and transformation of two old
mansions into conference centres, one at Mouterhouse in northern
Alsace and one at Bievres near Paris. From this she knew how costly is
the upkeep of such mansions, and how precarious the situation be¬
comes when the occupancy rate remains low. In an unpublished memo¬
randum she explained her reservations and made alternative proposals.

Obviously the situation is now different. Together with many friends
of Bossey, Suzanne de Dietrich would today probably hope that asize¬
able grant could be found soon to ensure that the present facilities are
fully used for the purpose for which they are so well suited. But as that
grant is not yet in view, it becomes important to look for alternatives.
These personal reflections can, therefore, best end with asummary and
some quotations from the 1949 memorandum mentioned above.

With regard to finance, Suzanne de Dietrich thought that the neces¬
sary funds for buying and transforming the chateau could be found.
However she wondered whether in the future the churches would be

able to pay the running costs and upkeep for such alarge centre. (At
that time there was only the chateau and “Petit Bossey”; now there are,
in addition, the upkeep and heating costs of new buildings to the main
house as well as the whole complex of the lecture hall and library build-
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ings). What she feared most was that circumstances might arise which
would lead to areduction of necessary scholarships and staff appoint¬
ments in order to hold on to the buildings. According to her, areserve
of at least two million Swiss franks would be needed besides the cost of
purchasing and transforming the chateau. (Today, of course, the amount
would be much larger.)

In addition to financial considerations she felt that “the chateau, by
its style and atmosphere, is of another age. Young people who come do
nor really feel at home in this house: it is too luxurious without being
really welcoming.” “We speak to our students about ‘a new style of life’,
but this style is difficult to achieve in such an environment ... Asim¬
pler environment would allow amore fraternal living together and make
the break less deep with the conditions from where the students come.”
Moreover, “we are not aEuropean but aworldwide Institute.” For serv¬
ing the world and not just Europe, another way of working was needed
and therefore she asked: Could not “Petit Bossey” be transformed to
become the centre of the Ecumenical Institute? It would then be pos¬
sible to invest more money for scholarships and to appoint alarger,
mobile staff, available also for the work of Bossey different regions.
Having been trained as an electrical engineer she summed up her vision
in this way: “The Institute would become like an electrical power sta¬
tion supplying regional factories.

This memorandum was written as apartly affirmative—and partly
questioning—comment on apaper of WA. Visser’t Hooft. He there
argued in favor of buying the chateau and strongly stated the reasons
for further developing the work of the Institute:

Precisely at atime when the World Council takes on its definite
character as an organ of the churches themselves, there is the
great need for abody which, while directly related to the World
Council, has nevertheless considerable freedom of action and
can thus enter into new fields of thought and action with which
the churches are as yet unfamiliar. It might thus be said that the
Ecumenical Institute is the most important energizing centre
of the World Council of Churches.^

” 5
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The affirmation of the last sentence may no longer be as true as it
was in 1949. However, with or without the chateau, the special voca¬
tion envisaged for the Institute by the pioneers is today as urgent as
e v e r .

N o t e s

'See Paul A. Crow, Jr., “Introduction,” Bossey: Two Vignettes from the Early
Years, Celigny 1981; Arnold Mobbs, Les origines et lespremieres annees de
I’Institut oecumeneque de Bossey, Bossey, 1983; and H. R. Weber, A
Laboratory for Ecumenical Life: The Story of Bossey 1946-1996, Geneva,
WCC, 1996 .

^For the keynote address of the Bossey Jubilee year celebrations see Konrad
Raiser, “Fifty Years of Ecumenical Formation: Where are we? Where are we
going?,” The Ecumenical Review, Vol. 48, No. 4, October 1996, pp.
440-451. In the same number are printed some of the addresses at the
Nikos Nissiotis Memorial Colloquium on “Looking Beyond Fifty Years of
Ecumenical Education At Bossey (July 28-August 2, 1996),” as well as
feedback from former participants from Sri Lanka and the USA. See
further the photocopied documents: “Report of the Nissiotis Colloquium,”
Bossey, 1996; “Ten Theses: Association of Bossey Friends in the EKD,”
Bossey, 1996; Madeleine Strub, “50 years Ecumenical Formation in
Bossey,” Bossey, 1997.
For the full text of these proposed emphases see K. Raiser, “Fifty Years of

Ecumenical Formation: Where are we? Where are we going?,” op. cit., pp.
450 f£

'' Ibid., p. 450.
^Suzanne de Dietrich, “Memoire sur I’avenir de Bossey,” August 1949,
mimeographed, Bossey Archives.

Willem A. Visser’t Hooft, “Memorandum on the Future of the
Ecumenical Institute,” May 1949, mimeographed, Bossey Archives.

2 2 7



C H A P T E R F I F T E E N



Pictorial History

University of Alabama, 1954

Family Portrait,
1 9 7 0

2 3 1



The Vision of Christian Unity

■i

/
#

Lecturing to U.S. Conference,
Wor ld Counc i l o f Chu rches

With George G. Beazley, Jr., second presi¬
dent of the Council on Christian Unity

Disciples delegation to Upsala Assembly of World Council of Churches, 1968
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Crow and Beazley with Metropolitan Meliton of Chalcedon, Constantinople

Disciples delegation to WCC headquarters, Geneva, 1995

Russian Orthodox service. Patriarchal Cathedral, Moscow
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Top left: With Archbishop
of Canterbury, Robert
Runc ie a t Lambe th
Conference, 1988

Top right: Metropolitan
Dan ie l o f Mo ldav ia and

Bukovina (Romanian
Orthodox Church), WCC
Canberra Assembly, 1991

With Archbishop
D e s m o n d Tu t u a t W C C

Central Committee,
Johannesburg, SouthAfrica

W i t h C O C U ’ s fi r s t

Secretariat: W. Clyde
Wil l iam, Christ ian

Methodist Episcopal
Church, Princeton,

New Jersey
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With Pope John Paul II at the Disciples of Christ-Roman Catholic International
Dialogue, Vatican City, 1991

Mildred Slack (Disciples), Karl Hartz,
Director of Ecumenical Institute Bossey,

and mentor. Dr. Howard E. Short

a i
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Bible Study Lecture to WCC
Central Committee, Geneva
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Family
Portrait, 1994

W i t h

Metropolitan
P h i l a r e t o f

Minsk, Russian
O r t h o d o x
C h u r c h

Honorary Degree from
Yale University with Robert
Runcie (center), shown here

with Dean Leander Keck,
1 9 8 6

With f r iends at the F i f th
Wor ld Confe rence on Fa i th

and Order, Santiago de
Compostela, Spain, 1993
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Mary, Stephen, Susan,
Paul, and Carol Ann

Plenary of the Consultation on Church Union, New Orleans, Louisiana,
1988. Serving Eucharist to dear friend, Richard Highhaugh.
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ALife
in the Service of
Christian Unity

T R I B U T E S T O

PAUL A. CROW, JR.



T R I B U T E S T O P A U L A . C R O W , T R .

T H E E C U M E N I C A L P A T R I A R C H

"1 he Esteemed Thomas F. Best, The World Council of Churches,
Programme Unit I—Unity and Renewal, Ecclesial Unity—
Commission on Faith and Order, beloved in the Lord: Grace

and peace from God.
It is with great pleasure and joy that we respond to your invitation to

contribute to the Festschrift honouring our beloved co-worker in Christ
the Reverend Dr. Paul A. Crow, Jr., which will be launched at the forth¬
coming General Assembly of the Disciples of Ghrist in July 1997.

Our encounter with Dr. Grow was in the context of Faith and Order,
particularly in the context of its Standing and Plenary Gommissions,
where for many years we collaborated and struggled together in order
to promote the mutual understanding of the Ghurches and their unity
in the same faith and one sacramental communion.

In the course of this long association and ecumenical pilgrimage, our
Modesty had many opportunities to witness and appreciate the particular
attention and reverence Dr. Grow manifested towards the Orthodox
G h u r c h .

As he himself confesses, his first encounter with Orthodox came
through his friend, the late Nikos Nissiotis, during the Third World
Conference on Faith and Order held in 1963, in Montreal, Canada.
Their friendship and common ecumenical engagement enabled Dr.
Crow to become acquainted with the Orthodox theological thinking,
to appreciate Orthodox piety and to discover the richness of the
Orthodox liturgical tradition.

As the Or thodox con t r i bu t i on to Fa i t h and Orde r deba tes and i n
discussions within the wider framework of the World Council of
Churches became substantial and even decisive in many circumstances.
Dr. Crow came to the conclusion that the ecumenical vocat ion of the

Orthodox Church is critical because nowadays all Churches, particu¬
larly the Orthodox, live in aworld radically different from the past.
Today’s society, he believes, is marked by adeep spiritual crisis with
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universal dimensions, which cannot be addressed without the Ortho¬
dox vision of the Church and the world.

