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Baptism, Eucharist,
Ministry

Some Thoughts on Reception

Alexandros Papaderos

Please stop making things difficult for us any longer by writing and sending us
anything more on these matters. For you treat the luminaries and teachers of the
church now in one way, now in another. You honour and revere them in words but re-
ject them in your deeds. You describe our arms as useless; moreover it is their holy
divine words we use in writing to vou and in your efforts to answer you. So you
vourself spare us the trouble. Go then your own way ! If you want to write to us, do so
out of friendship but not abous doctrines. Fare well!!

“Fare well!” That was the Orthodox East’s final word to the West, in the
throes of its Reformation, when Jeremias II, the Ecumenical Patriarch of Con-
stantinople, felt compelled to break off the theological correspondence with the
Tiibingen theologians four hundred years ago. Significantly enough, his last let-
ter dealt among other things with the mysteries (sacraments) of the church. But it
had meanwhile become clear to him that, because of renovations which neither
the Old Rome nor the New could “‘receive”, the earlier great schism of Christen-
dom (1054) was being followed by another. “Go then your own way'’ — leave us
to go ours! “Write to us — out of friendship but not about doctrines — Fare
well!”

Although they have certainly not “fared well” in their isolation, both worlds
have in fact gone their own ways for nigh on four centuries, until quite recently
they met each other once again, this time in the far west, in Lima in Peru. Now,
moreover, it was not only the correspondents of four centuries ago who were pre-
sent but also representatives of the “Old Rome” and of many other ““old” and
“new"", not only from the East and West but also from the whole oikoumene,
now become truly world-embracing. They met not only out of friendship but also
to talk about doctrines! But above all, they met because they and the churches
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which had delegated them no longer felt well each going its own way. Their firm
intention in meeting, therefore, was to prepare and propose steps leadirig 10 ““the
way”’ which is also the Truth and the Life (John 14:6).

This representative ecumenical gathering in Lima has resulted in the initiation
once again of a “correspondence” —this time between all the churches — in
which once again the mysteries (sacraments) are the theme: baptism, eucharist
and ministry. No longer is it a question here of divergent disputations. Thanks
to a desire to converge and draw closer together, a convergence tex: was
unanimously agreed and given to us all, to our immense joy. For our
“rebaptism” into the faith of the apostolic church, for penitence and for the pro-
motion of eucharistic communion with our Lord and with each other, and for the
witness and service of the great mysteries of the unity and salvation of the whole
people of the triune God, for his whole cosmos. For obedience, therefore, to the

gospel.

What is BEM?

BEM seems to me, firstly and supremely, a fruit of the faithful fulfiiment
of the task explicitly entrusted to the Faith and Order Commission by f1s con-
stitution ““to proclaim the oneness of the church of Jesus Christ and to call
the churches to the goal of visible unity in one faith and one eucharistic
fellowship, expressed in worship and common life in Christ, in order that the
world might believe™.? After a period of almost half a century — far too long
a time when one considers the urgency of the ecumenical concern and the im-
patience our generation, but understandable when we remember just how pro-
foundly divided and torn the church and theology has been — the Commis-
sion has now presented the churches with a concrete proposal which takes ac-
count explicitly or implicitly of all the tasks assigned to the Commission in its
constitution. For this the Commission and the World Council of Churches
deserve our gratitude.

As to what BEM really is and what its authors themselves wish it to be
understood, the document’s own preface provides ample information. BEM
starts from the commonly accepted truth that one of the vital prerequisites for
the visible unity of the churches is fundamental agreement in the doctrinal dif-
ferences in respect of baptism, eucharist and ministry. Even if BEM has not
achieved a “consensus” it has nevertheless registered “a remarkable degree of
agreement”’. BEM, therefore, is one of the most important stages on the way to
visible unity.

This step does not carry us directly forwards, but backwards in order to ad-
vance. In the ecumenical movement, the churches ‘“have been blessed anew
_ through listening to each other and jointly returning to the primary sources”,
namely, “‘the tradition of the gospel testified in scripture, transinitted in and by
the church through the power of the Holy Spirit’”’. Like the Lima text itseif, this
confession is perhaps the first ecumenical evidence of an agreement in the
divisive question of the inner coherence of scripture and tradition.