In arecent publication Paul Crow, highlighting the “proleptic” char-
of ecumenism, underlined that “wherever Churches overcome theira c t e r

past alienation and find areconciled life, the purposes of God are
served.”’ And it is so indeed! From our viewpoint it is precisely the
deeper sense of the Orthodox participation in the World Council of
Churches and the ecumenical movement in general. The Orthodox
participate actively in this movement, because they believe that in do¬
ing so they respond to the call of God and they fulfill Christ’s will that
“all may be one.”

It is agenerally acknowledged fact that in our days the ecumenical
movement passes through critical moments. As our Modesty has stressed
on the occasion of the Fifth World Conference on Faith and Order
held at Santiago de Compostela, our faith and experience of the ecu¬
menical movement do not permit us to be pessimistic; rather they
prompt us to continue and intensify our efforts to find ways in support
of the ecumenical movement, simply because the unity of the Church
is more than ever necessary.

May Almighty God, Father, Son and Fioly Spirit, grant our brother
Paul Crow health and long life in order to continue his God-pleasing
ministry for the well-being of the Church and the further progress of
the ecumenical movement of which he has always been atireless and
devoted servant.

With our paternal blessings and every good wish.
At the Phanar, February 21, 1997
Your fervent intercessor before God,
T H E E G U M E N I G A L P A T R I A R C H

p
0X9^

Bartholomew of Constantinople
'In his article “Ecumenical Partnership: Emerging Unity Between the Disciples of
Christ and the United Chutch of Christ,” in Built Together: The Sixth International
Consultation of United and Uniting Churches, ed. By Thomas RBest, Faith and Otder
Paper No. 174, Geneva, Faith and Order Commission, 1996, p. 119.
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ALEXYII, PATRIARCH OF
MOSCOW AND ALL RUSSIA

tis with afeeling of profound satisfaction that Itake part in the
Festschrift 6.e.6iicdit&6. to our beloved brother in Christ Professor Rev.
Dr. Paul A. Crow, Jr., who has been President of the Council on

Christian Unity and General Secretary of the world-wide Disciples
Ecumenical Consultative Council for many years.

The Revd. Paul A. Crow, Jr. and his colleagues from the Christian
Church (Disciples of Christ) have cooperated in afraternal way with
representatives of the Russian Orthodox Church in ecumenical and
peacemaking work for over thirty years.

First of all, there has been our cooperation with Rev. Dr. Paul A.
Crow, Jr. in the World Council of Churches, which began at the Fourth
WCC Assembly in Uppsala in 1968 and has developed in aspecial way
since the Fifth WCC Assembly in Nairobi in 1975, at which he was
elected amember of the WCC Central Committee.

Our cooperation has also included the field of common intensive pro¬
grams of The National Council of the Churches of Christ in the USA,
the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) being among its members,
and the Russian Orthodox Church in the 1970s and 1980s, aimed at the
ovetcoming of the “cold war,” which alienated and opposed the nations,
and the normalization of relations between the two gteat powers.

This wholesome process has been stimulated and supported by fra¬
ternal bilateral relations abounding in mutual understanding. These
relations have found their vivid expression in the official visit of adel¬
egation of the Christian Chutch (Disciples of Christ) headed by Rev.
Dr. Paul A. Crow, Jr. to the Russian Orthodox Church in April 1987,
and in its impressive results.

At that time Iwas the Metropolitan of Leningrad and God appointed
me to meet our dear guests on Palm Sunday in my cathedral city. I
cherish the good memory of this occasion.

Rev. Dr. Paul A. Crow, Jr. has repeatedly testified that dogmatic prin¬
ciples and traditions of his church, which have defined the direction of

I
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her ministry and witness, were based first and foremost on the com¬
mandment of Christ the Saviour, Who calls all those who believe in
Him to become perfectly one, thus bringing the knowledge of Gods
love to all humanity to the world (c£ John 17:20-23). This, undoubt¬
edly, explains the deep involvement of the Christian Church (Disciples
of Christ) in the formation and development of the organized ecu¬
menical movement of the 20'*' century, which has led to the establish¬
ment of the World Council of Churches and, on the regional level, of
the National Council of the Churches of Christ in the USA. Thus the
spiritual nature of the personality of our dear brother in Christ has
been shaped by, and his life has been devoted to, the restoration of the
unity in faith in the Christian world, “a sacrifice acceptable and pleas¬
ing to God” (Phil. 4:18) which, in human terms, is often athankless
and sometimes an excruciating task.

The experience of our cooperation with Rev. Dr. Paul A. Crow, Jr. of
many years’ standing is rich with great events in the fields of ecumenism
and peacemaking. It allows us to testify to his gift of the fraternal love to
which all of us are called by the Apostles Saints Peter and Paul (1 Pet. 3:8,
Rom. 12:10), to his openness to fraternal dialogue with the bearers of
dogmas and traditions of the One Undivided Church of the first millen¬
nium, and to his learning of the historical experience and present ecu¬
menical thought of Orthodoxy, as well as to his profound involvement in
the fulfilment of the commandment of Christ the Saviour on peacemak¬
ing (Mt. 5:9) and the ministry of reconciliation (2 Cor. 5:18-20).

These virtues of Rev. Dr. Paul A. Crow, Jr. have been convincingly
proven during the last decades by cooperation with representatives of
our church in implementing many programs of the World Council of
Churches, including the elaboration of the Lima documents on Bap¬
tism, Eucharist, and Ministry. Likewise, we have had mutual under¬
standing in the solution of common peacemaking tasks of the Russian
Orthodox Church and the National Council of the Churches of Christ
in the USA, most vividly expressed in the statement “Choose Life”
(Deut. 30:19) which was adopted in 1979, and which has become a
concrete programme of actions for the Churches of the USSR and
the USA for the sake of bringing the relations between the two na¬
tions into ahealthy state.
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It goes without saying that the ecumenical and peacemaking activi¬
ties of Rev. Dr. Paul A. Crow, Jr. deserve every expression of approval.
At the same time they testify most convincingly to the great opportuni¬
ties for the development of cooperation, and for the deepening of
tual understanding, between the Orthodox and the Protestants as we
steadfastly fulfill the commandments of Christ the Saviour on Unity
and Peacemaking.

Let us wish our dear brother in Christ Rev. Dr. Paul A. Crow, Jr. the
inexhaustible help of God throughout the time of his earthly pilgrim¬
age (cf 1Pet. 1:17) and many blessed years of life.

m u -

Patriarch of Moscow and All Russia
March 1, 1997
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EDWARD IDRIS CARDINAL CASSIDY

Aleading ecumenist

FI or quite anumber of years now The Pontifical Council forIPromoting Christian Unity has had the honour of being associated
with Reverend Dr. Paul A. Crow, Jr., aleading ecumenist and a

person with an authentic passion for ecumenism.
In fact the relations go back to the period 1974-1977, soon after Dr.

Crow had become the President of the Council on Christian Unity of
the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ). He was convinced that if
the Disciples were truly committed to the ecumenical movement, it
was time to engage in international dialogue with the Roman Catholic
Church. Driven by his deep conviction. Dr. Crow persuaded his own
constituency of the need for such dialogue, and then travelled three
times to Rome to meet Cardinal Willebrands and discuss with him the
prospect for an international bilateral dialogue between their two Com¬
munions. Dr. Crow was determined to convince the Pontifical Council
for Promoting Christian Unity that the Christian Church (Disciples of
Christ) was actually international and not simply alocal phenomenon
limited to the United States. This international character of the Chris¬
tian Church was important in helping to make adecision on the part of
our office. At the final meeting in Rome when Dr. Crow pressed for an
answer. Cardinal Willebrands responded: “We must say yes, if for no
other reasons that you have asked in charity and we must respond in
charity.” By the end of these discussions, it was clear to all that Dr.
Crow was aperson truly committed to the work of promoting Chris¬
tian unity.

This conviction has been present in every activity in which members
of our office have worked with Dr. Crow, as for example in the Faith
and Order Commission of the World Council of Churches, where he
has made an important contribution as amember and currently as Vice¬
moderator. His wide-ranging experience and excellent background have
enabled him to render valuable service to the work of this fundamental
ecumenical organisation ever since 1973 at the Salamanca Consulta-
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tion, which served as aprelude to clarifying the meaning of “The Unity
We Seek” adopted by theWCC Nairobi Assembly in 1975.1
to have this opportunity of paying tribute to him for his contribution
to Faith and Order during subsequent years, and in particular for the
role he played in getting his own constituency so deeply involved in the
BEM process.

His writings bear witness to afirm conviction as aserious ecumenist,
who knows that the search for visible unity is willed by the Lord. These
qualities are expressed not only in an openness and desire to dialogue
with partners, but also to learn from the other. This is aquality in Dr.
Crow that has surprised us many times at meetings of the International
Commission for Dialogue between the Roman Catholic Church and
the Disciples of Christ, where he has demonstrated that doctrinal dif¬
ferences can be overcome through areal change of heart and attitudes,
aprocess that makes it possible to see the positive side of one’s partner.

It is in this dialogue in particular, which began its work in 1977, that
we have come to admire Dr. Crow’s passion for ecumenism. His com¬
mitment has been agreat inspiration and encouragement to the mem¬
bers of the Commission, and indeed provides real hope for the future.
As Co-Chair of this Commission over the years, his deep appreciation
for the dialogue and aclear understanding of what ecumenical dialogue
means have been for us atrue blessing. Much progress has been achieved
over the last twenty years, thanks to his leadership and the co-operation
of the Commission members. The manner in which Dr. Crow has
tinually made this dialogue known in his own constituency, and even
among Roman Catholics, is asign of this deep commitment, one for
which the Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian Unity is deeply
grateful.

Those who gave been associated with Dr. Crow have been most in¬
spired by his optimism even in difficult moments. We recall that in
1982, after completing the first phase of the dialogue between
Communions, Dr. Crow stated, “There are many areas of disagree¬
ment”—and immediately added, “that is positive.” His optimism had
taught him that the purpose of identifying serious disagreements was
indeed to lay them out and to work on them together. Another good
example of Dr. Crow’s optimism has been his response when asked about
the achievements of the bilateral dialogue with the Roman Catholic

pleaseda m
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Church. His reply has always been that there has been much progress
1977; and while he was aware of the doctrinal issues that divides i n c e

the two Communions, he often added that “on our side we are pre¬
pared to stay in this dialogue as long as it takes to achieve visible unity.”

Appreciation for the traditions of others
Agenuine ecumenist is one who first of all knows and appreciates

one’s own tradition. This is not only an essential quality for entering
into theological dialogue, but also creates an interest in understanding
and respecting the traditions of others, which in turn helps the enquirer
to understand more fully his or her own tradition. Dr. Crow’s apprecia¬
tion and respect for our tradition is indeed based on his being deeply
grounded in his own tradition. He has awonderful gift of being fasci¬
nated by other traditions, and an interest to know more about them.
We have come to know Dr. Crow as aperson who feels at home in our
tradition, yet he has not been complacent about the search for unity
between our two Communions. On the contrary, his passion for unity
has always charged him to explore every possible way to take astep
further on the way towards unity.

Adistinguished scholar
Several books and nearly three hundred articles bear testimony to

Dr. Crow’s firm commitment to the ecumenical search, while at the
same time illustrating the author’s scholarship in the field of ecumenism.
At times Dr. Crow has been critical in some of his writings of what he
has described as “selective ecumenism” or “selective models of
ecumenism,” which play one approach off against another. In an article
of 1979, Dr. Crow wrote that “this selectivity diminishes and power of
ecumenism in the churches . . . ” 1

Afr iend and abrother in Christ

This tribute from the Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian
Unity is to afriend and abrother in Christ, the Rev. Dr. Paul Crow, Jr.
We end with this remark because of the warmth with which we have
been received each time by Dr. Crow and his wife Mary. We greatly
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appreciate such friendship which is surely agift from the Lord and
indeed an essential part of dialogue.

Edward Idris Cardinal Cassidy
President

Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian Unity

‘“Elements of Unity in Recent Ecumenical Discussion: ADisciples View”,
in Mid-Stream, Vol. 18, No. 4, October 1979, p. 404.
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K O N R A D R A I S E R

the World Council of Churches is presently developing anew
understanding of the ecumenical movement as awhole, and a
fresh vision of its role within that movement, through the process

towards a“Common Understanding and Vision” of the WCC. As is
widely known, that process will come to fulfilment at the eighth WCC
Assembly in Harare, Zimbabwe in September 1998, where the churches
will be asked both to recommit themselves to the ecumenical quest,
and to agree upon anew structure for the WCC.

But even as we respond to new
churches and among the people of God, and
tures which better correspond to the reality of the ecumenical situa¬
tion today, it is important to honour colleagues who have been a
faithful part of the ecumenical journey up to this point. And it is
doubly important to honor those who not only have been central to
ecumenical history, but who also have avision of the ecumenical future,
who have adeep commitment and afresh contribution to make as we
move toward anew ecumenical vision and new structures for the years
ahead.

Thus Iam pleased to contribute to this Festschrift for Rev. Dr. Paul
Crow, who has been involved throughout so many years in the life of
the World Council of Churches. Paul Crow and Ihave several personal
links through parallel personal and professional engagements. I
tion here only one: we have both been active in the academic world,
and understand the contribution which that special context can make
to the ecumenical movement. Paul Crow taught especially in the fields
of church history and theology, while Ihave been primarily engaged in
systematic theology and Christian social-ethical reflection; but we have
both introduced several generations of students to the ecumenical move-

its history as well as its central issues and challenges for today.
And neither of us approached this as an abstract exercise. Rather we
have shown acommon commitment for the ecumenical future, by bring¬
ing our own students and other young persons into the world of
ecumenical reflection and common action.

1

impulses and emphases within the
as we seek new struc-
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But as General Secretary of the World Council of Churches Iwant
especially to refer to Paul Crow’s contributions to that body, focussing
on two areas in particular. The first is the Ecumenical Institute, Bossey for
which Paul Crow worked tirelessly in the 1970s and beyond, serving
during acrucial period as the Moderator of its board and helping to
find ways of overcoming adeep financial crisis which then threatened
the institution. Understanding well the otiginal vision of Bossey, Paul
encouraged its role as alaboratory for ecumenical experience and learn¬
ing by the whole church—laity as well as religious professionals. But he
understood also the importance of Bossey’s as an academic center, with
contacts to other academic institutions. Indeed Irecall the moment in
the 1970s when Isigned, together with Paul, an agreement with the
University of Geneva which established the formal conditions of the
relationship between the University and the Ecumenical Institute, Bossey.

The second area is Paul Crow’s commitment to the movement on
Faith and Order and its continuing life within the framework of the
World Council of Churches. Serving for many years on the Standing
Commission (now Boatd) of Faith and Order, Paul was instrumental in
broadening its wotk beyond the traditional concerns favored by some
as the “legitimate” agenda of Faith and Ordet. Especially as Moderator
of Faith and Order’s “Unity and Renewal” study (1984-1992) he sought
to ensure some dialogue between different theological perspectives, and
to relate the churches’ traditional search for unity to the churches’
engagement in the world. This commitment continued in his strong
support within Faith and Order of the study programme on “Ecclesiology
and Ethics” (1992—1996) conducted jointly with Unit III. I
convinced that this study is of strategic importance for the WCC as a
whole. One other aspect of Paul Crow’s commitment to Faith and Order
and the WCC should be mentioned, namely his policy over many years
of seconding staff from the Disciples of Christ. This has been an
important support for the work of Faith and Order, and for the WCC
as awhole.

Within the ecumenical movement serious convictions are brought
to the table, and difficult decisions must be taken. Much is at stake as
we reflect on how the WCC and the churches—and the wider ecu¬
menical movement—can be faithful to the ecumenical calling in the
world today. In this context it is not to be expected that colleagues

r e m a i n
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always agree with one another, and indeed Paul Crow and Ihave some¬
times differed. What counts is the recognition of one another’s com¬
mitment, and the willingness to continue dialoguing and working
together for the sake of the ecumenical movement as awhole. In this I
count Paul Crow as avalued colleague, and express my appreciation for
his long and faithful years of service to the WCC and to the wider
ecumenical movement.

[signature]
Konrad Ra ise r

General Secretary
World Council of Churches
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R I C H A R D L . H A M M

Reflections on Paul Crows Leadership
and the Future of the Council on Christian Unity
ĥis reflection will not be as personal as some of those that will
be apart of this Festschrifthecuuse Ihave not had the opportunity
to work with Paul Crow over many years, as have others. Ihave

worked with Paul closely and know him well only through the last
years (as aregional minister and now as general minister of our church).
However, as we approach achange in leadership within the Council on
Christian Unity, ageneral unit of the Christian Church (Disciples of
Christ), there are anumber of qualities and commitments that Paul
Crow has embodied that Iwould like to see continued and built upon
by his successor. Iwould like to address these briefly as away of both
honoring Paul and pointing toward the future.