2Baptism, Bucharist and Ministry, Faith and Order Paper No. 111, Geneva, WCC, 1982, p. vili. The
references in this section are all to the preface of this volume.
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Faithful to its own purpose, the text concentrates on “those aspects of the
theme that have been directly or indirectly related to the problems of mutual
recognition leading to unity”. The clear aim of the document is to tackle themes
that disturb unity, not only theoretical but also practical questions since the latter
have frequently fuelled dissension (questions of ritual, for example). There is no
attempt to provide a “complete theological treatment” or to hide “disputed
issues still in need of further research and reconciliation”. Reference is made to
these in the commentary accompanying the main text in the form of parentheses,
an outstanding and helpful innovation.

Although what we have before us is a “finally revised document”, the process
remains open. The responses of the churches will be compared and collated, and
a proposed world conference will study the ecumenical implications for the chur-
ches. Even after this text, but from now on with this text, we are still on the way!-

Finally, the text is witness to a conviction which is of special importance
for us all. “We have become increasingly aware of our unity in the body of
Christ.” The authors, therefore, are filled with transparent joy by the
“rediscovery” of our common heritage in the gospel and believe that the
ecumenical movement has been led to a “kairos” which must be grasped by
us all, above all, by the whole people of God whose access to the common
joy must also be made possible. Complete “consensus” (as ‘“‘experience of
life and articulation of faith”, rooted “in the communion built on Jesus
Christ and the witness of the apostles”) is, of course, a gift of the Spirit and
“can only be proclaimed after the churches reach the point of living and ac-
ting together in unity”.

The authors of the Lima text have themselves, therefore, pointed out frankly
and honestly the nature and essence, purpose and function, limits, possibilities
and weaknesses of the text before us. By doing so, they have also made clear the
direction and range of the reception requested of the churches.

What BEM is not

The next question is how the Lima text is viewed by those to whom it is ad-
dressed. This must remain an open question until the churches produce their of-
ficial responses. Till that time, we must be content with comments that only com-
mit their authors, especially if, as in my case, they are lay theologians without
specialized knowledge of comparative ecclesiology or dogmatics.

So far as I am aware, no discussion of the kind which is appropriate for this
significant and potentially pioneering text has yet taken place in the Orthodox
church. Apart from a few commentaries, not uniformly positive or negative,
there is only one really instructive utterance of any note. I refer to the statement
made by Dimitrios, the Ecumenical Patriarch of Constantinople, on 3 March
1983, in which he affirms that, in the Lima text on “Baptism, Eucharist and
Ministry”, “the Orthodox Church is pleased to discover many elements of its
teaching on these central themes”.3 We shall come back to this statement later
on. What can perhaps already be said right away is what BEM is not meant to be
and what it cannot be for us Orthodox.

3Episkepsis, 1983, No. 291, p. 2.
195



THE ECUMENICAL REVIEW

First, BEM is not a chapter from a handbook of doctrine following the
chapters on the Holy Trinity, christology, ecclesiology, etc. If anyone is expect-
ing this, he must learn as quickly as possible that this could not possibly be the
purpose and meaning of this text. On the contrary, it says ‘“Adieu” (it is to be
hoped, for ever) to the scholastic mode of thinking, questions and answering,.
But it is also the parting of the ways, clearly, for a “pure”, “objective”, “scien-
tific”’ theology, although the findings of science are not of course ignored such as
the new understanding of the basic significance of épiskopé, for example+. But
the main emphasis here is not on what the theologians are saying but what the
Spirit is saying to the churches. If we grasp this, we shall have no great diffi-
culty in discovering the solid triadological, christological, ecclesiological,
pneumatologica] and eucharistic basis of theology which forms the basis for
building the future of the church solidly and with “material” tested through the
centuries.