Dr. Crow has given leadership in the
worldwide ecumenical movement

It is hard to imagine that anyone in the world has seen more of the
development of the modern ecumenical movement than Paul Crow. In
fact, he has been present and has participated in so many of the essen¬
tial decisions and policy developments of the great ecumenical councils
of the church. It is asource of pride for Disciples to know that, through
Dr. Crow, as well as other important leaders, we Disciples have contrib¬
uted to the life of the ecumenical movement to adegree far beyond
size as adenomination. It is my hope that the person following Dr.
Crow as President of the Council on Christian Unity will likewise make
it apoint to be available for significant service to the World and Na¬
tional (USA) Councils of Churches.

This service must, of course, be balanced with commitment and en¬
ergy given to nurturing the flame of ecumenical vocation within the
hearts of Disciples. We were born on the American frontier with an

T
s e v e n
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ideological commitment to freedom of the individual. In the late 20'*’
century, radical individualism has continued to increase within Ameri-

culture to the point that common commitment to aparticular
pression of the church (a denomination) is threatened, to say nothing
of common commitment to the ecumenical vision. As the generation
that gave us the modern ecumenical movement is passing from the
scene of daily denominational and congregational leadership, it is cru¬
cial that the ecumenical vision be intentionally nurtured and tended
among us. This is aprimary challenge facing Dr. Crow’s successor.

Dr. Crow has mentored ahost of Disciples leaders
toward commitment to the ecumenical vision

Nowhere is Dr. Crow’s influence within the denomination more
ubiquitous than here. As one looks about at who among younger Dis¬
ciples leaders has the greatest commitment to the ecumenical vision
and to the institutions of ecumenism, one nearly always discovers Dr.
Crow’s guiding hand. So many of these persons have been identified
and intentionally nurtured by Dr. Crow. For example, they have been
given the opportunity to take part in great conciliar meetings (as well as
nitty-gritty institutional work), to participate in the Ecumenical Insti¬
tute at Bossey, and to develop the relationships with ecumenical leaders
that are so crucial to the formation of committed ecumenical spirits.

Mentoring is itself an “endangered species.” All of us in leadership
today can point to persons who nurtured us through the difficult pas¬
sages of ministry and life and helped us prepare for greater responsibil¬
ity. Unfortunately, few of us can point to as many persons whom we
ourselves have similarly mentored. We must recover this art. We can
learn much from Dr. Crow at this point, and his successor must be
similarly inclined.

Dr. Crow has shared the insights he has gained in his
ecumenical experience through writing, teaching and speaking

The journal of ecumenical thought, Mid-Stream, receives and de¬
serves wide readership within the Christian Church (Disciples of
Christ) and beyond. Dr. Crow has also taught seminary classes, served

e x ¬c a n
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as guest lecturer in Disciples seminaries (and the seminaries of other
denominations), has spoken widely in regional assemblies and con¬
gregations, written for ahost of publications, authored books, and
otherwise disseminated agreat deal of accumulated learnings and wis¬
dom. This has greatly enriched Disciples’ understanding of the wider
Christian world and helped to open up our own perspectives and
commitments. Certainly Dr. Crow’s successor should seek to continue
this teaching tradition.

The Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) has awide streak of
naivete at the heart of its tradition. Though we Disciples has always
affirmed the unity of all Christians, we have also taken aminimalist
approach to worship and church life. In rejecting the abuses that were
common in the denominationalism of the 1800s, we also rejected
much of church tradition. The fact is, the church universal did learn
much between the time of the Apostle Paul and 1800, and much of
this learning is found in church tradition. To ignore history is, in¬
deed, to have to repeat it, and many of the problems we Disciples
have experienced in our church life over these past two hundred years
could have been avoided had we more fully appreciated the collective
wisdom of church history and tradition. Through we have recovered
some appreciation for church tradition through our ecumenical in¬
volvements, most Disciples are still woefully lacking in their under¬
standing of the wider tradition of the church. The President of the
Council on Christian Unity must continue to help us overcome this
paucity.

On this special occasion, Iwish to congratulate Paul A. Crow, Jr.
upon the completion of so many years of service as President of the
Council on Christian Unity, as General Secretary ofThe Consultation
on Church Union, and as aseminary professor. The church owes him a
great debt of gratitude. It is my prayer that his retirement years will be
filled with good health, much happiness, and continued productivity.
In addition, it is my sincere hope that he will write abook—or books—
giving account of the many events he has witnessed during his years of
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service, helping those of us who have come after him to understand this
century of prolific ecumenical development.

R i c h a r d L . H a m m
Genera l Min is ter and Pres ident

Christian Church (Disciples of Christ)
in the U.S. and Canada
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V I N T O N R . A N D E R S O N

thas been more than ageneration since Paul Crow became the
budding legend to which he has now matured in the ecumenical
scene. During the late sixties Iwas being introduced to the

Consultation on Church Union, and Paul was busily engaged as a
primary mover in the goal toward organic union. While he diplomatically
conceded to the numerous nuances and variations in the Consultation
on Church Union process, he would remain engaged over the years and
never budged in his conviction that visible unity must be the central
force which drives the ecumenical movement.

Paul has been steadfast at the cutting edge in the pilgrimage of church
unity, and has clearly staked his reputation and scholarship squarely on
faith and order issues as the bedrock for faithful ecumenical ministry.
His penchant to ecumenical theology has motivated many others to
venture beyond the politeness of Christian felicity to substantive en¬
gagement and unfettered trust. Paul has never jettisoned his quest for
organic union because in his heart of hearts he desires that common
expression of visible unity to be achieved.

Whether in the context of the Consultation on Church Union, the
National Council of the Churches of Christ in the USA, or the World
Council of Churches, there were always opportunities to dialogue and
often to partnership with Paul Crow in matters concerning God’s king¬
dom of righteousness, peace and equity.

Ihave appreciated Paul’s friendship for more than aquarter century,
and have valued his opinions and applauded his dedication. At what¬
ever table Paul sits, whether for debate or for ameal, his central focus is
the unity of the church. This Festschrift should be an exciting occasion
to salute Paul, and Ihope it will bring great joy to him and to his family.

Thanks, Paul, for your unstinted devotion to ecumenism, and for
the part you’ve played in helping to clarify the vision and point the way
to acommon understanding. May you experience for the rest of your
earthly journey the koinonia you greatly cherish.

Idon’t remember exactly when, bur Ido remember, Paul, how you
brought afresh testimony of your faith following your father’s home

I
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going. It was during asharing time at the Executive Committee meet¬
ing of the Consultation on Church Union when you told us that losing
your Dad had made the reality of the resurrection aliving hope for you.
It is that same hope we share with you for the ecumenical movement.
No matter how painful the pilgrimage, we have the assurance that in
God’s eternity, “we shall all be one.”

Your Brother in Christ,

V i n t o n R . A n d e r s o n

Bishop, Second Episcopal District
African Methodist Episcopal Church
Washington, D.C.
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JOAN BROWN CAMPBELL

tseems entirely impossible to me that Paul Crow is now moving
toward that transition in career and calling that we generally refer
to as “retirement.” Because Paul has long since internalized his labors

on behalf of Christian unity and its ever-more-visible expression as a
part of his own self-identity, it is difficult to separate Paul’s professional
achievements from his personal identity and attributes. In both life and
career, persistence and determination have been the hallmarks of Paul’s
ministry.

My own acquaintance with Paul Crow now extends through nearly
three decades and involves the quest for Christian unity at the local,
state, national and international levels. In my own early days of ecu¬
menical formation Paul Crow, as aleader in my own denomination,
identified me as apotential ecumenical enthusiast and identified the
ecumenical movement to me as every Christian’s true home. Soon Iwas
off to the Caribbean on an occasion of dialogue and encounter. The
specifics of that visit have now grown dim in my memory, but its im¬
pact upon my soul and psyche remain vivid. Reflecting upon this epi¬
sode today Isalute Paul Crow for that which has been so central to his
own teaching ministry—the capacity to bring evangelistic fervor to the
identification and mentoring of new recruits to the ecumenical move¬
ment he so loves.

Ihave long admired and treasured Paul’s largely unparalleled contri¬
bution to the ecumenical movement through his ceaseless determina¬
tion to bring that movement to an ever-widening circle of people, and
to see to the training and preparation of new leadership for ecumenism.
Paul has, in the main, operated from adenominational base rather than
as an employee of an ecumenical agency. (His service as General Secre¬
tary of the Consultation on Church Union is the one chapter of Paul’s
ministry which is an exception to this). The Christian Church (Dis¬
ciples of Christ) will long have abroad ecumenical base since Paul has
actively recruited young church men and women and provided for their
ecumenical instruction, thus preparing them for afuture of leadership.
Today in the United States, with its pattern of local and state ecumeni-

I
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cal agencies, the Disciples have adisproportionate number of execu¬
tives in the leadership of such local councils. This is, of course, due in
part to the broadly ecumenical basis and self-understanding of that de¬
nomination. Yet it is also true that such leadership emerges only where
it is nurtured and encouraged. In his own homeland and abroad Paul
Crow is able to call the names of adizzying array of ecumenical ser¬
vants, including this General Secretary, whom he first introduced to
their ecumenical callings.

In keeping with this commitment to leadership development Paul
has naturally been asteadfast friend of the World Council of Churches’
Ecumenical Institute at Bossey, near Geneva, Switzerland. Paul has stud¬
ied, taught, served on the Board, raised funds, and recruited students
and faculty for Bossey, knowing well the difference such aplace of study,
preparation and discernment can mean for individuals and ultimately
for the Church.

For many years Paul has served as arepresentative of the Christian
Church (Disciples of Christ) on the delegation representing that church
at the General Assembly of The National Council of the Churches of
Christ in the USA (NCCCUSA). In the ever-evolving scene of ecu¬
menical relationships Paul now serves on “my” board—even as Ionce
served on “his,” as amember of the Disciples’ Council on Christian
Unity. Paul was not the first Ecumenical officer for his communion.
That distinction belongs to George Beasley, who saw to it that the Dis¬
ciples were among the earliest churches to place sufficient importance
upon ecumenical matters to assign specific staff to these responsibili¬
ties. Paul came to that office determined to secure its on-going work as
astrong contribution to the quest for Christian unity. His long tenure,
and his development of the scope and function of the office, have given
the church arich ecumenical legacy.

Much of Paul’s method has been unique in enabling the insights and
gifts of both the parish and the academy to find agood conjunction in
service to Christian unity. Paul has faithfully served as both participant
and advocate for the Faith and Order work of the World Council and
the National Council, and has offered lectures in the seminary and wider
church context across the country and around the world. Flis publica-
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tion Mid-Stream has made alasting contribution as ajournal of opin¬
ion and discussion for the ecumenical movement.

This methodology of combining academic and pastoral insights was
instrumental in Yale Divinity School’s decision to grant Paul aDoctor
of Divinity degree. Iwas privileged to accompany Paul at the time this
doctorate was awarded. Ithought at the time, and still believe today,
that the movement we serve is infinitely strengthened by those who
bring the insights of both communities to bear on the church-dividing
and church-uniting issues of our day.

Paul Crow’s contributions to the World Council of Churches are
ably detailed by others and Ihave spoken of them only in passing in
this brief tribute. Paul’s contributions to the National Council of
Churches and the development of the ecumenical enterprise within the
United States is the real focus of my attention. Paul knows well, and is
known by, the member communions of the NCCCUSA. Through
COCU, Faith and Order, service to the General Assembly and in ahost
of bilateral dialogues Paul has pursued the dream of Christian unity.
Amid it all he has reserved the time and energy to maintain extensive
relationships with the Roman Catholic Church, and longs for aday in
which we will all share in closer, deeper fellowship.

Throughout our thirty-year sojourn in the ecumenical vineyard I
have regarded Paul as friend, mentor and jousting partner. We have
always thought highly enough of each other to disagree on occasion.
Whether on the great issues or the small, we have more than once con¬
fronted our differences with candor and the determination to persuade
each other to the “correct” understanding. It is probably even fair to say
that we have sometimes grown irritable and irritating to one another.
Yet as siblings in the family of God we have continued to forebear with
one another across the years, being led, in part, by our common calling
to aministry of unity.

Paul’s friendship to me has been areliable support over the years, my
experience of agift which he bestows on so many Christian servants
around the world. From his far-flung places of ministry he has sent
postcards bringing me up-to-date on the ecumenical climate, and en¬
couraging my own ministry of the moment. When Iwas installed as
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General Secretary of the National Council of the Churches of Christ in
the USA Paul was there leading with the other ecumenical officers in
the great prayer for the church in the world. Whatever the next chapter

is likely to find him in theof his life may bring, Paul’s
company of others working and praying for the unity of the Church. In
that Ishall take comfort.

r e t i r e m e n t

[signature]
Joan Brown Campbell
General Secretary
National Council of Churches
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F R E D B . C R A D D O C K

I
"i he career of Paul Crow as churchman and ecumenist has been

of such duration and significance that modern church historians
have not waited for his retirement to evaluate his work. Of

course, not all have agreed with the direction of his every endeavor nor
with all the causes in which he has invested his considerable influence.
Only those who work is unimportant are spared criticism. All, however,
speak of Paul with the respect and gratitude due one of the major voices
in the church of the twentieth century. No one’s respect and gratitude
exceed mine. When asked to reflect on our friendship of thirty years, I
had no difficulty deciding to speak more personally than ecclesiastically,
attending more to the man than to the many programs and structures
which bear his mark. And surprisingly swiftly came to mind three words
which characterize all Paul has been and is, all he has done and does.

A f fi r m a t i o n
At the heart of all Paul has said or written is the fundamental affir¬

mation of his faith: The Church of Jesus Christ on earth is one. This
confession informs, inspires, and disciplines everything, and herein
lies the integrity of his achievement. Some church leaders have la¬
bored under the assumption that the Church of Jesus Christ on earth
was one and they have worked long and sincerely to restore that unity.
Others have been guided by the conviction that the Church of Jesus
Christ on earth will be one, and they have striven prayerfully toward
that vision. For Paul the unity of Christ’s Church is not be located in
some Camelot of the past or the future. Were unity acondition of the
past, then the mere passing of rime would more us farther from that
blessed state. Were unity acondition of the future, the slow and diffi¬
cult road toward it would wear down the most fervent and prayerful
among us, despairing short of that hope. But for Paul the oneness of
the church is of its very nature and essence, given by Christ to his
body. Every imperative of ecumenical work springs from this affirma-
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tion. Otherwise, we are trapped in the alternating moods of pride and
despair which attend every partial success or failure.

Pass ion

No characteristic of Paul’s life and work has been more remarkable
than the passion which has marked his ministry to and through the
church. All of us have down times, to be sure, but Paul’s passion for
witnessing to the unity of Christ’s Church has been consistent across
the decades. To appreciate this quality in him one has only to con¬
v e r s e w i t h t h o s e m i n i s t e r s w h o n o w m o u t h w o r d s w i t h o u t t h e fi r e

which propelled them only afew years ago, confessing to agradual
decline of conviction, beaten down by the immensity of the task.
Time itself seems to be the enemy of passion: the process of negative
adaptation sets in and we become accustomed to the way things are.
Add to the dtaining of time the other conditions which contrive to
erode passion for the unity of Christ’s Church. Denominational lines
grow hard, then soft, then hard. New and rigid shapes of denomina-
tionalism rise and flourish under the disguise of non-denomination-
alism. Even among cooperating church bodies, ecumenical efforts are
treated programmatically as marginal or optional. It is as though little
energy is left after evangelistic efforts and stewardship drives, though
abrief note about alocal ecumenical gathering may make the an¬
nouncement page. And time does not permit giving attention to all
the new shapes and numbers of enemies of the unity of Christ’s
Church. Older forms of denominational entrenchment pale in power
compared to the forces of sexism, racism, class hatred, belligerent na¬
tionalism, and cruel moralisms. To continue to embrace the affirma¬
tion that Christ’s Church is one and to witness to it with unflagging
passion is nothing short of miraculous. To see it and to hear it is to
experience the active Spirit of God in aperson’s life. After all these
years, to listen to Paul is to be reminded that something very impor¬
tant is at stake.
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Memory
Ihave come increasingly to appreciate Paul’s unwillingness to jetti¬

son any part of the church historical in order to purchase some gain
for the church ecumenical. We do not become who we are by forget¬
ting who we were, but apparently many congregations think so. Not
only are denominational linkages being disguised or put in small print
but the identity “church” is being dropped in favor of “fellowship” or
“community” or “assembly.” And gone also are the great hymns and
the historic creeds. Such planned amnesia, regardless of its apparent
immediate popularity, can only be detrimental to informed faith and
disciplined hope.

Paul and Ibelong to achurch body which learned painfully that
trying to read the Bible as though there were no centuries of history
in between is an illusion. Much has happened in the world, in the
church, and in ourselves. In fact, this attempt at Bible study is not
only an illusion, it is adenial of the continuing presence and work of
Christ whenever and wherever believers have gathered to worship, to
pray, and to witness to the world.Twenty centuries without the Christ
we met in the Scriptures is unthinkable. Of course, no one gives blan¬
ket endorsement to all the church has said and done during those
years. History has entire chapters detailing the church’s cruelty not
only toward unbelievers but also toward dissenting brothers and sis¬
ters. And that story has not ended in our own “enlightened” day. The
church everywhere should begin each day in repentance. But God has
never given up on the church or the world, and nothing could be
more debilitating to the life and witness of the church than this im¬
posed amnesia, this forgetting who we were as the way to be who we
a r e .