Second, BEM is not a presentation of the doctrine of one tradition e.g. the
Orthodox tradition. If the Commission had presented a *“‘pure” Orthodox text, I,
as an Orthodox theologian, would have been hardly any less disturbed than I
would have been if confronted with a “pure”, “Latin”, Old Catholic, Walden-
sian or Baptist text, or with a text conforming to “black” or “‘yellow” theology,
or a text reflecting the theology of liberation. the theology of a charismatic, or of
some ulta-conservative or ultra-radical movement. In that case, it would have
been reasonable for me to assume either that a miracle had happened (hardly
likely at this stage) and that a general consensus had developed in one particular,
namely in “my”, direction, or else that the Commission had ignored its specific
mandate and failed to achieve its concrete goal. I am grareful, therefore, that I
have precisely this text before me and not another! For this reason, BEM does
not lend itself to global judgments. Assertions that BEM is, for example, on the
whole t0o Orthodox, too Catholic, too Lutheran, or in certain places “purely”
Calvinist or Zwinglian, are in fact simple global judgments and as such we should
globally ignore them ! Nor is BEM a taboo which we are forbidden to touch. The
critical discussion of the text is part of the process of reception. Even a positive
official response by the churches at this stage certainly cannot be regarded as of-
ficial reception. Yes, therefore, to critical appraisal providing, of course, that the
criticism serves the ultimate goal to which the churches are together committed.
For the text has been sent to the churches to be received and not to be reviewed.

Third, BEM is not a comfortable text for the churches! Even if it does not
have to perform the stabbing function of a ‘*‘gadfly’” for the churches and
theologians, it is certainly not one of the innumerable theological texts consigned
to oblivion in the church’s consciousness. Here, undoubtedly, the churches are
presented with something new, something different, something challenging that
will perhaps provoke fears and encourage flight into the security of inactive
silence. Here we all need the distinguishing gifts of the Holy Spirit to make the
right decisions and to keep on the right path. BEM itself clearly points us in this
direction. Called as they are to eucharistic action, may the churches, even in face
of the questions put to them by BEM, think through again the content and pre-

“BEM, op. cit., p. 25, paragraph 23.
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sent ecumenical relevance of certain basic concepts, such as the ideas of
“eucharistic sacrifice”, “the changing of the elements”, the “breaking of the
bread™, and so on. A visible unity and a eucharistic fellowship is certainly almost
inconceivable without sacrifice, without change and breaking, in respect of many
and possible naive axioms.

Finally, BEM is not a private “affair” of its authors, of the Faith and Order
Commission, or of the World Council of Churches itself. It is not an abstract
self-contained entity. It is an affair of the churches! BEM has grown up wirh the
ecumenical movement, come to maturity with it, and seeks only to serve the com-
mon witness, the common service to human beings and to humanity, and to pro-
mote visible unity. The Lima text was produced at the official bidding of the
churches. The churches have freely and voluntarily shared in this process, as-
sumed joint responsibility for the whole process and supported it by contributing
personnel and material resources and, above all, with their prayers; not only the
member churches of the World Council but also the Roman Catholic Church and
other churches, for whose practical cooperation we all have every reason to give
special thanks. What is reflected in the Lima text, therefore, is not only the
theological wealth and converging determination of the hundred or more
theologians who lived and worked together in this process. Even in the various
- decisive phases through which the text passed, a real “‘process of reception’ is
discernible.

What had previously and simultaneously been studied, commented on, and in
fact. if not officially, received by the churches themselves both within the
framework of the World Council and in the various consultations and bilateral
and muiltilateral dialogues, was step by step received, adopted and declared.

This deliberate and vigorous involvement of the churches helped to achieve
this convergence, certainly the maximum possible up to the present time, and
permits the hope that in the next stages, no church will dance the Turkish three-
step (i.e. one step forward, rwo steps back!). After an ecumenical effort and
hope stretching over so long a time one is certainly justified in saying that the
seriousness and consistency with which the churches deal with the Lima text and
the manner in which the reception process takes place will be the measure of the
seriousness of the churches’ participation not only in bilateral dialogues but also
in the ecumenical movement itself. The churches remain completely free, of
course, 10 accept the text, to suggest modifications, to voice specific wishes, and
even to reject it outright. They would display inconsistency only if they decided
to ignore the Lima text completely!