Paul has consistently demonstrated that he understands the Chris¬
tian life to be, among other things, an act of memory. The believer or
the congtegation which cannot remember prior to birth is an orphan.
If we cannot remember Abraham and Sarah, Moses and Miriam, Mary
and Jesus, Phoebe, Peter and Paul; if we cannot remember Augustine,
Cyril, Theresa, Aquinas, Julian of Norwich, Luther, Calvin, Knox,
and Wesley; if we have forgotten Nicea, Chalcedon, Constantinople,
Rome, Hippo, Wittenburg, Geneva, and Canterbury, then the church
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is athing dislodged in the world, without mother or father, astranger
among s t rangers .

But Paul remembers, not only as achurch historian but as abe¬
liever. When he affirms that the Church of Jesus Christ on earth is
one he is not speaking simply as acommentator on the present; he
takes the long view, remembering,

[signature]
Fred B. Craddock

Bandy Distinguished Professor
of Preaching and New Testament, Emeritus
Candler School of Theology
Emory University.
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V I V I A N R O B I N S O N

count it an honor as well as aprivilege to be asked to write this
tribute for Dr. Paul A. Crow, Jr. For twenty-eight years, Ihave been
pleasantly associated with him through the Consultation on Church

Union (hereafter referred to as COCU or the Consultation); first as a
member of the COCU Executive Committee and secondly as president
of the Consultation for the past eight years.

When Ibecame amember of the COCU Executive Committee, I
felt alittle uncomfortable because Iwas alay person among so many
ministers and theologians. It was Paul Crow who went out of his way to
make me feel comfortable and who assured me that my years as acol¬
lege professor and my years as aChristian Educator caused me to have
much to offer the Consultation. Ever since then, Ihave been inspired
and helped by his profound knowledge, his sincerity, his integrity, and
his genuine interest in Church union in particular and the entire ecu¬
menical movement in general. His accomplishments as aphilosopher, a
scholar, and ahumanitarian did not come by accident. Early in his life
he began the preparation for his achievements.

His early career prospects, however, would not have led him in the
direction he has pursued. Would you believe that early in his life he
wanted to be aprofessional baseball player with the New York Yan¬
kees and serve as achemist with Dupont? Well, that is true. Following
this plan for his life, he completed aB.S. degree in Chemistry. How¬
ever, the desire to make the Christian ministry his life-long vocation
overshadowed these earlier career options; and he prepared for the
ministry by studying for and receiving the B.D., S.T.M., and Ph.D.
degrees. His thesis for his B.D. degree was titled “The Nature of the
Unity We Seek.” The dissertation title for the Ph.D. degree was
Concept of Unity in Diversity in Faith and Order Conversations from
Lausanne (1927) to Oberlin (1957) Conferences.” As he worked with
COCU, these two themes from his thesis and dissertation were evi¬
dent in al l of his del iberations.

Since his beginning with COCU, Paul Crow has had aleadership
role. In December, 1963, he was elected Associate Executive Secretary

I

T h e
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on the basis of asalary of only $50.00 per month plus travel and other
expenses. He had been at -work for COCU since September, 1963. Ac¬
cording to the minutes of that December, 1963 meeting, the entire
budget was only $4,325.08. Of course during this period, 1961-1968,
he was also Professor of Church History and Historical Theology as
well as Acting Dean at the Lexington Theological Seminary.

In 1965, Paul Crow helped to edit astudy book interpreting the
work of the Consultation. He also prepared the prospectus, at the Ex¬
ecutive Committee’s request, for APlan of Union} In 1968, he was
unanimously elected the first General Secretary of the Consultation on
Church Union. In his first report as General Secretary to the June, 1974
COCU Executive Committee Paul wrote these words:

The past three years have been adifficult time for the ecumenical
movement; atime ironically when COCU was geared up to take off
What do the difficulties mean? Were we doing the wrong things? No,
we were simply in avery difficult period. God was shaking up the world,
and many people were losing the faith. It could not have been aworse
time for COCU in acertain sense; yet we have not only survived but
matured and learned to live by grace. Even small gains in aperiod like
this are significant.

When rumors were afloat many years later that “COCU was dead,”
Paul Crow used this same theme of optimism to allay our fears and to
assure us that God is still in control.

In 1974, Paul resigned as General Secretary of the Consultation to
become president of the Council on Christian Unity of the Christian
Church (Disciples of Christ). In acertificate of appreciation given to
him by tbe COCU Executive Committee (of which Iwas apart) for his
six years of efficient service, we find these words as printed in the June,
1974 minutes:

1. We Believe that it was in the grace and goodness of God
that Paul A. Crow, Jr. was brought to us as our first Gen¬
eral Secretary.

2. He was willing to leave asecure position in the academic
field to work in the risky cutting edge of the ecumenical
w o r l d .
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3. He has effectively interpreted the nature and ntission of
COCU in this land and in other places in the world.

4. In the dark hours he has provided buoyant optimism, not
irresponsibility, while seeking out positive signs of hope.

5. In his person he has embodied the qualities required for a
united Church: theological insight, historical understand¬
ing, wide knowledge, infinite patience and Christian Charity.

The contributions Paul Crow has made to COCU since 1974 are
too numerous to mention, but Imust name afew. He has remained a
member of the COCU Executive Committee until now as chair of the
delegation of the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ). He has car¬
ried the message of COCU to seminaries and to many other organiza¬
tions. He has served as chairperson of COCU’s Commission on Church
Order, and has served as lecturer and consultant on behalf of COCU
nationally and internationally. Additionally, he is aprolific writer about
the work of the Consultation. As editor oiMid-stream, aquarterly pub¬
lication of the Council on Christian Unity of the Christian Church
(Disciples of Christ), he has kept readers abreast of ecumenical move¬
ments today and has published many articles and special editions on
the work of the Consultation.

He has helped to shape the direction in which COCU IS now mov¬
ing. As we moved from APlan of Union to The COCU Consensus: In
Quest of aChurch of Christ Unitinf and on to Churches in Covenant
Communion: The Church of Christ Uniting,̂  Paul Crow has made an
invaluable contribution.

With his training and commitment to the ecumenical movement,
Paul has become one of our foremost ecumenists. Not only has he been
an integral part of the Consultation on Church Union, he has also
participated in church union negotiations all over the world. He has
had leadership responsibilities in the World Council of Churches, and
of course in his own communion, the

Christian Church (Disciples of Christ). In every capacity he has
served, whether in COCU or elsewhere, he has served extremely well.
He has always performed his official duties with integrity and fearless
d e t e r m i n a t i o n .
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He is the author of more than six books and over 200 articles. Two of
his latest books are Christian Unity: Matrix for Mission and The Anatomy
of aNineteenth Century Church. As mentioned earlier, he is the editor of
Mid-Stream, an Ecumenical Journal. Currently, he is writing The His¬
tory of the Faith and Order Movement 1910-1990.

One would wonder what time he has for family; but in spite of all
the activities in which he is engaged, he takes time for family. If you
want to see him beam with pride, just ask him about his wife Mary
Matthews Crow, his three children, and his six grandchildren. They are
all extremely important to him and support him in the work he does.

In summary, Isay that Paul is known as one whose heart is on fire with
ecumenism. There is an old proverb which says, “When the heart is on
fire, some sparks flyout of the mouth.” When Paul speaks or writes about
ecumenism, we know sparks of enthusiasm and hope for the future of the
movement will come forth. May he have ahappy retirement while con¬
tinuing his contributions to the ecumenical movement.

[Signature]
V i v i a n R o b i n s o n
Pres iden t
C o n s u l t a t i o n o n C h u r c h U n i o n

'Princeton, N.J., Consultation on Church Union, 1970.

^Ed. by Gerald F. Moede, Baltimore, Consultation on Church Union, 1985.
Princeton, N.J., Consultation on Church Union, 1989.
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H O W A R D E . S H O R T

Friend

nee Iwas invited to speak at the Christian Church in Lanett,
Alabama, Paul Crow’s home church. Istayed in aprivate home
and the lady of the house said, “I want you to meet the nice

young boy who lives across the street.” So we went over to the Crow
home and Imet Pau l .

After ashort conversation with him, it was easy to think that this was
ayoung man who was going places. He was alert, bright, courteous to
his elders. Although we were of different generations, we were able to
form afriendship that has lasted almost half acentury. It is agood
quality in ateenager to be able to relate to an older person without
either bowing to their superiority or cringing as alowly subordinate.

One thing that impressed me very much was Paul’s college career. He
majored in chemistry. When Itook General Inorganic Chemistry at
Eureka College, the professor told me at the end of the first semester
that Idid not need to come back for the second term. With Paul’s

native ability no doubt he could have had acareer in this field if he had
chosen to do so.

o

Student

If my memory serves me correctly, Paul served aterm as President of
the national student organization of the Christian Church (Disciples of
Christ). At this early age he showed his ability at leadership. There are
brilliant persons who are “loners,” and who do not function well in a
group. This fellow, however, could channel his knowledge into society
and lead others into thought and action.

Soon after he entered seminary, Paul decided to major in church
history, my department. In those days Itaught the whole range of
history from new Testament times to the present. So, Paul got afair
picture of twenty centuries of the church’s life. It was quite evident
that he was interested in more than denominational history. Although
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he was a“loyal” Disciple, he was interested in the larger church, the
e c u m e n i c a l fi e l d .

His thesis was titled, “The Nature of the Unity We Seek.” He was
not much interested in organizational or structural unity. The unity he
was looking for and has advocated throughout his career, is the unity of
Christians in Jesus Christ, the Lord of the Church. Although Icould
not foresee the leadership he would assume in the whole church, Icould
see that he was never going to be an isolationist who believed that his
denomination was the one that had the whole truth.

Colleague
As aresult of his insight into the nature of the church, Ifelt ready

to recommend Paul Crow to my alma mater, Hartford Seminary Foun¬
dation, for graduate study. There he earned the Ph.D. degree. He also
had anew type of experience that surely helped him on his way. He
became the minister of aCongregational church. This gave him close
c o n t a c t w i t h C h r i s t i a n s o f a d i f f e r e n t t r a d i t i o n a n d w i t h N e w E n ¬

gland culture—which is somewhat different from that of Alabama!
From this point on, he was no longer just my student; he was my
colleague in Christian ministry. He has continued to call me “Profes¬
sor” all through the years, but we have been follow ministers, in the
church and in the c lassroom.

When Iwas agraduate student, my major professor, Elmer Ellsworth
Schultz Johnson, said to me one day that the greatest joy in teaching
was to see your students succeed in their ministry. Ithought at the time
that it would be nice to have alittle glory myself Long since, Ihave
learned that Dr. Johnson was right. True, it may reflect some glory on
the instructor, hut that seems secondary. Just to watch astudent de¬
velop and become aleader is joy enough. This has been the case for my
relationship with Dr. Crow. Through the years, as he has risen to new
heights of leadership in the whole church my satisfaction has increased
with each new step that he has taken.

When the Consultation on Church Union was organized by some
nine denominations, Paul Crow was asked to be the head of the

Ibelieve his title was “Secretary of COCU.” He was at homeg r o u p
with the leaders of the various churches; he had studied about them
and now he had the opportunity to meet and work with members of
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other traditions. If there was any friction among these people Idid
not hear about i t .

It was anatural move for Paul to come into the leadership of the
Council on Christian Unity of his own denomination, aposition he
fills with great ability. In spite of the heritage that Disciples have of
striving for the unity of the church, not all of us have been willing to
come together with others and make acommon search for it. Some
have felt, through the generations, that our fathers, the Campbells and
Scott and Stone, had already found unity. The task then shifted from
the search for unity, to an attempt to get everyone to come into the
“ t r u e c h u r c h . ”

As aresult of these views our movement divided into two separate
denominations by the turn of the twentieth century, and in the last
half-century there has been further division. It isn’t apretty picture that
we present—a three-way division in the church that claimed to have
found the formula for unity.

In 1930, aWorld Convention was formed at ageneral meeting in
Washington, DC This was largely the work of Jesse Bader, who was
named the head of the organization. Just to show that Paul Crow is not
perfect, he had some difficulty in relating to this group when he began
his present work. Many denominations have world organizations but
they are made up of national bodies which are quite alike in history,
tradition, doctrine and practice. But our world organization included
what is now the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) and the so-
called “independent” churches. (I say “so-called” because Imaintain
that they are no more “independent” than we are—in fact the two groups
are independent of each other).

Although the World Convention continues to function and has qua¬
drennial assemblies. Dr. Crow rightly felt that aworld organization of
Disciples was needed.The Disciples organizations in the respective coun¬
tries join together to plan and carry out these gatherings. It is my im¬
pression that the Campbell-Stone churches in many countries have a
closer relationship than we do in the United States. Ihave always urged
our leadership, including Dr. Crow, to foster this relationship and help
present apicture of one unified, historic movement to the rest of the
church world. Many Disciple leaders, including Dr. Crow, have not
been as enthusiastic about this as Ihave been.
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M e n t o r
For many years now, Ihave learned more about the world church

from Paul Crow than he ever learned from me. He has become my
mentor in these mat ters. He has t ravel led the wor ld and is at home
with the leaders of ascore of world churches. He has had more than
one visit with the head of the Roman Catholic Church, the Pope, in
Rome. (I prefer not to call these meetings an “audience” with the
Pope. That term should be reserved for Roman Catholic pilgrims).
On all these trips and at all the conferences and committee meetings,
Paul has sent me apostcard, sketching the purpose of the meeting
and his part in it. Isuppose Ihave over ahundred cards stored away.
Through these Ihave been kept up-to-date on the status of the coop¬
eration among the churches.

Conc lus ion
In many churches the president, presiding bishop, or whatever the

heard of the church is called, is also the chief ecumenical officer. So far as
Ican recall, the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) is the only body
that is structured with one major program division being allotted to unity.
So, the president of the Council on Christian Unity is the logical person
to represent us. Ibelieve the statesmanship of Dr. Crow and the various
presidents of the church has been at work to make our system effective.

Early in this paper Isaid that Dr. Crow was not much interested in
structural unity. Like it or not, he is involved in the structure as presi¬
dent of aunit of his church. It still appears that he is not interested in
structure for its own sake—just in order to view with pride aperfectly
organized body with officers, committees and regular meeting dates.
No; he uses structure as it is needed.

The years fly by. Now my dear student is retiring, joining those of us
in our third decade of retirement. My advice to him is: “Get alife!”—a
new life, that is. Your ordination did not expire with the end of your
career. May your new type of ministry be as fruitful as the working
years have been.

[signature]
Howard E . Shor t

Professor of Church History Emeritus
Lexington Theol. Seminary, Lexington, Kentucky
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D E S M O N D T U T U

ver since Iwas asked whether Iwould be willing to contribute to
this richly-deserved tribute to Paul Crow and Ihad accepted this

Jwonderful honour, Ihave had two biblical texts constantly in
mind. They came quite spontaneously in connection with Paul.

The one occurs in the first chapter of St. John’s Gospel. John the
Baptist points out that Jesus is the Lamb of God, and two of his dis¬
ciples then follow Jesus and ask Him where He is staying and He says,
“Come and see.” They spend most of the rest of the day with Him.
Andrew, one of the two, presumably impressed and convinced by what

gone and seen, then goes off to find his brother Simon and
brings him to Jesus. With this action Andrew becomes the patron saint
of the church’s missionary endeavour. Alittle later Philip, who has also
encountered Jesus, goes off to find the sceptical and scoffing Nathaniel
who, unimpressed by Jesus’ credentials of coming from Nazareth, pours
scorn at the though anything good could ever come from that despised
town. Philip does not argue with Nathaniel. He repeats the formula
that Jesus had used with the first pair of enquiring disciples of the Bap¬
tist: “Come and see.”

Ifound that these words were so apt for Paul Crow. In the early days
of ecumenical dialogue between the different communions and denomi¬
nations, one was constantly being bombarded with all sorts of sophisti¬
cated and erudite theological disquisitions setting out the reasons why
the said denominations were where they were in the ecclesiastical maze.
Ican assure you mosr of these were formidable and quite intimidating,
and some of us were insignificant upstarts in the international ecu¬
menical d iscussions.

Paul could hold his own with the best of them in all these exchanges.
And yet it was none of the tour de force performances that left an indel¬
ible impression on me. It was not all their theological wizardry. No, it
was how deeply Iwas impressed, indeed touched, by Paul’s gentleness
with aquiet smile softening an already attractive face that seemed to
speak volumes for the sort of person he was. Perhaps it should not have
been surprising. After all ours is ultimately an incarnation faith. It is

he had
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about aGod, the transcendent invisible spirit, who tabernacles among
us, who takes our flesh and through whom the divine story is made
accessible to mere mortals. “Come and see”—when one accepted the
invitation one would be converted by what one saw rather by what had
been said, however eloquently.