Return to the ecumenical “raison d’étre”

The Orthodox church certainly has good reasons for joy. With the Lima text,
the theological discussion directly concerned with the unity of the church has
been brought right back into the verv centre of the ecumenical movement. Just
ten vears ago, it will be remembered, the Ecumenical Patriarch of Constantino-
ple, on the occasion of the 25th anniversary of the World Council of Churches in
1973, sent a Declaration to the World Council in which he spoke, among other
things, of a crisis “threatening the ecumenical movement as a whole and the

World Council of Churches in particular’”. Without minimizing the duty and.
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responsibility of Christians and churches in refation to human pain and suffer-
ing, the declaration saw txe real reason for the crisis in what many asserted accus-
ingly to be the one-sided interest of the World Council of Churches in social and
political goals. A similar note was struck in a simultaneous message from the
Russian Patriarchate ard other Orthodox representatives. The Orthodox,
therefore, may see in the Lima text the fruits of their criticism at that time. This
was confirmed by the Ecumenical Patriarch Dimitrios in the statement already
mentioned. “Today we are pleased to see that in recent years there is observable a
praiseworthy return of the World Council of Churches to the quest for Christian
unity for which it was founded, as the work of the Faith and Order Commission
shows... It is our desire that this return and this advance of the World Council of
Churches should be permanent, so that it may succeed in its chief aim.”s

As the Lima text above all shows, the World Council has meanwhile in fact
reached a deeper appreciation and practice of its “‘raison d’étre”. What we must
hope now is that in the coming months and years, BEM will not be relegated 1o
the periphery of ecumenical activity and marginalized by some other concerns.
We hope, indeed, that BEM and its spirit will also animate other areas of the
World Council’s work and help the churches to advance even more confidently
towards their visible unity.

The “return” of the World Council to its ““raison d’étre” is not to be mis-
taken, of course, for a recommendation that we are to strive for the visible unity
of the church with a theology ignoring real life and action, or that the future
mandate of the Faith and Order Commission should be misunderstood as
theological work remote from life. On the contrary, having met in Vancouver to
make our assured but for many quite scandalous affirmation that Jesus Christ is
“the Life of the world” and “its light”, we should take care not to cordon off
and devalue any part of what takes place in the name of Jesus Christ by treating
it as a “purely” theological and “purely” domestic church affair. As far as BEM
is concerned, this means that our understanding and practice of baptism,
eucharist and ministry is always to be related, deliberately and consistently, to
“the mission of Christ through the churches in the modern world”.¢ At the same
time, in the power of the Holy Spirit, we should rid ourselves of any fear that in
doing so we should be secularizing our churches and letting them become the
prisoners of the world. We should rid ourselves, 100, of the fear that it would, in
the last analysis, amount to serving the “Marxist utopia” of an earthly paradise
if we choose to cooperate with all people of goodwill in helping to make sure that
this life, originating in the Holy Spirit, based in Christ and called to become
“divinized” in the doxa of God, is not daily poisoned by the bitter tasie of hell.

It is all the more important to insist on this point, considering that the social
and international crises but also the general spiritual and cuitural crises of
humankind will continue in future to be the so-called “non-theological” factors
in the differences of opinjon and in the conflicts among the churches and even
among the individual members of every church, theologically disguised though
these differences may often be. 1t is more than ever necessary, therefore, that the

SEpiskepsis, 1983, No. 291, p. 2.
SBEM, op. cit., p. ix.




theological and churchly tasks and the practical tasks of social ethics should be
tackled today in a complémentary way. Recall the-carlier point that the Lima text
itself matured with the ecumenical movement. This document can be rightly
understood and cherished only if it is considered in the context of the other
themes and programmes that have concerned and characterized the World Coun-
cil of Churches, at the very latest since the Uppsala Assembly, such as mission to
and dialogue with other faiths; faith, science and technology; development;
racism; human rights; peace and disarmament; ecumenical education; and the
role of woman in church and society.” It is easy to see, therefore, why the
language of the Lima text is complementary, “classical”” while at the same time
“contextual and contemporary’’?