The second biblical text is to be found in the Acts of the Apostles.
Peter and John have been arrested after the healing of the lame man
who had sat begging at the Temple gate. The Sanhedrin are amazed at
the eloquence and indeed knowledge of the scriptures of Peter and John,
who are clearly unlettered men—they had been fishers not noted nor¬
mally for their erudition, and the Jewish Council, we are told, “took
note that they (the apostles) had been with Jesus.” This is slightly am¬
biguous, though the obvious meaning is brought out in one of the
versions which translates the same passage as, “they took note that they
had been companions of Jesus.” This could account for their knowl¬
edge of the scriptures, for their boldness and their eloquence. But I
have always had at the back of mind an understanding that Ihave found
attractive, that the Sanhedrin realized that there was apeculiar quality
about Peter and John, not just their eloquence and knowledge but a
spiritual attribute, akind of power which set them apart from those
who had not been with Jesus. It was as if something of the soul, we call
it the charisma, the attractiveness of Jesus had somehow rubbed off on
His closest companions. We have been aware of it in the presence of
certain people: aMother Theresa, aDali Lama, aMahatma Gandhi, a
Brother Roger, aMartin Luther King, Jr. You know you are in apres¬
ence, someone whose character confirms his or her utterances. Some¬
one has said, “What you are is so loud Ican’t hear what you are saying.”
That could not be said of Paul.

What he is and what he said were all of apiece and I, for one, give
thanks that Ihave been touched by such atransparently good disciple
of Jesus, someone of whom it could be said, “We took note that he had
been with Jesus.” The gentleness of Jesus, His compassion. His rever¬
ence for the personhood of others, giving them space to be who God
wanted them to be—al l o f th is rubbed off on to Paul and made h im

such an attractive advocate for Ghristian unity, one who is effective
without browbeating others, by letting them be their authentic selves
without blotting out others.
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Iwas asensitive creature in my earliest forays into the world of Faith
and Order and it was good that Ihad Paul as amentor. He contributed
to making me whom Ihave turned out to be, and Igive thanks to God
for His outstanding servant who was confident enough to say, “Come
and see,” depending on the fact that people would “take note that he
had been with Jesus.”

[signature]
D e s m o n d Tu t u

Archbishop Emeritus
Anglican Church
Cape Town, South Africa
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JOHN VIKSTROM

Torchbearer

once saw Paul pedal astationary exercise cycle at an athletic club in
Indianapolis. This exercise—like everything he did at the gym—
was done with such determination that it would not have surprised

me at all if the cycle had actually started moving across the floor. Ihave
never seen Paul run, but when Itry to imagine him running Ifind
myself picturing him with atorch in his hand.

When the Holy Spirit created the church, uniting different nations,
languages and cultures, people could see tongues of flame. Fire is thus a
special symbol of the ecumenical movement and of the unity of the
Church. The ecumenical movement, however, consists not only of quick
blazes of Christians experiencing profound togetherness here and there,
inspiring and catching as such experiences may be. The issue is rather
the original and common flame which must be carried onward, toward
the finish. The ecumenical movement means commitment and deter¬
mined work for the visible unity of the Church of Christ.

Ican still remember how the Olympic torch was carried through my
home district before the opening ceremony of the Helsinki Olympic
Games in 1952. The burning torch was passed from runner to runner.
The fire that had been lit by rays of the sun on Mount Olympus kindled
excitement in us. We felt we were witnessing agreat historic event.

The ecumenical movement also means carrying and passing atorch—
atorch whose fire came from heaven on the first Pentecost, atorch
which, like the Olympic flame, also has aclear goal, and which there¬
fore ca l ls fo r commi tment .

Ihave read and heard about Paul receiving his ecumenical torch from
certain leading figures of this movement who had impressed him deeply.
During these past years the torch has not been carried by Paul alone, of
course, but we who have had the opportunity to work with him on vari¬
ous occasions have seen what afirm and strong hold he has had on it.

We rejoice that Paul’s grip on the torch of the ecumenical movement
is not loosening, though he is now entering anew phase in his life. We
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badly need leaders who untiringly keep the central content of faith in
focus, the content without which the ecumenical movement would only
be emotions, organizational structures and strategies.

Paul still has so much to give. Therefore, dear brother, keep going to
the gym, so that you’ll have the strength to hold the torch high!

[signature]
John Vikstrom
Archbishop of Turku and Finland
Evangelical Lutheran Church in Finland
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G . H U G H W I L S O N

Dreams We Never Finish

had Walsh in God at Large offers avariation on the familiar
fairy tale. Aprincess is thrown into adeath-like coma when a
spindle pricks her hand. She is left to rest in state in the deserted

castle, which becomes engulfed by bushes and briars. The princess has
one hundred years to dream of the young Prince who will awaken her,
kiss her lightly, marry her, and share alife of uninterrupted bliss.

Acentury later, aPrince comes across the abandoned castle. Gaining
entrance is very difficult, however. The briars tear his clothing, scratch
his face and hands. When he finally finds the sleeping Princess, he kisses
her softly. She stirs, but afrown comes to her face. “You aren’t the Prince
that was promised!” His hands are dirty, his hair dishevelled, face
scratched, clothes tattered.

c

He invites her to come with him, to be the Queen, to accept his love.
“No, No! ... Idon’t want to be aQueen. Idon’t want to wear acrown,
to entertain ambassadors, to tell servants what to do. Let me sleep. Let
me dream. Dreams are better than life. They never hurt you. Go away!”

That is not the typical, “lived happily ever after,” kind of fairy tale. It
points to the truth that dreams, though often inspiring and releasing,
can be dangerous. We may dream of perfection, but life is imperfect.
The prince of the dream was betrer than the scratched, tattered, thirty-
three-year-old prince of reality.

Some hope for and search for the perfect mate, perfect friends, per-
be fulfilled in the “other,”feet schools, perfect jobs. Their dream can

only in the perfect “other.” One man spent years looking for the perfect
wife. Finally he found her. The bad news: she was looking for the per¬
fect husband! When amarriage, arelationship, aschool or job is less
than one hundred percent satisfying, unrest seems intolerable.

Likewise, some hope for and seek the perfect government, the ideal
society. Their dream can exclude any compromise, any recognition of
slow or moderate development. The demand for the perfect can “elimi-
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nate the choice between better and worse.”' If the imperfect is evil,
everything is evil and distinctions of degree are lost.

Still others hope for and seek to be perfect themselves. “If Itry
hard enough, Ican be rid of this demon, get rid of these dark thoughrs,
never be tempted again, and become perfectly whole and holy.” It is
belief in that fairy tale that some blame as areason for the increase in
teenage suicides. The good news is not that we can persist and pull
ourselves up to perfection, but that God loves and accepts us. Accept¬
ing that acceptance, we are freed and live differently, though never
flawlessly.

The same vanity is seen in the hope for and search for the perfect
church: let’s simply return to the pristine church of Paul’s lifetime, or
of rhe Ante-Nicene Fathers, or in the mind of Augustine, or Calvin,
or Wesley. Whether we long for alost model to be recovered or an
emerging model to be completed, the goal is the ideal. Anything less
is ungodly!

Such afairy tale has not consumed ecumenist Paul A. Crow, Jr. One
can imagine ascenario in which ayoung Disciple is infused with com¬
mitment to full organic union which he pursues with passion. That
causes him to devote years of service to the Consultation on Church
Union in order to help develop The Plan of Union. Utterly disappointed
and feeling rejected when that failed to dissolve all differences among
the member denominations, our imaginary protagonist will have noth¬
ing to do with developing aCOCU Consensus or enlisting support for a
Covenanting process. Such compromises are viewed as
distractions from the only proper goal for aperfectly united church.

That same kind of commitment could cause an ecumenical leader to
work with others to find the best structure for the World Council of
Churches, or the National Council of the Churches of Christ in the
USA. Once that has been put in place, he defends it adamantly against
any modification or development—how dare anew generation redo
what we did once and for all!

Acompletely different scenario could describe achurchman carry¬
ing the portfolio for Christian unity who is simply aconsummate poli¬
tician. Putting together majorities, championing the emerging fashion,
giving voice to contradictory goals, it is difficult to see any over-arching
principle, any consistent vision, any faithfulness to aworthy dream.

u n f a i t h f u l
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Paul Crow has avoided those traps so well, so often. Holding to the
dream, pursuing the vision, seeking the fulness of the Christian com¬
munity has not caused him to live in unreality. In many discussions,
debates, and decisions, he has championed the ideal but also sought the
attainable. That judgment must often be afine one: when to press for
more, and when to allow people to rest on one rung of the ladder before
taking the next step upward.

In one sense, of course, we do need to complete our dreams: translat¬
ing ideals into action, goals into growth. But in another sense, our dreams
always remain unfinished. And it is this dream—the dream that exceeds
our grasp—which raises our sights, which causes us to aspire for more
than we can accomplish, which calls us to seek achurch that is beyond
our comprehension, and to be open to what God creates, renews, and
e n t r u s t s t o u s .

[signature]
G. Hugh Wilson
Ghairperson
Council on Christian Unity
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