To continue on this way of coordination and common growth can only be
welcomed. Without this reciprocal impregnation and complementarity in ex-
istence and development, our theology of baptism, eucharist and ministry, like
our theology generally, is in acute danger of succumbing to the triumphal ecstasy
of a lifeless verticalism almost completely disconnected from the actual needs
and hopes of the people of God and the world. Doctrine and life are just as in-
separable as lack of faith and lifelessness ! My own church tradition, for one, has
~ never authorized a theology objectified by rationalization processes, a theology

which thought of itself as a naked struggle for a “truth” floating abstractly “in
and for itself” somewhere between heaven and earth. The doctrine of the incar-
nate logos of God can only be incarnate doctrine, a faith residing in the flesh of
total life and total humanity, wearing historical clothes and being demonstrated
in the “here and now” of each generation.

It would be blasphemous to teach, for example, that Christian baptism is libera-
tion “into a new humanity in which barriers of division whether of sex or race or
social status are transcended”® and vet to tolerate racial discrimination, andevento
seek to justifyit biblically ; equally blasphemousto betaught andtoteach othersthat
the holy eucharist denotes what the world is to become, namely “an offering and
hymn of praise to the Creator, a universal communion in the body of Christ, a
kingdom of justice, love and peace in the Holy Spirit” 10, when we allow the world
and what happens in it to be the exact opposite of this promise ; when we neglect
pressing tasks of micro-diakonia and, above all, of macro-diakonia ; when expe-
diency and fear reduce churches and Christianstosilence, whenthecry of the hungry
for justice and peace is deafening, when in more and more areas throughout the
world we find repeated daily the situation so clearly delineated by the Greek pogt:

Two trees have blossomed too soon,
the police rush up to interrogate them!

Reception and meticulousness
The churches are now requested to respond officially to the Lima text “at the
highest appropriate level of authority” and to answer the specific questions put

‘Konrad Raiser: Mit neuem Leben fiillen. Okumene auf dem Weg nach Vancouver, Evang. Kom-
mentar, 1983, No. 5, p. 252f.

SBEM, op. cit., p. ix.

YBEM, op. cit., p. 2, paragraph 2.

ICBEM, op. cil., p. 11, paragraph 4.
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to them by the Commission. This adoption of a position by the churches is
described in the preface to the text as a “process of reception”. Clearly this term
does not carry the same meaning for all. Discussiot of this basic term will, it is
hoped, help to clarify one of the most important and pressing questions for the
future. Meanwhile, with God’s help, a “ripeness for reception” is emerging at all
levels of the ecumenical endeavour, especially in tixe bilateral dialogues. In my
opinion, the concrete question of outstanding importance for ecumenical educa-
tion, ecumenical methodology and ecumenical practice in the immediate future is
this : Is a consensus text the only kind of text that i ripe for reception? Or can
even a pre-consensual agreement contain an elemert ripe for reception?

* There is another reason why we should be ciear about this question: the
reception process recommended in connection with BEM is just as much a novel-
ty for the churches as is the Lima text itself. It fits nio none of the reception pat-
terns familiar to us. More specifically, is the concept of reception, as applied to
the Lima text, understood in its specifically theological and ecclesiological sense
and in the way this was applied in the ancient chur=h — for example in the recep-
tion of the decisions of local and ecumenical svnods? If so, we shall probably
have to reckon with the likelihood that a number of churches, the Orthodox
churches certainly, will be unable to give a positive response to the Commission’s
request. In any case, a text which touches on basics of the Christian faith is sub-
ject primarily not to the criterion of ecumenica’ need or of the longing for
ecumenical unity, but to the inflexible criterion of doctrinal “meticulousness”.

Itison the “immaturity” in the Lima text rather t=zn on its maturity that the Or-
thodox churches, and not only the Orthodox churches, are bound to concentrate.
They are bound to say, for example, that the formzations they find here are un-
doubtedly well-considered but nevertheless not altoz=ther precise ; that thetext con-
tains abstractions which do not exactly invite confidence ; for example, a quasi ab-
sorption of confirmation by baptism, woolliness as to thereal presence and the real
change in the elements, a number of still open questions concerning the ministry.

Such a “procedure” would obviously condemr: the ecumenical discussion to
almost endless flounderings for a long time to come. Not only would a “con-
fessio oikoumenica” of the kind some are already desiderating remain in-
conceivable for a very long time, but also our “coafiusio oikoumenica” would be
indefinitely prolonged! By constantly piling new :exts on top of each other,
perhaps divergent texts on the same theme, canceiling out previous ones, we
would be ensuring that the figure of the ecumenical Sisyphus would come to
prevail ever more tragically in our midst and even with each one of us!

A reception which does not bypass the pleroma of the church

Faced with this difficulty and opting for a pre-consensual reception, the first
step would be to share the joy of our sisters and brothers who have ascended the
longed-for mountain of the Lord step by step and who affirmed at their interim
encampment in Lima: here we are standing not perhaps at the centre yet never-
theless in the forecourt of the apostolic faith. The interim camp is not yet Tabor
itself (Matt. 17). It is certainly permissible for us to join with them, therefore, in
saying: “How good, Lord, it.is to be here!” At the same time, we also hear his
voice telling us: “Rise” — Go further | Continue on the way!
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We need not, however, heed the other words commanding the disciples to
“tell no one the vision!” — for meanwhile the son.of man has risen from the
dead and, with him, also our hope for the future of his church. We intend,
indeed we must, continue our journey and carry the good news to ‘“the peo-
ple down there”, to the people of God in the whole world which longs in-
creasingly to be reinforced by its spiritual shepherds in its conviction of the
growing degree of the unity of humankind, a unity it longs to experience as
unity in the body of Christ! This, indeed, is the longing of the authors
themselves when they ask the churches “to enable the widest possible involve-
ment of the people of God at all levels of church life in the spiritual process
of receiving this text”.!l

Who really speaks for the church? The plurality of church structures makes
it impossible to give a uniform answer to this question. Each church has
crystallized its answer in the course of history and this answer is not in all chur-
ches the same as the answer of the church in the time of the apostles. But
whatever the answer, none surely should ignore the long historical experience of
the church in their decision-making. For it is surely common knowledge that the
doctrinal decisions of the highest church authorities have often remained empty
words, precisely because they bypassed the pleroma of the church! From our
standpoint it would have to be said perhaps that bishops in their synodal deci-
sions give expression to the faith, mind, and ethos of the whole church. But
anvone who ignores the people of God in reaching decisions, anyone who
prevents the people of God from its part in the necessary process of information
and opinion forming, is guilty of a bureautheology and a bureaucratic ‘“‘con-
ciliarity™, which in the long run is doomed to failure. It should be obvious,
therefore, that even an eventually positive *official response” of the highest
authority to the Lima text will not in itself signify “reception” in the theological
and ecclesiological sense. By the same token, of course, a negative response of
the same highest authority could not be considered to be a response of the un-
suspecting people of God if the highest authority were to decide “autonomously”
and therefore “bureaucratically’”’. At any rate, it seems to me aberrant and
pointless to try to nourish ecumenical optimism by evasions, i.e. by manipulating
church opinion or, on the contrary, by letting the people of God, who are hungry
for ecumenical accord, starve by abstinence at the wrong place. Participation,
therefore, is the most important thing that must be generally aceepted.

Closely connected with participation is the removal of elementary practical
difficulties which have been neglected by the World Council of Churches in a
way which is not exactly encouraging for the future. I am referring here to the
whole complex area of the sharing of information. It is an illusion to think that
there can be any participation without information. Only a year after its publica-
tion, who really knows anything of BEM ? In whose name is whar decided and by
whom ?

What must be faced here, frankly and realistically, is above all the acute prob-
lem of language: the faithful translation and swift distribution of ecumenical
texts. The language barrier, which is one of the major problems in the ecumenical

HBEM, op. cit., p. x.
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movement, becomes even more crucial and urgent in face of the reception prob-
lem. The polyglot brothers and sisters in Geneva should understand the situation
of the many monoglot brothers and sisters throughout the world! The same
understanding is also called for from those who speak English, French, and Ger-
man, for whom the texts are usually made available reasonably quickly. But for
the rest who have no facility in these languages. a process of marginalization is
perpetuated. The loser from this marginalization process is the “process of recep-
tion” in all ecumenical matters. Some languages are also a sort of *“‘mator
power”’ of our world. The question, therefore, is who really constitute the power-
ful among us, who also want to decide for us? And how is a poor person, in this
context certainly a monolingual bishop or even an ordinary Christian at the other
end of the earth, to share in the discussion of BEM and in the decisions concern-
ing it?

The will to converge and a reception which inspires

A third and final factor is the will to converge, which is presupposed when
convergence texts are to be recognized. Lacking this conscious and consistent will
to converge, to be developed first, of course, in the official leaders of each
church in order then to animate the whole people of God, the ecumenicai enter-
prise will be like a motor without ignition, i.e. without “movement”. The Lima
text would already fulfill its purpose, perhaps, if the churches were to understznd
the request for reception not in a specifically theological but in a new and
specifically ecumenical sense, not as a formal canonical act of endorsemen: but
as a decision which stimulates and inspires. Reception in that case would —<ar.
above all, that the Lima text would be transmitted to the communities of Christ
throughout the whole world as good news, the good news that far-reaching <on-
verging agrtement has been achieved on baptism, eucharist and ministry. and
that at the same time a will to converge is being guided by the Holy Spirtit in the
direction HE wills! Only then can we expect the new insights of the Lima text 10
find entry into theology, liturgy, and into the witness and service of the people of
God throughout the whole inhabited earth.

* ¥ %

In conclusion, I would like to éxpress the hope that, apart from the responses
of the churches to the Lima text as a whole and to its individual questions, what
may be received at the widest possible level will be the new spirit of the Lima text.
its new way of seeing and the new breadth with which it approaches old con-
troversial questions in the light of holy scripture and the apos olic faith of the
church and points a sure way to their solution.

This is all the more important in view of the fact that, in the church’s im-
mediate and more remote future, the old and still unsolved differences will be
joined by new controversial questions. These, too, will lead to and even force
upon us differences of opinion and latent, but also open conflicts, not only in
relations between the churches, but also within individual churches and con-
gregations. Our different loyalties, our culture and history, our politics and
ideology, *“principalities and powers” of this world, the national loyalties and the
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claims made on the church by pressure groups and blocks, but no less the “mind
of the flesh” (Rom. 8), will continue to produce plurality, differentiation and an-
tagonism in the life of the church to the end of time. Even our theology, which is
both a studious statement about God’s revelation and yet itself a child of the
world and history, cannot be *“‘disciplined” so long as it remains a free operation
of the living Spirit.” ’

Not even a complete and regularly authorized verbal consensus would,
therefore, be any guarantee for the actual restoration and realization of the unity
of the church. Even if such a universal ““consensus” were to be achieved at the
highest level of authority, it would have a real chance only if it were to fill the
heart and conscience of the shephards and the faithful with the assurance that
doctrinal differences no longer existed of a kind which were fundamental and
strong enough to separate us from the love of Christ and from communion with
him and with one another. The oniv way to prepare a *“consensus” of this kind
and to pave the way for such an assurance is for synods, church authorities, con-
gregations, theological colleges, church mass media, our Christian education and
our daily dealings with human beings who differ from us in faith and in thought
— to be filled and directed by the Spirit and by the style and breadth of approach
of the Lima text, that is to say by the eucharistic experience of God, of the fetlow
human being, and of the world.



